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Planning and Zoning Board Agenda 
June 13, 2023 

Room 102 – 7:00 P.M. 
 
Call to Order and Roll Call 

 

Approval of Minutes: May 23, 2023 

 

Public Comment: For matters that are not on the agenda 

 

Pending Applications: 

 

 

1. Address: 81 N. Broadway Street       Case Number: 23-028-CU 

 

The petitioner is requesting a Conditional Use for a Commercially-Zoned Assembly Use in the C-3 General 

Commercial zoning district at 81 N. Broadway Street, and any other variations, waivers, and zoning relief as may 

be necessary. 

 

PIN:  09-07-418-015-0000 

 

Petitioner: Steven Bonica, 83 N. Broadway Street, Des Plaines IL 60016 

 

Owner: Romanian Heritage Center NFP, 81 N. Broadway, Des Plaines, IL 60016 

 

 

 

2. Address:   2285 Webster Lane            Case Number: 23-020-TSUB-V 

 

The applicant has requested a Tentative Plat of Subdivision pursuant to Section 13-2-2 of the Subdivision 

Regulations to split an existing lot into two lots of record and a standard variation for lot widths of 50 feet where 

a minimum lot width of 55 feet is required in the R-1 Single Family Residential zoning district, and any other 

variations, waivers, and zoning relief as may be necessary. 

 

PIN:  09-29-302-042-0000 

 

Petitioner: Jean Bonk, 2285 Webster Lane, Des Plaines, IL 60018 

 

Owner: Jean Bonk, 2285 Webster Lane, Des Plaines, IL 60018 



 
 

  

3. Address: 65 Bradrock Drive           Case Number: 23-027-V 

 

The petitioner is requesting a standard variation to allow a building addition to be located 9 feet from the side 

property line where the minimum side yard setback is 25 feet in the M-2 General Manufacturing zoning district, 

and any other variations, waivers, and zoning relief as may be necessary. 

 

PINs:  09-30-100-048-0000 and 09-30-100-039-0000 

 

Petitioner: Herbert Rizzo, 520 S. Rose Farm Rd, Woodstock, IL 60098 

 

Owner: Herbert Rizzo, 520 S. Rose Farm Rd, Woodstock, IL 60098 

 

  
City of Des Plaines, in compliance with the Americans With Disabilities Act, requests that persons with disabilities, who 
require certain accommodations to allow them to observe and/or participate in the meeting(s) or have questions about the 
accessibility of the meeting(s) or facilities, contact the ADA Coordinator at 847-391-5486 to allow the City to make reasonable 
accommodations for these persons.  The public hearing may be continued to a further date, time and place without publication 
of a further published notice such as this notice.   
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DES PLAINES PLANNING AND ZONING BOARD MEETING 
May 23, 2023 

 DRAFT MINUTES 

The Des Plaines Planning and Zoning Board held its regularly scheduled meeting on                     
Tuesday, May 23, 2023, at 7:00 p.m. in Room 102 of the Des Plaines Civic Center. 
 
Chair Szabo called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and roll call was established. 
 
 PRESENT:   Catalano, Hofherr, Fowler, Saletnik, Veremis, Weaver, Szabo 
 
ABSENT:   None 
 
ALSO PRESENT: John Carlisle, AICP, CED Director 

Jonathan Stytz, AICP, Senior Planner 
Samantha Redman, Associate Planner 

    Margie Mosele, Executive Assistant 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
Call to Order and Roll Call 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM APRIL 25, 2023 

A motion was made by Board Member Hofherr, seconded by Board Member Veremis to 
approve the meeting minutes of April 25, 2023. 
 
AYES:  Hofherr, Veremis, Catalano, Fowler, Saletnik, Szabo 
NAYES: None 
ABSTAIN: Weaver 

***MOTION CARRIES ** 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEM   
 -  None  
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Applications 

 
1. Address:  260 Dulles Road            Case Number: 23-021-V 

 

The petitioner is requesting a major variation to extend the use of the temporary classroom 
structure on the site beyond the 12-month period permitted via the zoning ordinance and any other 
variations, waivers, and zoning relief as may be necessary. 

PIN:  08-13-214-018-0000 

Petitioner: Community Consolidated School District 59 (Representative: Ron O-Connor), 
1001 Leicester Road, Elk Grove Village, IL 60007 

Owner: Community Consolidated School District 59, 1001 Leicester Road, Elk Grove 
Village, IL 60007 

Ward: #4, Alderman Dick Sayad 

Existing Zoning: R-1 Single Family Residential district 

Existing Land Use: Brentwood Elementary School  

Surrounding Zoning: North:  R-1 Single Family Residential district 

South: R-1 Single Family Residential district 

East: R-1 Single Family Residential district 

West: R-1 Single Family Residential district 

Surrounding Land Use:   North: Single Family Residence (Residential) 

   South: Single Family Residence (Residential) 

East: Single Family Residence (Residential) 

West: Single Family Residence (Residential)  
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Street Classification: Dulles Road and Brentwood Drive are classified as local roads.  

Comprehensive Plan:          The Comprehensive Plan illustrates the site as institutional.  

Zoning/Property History:  Based on City records, the subject property was annexed into the 
City in 1959 and has been used as an elementary school. 

Background: Text Amendment for Temporary Classroom Structures 

 On August 1, 2022, a new temporary classroom structure use, as defined below, 
was added as a new temporary use to Section 12-8-11, Temporary Uses, of the 
Zoning Ordinance, through Ordinance Z-24-22.  

• TEMPORARY CLASSROOM STRUCTURE: A temporary structure that is (i) 
detached from a principal structure, (ii) located on the same zoning lot as, and is 
incidental and subordinate to, a public or private elementary, middle, or high 
school, and (iii) used solely as an educational classroom facility. Temporary 
classroom structures must comply with the Temporary Uses section of this title. 
 

 In addition to the new definitions, a summary of the Temporary Classroom 
Structure regulations is below.  

• Eligibility: This structure is only permitted on lots where the principal use is a 
public or private elementary, middle, or high school and only after the approval of 
a Zoning Certificate;  

• Duration: This structure is only permitted for up to 12 months after the date it is 
constructed or placed on an eligible zoning lot unless otherwise extended by the 
Zoning Administrator due to an active construction project on the subject lot;  

• Location: The structure must be located on a dust-free hard surface outside of any 
public right-of-way or utility easement and shall not reduce, block, or interfere 
with parking lot drive aisles and spaces;  

• Quantity: Up to two temporary classroom structures are permitted on an eligible 
lot at a given time unless a greater number is approved by the Zoning 
Administrator due to an active construction project on the subject lot; 

• Area: The total combined area of all temporary classroom structures cannot 
exceed five percent of the gross floor area of the school building footprint; and 

• Height: This structure cannot exceed 15 feet in height as measured from grade to 
the highest point of the roofline.  

  

Zoning Certificate 

  On August 2, 2022, a Zoning Certificate was approved for one temporary 
classroom structure on the subject property pursuant to the aforementioned 
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regulations. On February 24, 2023, the petitioner requested from staff an extension 
of the temporary classroom structure for an additional academic year (2023-2024, 
or into Summer 2024). As there was no active construction project occurring on 
site, the lot was not eligible for an extension, requiring a major variation.  

Project Description:   

 Overview 

 The petitioner, Ron O’Connor on behalf of the Community Consolidated School 
District 59, has requested a major variation to allow a year extension for the use 
of a temporary classroom structure in the R-1 Single Family Residential district at 
260 Dulles Road, which was installed on the subject property in 2022 and is 
permitted for up to a year unless an active construction project on the subject 
property requires its continued use. The subject property is at the northeast corner 
of the Dulles Road/Brentwood Avenue intersection and consists of a 3.28-acre lot 
with a 59,452-square-foot, one-story school building, playground area, bus and 
passenger car drop-off/pickup areas, and recreational area as shown in the attached 
Plat of Survey. The temporary structure currently installed on the subject property 
consists of two separate classroom spaces and a restroom totaling 1,650 square 
feet in area and 8.5 feet in height as shown on the attached Architectural Plans in 
conformance with the area and height  requirements above. It is located along the 
east school building elevation on a dust-free paved surface with access from the 
north (facing Brentwood Avenue).   

 The current zoning certificate for the temporary classroom structure was awarded 
on August 2, 2022 and is valid for one year, currently set to expire on August 2, 
2023, requiring the removal of the temporary classroom structure. While the 
duration for the use of a temporary classroom structure can be extended by the 
zoning administrator when an active construction project on the subject property 
necessities its continued use, there is currently no such construction project in 
progress or proposed to be in progress prior to the upcoming August 2, 2023 
deadline. As such, the petitioner’s request to extend the use of the temporary 
classroom structure without meeting this prerequisite requires a major variation 
approved by the City Council.   

 Current Proposal and Potential Long-Term Solution 

 The petitioner’s request for the extension of the zoning certificate for another year 
to allow the school district to finalize plans to address the current concerns 
addressed in the attached Project Narrative. This proposal does not include any 
changes to the existing temporary classroom structure itself or its location on the 
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subject property. However, the attached Temporary Classroom Structure 
Architectural Plans have been provided for reference.  

 In addition, the petitioner has also provided plans related to a potential expansion 
of the school building including the addition of two new classrooms and enlarged 
gym space as noted in the attached School Building Addition Architectural Plans 
(Potential). The PZB may wish to inquire if the school building addition illustrated 
on these plans will be pursued and the anticipated timing for this project, or, if this 
option is not pursued, what other long-term solutions the school district has 
proposed to address the issues raised and the anticipated timing of the 
implementation of each solution if selected.    

Variation Findings:  

Variation requests are subject to the standards set forth in Section 12-3-6(H) of the  Zoning 
Ordinance. Rationale for how the proposed amendments would or would not satisfy the standards 
is provided below and in the attached petitioner responses to standards. The Board may use the 
provided responses as written as its rationale, modify, or adopt its own.  

1. Hardship: No variation shall be granted pursuant to this subsection H unless the 
applicant shall establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this title 
would create a particular hardship or a practical difficulty. 
Comment:  Given the increase in student enrollment in recent years and the general timing, 
planning, execution, and completion of a school addition project of this scale, the zoning 
challenges encountered may rise to the level of hardship or practical difficulty necessary 
for consideration of relief. The petitioner explains that the consistent increase in student 
enrollment the past three years has required the school district to seek short-term 
alternatives while considering larger scale projects to address the overcrowding issues in 
the long-term. While the school district has engaged an architect to design a much-needed 
addition for the school, the time required to finalize the designs, hire contractors, and begin 
construction on the subject property—with minimal impact to the students during the 
school year—is a practical difficulty that the school district cannot address before the 
deadline of the zoning certificate for the temporary classroom. In an effort to work with 
the school district and address the aforementioned issues, a variation to extend the use of 
the temporary classroom structure for a year may be warranted. However, in their 
consideration of the testimony in the public hearing or via the submitted responses, the 
Board should review, question, and evaluate whether a hardship or practical difficulty 
exists. 
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 
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2. Unique Physical Condition: The subject lot is exceptional as compared to other lots 
subject to the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including 
presence of an existing use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; 
irregular or substandard shape or size; exceptional topographical features; or other 
extraordinary physical conditions peculiar to and inherent in the subject lot that 
amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner and that relate to or arise 
out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current owner of the lot. 
Comment:  The subject property is exceptional in shape given the curvilinear streets and 
single-family residence that abut it on three of its five sides. While the lot is relatively large 
for a property in a residential district, the existing school building and related 
improvements fill a majority of the available space. In addition, the unique shape limits 
available locations for additions given the building setback requirements in the R-1 Single 
Family Residential district, which do not distinguish between uses. Further, the petitioner’s 
continued efforts to address the overcrowding issue through a building expansion indicate 
that long-term solutions exist aside from the unique physical characteristics of the subject 
property, but that additional use of the existing temporary classroom structure is necessary 
for the time-being. The unique physical features existing on this site do appear to be 
exceptional compared to other school uses located within the R-1 district, which potentially 
justify the current need for a temporary classroom structure on the subject property. 

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

3. Not Self-Created: The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any 
action or inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of 
the enactment of the provisions from which a variance is sought or was created by 
natural forces or was the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of 
this title. 
Comment:  There is no indication that the current property owner or previous property 
owner created the aforementioned unique physical characteristics of the subject property. 
It is conceivable that the current development on the subject property—and any space 
constraints related to it—can be attributed to the past or current owner. However, the 
specific overcrowding issue stemming from continual student enrollment growth over the 
past three years may or may not be attributable to the current owner. On one hand, school 
districts are presented with student population trends beyond their control. On the other 
hand, part of their planning is to adjust for increases as it relates to facilities. Depending on 
the Board’s opinion, the variation request for the use of the existing temporary classroom 
structure for one year could be viewed as a temporary, short-term solution to address this 
issue and potentially avoid future variation requests.   

