
VILLAGE OF SOUTH ELGIN 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

Public Services Building, 1000 Bowes Road 
South Elgin, Illinois 60177 

October 19, 2022 
7:00 pm  

 
AGENDA  

 
A. Call to Order 

B. Roll Call 

C. Approval of Minutes 

1. Minutes of the September 21, 2022 Regular Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting 

D. Public Hearing and Discussion 

1. CD 2022-11:  Request for a Special Use to allow an Electronic Message Sign in the VC Village 
Center District and for Variations to allow a Monument Sign to be 80 square feet in area and 
12 feet in height, where 40 square feet in area and 6 feet in height is permitted; to allow an 
Electronic Message Sign in the VC Village Center District, where one is not permitted; and to 
allow an Electronic Message Sign to occupy approximately 60% of the total sign area, where 
50% is allowed for the property commonly known as 10 N. Water Street – Village of South 
Elgin, Petitioner 

2. CD 2022-12:  Request for a Text Amendment to the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), 
Chapter 156 of the Village Code of Ordinances, Section 156.07.E.2.d. Mobile Food Facility to 
limit the time a mobile food facility may operate in a single location – Village of South Elgin, 
Petitioner   

E. New Business 

1. Quarterly Project Updates Report – 2022 Q3 

F. Public Comment 

G. Adjournment 

 
 
 
 
Please take note of the following: 
Comments may be submitted in writing in advance of the meeting by mail, voicemail, or email to the 
Contact Information below. All comments received in advance of the meeting will be read aloud into the 
official record at the meeting.  

 
Contact Information:  Community Development Department 
     10 N. Water Street South Elgin, IL 60177 
     PHONE:  847-741-3894, ext. 5328 
     EMAIL:  PZCPublicComment@southelgin.com 

mailto:PZCPublicComment@southelgin.com


Minutes of the Regular Meeting 
of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

September 21, 2022 - DRAFT 

A. CALL TO ORDER

The Regular Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission was held on Wednesday, 
September 21, 2022, at the Public Services Facility, 1000 Bowes Road, South Elgin, IL. The 
meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m. by Chairman Brian Carlson. 

Chairman Carlson stated the role of the Planning and Zoning Commission and the procedures for 
the meeting. 

B. ROLL CALL

Commissioners present were: Chairman Brian Carlson; Omar Garcia; Tom Kusswurm; Leo 
Metz; Vice-Chairman Jason Micklevitz; and Rich Watson.  

Members absent were: Cynthia Tarka. 

Staff present at the meeting were: Director of Community Development Nancy Hill; Planner 
Lauren Blayney; Village Attorney Kurt Asprooth; and Recording Secretary Dione Stirmell.     

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. Minutes of the July 20, 2022 Regular Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting.

A motion was made by Vice-Chairman Micklevitz to approve the minutes of the July 20, 2022 
Regular Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission, which was seconded by Member 
Watson. There was no further discussion of the motion. The vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Carlson, Garcia, Metz, Micklevitz, Watson 
Nays: None 
Abstain: Kusswurm  
Absent: Tarka  

The motion CARRIED (5-0-1-1).  

D. PUBLIC HEARING & DISCUSSION

1. CD 2022-03:  Request for approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment; a Zoning Map
Amendment to rezone the subject property from R-1 Single Dwelling Unit District to R-3
Multiple Dwelling Unit District and I Industrial District; a Major Preliminary
Subdivision; a Special Use for a Preliminary Planned Development with exceptions to
certain standards of the Unified Development Ordinance and other relief, as required; a
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Special Use for up to 3 Warehousing Facilities with a gross floor area greater than 
150,000 square feet; and a Major Site Plan for the proposed development consisting of 5 
lots for industrial uses (Spohr Farm Commerce Park) and 1 lot for residential uses of up 
to 64 attached townhouse dwelling units and up to 184 multi-unit dwellings (Residences 
at Spohr Farm) located at 325 Umbdenstock Road – CJR Enterprises, LLC, Petitioner 

 
Chairman Carlson verified that proper notice of the public hearing had been given, and Planner 
Blayney confirmed that proper notice indeed had been given.   
 
Chairman Carlson opened the public hearing at 7:05 p.m. 
 
Planner Blayney presented the staff report. She summarized the request and explained that the 
Spohr Farm property consists of +/- 84 acres. CJR is proposing a six-lot development comprising 
of five industrial lots and one residential lot. A separate residential builder is proposing to 
develop the residential lot with townhome units and multi-family buildings. 
 
The Preliminary Site Plan for the residential lot shows six 2-story townhouse buildings and three 
3-story multi-family buildings on Lot 1. The plan also shows Horizon’s intention to add two 
additional townhome buildings and one additional 3-story multi-family building as part of a 
future phase. Horizon would construct 48 townhome units and 138 multi-family units in the first 
phase and an additional 16 townhome units, and 46 multi-family units in the second phase, for a 
total of 248 dwelling units. 
 
Access to the units on Lot 1 would be from a private road, Spohr Road.  An emergency access 
route would be provided through Lot 6. 
 
The subject property has an existing 30-foot Public Utility and Drainage Easement along the 
entire northern property line over an existing 30” sewer line and an existing 12” water main. This 
easement will be landscaped with grass, which will allow for access to the sewer and water lines 
by the Village’s Public Works Department.  Just south of the 30-foot easement, a variety of 
evergreen species are to be planted to provide a buffer between the single-family units to the 
north and the proposed townhome and multi-dwelling units on Lot 1 and the proposed industrial 
building on Lot 6.  
 
An asphalt bike path 10 feet in width is proposed to be constructed on Lot 1 between two 
townhomes, along the northern property line, through Lot 6, to the east lot line of the subject 
property. When the planned water tower on the adjoining lot to the east in the Becketts Landing 
Subdivision is constructed, the Village will connect the bike path through the water tower lot to 
Kingsport Drive.  The proposed bike path is an amenity for the public, and it also provides the 
Village access to the above-mentioned 30” sewer line and 12” water line. 
 
