
Agenda  
Village of Arlington Heights

Design Commission
Community Room, 3rd Floor

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

January 26, 2016
6:30 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 1/5/16

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. DC#15-160 - 817 S. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Addition

B. DC#15-162 - 737 N. Wilshire Ln. - SF/Teardown

C. DC#15-166 - 630 N. Salem Ave. - SF/Teardown

D. DC#12-103 - Sign Code Modifications
Intent & Purpose

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

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

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

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

A. DC#09-025 - Village-Wide Electronic Signs



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.



Item: Minutes - 1/5/16

Department:  Planning & Community Development

ATTACHMENTS:
Description Type
Minutes 1/5/16 Minutes
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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. 

JANUARY 5, 2016 

 

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

Members Present: Ted Eckhardt, Chair 

   Anthony Fasolo 

   John Fitzgerald 

          

Members Absent: Jonathan Kubow 

   Alan Bombick 

    

Also Present:  Carole Wisniewski, JRC Design Build for 603 E. Euclid Ave. 

   James Cochran, JRC Design Build for 603 E. Euclid Ave. 

   Donna & Peter Schmelzer, Owners of 603 E. Euclid Ave. 

   Tony VanDijk, Emerald Homes for 404 W. Olive St. 

   Sean Kelly, RMB LLC for 914 N. Illinois Ave. 

   Peter McGovern, T.P. Carpentry for 1810 N. Fernandez Ave. 

   Steve Gawlick, S.G. Architects for 1810 N. Fernandez Ave. 

   Steve Hautzinger, Staff Liaison    

 

 

REVIEW OF MEETING MINUTES FROM DECEMBER 8 , 2015 

 

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

APPROVE THE MEETING MINUTES OF DECEMBER 8, 2015.  ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION 

CARRIED. 

 

Chair Eckhardt stated that with only 3 commissioners here tonight, projects being approved tonight 

would require a positive vote from all 3 commissioners.  Petitioners have the option to reschedule to a 

future meeting when all 5 commissioners are present.  There was no response from the petitioners. 
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ITEM 1. SINGLE-FAMILY ADDITION REVIEW 

 

DC#15-146 – 603 E. Euclid Ave.  

 

Carole Wisniewski and James Cochran, representing JRC Design Build, and Peter & Donna Schmelzel, 

the homeowners, were present on behalf of the project. 

 

Mr. Hautzinger presented Staff comments and clarified that this project is an addition, not a teardown as 

indicated on the agenda.  The petitioner is proposing to add a two-story addition to the rear of an 

existing two story house.  The existing detached garage will remain.  This project received zoning 

variation approvals from the Zoning Board of Appeals on December 14, 2015 for the following variations: 

• A 6.2 foot variation to allow an exterior side setback of 21.5 feet from the west property line, where 

27.7 feet is required. 

• A 359 sf variation to allow 4,292 sf of floor area (F.A.R.), where 3,933 sf maximum is allowed. 

• A 2 foot variation to allow an 8 foot separation between the proposed addition and the existing 

detached garage (measured from roof eave to roof eave) where 10 feet is required. 

 

The existing neighborhood has a very traditional character with many historic homes.  The existing house 

has a nice, traditional appearance that fits very well in the Rec Park neighborhood and along the historic 

Euclid Avenue corridor.  The proposed design is intended to create a fresh, clean, modern appearance, 

but it does still retain an overall traditional feel.  However, Staff does have the following concerns and 

recommendations regarding the proposed design: 

 

Materials/Colors: 

• The proposed black windows without shutters will be somewhat of a modern look.  White 

windows with decorative shutters would be more contextual with the neighborhood. 

 

Front Elevation (Facing Euclid Avenue): 

• The entry portico on the front of the house is being replaced with a simple, understated portico.  It 

is recommended that the design of the portico be further developed to enhance the appearance 

of the front door. 

 

Exterior Side Elevation (facing Douglas Avenue): 

• One of the goals of the Village’s Single-Family Design Guidelines is that “…New additions will look 

like they belong and not dominate or change the character of the original building”.  The proposed 

addition on the rear of the house is large and dominates the existing home.  Additions are always 

encouraged to be seamless with the existing house, and the proposed design clearly stands out as 

an addition. 

• A simpler rectangular form for the addition is recommended to complement the massing, scale, 

and composition of the original house. 

• The large gable on the second floor is out of scale with the rest of the house and is recommended 

to be omitted. 

• The second floor windows on the addition are higher than the second floor windows on the 

existing house.  It is recommended that the windows in the addition be horizontally aligned with 

the existing house for a cohesive appearance. 
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Staff was recommending that the Design Commission require revisions to the design; however, yesterday 

Staff received revisions in response to the comments in the Staff report, which included 2 options.  Staff 

felt that Option 2 was going in the right direction and he recommended the commissioners take this into 

consideration in their review. 

