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VII.

VILLAGE BOARD
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING

MAY 14, 2012 —*7:45 p.™m.
(*To FoLLOW VILLAGE BOARD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING)
CALL TO ORDER
RoLL CaLL
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

DISCUSSION ITEMS

A. DISCUSSION OF SIGN VARIATION - ADVOCATE

(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES)

B. DISCUSSION OF SIGN VARIATION — FIRST CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE
(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES)

C. DISCUSSION OF PARKING
(ADMINISTRATION)(REAVES)(WEHMEIER/SCHAFER)

D. ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN

(PLANNING & ED)(STAPLETON)(BROWN/JONES)
NEwW BUSINESS
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

ADJOURN



Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

418 Main Street - Lemont, lllinois 60439
phone 630-257-1595 - fax 630-257-1598

TO: Committee of the Whole #56-12
FROM: Charity Jones, Village Planner
THRU: James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Case 12-07 Advocate Sign Variation

DATE: May 8, 2012

SUMMARY

David Knab and Candance Wiliams, agents acting on behalf of the owners of the
subject property, have requested a variation from UDO §17.11.080.D to allow internal
illumination of existing monument sign for the Advocate Good Samaritan Outpatient
Center. The Planning & Zoning Commission recommended approval; staff
recommended denial.
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PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Case No. 12.07

Project Name Advocate Sign Variation

General Information

Applicant Lemont POB, LLC

Agent Representing Applicant David Knab and Candance Williams

Status of Applicant Property Owner

Requested Actions: Variation to allow internal illumination of existing
monument sign

Site Location 15900 W. 127t street (PIN 22-32-100-008)

Existing Zoning

Size 5 acres

Existing Land Use Commercial

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning East: Offices, B-1 Office/Retail Transitional District
West: Single-family homes and vacant land, B-3
Arterial Commercial District
North: Offices and vacant land, B-1 Office/Retalil
Transitional District
South: Single-family homes, R-4 Single Family
Detached Residential District

Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comprehensive Plan calls for this site to be
neighborhood commercial.

Zoning History N/A

Special Information

Public Utilities The site is serviced by Village water and sewer.

Transportation N/A

Physical Characteristics The site is fully developed with the Advocate Good

Samaritan Outpatient clinic building, parking lot, and
stormwater detention basin.

CASE HISTORY

PZC Public Hearing. The Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) reviewed the requested
variation on April 18, 2012. The applicant was present and had several representatives
who spoke in support of the variation request. Dr. Enacopol, who owns a medical office
building across 127t Street from the subject site, also spoke in favor of the variation
request. After much discussion, the Planning and Zoning Commission voted 6-0 to
approve the requested variation, with the stipulation that the variation grants the
applicant the ability to add and remove tenants’ names within the approved sign only;
that any changes or replacement to the sign, other than tenant names, would require an
amendment to the variation. Commissioner Murphy abstained due to a conflict of
interest.

During the public hearing, it was raised by staff that if the PZC supports internal
illumination of monument signs, then an amendment to the UDO would be the most
appropriate way to allow such illumination, rather than through the variation process.
Therefore, during the public hearing the PZC discussed their initial preferences in regard
to internal illumination of monument signs generally. The majority of the Planning &
Zoning Commission expressed support for internally illuminated monument signs like the
proposed Advocate sign. They also expressed a desire to prohibit internally illuminated
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signs that are designed so that the entire sign is illuminated. They preferred signs with
some limit to the total sigh area being internally illuminated.

BACKGROUND

On September 13, 2011 the applicant submitted a sign permit application for a new
monument sign. The sign was originally proposed to be internally illuminated. Village
staff informed the applicant that internal illumination is allowed and the applicant
revised their sign application accordingly. The sign permit was issued on October 13,
2011. The applicant is now seeking variation to make the sign internally illuminated.

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the
following three standards to be approved:

1. The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified
Development Ordinance;

Analysis. The general purpose of the UDO is specified in UDO Section 17.01.050.
Of the eight components listed, four are not applicable to this variation request.
The variation request is consistent with the remaining four components.

e Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare. The
variation request will not injure the public health, safety and general
welfare. The requested illumination would not be overly bright so as to
create glare or other distractions for drivers.

The applicant contends that approving the variation may have a positive
effect on public safety in that internal illumination will help drivers to avoid
“slow downs” or “abrupt stops” when approaching the facility. Staff
disagrees with this assertion. The sign is still permitted to be externally
iluminated and this illumination is sufficient to make the sign visible to
passing motorists. This is evidenced by the fact that there has not been a
public safety problem to date; no traffic accidents have occurred in the
area in the past three years.

e Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property. The
variation will have no impact on air, privacy, or access to property. It will
increase light emanating from the subject site, but since the light is directed
toward the street and not toward any residential properties, impact of the
light should be minimal.

e Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive
commercial areas. The UDO currently prohibits internal illumination of
monument signs. Therefore, the Village has determined that internally
iluminated monuments signs are not essential to economically vibrant and
attractive commercial areas. If the Planning and Zoning Commission were
to find otherwise, then the Village should not merely grant a variation to
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allow one such sign, but should change the UDO to allow internal
ilumination of all monument signs.

e Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village. The
ilumination of this singular monument sign would have minimal impacts on
adjacent properties and likely no impact on the value of land and buildings
throughout the Village. However, a precedent could be set by approving
this requested variation that may have an unknown impact on land
throughout the Village.

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict
enforcement of the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical
difficulties or impose exceptional hardships due to the special and unique
conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the same zoning
district;

Analysis. Staff sees no unique circumstances that would result in practical
difficulties or exceptional hardships for this property. The UDO standards related to
internal illumination of monument signs apply to all monument signs equally. The
applicant contends that the unique circumstances are that the variation would
complement the building and sign design, and improve visibility of the sign. Staff
believes this argument could be made equally for many, if not all, new monument
signs to be constructed in the Village.

The applicant also mentions that a variation for the internal illumination is
warranted because it will let passerby know whether the facility is open or not.
Staff believes this can be accomplished equally well by having the external
ilumination turned on only while the facility is open and turning the illumination off
while the facility is closed.

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a
substantial detriment to adjacent property.

Analysis. As noted above, the internal illumination of this one sign would likely
have no impact on the essential character of Lemont, nor be a substantial
detriment to adjacent property. However, because no unique circumstances
exist, the precedent set by approving this variation could have larger impacts
across the municipality.

Engineering Comments. The Village Engineer stated he has no objections to the
variation application.

Fire District Comments. The Fire District had no objections to the variation application.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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The Planning & Zoning Commission recommends approval. Staff does not recommend
approval of the variation request. Staff finds no unique circumstances in this case that
warrant a variation. If Board supports the requested variation, staff would recommend
that an amendment to the UDO to allow internal illumination of monument signs is the
appropriate course of action.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Excerpt of draft 04-18-12 PZC minutes
2. Applicant Submission

3. Site Photos
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Village of Lemont
Planning and Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting of April 18, 2012

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30
p.m. on Wednesday, April 18, 2012, in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418
Main Street, Lemont, Illinois.

