
Agenda  
Village of Arlington Heights

Design Commission
Community Room, 3rd Floor

Arlington Heights Village Hall
33 S. Arlington Heights Road
 Arlington Heights, IL 60005

February 23, 2016
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes 2/9/16

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

A. DC#16-004 - 831 N. Harvard Ave. - SF/Teardown
B. DC#12-103 - Sign Code Modifications - Intent & Purpose
C. DC#09-025 - Village-Wide Electronic Signs

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. DC#16-012 - 407 N. Gibbons Ave. - SF/New

B. DC#15-156 - Sign Code Modifications - Drive-through
Restaurant Signage

C. DC#15-157 - Sign Code Modifications
Manual Change Bulletin Boards/Changeable Panel Signs

D. DC#15-167 - Sign Code Modifications 
Residential Ground Signs

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an
American Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible



formats, should contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33
S. Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-5793
(Voice), (847)368-5980 (Fax) or drobb@vah.com.
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DRAFT 
 

 

MINUTES OF 

THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 

HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 

FEBRUARY 9, 2016 

 

Acting Chair Bombick called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. 

Members Present: Ted Eckhardt, Chair 

   Alan Bombick 

   John Fitzgerald 

   Jonathan Kubow 

          

Members Absent: Anthony Fasolo    

    

Also Present:  Brian Hyde, Greenscape Homes for 831 N. Harvard Ave. 

   Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes for 831 N. Harvard Ave. 

   Chris Baum, 5
th

 Avenue Construction for 1806 N. Walnut Ave. 

   Taso Siamantourat, Owner of TNT’s Snack Shop 

   Lee Ford, Hunzinger Williams for TNT’s Snack Shop 

   Josh Snodgrass, RJ Development for Memory Care 

   Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison    

 

 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JANUARY 26, 2016 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, TO 

APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF JANUARY 26, 2016.  THE MOTION CARRIED.   
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ITEM 1. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 

 

DC#16-004 – 831 N. Harvard Ave.  

 

Brian Hyde and Keith Neumann, representing Greenscape Homes, were present on behalf of the project. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single 

story residence with a one car attached garage to allow construction of a new two story residence with 

an attached two car garage.  The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements.  The existing 

neighborhood consists of a variety of smaller scale single-story and two-story homes with a mix of 

detached and attached garages.  However, the subject property is surrounded by a very consistent 

collection of two-story Georgian style brick homes with attached garages.  These existing houses have a 

very consistent appearance and similar characteristics such as:  flat facades, low-slope roofs, all brick 

exteriors, and front load garages that are slightly recessed from the front of the home. 

 

Staff felt the proposed design did not fit with the context of the surrounding houses due to the following 

features:  steep roof pitches, all siding exterior, and a garage that projects 8.5 feet in front of the house.  

It is recommended that the proposed design be revised to better fit with the surrounding context.  This 

could be achieved by recessing the garage from the front wall of the house, omitting the steep roof 

above the garage, and revising the main roof pitch to a lower slope hipped design.  Additionally, a brick 

exterior is recommended to match the surrounding homes.  Staff recommended that the design be 

revised and re-reviewed.  Mr. Hautzinger acknowledged that recessing the garage further back would 

require the floor plan to be revised.  

 

Mr. Neumann acknowledged that many of the properties immediately south of the site have a Georgian 

style which they did not want to take away from.  They are proposing a different design element that 

includes a siding type elevation.   They took into consideration the single-story garages that exist in the 

neighborhood and are proposing the single-story gable that projects out over the garage, which they felt 

decreases the massing of the house.  Mr. Neumann said they are not in favor of recessing the garage 

further back as suggested by Staff because they felt it would increase the massing and the 2-story feel of 

the home.  As a result of Staff comments, a revised option more consistent with the neighborhood that 

brings the brick characteristics into the new home was presented.  Mr. Hyde explained that the revised 

elevation includes pulling the front porch further out in front of the garage to draw more attention to the 

front door, downplaying the garage by hipping the garage roof with a small dormer, changing the siding 

to brick on the front elevation except for the gables, and more traditional detailing with porch columns 

and window shutters.   

 

Commissioner Kubow asked if the garage was in the same location on the revised elevation and Mr. 

Hyde replied that it was.  Although he appreciated that the porch was extended forward, Commissioner 

Kubow was concerned that the porch would now be slightly awkward, long and thin.   In general, he 

liked the proposed design and felt that Staff did a good job with their recommendations, which he 

supported.  He acknowledged that moving the garage back 3 to 5-feet would dramatically change the 

floor plan, and he was hesitant to make this a requirement; however, in terms of the roof massing, he 

said this was definitely the direction to go in.  He felt there was a prominent Georgian style and 

consistent aesthetic on the street and he wanted to see the project go towards Staff’s recommendations. 

 

Commissioner Bombick pointed out that compatibility is the reason for Design Commission review.  He 

felt the real pattern of the neighborhood are homes that are equal to or slightly in front of the garage, 
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which is the most important characteristic here.  The eave height on the second-floor of the adjacent 

Georgian home is within 1 to 2-feet of what the petitioner is proposing; the real difference is the height 

of the roof, and the proposed new home is about the same mass as what is around it.  He liked the 

elevation that was originally presented versus the revised elevation presented tonight, with a suggestion 

to push the gable back, hip the sides on the main roof, and push the garage further back to fit better 

with the character of the neighborhood. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald appreciated the revised design which he was okay with knowing that the front 

porch is being brought forward and the garage roof appears to be less of a mass.  He asked about the 43-

inch caliper tree in the backyard.   The petitioner stated that the site is still being engineered; however, 

the tree appears to be close to the foundation of the new home and may need to be removed.  

Commissioner Fitzgerald encouraged the petitioner to take precautions to try to save the tree during 

construction. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if the revised elevation included brick on the sides of the home and the petitioner 

clarified that the revised elevation only proposes brick on the front, with a brick return of approximately 

2-feet onto the side elevations.  Chair Eckhardt was in favor of the change to the roof and the front 

porch being brought forward on the revised design, and felt that pushing the garage back would impact 

the floor plan and push the home into the backyard on this small lot.  He was also okay with the original 

elevation submitted.   

 

Commissioner Bombick asked why the home could not be brought forward to meet the front of the 

garage, getting the home out of the back yard.  He felt the petitioner should be held responsible for 

proposing a design that is not compatible with the neighborhood, and the commissioners should stop 

letting developers tell them what to do with neighborhoods and worry more about the quality of life in 

Arlington Heights, which is livable walkable neighborhoods with eyes on the street and living spaces 

forward, and not end up with a town full of garages with homes attached to them.  He could not support 

the design. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was a response from the 

audience. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Nancy Johnson, 1115 W. Elm Street, lives directly north of the site in a ranch home on the corner.  She 

was concerned that the new home did not fit the neighborhood that consists of ranch style and 

Georgian style homes.  This would be the first teardown on the block and she felt it would overpower 

her home because there is nothing like it on the block, from Elm down to Northwest Highway.  She asked 

about the placement of the new home in relation to her home because the homes are very close to the 

lot line.  Chair Eckhardt said that the separation between the 2 homes would be 13-feet, which is slightly 

more than existing.  Ms. Johnson also asked where to address any concerns she may have during the 

demolition of the home because of the close proximity of her home.  Chair Eckhardt directed her to the 

Building Department for any concerns during construction.  Ms. Johnson also commented about the 

large tree in the backyard that is damaging her car and outdoor furniture with sap, and she is concerned 

that the tree would fall at some point and crush her home.  She would be extremely happy if the tree 

was removed. 

 

Jack Costello, 826 N. Harvard Avenue, lives across the street from the site. He agreed with the comments 

made by the other neighbor and the comments made by the commissioner that the existing aesthetics 
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of the block are uniform with Georgians and ranch style homes, especially on this stretch of the block.  

He pointed out the aesthetic changes with newer homes further north to the 900 block, making that 

block feel more jarring and less organic than his block.  He liked the revised elevation that was presented 

tonight, and the closer the design comes to fitting in and being less jarring on the block, the more it will 

be appreciated. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked the petitioner for their response to the concerns stated by the neighbors and the 

commissioners.  The petitioner replied that pushing the garage further back would be a huge step 

forward; however, it would result in a huge change in the floor plan that would be a challenge on this 

small lot with the FAR requirements.  Commissioner Bombick reiterated his previous suggestion to bring 

the home forward to meet the garage, not push the garage back.   The petitioner explained that they 

looked at pulling the rest of the home on the left side forward and determined that it would greatly 

affect the floor plan.   

 

Chair Eckhardt felt the petitioner made strides with the roofline.  He said that one of the challenges in 

the design was the overall simplicity of a Georgian home and the difficulty in creating a design that looks 

like a Georgian home; however, he felt that it could be done, although the narrow lot made it difficult.  

He suggested the petitioner make more effort to revise the design to protect the integrity of the 

Georgian style of homes on the street, or they could move forward with a vote tonight.   

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the direction the design was going in, but preferred to see the project 

come back with a more simplified Georgian style if possible.  He felt the added brick and revised 

rooflines help a great deal.  Commissioner Bombick felt the revised design came a long way towards the 

Georgian style; however, he was concerned about the relative position of the garage, which was his 

biggest concern.  Bring the home forward to meet the garage with the porch sticking out a bit, with a 

casual look.  He felt the mass of the home was about the same as what is around it, with the eave line 

being very close.   

 

Commissioner Kubow said that although he appreciated the revised elevation presented tonight, he 

liked the first elevation much more, and he liked the color and material palette as well.  In general, he 

felt that what Staff recommended in their report is what really belongs in this neighborhood, and he 

could not support what is being proposed today. 

 

Chair Eckhardt was undecided between the original design and the revised design.  He felt the clipped 

roof in the revised elevation and lowering the slope was helpful.  He was in favor of simplifying the front 

elevation and making it more flat, which would be more consistent with the Georgian style of the other 

homes on the block.  With these changes, he could be supportive; however, he felt that both the original 

and the revised design needed work.   He felt the project should come back for a second review and he 

encouraged the petitioner to table the project tonight and return with a revised design.  Mr. Hautzinger 

advised the petitioner that the deadline for submitting revisions for the next meeting on February 23 is 

the end of this week, otherwise there is the option of the meeting after that on March 8.  Chair Eckhardt 

encouraged the petitioner to come back in two weeks on February 23, even with a rough drawing of a 

revision.  

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO 

CONTINUE THE PROJECT FOR 831 N. HARVARD AVENUE (DC#16-004) TO THE NEXT DESIGN 

COMMISSION MEETING ON FEBRUARY 23, 2016. 

 



  2/9/16 DC 

5 

 

BOMBICK, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger asked for clarification that overall, the commissioners felt that the garage needed to be 

pushed back.  The commissioners replied that the home could come forward to align the front of the 

home with the garage.  Commissioner Bombick added that the left side of the home could easily slide 

forward in plan, and the floor plan re-arranged to stay within the FAR, while obtaining a flatter front 

elevation.  Chair Eckhardt said that his primary goal is to get the front elevation to be more like a 

Georgian home; whether the garage is pushed back or not.   Commissioners Kubow and Bombick 

agreed.  Chair Eckhardt reiterated that this would be the first teardown on the block and two neighbors 

spoke tonight with concerns.  Commissioner Bombick commented that some neighborhoods such as 

this one were built with a more consistent style of home, as opposed to other neighborhoods that are a 

mix of home styles.   
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ITEM 2.  SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 

 

DC#16-006 – 1806 N. Walnut Ave. 

