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I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - Feb 13, 2018 7:00 PM 

III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 33 N. Clyde Avenue 

TO BE CONTINUED TO THE APRIL 10, 2018 ZBA MEETING 

2. 35 S. Walnut Street 

Variation to permit pavers to be set back 0 feet from the side lot line instead of 
the minimum required 2 feet pursuant to Section 10.01 (d) (3) (b) of the Palatine 
Zoning Ordinance.  

3. 861 & 865 W. Kenilworth Avenue 

Special Use to permit a residence to be setback 20 feet from the front yard lot 
line instead of the minimum required 30 feet pursuant to Section 10.06 (c)(13) of 
the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

4. 203 N. Benton Street 

Special Use to permit a detached garage to be 18 feet in height instead of the 

maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (1) of the Palatine 

Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Variation to permit a detached garage to be 960 square feet instead of the 

maximum permitted 686 square feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (4) (a) (iii) of 

the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

 

Variation to permit a fence to be set back 1 foot from the side lot line abutting a 
street instead of the minimum required 5 feet pursuant to Section 6.03 (b) (5 (d) 
(i) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

5. 223 E. Northwest Highway 

Special Use for a Kennel pursuant to Section 11.03 (d)(1) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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Variation to allow gross surface area of attached sign to be 99 square feet 
instead of the allowed 66 square feet pursuant to Section 8.03 (b)(2)(c) of the 
Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Variation to allow an 8 foot fence instead of the permitted 6 foot pursuant to 
Section 6.03 (c) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 

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 Present  

Theodore McGinn Commissioner Present  

Kevin Cavanaugh Commissioner Present  

James Dittrich Commissioner Present  

John Pirog Commissioner Present  

 
Staff present: Ms. Lyn Bremanis, Mr. Ben Vyverberg, and Ms. Katie Romack 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Zoning Board of Appeals - Regular Meeting - Jan 23, 2018 7:00 PM - Accepted 

Mr. Luszczak made a motion to approve the minutes of January 23, 2018; 
seconded by Mr. Larson. 

RESULT: ACCEPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Jerry Luszczak, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

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

Pirog 
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III. PUBLIC HEARING 

1. 1109 S. Whippoorwill Lane - Recommend to Deny 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on January 29, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Site Plan/ Plat of Survey 
4. Elevation 
5. Objector’s Letter 
6. Objector’s Letter #2 
7. Objector’s Letter #3 
8. Objector’s Letter #4 
9. Public Notice 

 
Ms. Wood added letter #5 from Michael Ligda stating it will be exhibit #5. 
 
Ms. Bremanis gave the background of the request. The Petitioners are proposing 
to complete the construction of a partially built tree house in the backyard of the 
subject property, which encroaches in the required setbacks and exceeds the 
maximum accessory structure height. Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting 
approval of the following:  
 

 Special Use to permit an accessory structure to be 19 feet in height, 

instead of the maximum permitted 15 feet. 

 Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located 4 feet from the side 

lot line, instead of the minimum required 5 feet. 

 Variation to permit an accessory structure to be located 9 feet from 

principal structure, instead of the minimum required 10 feet. 

SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-1B Single Family residential and is located in 

the Hunting Ridge Subdivision. 

 The Petitioner started building a tree house on the Subject Property. The Village 

received a complaint about the work in progress and subsequently inspected to 

determine the status. The project was evaluated and it was determined that both 

the location and scope require relief from the Code and a building permit.   

 The tree house is approximately 4.5 feet from the side lot line and 9.5 feet from 

the principal structure. Both of these require a variation, as the minimum required 

setbacks are 10 feet and 5 feet respectively. 

 The tree house is approximately 19 feet in height. This requires a special use. 

 The platform is 12 X 12 at 144 square feet and the platform is approximately 9 

feet off the ground 

 Both the building and lot coverage meet Code. 
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DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community 

Services 

A building permit and associated review will be required. 

Engineering No issues identified. 

Environmental 

Health 

N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

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. 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked what the village ordinance for tree house is 
Ms. Bremanis explained the code doesn’t speak to treehouses but because of 
the size of this is being looked at as an accessory structure and would need to 
follow those setbacks 
 
Sworn in Mr. Matthew Ligda, Michael Ligda, and Cooper Ligda 1109 S 
Whippoorwill Ln Palatine, IL 
Mr. Ligda explained they are looking to complete a treehouse in their backyard 
which is a residential property.  He stated his sons helped to build the treehouse 
which is for their own use only.  He explained the reason for the variance is 
because there is only one tree on his property and its location is off the front and 
side yard.  He addressed the standards stating it will fit in with the residential use 
and will be consistent use for the property.  He stated he does not think it will be 
a detriment to the neighborhood rather in their opinion it enhances the value of 
their property.  Mr. Ligda pointed out the area has a mix of families with younger 
children and older people and the difference of opinion on the aesthetics varies 
but he doesn’t feel it will devalue the property in any way. 
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Michael Ligda explained they helped their father to build the treehouse which 
was a good way to learn skills on how to build something on their own when they 
get older. He stated they wanted to have fun with their father building the 
treehouse. He referred to the letter he wrote that explains it will be a place of 
learning and somewhere to do homework because sometimes their house is very 
busy. 
 
Cooper Ligda stated he thinks it would be a great time to build the treehouse with 
his dad.  He stated he has always wanted a treehouse since he was little. 
 
Mr. McGinn asked if they considered building the treehouse within code. 
Mr. Ligda stated the setbacks could be accomplished since they are only asking 
for 5-6 inches relief but the special use for the height would be difficult being it 
would have to be 4 ft. from ground which wouldn’t be much of a treehouse.  He 
pointed out there is not much in the code for treehouses so when they started 
building he didn’t know it would be considered an accessory structure. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked why the treehouse couldn’t be brought down 4ft to meet code 
Mr. Ligda explained if they made the roof flat it would bring it down 2ft which 
would require them to drop the platform down 2ft.  He stated this presents some 
structural challenges because they anchored the corner on to the lowest branch 
of the tree. He stated it would be possible but he would have to change the entire 
anchoring system. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the green posts are permanent or just there during 
construction 
Mr. Ligda explained they are 4x4 braces coated in plastic which he put in during 
construction.  He stated he was going to cantilever the platform but couldn’t get 
enough structural support so they have a temporary brace which will be replaced 
by a 6x6 post.  He stated once the post is installed the braces can be removed if 
they are found to be objectionable.  
 
Mr. Pirog pointed out the tree is not really holding the house so they could move 
it to the other side and bring it down a bit and not even need a variation.  
Mr. Ligda stated it is possible but it presents structural issues on anchoring.  
 
Mr. Larson asked what the outside of the treehouse will be finished with. 
Mr. Ligda stated they were going to put T11 sheathing like what they use for 
sheds and then paint it 
 
Mr. Larson asked why it has to be 8ft from platform when kids are not 7ft tall. 
Mr. Ligda explained they built it with a standard 8ft stud wall. 
 
Mr. Larson stated he was just looking for a way to get below that foot threshold 
so it wasn’t such a big difference of what code allows. 
Mr. Ligda explained they had hoped to put a desk and bunk beds up there but 
can change those plans too. 
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Sworn in Mr. John Lewis 1121 S Whippoorwill Ln Palatine, IL 
Mr. Pirog stated there are a lot of little kids that live in the area and all of them 
were very excited about the treehouse. He stated he thinks if potential buyers 
see a treehouse they would know there are other kids in the area for their kids to 
play with which would help raise property values. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Rick Larson 1059 S Whippoorwill Ln Palatine, IL 
Mr. Larson explained he represents a number of the homeowners that object to 
this. He pointed out construction started last fall with no permit so they could not 
see any plans or discuss what the structure would look like. He stated now they 
are asking for forgiveness instead of following ordinances and doing it the way it 
should have been done.  He expressed their concern is if the 3 variances are 
granted that will set precedent for other requests for sheds in backyards and 
other structures that are 19ft tall. He pointed out the structure reaches the top of 
the home’s roof line.  He expressed concern with the aesthetics and curb appeal 
referring to the existing condition slide showing it is visible from the street which 
will lower the property values especially if it is covered in sheathing. He stated 
the sheathing will not be attractive or keep with the architecture of the homes in 
the area. He spoke to suggestion on it being on other side of tree and agreed 
that would be more agreeable since it would be partially blocked.  He pointed out 
if they put bunk beds and desks it becomes more of living quarters and not just a 
tree house.  He restated they are respectfully requesting a motion for denial. 
 