CJR anticipates developing the proposed industrial lots, Lots 2-6. Each industrial lot will be 
built-to-suit.  
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The Preliminary Site Plan shows detention basins and a landscape area along the property lines 
of Lot 2-6 that will provide a buffer yard between the existing/proposed residential areas and the 
proposed industrial uses. The buffer yards consist of a berm 5 feet in height along the north 
property lines abutting residential uses and a berm 3 feet in height along the east and northwest 
property lines of Lot 6 abutting residential uses. The berms would also have various evergreen 
tree species for additional screening.  Each lot will have its own stormwater management 
pond(s).  

Planner Blayney briefly summarized the Petitioner’s various entitlement requests: 

1. Review of Request for Approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The medium
density residential use proposed to be constructed on Lot 1 meets the goals and objectives
of the Comprehensive Plan. However, to conform to the proposed industrial
development, the Petitioner is requesting an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan to
allow for industrial land uses on Lots 2-6.

2. Review of Request for Approval of a Zoning Map Amendment. The subject property is
currently zoned R-1 Single Dwelling Unit District, which does not allow for the proposed
industrial, multi-dwelling, or townhouse dwelling uses. Therefore, the Petitioner is
requesting to rezone the property to the R-3 Multiple Dwelling Unit District and to the I-
Industrial District. Approximately 22.027-acres (Lot 1) will be rezoned to be in the R-3
District, which allows for the proposed townhome and multi-dwelling unit uses. The
remaining 62.33-acres will be rezoned to be in the I District, which allows for the light
industrial and warehousing uses.

3. Review of Request for Approval of Major Subdivision (Preliminary). Approval of two
preliminary plats of subdivision was being requested:  1) Spohr Farm Commerce Park.
Creates Lot 1 fronting on Umbdenstock Road for future residential development and 5
industrial lots fronting on Umbdenstock and North Lancaster Roads. 2) The Residences
at Spohr Farm subdivides Lot 1 into the private street and lot for residential development.

4. Review of Request for Approval of two Special Uses:

a. Special Use for a Planned Development (Preliminary) with Exceptions: 1) Allow
for a private street in the proposed Residences at Spohr Farm Subdivision; and 2)
to extend the length of time of the approval of the site plan, preliminary planned
development and the special use permit. The Unified Development Ordinance
typically limits the approvals for either one year or 18-months. However, because
of the size of the proposed development, it will be phased out and will therefore
need more time to be completed.
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The Petitioner also intends to prohibit heavy manufacturing uses and truck traffic 
between 10 pm and 6 am in the I-Industrial District through the entitlement 
ordinance and Development Agreement. Any outdoor storage would also require 
a separate special use approval, there are no outdoor storage areas being proposed 
with this request at this time.  

b. Special Use to allow up to 3 Warehousing Facilities with a Gross Floor Area
greater than 150,000 square feet for Lots 4, 5, and 6. The uses of these buildings
are proposed to be either warehousing and/or light manufacturing uses.

5. Review of Request for Approval of a Major Site Plan. The UDO requires 2 parking
spaces for each townhouse dwelling unit, the proposed plan exceeds this requirement.
Additional parking spaces have been provided along the private road to accommodate
guest parking. Majority of parking for the multi-dwelling unit buildings is located in the
parking lot adjacent to the multi-dwelling unit building, but some parking is available to
the residents under the building in private garages on the first floor of the multi-family
building or in detached garages located along the south property line of Lot 1. Each
industrial lot is shown to provide its own off-street parking lot. Each lot is shown to meet
the Village’s parking requirement.

In addition, the Petitioner has provided adequate space in the site plans for dense
landscaping, appropriate signage in compliance with code, snow storage and dumpster
spaces.

Planner Blayney explained that the Petitioner submitted a traffic study and truck routing plan.  
The study confirms that all truck traffic generated by the site will be to and from the south on 
Umbdenstock Road via its proposed signalized intersection with Stearns Road. The Traffic Study 
indicates that the intersection of Umbdenstock and Stearns Road will be signalized as part of this 
development. While the traffic study indicates that the intersection of Hopps Road and 
Umbdenstock should be monitored after construction for possible future improvements, the City 
of Elgin is comfortable with the requirements for “No Truck Traffic” and “No Right Turn for 
Trucks” signage to be installed and for advance notice to truck drivers. The Village’s consulting 
engineer has reviewed the traffic study and agrees with the findings.  

She also noted that the various Village Departments and South Elgin and Countryside Fire 
Protection District have reviewed the proposed plans and their respective comments to date have 
been incorporated into the Petitioner’s submittal. 

Planner Blayney introduced the Petitioner and his representatives: Jason Shanahan, CJR 
Enterprises, LLC, 1635 Shanahan Drive, South Elgin, Illinois 60177; Doug Jelinek, Architect, 
Shanahan and Sons Builders, Inc., 1635 Shanahan Drive, South Elgin, Illinois 60177; Pat 
Griffin, Griffin Williams McMahon & Walsh, LLP, 21 N. Fourth Street Geneva, Illinois 60134;  
Bob McCaigue, AIA, Development Manager, Horizon Development Group, Inc., 3900 S. Prairie 
Hill Lane, Milwaukee, WI 53228; Brendan May, Kenig, Lindgren, O'Hara, Aboona, Inc., 9575 
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W. Higgins Road, Suite 400, Rosemont, Illinois  60018; Mike Marous, Marous & Company, 
1550 N. Northwest Highway, Suite 401, Park Ridge, Illinois 60068; and Eric Mancke, Civil 
Engineer, ESM Civil Solutions, 4320 Winfield Road, Suite 200, Warrenville, Illinois 60555. 
 
Mr. Griffin provided a brief overview of the proposed development. He stated that the Lot 1 
would have residential uses, and Lots 2-6 to the south would have industrial uses. He explained 
that Lot 1 would be developed in the first phase and the industrial lots would be built-to-suit. He 
highlighted the location of the stormwater basins and the landscape berms that would have 
evergreens planted along them to provide additional screening and transitions between the 
existing/proposed residential uses and the proposed industrial uses. He also showed the proposed 
floor plans of the multi-dwelling units and displayed the building aesthetics elevations of the 
multi-dwelling units, townhouse units, and the industrial buildings.  
 