 

Ms. Wisniewski said that the homeowners want their guests to use the new entrance facing Douglas 

Avenue; therefore, the focus of the addition was on this secondary entrance on the west elevation.  The 

design of the front entry portico on the north elevation can be improved from what is shown on the 

drawings.  It is in need of repair, but it can be rebuilt to match the existing design.  As many windows as 

possible were incorporated into the west elevation to take advantage of the views, and the proposed 

window height was preferred by the homeowner because of his tall height; however, Option 2 does 

provide for the windows to be aligned with the existing house, if required.  She added that the existing 

top of the window height is only 5.5 feet above the floor.  With regards to the color scheme, the 

homeowners were not opposed to considering white windows, white trim and blue siding, to give a 

more traditional appearance, with photos of similar homes being presented.  Ms. Wisniewski concluded 

that different massing and window arrangement could be done on the second floor of the addition; 

however, the homeowners want multiple windows to maximize the views on the west elevation, and 

eliminating the large dormer on the west elevation would limit the second-floor square footage that the 

homeowners are trying to achieve.   

 

Mr. Schmelzer said that parking is not allowed on Euclid and guests must park on Douglas where there is 

no sidewalk.  They never use the front entrance on Euclid and want to make the secondary entrance on 

Douglas more welcoming.  He understood that there could not be two front entrances on a home and 

hoped that Option 2 presented tonight accommodates the concerns raised by Staff.  He added that they 

prefer white windows with the Wedgewood Grey/Blue siding, instead of the originally proposed black 

windows.   

 

Commissioner Fasolo liked Option 2 that was submitted tonight because it fit in better with the existing 

home.  He preferred the white windows with the grey siding, or trying to keep with the color and style of 

the existing windows and shutters.  Mr. Schmelzer replied that they prefer not to use shutters and want 

a different look for the home, and he provided photos of the homes across the street that have white 

windows without shutters.  Commissioner Fasolo was in favor of the white windows and grey siding 

being proposed, the front entry portico being rebuilt to match existing as previously stated by the 

petitioner, and aligning the windows on the west elevation as shown in Option 2. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the black windows being proposed as well as the revised color 

combinations presented tonight in the photos.  He did encourage the design of the front entry portico 

along Euclid to be further developed, but felt that replicating the existing details would not match the 

new look for the house.  He felt the originally proposed second-floor gable was too big and 

overpowering, and he liked Option 2 because it fit everything nicely.  He disagreed with Staff’s 

suggestion to revise the roof over the screen porch; he liked the clean line of the roof as proposed and 

the way it ties into the side door.  Overall, he felt the addition was nice and he was not opposed to 

updating a traditional home.     

 

Chair Eckhardt stated that he typically likes additions to blend in with the existing home.  However, he 

was fine with the design as submitted which looks like two different houses and includes different roof 

pitches, shed dormers above the windows, raised windows on the addition, and he was indifferent to the 

black window color.  With regards to the two options presented tonight, he preferred Option 1 that has a 
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mix of hip and shed roofs.  He asked the petitioner for his preference between the three designs being 

shown tonight, having now heard the comments made by the commissioners.   

 

Mr. Schmelzel reiterated their preference for the Wedgewood blue/gray siding with white windows, and 

the three gable dormers option as shown in Option 2, but with the height of the windows raised similar 

to the original design.   

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald was ok with keeping the shed dormers above all of the windows as originally 

submitted but with the revised large center gable as shown in Option 2, which could be a little bigger if 

necessary.  He preferred that the windows be the same size on all sides.  Mr. Cochran asked if all of the 

sheds could be changed to gables, and the commissioners were not opposed to this.  Commissioner 

Fasolo preferred all gables.  The petitioner stated their preference for all gables as well.  Chair Eckhardt 

said that he was in favor of the raised windows as originally proposed to accommodate the petitioner’s 

height.  The other commissioners concurred.   

 

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

APPROVE THE ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN FOR THE PROPOSED ADDITION TO THE EXISTING SINGLE-

FAMILY HOME LOCATED AT 603 E. EUCLID AVENUE.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH 

THE PLANS DATED 11/09/15 AND RECEIVED 11/13/15, 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. APPROVAL FOR WHITE WINDOWS, WHITE TRIM, AND WEDGEWOOD BLUE SIDING, OR SIMILAR, 

TO BE APPROVED BY STAFF. 

2. THAT WHEN THE FRONT PORTICO IS REBUILT, THAT IT BE THE SAME SCALE AS THE EXISTING 

PORTICO, BUT THAT THE DETAILING BE SIMPLIFIED AND APPROVED BY STAFF. 

3. THAT ALL SECOND-FLOOR WINDOWS HAVE GABLES INSTEAD OF SHED DORMERS. 

4. THAT THE SECOND-FLOOR GABLE ON THE WEST ELEVATION BE AS SHOWN IN OPTION 2 OR IT CAN 

BE BIGGER, TO BE APPROVED BY STAFF. 

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. 

 

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

the audience. 

ECKHARDT, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED.  
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ITEM 2.  SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 

 

DC#15-148 – 404 W. Olive St. 

 

Tony VanDijk, representing Emerald Homes, was present on behalf of the project. 

 

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

story residence and detached garage to build a new two story residence with a new detached garage.  