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 
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4. Denied Substantial Rights: The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from 
which a variance is sought would deprive the owner of the subject lot of substantial 
rights commonly enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision. 
Comment: While denying the variation request to utilize the existing temporary classroom 
structure may not necessarily deprive the property owner of their rights per se, it would 
negatively impact the operations and use of the subject property as an elementary school, 
which could have lasting adverse effects on the school district and school-aged children 
alike. Given the importance of providing a sufficient environment for the education of 
youth and the opportunities available to the City to assist the school district in providing 
said environment, it may arguably benefit the City and residents as a whole to provide this 
temporary allowance in order to permit a more permanent, long-term solution.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 
 

5. Not Merely Special Privilege: The alleged hardship or difficulty is neither merely the 
inability of the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right 
not available to owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor 
merely the inability of the owner to make more money from the use of the subject lot. 
Comment:  Granting this variation does not provide a special privilege for the property 
owner not available to other school uses in the City but rather addresses a current issue 
facing School District 59 in the short term. Variation decisions are made on a case-by-case, 
project-by-project basis upon applying the variation standards. In those evaluations, the 
determining body (e.g. PZB and/or City Council) usually determines the applicant has 
exhausted options that do not require a variation. In this case, there are a variety of options 
that the school district is considering to effective resolve this issue, but none of which can 
be accomplished in the remaining time allotting for the use of the temporary classroom 
structure. Granting a one-time variation for the continued use of the temporary classroom 
structure at this location while permanent solution is enacted does not constitute a special 
privilege.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

6. Title And Plan Purposes: The variation would not result in a use or development of 
the subject lot that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes 
for which this title and the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted 
or the general purpose and intent of the comprehensive plan. 
Comment:  Since a temporary classroom structure is a short-term use only permitted as 
accessory to existing eligible educational institutions in Des Plaines, its limited presence 
on a school property is compatible with the current conditions and overall character of the 
existing development. A temporary classroom is intended to be active only for a limited 
period of time on an existing dust-free hard surface so as to not change the existing 
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development on the site but rather serve the school building and community as a whole. A 
variation to extend the use of a temporary classroom structure for a period of one year to 
address a larger overcrowding problem on the subject property still meets this intention 
while also promoting the implementation of permanent, long-term solution that negates the 
need of the temporary classroom structure in the future. For those reasons, the request to 
extend the use of the existing temporary classroom structure would be harmony with the 
general purposes of the Des Plaines 2019 Comprehensive Plan.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 
 

7. No Other Remedy: There is no means other than the requested variation by which 
the alleged hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to 
permit a reasonable use of the subject lot. 
Comment: There are no reasonable alternatives in the short-term—aside from the extended 
use of the existing temporary classroom structure—to address the current overcrowding 
issues exhibited on site with the active use of the property as a school. Given the expiration 
date of the zoning certificate for the temporary classroom structure approaching in less than 
three months, the completion, passing of inspections, and opening of any addition to the 
school building, all while school is actively in session, would not be possible. As such, the 
variation request to extend the use of the temporary classroom structure appears to be one 
of the few plausible options in the short-term.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

8. Minimum Required: The requested variation is the minimum measure of relief 
necessary to alleviate the alleged hardship or difficulty presented by the strict 
application of this title. 
Comment: The approval of the requested variation is the minimum relief required to 
alleviate the aforementioned hardships in the short-term and allow the school district to 
move forward on the implementation of larger, permanent improvements on the subject 
property.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

PZB Procedure and Recommended Conditions: Under Section 12-3-6(F) of the Zoning 
Ordinance (Major Variations), the PZB has the authority to recommend approval, approval subject 
to conditions, or denial of the request to City Council. The decision should be based on review of 
the information presented by the applicant and the standards and conditions met by Section 12-3-
6(H) (Findings of Fact for Variations) as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.  

Attachments:  
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Attachment 1:  Location and Zoning Map 
Attachment 2:  Site & Context Photos 
Attachment 3:  Existing Condition Photos 
Attachment 4:  Petitioner’s Responses to Standards for Variation 
Attachment 5:  Project Narrative 
Attachment 6:  Select Temporary Classroom Structure Architectural Plans1  
Attachment 7:  School Building Expansion Architectural Plans (Potential) 

 
 
Chair Szabo swore in Terri Bresnahan, Superintendent of Community Consolidated School 
District 59.  She said that they are excited to continue our partnership with the City of Des Plaines.  
The school district serves a wide range of students. She stated that they will be discussing 
Brentwood today and wanted to take this opportunity to describe our current conditions and factors 
as we bring forth a long-term solution for the overcrowding at the school, which resulted in 
portable classrooms last fall. The school received the permit to allow for these portable classrooms, 
which have been utilized for art and music classes. They are asking for a one-year extension for 
these portable classrooms. They have shared this data on the screen for our Brentwood families 
and staff; over the last 10 years, their enrollment has risen and are required by law to look at the 
balance of our demographic groups. This shows a trend over 10 years. Over the past 10 years, they 
have been looking at a minimum target of 300 students at any elementary school, but as you can 
see the school will exceed that.  
 
Ms. Bresnahan gave a presentation including a graph of their capacity. Based on architecture of 
the site, they have a maximum capacity that is determined. The target for the school to be healthy 
and functional is 75% utilization. We are utilizing every available inch.  In other school years, we 
saw larger class sizes. Sizes 28, 29, upwards of 30 students per class. We are lower at 88%, but we 
need additional space. The need for space includes classrooms for students, functional spaces for 
small group learning, dedicated art and music rooms rather than placing them on carts, physical 
education three times per week (as required by law), and a library resource center, and provide 
playground space, which will be upgraded this year. They need spaces for adults, including offices 
and resources staff (including ESL teachers, with ever growing population of students using this 
resource).  They have had more than 40 new students at Brentwood that have affected our capacity.  
Our teachers eat in portable spaces or outdoors when the weather permits, but they do not have a 
dedicated lunchroom.  

Ms. Bresnahan stated that they are also concerned about safety and accessibility, which is a top 
priority given the conditions of the world today. They are conscious of how students arrive/depart, 
with safe routes for pedestrians, buses, vehicle drop off by parents, and ensuring space for parking. 
They keep all these pieces in mind as they develop the long-term plan. 

 
1 Full plans available upon request to the Community and Economic Development department.  
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The images on the screen are for our books and classrooms. You can see how small and tight the 
spaces are. Our principal is making sure there are spaces for everyone and limiting students 
working in hallways or places less conducive for learning. 

The school district has engaged in a comprehensive study in our district about our buildings. Some 
buildings are over or under capacity. Rather than building on, they want to look comprehensively 
along all communities to explore solutions. They had a lot of community feedback and input. They 
are taking time to look exclusively at Brentwood. Our temporary solution is the portable classroom. 
The portable classrooms let us expand our art and music programs with dedicated spaces.  

The map on the screen gives an idea of what they control and do not control as a school district. 
They have boundaries across our 14 schools. This is the Brentwood boundary area. Moving the 
boundary line moves families from one school to another. The boundary on the screen is the district 
boundary of the school. Directly to the right of the boundary is the open field space that is owned 
by the Mount Prospect Park District. There are a few options to find a solution for overcrowding. 
They can adjust the boundaries, renovate, construct spaces, adjust class sizes (although we have 
committed to maintain small class sizes, especially since the pandemic), or they can relocate 
programs, but it limits students who are receiving services that are required by law and this can 
contribute to segregation of students into certain schools so she hesitates moving forward with this 
approach. 

Ms. Bresnahan stated that they have engaged with an architect as a partner in this process to look 
at Brentwood to look at capacity, flow of the building, safety features, etc.  They are working with 
an architect and our staff will be meeting with them tomorrow about this. They will be acquiring 
things like traffic studies and other analyses. They would make a decision by December 2023, 
implement the solution by 2024, and they would not need the portable classrooms after that time 
frame.  The extension and the time frame would allow us time to look at all facets of the district 
and how it impacts Brentwood to make decisions for our students and communities.  

Chair Szabo asked if they would consider acquiring the property from Mt Prospect and, if not, if 
they would consider adding a second floor to the existing building. 

Ms. Bresnahan stated that as part of the study the architects would look at how feasible it would 
be and how it would impact space. That has been brought up. 

Member Fowler asked what are your class sizes at Brentwood like compared to others. 

Ms. Bresnahan state that they are comparable but trending higher. Last year, the class peaked at 34 
students, which is much higher than any other classroom in the school district. 

Member Fowler asked if they have temporary classroom structures at other schools in District 59. 

Ms. Bresnahan stated that they are utilizing one other temporary classroom structure at a different 
location.  
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Member Fowler: I have a problem with your numbers. I don’t see an increase; it has seemed to 
stay the same. I am not sure how overcrowding is an issue. If you are growing, why are the numbers 
growing in Brentwood. 

Ms. Bresnahan stated I agree; there are two factors. I have made a commitment as a superintendent 
to this. We have chosen to create multi-grade classrooms and some classes we have chosen to 
reduce sizes, which has impacted the utilization of the building. There is a long history of the 
buildings making do and I do not believe the district has done a long-term study to analyze those 
numbers. I acknowledge this is the problem with District 59, not just a Des Plaines problem, and 
our board needs to find a solution. This is a long overdue issue.  

Member Weaver: You have had an overcrowding problem for years, based on the data. You have 
had a set of portable classrooms for one year and you need an extension of that while you come 
up with a longer-term solution. You are looking for a 12-month extension. During those 12 months, 
your board and district will come to a solution to solve the problem. If it is a capital improvement 
problem that could take several years to be completed, correct? 

Ms. Bresnahan stated if a capital improvement project, we would hope that could be done by next 
year. We can stagger the timing of that. It could be a combination of efforts like boundary changes 
and construction to have temporary relief while we engaged in the long-term spaces. As a district, 
we have more space than we need, we just have concentrations of students in other areas. This 
year, Brentwood has had 60 new students from other countries. 

Member Weaver: It must be difficult to project with new students arriving from other countries.  

Ms. Bresnahan said it had an unanticipated impact for sure. They have embarked on a study with 
a demographer about growth; we did see a decline in enrollment during the pandemic, although 
we saw it more in other areas than Brentwood. 

Member Fowler asked how the class sizes at Brentwood compare to the schools in District 62.  

Ms. Bresnahan stated that she did not know.  

Member Hofherr: I am looking at the layout of the project. On the east end, they are showing a 
new area (proposed gym). I know you have an existing gym at the left end, what will happen to 
that? 

Ms. Bresnahan stated we do not have a plan for that yet. We have very small gyms for our 
enrollment. There is overlap with gym time, requiring us to hold gym in the lunchroom, outside, 
classrooms, etc. That couldn’t address overcrowding. 

Member Hofherr: That gym is currently on election day for the area, because people can get out 
easily to cast their vote. If moved to the west or east end, this could present a parking problem. 
The existing area shows cars filled in the north lot (I assume teachers?). 

Ms. Bresnahan said those things are proposed. The topic of using schools on election day is a topic 
for another day, in terms of safety of students, which we are reviewing with legislators. 
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Member Fowler: Why do you hesitate to redistrict if you have underutilized buildings? 

Ms. Bresnahan stated that it significantly impacts our families; they have a lot of feedback. We are 
working collaboratively to find a solution. We have spent more time explaining what our urgency 
is to the families. We have a strong urgency to discuss re-districting given the City’s code now, but 
it is a difficult decision because no one wants to leave their school. Our board rejected a vote to 
eliminate the portable classrooms. 

Member Fowler: I think you will be here a year from now to construct. I think you may need to do 
a referendum with this, and that takes time. How confident are you that this project will be 
completed in 2024?  

Ms. Bresnahan said there is no intent nor plan to maintain the portables past this coming school 
year. Every plan does not include the use of that. That means Art and Music goes back on carts, 
and if we need to increase class sizes, that is our districts problem to own. We have no desire to 
come back here and ask for an extension and it was not originally planned for. There is an 
understanding of how this problem needs to be solved from within. It is irresponsible as a district 
to promise this without a solution. She added that additional options such as boundary adjustments 
can significantly help with implementation.  

Member Saletnik asked if there a limitation on what constitutes temporary and what makes it 
allowable in zoning. Why are we looking at one year? The construction is going to be more than a 
year. Can you speak about what the ordinance says and why we are limited in the year? 

Jonathan Stytz, Senior Planner, stated that the temporary use structure was granted last year to 
assist schools with this concern. It has specific restrictions on the time. It does allow for additional 
time to be awarded by the zoning administrator if the property is under construction (an active 
construction project on the site). If they were to get the extension and could implement the project, 
they could request additional time.  

Member Weaver asked how long it took to secure the temporary classroom structure. 

Ms. Bresnahan stated it took six months from board approval to installation. 

Member Weaver asked if the potential expansion plan noted in the staff report was designed before 
or after the architectural study was started.  

Ms. Bresnahan stated it was done before; the board is not bound to this plan.  

  



Case 23-021-V 260 Dulles Road     Major Variation 
Case 23-024-CU 984 Lee      Conditional Use 
Case 23-025-TA Citywide       Text Amendment 
 

 
 

Jonathan Stytz, Senior Planner, gave the staff report. He explained the Major Variation for 260 
Dulles. He went over the site photos, Temporary Classroom Overview, Regulation Slides, 
Background of the Project, Floor Plans, Elevations, and PZB Considerations. 

Chair Szabo asked if anyone was in favor of the proposal. Many hands were raised. He asked if 
anyone wanted to speak in favor of the proposal. 

Chair Szabo swore in Barb Novak, Teacher at Brentwood School. Stated that she is currently 
teaching in a portable classroom.  She is the music teacher; my partner is the art teacher. She stated 
that they love teaching there and we hope for the one-year extension so our district can make 
wonderful plans moving forward. The students love coming out there; last year she taught in the 
staff lounge, she used to teach on a cart, it is great to have my own space. The students love going 
out there, a little mini field trip, and it is a great space for art and music. Previously, the district 
used to only have a fine arts class, just art and music taught at the same time by one teacher. Dr. 
Bresnahan was influential in splitting it into two subjects, something that occurred for decades. I 
went to Brentwood myself and it is a fabulous change the district has made.  
 
Chair Szabo swore in Laurie Olson, parent at Brentwood School.: She stated her kids go to 
Brentwood, 1st and 2nd grade, they have experienced art on a cart, in the faculty lounge, and now 
in the portable classrooms. They love talking about art and music after this. My son wants a ukelele 
because he is able to learn that in music class. With the cart, she cannot move around these 
instruments. It is all the kids talk about when they come home. If you take this away, the projects 
and classes would not be as phenomenal. 