Chairman Carlson opened the hearing to comments and questions from the Planning and Zoning 
Commissioners.   
 
Member Kusswurm asked who will be responsible maintaining the private road. Mr. Griffin 
replied that it would be maintained by the residential development’s management company.  
 
Member Kusswurm asked when they plan to build the pool and clubhouse area. Mr. McCaigue 
explained they intend to start construction on Lot 1 and move from the west to the east side of 
the property. The first phase will include the leasing office, clubhouse, fitness center and the 
pool.  
 
Member Kusswurm asked if the emergency access on Lot 6 would be open to the public. Mr. 
McCaigue explained that it is for emergency vehicles access only and a gate will be installed.  
He stated the gate would be locked and there would likely be a knox box so that emergency 
personnel could unlock it. 
 
Member Kusswurm asked when the detached garages along the south property line of Lot 1 
would be built. Mr. McCaigue explained that they do not intend to construct the detached 
garages right away, since the 3-story building includes parking under the building in private 
garages on the first floor. They will let the market dictate the demand for the detached garages.  
There was discussion about the location of the multi-family building entrance locations and 
whether those with garages could access their units from the attached garage, and Mr. McCaigue 
stated yes. 
 
Member Watson asked when the Petitioner anticipates the entire development to be completed. 
Mr. Griffin replied they do not have a set timeline at this time since the market will determine 
some of that. He added they are working with the Village Attorney and staff to add deadlines to 
the Development Agreement.  
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Member Watson asked how the garbage will be collected for the residential buildings. Mr. 
McCaigue explained they would collect the trash from inside the multi-dwelling unit building, 
and it would be stored in a trash compactor along the south property line until it is picked up from 
the garbage company. Member Watson asked how trash collection would be handled for the 
townhomes. Mr. McCaigue stated that it has not been finalized, but there will be some type of 
private pick-up. 
 
Member Watson asked where the sidewalks would be located. Mr. McCaigue explained that they 
would be providing sidewalks along the north side of Spohr Road and sidewalks to each of the 
multi-dwelling unit buildings. Member Watson was concerned that they do not have sufficient  
snow storage areas. Mr. McCaigue said they believe they have sufficient snow storage areas, and 
assured Member Watson it will not obstruct streets or sidewalks.  
 
Member Watson asked how school buses would maneuver through the site. Mr. McCaigue 
explained that they typically have the school bus stop at the clubhouse, but, if needed, the buses 
would be able to properly maneuver the site based on the truck turning exhibit provided. 
 
Vice-Chairman Micklevitz asked what would be on the west side of the building on Lot 6. Mr. 
Griffin explained it would be truck docks. Vice-Chairman Micklevitz confirmed that no parking, 
staging, or storage should take place in the emergency access easements. To which Mr. Griffin 
confirmed and that it will be a condition in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions, as well 
as the entitlement ordinance.  
 
Member Metz confirmed that the timing of the construction of the detached garages is market 
driven and asked for clarification their location. Mr. McCaigue highlighted the location of the 
detached garages and reiterated that the detached would be built based upon the needs of the 
residents.  
 
Member Garcia confirmed that truck traffic will not go north on Umbdenstock Road. Mr. Griffin 
said that was correct. Member Garcia confirmed that the truck traffic cannot enter from the north 
of the site from Hopps/Umbdenstock Road. Mr. Griffin replied that was correct.  
 
Vice-Chairman Micklevitz noticed “No Truck Traffic” signage is not shown on McLean 
Boulevard ,and he would like a sign posted at the Becketts Landing subdivision’s entrance. 
Director Hill said that staff will verify that the street signage is on the engineering plans.  
 
Member Kusswurm asked who will monitor the site to ensure the truck traffic will not occur 
between 10:00 pm and 6:00 am.  He added that he does not want the burden placed on the Police 
Department. Mr. Griffin explained it could be handled by the Covenants, Conditions, and 
Restrictions allowing the property owner’s association to enforce it or it could be written into the 
Development Agreement. Director Hill added the Village’s Code Enforcement Officer would 
ticket the property owner if this becomes an issue.  
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Member Kusswurm asked if the buildings on Lots 4, 5, and 6 would each have 15 loading docks 
and if the Petitioner intends to install additional docks in the future. Mr. Griffin explained that 
the number of loading docks for all the industrial lots are shown on the site plan and confirmed 
that Lots 4, 5, and 6 would have 15 loading docks each. He added that if a developer wants 
additional loading docks, they would have to seek an amendment to the Development Agreement 
which would require approvals from the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Village 
Board. Chairman Carlson pointed out that the traffic study conducted was based on the proposed 
15 loading docks. He felt that additional loading docks could adversely impact traffic.  
 
Member Kusswurm asked if they could further subdivide the lots. Mr. Griffin explained that they 
would have to seek an amendment to the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions, and an 
amendment to the Development Agreement which would require Village approval. Member 
Kusswurm asked if they have any interest in the industrial lots at this point. Mr. Shanahan said 
they currently have interest in two of the industrial lots.  
 
Member Metz asked if a residential moving van would be able to use Umbdenstock and North 
Lancaster Roads. Director Hill explained that large trucks could use those streets if a delivery is 
being made to a property on the nearby residential streets. 
 
There was a discussion about subdivision signage in the development.   
 
Member Garcia asked if there would be any modifications to the geometrics of the 
Umbdenstock and Stearns Road intersection. Mr. Griffin said in addition to the traffic 
signal, it may require some reconfiguration of the lane stripping.  Modifications to the road 
width are not needed. Member Garcia asked if there were any plans to connect the gap in 
the bike path near the intersection Umbdenstock Road and Shanahan Drive. Director Hill 
said the Public Works Department is looking into completing that gap in the bike path 
along the ComEd right-of-way.   
 