The project complies with the R-3 zoning requirements.  The existing neighborhood consists of a mix of 

single story, one-and-a-half story, and some newer two story homes, with the majority of homes being 

single story.  This project is appearing before the Design Commission to evaluate the proposed 

architectural design with the context of the neighborhood.  The subject property is a corner lot.  The 

proposed detached garage will be in approximately the same location in the rear of the property as the 

existing detached garage.  This is the ideal location for the garage on a corner lot which allows the design 

of the house to front on both of the streets.  Overall, the proposed design is nicely done, and the single 

story front porch helps the house to relate to the adjacent single story home.  Additionally, the side yard 

setback exceeds the minimum requirement which helps to buffer the new two story home from the 

adjacent single story home.  However, the proposed roof configuration seems odd for a corner lot, and 

would work better on an interior lot. 

 

Staff recommends approval of the project with the following revisions to enhance the design: 

• Revise the roof layout.  Consider a conventional hip for the main roof with a couple of feature 

gables on the south elevation (facing Olive Street), similar to the front of the house. 

• Add a window on the south wall of Bedroom 3. 

• Add a window on the west wall of the Master Bathroom. 

 

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

the audience. 

 

Mr. VanDijk replied to the recommendations in the Staff report.  He was not opposed to adding a 

window in Bedroom 3 as long it did not have to be centered, or adding a small window on the west wall 

of the master bathroom, although the bathroom already has 2 windows. He was also not opposed to 

working with his architect to re-design the roof as suggested, if the commissioners felt it was necessary, 

although his intent is for more landscaping on that side of the home to help soften the elevation.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Chontal Hancock said that they live directly north of the site at 1304 N. Mitchell.  They like the design of 

the proposed new home; however, they are concerned about the increase in impervious surface, which 

will be almost 1000 square feet.  They already have flooding issues that they are dealing with the Village 

Engineering Department about, and they are afraid of more flooding resulting from the increase in 

impervious surface.  She pointed out that 3 downspouts are shown on the new home that point to their 

property that will increase water flow onto their property.  They also want to understand the landscape 

wall shown on the drawing and how it will affect the flow of water onto their property.  She presented 

photos of the flooding issues with the existing home taken about 3 or 4 years ago.  Thomas Hancock 

added that the new home is nearly twice the size of the existing home, and with the change of grade 

being over 2 and ½-feet within the new home, he questioned how the site would be graded to prevent 

the water flow onto their property.  He also referred to the topography survey that showed the existing 

grade conditions for the 2 sites.   
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The commissioners reviewed the topography survey.  Chair Eckhardt stated that concerns about water 

flow and engineering issues are not under the purview of the Design Commission; however, after 

reviewing the topography of the two sites and hearing the neighbors’ comments, he felt there were 

serious water issues on the site.  He explained that the petitioner is required to submit engineering plans 

to the Village with regards to stormwater for the new home, and although the petitioner is not required 

to fix any existing problems with water flow, the problems cannot worsen with the new home.  Chair 

Eckhardt encouraged the neighbors to work with the petitioner and the Engineering Department to 

resolve these issues, which the petitioner and the neighbors understood. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald said that in general, he really liked the design of the home, and he especially 

liked the front of the home and the color choices.  He was open to suggestions by Staff regarding the 

roofline, and he liked the idea of adding windows in Bedroom 3 and the master bathroom.  He also 

suggested adding a window on the rear elevation.  Overall, he felt the new home would fit in nicely with 

the neighborhood.   

 

Commissioner Fasolo felt the design was fine, although he felt the roof configurations on the left side 

needed work.  He suggested increasing the height of the first-floor bump out on the left side up to the 

second-floor to create a two-story bay with a gable roof, as well as adding a second-floor window on the 

right side of the left elevation.   

 

Chair Eckhardt agreed with the commissioners’ previous comments about the additional windows, and 

he also agreed with the general consensus that the roof on the left side elevation needs more 

articulation.   

 

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

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

LOCATED AT 404 W. OLIVE STREET.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS 

RECEIVED ON 11/19/15, REVISED SITE PLAN RECEIVED 12/17/15, 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 REVISE THE ROOFLINES ON THE HOME BY ADJUSTING THE HIP OF THE MAIN 

ROOF TO ALIGN WITH THE HIGHEST GABLE. 

2. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD A WINDOW ON THE RIGHT SIDE OF THE LEFT ELEVATION, AND ON THE 

SECOND-FLOOR OF THE REAR ELEVATION. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO EXTEND THE HEIGHT OF THE BUMP OUT ON THE LEFT ELEVATION UP 

THROUGH THE SECOND-STORY, WITH A GABLE ON TOP, IF ZONING ALLOWS. 

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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Mr. Hautzinger asked for clarification for requirement #1, and recommended the motion state that the 

roofline be revised to be a traditional hip roof with gable features on the exterior side to match the 

front, to be reviewed by Staff.  He also suggested changing requirement #3 to a recommendation, since 

zoning compliance was unknown at this time, and the petitioner could further explore this option.  

Commissioner Fasolo was fine with both revisions. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER FASOLO, TO AMEND THE MOTION AND REVISE THE 

FOLLOWING: 

 

1. A REQUIREMENT TO REVISE THE ROOFLINE ON THE HOME TO BE A TRADITIONAL HIP ROOF WITH 

GABLE FEATURES ON THE EXTERIOR SIDE TO MATCH THE FRONT ELEVATION, TO BE REVIEWED BY 

STAFF.   