CALL TO ORDER
A. Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Schubert led the Pledge of Allegiance.
B. Verify Quorum
Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Kwasneski, Maher, Messer, Murphy, Sanderson, Spinelli, Schubert
Absent: None
Village Planner Charity Jones and Village Trustee Ron Stapleton were also present.
C. Correction to Minutes: February 15, 2012 meeting.
Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murphy to
approve the correction of the date from the February 15, 2012 minutes. A voice
vote was taken:
Ayes: All
Nays: None
Motion passed
D. Approval of Minutes: March 21, 2012 meeting.

Commissioner Kwasneski made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to
approve the minutes of the March 21, 2012 meeting with no changes. A voice vote
was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

CHAIRMAN COMMENTS

Chairman Schubert greeted the audience. Chairman Schubert stated that Commissioner
Murphy would have to leave the meeting at 8:00 p.m. that evening to catch a flight. He
then asked everyone to stand and raise his or her right hand. He then administered the
oath.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Case #12-07 — Advocate Sign Variation.




Continued from March 21, 2012. A public hearing for a variation to allow an internally
illuminated monument sign at 15900 W. 127" Street.

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to open up the public hearing for Case #12-07.

Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to open
the public hearing for Case #12-07. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Mrs. Jones stated that this case was continued from last month. She stated that it is a
variation for an internally illuminated monument sign at the Advocate Medical Center
on 127" Street. She stated that back in September of 2011 the applicant submitted a
permit for a new sign on the site and it was originally suppose to be internally
illuminated. Mrs. Jones stated that staff informed them that the UDO (Unified
Development Ordinance) does not allow this. She stated that the new sign was installed
and is currently being lit up by a spot light at the base of the sign. She said now they are
requesting to have it internally illuminated. She stated that the applicant has several
representatives present at the meeting.

Mrs. Jones said there are three standards for variations that staff is required to look at.
The first is that the variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the
UDO. She said staff did not find that it will have any negative impact on the general
health, safety and welfare of the public or any negative impacts to light, air, or privacy.
Mrs. Jones stated that there will be some light spillage but it would not be any different
to what they have now. There are no residential neighbors next door to the subject site.
She said that one of purposes or intents of the UDO is to maintain or promote
economically vibrant and attractive commercial areas. She stated that this does affect
sign variances. Currently, internally illuminated monument signs are prohibited and
there are detailed sign regulations for the Village. The purpose of the UDO is to create
economic vibrant commercial areas and the sign regulations are intended to implement
that purpose. By not allowing internally illuminated monument signs the Village has
determined that these signs are not vital to economic vibrant and attractive areas. Mrs.
Jones said another consideration is conserving the value of land and buildings
throughout the Village. She said that one individual sign does not have much of an
impact on the value of land throughout the Village. However, any precedent that is set
on a variation can open a door for more variations for further signs which could then
have an impact.

Mrs. Jones said that the second standard is that the plight of the owner is due to unique
circumstances that would not be applicable to other properties in the same zoning
district. She said that staff does not see the unique circumstances. The applicant
suggests that the unique circumstances are that their facility is a medical use. There is
an urgent care on site, and people need to be able to see the sign to know whether they
are open or closed. Mrs. Jones stated that staff would not disagree that people should be



able to see the sign to tell if they are open or closed. However, staff disagrees that an
internally illuminated sign is needed for that purpose. It can also be achieved through
compliance with UDO requirements.

Mrs. Jones said that the third standard is that the variation will not alter the essential
character of the locality. She said that this is similar to the part under the purpose of the
UDO that it will not have an adverse effect on the value of property throughout the
Village. She said as stated before, one sign would not have much of an impact, but
there are two sign variations on the agenda tonight and another one next month. She
said that precedence does matter.

Mrs. Jones stated that staff does not recommend approval of the variation request. She
said that they do not see unique circumstances in this case that warrant variation. She
stated that it is not to say that their sign is unattractive or anything in that matter. She
said if the Board wants to see signs like this in the Village, then staff would recommend
that the code be changed to reflect such as apposed to granting a variation.

Chairman Schubert asked if any of the Commissioners had any questions for Mrs.
Jones.

Commissioner Messer asked if LED signs are considered internally illuminated signs.
Mrs. Jones stated that if there is a message that can be changed and it has LED lights
then it is called an electronic message center. She said those are currently permitted in a
very small area of the Village.

Commissioner Messer asked if it was only on the State Street corridor.

Mrs. Jones stated yes and a little on 127™.

Commissioner Maher asked what other businesses on that street had internally
illuminated signs.

Mrs. Jones stated that the only ones that do are ones that have older signs that predate
the UDO. She said that if they were ever to change their sign then they would be
required to come in and become compliant with the current regulations.

Commissioner Murphy asked if this was a B-3 corridor.

Mrs. Jones stated that it is B-3 more on the south side than the north side. She said the
north side has more B-1.

Chairman Schubert stated that Silver Cross, KFC, and Forzley Eye Clinic are the only
businesses in the area that have internally illuminated signs.



Commissioner Sanderson asked if the new medical office across the street had an
internally illuminated sign.

Mrs. Jones stated that she could not honestly answer that question. She said that it could
have received its entitlements prior to the UDO.

Chairman Schubert asked if there were any other questions. None responded. He then
asked if the applicant would like to come up and speak.

Candance Williams, 561 Quail Creek Drive, Grayslake, Illinois passed out a packet to
each of the Board members. She stated that she was present on behalf of Advocate
Good Samaritan Outpatient Center on west 127" Street. She said that they are
requesting the Board’s approval to allow internal illumination on the existing ground
sign. The illumination would be contained in the cross, the copy and the open/close
section of the signage. Ms. Williams stated that the sign was recently installed last year,
and the prior sign was internally illuminated. She said that if the variation is granted it
would not injury the public health or safety because there once was an illuminated sign
at this location. This supports staff’s findings of no accidents occurring in the past three
years. Ms. Williams stated that they feel the sign will have a positive effect on public
safety because the sign will be visible in any weather conditions. It will not force
motorist to slow down or make abrupt stops when approaching the facility. She said
that there will be minimal illumination directed toward the street and not toward any
residential properties. She stated that they further believe the illumination will improve
the visibility of the sign. Because they are an immediate care facility they do believe
that the visibility of the sign is important not only for the illumination but for the
citizens of Lemont as well.