 

Chris Baum, representing 5
th

 Avenue Construction, was present on behalf of the project. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing single 

story residence with a one car attached garage to allow construction of a new two story residence with 

an attached, three car tandem garage.  The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements.  The 

existing neighborhood consists of primarily single story homes with a mix of one car and two car 

attached garages.  This project is appearing before the Design Commission due to past concerns in this 

neighborhood regarding teardown/new construction, and to evaluate the proposed architectural design 

with the context of the neighborhood.  However, the Design Commission has previously approved 

numerous teardowns in this neighborhood, and there are three newer homes adjacent to the subject 

site.  The proposed design has a two car garage door on the front of the house, with a third car tandem 

space.  This arrangement is a nice way of incorporating a three car garage by limiting the amount of 

garage doors across the front of the home. 

 

Overall, the proposed design is consistent with other newer homes approved in this neighborhood.  

However, one goal for new homes in this neighborhood should be to be sensitive to the scale of the 

adjacent single story homes.  The following recommendations can help reduce the visual size of the 

proposed design: 

 

1. The proposed two-story bay window on the front of the home is a nice feature, but it has a very tall 

appearance that is not in context with the adjacent single story homes.  It is recommended that the 

two story bay window feature be reduced to a single story bay to better relate to the adjacent 

single story homes.  Similarly, the two-story bay on the rear of the home should be reduced to a 

single story bay. 

2. The second floor dormer on the front of the home has a tall appearance that looks too large for this 

neighborhood.  It is recommended that the height of the dormer be reduced by omitting the 

transom windows. 

3. It is recommended that the sides of the roof be hipped to reduce the overall height of the side 

walls. 

4. For a more cohesive design, it is recommended that the stone base on the front of the garage be 

continued down the side of the garage. 

 

Staff recommends approval of the proposed design with the revisions recommended in the Staff report. 

 

Mr. Baum said that he fully understood the concerns in the Staff report and could work with the 

suggestions from Staff.   

 

Commissioner Kubow said that the front elevation especially, was well designed and he agreed with 

Staff’s recommendations that some of the features on the home make it look more vertical than it 

should.  He did not mind the bay element on the front elevation; however, the dormer feature did not fit 

with the overall architectural aesthetic.  He agreed with Staff to continue the stone band around to the 

right side elevation.  He had no further comments.  Mr. Baum explained that the staircase is located 

inside the two story bay on the front of the house, which is why the elevation was designed the way it is.  
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Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the idea of bringing the stone around to both sides of the home, one side 

around the garage and the other side approximately 3 to 5-feet.  He was a little torn about the front 

elevation, although he felt the home was beautiful and he liked everything about it including the colors.  

He felt that the majority of the rooflines and gutter lines would mimic the adjacent home to the right, 

and he liked the 2-story element in the rear.  Mr. Baum said that they built the adjacent home to the 

right and they did not want to mimic it; they want to add a different architectural look and feel to the 

neighborhood.  Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the front elevation as submitted. 

 

Commissioner Bombick said that the front elevation in general was nice, and he appreciated that the 

third car stall was hidden.  His concern was with the left side elevation, and he suggested bringing the 

one-story feature across this elevation.  He also felt the right side elevation was too plain compared to 

the front elevation and Mr. Baum suggested adding shake shingles.   

 

Chair Eckhardt pointed out the very pronounced turret on the front elevation of the home located at 

1818 N. Walnut.  He felt this made the 2-story element on the front elevation being proposed look small, 

and he was less concerned about it.   He liked Commissioner Bombick’s suggestion to carry the one-story 

feature around to the left side elevation, and the petitioner’s suggestion to add shake shingles to break 

up the mass.  He agreed that the front elevation was more detailed then the sides and rear of the home, 

which he felt the petitioner could resolve. 

 

Mr. Baum was not opposed to adding details to the right side elevation, and adding shake to the second-

floor of the left side elevation with stone at the base.  Commissioner Bombick suggested adding an eave 

return along the right side elevation, which Mr. Baum agreed with. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 

APPROVE THE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE PROPOSED NEW SINGLE-FAMILY HOME TO BE 

LOCATED AT 1806 N. WALNUT AVENUE.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS RECEIVED ON 1/20/16, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, 

COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND 

POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 

 

1. A REQUIREMENT TO CONTINUE THE STONE BASE ONTO THE RIGHT SIDE ELEVATION ALL THE WAY 

TO THE LINE OF THE GARAGE ROOF. 

2. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD SHAKE SHINGLES TO THE SECOND-FLOOR. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO CONTINUE THE STONE BASE AND THE FRONT PORCH ROOF EAVE ONTO THE 

LEFT SIDE ELEVATION THE SAME DISTANCE, AND WORK WITH STAFF TO DETERMINE THE 

APPROPRIATE DISTANCE. 

4. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO 

BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND 

USE ISSUES OR DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER 

REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE 

REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION 

OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE 

ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT 

DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY 

WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS. 

5. COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND 

POLICIES. 
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Chair Eckhardt asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was no response from 

the audience. 

 

FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 3.  COMMERCIAL REVIEW 

 

DC#16-007 – TNT’s Snack Shop – 1706 W. Campbell St. 

 

Mr. Lee Ford, representing Hunzinger Williams, and Mr. Taso Siamantourat, the owner of TNT’s Snack 

Shop, were present on behalf of the project. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  TNT’s Snack Shop is an existing restaurant that is 

approximately 1,000 square feet, of which approximately 380 square feet is indoor seating area.  The 

restaurant also has an existing outdoor dining patio facing the street that is approximately 688 square 

feet.  The petitioner is proposing to add a metal canopy structure to the front of the building to cover the 

outdoor dining patio.  The canopy structure will attach to and encompass an existing wood pergola 

structure, and will include fabric panels with clear vinyl windows that can be rolled down to partially 

enclose the patio during times of inclement weather. 

 

This project received a preliminary Design Commission review on December 8, 2015.  At that time, the 

petitioner presented a red fabric canopy design with roll down fabric enclosure panels and removable 

swinging door panels.  Staff reported that a similar proposal by Mr. Beef restaurant on Arlington Heights 

Road was previously reviewed and not supported by the Design Commission. 

Overall, the Design Commission was in support of the proposed canopy structure for TNT’s Snack Shop, 

with feedback as follows: 

1. Two canopy design options were presented, with and without legs at the corners.  The option with 

legs at the corners was preferred by the majority of the commissioners. 

2. The proposed roll down fabric wall panels with clear vinyl window openings were supported by the 

commissioners, with the understanding that the panels will be rolled up most of the time. 

3. Concern was expressed about the bright red color for the canopy, and it was encouraged that the 

canopy be changed to a burgundy color to match the existing trim on the building. 

4. It was encouraged to relocate the existing ground sign to avoid conflict with the new canopy. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger stated that since the preliminary review, this proposal has been shared with both the 

Building Department and the Fire Department for a preliminary building code review.  He shared their 

comments and concerns as follows:  a licensed Structural Engineer is required to design the structure, 

the open doorways shall remain open at all times, heaters are not allowed within the enclosure, the wall 

panels create visibility concerns along the sidewalks and driveways, and concerns regarding enclosure of 

the combustible wood pergola within the structure. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger also reported that the petitioner has made changes since the preliminary review.  Due to 

building code restrictions, the swinging door panels have been omitted from the design.  The awning is 

now proposed to be constructed of standing seam metal, instead of fabric.  The proposed color has been 

modified from a bright red color to a slightly darker red color. 

 

Overall, Staff does not object to the appearance of the proposed open canopy design, however, a fabric 

material for the awning construction is preferred instead of the proposed standing seam metal.  The 

fabric material has a milder appearance that is more appropriate for a covered outdoor dining patio.  

Additionally, Staff feels that the canopy color should be a darker burgundy color to match the existing 

building trim.  However, Staff does have concerns regarding the proposed roll down panels including:  

aesthetics, obstruction to visibility, security, and precedent.  Staff feels that the appearance of the 
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canopy is much nicer without the wall panels in place, and if approved with the panels, they will be 

down most of the time and throughout the winter months.  As reported by the Building Department, the 

enclosed patio creates visibility concerns for pedestrians and vehicles entering and exiting the adjacent 

walks and driveways.  If the panels were left down in the evening hours when the business is closed, it 

could attract security concerns as an inviting shelter.  Finally, the Design Commission should consider the 

precedent that approving this type of enclosure may set for other businesses in Arlington Heights with 

outdoor dining patios. 

If the Design Commission decides to approve the proposed canopy with the roll down wall panels 

included, then restrictions could be considered such as:  requiring the wall panels to be rolled up and 

stored, concealed from view, at the end of each business day and whenever the restaurant is not open 

for business, and requiring the wall panels to be rolled up and stored, concealed from view, throughout 

the duration of the winter months, December through February.  However, since these restrictions will 

be unenforceable, it is recommended that the wall panels be omitted from the design. 

 

With regards to the existing ground sign located within the existing outdoor dining area, the proposed 

canopy conflicts with the sign support pole, so the proposed design has the sign pole passing through an 

opening in the canopy.  Constructing an awning around the existing sign will have a poor appearance and 

essentially converts the existing ground sign to a sign that will be above the roof of the canopy.  Signs 

which are placed upon or project above the roof of a building are not allowed by code.  Therefore, it is 

required that the existing sign be removed or relocated to a code compliant location on the site. 

 

Staff recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed design with recommendations 

that the canopy material be fabric instead of metal, the color be burgundy to match the existing building 

trim, the roll down panels be omitted, and the existing ground sign be removed or relocated. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was no response from 

the audience. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked for clarification that the panels being proposed would include clear plastic and Mr. 

Siamantourat said that they would.      

 

Mr. Ford said that they are okay with Staff’s suggestion to use a fabric roof in place of the metal roof.  

Mr. Siamantourat pointed out that the Walgreens across the street has the same metal material he is 

proposing, which he felt is more durable and popular than fabric.  He would appreciate the 

commissioners allowing him to use metal instead of fabric, and the slightly darker red color.  He also 

asked that the existing ground sign be allowed to remain with the new covered patio.   

 

Mr. Hautzinger said that if the commissioners are okay with allowing the ground sign to remain and 

penetrate through the top of the proposed new canopy, the proposal would still need to be reviewed 

from a code standpoint as a prohibited roof mounted sign, and that decision will be made by the 

Director of Planning and Community Development.  He added that the existing ground sign could be 

relocated adjacent to the proposed new canopy.  Mr. Ford stated that the awning could be installed with 

or without the existing ground sign.  Mr. Hautzinger reiterated that both the Building Department and 

Fire Department have expressed concerns about the proposal from a structural standpoint and that the 

pergola is combustible.  He suggested the petitioner consider removing the wood pergola and design the 

new canopy to clear span the patio.   
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Chair Eckhardt clarified that the Design Commission would be reviewing only the aesthetics of the 

proposed new structure, and the other issues were under the purview of the Building Department.   