Chair Szabo swore in Kim Barrett, principal of Brentwood Elementary School. It is a wonderful 
school. These are big decisions that impact families and making smart decisions is important. Art 
and music on the cart diminish experiences with students, areas where artists and musicians can 
thrive. Conditions were unsustainable in our classrooms previously; we had multi-age classrooms, 
2nd and 3rd graders together learning the same curriculum when there are diverse needs (and there 
are 34 of them) and then during the pandemic conditions made it not optimal.  She stated that they 
need time to make the best decisions for a smart path forward.   

 
A motion was made by Board Member Saletnik, seconded by Board Member Weaver to 
recommend approval to council of major variation request for a one-year extension of the 
temporary classroom structure on the site.  

AYES:   Saletnik, Weaver, Catalano, Fowler, Hofherr, Veremis, Szabo 
NAYES:  None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
 

***MOTION CARRIES UNANIMOUSLY ** 
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2. Address: 984 Lee Street        Case Number: 23-024-CU 
 

The petitioner is requesting a conditional use request in the C-3 General Commercial zoning 
district for a food processing establishment, and any other variations, waivers, and zoning relief as 
may be necessary.  

 
PIN: 09-20-203-016-0000; 09-20-203-017-0000, 09-20-203-018-0000, 

09-20-203-031-0000 

Petitioner:  Sang Chul Hong, 3721 Vantage Lane, Glenview, IL 60026 

Owner/Property Control: Ho and Chul LLC, 3721 Vantage Lane, Glenview IL 60026 

Ward Number: #2, Alderman Colt Moylan 

Existing Zoning:  C-3, General Commercial  

Surrounding Zoning: North:  C-3, General Commercial 

South: C-3, General Commercial 

East: C-3, General Commercial 

West: C-3, General Commercial 

Surrounding Land Uses:  North: Commercial building 

South: Commercial building 

East: Commercial buildings 

  West: Vacant parking lot 

Street Classification: Oakton Street is classified as a minor arterial road.  

Comprehensive Plan: Industrial is the recommended use for this property.  

Property/Zoning History:  

The property currently consists of a commercial building and a gravel parking are 
to the north. Because the multiple parcels are under single ownership/control and 
will be seek permitting as a unit, they are considered one zoning lot. This building 
was most recently used for Illinois Carpet and Drapery, which closed in 2022. 
The property has been commercially zoned since the 1940s.  
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Prior to the current owner/petitioner acquiring the property, it received several 
code enforcement violations over the past few years related to outdoor storage, 
garbage and debris, and parking of vehicles unrelated to the business. However, 
all complaints have been addressed at the time of this application. Any necessary 
alterations to meet building or fire code requirements will be addressed at the time 
of building permit. A permit is currently being processed to repair the roof of the 
building to address safety concerns.  

Project Description:   

 The petitioner, Sang Chul Hong, is proposing a conditional use to allow a food 
processing establishment at 984 Lee St. A food processing establishment requires 
a conditional use in the C-3 district if the space/use is more than 2,500 square feet.  

Proposed Use and Business Operation Details 

 The business, 5000 Years Foods, processes kimchi, a fermented vegetable product 
commonly consumed with Korean cuisine. The company has operated for more 
than 30 years in Chicago at 3465 Kimball Ave. The kimchi production process 
involves chopping cabbage, radish and green onion and placing them in salt water 
with seasoning and spices. No preservatives or other chemicals are used by this 
facility in the processing of their kimchi product. The kimchi is individually canned 
and distributed to retailers in sizes ranging from 16 ounces to five-gallon tubs.  

Limited noise and odor are generated by this use. The supplies used for the 
production of kimchi include a vegetable mixer, specialty cabbage and radish 
cutters, and a garlic grinder. The loading/unloading of kimchi will involve a forklift 
and pallet/hand jacks. Walk-in coolers will be installed on site to hold supplies in 
between production and distribution. The existing office in the building will be used 
for business operations. Loading and unloading will occur within the loading dock 
inside the building. Dumpster pickup is scheduled for every day. Refer to provided 
Floor Plan for locations of existing and proposed building amenities.  

The proposed hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
The total number of employees proposed are six office employees and six 
warehouse employees, for a total of twelve employees. 5000 Years Foods is a solely 
a food processor and does not intend to have direct retail operations at this time.  

Loading 

All loading and unloading will occur in the loading dock inside the building, 
accessed from Oakwood Avenue, a local street. Products are proposed to received 
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daily by 24-foot box trucks. Kimchi distributors, which would be the primary 
customers, are anticipated to pick up products five to eight times daily at the loading 
docks. The average time spent loading/unloading at the loading dock is estimated 
to be less than 10 minutes.   

Buildings in commercial districts are required to have one loading space, measuring 
fifteen feet in width and 35 feet in length. The loading space located within the 
building is 16 feet by 55 feet, exceeding the minimum requirements in Section 12-
9-9.  

Parking 

Food processing establishments are required to provide 2 spaces for every 1000 feet 
of dedicated food preparation and office areas.  The below table provides an 
overview of required and provided parking for this building and use. 

Total Square Feet of Building 15235 sq ft 

Total Square Feet of Dedicated Food Preparation and Office Areas 7,777 sq ft  

Total Parking Required* 16 spaces* 

Total Accessible Spaces Required 2 spaces 

Total Proposed Parking Provided** 43 spaces 

Total Accessible Spaces Provided 2 spaces 

*Parking spaces rounded up to next whole number 

**Recommended condition of approval language would allow site plan revision to reduce 
parking lot size; provided, however, the minimum must be met. 

 Off-street parking will be located along the alley and in a newly constructed parking lot to the 
north. Presently the parking lot to the north is a gravel lot without any striping. The petitioner 
proposes to pave and provide 28 standard spaces and two accessible spaces. This parking lot 
is currently gated and will continue to be gated to prevent parking by non-employees or 
customers of the facility.   

Standards for Conditional Use 

The following is a discussion of standards for conditional uses from Section 12-3-4(E) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Rationale for how the proposed amendments would satisfy the standards is 
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provided below and in the petitioner’s response to standards. The PZB may use this rationale 
toward its recommendation, or the Board may make up its own. 

1. The proposed Conditional Use is in fact a Conditional Use established within the 
specific Zoning district involved: 
  

Comment: Food processing establishments more than 2,500 square feet in size require a 
conditional use permit in the C-3 Zoning District.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

2. The proposed Conditional Use is in accordance with the objectives of the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan: 
Comment: The 2019 Comprehensive Plan illustrates this area to be used for Industrial. 
Food processing establishments are only possible within the C-3, M-1, and M-2 districts 
and the use involves the processing of goods, more similar to manufacturing than typical 
commercial uses. Therefore, this conditional use is aligned with the comprehensive plan 
classification for this property.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

3. The proposed Conditional Use is designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to 
be harmonious and appropriate in appearance with the existing or intended 
character of the general vicinity:  
Comment: All uses will be located within an existing building; the only notable appearance 
changes proposed are (i) the  signs for the business, which will be designed to meet 
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance; and (ii) the parking lot enhancements on the 
northern lot. The existing building is harmonious with other similar buildings in this area.   

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

4. The proposed Conditional Use is not hazardous or disturbing to existing neighboring 
uses:  
Comment: As discussed in the Petitioner’s Response to Standards, the business will operate 
Monday through Friday from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. The property is within an existing 
commercial area and there are not anticipated hazardous or disruptive activities to this 
neighborhood. See the Petitioner’s Narrative and Response to Standards for additional 
information about business operations.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 
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5. The proposed Conditional Use is to be served adequately by essential public facilities 
and services, such as highways, streets, police and fire protection, drainage structures, 
refuse disposal, water and sewer, and schools; or, agencies responsible for 
establishing the Conditional Use shall provide adequately any such services:  
Comment: The existing building has been adequately served by essential public facilities 
and services. Staff has no concerns that the proposed use will not be adequately served with 
essential public facilities and services. The establishment will follow all local, state and 
federal regulations regarding the preparation, storage and distribution of food products.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

6. The proposed Conditional Use does not create excessive additional requirements at 
public expense for public facilities and services and will not be detrimental to the 
economic well-being of the entire community:  
Comment: The proposed use would not create a burden on public facilities. This new 
business would be located within an existing, unoccupied portion of the building and 
provide additional business activity to this corridor.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

7. The proposed Conditional Use does not involve uses, activities, processes, materials,  
equipment and conditions of operation that will be detrimental to any persons, 
property, or the general welfare by reason of excessive production of traffic, noise, 
smoke fumes, glare or odors:  

Comment: Loading/unloading will be during business hours and will be located inside the 
building. Delivery of materials is anticipated to be daily and up to eight pickups by 
distributors are expected, with a total loading/unloading time of approximately 10 minutes. 
The tools used to manufacture kimchi are not noisy and all production will occur inside the 
building. Odor will be mitigated by a daily dumpster pickup at the facility to eliminate any 
food product. No odor is generated by the machinery used in the production.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

 

8. The proposed Conditional Use provides vehicular access to the property designed so 
that it does not create an interference with traffic on surrounding public 
thoroughfares:  
Comment: Access to the building will continue to be provided by Oakwood Avenue for the 
loading/unloading and through the alley for the parking lot. New traffic generated will be 
associated with employees and the loading/unloading of materials for processing and 
distribution. The previous use for this building included a similar amount of traffic without 
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documented traffic issues and the proposed use will not generate large truck traffic, so a 
traffic study was not requested by staff. Staff believes that the existing street network can 
accommodate the traffic for this new use. 

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

9. The proposed Conditional Use does not result in the destruction, loss, or damage of 
natural, scenic, or historic features of major importance:  
 
Comment: The subject property is within an existing building and thus would not result in 
the loss or damage of natural, scenic, or historic features. No new development is proposed 
for this site. 

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

10. The proposed Conditional Use complies with all additional regulations in the Zoning 
Ordinance specific to the Conditional Use requested: 
Comment: The proposed uses comply with all applicable requirements as stated in the 
Zoning Ordinance.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

 

PZB Procedure and Recommended Conditions: Under Section 12-3-4.D (Procedure for Review 
and Decision for Conditional Uses) of the Zoning Ordinance, the PZB has the authority to 
recommend that the City Council approve, approve subject to conditions, or deny the above-
mentioned conditional use permit. City Council has final authority on the proposal.  

Consideration of the request should be based on a review of the information presented by the 
applicant and the findings made above, as specified in Section 12-3-4.E (Standards for Conditional 
Uses) of the Zoning Ordinance. If the PZB recommends and City Council ultimately approves the 
request, staff recommends the following conditions. 
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Recommend Conditions of Approval: 

1. The Subject Property shall have a daily dumpster pickup during any day of regular business 
operations.  
 

2. No motor vehicles unassociated with the petitioner’s business operations may be parked in 
any of the parking areas associated with the property. Outdoor storage outside of a 
permitted accessory structure is prohibited on the site.  
 

3. All parking areas must be paved, striped, and landscaped according to all applicable Zoning 
Ordinance standards. Accessible parking spaces shall be located on site to meet 
accessibility standards pursuant to Section 12-9-8 and Illinois Accessibility Code. The 
petitioner may revise the site plan to reduce the number of parking spaces; provided, 
however, the minimum number are provided. 

Attachments: 
Attachment 1:   Location Map 
Attachment 2:   Site and Context Photos 
Attachment 3:   Project Narrative and Responses to Standards  
Attachment 4:   Floor Plans and Site Plans 

Chair Szabo swore in Sang Hong Lee, Petitioner. Mr. Lee stated that he is the manager of 5000-
year foods. They have 30 years of excellence in Chicago. He stated that they are moving to Des 
Plaines because their current location is under construction. They are the top brand of Kimchi.  
Their philosophy is customer satisfaction is their number one priority.  He went over the founder’s 
journey. Mr. Lee explained the Kimchi product. He stated that are simple and natural. He explained 
the health benefits of Kimchi. Mr. Lee presented a Food Processing Establishment Graph. He 
described the construction plans and discussed the reasons to move the location.  

Member Fowler asked what the size is of the current location in Chicago and the size of the space 
on the subject property.  

Mr. Lee stated that the new building would be over 15,000 square feet. The current location is 
4,000 square feet. 

Member Weaver asked if the product requires refrigeration.   

Mr. Lee stated that the product is refrigerated at 38-degree Fahrenheit for two days. The product 
is picked up by the wholesalers in refrigerated box trucks.   

Member Veremis asked if he is projecting additional business growth and if that affect pick up and 
deliveries. 
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Chair Szabo swore in Richard Kim, Attorney for the petitioner.  Mr. Kim stated that they do expect 
additional growth as additional purchases from the wholesalers. They currently have 3 wholesalers.  
They expect their growth will be with larger deliveries. He stated that their clients are Korean 
Wholesalers and would distribute the product to other retailers. This would mean the same number 
of pickups. 

Member Fowler asked if there is shipping on site. Mr. Lee stated that there will be shipping once 
a day from 8-9 a.m.  

Member Saletnik asked if the wholesalers, after picking up the product from there business, ship 
directly to specific grocery stores. Mr. Kim stated that wholesalers can ship directly to grocery 
stores or to other intermediaries.  

Chair Szabo asked how many trucks would be doing pick-ups. 

Mr. Lee stated they will have three box truck pick-ups a day.  The trucks will be loaded inside the 
building. 

Member Veremis asked to explain the production process and if there is hot cooking involved. 

Mr. Lee stated that there is not hot cooking. Once the Kimchi is placed into the jars they are put in 
the refrigerator. They follow the FDA rules and have annual inspections. They will also have daily 
dumpster pick-ups.  