2. A RECOMMENDATION TO EXTEND THE HEIGHT OF THE BUMP OUT ON THE LEFT ELEVATION UP 

THROUGH THE SECOND-STORY, WITH A GABLE ON TOP, IF ZONING ALLOWS. 

 

ECKHARDT, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 3.  SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 

 

DC#15-153 – 914 N. Illinois Ave. 

 

Sean Kelly, representing RMB LLC, was present on behalf of the project. 

 

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

the audience. 

 

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

story residence and detached garage to allow construction of a new two story residence with an 

attached, two car garage.  The proposed floor area currently exceeds the allowable area by 

approximately 104 sf, so the floor plan needs to be adjusted; otherwise, the project does comply with 

the R-3 zoning requirements.  Mr. Kelly said that he understood the FAR to be in excess as a result of the 

7-foot head height in the attic space above the garage.  As a result, the roof pitch above the garage has 

been lowered below the 7-foot height, which he believed remedied the problem.  Mr. Kelly added that 

he much preferred the original steeper roof pitch.   

 

Mr. Hautzinger explained that the electronic documents submitted by the petitioner for the Design 

Commission packet reflect the lower roof pitch above the garage, which is a change from the original 

drawings submitted to Staff.  He presented the original drawings that showed the steeper roof pitch 

above the garage, which he felt was a better design than the lower roof pitch.  

 

Mr. Hautzinger continued with Staff comments.    The existing neighborhood consists of a mix of smaller 

scale single-story and two story homes with a mix of front loading and detached garages.  However, 

there are two similar scale teardowns completed on this block.  Overall, Staff felt that the proposed new 

home is nicely designed.  The hipped roof helps to reduce the height of the side walls, and the single 

story front porch helps the proposed design to relate to the adjacent smaller scale homes.  However, the 

garage projects out in front of the porch which places the emphasis on the garage instead of the 

entrance.  It is recommended that either the front porch be extended further towards the front of the 

garage, or the garage be recessed back towards the porch.  It is also recommended that two additional 

windows be added to the second floor of the left side elevation to break up the large expanse of siding.  

Staff recommended approval of the design with the recommended revisions. 

 

Mr. Kelly reiterated that the issue with FAR would be revised to be compliant.  With regards to the front 

porch concerns, he was not opposed to pulling the roof further towards the curb to soften the garage 

projection.  He also agreed to add a window to the second-floor, left side elevation in both Bedroom 2 

and Bedroom 3, although he preferred transom height windows to allow flexibility with furniture.   

 

Commissioner Fasolo felt the revised elevation with the lower pitch roof above the garage fit in better 

with the surrounding homes, and he was okay with adding transom windows in the second-floor 

bedrooms on the left side elevation.  He preferred that the front porch and garage align, although it 

appeared as though there might not be enough space to push the garage further back.   Chair Eckhardt 

was not in favor of changing the garage as currently shown; he felt the separation between the usable 

porch and the garage should be as much as possible.  Commissioner Fasolo had no further comments. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the general design and the colors, and he was okay with either roof line 

above the garage, although he preferred the steeper pitch.  He suggested pulling the porch roof closer to 
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the curb, as long as it did not look too flat.  He also agreed that windows should be added to the 

bedrooms on the left side elevation; however, he preferred regular size windows instead of transom. 

   

Chair Eckhardt agreed with Commissioner Fitzgerald about the windows, he preferred the higher pitch 

roof above the garage, and he was fine with the location of the garage and porch as currently proposed. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Chad Johnson, 910 N. Illinois Avenue, said that he lives directly south of the site.  He was concerned 

about privacy from the new home with the windows aligning with the windows on his home, since the 

lots are only 50-feet wide.  He also asked about the location of any mechanical equipment on the left 

side of the new home.  It was stated that the a/c unit and window wells would be located on the rear of 

the new home.  

 

There were no further comments. 

 

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

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

LOCATED AT 914 N. ILLINOIS AVENUE.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE PLANS 

DATED 8/18/15 AND RECEIVED 11/30/15, 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 THAT THE PETITIONER FURTHER EXPLORE THE HEIGHT OF THE ROOF PITCH 

ABOVE THE GARAGE, WITH THE STEEPER ROOF PITCH ON THE ORIGINAL DRAWING BEING 

PREFERRED. 

2. A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE PETITIONER LOOK AT EXTENDING THE FRONT PORCH TOWARD 

THE CURB, TO BE REVIEWED BY STAFF, AS LONG AS THE PORCH ROOF DOES NOT GET TOO FLAT. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD TWO WINDOWS ON THE SECOND-FLOOR LEFT SIDE ELEVATION, WITH 

TRANSOM WINDOWS AS A MINIMUM, BUT DOUBLE-HUNG WINDOWS PREFERRED. 

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. 

 

ECKHARDT, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 4. SINGLE-FAMILY TEARDOWN REVIEW 

 

DC#15-147 – 1810 N. Fernandez Ave. 