 

Commissioner Bombick felt that somewhere inside the restaurant building lurked a very cool 50’s diner 

that has been covered up and hidden with the things around it, and it probably should be on some 

historical preservation list.  He pointed out that the context of the surrounding area is a collection of 

odds and ends, with none of it being terribly attractive, and he felt that adding the red fabric structure 

on the site would give focus to the building while taking focus away from the unattractive things around 

it.  Although the proposed structure was not beautiful, it had a nice character to it, better than what is 

around it.  He was concerned that when the panels are down they would appear very flat, and Mr. Ford 

replied that the panels would actually be recessed about 2-3 inches, which Commissioner Bombick was 

happy about.  He felt it was the petitioner’s choice between a metal or fabric roof, although fabric is 

lighter and would make the structure look more festive and fun; however, metal is more durable.  

Instead of moving the existing ground sign, Commissioner Bombick suggested moving the canopy 

structure over slightly, which would eliminate the issue of whether it was a roof mounted sign.  He 

reiterated that he felt the proposed structure was better than what is around it in terms of taking your 

eyes away from the ugliness of this intersection. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald said this was very similar to what was presented at the preliminary review, and 

he was fine with it.  He did not have a problem between the metal roof, or a problem with the sign or 

the panels that roll down, which he felt would be up most of the time.  His only concern was that the 

trim color on the building should match the red color of the new awning structure.    

 

Commissioner Kubow liked the structure being proposed, which would help liven up the bland 

intersection.  He was concerned about using two different materials because of how differently each 

material would age.  He felt that all one material should be used for the entire structure, with fabric 

being his preference because it is softer and more welcoming.  He was in favor of eliminating the wall 

panels for a simple and clean look, and he felt it was extremely important that the color of the canopy 

match the trim color on the building as close as possible.  He felt the existing ground sign was fantastic 

and he did not want to require that the sign be moved; however, he felt the sign should stand on its own 

as a focal point instead of appear floating above the new canopy.  Overall he felt the new canopy would 

look great. 

 

Chair Eckhardt agreed with the comments made by Commissioner Bombick.  He liked the existing 

ground sign and felt it should stay where it is.  He was in favor of the roll down panels as proposed, 

especially if they are clear, because of their importance in weather conditions.  He agreed with the 

commissioners’ concerns that the awning and trim color match, and he was disappointed that the 

canopy door was eliminated.  

 

Commissioner Bombick said the commissioners should come to a conclusion about whether or not the 

existing ground sign should remain, if the Village will allow it, or should the entire canopy structure 

move over to avoid the issue.  Mr. Siamantourat replied that the canopy could not be moved over and 

he would take the sign down if the Village told him to.   

 

With regards to the metal versus fabric for the awning, the commissioners were okay with either one, 

although the metal was probably more manageable in terms of maintenance.  With regards to the 

existing ground sign, the commissioners unanimously approved of where the sign is currently located, 

and they were okay with the proposed awning color, as long as the building trim color matches it.  With 
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regards to the canopy wall panels, the commissioners all felt the panels should be included for the 

usefulness of the structure.   

 

Commissioner Bombick said there is a fairness issue here and he wanted to make sure that every 

business gets treated the same.   

 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 

APPROVE THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR A NEW CANOPY ADDITION TO THE TNT’S SNACK SHOP LOCATED 

AT 1706 W. CAMPBELL STREET.  THIS APPROVAL IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS AND 

ELEVATIONS DATED 2/1/16 AND RECEIVED 2/3/16, PERSPECTIVE RENDERINGS DATED JAN. 2016 AND 

RECEIVED 1/21/16, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE 

FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE OF ALL REQUIRED 

PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 

 

1. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE EXISTING TRIM ON THE BUILDING BE PAINTED TO MATCH THE CANOPY 

COLOR OR BE AS CLOSE TO MATCHING AS POSSIBLE. 

2. THAT EITHER METAL OR FABRIC IS ACCEPTABLE FOR THE CANOPY. 

3. THAT THE ROLL DOWN PANELS WITH WINDOWS IN THE CANOPY ARE ACCEPTABLE. 

4. THAT THE LOCATION OF THE EXISTING GROUND SIGN IS ACCEPTABLE AS IS. 

5. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO 

BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND 

USE ISSUES OR DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER 

REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE 

REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION OR 

BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE ALL 

REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT DRAWINGS, 

AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY WITH ALL 

ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS. 

6.    COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND 

POLICIES. 

 

FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE.  

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 4. COMMERCIAL REVIEW 

 

DC#15-158 – Arlington Heights Memory Care – 511 W. Rand Rd. 

 

Josh Snodgrass, representing RJ Development, was present on behalf of the project. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if there was any public comment on the project and there was no one in the 

audience. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments.  The petitioner is proposing to build a new single story, 

38,685 square foot, 72 bed memory care facility.  The development will also include two independent 

living duplex cottage buildings at 3,110 square feet each.  The site is primarily vacant land with one 

small, bungalow style residential scale building and a detached garage existing on the site that will be 

demolished.  The property is currently zoned R-1, and the project requires review by the Plan 

Commission and approval by the Village Board to obtain approval to rezone the property to an 

Institutional District, as well as approval as a Planned Unit Development.  

 

Overall, the proposed architectural design is nicely done with rich materials and traditional detailing that 

will complement the surrounding residential properties.  The proposed building is set back from the 

street on all sides which will provide a nice buffer from the surrounding properties, and the single story 

design will fit in well with the scale of the adjacent single-family homes.  The proposed duplex 

residences fit in well with the development by sharing the same materials, forms, and detailing as the 

primary building.  Staff offers just two minor comments regarding the architectural design: 

 

1. The front entry door is small and understated.  Consider enhancing the appearance of the main 

entrance door by centering it on the wall and adding sidelights and a transom. 

2. The wall mounted light fixtures around the perimeter of the building are shown aligned with the top 

of the windows which looks quite high.  Consider lowering them a few feet to be between the 

windows. 

 

With regards to mechanical unit screening, Staff recommends that the rooftop equipment be moved to 

the courtyard side of the roof so that it will not be visible, and in place of the mechanical screen, provide 

two of the decorative triangular dormers on the east side of the roof to break up the expanse of roofing 

and to match the other sides of the building.   

 

The trash dumpsters and loading area are proposed to be located on the south end of the site.  The 

dumpsters will be screened with a continuous masonry wall to match the design of the building.  In 

addition to the masonry enclosure, abundant evergreen trees and shrubs are proposed to screen this 

area from the adjacent residences.  In addition to the landscaping shown on the plans, the petitioner has 

added two additional evergreen trees to this area to ensure a continuous landscape screen. 

 

As part of the PUD process, Staff and the Plan Commission will perform a detailed review of the 

landscaping.  Overall, the proposed landscaping is abundant and nicely designed.  The petitioner is 

required to comply with the code requirements for 4” caliper shade trees in all parking islands, a 

continuous three foot high parking lot screening along the roadways, and a 6 foot high landscape screen 

along the west property line.  To enhance the landscape design: 

 

1. Consider providing specialty pavement in key areas such as the main building entrance and in front 
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of the duplex cottages. 

2. Consider incorporating site furnishings such as benches, trash cans, decorative lighting, and planters. 

 

With regards to signage, signage is not included in this review, and sign permits will be required for all 

signage.  However, given the scale of the building, it is recommended that if a ground sign is proposed 

for this development, that it be required to be a monument style ground sign, no more than 6 feet in 

height, and not mounted on a post. 

 

Staff recommends the commissioners consider the suggestions made by Staff and approve the design of 

the proposed new memory care facility. 

 

Mr. Snodgrass replied to the comments in the Staff report.  With regards to the front entry, he pointed 

out the Staff conference room/office located to the left of the entrance, and their intention to tone 

down the front door for a more residential look; however, they were not opposed to adding a couple 12-

inch sidelights and small transom on the top of the door if necessary.  The wall mounted light fixtures 

around the perimeter of the building were located higher to keep the lights from shining in the units and 

moving the mechanical equipment to the courtyard side of the roof would need to be evaluated by their 

mechanical engineer because of the location of the kitchen/dining room.   

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if the rooftop mechanical screen material would match the color of the roof and 

Mr. Snodgrass replied that the screening would be a color to match the trim more than the roof.  He 

added that the client considered adding brick up there to give it more of a chimney look.  Chair Eckhardt 

said that he preferred that the screening blend in with the roof color. 

 

Mr. Snodgrass felt that the suggestion to provide specialty pavement in key areas was a great idea.  He 

said that stamped concrete is always used inside the courtyards and they can add it at the porte cochiere 

areas, as well as in the 20’ x 25’ pad in front of each duplex.  Site furnishings such as benches could be 

added along the walk facing Rand Road, and additional trash cans were being added to the landscape 

plans.  IN regards to decorative lighting, wall packs are not typically used because of spillage, instead a 

lighter soffit light is proposed around the entire building for a toned down light and added security.  He 

added that they typically propose a 6-foot brick monument sign with brick columns and a metal panel in 

colors to match, with one sign planned to be located near the entrance and a second sign at the south 

end of the site.  Mr. Snodgrass said that overall, Staff comments were reasonable and they look forward 

to working out the details with the commissioners. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald said that it was a nice project and the materials were nice as well.  He agreed 

with Staff comments; however, if the mechanical equipment stays where proposed, he wanted it to 

blend in and not be highlighted.  He felt the landscape plan looked very nice, although he suggested the 

petitioner look at some of the species proposed to ensure their hardiness.  He had no further comments. 

 

Mr. Snodgrass said that they received a comment from a neighbor about wanting heavy vegetation on 

the south side of the building, which they took seriously and responded to by adding evergreens and 

beefing up the plantings on the south side of the building.   

 

Commissioner Bombick had a concern that the building appeared to look top heavy and crushed under 

the huge roof.  He questioned why there was not another foot of masonry above the windows; he felt 

this was very strange.  In his opinion, taller masonry with less roof would be less expensive.    
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Commissioner Kubow said that in general, he felt Staff did a great job reviewing the proposal and the 

petitioner did a great job of responding to the comments tonight.  He asked about the car that was 

shown on the drawings in the courtyard, and Mr. Snodgrass explained that their client purchases an old 

antique car for each of his buildings to locate on site for residents to enjoy and possibly trigger memories 

for them.  Commissioner Kubow agreed with Commissioner Bombick’s concerns about the roof, 

although he was unsure if pushing the plate up 1-foot was the answer.  Commissioner Bombick felt that 

changing the roof pitch to 5-1/2 or whatever ends up adding another plate would solve most of the 

problem.   

 

Chair Eckhardt felt the project looked fine.  With regards to the screening for the mechanical equipment, 

he suggested camouflaging the equipment by building an eave end and extending it on both sides with 

siding, which would be similar to the rest of the architecture.  He understood the petitioner’s response 

about the higher height for the lights, which made sense for the residents; however, he felt that 

something should be done to center the front entry.  He commented that in two-dimension the roof 

looked like a lot of roof; however, in three-dimension it will not appear quite as big, and a photograph of 

the prototype would be helpful.  Chair Eckhardt also asked about the purpose of the proposed coach 

homes and Mr. Snodgrass replied that these homes were available to lease by the spouses of the 

residents.  Chair Eckhardt felt that the stone base on the front porch of the duplex homes was too tall 

and out of proportion with the column, and he suggested less stone and more column. 

 

Chair Eckhardt reviewed each comment in the Staff report and the petitioner’s response, prior to the 

motion.   