Chairman Carlson asked for the results of the Highest and Best Use Study to be summarized. Mr. 
Marous provided a brief overview of the Highest and Best Use Study, which finds that the 
subject site’s highest and best use is for light industrial/manufacturing development, a use that is 
consistent with market demand, rather than for single family use under the site’s current R-1 
zoning. In addition, the Property Value Impact Analysis found that there is no market data 
indicating the project will have a negative impact on residential property values in the immediate 
area. Further, market data from South Elgin supports the conclusion that the project will not have 
a negative impact on residential property values in the surrounding area.  
Chairman Carlson noted that the report did not examine the proposal to rezone a portion of the 
property to the R-3 Multi-Dwelling Unit District (R-3). Mr. Marous explained his report was 
only specific to the comparison of the existing R-1 District and proposed I Industrial District 
zoning. Mr. Marous offered to speculate on it but admitted he had not completed the report 
including that information. Chairman Carlson stated he was not comfortable making a decision 
on the proposed rezoning without that information and requested to have the report updated to 
include the R-1 to R-3 zoning comparison information.  
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Chairman Carlson stated he had many questions regarding the results of the traffic study. 
Chairman Carlson summarized the level of service and peak hours of traffic operating at that the 
intersection of Umbdenstock and Stearns Road. He stated he is concerned about how the queuing 
lanes could impact the residents traveling from the north. He also asked how this would impact 
the residential traffic coming from the existing neighborhood to the west of the development.  

Chairman Carlson specifically noted his concerns about the Hopps/Umbdenstock intersection. 
He stated at the last meeting it was concluded that a traffic signal at the Umbdenstock and Hopps 
Road Intersection may be warranted for weekday evening peak hour, and an eastbound right-turn 
lane on Hopps Road will be warranted and should be provided. However, elsewhere in the study, 
it stated that this intersection should be further monitored to see if future improvements are 
needed.  He stated he understood the City of Elgin’s position on what they expected to happen at 
the intersection, but he wanted more information. 

Mr. May addressed the level of services as it relates to the intersection of Umbdenstock and 
Stearns Road. He explained how the projected traffic volumes at the evening peak hour shown in 
the traffic study warrants a traffic signal at the intersection in the no build condition and in the 
projected conditions. While the traffic signal does not reduce the delays for the southbound but it 
establishes a right of way for the southbound approach.  Stearns Road will be forced to stop at 
the traffic signal allowing those traveling southbound to clear the intersection. The southbound 
level service will continue to operate as LOS E due to the long cycle length of the interconnect 
system on Randall Road. Mr. May summarized the findings in the report.   

Mr. May stated that they had discussed the intersection at Hopps Road and Umbdenstock Road 
with the City of Elgin. He added the City of Elgin is comfortable with the requirement for “No 
Truck Traffic” and “No Right Turn for Trucks” signage and notice to drivers.  

Chairman Carlson emphasized that he did not want the burden of the cost of maintenance of a 
future traffic signal placed on the Village and suggested that the Petitioner be financially 
responsible for any maintenance and paying for the electricity for the traffic signal.  He further 
suggested it be part of a Development Agreement between the Village and the Petitioner.   

Chairman Carlson opened the meeting up to public comments and questions.  

Michelle Kelty, 1471 Foxmoor Lane, Elgin, read a letter into the record (attached, Exhibit A). 
The letter stated that she is against the project because the property has been established for 
single-family residential uses by nature of its current zoning as R-1; and that she is concerned 
about disruption of wildlife habitat, the aesthetics, and light pollution. 

John Levander, 1484 S. Pembrook, South Elgin, expressed concerns about a lack of park space 
in the area.  He noted that the Becketts Landing Park will be the only park space for the broader 
area.  He suggested that some of the project site adjacent to the Becketts Landing dedicated for a 
park and not be used for private development. 
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Chairman Carlson asked the Petitioner to address the concerns brought up by the public 
testimony.  
 
Mr. Griffin explained that the Petitioner has done two separate Concept Plan reviews with the 
Commission and the Village Board and has addressed as many of the comments and concerns as 
possible.  He stated that the Petitioner believes that have been responsive and minimized the 
impact to the surrounding neighborhoods by providing increased landscape buffer, limiting truck 
traffic and certain uses. He said that the detention pond will give the wildlife a habitat to reside. 
Mr. Griffin assured Ms. Kelty the lighting on the building will be within the parameters of the 
Village Code. Chairman Carlson added they the developer will be providing the lighting on the 
exterior of the building and Village Staff will ensure that it does not project into the surrounding 
parcels.  
 
Mr. Griffin stated that for the concerns about park space, the Petitioner is proposing to provide a 
fee in lieu in order for the Village to improve park space in other areas within the community.  
He stated that he hopes the Village will look to use it in the nearby Becketts Landing Park.  It 
was noted that the Becketts Landing Park, when completed, will be 10 acres of playground, 
shelter, and open space large enough for youth ball fields.  The walking path will connect the 
proposed development to Kingsport Avenue, through Village property connected to the Becketts 
Landing Park.  There will also be a bike path on North Lancaster connecting to regional trails. 
 
Chairman Carlson asked how they plan to limit the uses in the industrial buildings. Mr. Griffin 
said through the Development Agreement and in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
uses would be restricted.  
 
Chairman Carlson asked when the project will be completely done. Mr. Griffin replied that this 
will be determined by the current market situation. He speculated it would take a few years.  
 
Chairman Carlson said he did not have enough information to support the Findings of Facts 
based on the lack of information in the Highest and Best Use Market Study to support the change 
in use from the R-1 to R-3 zoning. Member Kusswurm and Member Watson said they agreed.  
 
Mr. Griffin suggested that the Petitioner could provide an updated study and that perhaps the 
Village Board could review it.  He acknowledged that their consultant did not include the 
proposed residential development in the initial report because they adjusted the proposed 
development of Lot 1 from industrial uses to multi-family residential based on feedback that was 
provided by the Planning and Zoning Commission and Village Board. He stated that the 
Petitioner looked at the most intense uses, which is the industrial uses.  Chairman Carlson 
expressed some concerns about approving it without the report. Mr. Griffin added it could be a 
condition of approval and then the Village Board would be obligated to deny the project if they 
did not supply it. Member Watson asked if the report would be produced before going to the 
Village Board meeting. Mr. Griffin said they would work on getting the report done as soon as 
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possible. Mr. Asprooth explained that they could make a condition of approval to the Village 
Board, or if the Commission wishes, they can continue the public hearing.  
 