 

Peter McGovern, representing T.P. Carpentry, and Steve Gawlick, representing S.G. Architects, were 

present on behalf of the project. 

 

Chair Eckhardt asked if there were any public comments on the project and there was no one present in 

the audience. 

 

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

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

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

neighborhood consists primarily of single-story homes.  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.  The design of the 

home is nicely articulated with varied roof forms and materials, and a single story front porch.  The 

hipped main roof form helps to diminish the height of the side walls, and the side yard setbacks exceed 

the minimum requirements, which helps to buffer the new two story home from the adjacent single 

story home to the north.  Although this neighborhood is predominantly single story homes, there are 

numerous other similar scale teardowns already completed throughout this neighborhood and on this 

block.  In 2014, the Design Commission approved this same house design for this petitioner one block to 

the west at 1717 N. Ridge.  Staff recommends approval of the proposed design. 

 

Mr. Gawlick said that the advantage to this lot being a wider lot was to stay with a slightly narrower 

home design to provide larger side yards between the homes. 

 

Commissioner Fitzgerald liked the new home and felt it was very nicely designed.  He commented that 

although the rear portion of the left side elevation is recessed, he felt that 10-12 foot tall landscaping 

would help soften the elevation.  He also felt that the proposed lighting put too much emphasis on the 

garage doors instead of the front door area, and he suggested removing the light fixture between the 

two windows on the front porch and adding 3 recessed can lights to brighten up the front porch.  The 

petitioner was not opposed to the suggestion to add can lights in the soffit above the porch. 

 

Commissioner Fasolo felt the home was nicely designed, and he suggested centering the lights on each 

side of the front door within the space on each side of the door.  He also agreed with the previous 

suggestion to remove the light fixture between the two front windows and add three soffit lights to light 

up the front porch.  He also agreed with the suggestion to add landscaping on the left side of the home.    

 

Chair Eckhardt concurred with the comments and suggestions made by the other commissioners.   

   

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

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

LOCATED AT 1810 N. FERNANDEZ AVENUE.  THIS APPROVAL IS BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH THE 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS DATED 11/10/15 AND RECEIVED 11/18/15, SITE ENGINEERING PLAN DATED 

11/19/15 AND RECEIVED 11/25/15, DESIGN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS, COMPLIANCE WITH 

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

OF ALL REQUIRED PERMITS, AND THE FOLLOWING: 
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1. A REQUIREMENT TO ADD LANDSCAPING ON THE LEFT ELEVATION TOWARDS THE REAR WHERE 

THERE ARE NO FIRST-FLOOR WINDOWS, A MINIMUM OF 10’ TALL, DECIDUOUS OR EVERGREEN. 

2. A REQUIREMENT TO MOVE THE 2 LIGHT FIXTURES ON EITHER SIDE OF THE FRONT DOOR TO BE 

CENTERED WITHIN THE SPACE. 

3. A REQUIREMENT TO REMOVE THE LIGHT FIXTURE BETWEEN THE 2 WINDOWS ON THE FRONT 

PORCH, AND ADD A MINIMUM OF 3 CAN LIGHTS IN THAT AREA.  

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. 

 

ECKHARDT, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; FITZGERALD, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  MOTION CARRIED. 
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ITEM 4.  GENERAL MEETING 

 

Mr. Hautzinger reminded the commissioners that the next DC meeting will be on January 26 at which 

time sign code modifications would be discussed.   

 

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

ADJOURN THE MEETING AT 8:00 P.M. 

 

FITZGERALD, AYE; FASOLO, AYE; ECKHARDT, AYE. 

ALL WERE IN FAVOR.  THE MOTION CARRIED. 

 

 



Item: DC#15-160 - 817 S. Chestnut Ave. - SF/Addition

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for an addition to an existing
single-family residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed addition to the
existing single-family residence located at 817 S. Chestnut Avenue.  This
recommendation is based upon the architectural plans received on 12-10-15, and the
following conditions:
 
1. Revise the color scheme of the addition to match the house with white windows,
night gray siding, white trim, and white gutters.
 
2. 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.
 
3. 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#: 03-31-412-005 

Single-Family (Addition) DC 15-160 
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  Tavares Residence DC Number:  15-160 
Project Address: 817 S. Chestnut Ave. Petitioner Name: Keith Ginnodo 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Kingsley Ginnodo Architects 

33 N. Hickory Ave. 
Arlington Heights, IL  60004 

Date Prepared: December 14, 2015 Meeting Date: January 26, 2015 

  

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for an addition to an existing 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.  Per Section 6-501.e.3. of the Municipal Code, the powers, duties, and responsibilities of the Design 
Commission include working towards the aesthetic growth and preservation of the community by studying exterior design drawings, 
sign plans, landscape and site plans to determine how the proposed development will relate to exterior architectural design, 
arrangement, height and appearance, color and texture of the materials of the exterior construction, landscaping, entrance ways, 
lighting, off-street parking facilities and similar matters as set forth in the Design Guidelines. 
 