Member Veremis asked if there are any new products in the future. Mr. Lee responded no.  

Member Catalano asked if there are any complaints or violations at the current location. He also 
asked if the petitioner accepts the three recommended conditions of approval which includes: 

1. The Subject Property shall have a daily dumpster pickup during any day of regular 
business operations.  

2. No motor vehicles unassociated with the petitioner’s business operations may be parked 
in any of the parking areas associated with the property. Outdoor storage outside of a 
permitted accessory structure is prohibited on the site.  

3. All parking areas must be paved, striped, and landscaped according to all applicable 
Zoning Ordinance standards. Accessible parking spaces shall be located on site to meet 
accessibility standards pursuant to Section 12-9-8 and Illinois Accessibility Code. The 
petitioner may revise the site plan to reduce the number of parking spaces; provided, 
however, the minimum number are provided. 

 
Mr. Lee stated that they have been no complaints or violations at their current location.  He also 
stated that he is ok with the recommended conditions. 

Member Hofherr asked about the FDA warning letter from January 2022 and if the issues at the 
current location have been addressed. Mr. Lee stated that everything was corrected.  
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Chair Szabo asked if their current location passed their Fire and Health Departments Inspections. 
Mr. Lee stated that they passed.   

Member Veremis asked about the product shelf life, number of employees, and whether the 
employees cook their lunches at the facility. 

Mr. Lee stated that the shelf life is 3 months.  He has 12 employees and they do not cook food on 
site. 

Member Veremis asked how much they are investing in remodeling. Mr. Lee stated that they have 
invested $300,000 in approvements. 

Ms. Redman, Associate Planner, gave the staff report. She explained the Location Map for the four 
parcels in the C-3 District. She provided site photos including the loading dock and entrance. She 
gave some background of the property. It has been vacant and was a carpet store. The petitioner 
has a roof permit and has invested a significant amount of money on the roof. They have proposed 
remodeling the site to make it suitable for their uses. She explained the parking lot which is gated.    

Ms. Redman stated that the conditional use is for the size of the land that the food processing area 
is on.  She explained that a food processing plan is allowed by right in the C-3 district for spaces 
up to 2,500 square feet.  She explained the site plan which includes improving the parking lot.  She 
also described the loading dock which is located inside the building. Ms. Redman went over the 
floor plan which includes two walk-in coolers, loading dock, office space and food preparation 
area. A total of 16 parking spaces are required and the petitioner is proposing 30 spaces which 
exceeds the requirements.  The other considerations are for loading and unloading, odor and noise, 
and number of employees and hours of operation.   

Ms. Redman stated that for tonight - Under Section 12-3-4.D (Procedure for Review and Decision 
for Conditional Uses) of the Zoning Ordinance, the PZB has the authority to recommend that the 
City Council approve, approve subject to conditions, or deny the above-mentioned conditional use 
permit. City Council has final authority on the proposal.  If the PZB recommends and City Council 
ultimately approves the request, staff recommends the following conditions. 

Recommend Conditions of Approval: 

1. The Subject Property shall have a daily dumpster pickup during any day of regular 
business operations.  

2. No motor vehicles unassociated with the petitioner’s business operations may be parked 
in any of the parking areas associated with the property. Outdoor storage outside of a 
permitted accessory structure is prohibited on the site.  

3. All parking areas must be paved, striped, and landscaped according to all applicable 
Zoning Ordinance standards. Accessible parking spaces shall be located on site to meet 
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accessibility standards pursuant to Section 12-9-8 and Illinois Accessibility Code. The 
petitioner may revise the site plan to reduce the number of parking spaces; provided, 
however, the minimum number are provided. 

Member Weaver had a comment about the parking area: if you build a full parking layout it is 
advantageous to have a plan for drainage. He would encourage the petitioner to provide less 
impervious space, it would be a benefit to the City. This is not a requirement but an encouragement 
not to over build impervious space.  

Chair Szabo asked if any audience members have questions or object to the proposal.   
 
Chair Szabo swore in Jim Chrzan, Neighbor of the property. Mr. Chrzan stated that worked for an 
editorial team that wrote a magazine called Pro Food World. He was glad to see there is no cooking 
on site. He is concerned about the property being close to the park. He has questions on wastewater, 
traffic, and the park.  He also stated that he doesn’t get what the upside would be since it is not 
adding new jobs. 
 
Chair Szabo swore in Richard Schell, neighbor to the property stated that he is concerned about 
the warning letter from the FDA. He presented a copy of the letter, stating that on page 5 of the 
letter, they mentioned a pest management problem when they left the door open and had flies. He 
wanted to know who would regulate the pest issue and what would be done about odors. He stated 
that the Citizens for Oakwood ask that the case be continued so they can some answers to important 
questions, such as what does the odor abatement plan and pest control plan look like. He cited 5-
3-1 of the Des Plaines Municipal Code. 
 
Chair Szabo swore in Daniel Pejchinovski, neighbor of the property. He stated that he owns a 
transportation business, which has semi-trucks and picks up from facilities. He said there is odor 
coming out of the facilities. He also stated that trucks take a lot longer to load and there will be 
traffic. He also said refrigeration in the building will make noise. He is worried about bringing 
property value down. 
 
Chair Szabo swore in Regina Mensching, neighbor of the property. She said she is concerned about 
the odor and pests.  She also said that the property is close to a school and park. She is also 
concerned about traffic on Oakwood. She asked if there would be garbage build up on holidays.  
 
Chair Szabo swore in Kimberly Maks, neighbor of the property.  She stated that this would cause 
a lot of traffic on Oakwood. They already have lots of trucks going through because of other 
businesses and its hard to get across Lee Street. She believes factories should be put in other areas.  
She is concerned about trucks, pollution, odor, and smell. 
 
Chair Szabo asked the petitioner if he would like to answer the concerns of the residence.   
 
Mr. Lee stated that he respects the residents’ opinions.  He stated that he has a contract with a pest 
control company.  He stated that there is no odor because he has daily dumpster pick-ups at the 
end of the day.  He stated that the dumpsters are emptied and cleaned every business day. Mr. Lee 
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also stated that he has corrected any past issues from the FDA and that they comply by the rules.  
He stated that there is no noise because the coolers are inside the building. He stated that there will 
not be a traffic problem because the trucks will not be picking up at the same time. They will also 
be loading from inside the facility.   
 
Member Fowler asked about traffic and trucks for pick-ups. Is there anything we can do to stop 
trucks going down Oakwood? 
 
Mr. Lee stated that there are appointments for pick-ups, so they do not come at the same time.  The 
facility already has the pallets packed in the refrigerated area. They have their own forklifts to load 
trucks for the pick-ups. 
 
Member Weaver asked what size trucks are used for pick-ups. Mr. Lee stated that they use 24-foot 
box trucks. 
 
Member Veremis asked when the dumpster is picked up- time of day and what are you doing for 
ventilation. Mr. Lee stated that the dumpster pick-up is at the end of the business day. He stated 
everything is stainless and there is no odor. 
 
Member Saletnik asked why they already have a pest control contract. He asked what issues are 
present for you to have that contract. He also stated that the petitioner can mandate that the trucks 
do not go East of Lee street – meaning that trucks are going down the residential streets.  Mr. 
Saletnik asked what they will be doing to control the pests and what will be done to make sure 
there is no odor or pest issues. 
 
Mr. Lee stated that the FDA has a mandatory requirement to have pest control.  They also have 
commercial grade fly traps.  
 
Samantha Redman stated that for a Business License in Des Plaines you have to have a Pest Control 
contract.  And in addition, the FDA requires it.   In terms of odor – the City of Des Plaines regulates 
within their zoning ordinance 12-12-6 -that they cannot have an emission of odor.   If this were to 
be approved, any scent that was detected at the zoning lot, they would have to mitigate that and 
eliminate that issue.  Also, the intent of the first condition is to have daily dumpster pick-ups which 
would remove odorous substances and eliminate the chance of pest feeding.   
 
Member Fowler asked if other sites were suggested and how the City will enforce the regulations. 
 
Samantha Redman stated that they have shown other sites.  She stated that the City of Des Plaines 
utilizes code enforcement and staff inspections.  
 
John Carlisle, CED Director stated that this property has been vacant. It also had major code 
enforcement problems while vacant.  He stated that the City of Des Plaines welcomes new business 
and the much-needed investment in the property.  The roof problem has already been addressed.  
He stated that the zoning ordinance in the C-3 district allows a food processing facility of up to 
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2,500 square feet as a permitted use.  Since the space is larger, they need to come in for conditional 
use.   

Member Weaver stated that there seems to be five concerns: Emission of Odors, Dumpster 
Practices, Pests, Traffic and Noise. In the case of dumpsters, odor and pests, the issue is compliance 
and if neighbors or other interested parties want this turned down for those things, they are 
essentially saying they don’t believe that this new business will comply.  He is having a problem 
with turning down a project on a basis of, “We don’t think someone will comply.” If we have 
standards to be enforced, we enforce them. So, if they are approved, they will have to meet the 
guidelines.  That leaves the concerns with traffic and noise: if we had conditions in place that 
would address that then maybe that would take care of those issues, but I do not see that we have 
compliance issues on those. 

Chair Szabo stated that prior there was a carpet store and before that they sold windows and before 
that he believes they sold lumber.  He stated that there has always been traffic generated by this 
location.   

Member Saletnik stated that he wants to hear staff’s comments because he is concerned about 
pests.  If there is no compliance at this operation, it will draw pests. And this location is too close 
to homes and that is a valid concern.  How would this facility compare to a large restaurant or a 
large grocery store? What does the City do to monitor pest control for those operations and how 
would it be applicable here? 

John Carlisle stated that the City of Des Plaines uses a health inspector and regular inspections.  A 
Registered Business associated with food which includes restaurants, grocery stores and food 
preparation have to have pest control contracts.  They must go through the Business License 
process every year.  Health inspections happen every year and more often if there is a complaint. 
Complaint inspections are unannounced.   

Member Veremis asked about traffic and what the natural way is to leave the facility.  It seems to 
me that it would be hard for the trucks to go over a couple lanes of traffic to get to the residential 
side of Oakwood.  

Member Weaver asked if there are current restrictions on the use of Oakwood Avenue. 

John Carlisle stated that he is not aware of any posted signs restricting vehicles over B plate or 
something similar on Oakwood Avenue. He also stated that looking on the map it looks like it 
would be illegal to go east Oakwood into the residential area because you would have to 
temporarily go the wrong way on a one-way street to make a turn onto Oakwood. 

Chair Szabo stated that looking at the map it is illegal for the trucks to go down Lee Street the 
wrong way. 
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A motion was made by Board Member Weaver, seconded by Board Member Hofherr to 
recommend approval to the City Council of the Conditional Use subject to the conditions 
listed in the staff report which includes:  

1. The Subject Property shall have a daily dumpster pickup during any day of regular 
business operations.  

2. No motor vehicles unassociated with the petitioner’s business operations may be parked 
in any of the parking areas associated with the property. Outdoor storage outside of a 
permitted accessory structure is prohibited on the site.  

3. All parking areas must be paved, striped, and landscaped according to all applicable 
Zoning Ordinance standards. Accessible parking spaces shall be located on site to meet 
accessibility standards pursuant to Section 12-9-8 and Illinois Accessibility Code. The 
petitioner may revise the site plan to reduce the number of parking spaces; provided, 
however, the minimum number are provided. 

 
   AYES:   Weaver, Hofherr, Catalano, Veremis, Szabo 

*NAYES:  Fowler, Saletnik  
ABSTAIN:  None 

* Member Saletnik stated he is voting No. He would normally vote Yes in a situation like this 
but he is concerned about the pests.  He does not think traffic will be an issue because it can 
be monitored. However, if this attracts pests, then that is a problem. 

 

***MOTION CARRIES ** 
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3 Address:  Citywide     Case Number   23-025-TA 

The petitioner is proposing zoning text amendments to Section 12-11-8 of the Zoning Ordinance 
to: (i) allow commercial developments with multiple buildings to establish a LASR; and (ii) create 
an allowance for changes to a LASR sign plan with certain restrictions.  

PIN:    Citywide 

Petitioner:      City of Des Plaines, 1420 Miner Street, Des Plaines, IL 60016 

Request Description:  The City of Des Plaines is proposing amending the Zoning 
Ordinance to allow commercial developments with multiple 
buildings to establish a LASR, and  create an allowance for changes 
to a LASR sign plan with certain restrictions.  

Background  

Chapter 11, “Signs”, of the Zoning Ordinance was created for the purpose of “provid[ing] a legal 
framework for the comprehensive regulation of signs in the City of Des Plaines” while 
“recogniz[ing] the need for adequate identification, advertising, and communication within the 
community, which is structurally sound, well maintained and attractive in appearance.” With this 
purpose in mind, Section 12-11-1 of the Zoning Ordinance specifically identifies the following 
objectives: 

“to control the height, area, location and other similar aspects of signs and sign structures, while 
also: (i) preserving the noncommercial character of residential neighborhoods; (ii) providing 
reasonable yet appropriate conditions for identifying businesses and services rendered in 
commercial, institutional and industrial areas; (iii) reducing traffic hazards by restricting signs and 
lights which exceed a viewer's capacity to receive information or which increases the potential for 
accidents created by signage which distracts or obstructs a viewer's vision; and (iv) protecting the 
health, safety and general welfare of the residents of the City.”  

Section 12-13-3 defines a sign broadly, as shown below, with the intention of effectively regulating 
a wide variety of different advertising methods while also adhering to the objectives and purpose 
of the Ordinance.  