Mr. Larson asked if they would still have the same feelings about curb appeal if 
the petitioner built within the required setbacks and height. 
Rick stated he would object because of the location being visible from the street.  
He stated if they built in the backyard blocked by the street he wouldn’t have this 
objection. 
 
Ms. Wood asked staff if approved would there be anything on the building permit 
side requiring materials. 
Ms. Bremanis stated that is a question for the building department explaining 
they do have regulations and because of the size and scope of this project it 
would require a permit.  
 
Mr. McGinn asked staff if they were using bunk beds would that change the 
analysis as far as staff is concerned. 
Ms. Bremanis explained typically living spaces would have running water and 
electricity. 
 
Mr. McGinn clarified that bunk beds don’t change the request  
Ms. Bremanis answered no 
 
Sworn in Mr. Ron Shagrin 1066 W. Partridge Dr. Palatine, IL 
Mr. Shagrin stated he is the President of the HOA in Hunting Ridge.  He stated a 
number of the homeowners throughout Hunting Ridge have contacted him about 
the structure.  He stated the major concern is the impact it will have on the 
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property values. He stated he can remember building a treehouse as a kid but 
this seems like more of a permanent structure that will last many years. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster asked if there are any rules throughout the community or if any 
similar situation have come up. 
Mr. Shagrin explained they do not have any covenants so they have no control of 
what people do with their homes.  He stated they are more of a social 
organization. 
 
Mr. Dittrich pointed out one of the objectors stated they would be more in favor if 
it was on the other side of tree and asked if Mr. Shagrin has heard the same 
Mr. Shagrin stated he has had no specifics but pointed out it is very visible the 
way it is now and if it was sheltered on the other side it would have less of an 
impact.  He stated it seems to be built to last for many years. 
 
Ms. Wood pointed out the common thread is the impact on homes value and 
asked what the basis behind this is. 
Mr. Shagrin stated he was not a part of the letters submitted but if he was buying 
a house he may not want to look at this across the street. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Michael Jezierski 815 W. Partridge Dr. Palatine, IL 
Mr. Jezierski stated he served on the Village board for 17 years and used to be 
HOA president. He stated Mr. Ligda is an attorney, represents contractors and 
should know what the ordinances are, He stated forgiveness is given more 
frequently than asking for permission. He pointed out having the desk and bunk 
beds make it a living space and not a treehouse and 9ft ceilings are not needed 
in a treehouse.  He stated it is not a good location and agrees with the neighbors 
on the impact to home values.  He pointed out the siding not being aluminum 
won’t conform to the properties in the area. He asked for the board to consider 
denial 
 
Mr. Ligda stated yes he is an attorney and he did look through the Village of 
Palatine ordinances and there is nothing on treehouses. He pointed out the 
platform is 144 sq.ft but the structure on top is less than 100 sq.ft.and as he 
understands the code would not require a permit for a shed less than 100 sq.ft. 
He addressed the objections pointing out it is personal opinion on people not 
liking the aesthetics and the other concern is the negative impact on value of 
surrounding areas which is unfounded. He pointed out only 6 of the properties 
that were notified in the 250 ft. radius are against the majority have not objected 
including their next door neighbor.   
 
Mr. Pirog asked if an architect designed it. 
Mr. Ligda answered no they just built it and didn’t realize it would be an 
accessory structure.  He stated if it is required he will get the drawings done 
Michael Ligda stated lots of kids expressed interest during the building process 
and he explained to them if the board approves it they will finish it and if their 
parents approve they can go in. 
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Ms. Bremanis explained in the code the definition of a structure is defined as 
anything erected, the use of which requires more or less permanent location on 
the ground or attached to something having permanent location on the ground 
and this per that definition would be classified as a structure.  
 
Ms. Wood asked if any other questions for Petitioner.  There were no further 
questions for the Petitioner. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The Petitioner intended to build a tree house in the rear yard of the property.  
Due to its scope, height, and the proposed setbacks, relief from the Code and a 
building permit are now required in order to complete the tree house. In reviewing 
the improved lots in Hunting Ridge subdivision, the only accessory structures 
identified were sheds located in the rear yards. There are no detached garages, 
nor do any of the sheds appear comparable to the Subject structure’s height.   
 
Additionally, there is a curvature in the adjacent section of Whippoorwill Lane 
directly in front of the Subject Property, which increases the visibility of the tree 
house. While it is not taller than the surrounding residences, it is clearly visible 
and there were no other similar structures identified. Staff understands the 
Petitioner’s initial intentions in building a tree house. The location, size, and 
height now require zoning relief and a building permit review, likely including a 
structural component. In the absence of HOA declarations or conditions, 
covenants, and restrictions of the subdivision, the Zoning Ordinance controls the 
size and location of all buildings. Staff believes that the height of the accessory 
structure is excessive, does not meet the standards for relief, and has the 
potential to impact the subdivision. 
 
The requested setback relief could also likely be amended to comply with the 
Code requirements.  Therefore, Staff recommends denial of the Special Use for 
height of the accessory structure and action at the discretion of the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for the setback Variations.  If the Zoning Board recommends 
approval, Staff recommends the following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use and Variations shall substantially conform to the site plan and 
tree house dimensions submitted by the petitioner dated 11/16/17 except as such 
plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 
 

2. The tree house may only be used for recreational purposes and may not be used 
as a dwelling unit. 

 
3. As required, a building permit must be obtained, prior to completing the work on 

the accessory structure. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any questions on Staff's recommendation.  
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
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Mr. Larson made a motion to deny the Special Use subject staff’s 
conditions; seconded by Mr. Cavanaugh. 
 
Mr. Larson made a motion to approve the Variations subject staff’s 
conditions; seconded by Mr. Dittrich. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Larson explained he split the motion into two because he believes the height 
is a bigger issue.  He pointed out if it was lower it would look like a shed.  He 
stated he thinks it will have a negative impact on the surrounding properties 
being almost 20ft tall so he doesn’t feel it meets the standards for a special use. 
He pointed out the variation being only 6 inches in either direction won’t have an 
impact on the surrounding properties so that part meets the standards.  
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster pointed out even though it is called an accessory structure it is 
a treehouse not a garage or a shed.  She stated she thinks it falls more into 
playground recreational equipment and thinks it is unfortunate there is not a 
specific code for this.  She stated she thinks it is a great father son experience 
and is unfortunate with the location and neighbors.  She stated she has been 
looking for homes in the area and drove by though it looks well-built and thought 
out she sides with the concerns with the neighbors.  She stated there is not 
enough information on the affect to property values so she will support denial.  
  
Ms. Wood stated some things are relative to their experience such as a 
trampoline some may think it looks great and others not so much. She pointed 
out this is a treehouse and doesn’t think it would have a negative impact but 
others might.  She stated there is nothing else in the neighborhood that is of that 
height and a lot of neighbors are against.  She stated it doesn’t fit into the 
character of the neighborhood which is swaying her to deny the special use even 
though she supports the variations.  She stated it is a shame a lot is built and if 
denied they will have to come up with another plan.  She stated there is not 
enough evidence to support the special use standards have not been met 
because the height is so different.  
 
Mr. McGinn agreed with Ms. Wood pointing out the vision of the petitioners is too 
grand with the height being too high. He referred to the standard on altering the 
essential character of the locality and stated if they built a foot in either direction 
they wouldn’t need a variation so his vote is for denial on both. 
 
Mr. Pirog agreed with Ted pointing out it can be built with a few minor changes 
with a standard building permit. 
 
Mr. Luszczak agreed stating if it was built on the backside of the tree and maybe 
a little lower it would be more concealed. 
 
The motion to the deny the Special Use was approved by a vote of 7-1 
The motion to approve the Variations was denied by a vote of 3-5 
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Mr. Dittrich made a motion to deny the Variation; seconded by Mr. Pirog. 
 

The motion to deny the Variations was approved by a vote of 5-3. 
 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that both requests were denied. This item will go to 
Village Council on March 5, 2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMEND TO DENY [7 TO 1] 

MOVER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

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

NAYS: Dittrich 
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 Recommend to Deny Variations - Motion Carried by Voice Vote 

Mr. Dittrich made a motion to deny the Variations; seconded by Mr. Pirog. 