Gary Pece, 3815 Highland Avenue, Downers Grove, stated that he was the Project
Manager for Good Samaritan Hospital. He said that the Good Samaritan Hospital was
recognized as 1 of 4 hospitals in Illinois as a 100 top hospital by Thomson Reuters’. He
stated that they have the privilege of providing Lemont residents with the highest level
of emergency care. Mr. Pece stated that he was here tonight to talk about the variation
approval and why it is so important to the community. He said that a few important
highlights to their request are aesthetics, environmental stewardship, neighborhood
impact and safety. He stated that an internally lit sign is more aesthetically pleasing
than an externally lit sign and it is easier to read at night. Mr. Pece said that the
illumination would be more energy efficient with LED lamps in lieu of traditional
lighting for external illumination. As an organization, Advocate Health Care is working
at all their sights to implement an environmental sound practice. One way would be to
use internal LED lighting technology instead of current technology. He said many
communities are looking for opportunities to go green allowing them to use efficient
LED lighting. Mr. Pece stated that while the immediate care center is near resident
homes, Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital strives to be a good neighborhood partner.
The location of the sign will not direct illumination toward any homes or businesses
within the surrounding area. He said that the proposed monument sign with internal
illumination would cast and direct lighting and inform residents of the location of the



immediate care center and whether it is open or closed. Mr. Pece stated that this is a
medical facility with immediate care services that improve the health and well being of
the Lemont community. An effective sign would inform the public when the immediate
care service was available versus medical office hours. He said in closing, many
communities have shown an interest in being green and moving to LED technology is
one way to demonstrate environmental stewardship. He stated that they would like the
Board to consider providing them with a variance to the existing ordinance. The facility
is an immediate care center providing medical services. An internal illumination of the
monument sign would assist residents to quickly locate a medical facility during an
emergency and indicate whether the center is open or closed. He thanked the Board for
their time and consideration.

Beth Beranek, 1127 Berkley, Lemont, stated that she has been a Lemont resident for 10
years and is the manager of the immediate care center. She stated that the center has
been open since November of 2004 and continue to have patients that didn’t know that
the facility was around. She said that since the building is set off the road, they rely on
the sign to bring attention to the building. Mrs. Beranek said that they still get calls
asking for the address because clients have driven pass the facility. She stated that with
internal illumination the address would be lit so patients will know where they are
located. She said recently a patient had come to their facility not knowing whether they
were open or closed. The hours are stated on the sign but it is not visible until you are
directly upon the sight. She stated luckily M&M Orthopaedics were open because it
was a patient that was having chest pains. They had to call 911 and the patient did not
know they were open. Mrs. Beranek stated that over the summer they had many frantic
parents come into the immediate care center with their children who were injured due to
ball games or from the skate park. With the internal illumination they would be able tell
if the facility was open or closed when seeking treatment for their children. She said
that as a Lemont resident, Lemont does not have a medical facility that is staffed by
emergency physicians. If there is proper illumination the community would be aware
that they are around to help seek treatment for their patients. Mrs. Beranek stated that
she hands outs flyers and does everything she can to help advertise for their facility.
She said that the sign needs to be lit so patients are aware. The open and closed is vital
for patients when they are driving by to be able to see it right away. She stated that they
have had an increase in transfers of patients. People think that they are a medical
facility and can treat all injuries. She said they have had to transfer about 5 patients a
week and they try not to call 911, because they do not want to take Lemont out of
service to transfer patients. If they could see what kind of patients can come then they
can transfer patients appropriately. With the illumination of the open and closed on the
sign, they would know that they weren’t open and then they could go to the closest
emergency department which is actually 15 minutes away or 9 miles. She stated that
they are available to public as needed.

Chairman Schubert asked if anyone else wanted to present for this case. None
responded. He then asked if there was anyone present that would like to come up and
speak in regards to this case. None responded. Chairman Schubert asked if Mrs. Jones
had anything else to say in regards to what was presented this evening.



Mrs. Jones said she understands the frustration of people saying they did not know that
they were there. She stated that they hear that from many, many businesses in town.
Although, Good Samaritan provides a different kind of service then a business does, that
same claim would be made by many businesses. Mrs. Jones said if Advocate has had an
internally illuminated sign and people are driving pass the sight and aren’t aware that
they are there it just underlies the fact that there are many factors that go into sign
visibility besides illumination.

Chairman Schubert asked if the Board had any questions.
Commissioner Messer asked how the brightness of a sign is regulated.

Mrs. Jones said that they have light spillage maximums at the property lines that are
defined in the UDO. When a new development comes in and say they have a parking
lot, they would have to do a photometric plan. This would show what the light will be
at the property line and in the parking lot. Mrs. Jones stated that with signs they do not
require a photometric plan, however if there were complaints there is a light meter that
the code enforcement office has access to.

Commissioner Messer asked if there was anything from the sign company itself that
talks about the illumination for the brightness.

Mr. Knab, 1418 Elmhurst Road, Elk Grove Village, said that the sign itself draws 180
watts total and draws only 1.5 amps.

Commissioner Sanderson stated that currently there is ground lighting that is lighting
the sign. He asked what the wattages were on those bulbs right now.

Mr. Knab stated that they are about 25 watts each but they are not lighting the sign at
all. The lights are just landscape lighting. They are just lighting the base of the sign and
they were put there temporarily. He said if they can not get a variance for the sign, they
are looking at putting metal halogen lights that will light the entire sign.

Chairman Schubert stated that it was internally illuminated before, and he wonders why
people still do not know that they are there. He said when that building was built there
was a lot of talk in town about them being there. He stated that there could have been a
lot of new comers that came into town over the past few years that might not know that
they are there. Chairman Schubert stated that because they have changed the sign now
they have to meet the requirements that the Village has. He said that he was one of the
people that went through the codes and they put a lot of thought into what the
community would want. He stated that this was one of the changes; they did not want to
have internally illuminated signs. Chairman Schubert stated that he feels strongly about
this, but he always like to listen to what people say. He said that he feels that the sign
would be visible if they put the right lighting out there.



Mrs. Beranek said as a Lemont resident she has seen businesses come and go. She is
very passionate about their immediate care center especially because there are
emergency room physicians staffing the facility. She stated that in regards to the pomp
and circumstance when they first opened, the immediate care facility went in after the
building. She stated that people do not know that they are around. Mrs. Beranek stated
that they changed their name and that is why they went with a new sign. It used to be
called a walk-in facility, but that was causing a lot of confusion to patients. She said
that the open/closed illumination is red so people would know that they were open for
patients. She said that Dr. Enacopol’s sign across the street is internally lit. Mrs.
Beranek stated that it is like a little medical campus that they are creating for the people
within the community. She said that she feels that this will bring some attention to
patients. She stated that changing the name was why they did get the new sign. Mrs.
Beranek said that people did not understand a walk-in facility, but they will know what
an immediate care facility is. She stated that people in Lemont need to know that there
IS an area where they can go, and people still do not know that.