SIGN: Any object, device, or structure, or part thereof, which is used to advertise, identify, display, 
direct, or attract attention to an object, person, institution, organization, business, product, service, 
event or location by any means, including words, letters, figures, designs, symbols, fixtures, colors, 
illumination, or projected images. Signs do not include the flag or emblem of any nation, state, city, 
or organization; works of art which in no way identify a product; scoreboards located on athletic 
fields. 
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This section also defines different sign types that are listed and regulated by standards in Sections 
12-11-4, 12-11-5, and 12-11-6 of the Zoning Ordinance based their type and the zoning district of 
the property for which they are proposed to be installed. However, while a majority of 
developments within the City are able to meet the existing sign requirements, some larger 
developments or distinct uses are unique or contain multiple buildings, which can present a 
practical difficulty to comply with the specific sign regulations, such as size, quantity, location, 
projection, height, and setbacks. For this reason, Section 12-11-8 of the Zoning Ordinance allows 
for a LASR, or sign plan, for specific uses in order to provide an option for developments with 
additional signage needs that do not meet the standards in Zoning Ordinance. In simple terms, a 
LASR is similar to a planned unit development (PUD) but just for signs. 

Expand Possibility for LASRs 

A LASR requires a conditional use application submittal which must be approved by City Council 
and recorded to be effective. The Zoning Ordinance allows for only a limited list of uses to be 
eligible for a LASR: (i) planned developments; (ii) commercial shopping centers (“shopping 
center” having a specific definition); (iii) office parks; (iv) universities and colleges; (v) medical 
centers; and (vi) institutions having multi-building campuses. Properties or proposed 
developments that are not one of the aforementioned items must comply with the sign regulations 
in Chapter 11 of the Zoning Ordinance or must apply for a sign variation. When relief is granted 
in the form of a variation, it requires demonstration of hardship and seven other criteria, when, in 
fact, the more appropriate type of relief is one that simply acknowledges the uniqueness and 
specific purpose of signs within a development (akin to exceptions in a PUD). Further, while 
shopping centers (buildings with three or more commercial units) are eligible for a LASR Sign 
Plan, this regulation does not account for larger commercial developments with multiple individual 
lots, each with its own building. As such, the intent of these amendments is to create an allowance 
for larger commercial developments which necessitate additional signage or want to obtain City 
Council approval for brand-standard signs that do not conform with the sign regulations in the 
Zoning Ordinance.  

Distinguish Between Major and Minor Changes to LASR Sign Plans 

The other purpose of these amendments is to add an allowance for changes to existing LASR Sign 
Plans. A parallel process is already in place for PUDs under Section 12-3-5.G, but currently not 
considered for LASR Sign Plans in the Zoning Ordinance. At this time, eligible uses that have a 
LASR Sign Plan are required to submit a conditional use application to add or adjust any signs 
included in the LASR Sign Plan, even if the proposed changes would comply with the sign 
standards in Chapter 11. The conditional use process—which consists of a minimum 90-day 
process and City Council approval—adds a delay in the issuance of sign permits and improvements 
to properties, including those improvements that relate to wayfinding for pedestrian and motorists 
alike.  
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That said, the proposed amendments provide the language to allow changes to LASR Sign Plans 
through two separate categories: Major and Minor changes. Major changes are defined as those 
which alter the intent of the approved LASR Sign Plan and/or propose signs that do not conform 
with the sign regulations in Chapter 11. These changes require conditional use and City Council 
approval to amend the Sign Plan and record it with Cook County. Conversely, minor changes are 
those which do not alter the intent of the approved Sign Plan and conform with the sign 
requirements. These changes can be administratively approved by the Zoning Administrator, kept 
on file with the City (Department of Community and Economic Development), and be recorded to 
become the newly effective LASR.  

Proposed Amendments 

The full proposed amendments are attached and are summarized below: 

Section 12-11-8, Localized Alternative Sign Regulations: Modify this section 
accordingly: 

• Modify Section 12-11-8.A, “Authority,” to add an allowance for “commercial 
developments with multiple buildings”.  

• Add subsection E, “Changes to a Localized Alternative Sign Regulation After 
Approval,” to identify major versus minor changes to a LASR Sign Plan and 
provide an allowance for changes to a LASR Sign Plan without City Council 
approval but with certain restrictions.  
 

Standards for Zoning Text Amendment: 

The following is a discussion of standards for zoning amendments from Section 12-3-7.E of the 
Zoning Ordinance. The PZB may recommend the City Council approve, approve with 
modifications, or deny the amendments. The PZB may adopt the following rationale for how the 
proposed amendments would satisfy the standards, and or the Board may use its own. 

1. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies of 
the comprehensive plan, as adopted and amended from time to time by the City Council; 

 These amendments help fulfill the intended purpose of Chapter 11, “Signs”, of the Zoning 
Ordinance by expanding the allowance of LASR Sign Plans for more commercial developments 
to meet their existing signage needs as well as providing a more stream-lined path for changes 
to existing LASR Sign Plans to address changing signage needs in the future. These amendments 
provide more flexibility in the code to allow for different development designs and uses that can 
greatly benefit the community as a whole and make Des Plaines more development-friendly. As 
the City is mostly built-out, these amendments also provide more opportunities for the 
redevelopment or extension of existing sites throughout the City that can ultimately encourage 
reinvestment in properties overall.  
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PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

2. Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with current conditions and the overall 
character of existing development. 

 The proposed amendments allow for further flexibility for unique and larger non-residential 
developments to provide adequate identification, advertising, and communication within the 
community as is enjoyed by uses currently eligible for LASR Sign Plans. These amendments 
also allow for a more streamlined path for the update or adjustment of existing LASR Sign Plans 
depending on the request, meaning that changes which meet the existing sign regulations will 
be processed more efficiently through administrative review and approval, but major changes 
that either do not comply with the sign regulations or significantly change the intent of the LASR 
Sign Plan will require the review and approval of the City Council. This ensures that proposed 
major changes are analyzed in detail to ensure that the proposed signs meet the general purpose 
of Chapter 11.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

3. Whether the proposed amendment is appropriate considering the adequacy of public 
facilities and services available to this subject property; 

The proposed amendments would allow for additional signs on properties eligible for a LASR 
Sign Plan  that may require additional public facilities and services for an individual site based 
on its use and design. However, these amendments would still require site plan review and 
adherence to applicable municipal codes to ensure that any proposed buildings are compliant 
and are adequately serviced.  
 

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

4. Whether the proposed amendment will have an adverse effect on the value of properties 
throughout the jurisdiction; and 

It is not anticipated that the proposed amendments will have any adverse effect on surrounding 
properties. Instead, the flexibility provided with these amendments encourages reinvestment in 
properties and can lead to new uses or improvements to existing uses that benefits the City and 
its residents.  

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

5. Whether the proposed amendment reflects responsible standards for development and 
growth.  
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The proposed text amendments facilitate a path towards responsible standards for development 
and growth for eligible uses and properties by establishing a clear and streamlined permitting 
path for additional signs or updates to existing LASR Sign Plans. 

PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________ 

PZB Procedure and Recommendation: Under Section 12-3-7 of the Zoning Ordinance, the PZB 
has the authority to recommend that the City Council approve, approve with modifications, or deny 
the above-mentioned amendments. The Board should clearly state any modifications so that its 
recommended language can be incorporated in the approving ordinance passed on to the Council, 
which has final authority on the proposal.  

Attachment 

Attachment 1: Proposed Amendments 

Chair Szabo asked for the staff report. 
 
Jonathan Stytz, Senior Planner stated gave the staff report.  He explained the background for the 
LASRs and gave an overview of eligible LASRs.  He stated that there is no allowance for minor 
changes.  He stated that they would like to speed up the process for changes.  Mr. Stytz explained 
Major verses Minor changes.  He stated it would speed up the process of permitting.  It would also 
not penalize certain zoning districts He explained the full proposed amendment: 

Section 12-11-8, Localized Alternative Sign Regulations: Modify this section 
accordingly: 

• Modify Section 12-11-8.A, “Authority,” to add an allowance for “commercial 
developments with multiple buildings”.  

• Add subsection E, “Changes to a Localized Alternative Sign Regulation After 
Approval,” to identify major versus minor changes to a LASR Sign Plan and 
provide an allowance for changes to a LASR Sign Plan without City Council 
approval but with certain restrictions.  
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Mr. Stytz stated the PZB considerations: under Section 12-3-7 of the Zoning Ordinance, the PZB 
has the authority to recommend that the City Council approve, approve with modifications, or deny 
the above-mentioned amendments.  

Member Weaver stated that is seems like we are looking at the following: 
1. Broaden the range of Urban Activities to have LASRs; 
2. Minor changes can be authorized by CED Director; and 
3. Major changes will still come before the Planning and Zoning Committee. 

Member Weaver stated that it seems like we are trying to streamline the process. He added that 
this also seems to prevent people from putting up objectional signage.  

Mr. Stytz responded that these amendments allow staff to review sign proposals based on the sign 
regulations and, in the event they do not comply, require the petitioner to go through the PZB 
hearing and City Council process.  

Member Szabo asked about the recent Oakton College sign proposals and if this would have come 
before them if these amendments were imposed.  

Mr. Stytz confirmed that with these amendments, minor changes to existing signs that comply with 
the sign regulations would only need approval from the Zoning Administrator.   

Member Weaver mentioned that the Oakton College request was related to branding. Chair Szabo 
added that Holy Family hospital had a similar request.  

Director Carlisle explained that color and copy changes have to do with branding, which is very 
routine for businesses and, in the past, has been routine for both the PZB and City Council. He 
added that the current process adds a lot of extra time for rebranding, which is what the proposed 
amendments will correct.  

Member Saletnik asked if a developer has a property with multiple lots and individual buildings, 
but they are all owned by the same entity, that they could request a LASR for all lots.  

Mr. Stytz confirmed that a LASR sign plan would be an option for the developer in that scenario. 
Director Carlisle added that businesses have branding requirements, which can meet requirements 
to an extent, but may need a unique sign plan. He defined a shopping center as a building with at 
least three units, noting that currently many different developments have one or two units and are 
not eligible for a LASR. However, with these changes they would be.  

A motion was made by Board Member Weaver, seconded by Board Member Saletnik to 
recommend that the City Council approves the amendments as presented. 
 
AYES:   Weaver, Saletnik, Catalano, Fowler, Hofherr, Veremis, Szabo 
NAYES:  None 
ABSTAIN:  None  
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New Business: 

1. Discussion of Potential PZB Workshop and Special Meeting 

John Carlisle, CED Director, stated that the developer/interested party in the two developments 
were looking to hold the workshop.   They are hoping to be ready by Tuesday May 30th but now 
they are looking at holding the workshop on Tuesday June 6, 2023.  Mr. Carlisle stated that they 
would have material ready for the PZB before, the workshop would have a press release and there 
would be public noticing through all the social media sites. 

 

A1DJOURNMENT 

The next scheduled Planning & Zoning Board meeting is Tuesday June 13, 2023.   
 
Chairman Szabo adjourned the meeting by voice vote at 9:17 p.m.  
 
Sincerely, 
Margie Mosele, Executive Assistant/Recording Secretary 
cc: City Officials, Aldermen, Planning & Zoning Board, Petitioners 



COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1420 Miner Street 
Des Plaines, IL 60016 

P: 847.391.5380 
desplaines.org 

Date: June 8, 2023 

To: Planning and Zoning Board (PZB) 

From: Jonathan Stytz, AICP, Senior Planner 

Cc: John T. Carlisle, AICP, Director of Community and Economic Development 

Subject: Request to Continue 23-028-CU: 81 N. Broadway Street 

Due to the quantity of comments addressed by staff in the Official Review Letter, the petitioner has requested 
to continue the hearing to the Board’s regular meeting on Tuesday, June 27, 2023. I recommend the Board 
grant this request, which is attached. 

 MEMORANDUM 
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From: Steven Bonica
To: Jonathan Stytz
Cc: Margaret Mosele; Sorin Leahu; Marcel Somfelean; Dennis Stoia; RUSSELL RACEAN
Subject: Request for a continuance of our application to the June 27, 2023 PZB meeting.
Date: Tuesday, June 6, 2023 2:35:16 AM
Attachments: Official Review Letter 81 N Broadway St.pdf

Good morning Jonathan.

I just returned to Bucharest from our tour in the Transylvanian mountains. I will
be returning to Chicago tomorrow late in the evening and will resume work
partially on Thursday.

I hereby kindly ask for a continuance of our Application for Conditional Use of
the facilities at 81 N. Broadway Street by the Romanian Heritage Center NFP, to
be presented on the JUNE 27, 2023 PZB meeting.

I thank you for your continued support and look forward to submit all
documentation in the next few days, upon my return home.

Best wishes to you all, 

STEVEN  V.  BONICA
Cell. (708) 243-2727
Email: stevenbonica@yahoo.com 
-
Enriching lives, connecting people, strengthening relationships!
-
Notice: This email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. Dissemination,
distribution or copying of this e-mail or the information herein by anyone other than the intended recipient,
or an employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, is prohibited. If
you have received this e-mail in error, please notify me immediately by calling (708) 243-2727

On Monday, June 5, 2023 at 10:21:57 AM CDT, Jonathan Stytz <jstytz@desplaines.org> wrote:

Good morning Steven,

 

I hope you had a great weekend. In follow-up to my previous emails last week, I have not received
revised documents addressing the staff comments in the official review letter. The deadline for
these revised documents has passed. Given that there are items, especially those related to
parking, that need to be addressed prior to the hearing of this case at PZB and we want to ensure
that ample time is provided to address these items.
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May 19, 2023                VIA EMAIL 
 
Steven Bonica 
Romanian Heritage Center NFP 
83 Broadway Street 
Des Plaines, IL 60016 
 
Re:   Review Letter – Conditional Use for 81 Broadway Street 
                     
Dear Mr. Bonica, 
 
Staff has reviewed your Conditional Use petition documents and plans for the proposed project at 81 Broadway 
Street. There are comments that need to be addressed in the application.  These revisions need to be submitted 
on or before Friday, May 26, 2023 by 4 pm. This item is currently scheduled for the June 13, 2023 Planning and 
Zoning Board meeting.  
 