RESULT: MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE [5 TO 3] 

MOVER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

SECONDER: John Pirog, Commissioner 

AYES: Roth-Wurster, Luszczak, McGinn, Cavanaugh, Pirog 

NAYS: Larson, Wood, Dittrich 
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2. 158 S. Bothwell Street - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on January 29, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use and Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey 
4. Site Plan 
5. Floor Plans 
6. Elevations 
7. Public Notice 

 
Ms. Bremanis gave the background of the request. The Petitioners are proposing 
to construct a new detached garage addition over an existing structure and 
extend the footprint that currently encroaches into the side yard setbacks. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting approval of the following:  
 

1. Special Use to permit an accessory structure to be 20 feet tall instead of 
the maximum 15 feet. 

2. Variation to permit an accessory structure (20 feet tall) to exceed the height 
of the principal structure. 

3. Variation to permit an accessory structure (580 square feet) to exceed 50% 
of the ground floor area of the principal structure. 
 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2, Single Family Residential. 

 The garage is almost 20 feet in height. Per Code, the maximum accessory 
structure height is 15 feet, thus requiring a special use. 

 The principal structure is a one story home The proposed garage exceed the 
height of the existing home. This also requires a variation. 

 The proposed garage is 572 ft2. The existing residence is approximately 800 ft2. 
As this exceeds 50% of the principal structure by 172 square feet, a variation is 
also required. 

 The petitioners have stated they are planning on using the space for hobbies. 

 The setbacks and lot coverage meet code. 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community 

Services 

No issues identified. 

Engineering No issues identified. 

Environmental 

Health 

N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 
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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. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the existing garage would be demolished. 

Ms. Bremanis answered yes. 

 

Mr. Cavanaugh asked if other garages in area are constant with this request. 
Ms. Bremanis stated the majority of the homes in the area have a detached 
garage and many appeared to be over 15 feet in height. 
 
Mr. Dittrich asked if most are taller than the principal structures. 

Ms. Bremanis stated she can’t answer that question. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Michael and Ashley Giznik, 158 S. Bothwell Street 
Mr. Giznik explained they are looking for permission for a variance to build a 
garage 5 feet larger than the principal structure. He stated they currently have a 
1-car garage with a one lane driveway and have 2 vehicles. He stated they hope 
to park both cars in the garage explaining currently they have to move vehicles 
around to get one or the other out. Mr. Giznik explained the house is only 720 
square feet and they are looking for more storage. He stated he is a car 
enthusiast and his wife enjoys crafting and this will allow space to do so. He 
explained they got an architect and plan on using quality building materials which 
will fit in with the character of neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the height was for a second floor. 
Mr. Giznik answered yes explaining it will allow room for storage and hobby 
room. 

 

Ms. Roth-Wurster asked if there are any similar structures in the neighborhood. 
Mr. Giznik answered yes a few blocks away there is a similar structure that is 
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similar height to their house but unfortunately their home is only 1 story. He 
further explained there are neighbors with taller garages but pointed out their 
homes are taller as well.  He stated he has seen other garages taller than their 
principal living area. 
 
Mr. McGinn asked if there are any flooding issues.  
Mr. Giznik answered no. 

 

Mr. Pirog asked if the driveway would be expanded. 

Mr. Giznik answered yes towards the back into a dual driveway. He pointed out 
the garage would be less noticeable from the street because it is set back farther. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if any other questions for Petitioner. There were no further 
questions for the Petitioner. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The petitioners are proposing to build a detached garage that requires relief due 
to its size. Two of the variations are required due to the height and square 
footage of the existing home. A detached garage of this size is not uncommon in 
the area thus should not impact the surrounding property owners or alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. Therefore, Staff recommends approval 
of the Special Use and Variations subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. The Special Use and Variations shall substantially conform to the site plan and 
elevations prepared by Arkteks Unlimited LTD dated 12/17/17 except as such 
plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 

2. The detached garage, including the second floor space, shall not be used in 
pursuant of any commercial business.  

3. The detached garage may not be used for a dwelling unit. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any questions on Staff's recommendation.  
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if there are issues with driveway being closer to the 
property line 
Ms. Bremanis explained code allows the driveway to be 2 feet from the property 
line. 

 

There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; 
seconded by Mr. Larson. 

 

DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Cavanaugh stated it is a great use and they are trying to make the most of a 
landlocked property. He pointed out it is a small primary dwelling and they are 
looking to improve the home and this should improve the value of the 
neighborhood. 
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Ms. Wood summarized that this request had met the standards and was 
approved by a unanimous vote of 8-0. This item will go to Village Council 
on March 5, 2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

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

Pirog 
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3. 1000 S. Quentin Road - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on January 29, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use and Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Existing Elevation 
4. Proposed Elevation 
5. Palatine Township EMB sign Ordinance  
6. Public Notice 
 

 
Mr. Vyverberg gave the background of the request explaining  District 211 and 
Fremd High School are requesting to replace the existing EMB sign, which has 
been in operation since 1999. The proposed replacement will maintain the 
existing sign cabinet and elevation, but update the proposed EMB sign and 
operations' system. As the existing sign was placed through the issuance of a 
building permit, the Zoning Ordinance requires both a Special Use and the 
associated location Variations to complete. Therefore, the Petitioners are 
requesting: 
 

 Special Use to permit an electronic message board.  

 Variation to permit an electronic message board outside of the permitted 

corridors. 

 Variation to permit an electronic message board for a residential use (high 

school), within 500 feet of another electronic message board.  

SITE ANALYSIS: 

 District 211 and Fremd High School have petitioned to replace the message 
board of the existing EMB sign, within the existing sign cabinet and frame 
structure. 

 

 The overall size of both the EMB portion of the sign and the freestanding sign 
and height will be maintained. 

 

 As the EMB sign was installed through the issuance of a permit, it predated the 
zoning requirements regulating EMB signs and their location and operation. 

 

 The existing EMB sign sits approximately 105 feet from the northeast corner of 
the Fremd property boundary, 150 feet from the middle of the intersection, and 
approximately 242 feet from the Palatine Township EMB sign. It is also located 
11 feet from the eastern property line and approximately 21 feet from the back of 
curb for Quentin Road. 

 

 Per Code, the replacement of the message board requires the required Special 
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Use and location Variations (outside of the corridors, residential use, and within 
500 feet of an existing EMB sign (Palatine Township). 

 

 The existing EMB sign was installed through the issuance of a building permit in 
1999. This predated the initial Code requirement that copy change signs receive 
Special Use review and the more recent EMB sign Code amendments from 
2008. As such, the only Village requirement was the review of a building permit. 

 

 During the subsequent almost 20 years of its operation, there are both additional 
locational and operational controls for such signs and a Special Use and 
Variations are required to replace the EMB portion of the existing sign. 

 

 Since the installation of the existing EMB sign at Fremd, Palatine Township also 
received approval to install an EMB sign diagonally across the intersection from 
the Subject sign. As part of that approval Ordinance, Palatine Township 
proposed limiting the operation of the sign to between 6 AM and 10 PM and to 
hold the messages for a 2 minute period. This sign is only 7.5 feet tall and is 
perpendicular from the intersection. 

 

 As part of the justification for the Subject EMB replacement, Fremd High School 
indicates that the sign will only operate between 6 AM and 11 PM. The Zoning 
Ordinance requires that messages are held for a minimum of 15 seconds and the 
Petitioners are aware of this requirement. 

 

 In addition to noting the age of the EMB operating system for the sign, the 
Petitioners also noted that the new system will use an LED display, which was 
also installed through Special Use review at Palatine High School in 2013. 

 

 Although the Petition proposes the upgrade and replacement of the existing 
EMB, indicated to operate within the requirements, the proposed residentially 
zoned location is not on an approved corridor (Lake Cook, Dundee, Rand, and 
Northwest Highway) and is within 500 feet of another EMB sign (albeit installed 
17 years after the Fremd sign was initially placed). 

 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community 

Services 

N/A - A building permit application and review are 

required. 

Engineering NA 

Environmental 

Health 

N/A 

Fire Prevention N/A 

Public Works N/A 

Police N/A 

 

STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE: Since this Petition is not for a use publicly 
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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. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if there are any questions on Staff's presentation. 
 
Mr. Larson asked what the rules about movement are 
Mr. Vyverberg explained code does not allow flashing, scrolling or scintillating 
and has a 15 second hold time requirement as well. He pointed out as part of 
their application justifications they agreed to adhere to all the codes 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster asked how it will be policed or monitored 
Mr. Vyverberg explained because some signs were installed previous to these 
codes and were installed under a building permit as Fremd was they are not held 
to the current code requirements. He further explained the reason the Village 
requires these signs to get a special use when they replace the infrastructure is 
so they have to follow these guidelines. He further explained they operate on a 
complaint basis to enforce the code and sometimes having to educate new 
owners in the process. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if the Palatine Township sign was done with a building permit or 
through the Special Use process. 
Mr. Vyverberg explained the Palatine Township is in a similar situation as Fremd 
being zoned residential and not in an approved corridor so they were approved 
through a public hearing for the special use process.  He further explained in 
addition to our code requirements the Township placed additional hold times that 
exceed those requirements. 
 