Chairman Schubert stated that in regards to Dr. Enacopol’s sign he is not sure if it was
prior to the new UDO or if it was part of the annexation agreement.

Mrs. Beranek stated that they are a medical facility and there are certain codes and
regulations. She said that as a medical facility this should be looked at and the variance
should be made for them. She stated that you can’t put everyone in the same category,
and that they are different from everyone else.

Chairman Schubert stated that in regards to treating them special, they hear the same
argument from every person who comes before the Board. He said that they have had at
least ten signs before them that want the same thing.

Mrs. Beranek stated that her neighbors whose kids were injured didn’t even know they
were open because they couldn’t tell if they were open by the sign. She said they ended
up going 15 minutes away for stitches. She stated seeing that open/close draws
attention. Mrs. Beranek stated that they are different because they are the only medical
facility in town that treats walk-in patients. She said for Lemont having so many young
parents it is important for them to see that they are available for their kids needs. She
stated that she is a nurse and not a public speaker and hopes that she was not
disrespectful to the Board.

Mrs. Jones stated that it is a medical use and an urgent care medical use. She said that
she is not saying that does not deserve any consideration; however the Board has to be
very cautious in regards to any regulations on signs. Regulations on signs are
regulations on first amendments, so the Board has to content neutral on whatever
decisions they make. Mrs. Jones stated that because they like a particular message, does
not mean they can approve a sign for that specific message.

Mr. Pece stated that earlier the Chairman had talked about why the Village does not
allow internally illuminated signs. He asked the Board to reconsider the fact of lighting



the sign properly by using LED lighting versus having a big spotlight on both sides of
the sign. The new signs are LED, more energy efficient, they look a lot nicer and have
come a long way over the years. Mr. Pece stated that it would look a lot nicer for the
Village to have these types of signs.

Dr. Horatio Enacopol, 12655 Thornberry Road, Lemont, stated that he supported their
request for a variance. He said that Mrs. Beranek stated that they have an internally
illuminated sign and he does not. He stated that it was built to be internally illuminated
but they never did. He said that he, his wife and the other owner in the facility have
considered the halogen lighting or the garden variety lighting. Dr. Enacopol stated that
he felt it was very unaesthetic to have these lamps by the walkway. He said it was his
concern to make sure that his office was visible. He stated that he was in the Good
Samaritan building for several years and nobody knew where he was located. Now
being across the street he is more visible. Dr. Enacopol stated that having a business in
Lemont, it helps when your business is visible when people drive-by in those two to
three seconds timeframe. It also helps in the later months when there is not much
daylight. He said that he had inquires for tenants and they have asked about the sign.
They think it is internally illuminated, but it is not. He stated that they have been there
now for three years and have not installed the spotlights on the signs because they do
not think it is very aesthetically pleasing.

Ms. Williams stated that she wanted to mention that they do have a graphic that shows
how the sign is LED lit. She said that it is not “loud” as far as the illumination. She
stated that she knows Mrs. Jones mentioned that they do not want to have an issue with
legal issues with the message. She asked if there was an exception with public services,
because that is how they are different.

Commissioner Messer said that if they are talking about the message and the concern
about the public knowing whether they are open/closed, when he looks at the proposed
sign it looks like the open/closed is over M&M Orthopaedics. He stated that his
peripheral vision does not even read the immediate care part.

Commissioner Sanderson asked if M&M Orthopaedics had the same hours as the
immediate care. He said that what Commissioner Messer is saying is that it looks like
the sign is saying whether M&M Orthopaedics is open or closed.

Commissioner Messer stated that it is exactly what he is saying. He stated that is why
he is pointing this out because it diminishes the comment about it being a safety issue.
He said reading the sign it looks like it pertains to M&M Orthopaedics and not the
immediate care.

Ms. Williams said that all of the copies say that the immediate care would be
illuminated. She said that there is a better version of the sign, if they would look at the
picture of the sign that they did in Niles, which was handed out to the Board.



Commissioner Messer stated that is a really good point because their similar sight actual
view does not have any advertisement below it for some other types of businesses. It is
only showing the immediate care center.

Commissioner Sanderson asked if there was a way to not have M&M Orthopaedics
internally illuminated. He said then it will only look like the immediate care center is
open at night.

Mr. Pece said that he had another picture of a sign.

Commissioner Sanderson asked when was the UDO written in regards to internally
illuminated signs.

Mrs. Jones said that when the UDO was originally adopted, the Village decided to take
a very hard line on illumination signs. She stated that originally wall signs in the B
districts were not allowed to be internally illuminated. She said they have since
amended that to allow wall signs to be internally illuminated in the B-3. Mrs. Jones
stated that they have since softened their stance on signs to a certain extent, but when
the UDO was adopted the thinking was they wanted to create a quaint aesthetic look.

Commissioner Sanderson stated that their old sign looks bad and can see why that
would be considered not desirable. He said the new sign looks much nicer, not saying
that he is agreeing with the variance. He stated that he is trying to understand the UDO
and asked if the Village was trying to avoid any internally lit signs versus the look.
Commissioner Sanderson said that he does not want to get into a debate on appearance
he is just trying to understand.

Mrs. Jones stated that originally the kinds of internally illuminated wall signs that were
not allowed when the UDO was adopted were the kinds that were box and pan faced.
She stated that channel letters were initially not allowed, but that has changed. She said
that the current code allows internally illuminated channel letters on wall signs. The
UDO also allows the box signs on walls but the entire face can not be translucent only
the letters or message can. Mrs. Jones stated that is what applies to wall signs in the B-
3.

Commissioner Murphy stated that there was a history of very poor choices in signs and
thought so by a very large number of people. She said that it has been looked at all over
and in the historic district. She stated that things have changed over the past 15 years
many times to get to the point where there was some caution in regards to size, material
and lighting.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that it appears that the sign is set-up for an additional
tenant. He said that there is a blank panel at the bottom and asked if they plan on adding
another tenant to the sign.



Mr. Pece said that they don’t own the building and the owner had asked them when they
put the sign up to leave a space for a future tenant.

Chairman Schubert asked if there was anyone else who would like to speak in regards to
this case. None responded.

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to close the public hearing.

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Maher to close the
public hearing for Case # 12-07. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Chairman Schubert then read the Findings of Facts:
a. The variation will not adversely affect public health, safety or welfare because it will
not create excessive light for nearby residential properties or glare for passing

motorists. All Commissioners agree.

b. The variation will have limited impact to adjacent properties and that impact is not
predicted to be negative. All Commissioners agree.

c. The use of the subject site, an outpatient urgent care clinic has unique needs for
visibility that are greater than the visibility needs of other uses; therefore, a variation
is warranted. Two Commissioners agreed and four Commissioners disagreed.

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to recommend approval for Case #12-07.

Commissioner Maher made a motion to approve Case #12-07.