Planning & Zoning Review 


Please address the comments below now in preparation for the upcoming PZB meeting unless otherwise noted. 
Note that all code section references relate to Title 12 “Zoning” section of the municipal code.  


1) On the Site and Parking Plan, please address the following items:  
a. Provide the dimensions of the proposed parking spaces and drive aisles to confirm compliance 


with Sections 12-9-6 and 12-9-8. Also show the dimensions in feet of the parking area itself.  


i. Show the required unloading area for the accessible space and the width dimension to 
ensure it is a minimum 16’-0” in width.  


ii. The drive-aisle must be a minimum of 22’-0” in width. Please ensure this is shown at the 
front and back of the parking area.  


iii. Consider re-orienting the parking spaces to 90-degrees. This may provide some additional 
space for the accessible unloading area and/or additional spaces.  


b. In regard to trash collection, identify the following:  


i. If the dumpster/trash receptacle will be stored outside, show its location and the 
dumpster enclosure details in compliance with Section 12-12-11.  


ii. If the dumpster/trash receptacle will be stored inside and only rolled outside on trash 
collection days, add a note identifying this arrangement.  


c. Consider changing the title on this plan. While there is an understanding that the subject property 
is different and potentially better for your use than other properties, the title should highlight 
the main details related to parking (i.e., Site and Parking Plan).  


d. Keeping in mind that the Romanian Baptist Church will not be an eligible option for collective 
parking given the restrictions for collective parking in Section 12-9-3, you should determine if the 
valet parking is still a proposed activity for events. If so, you should identify on this plan where 
the valet service will be located and be prepared to explain how this will operate.  







 
 


2) On the Floor Plan, please address the following items: 


a. Update the property address of the office use to 83 N. Broadway Street.   


b. Consider revising the scope of the Floor Plan. While you may have offices next door at 83 N. 
Broadway Street, decision makers may think that both spaces will be utilized for the assembly 
use. Remove the Floor Plan portion of the 83 N. Broadway Street tenant space or add a note on 
the Floor Plan over the 83 N. Broadway Street tenant space that no assembly uses of any kind 
will be conducted on the premises.   


3) On Proposed Parking Use Plan, address the following items:  


a. Provide information regarding where and how the drop-off and pick-up activities will occur for 
all proposed uses.  


i. The Site and Parking Plan shall be updated to identify the location of these activities.  


ii. If valet parking services are to be utilized, identify where that will be conducted.  


b. Remove the section identifying the Roman Baptist Church as a location for additional parking 
spaces as this will not be eligible for consideration towards the required off-street parking 
requirement for the subject property. In addition, consider removing the bottom paragraph as it refers 
to pedestrian access from the Roman Baptist Church. 


4) Provide executed Collective Parking Agreements with all properties shown to be utilized for additional 
parking. Each agreement should identify the number of spaces and the hours and days these spaces 
would be available for your use.  


 
Building Review 


Ensure that the following comments are addressed at time of building permit:  


1) The current Library / Multimedia room is listed as 1100 usable area. If used as a Group A-3 assembly 
space, the owner/tenant needs to determine what the proposed seating layout will be. Tables and chairs 
would use an occupant load factor of 15 net (tables and chairs), thus yielding 73 occupants. If there are 
lectures with chairs only, 7 net (chairs only) would be utilized, thus yielding 157 occupants. The brochure 
also showed a scenario where only cocktail tables were provided. If such is the case, it can be argued 
that 5 net (standing space) should be used which would result in an occupant load of 220 occupants. 
Note, for multi-purpose rooms (if the library is considered that), the code recognizes the highest 
occupant load for the proposed, highest density flex use.  


2) Means of egress: Assuming a minimum of 50 occupants, all doors will need to swing in the direction of 
egress travel and panic hardware for each egress door from the Group A Occupancy will be required. 


3) Per Chapter 9 of the IBC, for a Group A-3 occupancy, the threshold for required sprinklers is either a fire 
area greater than 12,000 sf or an occupant load greater than 300. I don’t believe fire sprinklers will be 
required based on the occupant preliminary occupant load calculations listed above. 


4) Separate accessible Men’s and Women’s toilet rooms will be required unless technically unfeasible.  


5) Apply for a building permit to show any modifications to the building, or, if no changes are proposed, a 
permit to show how the new use complies with building codes. Licensed design professional drawings 
will be required for the permit.   


 







 
 


Final Comments 


1) Please ensure that all re-submitted drawings and documents have a revision date on them. 


2) Staff encourages the presenter to utilize a PowerPoint presentation at the future Planning and Zoning 
Board meeting.  A projector and screen will be provided for this meeting. 


If you have any questions regarding any of the comments listed above, please do not hesitate to contact me 
directly at 847.391.5392 or via email at jstytz@desplaines.org. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Jonathan Stytz, AICP 
Senior Planner 
Community and Economic Development Department 
City of Des Plaines 
 
 







 

As such, at your earliest convenience, please send me an email requesting a continuance of this
application to the June 27, 2023 PZB meeting. No additional noticing requirements will be required
with the continuation request. In the meantime, please address the staff comments in the official
review letter and advise if you have any further questions. Thank you.

 

“How are we doing? Our department wants your feedback. Based on your recent experience with
us, please take a few moments to complete this customer satisfaction survey.”

 

Sincerely,

 

JONATHAN STYTZ, AICP

SENIOR PLANNER

City of Des Plaines

1420 Miner Street, Des Plaines, IL 60016

P: 847.391.5392  W: desplaines.org
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1420 Miner Street 
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Date:  June 13, 2023 

To:  Planning and Zoning Board (PZB) 

From:  Samantha Redman, Planner  

Cc:  John T. Carlisle, AICP, Director of Community and Economic Development  

Subject: Tentative Plat of Subdivision and Standard Variation at 2285 Webster Ln 
 

Issue: The applicant is requesting: (i) a Tentative Plat of Subdivision and; (ii) a Standard Variation to allow 
lot widths of 50 feet in the R-1 District, where the minimum permitted lot width is 55 feet.  

Applicant:  Jean Bonk, 2285 Webster Ln, Des Plaines, IL 60018 

Owner: Jean Bonk, 2285 Webster Ln, Des Plaines, IL 60018 

Case Number:  23-020-TSUB-V 

PINs:    09-29-302-042-0000 

Ward: #5, Carla Brookman 

Existing Zoning: R-1, Single Family Residential 

Existing Land Use: Single family residence  

Surrounding Zoning: North:  R-1 Single Family Residential District 
South: R-1 Single Family Residential District 
East: R-1 Single Family Residential District  
West: R-1 Single Family Residential District 
 

Surrounding Land Use:   North: Single Family Dwellings (Residential) 
South: Single Family Dwellings (Residential)  
East: Single Family Dwellings (Residential) 
West: Single Family Dwellings (Residential) 
 

Street Classification: Webster Lane is classified as a local road.  

Comprehensive Plan:          The Comprehensive Plan illustrates the site as single family residential. 

 MEMORANDUM 
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Zoning/Property History:  Based on City records, the subject property has been one parcel throughout 
known history and has been owned by the same property owner for several 
decades. A single-family detached home has been located on the north half 
property since approximately 1940, per the Cook County assessor. The area to 
be subdivided is currently grass and other vegetation.  

Project Description:  Overview 
The petitioner, Jean Bonk, is requesting a Tentative Plat of Subdivision and a 
Standard Variation for lot width for the property at 2285 Webster Lane.  
 
Below are the requirements for an R-1 zoned property per Section 12-7-2: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The variation request is to reduce the minimum lot width from 55 feet to 50 
feet. In R-1 zoning districts, only one house can be located on a property. 
With the subdivision of this 100-foot lot, an additional residence could be 
constructed on the undeveloped area of this property. Many parcels in the 
vicinity of this property have undergone a similar subdivision processes (refer 
to Lot Width Comparison attachment).  
 
Easements and Areas of Dedication 
The property includes no easements, and the tentative plat does not propose 
any additional easements, but the plat notes utility lines including gas, water, 
and overhead electrical lines. The petitioner provided correspondence from 
ComEd and Nicor that no easements exist on the property for these utilities. 
Per correspondence between the petitioner and ComEd, easements may be 
required in the future for ComEd when a new residence is planned, but this 
location and size will be determined prior to approval of a building permit.  
 
The current property line extends into the area that is typically used for 
parkways and sidewalks along Webster Lane, creating a burden for the property 
owner in terms of maintenance and taxes, and reduces the ability for the city to 
easily expand the sidewalk to improve pedestrian connectivity. A 3,303-square-
foot area (33.03 feet by 100.00 feet) is proposed to be dedicated to the city in 
the front area of the proposed parcels. Upon development of the adjacent parcel, 

Bulk Controls 
R-1, Interior Lot 

Requirement Proposed 

Maximum Height 2 ½ stories or 35 ft ≥ 35 ft for existing house and 
proposed house 

Minimum Front 
Yard 

25 ft Existing house: 94.06 ft 
Proposed house: 25 ft minimum 

Minimum Side Yard 5 ft Existing house: 6.56 ft 
Proposed house: 5 ft minimum 

Minimum Rear 
Yard 

25 ft or 20% of lot 
depth 

Existing house: 35 ft 
Proposed house: 25 ft minimum 

Minimum Lot 
Width 

55’ 50’ (variation requested) 

Minimum Lot Area 6,875 square feet 9,341 square feet 
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the improvements required will include adding sidewalks and any necessary 
parkway trees or landscaping to extend the parkway through this area.  
 
Presently, there is no sidewalk or parkway in front of the property. Discussion 
of these improvements will be included at the final plat stage. However, the 
petitioner provided a proposed site plan for the subdivided parcel, 
demonstrating a conceptual site plan for a new house in this location, including 
locations for utilities, engineering improvements, and sidewalk improvements.  
The building line for both parcels will be 25 feet from the new front property 
line. Refer to Proposed Site Plan for Subdivided Parcel attachment.  

 
Subdivision Process, Required Improvements 

 Although the petitioner’s request is for a Tentative Plat only at this time, the 
Board and public may benefit from understanding the requirements of a Final 
Plat, which is the second step in the subdivision approval process. The steps for 
Final Plat are articulated in Sections 13-2-4 through 13-2-8 of the Subdivision 
Regulations. In summary, the Final Plat submittal requires engineering plans 
that must be approved by the City Engineer, in particular a grading and 
stormwater management plan. Tentative Plat approval does not require 
submittal of engineering plans. The Engineering review is more detailed for 
plans at the Final Plat stage, as those are accompanied by civil drawings, which 
are not required at the Tentative Plat stage. 

 
Variation Findings: Variation requests are subject to the standards set forth in Section 12-3-6(H) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Rationale for how well the proposal addresses the standards is provided below and in the 
attached petitioner responses to standards. The Board may use the provided responses as written as its 
rationale, modify, or adopt its own. 
 

1. Hardship: No variation shall be granted pursuant to this subsection H unless the applicant shall 
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this title would create a particular 
hardship or a practical difficulty. 
Comment:  Requiring the petitioner to adhere to the minimum 55-foot lot width requirement would 
limit development on this property to one residence and would not meet the goals and objectives of 
the Comprehensive Plan to foster growth of residential areas and provide additional housing options. 
Furthermore, many of the surrounding properties in the area have similar lot widths as the request.  
Refer to the Lot Width Comparison attachment.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 

2. Unique Physical Condition: The subject lot is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to 
the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of an existing 
use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape 
or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar 
to and inherent in the subject lot that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner 
and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current owner 
of the lot. 
Comment:  The property is land-locked so it cannot be expanded to meet the lot width requirement. 
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Division into anything other than fifty-foot-wide lots would either create nonconformities (i.e., the 
existing house would be located too close to the proposed side property line) or would limit the 
development potential for the other property.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 

3. Not Self-Created: The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or 
inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the 
provisions from which a variance is sought or was created by natural forces or was the result of 
governmental action, other than the adoption of this title. 
Comment:  The unique physical condition is not the result of the current owner or previous owners. 
There is not a way for the petitioner to widen the lot to meet the 55-foot lot width requirement since it 
is landlocked. 
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

4. Denied Substantial Rights: The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a 
variance is sought would deprive the owner of the subject lot of substantial rights commonly 
enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision. 
Comment:  Carrying out the strict letter of the code would prevent the petitioner from subdividing the 
existing property for use of two single family residences, as many of the surrounding properties have 
done, which would deny them the substantial rights enjoyed by neighboring property owners. The 
majority of the existing lots in this area are less than 55 feet wide and do not meet the current minimum 
55-foot lot width requirement.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 

5. Not Merely Special Privilege: The alleged hardship or difficulty is neither merely the inability 
of the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to 
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely the inability of the 
owner to make more money from the use of the subject lot: 
Comment:  The variation request would not provide the petitioner with any special privilege that is 
not already enjoyed by many of the surrounding property owners. The petitioner does not plan to 
develop these lots at this time, but rather to subdivide them for future development. However, the 
petitioner did provide a conceptual plan for the Lot 2/proposed southern property, included in the 
attachments.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
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6. Title And Plan Purposes: The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject 
lot that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this title and 
the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose and intent 
of the comprehensive plan: 
Comment:  The request would result in the future development of this site that would be in harmony 
with the surrounding neighborhood and would meet all other standards for R-1 properties in Section 
12-7-2. This request seeks to develop this vacant property into two separate lots to add residential 
options in Des Plaines. It also adds a housing unit and land value. 
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

7. No Other Remedy: There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged 
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable 
use of the subject lot. 