Member Watson said he is satisfied imposing that condition of approval and if staff would 
review the updated report prior to the Village Board meeting. Director Hill said that staff would 
review it before it goes to the Village Board for final approval. Director Hill added that the 
Village Board will want to review the entire package, so the developer will not go before the 
Village Board until that report is submitted. Mr. Griffin concurred.  
 
Chairman Carlson stated he is concerned that approving the Finding of Fact would contradict the 
approval of the zoning map amendment. Mr. Asprooth suggested that a provision be added to the 
Petitioner’s Findings of Fact to address the concerns.   
 
With no further discussion, Chairman Carlson entertained a motion to accept the Findings of  
Fact.  
 
A motion was made by Vice-Chairman Micklevitz that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
accept the Findings of Fact provided by the Petitioner and presented in the staff report with the 
condition that an amended “Highest and Best Use” analysis to include the residential 
development be provided to the Village Board for its review, which was seconded by Member 
Kusswurm. There was no further discussion of the motion. The vote was as follows: 
 
Ayes:  Carlson, Garcia, Kusswurm, Metz, Micklevitz, Watson 
Nays:  None 
Abstain: None  
Absent  Tarka  

  
          The motion CARRIED (6-0-0-1).   

 
With no further testimony, Chairman Carlson entertained a motion to close the public hearing.   
 
A motion was made by Member Kusswurm to close the public hearing, which was seconded by 
Member Watson. Chairman Carlson closed the public hearing at 8:43 p.m. There was no further 
discussion of the motion. The vote was as follows: 
 
Ayes:  Carlson, Garcia, Kusswurm, Metz, Micklevitz, Watson 
Nays:  None 
Abstain: None  
Absent  Tarka  

  
          The motion CARRIED (6-0-0-1).   
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Vice-Chairman Micklevitz  made a motion that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
recommend approval to the Village Board to the Village Board of Petition CD 2022-03 for a 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment, a Zoning Map Amendment to rezone the subject property 
from R-1 Single Dwelling Unit District to the R-3 Multiple Dwelling Unit District and I 
Industrial District, a Major Preliminary Subdivision, a Special Use for a Preliminary Planned 
Development, a Special Use for up to 3 Warehousing Facilities with a Gross Floor Area greater 
than 150,000 square feet for Lots 4, 5, and 6, and a Major Site Plan for the proposed The 
Residences at Spohr Farm residential subdivision and the Spohr Farm Commerce Park industrial 
subdivision located at 325 Umbdenstock Road, with the following conditions: 

• Heavy manufacturing uses shall be prohibited in the development;
• Semi-truck traffic to Lots, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 shall be prohibited between the

hours of 10 pm and 6 am;
• All construction shall be in substantial compliance with the plans

submitted;
• No construction, improvements, or development of any kind shall be

permitted on any portion of the Property until a Final Engineering Plan, the
Final Landscaping Plan, and the Final Plat of Subdivision are approved by
the Village for the respective where construction is proposed;

• An amended "Highest and Best Use" analysis to address the proposed
residential uses be provided to the Village Board for its review and
approval; and

• That the Village Board consider requiring the developer pay for the on-
going maintenance of the traffic signal at the intersection of Umbdenstock
and Stearns Road.

The motion was seconded by Member Watson. There was no further discussion of the motion. 
The vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Carlson, Garcia, Kusswurm, Metz, Micklevitz, Watson 
Nays: None 
Abstain: None  
Absent  Tarka 
The motion CARRIED (6-0-0-1).  

E. NEW BUSINESS

There was no new business to report. 

F. PUBLIC COMMENT

No one came forward to address the Commission. 
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G. ADJOURNMENT

Having no further business, a motion made by Member Watson to adjourn the regular meeting of 
the Planning and Zoning Commission, which was seconded by Vice-Chairman Micklevitz. With 
a voice vote of all ayes and no nays, the motion CARRIED unanimously.  

Chairman Carlson adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dione Stirmell 
Recording Secretary 



I am writing this letter in strong protest to the proposal of CJR Enterprises, LLC to rezone the

property at 325 Umbdenstock Road, South Elgin, lllinois. Their goal is to take what was zoned

by the Village of South Elgin and its residents from a Single Dwelling Unit District to a R-3

Multiple Dwelling Unit District and an lndustrial District. There are many problems with their

req uest.

First, I am appalled that CJR Enterprises believes that their request and plans have come close

to what was originally agreed upon in the first place. The first zoning of this property was hard

fought, and their arrogance in requesting that the Village allow for this proposal to go through

is completely disrespectful and unaware of what the residents who are taxpayers demanded

and fought for.

Refusing this demand by a developer is paramount as there is very much at stake. CJR's

proposal will lend itself to the property looking, feeling, and interacting very unnaturally. lt is
greedy and aloof to pretend that townhouses, 3-level apartments, and industrial buildings will

somehow blend with one another, and everyone would be happy. That plan is arrogant,

demeaning and yet again greedy.

I have lived on the "farmers" border in a home that we built in Woodbridge South 26 years ago.

I have enjoyed having a wide range of wildlife to be observed over these years. There are

hundreds of ducks, cranes, geese, and hawks that callthis area home everyyear. lt is peaceful.

When I look to the plans of CJR, it is confusing to me that they believe all these creatures will

have a home to go to. lt is also confusing to me that their design makes sense to them. Let's

see, throw in a few townhouses, 3-story apartments, and oh yes, the industrial nightmare right

next to the new areas and the established residents. CJR Enterprise's picture of a solution is

dismissive, random, and disturbing and completely disregards the prior careful zoning of the

Board Members of the Village of South Elgin that the residents agreed to.