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 

APPROVE THE PROPOSED DESIGN FOR ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MEMORY CARE TO BE LOCATED AT 511 W. 

RAND ROAD.  THIS APPROVAL IS SUBJECT TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS RECEIVED 12/3/15, 

DUPLEX PLANS RECEIVED 1/19/16, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH 

ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES, THE ISSUANCE 

OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 

 

1. A RECOMMENDATION TO ENHANCE THE APPEARANCE OF THE MAIN ENTRY BY ADDING 

SIDELIGHTS. 

2. A RECOMMENDATION TO TAKE A CLOSER LOOK AS TO HOW TO SCREEN THE ROOFTOP 

MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT, PERHAPS BY ADDING A FALSE GABLE. 

3. A RECOMMENDATION TO ADD SPECIALTY PAVEMENT IN KEY AREAS. 

4. A RECOMMENDATION TO ADD SITE FURNISHINGS SUCH AS BENCHES, TRASH CANS, DECORATIVE 

LIGHTING AND PLANTERS. 

5. A RECOMMENDATION TO WORK WITH STAFF TO FURTHER STUDY THE ROOF AND COME UP WITH 

SOMETHING LESS IMPOSING. 

6. A RECOMMENDATION TO FURTHER REVIEW THE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR HARDINESS OF THE 

PLANTINGS. 

7. A REQUIREMENT THAT THE GROUND SIGN BE A MONUMENT SIGN, NO MORE THAN 6-FEET IN 

HEIGHT AND NOT MOUNTED ON A POST. 

8. THIS REVIEW DEALS WITH ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN ONLY AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED TO 

BE AN APPROVAL OF, OR TO HAVE ANY OTHER IMPACT ON, ANY OTHER ZONING AND/OR LAND 

USE ISSUES OR DECISIONS THAT STEM FROM ZONING, BUILDING, SIGNAGE OR ANY OTHER 

REVIEWS. IN ADDITION TO THE NORMAL TECHNICAL REVIEW, PERMIT DRAWINGS WILL BE 

REVIEWED FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE DESIGN COMMISSION AND ANY OTHER COMMISSION 
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OR BOARD APPROVAL CONDITIONS.  IT IS THE PETITIONER’S RESPONSIBILTY TO INCORPORATE 

ALL REQUIREMENTS LISTED ON THE CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS INTO THE PERMIT 

DRAWINGS, AND TO ENSURE THAT BUILDING PERMIT PLANS AND SIGN PERMIT PLANS COMPLY 

WITH ALL ZONING CODE, BUILDING CODE AND SIGN CODE REQUIREMENTS. 

9.      COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE AND VILLAGE CODES, REGULATIONS AND 

POLICIES. 

 

Chair Eckhardt wanted the petitioner to be required to take a closer look at the screening for the rooftop 

mechanical unit, as well as add stamped concrete in select areas. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD TO 

AMEND THE MOTION AS FOLLOWS: 

 

2. A REQUIREMENT TO TAKE A CLOSER LOOK AS TO HOW TO SCREEN THE ROOFTOP MECHANICAL 

EQUIPMENT, PERHAPS BY ADDING A FALSE GABLE. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD STAMPED CONCRETE IN SELECT LOCATIONS. 

  

Mr. Hautzinger questioned whether making it a requirement that the screening for the mechanical 

equipment be something more than just flat would just end up drawing more attention to it.  

Commissioner Kubow wanted to amend the motion to recommend that the petitioner study the 

screening of the rooftop mechanical equipment, and that it be agreed to with Staff. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, TO 

AMEND THE MOTION AS FOLLOWS: 

 

2. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PETITIONER STUDY HOW TO SCREEN THE ROOFTOP 

MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND THAT IT IS AGREED TO WITH STAFF. 

 

FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; BOMBICK, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE.  

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 5. SIGN CODE MODIFICATIONS  

 

DC#12-103 – Sign Code Modifications – Intent & Purpose 

 

DC#15-156 – Sign Code Modifications – Drive-through Restaurant Signage 

 

 

 

Chair Eckhardt said that in light of the late hour and that Commissioner Fasolo was not here tonight, he 

preferred to continue the discussion on sign code modifications to the next meeting 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO 

CONTINUE THE SIGN CODE MODIFICATIONS TO THE NEXT MEETING. 

 

BOMBICK, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT. AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED. 

   



  2/9/16 DC 

18 

 

ITEM 5.  GENERAL MEETING 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER BOMBICK, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KUBOW, TO 

ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 8:45 P.M. 

 

BOMBICK, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE; KUBOW, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 

 



Item: DC#12-103 - Sign Code Modifications - Intent & Purpose

Department:  Planning & Community Development

BACKGROUND
 
In August 2012, Staff reported to the Design Commission that sign code
regulations are required to have an ‘Intent and Purpose’ section, similar to a
zoning code, which the Village’s sign code is currently lacking.  At that time,
Staff presented a proposed code amendment to add Section 30-100, Intent and
Purpose, to the sign code, and it was unanimously supported by the Design
Commission.  At that time, the intent was that this section would be presented
along with other sign code changes.  However, due to staffing changes and
workload, the proposed code amendment has not been codified.
 
Due to the fact that we now have several other code changes for consideration,
Staff is requesting that the Design Commission re-review the proposed Intent
and Purpose code section to revalidate support of this proposed amendment.  
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
Staff recommends that the Design Commission recommend approval to the
Village Board in support of the proposed code modification to add Section 30-
100, Intent and Purpose, as outlined on the attached MEMO dated August 23,
2012. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Memo 1/26/16 Memorandum
Staff Memo 8/23/12 Memorandum
DC Minutes 8/28/12 Minutes



MEMO 
DATE:  January 26, 2016 

TO:  Design Commission: 
  Chairman Eckhardt 

Commissioner Bombick 
Commissioner Fitzgerald 
Commissioner Fasolo 
Commissioner Kubow 

FROM:  Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner 

RE:  Chapter 30, Intent & Purpose 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

BACKGROUND 

In August 2012, Staff reported to the Design Commission that sign code regulations are required to have an ‘Intent 

and Purpose’ section, similar to a zoning code, which the Village’s sign code is currently lacking.  At that time, Staff 

presented a proposed code amendment to add Section 30-100, Intent and Purpose, to the sign code, and it was 

unanimously supported by the Design Commission.  At that time, the intent was that this section would be presented 

along with other sign code changes.  However, due to staffing changes and workload, the proposed code 

amendment has not been codified. 

Due to the fact that we now have several other code changes for consideration, Staff is requesting that the Design 

Commission re-review the proposed Intent and Purpose code section to revalidate support of this proposed 

amendment.   

RESEARCH & PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

Please refer to the attached MEMO dated August 23, 2012 for a summary of Staff research and the proposed new 

section, 30-100, Intent and Purpose. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Design Commission recommend approval to the Village Board in support of the proposed 

code modification to add Section 30-100, Intent and Purpose, as outlined on the attached MEMO dated August 23, 

2012.  
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    APPROVED 
                  

MINUTES OF 
THE VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

DESIGN COMMISSION MEETING 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS MUNICIPAL BUILDING 

33 S. ARLINGTON HEIGHTS RD. 
AUGUST 28, 2012 

 
Chairman Bombick called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. 

   
Members Present: Alan Bombick, Chairman 
  Ted Eckhardt 
  Linnea O’Neill 
  John Fitzgerald 
  Jim Tinaglia 
  
Members Absent:  None 
   
Also Present:  Jim Rodgers, Church Building Consultants for Arlington Countryside Church 
  Charles Muir, Church Building Consultants for Arlington Countryside Church 
  Dave Corlew, Senior Pastor for Arlington Countryside Church 
  Jim Young, Director of Operations for Arlington Countryside Church 
  Randy Kane, 2401 Inc. for Transitional Care Management   
  George Prosiliakos, Prosi Design for Burger King 

Afshan Hamid, Staff Liaison 
 
Ms. Hamid said that per the Legal Department, meeting minutes can be approved at the next meeting even if the 
commissioners present were not at the meeting minutes being approved. 
 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JULY 10, 2012 & JULY 24, 2012 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FITZGERALD, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER O’NEILL, TO 
APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF JULY 10, 2012 & JULY 24, 2012.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION 
CARRIED. 
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ITEM 7.  SIGN CODE MODIFICATIONS 

 
DC#12-103 – Intent & Purpose Sign Code 
 
Ms. Hamid said that Staff has attended Sign Code Regulations sessions throughout the Municipal Design Review 
Network.  One of the requirements of a sign code is to have an Intent and Purpose, similar to a Zoning Code.  Staff 
reviewed recent codes for Intent & Purpose for similar communities such as Oak Park, Evanston, Riverwoods, 
Naperville and Mt. Prospect, all of which have an Intent and Purpose for the overall Sign Code.   
 
As a result, Staff is proposing an amendment to add a chapter to the Sign Code, to create the framework for a 
comprehensive balanced system of signage, to promote communication between people and their environment, and to 
avoid the usual clutter that is potentially harmful to traffic, pedestrian safety, property values, business opportunities, 
and community appearance.   This chapter is adopted for the following purposes: 
  
 1. To preserve, protect and promote public health, safety and welfare. 
 2. To preserve the value of private property by assuring the compatibility of signs with surrounding land uses. 
 3. To enhance the physical appearance of the Village by preserving the scenic and natural beauty of the area. 
 4. To enhance the overall improvement of corridors through well designed signage. 
 5. To enhance the Village’s economy, business and industry by promoting the reasonable, orderly and  
  effective display of signs, and encourage better communication between an activity and the public it seeks 
  with its message. 
 6. To create an equitable, consistent and fairly applied set of standards to all businesses and establishments. 

7. To protect the general public from damage and injury, which may be caused by the faulty and uncontrolled 
 construction and use of signs within the Village. 
 8. To protect pedestrians and motorists within the Village from injury caused by distractions, obstructions  
  and hazards created by certain signs. 
 9. To protect the public investment in streets and highways by reducing distraction, which may increase the  
  number and severity of traffic accidents. 
 10. To encourage sound practices and lessen the objectionable effects of competition with respect to size and 
  placement of signs. 

11. To authorize the use of signs which specifically: 
  a. Are compatible with their surroundings. 
  b. Are appropriate for the activity of displaying the signs. 
  c. Express the identity of individual activities and the community as a whole. 
  d. Are legible in the circumstances in which they are seen. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER TINAGLIA TO APPROVE THE INTENT & PURPOSE OF THE SIGN 
CODE AS PRESENTED BY STAFF. 
 
Commissioner Eckhardt asked where it stated that business owners would be assisted in establishing a clear and 
communicating sign to help make their business a success.  He was referred to both Item #6 and Item #1 as a 
reference.  Commissioner Eckhardt also asked where the signable area in the Sign Code could be re-evaluated.  Ms. 
Hamid replied that signable area was a separate code item within the Sign Code, and the discussion tonight pertains to 
the Intent & Purpose only.  Commissioner O’Neill pointed out that the word ‘fairly’ was used in Item #6; however, she 
felt it was fine the way it was. 
 
 
COMMISSIONER ECKHARDT SECONDED THE MOTION.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED.  



Item: DC#09-025 - Village-Wide Electronic Signs

Department:  Planning & Community Development

BACKGROUND
 
In 2009, the issue of electronic message board signage was studied in detail by
the Planning and Community Development Department and presented to the
Design Commission.  Issues such as visual impact, driver distraction, and code
enforcement were discussed.  The conclusion of the 2009 study was a decision
by the Design Commission to continue to not allow electronic LED signs, but to
revisit this topic in the future.
 