The petitioner is proposing to add a two-story addition to the rear of an existing one-and-a-half story home.  The subject site is zoned 
R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property has a total land area of 6,600 square feet and the residence, with the proposed 
addition, will have approximately 2,472 square feet.  This project complies with the R-3 zoning requirements listed below, but it does 
require a zoning variation for an encroachment of the roof eaves into the required ten foot separation between the existing detached 
garage and the proposed addition.    
 

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 30 feet 

Side: 5 feet 
Side: 5 feet 

Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 29.62 feet (existing) 
Side: 5 feet 

Side: 21.2 feet 
Rear: 53.2 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 21.5 feet to the midpoint 

FAR 2,970 SF 2,902 SF 

Building Lot Coverage  2,310 SF 1,775 SF 

Impervious Surface Coverage Total 3,630 SF 3,595 SF 
 

 
The existing neighborhood consists of a mix of traditional style single story, one-and-a-half story, and two story homes.  The proposed two 
story addition is a modern design that is in contrast to the existing house.  One of the goals of the Village’s Single-Family Design Guidelines 

is that “Building (additions) will reflect and improve the character of the site and the neighborhood upon which they are located.  New 

additions will look like they belong and not dominate or change the character of the original building”.  The addition is proposed to have a 
bold, dark color scheme that is different than the existing part of the house, and the overall massing and form of the proposed addition does 
change the character of the original house. 
 
However, the proposed addition will have very limited visibility from street, and will only be visible from the neighboring homes.  The Design 
Commission should evaluate the appropriateness of the proposed modern style.  For a more cohesive design, it is recommended that the 
material colors on the proposed addition be revised to match the existing portion of the house with white windows, night gray siding, white 
trim, and white gutters. 
 
 



PIN#: 03-31-412-005 

Single-Family (Addition) DC 15-160 
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Photo 1.  View of existing house from the street. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed addition to the existing single-family residence located at 817 S. 
Chestnut Avenue.  This recommendation is based upon the architectural plans received on 12-10-15, and the following conditions:  

 

1. Revise the color scheme of the addition to match the house with white windows, night gray siding, white trim, and white gutters. 
2. 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. 

3. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 

                       December 15, 2015 
Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
Department of Planning and Community Development 

 

 

 

Cc:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 15-160 
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KINGSLEY + GINNODO ARCHITECTS     33 N Hickory Av   Arlington Heights    IL   60004    847.975.5008    www.kingsleyginnodo.com  

 

 
 

TAVARES RESIDENCE:  817 S. CHESTNUT AVE. 
MATERIAL LIST 

 
 

LIST OF PRIMARY COLORS, TEXTURES AND MATERIALS TO BE USED: 
1.  Petitioner Name:  Kingsley + Ginnodo Architects 
2.  Date:      December 9, 2015 
3.  Project:    Tavares Residence 
4.  Location:    817 S. Chestnut Ave. 
 

 
Addition: 
Siding:   Iron Gray (addition) 

Night Gray (original house) 
Fiber cement siding ‐ James Hardie 

 
Trim:    Iron Gray (addition) 

White (original house) 
Fiber cement siding ‐ James Hardie 

 
Windows:  Ebony by Marvin (addition) 
    White (existing original house) 
 
Gutters:  Black (addition and original house) 

Prefinished Aluminum 
 
Roofing:  Slate or Pewter Gray by GAF 

Textured Asphalt 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Iron Gray 

            
 

Night Gray 

 
  

Charlotte’s Locks 

 
 

 



Item: DC#15-162 - 737 N. Wilshire Ln. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 737 N. Wilshire Lane.  This
recommendation is based on the architectural plans received 12/17/15, and the
following:
 
1. Consider hipping the front of the garage roof to omit the excess attic floor
space, and including a small dormer to match the front elevation.
 
2. Change the horizontal siding to shake style siding on the upper floor of the
side and rear elevations to match the front of the house.
 
3. Add decorative grilles to the windows on the side and rear elevations to match
the front of the house.
 
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
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.
 
5. 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#: 03-28-109-021 

Single-Family (Teardown) DC 15-162 

 

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\0AEE44C9-74C1-454F-8265-8F2860603E38\Arlington Heights.4676.1.Staff_Report.doc  

 
S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  

 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  737 N. Wilshire Ln. DC Number:  15-162 
Project Address: 737 N. Wilshire Ln. Petitioner Name: Anthony Izzo 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: 930 E. Northwest Highway 

Mt. Prospect, IL  60056 
Date Prepared: January 11, 2016 Meeting Date: January 26, 2016 

  

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) 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 demolish an existing single story residence with an attached one car garage to allow construction of a 
new two story residence with an attached, two car garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property 
has a total land area of 8,960 square feet and the proposed residence will have 4,081 square feet.  The proposed home exceeds the 
maximum allowed floor by approximately 60 sf, but otherwise complies with the R-3 zoning requirements as summarized below.  The 
petitioner will be required to adjust the plans as necessary to comply with the maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR).  
  