Mr. Pirog pointed out route 62 was denied. 
Mr. Vyverberg clarified that was for the EMB special use on Algonquin that was 
not approved. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if there are any grandfather rules or if it needs to be replaced 
they have to go through the process 
Mr. Vyverberg explained when they established this process in 2008 in an 
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attempt to unify what the requirements are for EMB signs they surveyed other 
communities to come up with the best practices and standards as it relates to it. 
He further explained during this process they came up with 4 approved corridors.  
Mr. Vyverberg stated all EMB signs in the Village require a special use and any 
signs not in the approved corridors require a variation as well. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any traffic problems due to the close proximity of 
the 2 signs or with the Park Districts’ signs being full color. 
Mr. Vyverberg stated the township sign was not originally recommended by staff 
but they have had no issues that he is aware of.  He pointed out they adhered to 
village standards and exceeded them.  Mr. Vyverberg stated he is not aware of 
any issues with the Park Districts’ color display. He stated from a planning 
perspective the visual impact, and level of distraction of an Electronic Message 
Board has been discussed and reviewed from a policy standard. He pointed out 
there is a lot of different opinions as it relates. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked why the school has different EMB hours than the Palatine 
Township sign. 
Mr. Vyverberg stated the petitioner can speak to that.  He stated though he 
doesn’t disagree on having symmetry of signs but ultimately it will be up to 
Village Council for final approval.  He pointed out from a visual impact standpoint 
there is a building permit process that they will have to go through which will 
require light levels and photometric that will be evaluated at that time.  He 
referred to the aerial slide showing the location of the existing sign pointing out 
the setbacks and location is not changing. 
 
Sworn in Eric Dolen 1522 N. Pendelton Court Palatine, IL     
Mr. Dolen gave a brief summary of the request 

 Sign was installed in 1999 

 Has had LED’s replaced numerous times over the years 

 Cost has gone up because they don’t make them anymore 

 Last time 4 panels went out they replaced the 4 corners just so it didn’t look 
terrible 

 Maintenance has to go out to turn on and off because it doesn’t speak to the 
computer due to the outdated software and lack of updates 

 Sign was installed before the Township’s which resulted in the need for a 
Variance for the closeness. 

 Uses to communicate to students, parents and community members about 
upcoming events and recognition of students 

 want higher definition and more cost efficient 

 operate the same manner as existing 

 structurally the same just replacing the 12 inch panels with new led panels 

 operated wirelessly 
 
Mr. Luszczak asked if they would have an issue to change hours to coincide with 
the Township 
Mr. Dolen stated if that is what the board decides they would comply. He pointed 
out sometimes they have events where people are leaving after 10:00pm.   
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Mr. Luszczak asked what their current hours are 
Mr. Dolen stated he would have to check on that. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked if it would be taller than existing sign. 
Mr. Dolen answered no explaining they are just replacing the cabinet for the LED 
portion. 
 
Mr. Larson asked if he is aware of any traffic issues 
Mr. Dolen answered no 
 
Ms. Wood asked if he had any concerns about the color being distracting to 
young inexperienced drivers 
Mr. Dolen answered no explaining it will be a still image not scintillating 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster asked who does is in charge of the design of the messages.  
Mr. Dolen answered the principle secretary currently handles it. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster asked about the background cloud that is on the existing sign 
and if the new sign would have it. 
Mr. Dolen answered no explaining it is static caused by an old program that has 
no updates. 
 
Sworn in Mr. Ron Schagrin 1066 W. Partridge Drive Palatine, IL 
Mr. Schagrin stated he is the President of the HOA that borders Fremd on the 
north, south and west. He stated he spoke at the meeting when the Township 
came forward for their EMB about concerns of distractions.  He stated from his 
personal experience it is not an issue or distraction at all and he has become 
quite used to the signs.  He stated he is in favor of the changes and thinks it is 
great Fremd is being good neighbors going through the process to get the 
approvals.  He spoke to the recent improvements Fremd has recently made and 
how they are attractive for the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Larson asked if he had any concern about the impact to the houses that 
surround with the new sign being full color. 
Mr. Schagrin explained the homes to the east have fences and his only concern 
for the homes to the north is if the sign is much brighter.  He explained Fremd 
has been great working with their concerns so he is comfortable that they will 
address the issues if there are any. He pointed out the only issue is not to have 
flashing signs or the messages too quickly. 
 
Mr. Dittrich asked if there are any concerns on a new sign causing distractions 
especially with the way the traffic into the parking lot has been changed. He 
stated he grew up in Plum Grove Estates and the whole intersection is madness 
before and after school. 
Mr. Schagrin pointed out the biggest issue with traffic is with the parents dropping 
of the kids and not with the students that are distracted so as long as messages 
don’t scroll too quickly it shouldn’t be an issue. 
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Ms. Wood asked if any other questions for Petitioner.  There were no further 
questions for the Petitioner. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The existing electronic message board sign was installed through the issuance of 
a building permit and pre-dated the current Special Use requirements and 
locational/ operating standards. Due to its age, the Petitioner is requesting 
approval to update the operating systems due to the existing EMB's anticipated 
obsolescence. Nevertheless, the proposed replacement requires Variations for 
its location and proximity to another EMB sign. 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 EMB shall comply with the operational requirements of Section 8.01 (i) (3) 
and only operate within the hours of 6 AM to 11 PM or other such hours 
established by the Village Council. 

2. The sign plans shall significantly conform to the sign and elevation plans by 
Correct Digital Displays, Inc. except as such may be changed to conform to 
Village Codes and Ordinances. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any questions on Staff's recommendation.  
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Luszczak made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; 
seconded by Mr. Cavanaugh. 

 

DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Luszczak stated replacing the existing sign with newer technology would be 
helpful and now they will operate under the requirements set by the Village. 
 
Mr. Larson stated normally he not in favor of a lot of these EMB signs but since 
the resident testified they have no issue he thinks this will meet the standards. 
 
Mr. McGinn stated the unique circumstances are due to the old sign breaking 
down and the inability of finding the replacement parts. 
 
Mr. Pirog stated he is torn because the request from the business a mile away 
was denied for the same request. He stated because it is Fremd and District 211 
and the reputation they have it is almost an expectation and would be okay with it 
because of that. 
 
Mr. Larson pointed out the difference being there were residents that opposed 
the other request and this time the neighbors are in favor. 
Discussion on the other request 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh pointed out there is a difference between uses for a school 
compared to a business. 

2.1

Packet Pg. 22

M
in

u
te

s 
A

cc
ep

ta
n

ce
: 

M
in

u
te

s 
o

f 
F

eb
 1

3,
 2

01
8 

7:
00

 P
M

  (
A

p
p

ro
va

l o
f 

M
in

u
te

s)



Minutes Zoning Board of Appeals February 13, 2018 

VILLAGE OF PALATINE  Page 21   

 
Mr. Dittrich pointed out there are established corridors for EMB signs so this 
request requires variations for being outside the corridor and for being within 500 
ft. from another EMB sign.  He stated he understands the sign already exists but 
pointed out it is in the thick of houses and the new sign may be more abrasive. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster stated technology is great and sees the validity of Fremd 
needing a sign and they have valid reasons in the need to update the technology.  
She expressed her concern is with the maintenance being handled by people 
who may not know the code requirements. She stated she has driven past and 
has witnessed the sign messages flashing.  She stated she is in favor but 
concerned on how it is policed and would like the person who is in charge of the 
sign to receive the code. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh pointed out as Mr. Vyverberg mentioned this sign was installed 
before the new rules so now Fremd will be held to those standards 
 
Ms. Wood stated she was not in favor of the Township’s sign because she was 
concerned it would be distracting but stated she has driven past it and it is not.  
She stated she has no concerns replacing a sign that has been there for years.  
She stated her only concern is with the full color but it won’t be changing as often 
so she is in favor. 
 
Mr. Dittrich asked if everyone is okay with the hours. 
 
Discussion on hour of operation and hours activities at school. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request had met the standards and was 
approved by a unanimous vote of 8-0. This item will go to Village Council 
on February 20,2018. 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Jerry Luszczak, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

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

Pirog 
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4. 459 W. Northwest Highway - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on January 08, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

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

 
Ms. Romack gave the background of the request explaining the Petitioner has an 
existing beauty salon and would like to add massage services to the business. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting:  
 

 Special Use for physical and health services to permit massage services 
 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned B-2 General Business District and contains an 
existing shopping center. The subject tenant space is approximately 2,000 
square feet. 