It is not only wildlife that will be disrupted, but the homeowners desired aesthetics and

livability will be destroyed . There will also be an enormous footprint to the night sky with every

area that they have proposed. When the industrial area went in around Epic Air industrial area,

it felt like we were living in the day when the night sky occurred. Throughout the night, there is

no relief from the lights. I simply cannot plant trees to offset the light that comes from..., these

factories or buildings... I cannot even imagine how bright the night will be with CJR's proposed

multi-family dwellings and industrial buildings. This is a visual that has constant and loud light in

the night sky, at all times. Truly, this will be unnatural and a detriment to every resident's well-

being who live already in this area. lt is a goal for many people to buy a single-family home that

is surrounded by other single-family homes. The reasons listed above make people strive to

that goal because they are searchingfor an area that supports freedom from continualtraffic,
continual (obnoxious) lighting and builds a sense of community. By allowing CJR Enterprises to

act on their proposal, you will be denying your residents their freedom given that was based on

the prior zoning decision. But that would be due to you overturning the primary rule of the

Village for this zoning. That rule was zoned as a space for single family homes with the foresight

Exhibit A



by the Board ensuring that existing residents would have a good livability scale and be able to
build a community.

As the Village Board Members of South Elgin, you should not allow these developers to change

what was voted on and decided upon for the gain of CJR Enterprises. They are developers

seeking gain at the expense of your resident's community, well-being, and esthetics. lnstead,

you should trust that the foresight and decisions of the previous zoning decision should prevail.

Those decisions were evaluated, discussed, and not taken lightly. I implore you to deny the

request of CJR Enterprises, LLC to keep the integrity of your decisions to be sound as a Board

and the requests and desires of your residents to not allow CJR Enterprises the abilityto rezone

from R-l Single Dwelling Unit.

Mi lle Kelty

847-553-8428
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STAFF REPORT 
To: Chairman Brian Carlson and Members of the South Elgin Planning & Zoning 

Commission 

From: Lauren Blayney, Planner 

Date:  October 19, 2022 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 

RE: CD 2022-11:  Request for a Special Use to allow an Electronic Message Sign in the 
VC Village Center District and for Variations to allow a Monument Sign to be 80 
square feet in area and 12 feet in height, where 40 square feet in area and 6 feet in 
height is permitted; to allow an Electronic Message Sign in the VC Village Center 
District, where one is not permitted; and to allow an Electronic Message Sign to 
occupy approximately 60% of the total sign area, where 50% is allowed for the 
property commonly known as 10 N. Water Street – Village of South Elgin, 
Petitioner 

Background Information: 

Petitioner: Village of South Elgin 
10 N. Water Street  
South Elgin, IL 60177  

Subject Property: 10 N. Water Street South Elgin, IL 
PIN(s):  06-35-180-011 

Comprehensive Plan Designation:  Institutional / Mixed Use 

Current Zoning:  VC Village Center District  

Surrounding Land Uses: 
North: Commercial Uses and Village Owned Park Land 
South: Vacant (Village Owned)  
East: Panton Mill Park   
West: Commercial and Residential Uses    

Request: The Petitioner is requesting a special use and variations to allow the proposed 
electronic message monument sign (see attached drawings) at the South Elgin Village Hall. 
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Location Map: 
 

 
 
Planning and Zoning Commission Review: 
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 
In compliance with state statutes and the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), a Public 
Hearing notice was published in the Sunday, October 2, 2022 edition of the Elgin Courier.  
Property owners within 250 feet of the subject property were notified by mail of the time, date, 
and place for and how to participate in the public hearing. 

 
Project Summary:  
The Village of South Elgin is seeking approval for various variations and a special use permit 
for the proposed monument sign that would also contain an electronic message sign on the 
property located at 10 N. Water Street.  The purpose of the sign is to provide timely 
communications about Village activities, events, recreation programs, meetings, and even 
emergency information, as appropriate. 
 
The monument sign is to be 80 square feet in area and 12 feet in height. The electronic 
message sign would occupy approximately 60% of the total sign area.  
 
 



PZC Staff Report | CD 2022-11  
October 19, 2022 
Page 3 
 

The proposed monument sign is proposed to be located on the north side of W. State Street 
along the south side of the Civic Center parking lot. The sign would be located at least 5 feet 
from the property line, in accordance with the Unified Development Ordinance.  
 
Review of Requested Relief:   
The purpose of this application is to grant relief from the regulations of the UDO to the extent 
that literal enforcement of such regulations creates particular hardships or practical difficulties 
in developing property due to the unique attributes of the property.   

 
 

UDO Code 
Reference Regulation per UDO Requested Relief 

Section 
156.10.D.2.i.5 
Special Use 

Permit 

Special Use Permit.  Electronic message 
signs shall require a special use permit. 

Special use permit to 
allow an electronic 
message sign 

Section 
156.10.D.2.e 

Monument Signs 

Size. In the VC District, monument signs 
shall not exceed 40 square feet in area per 
sign and six (6) feet in height.   

Size: To allow a 
monument sign 80 square 
feet (8’x10’) in area and 
12-feet in height.  

Section 
156.10.D.2.i 
Electronic 

Message Signs  

Location. Electronic message signs are 
allowed in the B-1, B-2, and I District. 
 
Size. An electronic message sign shall not 
occupy more than 50% of the total sign 
area on the monument signs on which it is 
displayed. 

Location. To allow an 
electronic message sign in 
the VC Village Center 
District. 
 
Size. To allow the 
electronic message sign to 
occupy 60% of the total 
sign area on the 
monument sign. 

 
 

Review of Special Use Request:   
The purpose of a special use is to provide for uses, which may have a special, unique, or unusual 
impact upon the use of neighboring property.  The Village Board, Planning and Zoning 
Commission, and Zoning Administrator shall evaluate applications for special use permits with 
specific written findings based on certain standards outlined below. 
 

a. The proposed special use will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and 
general welfare of the public. 

b. The proposed special use is compatible with the character of adjacent properties and 
other property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed special use. 

c. The proposed special use will not impede the normal and orderly development and 
improvement of adjacent properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of 
the proposed special use. 
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d. The proposed special use will be provided with adequate utilities, access roads, 
drainage, and/or other necessary facilities. 

e. The proposed special use is consistent with the intent of the elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, this Unified Development Ordinance, and the other land use 
policies of the Village. 