Commissioner Messer asked if they were placing any conditions on the variance.

Chairman Schubert stated that if they wanted to place conditions then they would have

to be made with the motion. He then asked if Commissioner Maher to rescind his

motion.

Commissioner Maher stated no. He said that he does not want to add something to
change the sign.

Commissioner Spinelli asked Mrs. Jones if this variance request is specific to this sign.

He asked if they were granted a variance can the sign come down and the old sign be
put back up.
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Mrs. Jones stated that it can be however the Board would want to write it. She said they
could write the variance so it is specific to this sign and only this sign or it can be more
specific to describe the type of illumination that they have on the sign.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he liked this type of sign because it only has the
letters lit from the internal illumination. He said that he would hate to give them an
approval blanket for an internally lit sign which could allow them to go back to the old
because it is cheaper.

Chairman Schubert asked for a second motion for a recommend approval then they
would go into discussion.

Commissioner Spinelli seconded the motion.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he would like to see verbiage included that states this
request is specific to this sign.

Commissioner Messer stated that he would like to see that the tenant is blacked out for
back up lighting at night.

Commissioner Sanderson stated the picture of the sign under alternate option is what
they are looking for. He said that if they want to be known so people know that they are
there then the alternate option does that for them.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that his only problem with that is in the winter months it
gets dark at 4:30 and these other tenants are open later, now people do not know that
they are there. He said that if they were going to allow an internal lit sign he would hate
to penalize the other tenants just because someone might be confused with what is
actually open.

Chairman Schubert stated that he feels this discussion is leading to a precedence that
they might not want to see in the future. He stated that they are taking a sign and trying
to modify all the types of things that were presented prior to this. He said in the future
there will be a lot of other people coming to them for the same thing with the same
options.

Commissioner Maher stated that the precedence has already been set. He said you have
the Park District and school with back lit lights. He stated that some of these might go
away, but it could be 20 to 30 years down the road.

Commissioner Murphy stated that this is what this is all about. She said it is putting an
end to that.

Commissioner Maher stated that he prefers this sign compared to every other sign that

they have going. He said that if this is the precedence that they are looking for then that
is an acceptable sign. He stated that their old sign would be unacceptable and could see
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why the Village was trying to go away from those types of signs. Commissioner Maher
stated that some of the types of signs that are up down that street are obtrusive signs.

He stated that there is less light coming out of the proposed sign than the spotlights that
are up. He said that he would prefer this sign compared to the spotlights that are sitting
out there. Commissioner Maher stated his personal opinion is that he would prefer this
sign to be the precedence. He said that Good Samaritan is just one of the businesses that
are going into that site so they can not choose which business can light up. He stated
that this is a very nice sign, it is not bright at all and they did a great job. He said that he
does not mind putting the condition in there that it is just for this sign. Commissioner
Maher stated let people come before the Board and if they present a garbage sign then
the Board has the right to say no.

Commissioner Murphy stated that Mrs. Jones talked about potential changes to the
ordinance and if they were to do so if is appropriate to use examples of what is
acceptable so things can be changed globally if they need to be.

Mrs. Jones stated that they recently did amendments to the sign requirements in the
downtown district and the historic district. She stated that those did get very specific
requirements. She said that it can be written with very detailed sign regulations.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that it can be solved if you put a percentage on what can
be lit up. He said you can restrict it so that not 100% of the sign is lit up.

Commissioner Murphy stated that if you are clear that it can only be the letters.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that if you use the percentage then you don’t get a
restaurant sign that is 100% lit up.

Commissioner Murphy stated that they need to decide because it is clear that the Board
appreciates the work they did on this sign and they know that they don’t like what was
there.

Commissioner Messer stated that he would like to go back to the tenant issue. He said
that he appreciates the fact that the alternate option was presented by the applicant and
not something that was drawn up here. He stated that there must be some background
as to why the alternate was proposed, and maybe there was some internal issue with

their tenants. He said apparently it was something considered outside of this meeting.

Commissioner Maher stated that this is not a Good Samaritan building and they are only
tenants in this building.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he likes the way the original sign is presented with all
tenants illuminated.

Commissioner Maher stated that he agreed that he also liked the original sign.

12



Commissioner Murphy verified that it was only the letters and logos being illuminated.
Commissioner Kwasneski stated that he liked the original sign proposal also.
Chairman Schubert then asked if Commissioner Maher wanted to amend his motion.

Commissioner Maher made an amended motion, to recommend approval of the
Advocate sign variation as is, with the ability to add and remove tenants’ names within
the approved sign only, and any changes or replacement to the sign, other than tenant,
would have to come before the Planning and Zoning Board for approval. Commissioner
Sanderson seconded the motion.

A roll call vote was taken for the first motion:

Ayes: Maher

Nays: Kwasneski, Messer, Sanderson, Spinelli, Schubert
Abstain: Murphy

Motion denied

A roll call vote was taken for the amended motion:

Ayes: Kwasneski, Maher, Messer, Sanderson, Spinelli, Schubert
Nays: None

Abstain: Murphy

Motion passed

B. Case 12-09 — First Church of the Nazarene Sign
A public hearing for multiple variations to allow an internally illuminated and
electronic message center sign at 12725 Bell Road.

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case #12-09.

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to open
the public hearing for Case #12-09. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Mrs. Jones stated that the First Church of Nazarene had requested a few different
variations: to allow an internally illuminated monument sign, to allow a monument sign
in excess of eight feet, to allow an electronic message center, to allow an electronic
message center in excess of 25% of the total sign area, and to allow an electronic
message center that displays full color. She stated prior to the adoption of the UDO,
electronic message centers were considered special uses under the code and there was
kind of a proliferation of them in 2006 and 2007. She stated in the UDO the electronic
message centers are now only allowed in the State Street corridor in an overlay district.
She said this is limited to where there already are electronic message centers. Mrs.
Jones stated that it is her understanding that the intention of the UDO is that the Village
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Depariment
418 Main Street  Lemont, lllinois 60439

Variation Application Form phone (630) 2571595
fax (630) 257-1598

FRTRPAD [candine I 20
Company/Organization d /n ﬁ h&l_\ 60 I u h‘ Om
141§ Plmhi rst_Rd, AK Grove Villagedl (oo

541-(231-3105 b & Y43, 93/7
Akngh® i Conid Covn

“E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:
Applicant is the owner of the subject property and is the signer of this application.
Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property.

pplicant is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust.
Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner.

IO g 72 5reet

A2~ 32100 - 008

Parcel Identification Number of Subject Property/Properties

50016 Acces

Size of Subject Property/Properties

Bty Jtenal Jlumindfion of 24ishng

Do nd-ainfor Qdvocate Good Samartanpupafitd
J J Cont?
REQUIRED DOCUMENTS

See Form 500-A, Variation Application Checklist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application.