 A licensed massage therapist would have hours of operations on Monday 
through Friday from 10:00 AM to 8:00 PM.  

 The salon currently offers hair, nail, and skin services. 

 The existing hours of operation are by appointment only. 

 There are 34 existing parking spaces. The parking requirement is not changing.  
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community 

Services 

No issues identified.  

Engineering N/A 

Environmental 

Health 

N/A  

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 
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Special Use is attached, and the Petitioners have attempted to address the 
required standards. 
 
Sworn in petitioner- Irina Zaslavskaya (Petitioner) and Kristina Zaslavskaya 
(daughter), 459 W. Northwest Highway, Palatine, who will translate 
Ms. Kristina Zaslavskaya explained this is new business that has been open for 
approximately 1 year and the clientele has asked about massage services. She 
pointed out the previous owner used this room for massage services. 
 
Mr. Pirog asked about privacy referring to the floor plan. 
Ms. Kristina Zaslavskaya explained it is a separate room. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if any other questions for Petitioner. There were no further 
questions for the Petitioner. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The Petitioner has requested to add massage services to an existing beauty 
salon located at the subject property. There would be one licensed massage 
therapist who would occupy a vacant room in the existing salon and the 
additional services will not affect the parking requirements. Furthermore, Staff 
believes the Special use will not have a negative impact on the value of the 
surrounding properties. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the Special 
Use, subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the floor plan and business plan 
submitted by the Petitioner, Irina Zaslavskaya, except as such plans may be 
changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any questions on Staff's recommendation.  
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Dittrich made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; seconded 
by Mr. Cavanaugh. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Dittrich pointed out it is an existing operational business and they want to add 
massage room and nothing else is changing. 
 
Mr. Larson addressed the standards stating they won’t have a negative impact 
on the surrounding properties but rather boost business in the area and will 
operate in a manner consistent with the public health safety and welfare. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster pointed out the previous owner had massage that room and 
they are getting requests for it. 
 
Ms. Wood summarized that this request had met the standards and was 
approved by a vote of 7-1. This item will go to Village Council on Tuesday, 
February 20, 2018. 
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RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [7 TO 1] 

MOVER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

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

NAYS: Pirog 
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5. 720 W. Euclid Avenue - Recommended to Approve 

Notice was published in the Daily Herald on January 29, 2018 and mailed to the 
owners of the surrounding properties. 
 
Petitioner's Exhibits: 

1. Application for Special Use and Variation 
2. Proof of Ownership 
3. Plat of Survey 
4. Floor Plan 
5. Crunch- sign in parking use sheet 
6. Business Plan 
7. Public Notice 

 
Ms. Romack gave the background of the request. The Petitioner is proposing to 
operate a health club in a portion of the former Dominick’s location within the 
Regency Plaza. Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting:  

1. Special Use to permit a health club (Crunch Fitness) 
2. Variation of 51 parking spaces to allow a shopping center to have 578 

parking spaces instead of the minimum required 629 parking spaces 
 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned P - Planned Development and contains the 
Regency Plaza shopping center. The shopping center is approximately 138,000 
square feet total.  

 The subject tenant space is the former location of Dominick’s, which is 
approximately 56,000 square feet. The Petitioner would be dividing the space 
into two separate units and the proposed heath club would occupy 21,027 square 
feet. 

 The health club would be known as Crunch Fitness and will offer cardio, weight 
training equipment, and areas for stretching, yoga, cross-training, TRX, and 
aerobics. There will also be personal and group training as well as spin/cycling 
classes, tanning beds, and hydro-massage equipment.  

 The proposed hours of operation are Monday through Thursday from 5 AM to 11 
PM, Friday from 5 AM to 9 PM, and Saturday and Sunday from 7AM to 7 PM.  

 There would be 4 full-time employees and over 20 part-time employees.  

 The proposed health club requires 128 parking spaces (based on the Life Safety 
Code).  

 The shopping center currently has a total of 578 parking spaces. Based on the 
shopping center’s current uses, 571 parking spaces are required. However, with 
the change of use to a health club, the number of required parking spaces 
increases to 629, which is beyond the total number provided by the shopping 
center. Therefore, a Variation for 51 parking spaces is required.   

 The public notice indicated that a Variation for 59 parking spaces was required; 
however, upon further review by Staff it was determined that a Variation for only 
51 parking spaces was required. 
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DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community 

Services 

No issues identified.  

Engineering N/A 

Environmental 

Health 

N/A 

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. 
 
Mr. Larson asked if the Dominick’s had a higher parking requirement. 

Ms. Romack explained it was 1 parking space per 300 square feet. 
 
Mr. Larson asked if they required a variation. 
Ms. Romack answered no. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if the 629 would be with the current occupants. 

Ms. Romack explained the 629 would be with the current occupants and 
proposed fitness center. 
 

Mr. Cavanaugh asked how many vacancies are there currently. 
Ms. Romack stated it is almost 67% vacant. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if this request is approved then a variation would be 
required for any new tenants. 
Ms. Romack explained the existing parking requirement accounts for the existing 
tenant spaces with the vacant spaces counted 1 parking space per 300 square 
feet. 
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Ms. Wood asked if that would account for a restaurant. 
Ms. Romack answered it is taking in account a restaurant based on the square 
footage but if it came in with a larger seating count it may need a variation. 
Sworn Mr. John Roberts, franchisee and Petitioner, 2280 Hicks Road Suite 
508 Rolling Meadows, IL 
Mr. Garrett DeGrazia, general manager, 632 Estate Lane Mundelein, IL 
 
Mr. Roberts explained the goal is to open a health club to provide a clean safe 
affordable fitness center to the residents of Palatine. 

 Looking to occupy part of the former Dominick’s which is currently vacant 

 Looking to occupy approximately 20,000 square feet leaving around 40,000 
square feet for a future tenant 

 Proposed facility will be in the Regency retail center 

 Center will generate several million dollars of revenue and raise the tax base in 
the community 

 Marketing efforts will increase foot traffic and retail center significantly which will 
benefit the businesses in the area  

 Will eliminate a vacant eye sore 
 

Mr. Roberts gave a brief summary of the services the health club will provide. 

 Cardio and weight training equipment 

 Areas for stretching, yoga cross training, TRX, and aerobics classes 

 Personal group training 

 Spin and cycling classes  

 Tanning beds and hydro massage tables  
 

Mr. Roberts explained they expect to have 4 full time and approximately 20 part 
time employees and roughly 5,000 members once the operation is up and 
running. Mr. Roberts stated they will comply with all Village safety, signage and 
building requirements so to conform to the standards of the community and not to 
have a negative impact on any of the surrounding areas. He stated they will not 
have aquatics or racquetball courts. Mr. Roberts played a video presentation of 
the layout of the proposed facility. 
 
Mr. Roberts spoke to the parking and explained they did some statistics since 
this is their first location with Crunch Fitness and plan on opening as many 10 
locations in the Chicago area. He stated they don’t have hands on experience to 
say how many would be checking in and out but their statistics indicate that even 
the busiest Crunch Fitness, which are more than double the size, have no more 
than 150 check-ins per hour. He explained the busiest times are weekdays from 
6:00pm -9:00pm and weekends from 7:00am -12:00pm and the average time 
spent in the club is 42 minutes. He explained that 75% of the customers drive 
themselves there they will be well below the number of parking spots necessary. 
Mr. Roberts pointed out the hours of the club and visitations are complimentary 
to the other businesses in the center with the only time that may conflict is dinner 
time which will benefit the restaurants with more foot traffic and customers. 
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Mr. DeGrazia spoke to the standards: 

 Section (e) (1) (a): proposed location has been vacant for years and the 
presence of their thriving business will positively resolve this issue 

 Section (e) (1) (b) - severe recession has resulted in a downward trend in 
available and appropriate retail development locations 

 Section (e) (1) (c) -will comply with all codes and landlord requirements as to not 
negatively impact the character of the locality 

 Section (d) (1) - proposed very convenient to local residents, students and 
businesses and their traffic will improve the adjacent businesses 

 Section (d) (2) - professionally managed and supported by a strong proven 
franchise business model 

 Section (d) (3) - the presence of Crunch Fitness will improve the value of the 
amenities of the Village and the additional tax base will help with the Village 
initiatives. The additional traffic will help support the businesses in the Regency 
Plaza 
 
Mr. Roberts pointed out the trend for grocery stores are for much smaller local 
stores so they will be suited in the remaining space. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked what the hydromassage area is. 