In 2012, a visual preference survey was conducted by the Planning and
Community Development Department with the objective to evaluate signs of
different types throughout Arlington Heights, including electronic LED signage. 
Overall, residents did not prefer electronic LED signage.  The results were
reviewed by the Design Commission, and they agreed that electronic LED
signage should continue to not be allowed.
 
Recently, in 2015, School District 25 submitted a sign variation request for an
electronic changeable LED sign.  After a brief re-review of Village-wide electronic
signs, the Design Commission decided to not support the School sign variation
until such time that a detailed Village-wide re-review of electronic LED signs is
undertaken.
 
At this time, Staff is seeking the feedback from the Design Commission regarding
the process to move forward in regards to the topic of electronic LED signs.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Memo to DC Memorandum
Electronic Signage Restrictions Memo 2-
17-16 Memorandum



MEMO 
DATE:  January 26, 2016 
  Updated, February 23, 2016 

TO:  Design Commission: 
    Chairman Eckhardt 

  Commissioner Bombick 
  Commissioner Fitzgerald 
  Commissioner Fasolo 
  Commissioner Kubow 

FROM:  Steve Hautzinger, Design Planner 

RE:  Village-wide Electronic Signs 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

BACKGROUND: 

In 2007, sign variation requests for electronic LED signs were denied for Bob Rohrman Auto Mall, Walgreens, 

and Tanita Corporation. 

In 2009, the issue of electronic message board signage was studied in detail by the Planning and Community 

Development Department and presented to the Design Commission.  Issues such as visual impact, driver 

distraction, and code enforcement were discussed.  The conclusion of the 2009 study was a decision by the 

Design Commission to continue to not allow electronic LED signs, but to revisit this topic in the future. 

In 2012, a visual preference survey was conducted by the Planning and Community Development Department 

with the objective to evaluate signs of different types throughout Arlington Heights, including electronic LED 

signage.  Overall, residents did not prefer electronic LED signage.  The results were reviewed by the Design 

Commission, and they agreed that electronic LED signage should continue to not be allowed. 

Recently, in 2015, School District 25 submitted a sign variation request for an electronic changeable LED sign at 

Patton Elementary School.  After a brief re-review of Village-wide electronic signs, the Design Commission 

decided to not support the Patton School sign variation until such time that a detailed Village-wide re-review of 

electronic LED signs is undertaken. 

The detailed electronic sign reports previously prepared have not been re-reviewed at this time as the purpose 

of this memo is to determine if the Design Commission wants to re-discuss this issue, and if as part of that 

review, a site tour to field view some electronic sign examples is desirable. 

PROCESS: 

At this time, Staff is seeking the feedback from the Design Commission regarding the process to move forward 

in regards to the topic of electronic LED signs: 

1) Does the Design Commission still want to review the topic of electronic signs? 

2) Would the Design Commission like to go on a tour to view electronic signs in other communities? 

3) What type of additional research would the Design Commission like to see?  

UPDATE, February 23, 2016: 

Please refer to the attached Memo titled Electronic Signage Restrictions dated February 17, 2016 which is 

being provided for discussion purposes.  The referenced attachment materials are not included at this time. 











Item: DC#16-012 - 407 N. Gibbons Ave. - SF/New

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new single-family residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission require revisions and approve
the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 407 N. Gibbons
Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural
plans dated 2/4/16 and received 2/5/16, and the following:
 
1. Consider adding decorative dormers on the roof above the garage.
 
2. Consider recessing the third garage stall an additional two feet.
 
3. Continue the stone base to the back corner of the garage.
 
4. Add a window in the side of the garage with decorative window shutters to
match the front elevation.
 
5. Continue the stone base to the back corner of the house on the right side
elevation.
 
6. Add at least one window with decorative window shutters in each of the main
rooms on the right side elevation (Living Room, Study, Bedroom 3, and Bedroom
4).
 
7. Provide decorative window grilles in all windows on the side and rear
elevations to match the front of the house.
 
8. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed
to be an approval of, or to have any other impact   on, any other zoning and/or
land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any
other reviews. In addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will
be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any other
Commission or Board approval conditions.  It is the
architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the Design



Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all
zoning code, building permit and signage requirements.
 
9. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations
and policies. 

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Drawings & Documents Exhibits



PIN#: 03-28-301-014 

Single-Family (New) DC 16-012 
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PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  Grimaudo Residence DC Number:  16-012 
Project Address: 407 N. Gibbons Ave. Petitioner Name: Rob Thornton 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Overstreet Builders 

4327 Winterberry Avenue 
Naperville, IL  60654 

Date Prepared: February 16, 2016 Meeting Date: February 23, 2016 

 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new single-family residence. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
Summary  
The proposed design is being forwarded to the Design Commission for review to determine if it meets the standards, 
requirements, and intent of the Village of Arlington Heights Single-Family Design Guidelines, and Chapter 28 (Zoning Ordinance) 
of the Village of Arlington Heights Municipal Code.   
 
The petitioner is proposing to build a new two story residence with a three car attached garage on an existing vacant lot.  The 
proposed home will be the second home built as part of the eight single family lot, 1st United Methodist Church Subdivision, which 
was approved in 2009.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 10,000 
square feet and the proposed residence will have 4,200 square feet.  The project does comply with all R-3 zoning requirements as 
summarized below.   
 

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 25.9 feet 

Side: 8 feet 
Side: 8 feet 

Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 26.12 feet 
Side: 8.25 feet 
Side: 8.25 feet 

Rear: 46.75 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.3 feet to the midpoint 

FAR 4,438 SF 4,200 SF 

Building Lot Coverage  3,500 SF 2,645 SF 

Impervious Surface Coverage Total 5,000 SF 3,474 SF 

 

 

Aerial of Property 

Subject Property 
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This project is appearing before the Design Commission as a requirement of the subdivision approval, and to evaluate the proposed 
architectural design with the context of the neighborhood.  The existing neighborhood is primarily split level homes with detached 
garages built in the late 1950’s, but it is anticipated that the six new single family lots along Gibbons Avenue will be developed with 
larger two story homes that will create a cohesive appearance on the east side of the street. 
 
The overall style and character of the proposed home will fit in very well with the existing adjacent newer home at 401 N. Gibbons.  The 
front wall of the house and porch are in front of the garage which keeps the design emphasis on the main part of the house instead of 
on the garage.  However, the three car garage is wide, and the roof area above the garage is large and a bit dominating.  Additionally, 
the lack of detail on both side elevations should be improved. 
 
The following are recommended revisions to improve the design: 
 

1.  Front Elevation: 
a.   Consider adding decorative dormers on the roof above the garage to break up the large expanse of roofing (refer to 

sketch below). 
b.   Consider recessing the third garage stall an additional two feet to break up the wide appearance of the three car 

garage. 
2. Left (side) Elevation: 

a.   It is recommended to continue the stone base to the back corner of the garage, and add a window in the side of the 
garage with decorative window shutters to match the front elevation. 

3. Right (side) Elevation: 
a.   It is recommended to continue the stone base to the back corner of the house, and add at least one window with 

decorative window shutters in each of the main rooms (Living Room, Study, Bedroom 3, and Bedroom 4) to match 
the character of the front elevation. 

4. General: 
a.   Provide decorative window grilles in all windows on the side and rear elevations to match the front of the house. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
     
 
 
 
   
   As submitted.                     Possible revision (dormers above garage) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission require revisions and approve the proposed new single-family residence to be 
located at 407 N. Gibbons Avenue. This recommendation is subject to compliance with the architectural plans dated 2/4/16 and 
received 2/5/16, and the following:  

 

1. Consider adding decorative dormers on the roof above the garage. 
2. Consider recessing the third garage stall an additional two feet. 
3. Continue the stone base to the back corner of the garage. 
4. Add a window in the side of the garage with decorative window shutters to match the front elevation. 
5. Continue the stone base to the back corner of the house on the right side elevation. 
6. Add at least one window with decorative window shutters in each of the main rooms on the right side elevation (Living Room, 

Study, Bedroom 3, and Bedroom 4). 
7. Provide decorative window grilles in all windows on the side and rear elevations to match the front of the house. 



PIN#: 03-28-301-014 

Single-Family (New) DC 16-012 

 

 

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\992C8ECB-99DB-4CA1-AAA5-A9C19517CC6C\Arlington Heights.4836.1.Staff_Report.doc  

8. This review deals with architectural design only and should not be construed to be an approval of, or to have any other impact 
 on, any other zoning and/or land use issues or decisions that stem from zoning, building, signage or any other reviews. In 
addition to the normal technical review, permit drawings will be reviewed for consistency with the Design Commission and any 
other Commission or Board approval conditions.  It is the architect/homeowner/builder’s responsibility to comply with the 
Design Commission approval and ensure that building permit plans comply with all zoning code, building permit and signage 
requirements. 

9. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
                       February 23, 2016 
Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
 

 

 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner,  DC File 16-012 
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Item: DC#15-156 - Sign Code Modifications - Drive-Through Restaurant Signage

Department:  Planning & Community Development

BACKGROUND
Recently, the Village received a request for a digital order screen with video
capability for an existing drive-through restaurant. A digital order screen is
basically a video screen that allows person to person interaction between the
customer and the employee of the establishment, as well as to display the
customer’s order information. In response to this request, Staff conducted a
study to evaluate the current Village regulations associated with restaurant drive-
through signage, including possibly allowing digital order screens.
 
Electronic signage is not allowed in the Village per the Municipal Code, Chapter
30 - Signs.  Furthermore, the Village does not currently regulate drive-through
restaurant signage.  
 
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the
proposed sign code revisions as follows:
 
1. Modify the current code as outlined in Option 2: Modify the Sign code to allow
Digital Order Screens and to establish regulations for all restaurant drive-through
signage.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Attachment 1 - Proposed Chapter 30 Text
Amendments Exhibits

Attachment II - Planning Advisory Inquiry
Response - Electronic Menu Board Signs Exhibits

Attachment III - Research of Other
Communities Exhibits

Attachment IV - Sample of Existing Drive-
through Restaurant Signage in Arlington
Heights

Exhibits
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DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DC 15-156, January 26, 2016 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Prepared by: Charmain Later 

 
STAFF REPORT 
 

A. Background 
 

B. Possible Options 
 

C. Conclusions 
 

D. Recommendations 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

I. Proposed Chapter 30 Text Amendments, dated January 26, 2016 
II. Planning Advisory Inquiry Response - Electronic Menu Board Signs, dated January 26, 2016 

III. Staff Summary - Research of Other Communities, dated January 26, 2016 
IV. Staff Research – Sample of Existing Drive-through Restaurant Signage in Arlington Heights, dated January 26, 2016 
V. Photos of Existing Drive-through Restaurant Signage in Arlington Heights, dated January 26, 2016 

 

 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A. BACKGROUND: 
Recently, the Village received a request for a digital order screen with video capability for an existing drive-through restaurant.  A digital 
order screen is basically a video screen that allows person to person interaction between the customer and the employee of the 
establishment, as well as to display the customer’s order information.  In response to this request, Staff conducted a study to evaluate 
the current Village regulations associated with restaurant drive-through signage, including possibly allowing digital order screens. 
 