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Application received on: By:

Applicaygn deemed complete on: By:

Curren_]; %éning:

Fee Amount Enclosed: Escrow Amount Enclosed:

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page 10f 2



Variation Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee = $250 (per zoning lot)

fee is non-refundable. A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of
filing for a building permit) is designated by its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under
single ownership or control” (Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02).

Required Escrow = $500

At the time of application, the applicant shail submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
association with the variation application. Additionally, should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice sign
in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign’s removal. After completion of the
variation review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

o A

AFFIRMATION

I hereby affirm that I have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfiliment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that 1 am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the mailing
of %egal notice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

Yo nee L1/ iz g, 3-27-20/2
VT "ok

State County

the undersigned, a Notar{ ublic in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that
éﬁx\d agnee, M),

name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the

ntary act for twmrbﬁm
y 4 FFICIAL SEAL $

JANE A CONSALVO $
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS ¢
} MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:08/03/13 ¢

NN is personally known to me to be the same person whose

AAAANAAANAAAAAAZAAA A AL AT

Given under my hand and notary seal this a day of Q@, A.D.20 ‘ o~ .

My commission expires this ?> day of H(AG}LST A.D. 2 .

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2



Variation Criteria Worksheet

Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 17.04.150.D.1 establishes the criteria that all
applications for variations must meet. In addition, Section 17.04.150.D.2 of the Unified
Development Ordinance requires that the Planning & Zoning Commission or Zoning Hearing
Officer take the following conditions into consideration when determining whether a request
qualifies for a variation. You may want to consider the following in your variation request:

e The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific
property involved results in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from
a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations of the Unified Development
Ordinance were fulfilled;

e The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

e The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having
an interest in the property;

e The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the subject property is
located; and

e The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties,
or substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of
fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values
within the neighborhood.

Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section
17.04.150.D.1. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.a
The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified Development

Ordinance;

We by lieye the ﬁmmfd varidti on 5 5:/mdr5mn IS

Nooronridte Ard Will Not resu lt in hyight i m/)m

bl facther o popedy lightad ©1gn $0 ASS15

ﬁfghmeacc&l opé‘??f%&?/ mfc}fm mh‘ e m; Lare)
W', W\

r
Planning & Economic Development Department a— ‘I ‘5 In

Variation Packet — Variation Criteria Worksheet p Cr\ 0 r c 056

Updated 11-16-09
Page 10f 2




UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.b
The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict enforcement of the
Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose exceptional

hardships due to the special and unusual conditions that are not generaily found on other
properties in the same zoning district; and

We lieve that the need B the VAridrye resulss in
g ue. dircumstance. i1 Fhat-+ne Center 1s

located nedr Rae:dmﬁou HOMES 4 how&mﬂ
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UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.c

The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a substantial
detriment to adjacent property.
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. UNITED SURVEY SERVICE CO.
iy ‘ CONSTRUCTION |AND LAND SURVEYORS

f , . . 9681 ELMS TERRACE, DES PLAINES, IL 60016

‘ i . | TEL.: (847) 299 - 1010 FAX: (847) 299 - 5887

! ' » E-MAIL: USUR 'EY@IX NETCOM.COM
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1 l 2 I 3 I 4
AREA/WEIGHT BILL OF MATERIALS
SIGN SQUARE FOOTAGE: No. QTy. DESCRIPTION SPEC.
97.9 sq.ft.
ESTIMATED SIGN WEIGHT: 1 135 ft. | ALUMINUM ANGLE, 1 1/2" X 1 1/2" X 3/16" ALUM.
985 Lb. 2 40 ft. | ALUMINUM EXTRUSION, 1 1/2” DIVIDER BAR ALUM.
10 | 155 sq.ft. | ALUMINUM SHEET, .090" THICK 3003
gggf%#gé\ﬁiioml_ 1 AS REQ'D | ALUMINUM SHEET, .063" THICK, WHITE PRE—COAT 3003
9-10 1/ SULLDING CODE 20 1 STEEL TUBE, 4" X 4" X 1/4" (8—6 1/2" LONG) A500
B SES)CE Z]—oEsx COSURE © 21 8 ft. STEEL ANGLE, 1 1/2" X 1 1/2" X 3/16" A36
- 1'-6"— —1'—4" mph, 2 - - -
e 66 1/ A oIl EESISTANGE 150 30 1 STEEL BASE PLATE, 10" X 10" X 1” (SEE DETAIL #8, S4) A36
PSF/FT 31 1 STEEL PLATE, 6” X 1'=5" X 1/4” (SEE DETAIL #7, S4) A36
A ——@ 40 | 30 sq.ft. | 3/4" CLEAR ACRYLIC -
2-9 7 \52/ / Y 41 12 sq.ft. | 3/16" CLEAR ACRYLIC -
TOLERANCE: £ 1/16" ON -
ALL DIMENSIONS 42 | 25 sq.ft, | 3/16" #7328 WHITE ACRYLIC -
50 1 TOGGLE DISCONNECT SWITCH, 20A UL RATED -
A d » @ H 51 2 OUTDOOR BLANK—OUT LED BACKLIT, PHX734GR—100 (SIGNAL—TECH) | —
SEE SHEET #3 vacate 52 1 RF RECIEVER w/REMOTE, 1500 FT RANGE, #6915 (SIGNAL—TECH) -
o | 53 1 INTERMATIC FIXED POSITION PHOTOCELL (K4021) -
GOOd Samaritan ROUTED & 60 152 LED MODULE, AGILIGHT SIGNRAYZ BASE WHITE 6500K -
i Outpatlent Center DOOIi=s-N I 61 2 ADVANCE POWER SUPPLY Z
T 70 4 3/4°—10 STEEL STRAIGHT ANCHOR BOLTS AND WASHERS, 3—0" LONG| A36
© 1] ” U »
1 7-01/4 RADIO ANTENNA 71 AS REQ'D | SCREW, FLAT HEAD, #8 X 3/4", PHILLIPS, ZINC FINISH -
N @ 72 8 BOLT, CARRIAGE HEAD, 1/4"—20, ZINC FINISH, w/ NUT & WASHER | -
S~ NG ] »
> 15900 West 127th Stramt/ NS 73 | AS REQD | WELD STUD, 1/4"-20 w/ WING NUT AND RUBBER WASHER -
N L_yw 90 - UL, UNION, AND ICON LABEL LOCATION -
Immediate Care OP %o 91 - 5/16” DRAIN HOLE _
_.ROUTED &
BACKED UP
Diagnostic . PAINT & VINYL COLORS
. i P1 .25 gal | PAINT PURPLE, PMS 2685, SATIN FINISH -
ROUTED & (35 Imaging Center o a2
BACKED UP P2 .25 gal | PAINT LIGHT GRAY, MP 18101 -
P3 .25 gal | PAINT DARK GRAY, MP 18149 -
/B P4 .25 gal | PAINT PRATT & LAMBERT PRO WHITE 33—4, LIGHT STIPPLE FINISH | —
LIMESTONE G :
BASE | | Vi AS REQ'D | SMOKE GREY VINYL, 3M #3635—091 (FIRST SURFACE, DOUBLE HIT) | —
{ ¥
: V3 | AS REQD | VINYL, PURPLE, TO MATCH PMS 2655, 1ST SURFACE -
Nl e e e B T s s e S | GRADE Q,
» P\ - l_i - - ; ‘ } V5 | AS REQD | WHITE DIFFUSER FILM, 3M #3635—70 (SECOND SURFACE APPLIED) -
REVERSE SIDE ON SHEET 4 L P - NG |, V6 | AS REQD | DIGITAL PRINT FOR LIGHT GRADATION, 1ST SURFACE -
i ‘ 4 i ) " 3—6" “ -
8-01/4 . AUGERED FOUNDATION:
- - - — 93'—0" X 5'—0" DEEP
) - ] STEEL REBAR:
~ I S (1 B A (6)—#7 BARS VERTICAL
% 3 _ @ . . ) #3 TIES @ 18" CENTERS
s . ) . ey
7 z 2 - : w/ 6" PAD:
SR P ‘o e 8-0" X 3—6" X 6" DEEP
. #5 BARS @ 14" CENTERS LENGTH
N T P R B #3 BARS @ 10" CENTERS WIDTH
N o - — CONCRETE FOOTING:
P P A CONCRETE SHALL ATTAIN A 28
J o oo e DAY STRENGTH fc = 3000 PSI
) W . ' M CONCRETE REQUIRED:
1.9 cu.yd.
I'll ¢3'_0' /'l, y
ALTERNATE FOUNDATION (DUG):
—~ FRONT & SIDE ELEVATIONS ¥-0" X 30" X 40" DEEP