 
Petitioner’s Findings of Fact:  The Petitioner prepared the following Findings of Fact: 
 

a. The proposed special use for an electronic message sign will provide timely information 
to the public and shall not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and general 
welfare of the public. 

b. The proposed electronic message sign shall replace the existing sign located on the south 
side of South Elgin Village Hall along W. State Street. Therefore, the proposed special 
use will not affect the existing character of adjacent properties and other property within 
the immediate vicinity of the proposed special use since an electronic message sign 
already exists on the subject property.  

c. The proposed electronic message sign will not affect future development and 
improvements to the subject property or to adjacent properties as most properties 
adjacent to the electronic message sign are Village-owned properties for public use. 

d. The proposed electronic message sign will be provided with adequate utilities which were 
designed as part of the Civic Center parking lot improvements.   

e. The proposed special use is consistent with the intent of the elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, this Unified Development Ordinance, and the other land use 
policies of the Village. The proposed special use is intended to allow the Village to 
provide the public with timely news and important information through signage. 

 
Review of Variation Request: 
The Village Board, Planning and Zoning Commission, and Zoning Administrator shall 
evaluate applications for Variations with specific written findings based on each of the certain 
standards outlined below. 

a. The proposed variation use will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience 
and general welfare of the public. 

b. The proposed variation compatible with the character of adjacent properties and other 
property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed special use. 

c. The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the literal enforcement 
of this Ordinance.  

d. The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical attributes of the subject 
property, which were not deliberately created by the applicant.  

e. The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the regulations of this 
Ordinance necessary to accomplish the desired improvement of the subject property.  

f. The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the elements of the Comprehensive 
Plan, this Ordinance, and the other land use policies of the Village.   
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Petitioner’s Findings of Fact:  The Petitioner prepared the following Findings of Fact: 
a. The proposed variations are intended to safely provide timely information to the public 

and will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the 
public.  

b. The proposed variations are intended to allow the replacement of the existing sign with a 
new, larger sign to safely notify drivers passing the Village Hall of timely public 
information. Therefore, the proposed variations will not affect the existing character of 
adjacent properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed 
special use since an electronic message sign already exists on the subject property.  

c. The literal enforcement of this ordinance would make it impossible to install a new 
electronic message sign on the subject property, and the Village would not be able to 
provide the public with timely news and information through signage.  

d. The proposed variations are necessary due to the amount of traffic passing the Village 
Hall, the variations to increase the sign are and height are to accommodate drivers 
passing by at a certain rate of speed, so they are not distracted by struggling to read a 
smaller, obsolete sign. 

e. The requested variations are the minimum deviation from the Village’s regulations.  
f. The proposed variations are consistent with the intent of the elements of the 

Comprehensive Plan, this Ordinance, and the other land use policies of the Village. The 
proposed variations are intended to allow the Village to provide the public with timely 
news and important information through signage.  

 
 
DISCUSSION BY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AND PUBLIC 
 
 
VOTE ON FINDINGS OF FACTS (ROLL CALL VOTE) 
If the Planning and Zoning Commission wishes to accept the Findings of Fact, staff suggests the 
following motion: 
 

That the Planning and Zoning Commission accept the Findings of Fact as presented by 
the Petitioner. 

 
 
CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING (ROLL CALL VOTE) 
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VOTE ON REQUEST (ROLL CALL VOTE) 
Per the UDO, the Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend approval, approval with 
modifications to the proposed text, or denial of the application. 
 
If the Planning and Zoning Commission wishes to recommend approval, staff suggests the 
following motion: 
 

That the Planning and Zoning Commission recommends approval to the Village Board of 
Petition CD 2022-11 for a Special Use to allow an electronic message sign in the VC 
Village Center District and the variations requested for the property commonly known as 
10 N. Water Street with the condition that construction shall be in substantial compliance 
with the plans submitted. 

 
 
Attachments:  

• Site Plan  
• Sign Elevation and Colors 

 



Minimum Setback:  5 feet
Sign Size: 10' 6"w x 12'h x 5'd

nhill
Stamp





  
   
 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
To: Chairman Brian Carlson and Members of the South Elgin Planning & Zoning Commission 
 
From: Lauren Blayney, Planner  
 
Date:  October 19, 2022 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting  

 
RE: CD 2022-12:  Unified Development Ordinance Text Amendment to Address Food 

Truck Regulations 
 
 
Background Information:  
 

Petitioner:  Village of South Elgin 
   10 N. Water Street  
   South Elgin, IL 60177  

  
Request:  The Village of South Elgin is requesting approval of a Text Amendment to the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO), Chapter 156 of the Village Code of Ordinances, Section 
156.07.E.2.d. Mobile Food Facility to limit the time a mobile food facility may operate in a single 
location. 

 
 
Planning and Zoning Commission Review:  
 
OPEN PUBLIC HEARING 
In compliance with state statutes and the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), a Public Hearing 
notice was published in the Sunday, October 2nd edition of the Elgin Courier.   
 

Project Summary:  
The Village adopted the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) on October 1, 2018. After having 
used the regulations for four years now, staff occasionally comes across some errors, omissions, and 
items that needed clarification.  Additionally, some new issues have arisen that should be addressed to 
assist with permitting and code enforcement activities.   
 
One of the new issues that has arisen relates to food trucks, or “Mobile Food Facilities” as the UDO 
refers to them.  The Village Board has expressed concerns to staff about two different mobile food 
facilities (food trucks) parked in separate locations on private property for extended periods of time - 
in these cases months at a time.  The Board is concerned about the impact of mobile food facilities 
parking in one location for extended periods of time. The Board asked staff to prepare a text 
amendment for the Commission to consider that limits the amount of time a mobile food facility 
should be parked in one location.  
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The UDO defines a food truck as a Mobile Food Facility, a motorized vehicle or mobile food unit, 
such as a pushcart, that is used to sell food items.  The UDO also states that Mobile Food Facilities are 
temporary uses permitted outright in the commercial and industrial zoning districts only (prohibited in 
other zoning districts), no building permits are required, and certain standards must be met, as follows: 

• The operator must keep the area clear of litter and debris during business hours and provide a 
trash receptacle for customer use if such receptacles are not already provided on site or in the 
right-of-way. 