Mr. Roberts explained it is an open area where fully clothed people lay on a table 
which has a water jet system that is good for muscle. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked if there are additional special uses required for hydro 
massage and tanning 
Ms. Romack explained they would be covered under this special use. 

 

Mr. Dittrich asked if the statistic provided were from similar sized Crunch Fitness 
centers. 

Mr. Roberts explained the statistics were based on an average activity club but 
pointed out they are not very telling because of the different club sizes. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if they have a projection based on their square footage of what 
they are aiming for. 
Mr. Roberts explained during their peak times they are projecting around 100 
check-ins per hour assuming they are at 75% based on the statistics from their 
franchise. He restated how their peak hours will not conflict and or benefit the 
other businesses in the center. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster clarified the projected average time spent in the club is 42 
minutes. 

Mr. Roberts answered yes. 

Mr. Degrazia pointed out their tracking software won’t allow them to exceed their 
maximum occupancy of 425 people and even in a worst case scenario they are 
not even at half capacity as it relates to parking. 
 
Ms. Wood asked if any other questions for Petitioner. There were no further 
questions for the Petitioner. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The proposed health club is occupying a portion of the former Dominick’s space 
in the Regency Plaza Shopping Center. This use is compatible with the other 
retail, service, and restaurant uses that presently occupy the shopping center. 
While a Variation for 51 parking spaces is required, the Petitioner’s business plan 
and justification indicate that the frequency and need for parking is clustered at 
particular times during the day, as opposed to a continual use throughout their 
hours of operation. Given the current tenant mix and anticipated non-conflicting 
times of significant parking demand, Staff believes that there are the necessary 
parking resources to accommodate this use. The proposed use should 
complement the surrounding uses and properties and should not alter the 
essential character of the locality. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the 
Special Use and Variation, subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use and Variation shall substantially conform to the floor plan 
prepared by R. Gary Glueck Architecture and Planning, dated 01/09/2018, and 
the business plan submitted by the Petitioner, John Roberts, on 12/18/2017, 
except such plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  
 
Ms. Wood asked if there were any questions on Staff's recommendation.  
 
Mr. Pirog asked about the certificate of publication. 
Ms. Romack explained it was a mistake. She explained she contacted the Daily 
Herald and they sent the wrong notice, but it was published in the correct 
newspaper. 
 
There were no further questions. The public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh made a motion to approve subject staff’s conditions; 
seconded by Ms. Roth-Wurster. 
 
DELIBERATIONS:  
Mr. Cavanaugh pointed out in terms of parking the old Dominick’s had more cars 
and never had an issue. He stated he owns a restaurant next to an Orange 
Theory Fitness and can testify that during certain times of the day half their 
customers come right after their classes get out. He stated the local businesses 
should greatly benefit from this business going in there so it is an easy approval 
for him. 
 
Ms. Roth-Wurster agreed that it is a great use of space and pointed out that even 
at the busiest time there has always been enough parking. 
 
Mr. Dittrich stated he drives past here frequently and everyone has been begging 
for something to go in that space. He stated he likes that there is still available 
use for the remaining space and doesn’t feel the parking requirement is a 
concern. 
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Ms. Wood summarized that this request had met the standards and was 
approved by a unanimous vote of 8-0. This item will go to Village Council 
on Tuesday, February 20, 2018 

RESULT: RECOMMENDED TO APPROVE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Kevin Cavanaugh, Commissioner 

SECONDER: Cindy Roth-Wurster, Commissioner 

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

Pirog 
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IV. COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Romack stated the following items had been approved by Village Council:  

1. 715 S. White Willow Bay (SU for addition) 

2. 570 N. Smith Street (SU for restaurant) 

 

Ms. Romack stated the next Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on Tuesday, February 27 

has been cancelled. She further stated there will be 4-5 items on the next agenda for 

Tuesday, March 13.  

V. ADJOURNMENT 

1. Motion to Adjourn - Motion Carried by Voice Vote 

Mr. Larson made a motion to adjourn; seconded by Mr. Dittrich.  

RESULT: MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Brent Larson, Commissioner 

SECONDER: James Dittrich, Commissioner 

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

Pirog 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 03/13/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4280) 

 Page 1 

33 N. Clyde Avenue 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Katie Romack 
 
PETITIONER:  Egle Vasiliauskiene 
 
CASE NUMBER: 15-107 
 
ADDRESS: 33 N. Clyde Avenue  
 
PROPOSAL:  
In coordination with the Public Hearing, Staff requested additional clarification 

information from the Petitioner. As this information was not received in advance of the 

Public Hearing, Staff is requesting that this item be continued until the April 10th ZBA 

meeting. This will also allow for a follow up inspection of the accessory structure. 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 03/13/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4278) 

 Page 1 

35 S. Walnut Street 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Katie Romack 
 
PETITIONER:  Gary & Mary Robyn Miller 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-03 
 
ADDRESS: 35 S. Walnut Street 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Variation to permit pavers to be set back 0 feet from the side lot line instead of 

the minimum required 2 feet pursuant to Section 10.01 (d) (3) (b) of the Palatine 

Zoning Ordinance.  

 

LOCATION:               35 S. Walnut Street 

District 2 (Lamerand)  

CURRENT ZONING: R-2 Single Family 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family 

South R-2 Single Family 

East: R-2 Single Family 

West: R-2 Single Family 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioners have installed pavers alongside their driveway that encroach within the 
2-foot setback. Therefore, the Petitioners are requesting:  
 

 Variation to permit pavers to be set back 0 feet from the side lot line 

instead of the minimum required 2 feet. 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family and is improved with a single-
family residence and detached garage.  

 The lot size is approximately 11,132 square feet. 

 In September, the Petitioners obtained a building permit to remove and replace a 
portion of their driveway. In addition to removing and replacing their driveway, the 
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Case Staff Statement (ID # 4278) 
Meeting of March 13, 2018 

 Page 2 

Petitioners also installed pavers on the north side of their driveway, which 
encroach in the 2-foot setback.  

 The pavers are approximately 2’ x 100’ and would be located on the side lot line.  

 The existing driveway is approximately 11 feet wide (25 feet is the maximum at 
the lot line and 30 feet is the maximum total width).  

 Both building and lot coverage meet Code.  
 
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 have indicated they need the additional driveway space for backing 
down the driveway and for getting vehicles in and out of the garage. In addition, the 
Petitioners have also indicated the pavers improve the appearance of the property. 
Given the location of the home, detached garage and driveway, the Petitioners have a 
limited area to widen their existing driveway. While the pavers are located on the lot 
line, it should not alter the essential character of the locality. Therefore, Staff 
recommends approval of the Variation, subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. The Variation shall substantially conform to the site plan prepared by the 
Petitioners, Gary and Mary Robyn Miller, submitted on 01/12/2018, except as 
such plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  

2. If grading changes are necessary on the neighboring property, written consent 
from the property owner at 29 S. Walnut Street shall be provided.  

3. Any stormwater or drainage issues which are created by the pavers and which 
negatively impact the property to the west (29 S. Walnut Street) shall either be 
removed or revised in a manner acceptable to the Village Engineer and the 29 S. 
Walnut Street property owner. 
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Case Staff Statement (ID # 4278) 
Meeting of March 13, 2018 

 Page 3 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Photo submitted by the Petitioners 

 Public Notice 
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 03/13/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4274) 

 Page 1 

861 & 865 W. Kenilworth Avenue 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Richard Sabel 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-08 
 
ADDRESS: 861 & 865 W. Kenilworth Avenue  
 
PROPOSAL:    
Special Use to permit a residence to be setback 20 feet from the front yard lot line 
instead of the required 30 feet pursuant to Section 10.06 (c)(13) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance.  
 

LOCATION:               861 & 865 W. Kenilworth Avenue 

District 1 (Millar) 

CURRENT 

ZONING: 

R-2 Single Family 

Residential 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family Residential 

South R-1 Single Family Residential 

East: R-2 Single Family Residential 

West: R-2 Single Family Residential 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The petitioner is proposing to consolidate 2 empty lots and construct a new residence. 
The proposed site plan does not meet the minimum required front yard setback. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting: 
 

 Special Use to permit a residence to be setback 20 feet from the front yard 
lot line instead of the required 30 feet 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Properties are zoned R-2 Single Family. The Petitioner is proposing 
to consolidate the two existing lots and construct a new home, within the existing 
R-2 Zoning. These lots are currently vacant. 

 As part of the proposed consolidation, the legal front yard would shift to Crescent 
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Avenue. The proposed home will face Kenilworth Avenue.  The functional side 
yard abutting a street would be along Crescent Avenue. 