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 25 feet 

Side: 6.8 feet 
Side: 6.8 feet 
Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 30 feet 
Side: 6.8 feet 
Side: 6.8 feet 

Rear: 45.9 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.5 feet to the midpoint 

FAR 4,022 SF 4,081 SF 

Building Lot Coverage  3,136 SF 2,696 SF 

Impervious Surface Coverage Total 4,480 SF 3,470 SF 
 

 
The existing neighborhood has a very consistent fabric of smaller scale single-story and spilt level homes with a mix of detached garages 
and attached one car garages.  There are two homes on the block that have been previously expanded, and one of those houses has an 
attached two car garage.  However, besides those two homes, the proposed new house will be one of the first teardowns on the street, and 
will be one of the only homes with an attached front loading, two car garage. 
 
Overall, the front of the house is nicely designed with varying roof forms and materials.  The hipped main roof helps to keep the height of the 
side walls down, and the single story porch roof helps the proposed house to relate to the existing adjacent smaller homes.  However, the 
proposed two car garage is prominent on the front of the home, and it is not in context with the neighborhood.  The attic space above the 
garage contributes to the excess of floor space beyond the allowable Floor Area Ratio (FAR), so consideration should be given to changing 
the garage roof form to omit this space.  Hipping the front of the garage roof would correct the zoning non-compliance, and also help reduce 
the visual prominence of the two car garage.  A small dormer could be included to complement the other dormer on the front of the house 
and to maintain the bump-out in the floor plan of the Master Bedroom walk-in closet. 
 
Other comments to improve the cohesiveness of the design are to continue the shake style shingles on the upper floor on all sides of the 
house, and add window grilles to all windows to match the front elevation. 
 
 
 



PIN#: 03-28-109-021 

Single-Family (Teardown) DC 15-162 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission evaluate the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 737 N. Wilshire Lane.  
This recommendation is based on the architectural plans received 12/17/15, and the following:  

 

1. Consider hipping the front of the garage roof to omit the excess attic floor space, and including a small dormer to match the front 
elevation. 

2. Change the horizontal siding to shake style siding on the upper floor of the side and rear elevations to match the front of the house. 
3. Add decorative grilles to the windows on the side and rear elevations to match the front of the house. 
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 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. 

5. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
 

                       January 11, 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 15-162 
 













Item: DC#15-166 - 630 N. Salem Ave. - SF/Teardown

Department:  Planning & Community Development

Requested Action
 
Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) single-family
residence.
 
Recommendation
 
It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new
single-family residence to be located at 630 N. Salem Avenue. This
recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 12/22/15, and
the following:
 
1. Add a window to the side of the garage.
 
2. 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.
 
3. 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#: 03-30-227-029 

Single-Family (Teardown) DC 15-166 
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S T A F F  D E S I G N  C O M M I S S I O N  R E P O R T  
 
 

PROJECT INFORMATION:                  PETITION INFORMATION: 

Project Name:  630 N. Salem Ave. DC Number:  15-166 
Project Address: 630 N. Salem Ave. Petitioner Name: Sean Rafferty 
Prepared By: Steve Hautzinger Petitioner Address: Greenscape Homes 

4355 Weaver Parkway, Suite 120 
Warrenville, IL  60555 

Date Prepared: January 11, 2016 Meeting Date: January 26, 2016 

 

Requested Action(s):  Approval of the proposed architectural design for a new (teardown) 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 demolish an existing single story residence with an attached one car garage to allow construction of a 
new two story residence with an attached, three car garage.  The subject site is zoned R-3, One Family Dwelling District. The property 
has a total land area of 7,938 square feet and the proposed residence will have approximately 3,125 square feet.  This project does 
comply with the R-3 zoning requirements as summarized below.  
  

 ALLOWED PROPOSED 
Setbacks Front: 22 feet 

Side: 6 feet 
Side: 6 feet 

Rear: 30 feet 

Front: 25.1 feet 
Side: 6.1 feet 
Side: 6.4 feet 

Rear: 55.8 feet 

Building Height  25 feet to the midpoint 24.9 feet to the midpoint 

FAR 3,572 SF 3,125 SF 

Building Lot Coverage  2,778 SF 2,154 SF 

Impervious Surface Coverage Total 3,969 SF 3,231 SF 
 

 
The subject property is located on a cul-de-sac street with Olympic Park across the street.  The existing homes on the street include a mix of 
single story and two story homes with a mix of attached and detached garages.  Overall, the proposed design is nicely done with a 
traditional style and scale that fits well in this location.  The only concern is that the proposed garage would be the only three car front 
loading garage on the block.  However, the third car stall is set back a few feet from the front of the house, and the single story massing 
actually provides a very nice transition to the existing adjacent single story home to the north.  Additionally, the entry portico projects out in 
front of the garage keeping the focus on the front porch.  The only recommendation on the design is to add a window on the side of the 
garage to break up the blank wall space. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
It is recommended that the Design Commission approve the proposed new single-family residence to be located at 630 N. Salem Avenue. 
This recommendation is subject to compliance with the plans received 12/22/15, and the following:  

 

1. Add a window to the side of the garage. 
2. 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. 



PIN#: 03-30-227-029 

Single-Family (Teardown) DC 15-166 

 

 

C:\Program Files (x86)\neevia.com\docConverterPro\temp\NVDC\6858E377-5DA4-441E-A7DB-D3A0A733E964\Arlington Heights.4674.1.Staff_Report.doc  