ELECTRICAL

LED'S (152) AGILIGHT SIGNRAYZ BASE 6500K
POWER SUPPLY [(2) ADVANCE 12V, 60W

AMPS 1.26

V.A. 120 VOLTS WATTS 150
OPEN/CLOSE  |PHX734GR—100 (SIGNAL—TECH)

AMPS 0.25

V.A. 120 VOLTS WATTS 30
TOTAL AMPS 1.51 TOTAL WATTS 180
CIRCUITS 1-20 AMP

THIS SIGN IS INTENDED TO BE

SCALE: 3/8"=1-0"

CONCRETE REQUIRED:
2.2 cu.yd.

ALTERNATE STEEL REBAR:
(5) #5 BAR VERTICAL @12" CENTERS

(3) #5 BAR HORIZONTAL @16" CENTERS
BOTH WAYS, FRONT AND BACK

INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE REQUIREMENTS OF ARTICLE 600
OF THE NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
AND /OR OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL
CODES. THIS INCLUDES PROPER
GROUNDING AND BONDING OF SIGN.

THIS SIGN TO
BEAR THIS MARK

Underwniiors
Lborsiarios e.0
ELECTRIC SIGN

1CON..

Identity Solutions

1418 ELMHURST RD.
ELK GROVE VILLAGE
ILLINOIS 60007

SIGN ID:| cusToM D4

{88 5/8" X 910 1/4" DOUBLE FACED LOCATION: LEMONT, IL t
—|LED ILLUMINATED MONUMENT LOCATION No.: 12002 % Ad
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

418 Main Street - Lemont, lllinois 60439
phone 630-257-1595 - fax 630-257-1598

TO: Committee of the Whole #57-12
FROM: Charity Jones, Village Planner
THRU: James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Case 12-09 First Church of the Nazarene Sign Variation

DATE: May 8, 2012

SUMMARY

The First Church of the Nazarene, owner of the subject property, has requested multiple
variations from Chapter 17.11 of the UDO to allow an electronic message center
monument sign for the First Church of the Nazarene on Bell Road. The Planning & Zoning
Commission and staff do not recommend approval.
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PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Case No. 12.09
First Church of the Nazarene Sign Variation

Project Name

General Information
Applicant
Agent Representing Applicant

First Church of the Nazarene
Rev. Andy Combs

Status of Applicant

Property Owner

Requested Actions:

Variations to allow:
1) aninternally illuminated monument sign;
2) a monument sign in excess of 8 feet high;
3) an electronic message center;
4) an electronic message center in excess of
25% of the total sign area; and
5) an electronic message center displaying full

color.
Site Location 12725 Bell Road (PIN 22-36-100-012)
Existing Zoning Institutional
Size 11.84 acres
Existing Land Use Institutional

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning East: Forest Preserve District, Cook County R-3 Single-
Family Residence District

West: Golf Course, Cook County R-3 Single-Family
Residence District

North: Forest Preserve District, Cook County R-3
Single-Family Residence District

South: Forest Preserve District, Cook County R-3

Single-Family Residence District

Comprehensive Plan 2002 The Comprehensive Plan calls for this site to be open
space.
The property was annexed to the Village in 2007 and

zoned institutional.

Zoning History

Special Information
Public Utilities The site is not serviced by Village water and sewer.
CASE HISTORY

Pre-application History. One of two free standing signs at First Church of the Nazarene
was recently destroyed in an auto accident. The church inquired with the Village about
the applicable requirements for a replacement sign and after discussing the options
available within the UDO, the church decided to apply for the requested variations (see
table on page 2).

PZC Public Hearing. The Planning & Zoning Commission (PZC) conducted a public
hearing and reviewed the requested variations on April 18, 2012. The church’s pastor was
present and two additional church representatives spoke in support of the variation
request. The PZC discussed the requested variations at length and expressed concerns
about setting precedent and with electronic message centers in general. After
significant discussion, the variation request failed to receive a recommendation for
approval from a majority of the PZC.
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One issue that came up during the public hearing, but was not addressed in the staff
report, is the question of whether the church could build back its original sign. Since the
sign was destroyed by an accident, the Unified Development Ordinance would allow it
to be rebuilt as it existed, so long as the church could show that the sign was legally
established when it was initially constructed. Additionally, building permits for a
replacement sign would have to be issued within six months of the accidental destruction
of the original sign.

BACKGROUND

Prior to the adoption of the Unified Development Ordinance in 2008, the Lemont Zoning
Ordinance governed the construction of signs and it allowed electronic message centers
as a special use. In 2006 and 2007, four electronic message centers were approved by
special use: School District 210, School District 113A, Vito & Nick’s, and llinois Bar and
Grill. In 2009, the Lemont Park District received special use approval for an electronic
message center (although approved after the UDO was adopted, the application was
initiated prior to its adoption and was therefore reviewed under the standards of the
Lemont Zoning Ordinance). In the UDO, electronic message centers are now only
allowed within a portion of the State Street corridor, which is defined within the UDO as
the Electronic Message Center Overlay District.