 The Petitioner is requesting a 20-foot front yard setback. Per Code, a minimum 
30-foot front yard setback is required. There is an existing recorded building line; 
however; the proposed site plan will not encroach beyond this building line. 

 The Subject Properties were part of a 2-lot subdivision (“Lillian Place”), which 
was approved in 2006. 

 The peak height of the proposed structure meets Code. 

 Both building and lot coverage meet Code. Although the lot coverage is within 
the maximum allowable lot coverage (45%), the proposed improvements 
including the home, driveway, patio, and swimming pool are approximately 400 
square feet below the maximum allowed. 

 With the proposed consolidation, the zoning front yard will face Crescent Avenue 
and requires a 30-foot setback. The majority of the properties along Crescent 
Avenue are setback approximately 20 feet from the property line; however, these 
are typically side yards abutting a street lot lines and meet the required setbacks. 
The property directly south of the proposed home is setback 30 feet from the 
Crescent Avenue property line. 

 In review of the homes in the area, Staff identified a front yard setback reduction 
from 40 feet to 30 feet at 971 W. Kenilworth Avenue. Additionally, the newer 
homes that have been constructed in this area of W. Kenilworth Avenue, appear 
to conform to the minimum R-2 front yard setback of 30 feet. 

 
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 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. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
The subject home is zoned R-2 and the combined lot area is the equivalent to an R-1 lot 
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(20,000 square feet), with the benefit of reduced R-2 setbacks. The proposed building 
plans could be revised to comply with the front yard setback. Additionally, the proposed 
consolidation allows for a substantial building pad, which is allowed by-right.  Staff does 
not typically recommend front yard setback reductions for vacant parcels and new 
construction. Therefore, Staff recommends denial of the Special Use.  If the Zoning 
Board of Appeals recommends approval, Staff recommends the following condition: 
 

1. The Special Use shall substantially conform to the site plan and elevations 
prepared by Homes by Pinnacle Inc. dated 1/12/18 except as such plans may be 
changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plats of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Elevations 

 Floor Plans 

 Public Notice 
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SCALE: 1/2" = 1'-0"
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VILLAGE OF PALATINE 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

SCHEDULED 03/13/18 07:00 PM 

 

CASE STAFF STATEMENT (ID # 4279) 

 Page 1 

203 N. Benton Street 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Katie Romack  
 
PETITIONER:  Daniel Johnston  
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-09 
 
ADDRESS: 203 N. Benton Street 
 
PROPOSAL:    
 
Special Use to permit a detached garage to be 18 feet in height instead of the 

maximum permitted 15 feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (1) of the Palatine Zoning 

Ordinance.  

Variation to permit a detached garage to be 960 square feet instead of the 

maximum permitted 686 square feet pursuant to Section 6.01 (a) (4) (a) (iii) of the 

Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

Variation to permit a fence to be set back 1 foot from the side lot line abutting a 

street instead of the minimum required 5 feet pursuant to Section 6.03 (b) (5 (d) (i) 

of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance.  

 

LOCATION:               203 N. Benton Street 

District 6 (Helms) 

CURRENT ZONING: R-2 Single Family  

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: R-2 Single Family 

South R-2 Single Family 

East: R-2 Single Family 

West: R-2 Single Family 

 

BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioner would like to replace an existing detached garage with a new detached 
garage. In addition, the Petitioner would like to install a fence set back 1 foot from the 
side lot line abutting a street. Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting:  
 

1. Special Use to permit a detached garage to be 18 feet in height instead of 
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the maximum permitted 15 feet  

2. Variation to permit a detached garage to be 960 square feet instead of the 

maximum permitted 686 square feet  

3. Variation to permit a fence to be set back 1 foot from the side lot line 

abutting a street instead of the minimum required 5 feet  

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned R-2 Single Family and is improved with a single-
family residence and detached garage. 

 The lot size is approximately 9,834 square feet.  

 The existing detached garage is approximately 367 square feet (20.17’ x 18.18’). 
In addition to removing the detached garage, the Petitioner is also removing the 
driveway adjacent to the house. There is also an existing 120 square foot shed 
adjacent to the garage. Both of these accessory structures will be removed to 
allow the proposed improvement. 

 The proposed detached garage is 24’ x 40’ (960 square feet). Per Code, an 
accessory structure cannot exceed 50% of the floor area of the principal 
structure. Therefore, a Variation is required. 

 The overall height of the detached garage is 18 feet. Per Code, the maximum 
height of an accessory structure is 15 feet. Therefore, a Variation is required.  

 The detached garage would be set back 6 feet from both the side and rear yards 
and 20 feet from the side yard abutting a street (Lincoln Street).  

 The second story of the detached garage will be used for storage only. 

 The Petitioner is also proposing a picket style fence set back 1 foot from the side 
lot line abutting the street. The Petitioner has indicated he will install landscaping 
between the fence and lot line as required per Code.  

 Both building and lot coverage meet Code. 
 
DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community Services No issues identified.  

Engineering No issues identified.  

Environmental Health N/A 

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 
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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 proposing to construct a detached garage that requires relief due to its 
size and height and a fence that requires relief because of its location. The Petitioner 
has indicated the garage would be in keeping with the neighborhood and the fence will 
help him to maximize his backyard for his family.  The Petitioner would use the garage 
for vehicles, storage and a work room only. Detached garages of this size and height 
are not uncommon in this neighborhood; thus the proposed garage should not have a 
negative impact on the value of the surrounding properties. The proposed fence would 
be picket-style should not alter the essential character of the locality. Therefore, Staff 
recommends approval of the Special Use and Variations subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use and Variations shall substantially conform to the site plan and 
elevations prepared by Regency Garages, dated 01/26/2018, except as such 
plans may be changed to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances.  

2. The detached garage, including the second floor space, shall not be used in 
pursuant of any commercial business.  

3. The detached garage may not be used for a dwelling unit. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey 

 Site Plan 

 Floor plan and elevations 

 Public Notice 
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 Page 1 

223 E. Northwest Highway 

TO:  Palatine Zoning Board of Appeals 
 Jan Wood, Chair 
 
FROM: Lyn Bremanis 
 
PETITIONER:  Gay Barwald, Pete & Mac's Pet Resort 
 
CASE NUMBER: 18-10 
 
ADDRESS: 223 E. Northwest Highway 

 
 
PROPOSAL:    
Special Use for a kennel pursuant to Section 11.03 (d)(1) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Variation to allow gross surface area of attached sign to be 99 square feet instead of the 
allowed 66 square feet pursuant to Section 8.03 (b)(2)(c) of the Palatine Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Variation to allow an 8 foot fence instead of the permitted 6 foot pursuant to Section 
6.03 (c) of the Palatine Zoning Ordinance. 
 
 

LOCATION:               223 E. Northwest Highway 

District 6 (Helms) 

CURRENT 

ZONING: 

B-2 General Business 

District 

 

 

SURROUNDING CONDITIONS: 

North: P Planned Development (Renaissance Office Park) 

South R-2 Single-Family Residential  

East: B-1 Shopping Center District and R-3 Multiple-Family Residential 

(apartments) 

West: R-1 Single-Family Residential (St. Theresa Church and school) 

 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Petitioner is proposing to operate a pet resort (kennel) at the Subject Property. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is requesting:  
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1. Special Use for a kennel 

2. Variation to allow gross surface area of attached sign to be 99 square feet 
instead of the allowed 66 square feet 

3. Variation to allow an 8 foot fence instead of the permitted 6 foot 

 
SITE ANALYSIS: 

 The Subject Property is zoned B-2 General Business District. The Subject 
Property is the existing Palatine Plaza shopping center. 

 The Subject Tenant Space is currently vacant but was formerly the west half of 
the previous Hobby Lobby. The space is approximately 12,000 square feet. 

 Services will include boarding, daycare, grooming and training. The dogs will 
remain on premises at all times.  

 The proposed hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 6:30 AM to 7 
PM, Saturday from 8 AM to 5 PM, and Sunday from 8 AM to 6 PM.  

 There will be between 15-20 employees and have a kenneling capacity of up 110 
dogs. In addition to the Special Use review, kennels are licensed and inspected 
by the Illinois Department of Agriculture. 

 The Petitioner currently has other locations including 2 in Arizona, 2 in Missouri 
and 1 in Kansas. <http://petemac.com/>. They were also approved for a Special 
Use in Downer’s Grove, IL in the fall of 2017. 