3. Compliance with all applicable Federal, State, and Village codes, regulations and policies.  
 
 
 

                       January 11, 2016 

Steve Hautzinger AIA, Design Planner 
Department of Planning and Community Development 

 

 

c:  Charles Witherington Perkins, Director of Planning and Community Development, Petitioner, DC File 15-166 
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COLOR SELECTION REFERENCE SHEET 

 

ADDRESS:  630 N SALEM  ARLINGTON HTS   MODEL: MAYFIELD B 

 

                             
ROOFING: COLOR:                     HORIZONTAL SIDING                 SHAKE SIDING  

COLOR:   DRIFTWOOD                              COLOR:  GREY SLATE      COLOR:  GREY SLATE 

                                  
BOARD & BATTEN                    WINDOWS               COLUMN &                      GARAGE DOORS      

COLOR:  WHITE      COLOR:  WHITE             WINDOW TRIM:   COLOR:  SNOW MIST 

                     COLOR:  WHITE 

 

                                          

FRONT DOOR COLOR:                      STONE COLOR:                       SOFFIT-FASCIA-GUTTERS               

SPECIAL WALNUT         FOND DU LAC COUNTRY SQUIRE                   COLOR:  WHITE 
 
 
 
 
Greenscape Homes (GSH) policy of continual improvement in design and construction requires that specifications, equipment, 
dimensions, and prices be subject to change without notice. Exterior colors  pictured in this brochure are general representations and may 
be modified without notice.                                           

© Copyright 2015 Greenscape Homes,  



EXTERIOR COLOR SELECTION SHEET

ADDRESS:  630 N Salem630 N Salem MODEL:  Mayfield B

ROOF SHINGLES COLOR: DRIFTWOOD              

SOFFIT COLOR: WHITE______________________________

FASCIA COLOR: WHITE______________________________

GUTTER COLOR: WHITE______________________________

WINDOW COLOR: WHITE______________________________

FRONT DOOR STAIN COLOR: SPECIAL WALNUT____________________

STONE COLOR: FOND DULAC COUNTRY SQUIRE________

GARAGE DOOR COLOR: SNOW MIST__________________

GARAGE DOOR WINDOWS: YES

SIDING COLOR: HARDIE BOARD

BATTEN BOARD COLOR: WHITE______________________________

SHAKE SIDING COLOR: GREYSLATE__________________

HORIZONTAL SIDING COLOR: GREYSLATE__________________

BAND BOARD COLOR: WHITE______________________________

WINDOWS & GARAGE DOOR TRIM COLOR: WHITE______________________________

CORNER BOARD COLOR:  WHITE______________________________

FRONT PORCH COLUMNS COLOR: WHITE______________________________

FRONT PORCH RAILING COLOR: N/A

DRIVEWAY MATERIAL: CONCRETE



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.  







DC 8/28/12 MINUTES 
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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. 
 
 



DC 8/28/12 MINUTES 
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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#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. 



PROPOSED DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 

ATTACHMENT I 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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 

 



PROPOSED DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 
ATTACHMENT II 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DC 15-156, January 26, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PLANNING ADVISORY INQUIRY RESPONSE – 
ELECTRONIC MENU BOARD SIGNS 

 











PROPOSED DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 

ATTACHMENT III 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DC 15-156, January 26, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STAFF SUMMARY - RESEARCH OF  

OTHER COMMUNITIES  

 





PROPOSED DRIVE-THROUGH RESTAURANT SIGNAGE 

ATTACHMENT IV 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
DC 15-156, January 26, 2016 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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



MANUAL CHANGE BULLETIN BOARDS / CHANGEABLE PANEL SIGNS  

 

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. 
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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.

C US

Intertek
4003562

ETL LISTED

CONFORMS TO
UL STD 48

UL STD 1433

© LED Craft, Inc. This drawing is the property of LED Craft, Inc. until  invoice is paid in full.

ledcraftinc.com

LED CRAFT
Drawing Date  10/23/2015

Drawing Name  EHD.PDF

Company   ELLEGANT HOME DESIGN

Address   1002 W DUNDEE RD 

City    ARLINGTON HEIGHTS Zip: 60004IL

H O M E
D E S I G N

MANNINGTON 
Treeline Collection NEW!

INTERCERAMIC 
Solids InDesign Collection

HERITAGE COLLECTION
by Ernest Hemingway - Basalt

BELLA CERRA
Cinnamon Oak

Happy Floors
Nuoxi Collection

72”

54”

18”

72”

SLOTS FOR CHANGEABLE
ACRYLIC SIGN FACES

SAMPLE SIGN FACE DESIGNS
11”

CHANGEABLE PRINTED
POLYCARBONATE SIGN FACES

EXTRUDED ALUMINUM
INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED

SIGN CABINET

.015" ALUMACORR POLE SKIRT 

4” POST
SET INTO 2’WIDE X 3’  DEEP

CONCRETE FOOTINGCONDUIT
FOR UNDERGROUND
ELECTRICAL SERVICE

PERMANENT PRINTED
POLYCARBONATE SIGN FACE



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 

      



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 Memorandum



MEMO 
DATE:  January 26, 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? 
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