ISSUES:  Electronic signage is not allowed in the Village per the Municipal Code, Chapter 30 - Signs.  Furthermore, the Village does 
not currently regulate drive-through restaurant signage, except for the Special Use zoning review which is required for all new drive-
through restaurants.  
 
RESEARCH:  Staff requested the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Inquiry-Answer Service (PAS) to provide 
information as to how Illinois suburbs similar in size to Arlington Heights regulate electronic menu signs for a restaurant drive-through. 
In total, eleven communities’ sign codes were reviewed for comparison. Typically, the number and size of the menu boards were 
regulated, as well as height and placement.  The results of the PAS research and a staff summary are included as Attachments II and 
III of this report. 

 
Of the eleven (11) communities surveyed: 

 Six (6) of the communities do not include regulations specific to electronic menu boards or digital screens. 

 Five (5) of the communities do regulate drive-through restaurant video screens or digital displays. 

Staff also conducted a survey of the existing drive-through facilities operating in Arlington Heights. Of the total 32 drive-through facilities 
in service in Arlington Heights, 14 are associated with restaurants.  Of these14, only three were visible from the street, with the 
Starbuck’s at 1808 S. Arlington Heights Road being the only relatively recent drive-through with a menu board that is potentially 
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readable from the public right-of-way.  A review of aerial photos of all of the drive-through facilities operating in the Village showed that 
almost all of the restaurants located their drive-through facilities towards the rear of their buildings.  Although most of the restaurant 
drive-through facilities are not readily visible from the public right-of-way, over half were adjacent to residential property. 
 
A sample of eight restaurants in Arlington Heights that operate drive-through service was also identified, and the size and number of 
signs that are part of each drive-through have been researched and documented, both in the field and through a review of the permit 
files.  Below is a summary of the average size of the drive-through signs sampled. 
 

Sample Size of Existing Restaurant Drive-through Signage 

 Menu Boards Pre-sell Menu Boards Clearance Bar/Canopy Speaker Bollard 

Average Size 48 sf 18 sf 10 feet high 5 sf (front face) 

 
Using this information in conjunction with the PAS research collected, Staff was able to formulate applicable recommendations for 
drive-through signage. 
 
B. POSSIBLE OPTIONS: 
Based on staff research on how other communities regulate digital order screens and restaurant drive-through facilities, a review of the 
Village of Arlington Heights current zoning and sign codes, research of the dimensions and location of existing restaurant drive-through 
signage in the Village, and feedback from Planning and Community Development Department staff, the following options for possible 
revisions to the Sign Code are offered. 
 

Option 1: Make no change to the current code. 

 Digital order screens would continue to not be allowed, and drive-through restaurant signage will continue to be 
allowed without specific regulations in association with approved drive-through restaurants.  

 
Option 2: Modify the Sign Code to allow Digital Order Screens and regulate other restaurant drive-through signage.   

 Add “Section 30-208 Drive-through Restaurant Signage” to the Sign Code to allow digital order screens and to 
provide more direction as to the types, number and placement of signage and other structures associated with a 
restaurant drive-through facility.  
 

 Amend “Section 30-101 Definitions” of the Sign Code to include digital order screens and other fixtures associated 
with restaurant drive-through facilities that are currently not defined in the Municipal Code.  

 
C. CONCLUSIONS: 
It is prudent for the Village to be aware of, and prepared for, future requests for types of drive-through restaurant signage that may 
become more common such as digital order screens.  As with any code amendment, the Village will need to monitor the outcome for 
any unforeseen issues.  If undesirable issues were to arise, then recommendations will be made to address them. 
 
D. RECOMMENDATIONS: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the proposed sign code revisions as follows: 
 

1. Modify the current code as outlined in Option 2 above. See Attachment I, Proposed Chapter 30 Text Amendments. 
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DC 15-156, January 26, 2016  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PROPOSED CHAPTER 30 

TEXT AMENDMENTS 

  



Date: 1-26-16 

Section 30-101 Definitions. (New definitions to be added) 

Drive-through Digital Order Screen.  A sign associated with a drive-through restaurant that uses electronic 
means such as combinations of LED’s, fiber optics, light bulbs, or other illumination devices to display order 
information for the customer and/or person to person ordering. 

Drive-through Menu Board. A sign display associated with a restaurant drive-through, either located on a wall or 
as a ground sign, which displays the varieties of food and drink available to the customer at that restaurant 
location only. 

Drive-through Pre-sell Menu Board. Generally, a smaller version of the drive-through menu board which is 
located in proximity to but in advance of the drive-through menu board and displays the food and drink options 
available to the customer at that restaurant location only. 

Drive-through Clearance Bar. A stand-alone structure that alerts a vehicle operator of any height restrictions 
they may encounter on the site. 

 

Section 30-208 – Drive-through Restaurant Signage. (New section to be added in its entirety)   

1. General Provisions. 

a. Dimensions.  No drive-through sign shall exceed seven feet in overall height.  

b. Message.  Drive-through signs may only feature products sold on the premises. 

c. Advertising.  No additional advertising or attachments shall be permitted on the digital order screen, drive-
through menu boards and pre-sell menu boards, speaker bollard, canopies, clearance bar, or exterior of the 
structure. 

d. Location.  

i. All drive-through signage may only be located along approved and operating drive-through lanes.  

ii. Speaker bollards, menu boards, pre-sell menu boards, and digital order screens shall be located 15 
feet minimum from any residential property line. 

iii. Drive-through menu boards, pre-sell menu boards, and digital order screens shall be located in the side 
or rear yards, away from the primary street frontage. 

iv. Drive-through menu boards, pre-sell boards, and digital order screens shall not be oriented towards the 
public right-of-way. 

v. All directional signage located within the drive-through facility shall comply with Chapter 30, Article III, 
Section 30-302 b. 

e. Illumination.  Signs may be internally or externally lit but the light shall be contained to the drive-through 
lane only, and in accordance with Sections 30-117 and 30-118 of this Code. 

f. Landscaping.  All free standing signs shall be located within a landscaped area, separated from and 
protected from vehicular circulation or parking areas. 

 



2. Drive-through Menu Boards. 

a. Number.  One drive-through menu board is allowed per drive-through lane. 

b. Dimensions.  Drive-through menu boards shall not exceed 49 square feet in size.  

c. Digital Order Screens.  Drive-through menu boards may include a digital order screen that complies with 
the regulations outlined in Section 30-208.4 of this Code. 

3. Drive-through Pre-sell Menu Boards. 

a. Number.  One drive-through pre-sell menu board is allowed per drive-through lane. 

b. Dimensions.  Drive-through pre-sell menu boards shall not exceed 24 square feet in size.   

c. Location.  Drive-through pre-sell menu boards should be located in close proximity to the drive-through 
menu board. 

4. Drive-through Digital Order Screens. 

a. Number.  One digital order screen display is allowed per drive-through lane. 

b. Dimensions.  Digital order screens shall not exceed two square feet in size. 

c. Display.  When not engaged, the digital order screen shall have a non-glare, unobtrusive static display. 

5. Other allowed drive-through structures. 

a. Speaker Bollard:  One speaker bollard is allowed per drive-through lane. The speaker bollard may include a 
digital order screen. No business or product signage shall be permitted on the speaker exterior. 

b. Clearance Bar: One clearance bar structure is allowed per drive-through lane. A clearance bar shall not 
include business or product signage and shall be of a simple design that complements the building design 
and signage. 

c. Canopy: One canopy is allowed per drive-through lane and shall not display business or product signage or 
additional advertising. Canopies shall be of a simple design that complements the building design and 
signage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Summary Chart of Allowable Restaurant Drive-Through Signage and Fixtures 

  Number  Dimensions Illumination Location 

Drive - through Menu 
Board 

One per drive- 
through lane. 

Not to exceed 49 
square feet. 

Per Section 30-117 and 30-118 of 
the Municipal Code. May include a 
digital order screen. 

Shall be positioned away from 
the primary street frontage. 
Must be located 15 feet from 
residential property line. 

Drive - through Pre-sell 
Menu Board 

One per drive- 
through lane. 

Not to exceed 24 
square feet. 

Per Section 30-117 and 30-118 of 
the Municipal Code. 

Shall be positioned away from 
the primary street frontage, and 
in close proximity to the Drive-
through Menu Board.  Must be 
located 15 feet from residential 
property line. 

Drive - through Digital 
Order Screen 

One per drive- 
through lane. 

Not to exceed two 
(2) square feet. 

Per Section 30-117 and 30-118 of 
the Municipal Code. When not in 
use, an unobtrusive static display 
must be shown. 

Shall be positioned away from 
the primary street frontage. 
Must be located 15 feet from 
residential property line. 

Speaker bollard One per drive- 
through lane. 

NA 

If the speaker bollard has a digital 
order screen, no advertising may be 
displayed. 

Shall be positioned away from 
the primary street frontage. 
Must be located 15 feet from 
residential property line. 

Clearance Bar and Canopy One per drive- 
through lane. NA NA NA 
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PLANNING ADVISORY INQUIRY RESPONSE – 
ELECTRONIC MENU BOARD SIGNS 
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STAFF RESEARCH – SAMPLE OF EXISTING  

DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 

IN ARLINGTON HEIGHTS 

 



Sample of Arlington Heights Existing Drive‐through Restaurant Signage

Culver's McDonald's McDonald's Dunkin Donuts
2060 E. Northwest Hwy 15 E. Dundee 1920 N. A. H.  1818 W. Northwest Hwy

Type of Sign (HxW of sign face) sf (HxW of sign face) sf (HxW of sign face) sf (HxW of sign face) sf

Pre sell menu board 5'‐2" x 4'‐7" 23.7 none none none
OAH = 6'‐2"

Menu Board 5'‐2" x 8'‐10" 45.7 8'‐7" x 4'‐9" 40.8 5'‐3" x 9' 47.6 5'‐4" x 9'‐3" 49
OAH = 6'‐2" OAH = 6'‐5" OAH = 6'‐8" OAH = 7'‐3"

Order Confirmation 1'‐9" x 4'‐8" 8.4 9'‐4" x 11'‐3"
OAH = 4'‐8" speaker on canopy sign  stand alone speaker none

cardboard attached to 
menu boards no yes yes yes
cardboard yard sign yes yes yes no
Clearance bar height none 10'‐2" x 18' (double lanes) 11' x 10' 8'‐11" x 6'‐5" speaker attached

Starbuck's Starbuck's Taco Bell Pete's Coffee
(Size of sign face) 2964 W. Euclid 1808 S. A H. Road 1530 W. Algonquin 1017 W. Dundee
Type of Sign (HxW) sf (HxW) sf (HxW) sf (HxW) sf

Pre sell menu board none 4' x 3' 12 none none
OAH = 6'

Menu Board 4'‐1" x 8'‐1" 33 4'‐1" x 8'‐1" 33 5'‐1" x 4'‐6" 22.8 Size not in files. Changed sign from 
OAH = 6'‐1" OAH = 6' no OAH Caribou to Pete's ‐ permit NA?