Comment: The petitioner cannot alter the dimensions of the property to meet the 55-foot minimum lot 
width requirement, as the property is land-locked by developed properties. The variation is required 
for the petitioner to create two residential lots and provide the opportunity for an additional residence.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 

8. Minimum Required: The requested variation is the minimum measure of relief necessary to 
alleviate the alleged hardship or difficulty presented by the strict application of this title. 
Comment: The variation request is the minimum measure of relief necessary to allow the petitioner to 
create two residential lots out of the large existing vacant lot.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 
 
 
 

  

Page 5 of 15



 
PZB Procedure:  
 
Standard Variation 
Under Section 12-3-6(F) of the Zoning Ordinance (Standard Variations), the PZB has the authority to approve, 
approve subject to conditions, or deny the request.  The decision should be based on review of the information 
presented by the applicant and the standards and conditions met by Section 12-3-6(H) (Findings of Fact for 
Variations) as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Tentative Plat of Subdivision 
Under Section Under Section 13-2-3 of the Subdivision Regulations, the PZB has the authority to approve, 
approve subject to conditions, or deny the Tentative Plat. A Final Plat of Subdivision, to involve the review 
of more detailed engineering and public improvements, would be required at a later time. The Final Plat 
requires review and approval of both the PZB and the City Council. 
 
Attachments:  
Attachment 1:   Location and Zoning Map  
Attachment 2:   Site and Context Photos  
Attachment 3:   Petitioner’s Project Narrative and Response to Standards 
Attachment 4:   Lot Width Comparison  
Attachment 5:   Existing Plat of Survey  
Attachment 6:   Tentative Plat of Subdivision 
Attachment 7:   Proposed Site Plan for Subdivided Parcel 
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Zoning Map

Legend

Zoning and Development

Zoning

C-2: Limited Office

Commercial

C-3: General Commercial

R-1: Single Family

Residential

NotesPrint Date: 6/3/20230 200 400
ft

Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the

information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering

design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.

Subject Site
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2285 Webster Lane – Public Notice Sign View of area proposed to be subdivided

View of existing house and driveway View of adjacent properties, facing south
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The petitioner, Jean Bonk, is requesting a Tentative Plat of Subdivision and a Standard 
Variation for the property located at 2285 Webster Ln.  The subject property is  
18,697 square feet .43 acres) in size and is comprised of one lot, which is improved with a 
single building and garage on the North side of the property and as shown on the Plat of 
Survey.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to subdivide and create two 50 ft wide lots by 186.97 depth with 
each lot having a total square footage of 9,348.50 as shown on the Tentative Plat of 
Subdivision.  This proposal does not include any alterations to the existing building on the 
subject property. 
 
There is one variation included with this request given that the subject property does not 
conform to  R1  minimum lot width  of 55’.  The petitioner is proposing the division of the 100’ 
width lot into two 50’ lots. The petitioner requests a standard variation to vary requirements set 
forth in the residential district by not more than 30%.  The request to reduce the required lot 
width for a proposed subdivision from 55 ft to a 50 ft lot, a 10% reduction. 
 
If subdivided, the existing house would be in conformance with the Bulk Controls for the R-1 
Zoning District, as shown in the table below. The intent with this subdivision is to provide space 
to construct an additional single family house, a design to be determined in the future that will 
follow the Bulk Controls of the R-1 Zoning District (as shown on the table below.)  

  

Bulk Controls 
R-1, Interior Lot 

Requirement Proposed 

Maximum Height 2 ½ stories or 35 ft ≥ 35 ft 

Minimum Front Yard 25 ft ≥ 25 ft 

Minimum Side Yard 5 ft ≥ 5 ft 

Minimum Rear Yard 25 ft or 20% of lot depth ≥ 25 ft 

Minimum Lot Width 55’ 50’ (variation requested) 

Minimum Lot Area 6875 sq. ft. ≥ 6875 sq. ft 

 
 
 *House design to be determined at a later date and will meet all zoning code 
requirements.  
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1. Hardship

Strict adherence to the provisions of  the zoning ordinance  will create hardships or 
practical difficulty, to the proposed subdivision of the subject property without the 
approval of the requested zoning variance.  Without subdivision of the property, the 
southern portion of the land would continue to be underutilized, as the parcel is limited 
to one dwelling unit under the existing R-1 zoning standards.  Subdividing creates 
opportunities that would not otherwise exist and allow more efficient use of this land.  

2. Unique Physical Condition

The site was originally developed in or around 1940.   The subject property is 
exceptional in regard to the 100ft width of the property.  Because of such physical 
circumstances or conditions, there is no possibility that the property can be developed in 
strict conformity with the provisions of the zoning ordinance and that the authorization of 
a variance is, therefore, necessary to enable the reasonable use of the property. 

The proposed subdivided lots are consistent in size and harmonious with the 
neighborhood and not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other properties in the 
immediate vicinity of the purpose already permitted.  In fact, the majority of properties 
surrounding this proposed subdivision are fifty feet in width (Refer to Lot Width 
attachment).  The proposed subdivision will not be detrimental to or endanger the 
public safety, health, morals comfort or general welfare. 

3. Not Self-Created

The physical condition of the subject lots has not been created by the 
current owner. As noted above, the subject property was originally developed in or 
around 1940 and has not changed in surface area over the decades. The site was 
developed prior to adoption of the current zoning regulations. 

4. Denied Substantial Rights

The variance is sought because by providing to the strict letter of the provision, the 
current owner would be deprived of rights currently enjoyed by adjacent 
owners  as those adjacent properties have similar lot dimensions, including width.  

5. Not merely special privilege

The zoning hardships which the zoning variance is  requested, is not based on making 
the property more valuable or saleable, but is requested to enjoy the same privileges 
that are currently enjoyed by adjacent property owners. (Refer to Lot Width attachment.) 
The granting of this variation would not provide any special privilege but rather a 
solution to some of the existing unique physical conditions of the site and practical 
difficulties associated with the development of the subject property  
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6. Title and Purposes 
 
The requested variance will be in harmony with the general purpose of the 2019 
Comprehensive Plan and supports the goals and objectives of the Plan,  including Goal 
4.1 to “Ensure the City has several housing options to fit diverse needs” and 4.3 
“Provide new housing at different price points.” The vacant lot resulting from the 
subdivision provides an opportunity for a builder or user to purchase the vacant lot and 
construct a new home. Smaller lots are generally more affordable than larger lots.  The 
existing zoning district (R-1,  Single Family Residential) restricts properties to only one 
dwelling unit (house) per property.  With the subdivision, this land can be used more 
efficiently and provide an opportunity to construct an additional house in an existing 
residential area.  This would add a quality new construction to the neighborhood, 
evincing confidence in the area and supporting investment in existing homes.  This is 
driven by economic growth and in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
The proposed subdivision complies with all other requirements of the Des Plaines 
Municipal Code, specifically Title 12 - Zoning and Title 13 - Subdivision Regulation. 
 
7. No Other Remedy 
 
There are no other means available other than the variance requested, by which the 
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a 
reasonable use of the subject property.  This is driven by economic growth and is in 
harmony with the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
8. Minimum Required 
 
The approval of the variation request is the minimum measure of relief to address the 
petitioner’s concerns and the existing conditions on site. The variation would allow the 
property owner to fully utilize the property and enjoy the same privileges as adjacent 
property owners.  
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2285 Webster Lot Width Comparison

Legend

NotesPrint Date: 4/5/20230 100 200
ft

Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the

information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering

design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.
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   COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
1420 Miner Street 

  Des Plaines, IL 60016 
P: 847.391.5380 

desplaines.org 
 

 
Date:  June 8, 2023 

To:  Planning and Zoning Board (PZB) 

From:  Jonathan Stytz, AICP, Senior Planner  

Cc:  John T. Carlisle, AICP, Director of Community & Economic Development  

Subject: Consideration of a Standard Variation to Reduce the Required Yard at 65 Bradrock Drive, 
Case #23-027-V (5th Ward) 

 

Issue:  The petitioner is requesting a Standard Variation to allow an addition onto the existing building with 
a side yard building setback of nine feet where a minimum of 25 feet is required for an interior lot in the M-2 
District at 65 Bradrock Drive.   

Petitioner:    Herbert Rizzo, 520 S. Rose Farm Road, Woodstock, IL 60098 

Owner:  HLR Bradrock, INC (Representative: Herbert Rizzo, 520 S. Rose Farm Road,  
Woodstock, IL 60098) 

Case Number:  23-027-V 

PINs:     09-30-100-039-0000; -048 

Ward: #5, Alderman Carla Brookman 

Existing Zoning: M-2 General Manufacturing district 

Existing Land Use: Multi-Unit Industrial Building  

Surrounding Zoning: North:  M-2 General Manufacturing district 
South: M-2 General Manufacturing district 
East: M-2 General Manufacturing district 
West: M-2 General Manufacturing district 

Surrounding Land Use:   North: Industrial Building (Manufacturing) 
   South: Industrial Building (Manufacturing) 

East: Industrial Building (Manufacturing) 
West: Industrial Building (Manufacturing)   

 MEMORANDUM 
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Street Classification: Bradrock Drive is classified as a local road.  

Comprehensive Plan:          The Comprehensive Plan illustrates the site as industrial. 

Zoning/Property History:  Based on City records, the subject property was annexed into the city in 1960 
as vacant piece of land and has been an industrial building since at least 1972. 
At one point, a single property owner operated on both the subject property and 
the 55 Bradrock property directly west, utilizing a bridge to connect the 
buildings on each property. The subject property has undergone some site 
improvements since then—including the removal of the bridge connection—
but has been consistently utilized as an industrial building.  

Project Description:  Overview 
The petitioner has requested a standard variation to allow an addition to the 
existing building at 65 Bradrock Drive with a side yard building setback of nine 
feet where a minimum 25 feet is required for interior lots in the M-2 district. 
The subject property consists of two lots totaling 50,957 square feet (1.17 acres) 
with a 20,237-square-foot one-story industrial building, walkways, multiple 
paved parking areas, and two concrete driveways off Bradrock Drive, as shown 
in the ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey and Photos of Existing Conditions.  
 
The petitioner proposes to install a new 2,054-square-foot, one-story addition 
onto the northwest corner of the existing industrial building to house a new 
product line. The addition would be 79 feet long by 26 feet wide and13 feet tall. 
It would be built over a majority of the existing 35 feet between the west 
building wall and the property line, which is currently improved with a paved 
drive aisle. Building setback requirements, or the required yards, for the M-2 
district vary based on whether the subject property is either: (i) adjacent to 
manufacturing zoning and is not on a major thoroughfare; or (ii) adjacent to 
another zoning district that is not manufacturing or is on a major thoroughfare. 
The subject property is located on a local street and is surrounded by properties 
in a manufacturing district. The proposed addition encroaches into the 25-foot 
required side yard, which cannot be permitted without a standard variation. The 
table compares the required building setback requirements in Section 12-7-4.H 
and the new building setback dimensions with the proposed addition.  

*Requires a standard variation; **Existing non-conformity not created by 
petitioner and not being expanded as part of this request  

                                                           
1 While the proposed addition is approximately 13 feet tall, the existing industrial building is 18.5-feet-tall. The table identifies 
the height of the tallest portion of the building.  
2 For purposes of this report, the term “major thoroughfare” is defined as a roadway classified by the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) as an arterial road. The subject property is located on a local street which does not meet this definition.   

M-2 District Bulk Controls Standard Proposed 
Maximum height 60 ft. 18.5 ft.1 
Minimum front yard  (Adjacent manufacturing, 
not on major thoroughfare2): 

50 ft. 50 ft. 

Minimum side yard (Adjacent manufacturing): 25 ft. East: 45 ft., West: 9 ft.* 
Minimum rear yard (Adjacent manufacturing): 25 ft. 24 ft.**  
Maximum building coverage 70% 44% 
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Proposed Floor Plan & Elevations 
As noted above and shown in the attached elevations, the proposed addition will 
be about 13 feet in height compared to 18.5 feet of the existing industrial 
building, which is well within the maximum height restrictions. The proposed 
one-story addition would be connected to the existing building by a single 
opening near the existing shipping area and contain an additional door at its rear 
facing south as illustrated on the attached Existing and Proposed Floor Plans. 
The addition space would contain several approximately 19-foot-long and 
eight-foot-wide shelving units to be utilized for storage of pre-packaged 
products before they are shipped to the end user. Aside from the new opening 
in the west side of the existing building, there are no proposed changes to the 
existing building itself or its floor plan.  
 
Building Design Standards 
Section 12-3-11 requires that building design standards are met for projects that 
consist of appearance-altering renovations to the front or corner facades of a 
principal structure. Since the proposal does alter the front façade of the existing 
building, the exterior building material regulations in this section are required 
to be met. In regard to exterior building materials, the attached Elevation plans 
identify that the new addition will be constructed with face brick and metal 
coping on the top—both of which are permitted ground-story materials for an 
industrial building—to match the brick on a majority of the residence. 
 
As for the transparency requirements, Section 12-3-11 requires that all street-
facing building facades shall not contain a windowless area greater than 30 
percent of the story’s façade—as measured from the floor of one story to the 
floor of the next story—and no windowless area that is greater than a horizontal 
distance of 15 feet. With the proposed addition, the north (front) building 
façade, which faces Bradrock, will be extended to the west. Holistically, the 
existing building plus the addition are required to meet these standards. The 
attached elevations show there are no openings proposed for the north elevation 
of the addition, which does not comply with either standard above. As such, 
staff recommends a condition requiring that the proposed elevation be revised 
to meet the building design standards, or that necessary relief is obtained.  
 