• Outdoor seating may be provided on the site, but no seating may be permanently installed. 
• A permanent water or wastewater connection is prohibited. 
• Electrical service may be provided only by temporary service or other connection provided by 

an electric utility, or an on-board generator. 
• Drive-thru service is prohibited. 

The UDO currently does not outright prohibit food trucks to park in a location and move 
infrequently.  Instead, it limits their fixedness by prohibiting permanent seating, water and sewer 
hook-ups, and electrical hookups.   
 
Based on the discussion at the Village Board level, staff believes ultimately the Board is looking to 
add language to the UDO that does the following: 

• Ensuring a food truck does not park permanently in one location; 

• Allows for flexibility to allow food trucks for 3-day weekend (Fri-Sat-Sun) events, such as the 
Village’s events in Panton Mill Park, other Village-approved special events, block parties and 
HOA events, sales and grand openings, etc.; 

• Allows for craft brewer facilities and other businesses that typically don’t sell food or those 
that have no or limited kitchen facilities to have mobile food facilities on a regular basis; and 

• Is easy to monitor for violations with limited staff and no permits required (the Village Board 
is not interested in requiring a permit for mobile food facilities at this time). 

Therefore, staff proposes adding the following language to Section 156.07.E.2.d. Mobile Food Facility: 
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Section:  156.07.E.2.d. Mobile Food Facility 
 

Current 
Text:  

d.   Mobile Food Facility. 
1. The operator must keep the area clear of litter and debris during 

business hours and provide a trash receptacle for customer use if such 
receptacles are not already provided on site or in the right-of-way. 

2. Outdoor seating may be provided on the site, but no seating may be 
permanently installed. 

3. A permanent water or wastewater connection is prohibited. 
4. Electrical service may be provided only by temporary service or other 

connection provided by an electric utility, or an on-board generator. 
5. Drive-thru service is prohibited. 

Amended 
Text:  

d.   Mobile Food Facility. 
1. The operator must keep the area clear of litter and debris during 

business hours and provide a trash receptacle for customer use if such 
receptacles are not already provided on site or in the right-of-way. 

2. Outdoor seating may be provided on the site, but no seating may be 
permanently installed. 

3. A permanent water or wastewater connection is prohibited. 
4. Electrical service may be provided only by temporary service or other 

connection provided by an electric utility, or an on-board generator. 
5. Drive-thru service is prohibited. 
6. Unless the mobile food facility is in connection with a Village-

sponsored or Village-approved special event, the operation of each 
mobile food facility on a property shall be limited to three days in any 
seven-day period. 

 
Staff reviewed mobile food facility regulations in other communities and found that the regulations 
varied greatly.  Of our 13 designated comparable communities, only five regulated food trucks (Cary, 
Elgin, Huntley, Montgomery, and St. Charles), and those five communities all limit the amount of 
time a food truck can be in one location.  However, none addressed the intentions of the South Elgin 
Village Board. 

 
The staff has reviewed the proposed text amendment with staff within the Community Development 
Department, other Village departments and the Village Attorney’s office.  Any relevant comments 
have been incorporated into the proposed amendment. 
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Review of Text Amendment:  The Village Board, Planning and Zoning Commission, and Zoning 
Administrator shall evaluate applications for zoning text amendments with specific written findings 
based on certain standards outlined below: 

1.  The proposed amendment will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, 
and general welfare of the public.   
Petitioner Findings:  The proposed text amendment will help ensure that potential hazards and 
adverse impacts are mitigated or minimized. 

2. The proposed amendment corrects an error, adds clarification, or reflects a change in 
policy. 
Petitioner Findings:  Yes, the intention of the proposed text amendment corrects errors, 
provides further clarification, or reflects changes in policy adopted by the Village.  

3. The proposed amendment is consistent with the intent of the elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and the other land use policies of the Village. 
Petitioner Findings:  The proposed amendment is consistent with the intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and other policies of the Village.  The proposed amendment 
strengthens existing policies to help ensure that potential hazards and adverse impacts are 
mitigated or minimized.   

 
 

DISCUSSION BY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AND PUBLIC 
 
 
VOTE ON ACCEPTANCE OF FINDINGS OF FACT (VOICE VOTE) 
If the Planning and Zoning Commission wishes to accept the Findings of Fact, staff suggests the 
following motion: 

 
That the Planning and Zoning Commission accept the Findings of Fact as presented by the Petitioner. 

 
 
CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING (VOICE VOTE) 
 

 
VOTE ON TEXT AMENDMENT (ROLL CALL) 
Per the UDO, the Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend approval, approval with 
modifications to the proposed text, or denial of the application. 
 
If the Planning and Zoning Commission wishes to recommend approval, staff suggests the following 
motion: 
 

That the Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the proposed text amendment to the 
Unified Development Ordinance contained in the Staff Report meet the standards outlined in 
Section 156.07.C.7.c. of the UDO and recommends approval to the Village Board. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To: Planning and Zoning Commission 
 
From: Lauren Blayney, Planner  
 
Date: October 19, 2022 
 
RE: Village of South Elgin Development Project Update Report – 2022 Q3  
              

 
This memo is to provide the Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) an update on various 
development projects it has reviewed:   

 
o CD 2022-06:  Special Use Permit for Outdoor Storage on the property located at  

550 Sundown Road – DP Landscaping, petitioner 
The request for a Special Use Permit for Outdoor Storage was reviewed by the Village 
Board and approved at its August 15, 2022 meeting.  DP Landscaping received its permit 
from the Village and is now operating in its outdoor storage area. 

 
The following development projects have been completed since the last report:  
 

o Sagebrook Subdivision 
The Village released the maintenance bond for the subdivision in June 2022. This project 
is now considered complete. 
 

o Boys and Girls Club of South Elgin – 735 Martin Drive  
The Village issued a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy on September 16, 2022.  It’s 
full operation are expected to begin in January 2023. 

 
 
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at lblayney@southelgin.com. 

mailto:lblayney@southelgin.com
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