Order Confirmation none in file 4'‐1" x 10"
speaker bollard speaker bollard speaker bollard speaker bollard

cardboard attached to 
menu boards no no no no
cardboard yard sign no no temp. menu sign no
Clearance bar height no no dimensions in file



Item: DC#15-157 - Sign Code Modifications - Manual Change Bulletin
Boards/Changeable Panel Signs

Department:  Planning & Community Development

BACKGROUND
 
Recently, the Village received an inquiry about installing a ground sign that
would include both a permanent business identification sign panel and a printed,
changeable product advertisement sign panel. In 2010, the Sign Code was
amended to add a definition for Manual Change Bulletin Boards and to establish
design considerations for manual change bulletin boards. At that time, the type
of manual change bulletin board envisioned was the traditional type of manual
change bulletin board that involves the changing of individual letters affixed to a
background.  Printed, changeable product advertisement sign panels were not
envisioned.  
 
Additionally, the Sign Code does not currently regulate the maximum sizes or the
proportions of manual change bulletin boards incorporated into ground,
monument or wall signs in the Business (B), Manufacturing (M), and Institutional
(I) districts.
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the
proposed sign code revisions as follows:
 
1. Modify the current code as outlined in Option 3: Modify the Sign Code to
allow ground signs and wall signs with manual change bulletin boards that
utilize either changeable text or changeable printed product advertisement sign
panels.  Modify the Sign Code to establish a maximum size for manual change
bulletin boards.  

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Attachment I - Proposed Chapter 30 Text
Amendments Exhibits

Attachment II - Examples of Changeable
Panel Signs Exhibits
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DC 15-157, January 26, 2016 

Department of Planning and Community Development 

Prepared by:   Nora Boyer 

  

STAFF REPORT 

A. Background  

B. Possible Options 

C. Recommendations 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

I. Proposed Chapter 30 Text Amendments, dated January 26, 2016 

II. Examples of Changeable Panel Signs, dated January 26, 2016 

 

 

A. BACKGROUND: 

Recently, the Village received an inquiry from the owner of Elle Gant Home Design (1002 W. Dundee) and the LED 

Craft sign company about installing a ground sign at the Elle Gant Home Design business location that would include 

both a permanent business identification sign panel and a printed, changeable product advertisement sign panel. The 

proposed ground sign is 6 feet tall with a total sign area of 27 square feet (54” (h) x 72” (w)). The proposed sign face 

is composed of: 

 

 An upper, business identification sign panel that is 1/3 of the sign area (18” (h) x 72” (w) or 9 square feet). ; 

and 

 A lower printed, changeable, product advertisement panel that is 2/3 of the sign area (36” (h) x 72” (w) or 18 

square feet).  

 

The LED Craft sign company provided 5 examples of printed, changeable, product advertisement panels. 

 

ISSUES:  Staff has the following concerns with respect to the proposed sign: 

1) In 2010, the Sign Code was amended (Ordinance 10-001) to add a definition of Manual Change Bulletin 

Board and design considerations for manual change bulletin boards.  The Sign Code states that manual 

change bulletin boards may be incorporated into permitted ground, monument, and wall signs in the 

Business (B), Manufacturing (M), and Institutional (I) districts as the lower portion of the overall signs. The 

type of manual change bulletin board envisioned when the Sign Code was amended was the traditional type 

of manual change bulletin board that involves the changing of letters affixed to a background. Printed, 

changeable product advertisement sign panels were not envisioned. 

2) The Village does not require sign permits when the letters are changed on a traditional manual change 

bulletin board but does require sign permits when sign panels are changed. Under this policy, a business 

would be required to obtain a sign permit every time a printed, changeable sign panel is changed. 



3) There is concern regarding the proposed proportions of the permanent business identification panel relative 

to the changeable product advertisement panel. On the proposed sign, 1/3 of the sign area is composed of 

the business identification panel and 2/3 of the sign area is composed of the changeable product 

advertisement panel. The Sign Code does not regulate the maximum sizes or the proportions of manual 

change bulletin boards incorporated into ground, monument or wall signs in the Business (B), Manufacturing 

(M), and Institutional (I) districts. However, signs where the majority of the sign area would be changeable 

product advertisement panels are contrary to the Village’s intent that product messaging be subordinate to 

business identification. 

4) If done right, this may be an aesthetically nice concept. However, allowing printed, changeable product 

advertisement  panels would circumvent current permit requirements unless permits are obtained every time 

the panels are changed. Additionally, the majority of the sign areas of signs should be permanent. 

 

RESEARCH: 

Manual Change Bulletin Boards 

In 2010, the Sign Code was amended by adding a definition and design considerations for manual change bulletin 

boards. These amendments to the Sign Code were recommended by the Design Commission and approved by the 

Village Board as Ordinance 10-001. 

 

The definition of Manual Change Bulletin Board is “a portion of a ground sign or wall sign used to advertise a sale, 

event or a product utilizing manual change copy.” It appears from the discussion in the minutes of the Design 

Commission meetings that the type of manual change bulletin board discussed was the traditional type with 

changeable letters affixed to a background.  

 

The amendments to the Sign Code made by Ordinance 10-001 also added Sections 30-305 Manual Change Bulletin 

Boards to Article III of the Sign Code (concerning ground signs) and Section 30-405 Manual Change Bulletin Boards 

to Article IV of the Sign Code (concerning wall signs). These new sections of the Code state that manual change 

bulletin boards shall be incorporated into ground, monument, and wall signs as the lower portion of the overall sign. It 

is believed that the intent behind requiring that the manual change bulletin board be the lower part of the sign is that 

the changing message be subordinate to the portion of the sign that identifies the business. 

 

Further, Section 30-305 and 30-405 added the following design considerations for manual change bulletin boards to 

the Sign Code: “high quality sign that is attractive and contributes to the sign and overall character of the corridor; 

overall legibility of text and cohesiveness to the overall sign should be considered; consider using one consistent font 

color and types that creates a high contrast against the background or field area; the font should create a legible 

message; and it is preferred that the text be balanced, either centered, or right or left justified.”  

 

Existing Changeable Panel Signs 

There is one printed, changeable panel sign existing in Arlington Heights.  It is the ground sign for the Southminster 

Presbyterian Church located at 916 E Central Road. The church originally requested to install a ground sign with an 

electronic message board and requested variations for the height and sign area of the ground sign. During the 

Design Commission review process, the church decided to change their proposal to a ground sign which is 

composed of an identification panel and a printed, changeable panel.      

 

 



B. POSSIBLE OPTIONS: 

 Option 1: Make no change in the current code. 

 Continue to allow traditional manual change bulletin boards that involve changing letters on a 

background.  Changeable panel signs would continue to not be allowed. 

 

Option 2: Modify the Sign Code, but do not change current policy. 

 Amend the definition of Manual Change Bulletin Boards describing them as a portion of a ground sign 

or wall sign used to advertise a sale, event or a product utilizing manual change copy text.  

 Continue to allow traditional manual change bulletin boards that involve changing letters on a 

background.  Changeable panel signs would continue to not be allowed. 

 

Option 3: Modify the Sign Code to allow ground signs and wall signs with manual change bulletin 

boards that utilize either changeable text or changeable printed product advertisement sign panels. 

 Amend the definition of Manual Change Bulletin Boards to permit manual change bulletin boards with 

either changeable text or changeable printed product advertisement sign panels. 

 Amend Sections 30-305 Manual Change Bulletin Boards under the Code provisions concerning ground 

signs and Section 30-405 Manual Change Bulletin Boards under Code provisions concerning wall signs 

to add the following regulations:  

o The maximum size of manual change bulletin boards with changeable letters or changeable, 

printed product advertisement panels shall not exceed 50% of the total allowed sign area or 30 

square feet, whichever is less. 

o Messages on manual change bulletin boards and changeable printed panels shall be limited to 

pertinent information related to the business operation, products produced or sold or service 

rendered on-site. No off premise advertising is permitted. 

 

C. RECOMMENDATIONS: 

It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the proposed sign code revisions as follows: 

 

1. Modify the current code as outlined in Option 3 above.  See Attachment I, Proposed Chapter 30 Text 

Amendments.  
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Section 30-101 Definitions 

 

22. Manual Change Bulletin Board. A portion of a ground sign or wall sign used to advertise a sale, event or a 

project utilizing manual change copy text affixed to a background or manual change printed sign panels.   

 

Section 30–305 Manual Change Bulletin Boards (ground signs) 

 

a. The manual change bulletin board shall be incorporated into a ground sign or monument sign as the lower 

portion of the overall sign. In no instance shall the manual change bulletin board portion of the sign 

comprise more than 50 percent of the sign area, or exceed a maximum of 30 square feet, whichever is less. 

Messages on manual change bulletin boards and changeable printed panels shall be limited to information 

related to the business operation, products produced or sold or service rendered on-site. No off premise 

advertising is permitted.  

 

b. The following are design considerations for these signs: high quality sign that is attractive and contributes to 

the sign and overall character of the corridor; overall legibility of text and cohesiveness to the overall sign 

should be considered; consider using one consistent font color and type that creates a high contrast against 

the background or field area; the font should create a legible message; and it is preferred that the text be 

balanced, either centered, or right or left justified. 

 

Section 30-405 Manual Change Bulletin Boards (wall signs) 

 

a. The manual change bulletin board shall be incorporated into a wall sign as a portion of the overall wall sign. 

In no instance shall the manual change bulletin board portion of the sign comprise more than 50 percent of 

the sign area, or exceed a maximum of 30 square feet, whichever is less. Messages on manual change 

bulletin boards and changeable printed panels shall be limited to information related to the business 

operation, products produced or sold or service rendered on-site. No off premise advertising is permitted. 

 

b. The following are design considerations for these signs: high quality sign that is attractive and contributes to 

the sign and overall character of the corridor; overall legibility of text and cohesiveness to the overall sign 

should be considered; consider using one consistent font color and type that creates a high contrast against 

the background or field area; the font should create a legible message; and it is preferred that the text be 

balanced, either centered, or right or left justified. 



MANUAL CHANGE BULLETIN BOARDS / CHANGEABLE PANEL SIGNS 

ATTACHMENT II 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DC 15-157, January 26, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXAMPLES OF CHANGEABLE PANEL SIGNS - 

FOR REFERENCE ONLY 

  



Southminster Presbyterian Church, 916 E. Central Road 

 

 

 



NOTE: This initial concept is for visual presentation only. Final design, dimensions and customization is subject to customer approval prior to production.
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Item: DC#15-167 - Sign Code Modifications - Residential Ground Signs

Department:  Planning & Community Development

BACKGROUND
 
The Zoning Code allows certain non-residential uses (ex. places of worship and
schools) to be located in residential zoning districts. Signage for such uses is
regulated under Sign Code Section 30-203 Residential (R) Districts Signage
Provisions. However, the current requirements are confusing, with differing
requirements for ground signs and manual change bulletin boards. Additionally,
code requires public notification and review for certain sizes of this type of
signage that may be overly burdensome. Finally, the current size restrictions for
this type of signage may be too restrictive and do not take into consideration the
location of signs along major roads versus residential streets.
 
RECOMMENDATION
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the
proposed sign code revisions as follows:
 
Modify the current code as outlined in Option 3: Omit the current public
notification requirements for code compliant signs. Increase the maximum
allowed sign size along major roads. Increase the maximum manual change
bulletin board size. Include design criteria.