 

Variation Findings: Variation requests are subject to the standards set forth in Section 12-3-6(H) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. Rationale for how well the proposal addresses the standards is provided below and in the 
attached petitioner responses to standards. The Board may use the provided responses as written as its 
rationale, modify, or adopt its own. 
 

1. Hardship: No variation shall be granted pursuant to this subsection H unless the applicant shall 
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this title would create a particular 
hardship or a practical difficulty. 
Comment:  Considering other potential design opportunities to enlarge the building, the challenges 
encountered may not necessarily rise to the level of hardship or practical difficulty. The petitioner 
identifies that the location and scale of the proposed addition is necessary given the existing building 
floor plan and the anticipated storage necessary for the new product. However, this does not refute the 
fact that multiple alternatives exist for the addition both within and in addition to the existing building. 
That said, in their consideration of the testimony in the public hearing or via the submitted responses, 
the Board should review, question, and evaluate whether a hardship or practical difficulty exists.  
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PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

2. Unique Physical Condition: The subject lot is exceptional as compared to other lots subject to 
the same provision by reason of a unique physical condition, including presence of an existing 
use, structure, or sign, whether conforming or nonconforming; irregular or substandard shape 
or size; exceptional topographical features; or other extraordinary physical conditions peculiar 
to and inherent in the subject lot that amount to more than a mere inconvenience to the owner 
and that relate to or arise out of the lot rather than the personal situation of the current owner 
of the lot. 
Comment:  The subject property is a typical rectangular, interior lot comparable in width and area to 
other manufacturing-zoned properties in Des Plaines. This property is outside the floodplain and is 
relatively flat. There is an overhead ComEd utility service on the west side of the existing building 
servicing buildings on 55 and 65 Bradrock Street. While this circumstance is not present on every 
manufacturing-zoned property, it is not necessarily a unique characteristic. As the subject property is 
generally similar to other manufacturing-zoned lots in Des Plaines, the PZB should review whether 
the  variation request appears to be based more on a personal preference of the property owner or a 
definable physical condition of the property.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

3. Not Self-Created: The aforesaid unique physical condition is not the result of any action or 
inaction of the owner or its predecessors in title and existed at the time of the enactment of the 
provisions from which a variance is sought or was created by natural forces or was the result of 
governmental action, other than the adoption of this title. 
Comment:  While the subject property’s location, size, and existing development may not be a result 
of any action or inaction of the property owner, the subject property was purchased with the 
understanding of these attributes and conditions. Given the existing 35-foot-setback provided from the 
building’s west elevation to the west property line and the petitioner’s understanding of the required 
25-foot-setback requirement, the requested variation appears to stem directly from an action of the 
property owner. As such, the PZB should determine if the proposal does or does not adequately utilize 
the available space on the site or appropriately designs the proposed addition to avoid the need for a 
variation.      
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

4. Denied Substantial Rights: The carrying out of the strict letter of the provision from which a 
variance is sought would deprive the owner of the subject lot of substantial rights commonly 
enjoyed by owners of other lots subject to the same provision.     
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Comment: Having the ability to construct an addition, in and of itself, is not a right granted to property 
owners, if that addition does not conform to bulk limitations. Enforcing the building setback 
requirements may not deny the property owners from constructing an addition on their property if they 
explore alternatives. It is unclear if the petitioner exhausted options for a small, multi-story addition 
(in other words, “build up” instead of “build out”), which would be permitted without a variation. The 
PZB may balance this possibility with the realities of owning a manufacturing building and property 
like the subject property to determine this is a right to which Des Plaines property owners are entitled.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

5. Not Merely Special Privilege: The alleged hardship or difficulty is neither merely the inability 
of the owner or occupant to enjoy some special privilege or additional right not available to 
owners or occupants of other lots subject to the same provision, nor merely the inability of the 
owner to make more money from the use of the subject lot. 
Comment:  Other interior lots in Des Plaines of various sizes and shapes have designed additions that 
meet the required building setback regulations. The aforementioned consideration for building 
setbacks indicates to staff that variation decisions are made on a case-by-case, project-by-project basis 
upon applying the variation standards. In those evaluations, the determining body (e.g. PZB and/or 
City Council) usually looked to see if the applicant exhausted design options that do not require a 
variation. The PZB may wish to ask what, if any, alternative plans the petitioner considered prior to 
requesting the variation request. Granting a variation for this design, if other viable options are 
available, could be too lenient and tread into the territory of allowing a special privilege. Nonetheless, 
the PZB should decide.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

6. Title And Plan Purposes: The variation would not result in a use or development of the subject 
lot that would be not in harmony with the general and specific purposes for which this title and 
the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the general purpose and intent 
of the comprehensive plan. 
Comment:  On one hand, the project would allow re-investment on an existing industrial building, 
which the Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan want to encourage. It also is facilitating a 
business expansion. However, the existing 20,237-square-foot, one-story industrial building is of 
considerable size for the lot, and it is proposed to cover more than 40 percent of the subject property. 
While this would not exceed the maximum building coverage, the location and scale of the addition 
would encroach quite noticeably toward a neighboring property. 

 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): __________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________.  
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7. No Other Remedy: There is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged 
hardship or difficulty can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable 
use of the subject lot. 

Comment: Possible alternatives to the proposed building setback variation being requested relate to 
the location, scale, and design of the addition. Given the existing building height of 18.5 feet and 
height allowance of 60 feet, there is an option to install a smaller, multi-level addition. A smaller 
single-story addition with a redesigned floor plan on a different portion of the property (e.g., east 
building elevation) where additional setback room exists also appears to be possible. The PZB may 
wish to ask why certain alternative designs are not feasible.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 
 

8. Minimum Required: The requested variation is the minimum measure of relief necessary to 
alleviate the alleged hardship or difficulty presented by the strict application of this title. 
Comment: Unless the petitioner demonstrates why alternatives are infeasible, it seems the alleged 
hardship related to the building  addition for a new product line could be satisfied with a plan that does 
not require variation. While the anticipated location and work associated with a ground-level, single-
story addition may be more convenient and less intensive than the alternative plans, such as a second-
story addition, it is unclear why the full 16 feet of additional allowable width (beyond the Ordinance 
allowance) is necessary. The Board may give the petitioner an opportunity to explain why 5, 10, etc. 
feet are not sufficient.  
 
PZB Additions or Modifications (if necessary): ________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________. 

 
 
PZB Procedure and Recommended Conditions: Under Section 12-3-6(F) of the Zoning Ordinance 
(Standard Variations), the PZB has the authority to approve, approve subject to conditions, or deny the request.  
The decision should be based on review of the information presented by the applicant and the standards and 
conditions met by Section 12-3-6(H) (Findings of Fact for Variations) as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. 
If the PZB approves the request, staff recommends the following conditions. 
 
Conditions of Approval: 

1. No easements are affected or drainage concerns created. 
2. That a minimum three-foot-wide foundation landscape bed shall be installed along the north elevation 

of the proposed addition and populated with shrubs and perennials. 
3. That the elevation plans are revised to confirm with the building design standards in Section 12-3-11 

of the Zoning Ordinance at time of permitting, or additional relief is approved.  
4. That all appropriate building permit documents and details, including all dimensions and labels  

necessary to denote the addition are submitted as necessary for the proposal. All permit documents 
shall be sealed and signed by a design professional licensed in the State of Illinois and must comply 
with all City of Des Plaines building and life safety codes.  
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Attachments:  
Attachment 1:  Location Map  
Attachment 2:  Site & Context Photos 
Attachment 3:  ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey 
Attachment 4:  Existing Condition Photos 
Attachment 5:  Petitioner’s Project Narrative and Responses to Standards for Variation 
Attachment 6:  Site Plan 
Attachment 7:  Existing and Proposed Floor Plan 
Attachment 8:  Elevations 
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65 Bradrock Drive

NotesPrint Date: 6/9/20230 200 400
ft

Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law.  This map is for general information purposes only. Although the

information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering

design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.
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Property Address commonly known as : 65 East Bradrock Drive, Des Plaines, Illinois 60018 

Subject Property: The subject zoning lot is presently classified as a M2 General Manufacturing 
District and has a lot area of 51,000 sq. ft. or 1.17 (+/-) acres. The zoning lot is a 
“rectangle” shaped lot with the north property line abutting  Bradrock Drive 
having a street frontage of 170 feet and a lot depth of 300 feet. The property is 
improved with an existing 1-story industrial building containing 20,000 sq. ft. 
presently housing the presently occupied by two (2) business enterprises the 
“Evergreen and Plastruct” companies owned by the applicant. The two (2) 
business enterprises currently employ 11 full time employees and 1 part time 
employee. The Applicant is proposing to relocate a new business “Sig” to the 
subject property. The Sig company will employ between 2-4  employees by the 
end of 2023.  The subject property currently presently provides 35 off-street 
parking spaces for the businesses operating at the subject property.  

Standards for Variations: 

(1.)  Hardship: No variation shall be granted pursuant to subsection H unless the applicant shall 
establish that carrying out the strict letter of the provisions of this title would create a 
particular hardship or a practical difficulty.  

Answer: If the strict letter of the Des Plaines Zoning Ordinance were to be applied, the 
result would be a “practical difficulty” upon the Applicant as distinguished from a 
mere inconvenience.  The subject property presently improved with a 1-story  
building which presently complies with standard as they relate to building size 
and its location on the existing zoning lot. In order to expand the proposes 
business operation to the subject property it is necessary to construct a 26’ by 
79’ (2,054 sq. ft.) addition on the west side of the existing building to accom-
modate the proposed business operation of the “Sig” company.      

[Please note: that courts have distinguished between “use variations”,  which 
allow for a departure from the restrictions on uses ordinarily allowed within a 
zoning district, and “area variations,’’ which allow deviation from the general  
rules on building  and lot size, and frontage and setback distances, etc. Since  use 
variations are assumed to have a greater impact on the community, the 
“particular hardship” standard is applied to them, but a lesser standard requiring 
only a showing of a “practical difficulty” is applied to area variations.] 

(2.) Unique Physical Conditions 

Answer: The granting of the requested variation will allow the proposed expansion to the 
existing industrial building presently housing two (2) operating business 
(Evergreen and Plastruct) enterprises owned and operated by the applicant. The 
hardship present is that the subject property was a portion of and existing zoning 

Attachment 5 Page 16 of 22



lot that divided/sold off which created the issue of the west side setback if 
granted will have a nine (9) west side yard/setback for a distance of 79 feet with 
the balance of the west setback/ yard maintaining the present 35 feet.  
Ordinance. 

(3.) Not Self-Created: 

Answer: The Strict compliance with the standards of the zoning ordinance will make it 
particularly difficult or impossible to yield a reasonable return if permitted to be 
used only in accordance with standards of the Des Plaines Zoning Ordinance. The 
applicant is seeking the variation in order to construct a new 1-story 26 feet by 
79 feet building addition in order to relocate  a new business operation “Sig“ to 
the subject property and maintain the existing 35 foot west side setback  for the 
balance of the existing building. 

(4.) Denied Substantial Rights:   

Answer: The present owner of the subject property purchased the property as it currently 
exists, and the survey presented at the time of take ownership of the property 
indicated that the parcel consisted of a building with a 35 foot west side yard/ 
set- back. The building as presently sited on the subject property can not be 
expanded to the south and/or east without reducing off-street parking or 
interfering with two electrical utility poles. The practical difficulties or particular 
hardships are due to unique circumstances that are not generally applicable to 
other properties located within the M2 General Manufacturing District within 
the city of Des Plaines.  

(5.) Not merely Special Privilege: 

Answer: The hardship or difficulty is not merely the inability of the applicant/owner of the 
property to obtain a special privilege or additional rights, but a necessary action 
in order to expand the presently established business operations at the subject 
property. The subject proposed will not alter the essential character of the 
surrounding area and will allow the applicant to further develop his business 
operation at the subject, and not merely an inability of the owner to make more 
money. The proposed relief will allow the applicant to employ people and grow 
the business operations existing and proposed and is not a desire to make 
money for the owner.    

(6). Title and Plan Purposes:  

Answer:  The requested variation would not result in a use or development of the subject 
property that would not be in harmony with the general and specific purposes 
for which the provision from which a variation is sought were enacted or the 
general purpose and intent of the comprehensive plan. The applicant intention is 
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simply he seeks to expand his currently operating business operation at the 
subject property by constructing a 2,000 (+/-) addition to the west side of the 
existing building for the “Sig” company and employ between 2 to 4 additional 
people and grow his businesses that include the international markets. 

 

(7).No Other Remedy: 

Answer: There is no means other than the requested variation by which the hardship 
and/or difficulty can be remedied to a degree that would reasonably permit a 
reasonable use of the subject property. The proposed 2,000 (+/-) square foot 
addition sought along the west portion of the existing building is the best 
opinion that could accommodate the needs of the operating business uses at the 
subject property and protect the public health, safety and permit a reasonable of 
the subject lot. 

(8). Minimum Required: 

Answer: The existing building today is presently set-back 35 (+/-) feet from the west 
property line. The proposed addition will maintain a separation of nine (9) feet 
from the western part of the building which will allow emergency vehicles to 
access the rear and side of the applicants building as well to building located 
west of the subject property. The applicants architect designed the addition 
which is the minimum relief necessary to provide an addition which should 
alleviate the hardship presented by the strict application of the zoning 
ordinance. 
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