 The Petitioner is proposing install a 99 square foot sign instead of the permitted 
66 square feet. Therefore, a Variation is required. Given the size of the tenant 
space and the corner frontage, the proposed sign is not out of character for the 
center or a similarly size tenant space. 

 The Petitioner is proposing to construct a 2,423 square foot outdoor area that will 
remove 11 existing parking spaces. The outdoor area would be enclosed by an 
8-foot tall fence. Per Code, fences in the business district cannot exceed 6 feet in 
height. Therefore, a Variation is required.   

 Outdoor play area is utilized for up to 45 dogs from 8 AM to 4 PM for the 
daycare/kenneled dogs. The outdoor area is further utilized until 9 PM for small 
group (same family) or individual bathroom breaks. A component of the business 
plan indicates that the outdoor area will be staffed and monitored at all times.  
The outdoor space is approximately 150 feet from the adjacent commercial 
property to the west and 230 feet and 370 feet to the adjacent church and school 
property and building to the southwest. 

3.5

Packet Pg. 81



Case Staff Statement (ID # 4273) 
Meeting of March 13, 2018 

 Page 3 

 The proposed access entrance is completely separate from the other tenant 
entrances in the center. It is located on the west end of the center and adjacent 
to available on this section of the building. This design will not encourage 
conflicts between dogs planning to stay at the kennel and the other shoppers and 
customers at Palatine Plaza. 

 The proposed use requires 1 parking spaces per 300 square feet. The shopping 
center has 573 existing parking spaces, but with the removal of 11 parking 
spaces for the outdoor area, 562 parking spaces will remain. Despite the removal 
of the 11 parking spaces, with regard to the proposed tenant composition, the 
plaza will be over parked by 70 parking spaces.   

Establishment Parking 

Requirement 

Square footage Total Required spaces 

Brown’s Chicken 1 per 2.5 seats 

(1/100 sf) 

1,825 sf (22 

seats) 

18 

Retail (this includes 

the 40 required 

parking spaces for 

the Subject Use) 

1/300 square feet 131,987 440 

Dairy Queen 1/100 square feet 1,850 19 

Subway 1/100 square feet 1495 15 

Total square 

footage 

137,157 Total required 

parking 

492 

Total parking 

provided 

    573 parking spaces 

total Once 11 spaces 

are removed there will 

be 562 (70 parking 

spaces over) 

 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEWS: 

Community Services No Issues Identified 

Engineering No Issues Identified 

Environmental Health N/A 

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 
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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 proposing to operate a new kennel known as Pete & Mac’s Pet Resort 
in the west section of the former Hobby Lobby space in the Palatine Plaza Shopping 
Center. The Petitioner has proposed several design elements into the project to 
minimize any potential impacts including screening material and the location of their 
outdoor play area located on the side of the building. Therefore, this proposed use 
should not have a negative impact on the neighboring businesses. Therefore, Staff 
recommends approval of the Special Use and Variations subject to the following 
conditions:  
 

1. The Special Use and Variations shall substantially conform to the business 

plan submitted by the Petitioner dated 3/06/2018 and the site plan and floor 

plan dated 1/30/18 submitted by the architect Studio 21 except as such plans 

may be revised to conform to Village Codes and Ordinances. 

2. The Petitioner shall prepare a revised site and business plan to locate waste 

receptacles proximate to the tenant space, including a maintenance and 

disposal plan, in a manner acceptable to the Village of Palatine.  

3. Dogs shall not be walked off-site.  

4. Dogs shall be leashed at all times when arriving and departing the facility.  

5. Dogs shall not be outside the building (Pete & Mac - outdoor play area) 

except between the hours of 7 AM and 9 PM.  

6. Staff will conduct a 6-month review of the Special Use and, if deemed 

necessary, will recommend additional conditions and requirements to the 

Village Council regarding the Special Use operations. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial 

 Application 

 Plat of Survey/Site Plans 

 Business Plan 

 Floor Plan 

 Elevations 

 Fence Elevation 

 Letter from Center Owner 

 Public Notice 
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New covered 

outdoor play area

(2,423 sq. ft.)

7 existing parking 

spaces eliminated

4 existing parking 

spaces to be 

eliminated

Note:  proposal calls for a total of 11 

existing parking spaces to be eliminated, 

all remaining parking to stay as is

Proposed 

Tenant 

Space
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pet lodging      ●     daycare       ●      grooming      ●      training      ●     boutique 

Pet Resorts, Inc 
the parent company of Pete & Mac’s 

1255 W Baseline Rd., #D-112  
Mesa, AZ 85202 
Phone: (480) 970-6166 • Fax: (480) 970-4496     

 

 
Pete & Mac’s Pet Resort 

Business Plan 
Updated 3/06/18 

 

 Pete & Mac’s Pet Resorts has been in the business of “home away” care for dogs since 1999.  Currently operate 
five (5) locations which are all corporately owned and operated. 

 Pete & Mac’s offers overnight short/long term boarding, daycare, grooming and training.  For the safety of our 
guests all activity is conducted under one roof.  We do not take our guests away from the resort for any reason 
other than a veterinary visit. 

 Hours of Operation:  Monday – Friday 6:30am-7pm, Saturday 8am-5pm and Sunday 8am-6pm.  Those are 
posted lobby hours when business is conducted.  However, we do have staff on site 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week for the safety of our guests. 

 Typically employ 15 to 20 employees. 

 Guest Requirements – must be 16 weeks of age and completed all rounds of vaccines administered by a licensed 
veterinarian to include rabies, distemper/parvo and bordetella.  If participating in daycare pups must be spayed 
at 6 months. 

 Boarding – boarding rooms are constructed of glass tile and range in size from 6x3 to 9x5. Pete & Mac’s does not 
believe in crate or cage less type overnight boarding.  Each room comes with a raised bed, comfy bedding and an 
activity toy.  

 Daycare – offer two areas (1) indoor daycare for smaller, senior or timid dogs or (2) outdoor daycare for the 
larger more playful breeds.  Daycare is always supervised in both areas by highly trained pet guardians.  Outdoor 
daycare will average 45 dogs a day which would be supervised by 2 pet guardians in a 2200 square foot area 
which allows for plenty of running room for the dogs. Daycare typically runs from 8am-4pm daily.  Daycare is 
only for dogs that are neutered/spayed, are socialized and not aggressive toward other dogs or people.  If a 
guest is not participating or eligible for daycare guests are given at least 3 – 20 minute individual exercise 
periods during their boarding or day boarding stay. 

 Waste disposal is handled two ways – the resort will have a trench drain system that will automatically flush all 
waste to an approved city sewer.  Any solid waste collected from the daycare areas is bagged, sealed and put in 
a dumpster.  Typically Pete & Mac’s will contract with the local waste management company to have 2 to 3 
pickups a week. 

 Outdoor daycare noise can be a concern and we feel we do everything to mitigate. The outdoor area will have a 
roof, poly-vinyl fencing to be aesthetically pleasing as well as acting as a sound absorber and turf with K9 
Artificial Grass.  Recent sound studies were conducted at another location that on the day of test contained 43 
large breed dogs.  From directly inside the area the hourly average noise level ranged from 57.4 to 79.1 dBA and 
average hourly readings conducted 8’ outside the play area ranged from 54.1 to 64.8 dBA. As comparatives a 
thunderclap is 120 dBA, diesel truck at 50’ is 84 dBA and restaurant conversation is 60 dBA. 

 
Staff Review 
Planning and Zoning: 
 

 We understand we may have to install solid fencing along the west property line concurrent to the outdoor area 
to further buffer any noise concerns.  We would ask that before this is a requirement that we are allowed to 
build out the outdoor play area with the materials specified in order to review and study if there is any sound 
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migrating and to what extent.  As stated above we have a certified sound study that clearly reflects that at 8’ 
from the outdoor area the noise level is in the same range as ambient noise levels. 

 Outdoor play area is utilized from 8am-4pm for the daycare dogs and from 4pm-9pm the outdoor area is used 
for small group (same family) or individual potty breaks. 

 Fence surrounding the outdoor play area is a solid Polyvinyl Fence System standing 8’ tall, per the attached 
drawing. 

 Interior Space Noise – to control any migration of noise to neighboring tenants we will install absorptive 
acoustical baffles throughout the boarding area per the attached specification sheet detailing the sound 
absorbing performance.  These baffles are typically used in gymnasiums, restaurants and animal shelter/kennel 
operations.  

 Variation Application to have an 8’ fence rather than a 6’ is attached. 

 Maximum occupancy for boarding is 110. 
 

 
From Fire Prevention: 
 

 We understand that during the building permit process that items 1-3 will need to be addressed.  
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