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Staff Report Board or Commission Report
Chapter 30 Text Amendments Exhibits
Summary of Church Ground Sign
Variations Exhibits
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DC 15-167, January 26, 2016 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
Prepared by: Nora Boyer and Steve Hautzinger 
 

STAFF REPORT 

A. Background 
B. Possible Options 
C. Recommendations 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

I. Proposed Chapter 30 Text Amendments, dated January 26, 2016 
II. Summary of Church Ground Sign Variations, dated January 26, 2016 

 

 

A. BACKGROUND: 

The Zoning Code allows certain non-residential uses (ex. places of worship and schools) in residential zoning 

districts. Signage for such uses is regulated under Sign Code Section 30-203 Residential (R) Districts Signage 

Provisions, which states that only the following signs are permitted in residential districts: 

 

Section 30-203 (b) states: 

“Manual change bulletin boards, not over 12 square feet in area for public, charitable, educational or 

religious institutions when located on the premises of said institutions. Any sign more than 12 square feet in 

area must be reviewed by the Design Commission and approved by the Village Board of Trustees. The 

application for such approval must comply with the notification requirements for sign variation.” 

 

Section 30-203 (h) states: 

“Ground signs accessory to a permitted non-residential use, provided that the height of such sign shall not 

exceed six feet and the surface area of such sign shall not exceed 25 square feet. Proposed signs, which 

are greater than 12 square feet, must comply with the notification requirements of this Section.” 

 

 

      Table 1.  Summary of Residential Ground Sign Requirements: 

 Permitted with 
Administrative 
Approval 

Requires DC 
Review 

Notification Required for 
Design Commission Review 

Requires Village 
Board Review 

Manual Change 
Bulletin Board 

12 sf and under If over 12 sf  Same as for a variation 
(posting of sign and mailing) 

Village Board 
approval required if 
over 12 sf up to 25 
sf. Variation required 
if over 25 sf. 

Ground Sign 12 sf and under If over 12 sf 
up to 25 sf 

Same as for a variation 
(posting of sign and mailing) 

Variation required if 
over 25 sf. 

 

 

 

 



ISSUES:  Staff has the following concerns with respect to the current residential ground sign requirements: 

 

1) Code Clarity.  The current sign code requirements are confusing, with differing requirements for ground 

signs and manual change bulletin boards. 

2) Levels of Review and Notification Requirements.  There is no incentive for an applicant to comply with code 

when a code compliant sign requires the same public review process as a sign variation.  Additionally, there 

is a lack of cohesive policy with respect to the review requirements for manual change bulletin boards and 

ground signs in residential districts. Both types of signs must follow the Sign Code’s notification 

requirements for sign variations as outlined in Section 30-804.  However, bulletin boards in excess of 12 

square feet require both Design Commission review and Village Board approval, while ground signs in 

excess of 12 square feet up to 25 square feet require only Design Commission review.  Staff feels that the 

levels of review and notification requirements are overly burdensome and should be omitted. 

3) Sign Size.  Based on previous sign variation requests from numerous churches, Staff feels that the sizes of 

manual change bulletin boards and ground signs in residential areas may be too restrictive. 

 

RESEARCH:  Since 1995, there have been ten sign reviews for religious institutions in residential districts proposing 

signs in excess of 12 square feet.  One of the applications (for a 44 square foot sign) was approved by the Design 

Commission but was withdrawn prior to reaching the Village Board.  All nine of the other applications were approved.   

 

The following is a summary of the nine approved signs: 

 Four were at or below 25 square feet.  The majority of which are located on secondary arterial, collector, 

and local streets. 

 Five ranged from 30 to 50 square feet.  The majority of which are located on major arterial streets. 

 

Section 30-203 addresses the maximum size of signage in residential districts, and Article III “Ground Signs” of the 

Sign Code addresses the number of permitted ground signs.  Section 30-302 allows no more than one ground sign 

per street frontage.  If the building has more than one street frontage, an additional ground sign is permitted, provided 

that there is a minimum of 800 feet of separation between the ground signs as measured along the right-of-way.  

Research reveals that only one non-residential use located in a residential zoning district that has more than one 

ground sign.  These signs do not meet the 800 foot separation requirement, and therefore, required a variation.  

Since the vast majority of non-residential uses in residential districts have just one ground sign, the manual change 

bulletin boards (if present) are incorporated into the ground sign. 

 

 

B. POSSIBLE OPTIONS : 

 

 Option 1:  Make no change to the current code. 

 Continue to permit manual change bulletin boards not in excess of 12 square feet and ground 

signs not in excess of 12 square feet without review by the Design Commission or approval by 

the Village Board.  

 Continue to require review by the Design Commission and approval by the Village Board for 

manual change bulletin boards in excess of 12 square feet. 

 Continue to require Design Commission review of ground signs over 12 square feet up to 25 

square feet.  

 Continue to require public notification, as required for sign variations, for manual change 

bulletin boards in excess of 12 square feet and ground signs over 12 square feet up to 25 

square feet. 



 

 Option 2:  Clarify the existing code requirements.  Omit the notification requirements. 

 Combine the code sections for residential ground signs, and clarify that manual change 

bulletin boards are allowed as part of the ground sign, not as separate signs. 

 Allow residential ground signs up to 25 sf without Design Commission review, and omit the 

requirements for public notification. 

 The maximum size for manual change bulletin boards would remain as 12 square feet. 

 Any signs exceeding the permitted sizes shall require sign variations. 

 

Option 3:  Omit the notification requirements.  Increase the maximum allowed sign size along major 
roads.  Increase the maximum manual change bulletin board size.  Include design criteria. 

 Combine the code sections for residential ground signs, and clarify that manual change 

bulletin boards are allowed as part of the ground sign, not as separate signs. 

 Allow residential ground signs up to 25 sf without Design Commission review, and omit the 

requirements for public notification. 

 Allow residential ground signs up to 48 sf when located along major roads, with speed limit of 

40 mph or greater.  This size is consistent with the requirement for ground signs in the O-T 

(Office Transitional) Zoning District. 

 Increase the maximum size for manual change bulletin boards to 75% of the permitted ground 

sign area or 30 sf, whichever is less.  Non-residential uses, such as churches and schools, 

often use the majority of their sign area for displaying community messages. 

 Add design criteria for sign to be compatible with the architecture of the building. 

 Any signs exceeding the permitted sizes would require sign variations. 

 

C. RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that the Design Commission recommend approval of the proposed sign code revisions as follows: 

1. Modify the current code as outlined in Option 3 above. See Attachment I, Proposed Chapter 30 Text 
Amendments. 
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PROPOSED CHAPTER 30 

TEXT AMENDMENTS 

  



Date: 1-26-16 

Section 30-203 Residential (R) Districts Signage Provisions.  Only the following signs are permitted in 

Residential Districts.  All requirements and restrictions outlined in this Section pertain only to those 

properties zoned Residential. 

b.  Manual change bulletin boards, not over 12 square feet in area for public, charitable, educational or 

religious institutions when located on the premises of said institutions.  Any sign more than 12 square feet 

in area must be reviewed by the Design Commission and approved by the Village Board of Trustees.  The 

application for such approval must comply with the notification requirements for sign variations. 

h. b.  Ground signs accessory to a permitted non-residential use, provided that the height of such sign shall 

not exceed six feet and the surface area of such sign shall not exceed 25 square feet.  Signs located on a 

roadway with a speed limit of 40 miles per hour or greater may be up to 48 square feet in area.  Proposed 

signs, which are greater than 12 square feet, must comply with the notification requirements of this section.  

A manual change bulletin board may be incorporated as part of the ground sign, but the bulletin board may 

not exceed 75 percent of the permitted sign size or 30 square feet, whichever is less.  The area of the 

manual change bulletin board shall not increase the overall permitted sign size.  All signs must be designed 

to be compatible with the architectural style of the development.  Refer to Article III of this Chapter for 

additional requirements for ground signs.  
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SUMMARY OF CHURCH 

GROUND SIGN VARIATIONS 



Summary of Church Ground Sign Variations 

 Overall Sign 
Area 

Bulletin Board Sign 
area 

Reviewed/Approved by Comments 

Living Christ Church 
DC95-007 
625 E Dundee - Major 
arterial 

48 square feet 26 square feet DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variation for 48 SF sign where 25 sf is permitted..  
Sign includes  a bulletin board over 12 sf 

Arlington Countryside 
Church 
DC96-023 
916 E Hintz - Major 
arterial 

24 square feet None DC and Village Board 
approval 

Approval of a 24 sf sign where 12 sf is permitted. 

Northwest Covenant 
Church 
DC96-025 
511 W Rand - Major 
arterial 

30 square feet None DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variation for a 30 sf sign where 25 sf is permitted, 
allow 35’ separation of signs where 800’ is 
required, allow advertisement of off premises 
services.   

First Presbyterian 
Church 
DC97-022 
302 N Dunton - Local 
Street 

25 square feet None DC approval and Village 
Board approval 

Village Board approval was required for 6’ set-
back where 15’ is required, variation and review 
was required for a ground sign over 12 sf 

St. Simon’s Church 
DC97-036 
717 Kirchoff – Sec. 
arterial 

24 square feet None DC approval and Village 
Board approval 

Review of ground sign of 24 sf where 12 sf is 
permitted 

Cross and Crown 
Community Church 
DC98-023 
1122 W Rand - Major 
Arterial 

50 square feet 30 square feet DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variation for: 
50 sf sign where 25 sf is permitted. Allow 9’2” tall 
sign where 6’ is permitted.  Bulletin board is over 
12 sf. Set back of 3 ft where 15 ft is required 

Lutheran Church of 
Cross 
DC01-016 
2025 S Goebbert - 
Collector 

40 square feet 20 square feet DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variation granted for 40 sf sign where 25 sf is 
permitted, 20 sf bulletin bd where 12 sf is 
permitted, & 3’ setback where 15 ft is required 

Southminster 
Presbyterian Church 

48 square feet 16 square feet 
(panel) 

DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variation granted for 48 sf sign where 25 sf is 
permitted and 7’ height where 6’ is permitted 



DC07-008 
916 E Central - Major 
arterial 
 

Our Lady of the Wayside 
DC07-149 
434 W Park - Local 
Street 

 24 square feet 17 square feet DC and Village Board 
approval 

Variations granted included set-back of 12 feet 
where 15 ft is required, second ground sign within 
252 ft where 800 feet is required. Approval of 
bulletin board with  4 rows of 6 in. letters.  

 

Summary of Church Ground Sign Variations arranged by Street Size 

 Overall Sign Area Bulletin Board Sign area 

Major Arterial   

Living Christ Church, 625 E Dundee (DC95-007) 
 

48 square feet 26 square feet 

Arlington Countryside Church, 916 E Hintz (DC96-023) 
 

24 square feet None 

Northwest Covenant Church, 511 W Rand (DC96-025) 
 

30 square feet None 

Cross and Crown Comm. Church, 1122 W Rand (DC98-023) 
 

50 square feet 30 square feet 

Southminster Presbyterian Church, 916 E Central  (DC07-
008) 
 

48 square feet 16 square feet (panel) 

 Average: 40  

Secondary Arterial   

St. Simon’s Church, 717 Kirchoff (DC97-036) 
 

24 square feet None 

   

Collector   

Lutheran Church of Cross, 2025 S Goebbert (DC01-016) 
 

40 square feet 20 square feet 

     

Local Street   

First Presbyterian, 302 N Dunton (97-022) 25 square feet None 

Our Lady of the Wayside, 434 W Park (DC07-149)  24 square feet 17 square feet 
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