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the
following three standards to be approved:

1. The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified
Development Ordinance;

Analysis. The general purpose of the UDO is specified in UDO Section 17.01.050.
Of the eight components listed, four are not applicable to this variation request.

e Promoting and protecting the general health, safety and welfare. The
request for internal illuminations will not injure the public health, safety and
general welfare. The requested illumination would not be overly bright so
as to create glare or other distractions for drivers.

The request for an electronic message center has unknown impacts on
health and safety. Properly noted by the applicant, the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) has conducted a literature review of academic
reports on the impacts of electronic message centers on driver safety and
concluded that the current research has yielded inconclusive results.
Therefore, it is difficult to say whether the approval of the requested
variation for a full color electronic message center in excess of the UDQO’s
maximum size would have negative impacts on the general health, safety
and welfare.

The requested height variation would likely make the sign more visible; it is
unknown whether such additional visibility would have a negative impact
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on health and safety. Some studies indicate that if a sign is visible from too
far a distance, the driver can be distracted by attempting to read a sign
that is not yet legible.! However, as noted previously, overall results are
inconclusive.

e Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property. The
variation will have no impact on air, privacy, or access to property. It will
increase light emanating from the subject site, but since the light is directed
toward the street and not toward any residential properties, impact of the
light would be primarily to drivers and not surrounding property owners.

e Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive
commercial areas. The applicant argues that the requested variations are
necessary, in part, because the Bell Road corridor is going to become a
commercial corridor. First, the extent to which commercial properties will
be located along the corridor and the nature and design of such
commercial uses remains unknown.

Second, and more importantly, the Village has determined that internally
illuminated monuments signs are not essential to economically vibrant and
attractive commercial areas. If the Planning and Zoning Commission were
to find otherwise, then the Village should not merely grant a variation to
allow one such sign, but should change the UDO to allow internal
ilumination of all monument signs.

e Conserving the value of land and buildings throughout the Village. The
ilumination of this singular monument sign would have minimal impacts on
adjacent properties and likely no impact on the value of land and buildings
throughout the Village. However, a precedent could be set by approving
this requested variation that may have an unknown impact on land
throughout the Village.

2. The plight of the owner is due to unigue circumstances and thus strict
enforcement of the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical
difficulties or impose exceptional hardships due to the special and unique
conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the same zoning
district;

Analysis. The applicant asserts that one of the unique circumstances in this case is
that the need for a new monument sign is an unanticipated expense, one which
the church will have to raise funds to meet. This is certainly a unique circumstance
that likely creates financial hardship for the church to purchase a new sign.
However this circumstance and hardship do not necessitate the requested
variations. In fact, a simple monument sign would be much less expensive than
an electronic message center but such a sign would not meet the applicant’s
desire to communicate multiple messages through one sign.

! http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate/cevms2.htm
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The applicant notes that the site’s previous monument sign was in place for 12
years before it was destroyed. The applicant states that they feel the current UDO
requirements compel them to install a monument sign that will be outdated in the
next five to ten years and that the church cannot afford to change signs that
frequently. What one considers “outdated” is highly subjective. So long as the
requirements of the UDO are uniformly applied throughout the Village, then
whatever signs are constructed within the Village of Lemont will be “in date” with
one another, even if they do not represent every new trend or technology in sign
design. In the case of electronic message centers, the Vilage has already
determined that it does not wish to fully embrace the new sign technology.

The applicant explains that the previous monument sign (a manual changeable
copy sign) rendered lettering changes difficult and lacked sufficient room to
communicate multiple events at one time. The applicant states that many times
a year, the church uses multiple temporary signs to communicate messages.
Additionally, there is a second free standing sign on the site. The applicant
contends that the subject site is unique in that it draws thousands of families on a
weekly basis for various different events. The church site is home to a pre-school
with enrollment of over 100. The Nazarene Recreation program includes a
volleyball club, soccer club, and an arts academy offering music lessons; these
programs bring children to the subject site at least once a week during their
operating seasons. Approximately 4,000 children are involved in the Nazarene
Recreation program. The Southwest Community Concert Band holds its weekly
rehearsals at the subject site and hosts a week-long summer band camp each
year on-site. Additionally, the church has several special events throughout the
year.

There are a large number of people visiting the subject site and the site does need
a visible sign and visible entry points so those unfamiliar with the area can safely
find their way into the site. However, an internally illuminated sign with an
electronic message center is not necessary to fulfill this need. The application
states that Bell Road “is dark at night” and that “the proposed sign is designed to
be a beacon.” Although the applicant intends these statements to support the
variation request, staff views them differently. If the area is dark, then any
iluminated sign will be more noticeable, whether the source of illumination is
internal or external. An externally illuminated monument sign provides adequate
site visibility for passing motorists to identify the site, particularly along a dark
corridor such as Bell Road at night. Entrance and exit signs and/or lighting at the
site’s driveways would help visitors find their way into the site.

A static or changeable copy sign would limit the nhumber of messages that the
church can display on its sign. The same argument can be made by a pharmacy
that wants to advertise simultaneous offerings on various items such as milk,
Halloween candy, or blood pressure screening. Or the multiple tenants in a
shopping center that all desire to advertise their own specials on the single
shopping center sign along the right of way. Therefore, this limitation is not unique
in that it is consistent with the requirements of the UDO that are applied equally
across all properties.
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The applicant states that the location of the church is unique because of the high
travel speeds on Bell Road and trees that limit drivers’ sight of the existing or
proposed sign. The applicant contends that these factors support the need for
the proposed sign. Bell Road does have a speed limit of 45 miles per hour, which is
a higher travel speed than most Vilage roads. However, Archer Avenue and
Main Street also have speed limits of 45 mph or higher and properties along these
streets are required to comply with the sign standards of the UDO. If the Village
agrees that the high speed limits along roads such as Bell and Archer warrant
different signage, the Village should amend the UDO accordingly, not hand out
variations on a case-by-case basis.

There are trees on either side of the subject site. Staff found that the trees to the
south of the subject site did not inhibit views; the church’s current temporary sign
was visible as far away as entrance to the Lemont Fire Protection District, almost
one quarter mile from the subject site’s proposed sign location. Trees to the north
of the subject site did limit visibility of the subject site for southbound drivers
somewhat.

Staff does not see a unique circumstance that warrants approval of a variation for
this property. The UDO standards related to monument signs apply to all
monument signs equally. Staff believes that the conditions pointed out by the
applicant as unigue circumstances are also applicable to other properties in the
Village, particularly any other property to be developed along Bell Road.

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a
substantial detriment to adjacent property.

Analysis. The Bell Road corridor may, one day, become a commercial corridor as
the applicant contends. For now, however, the introduction of an electronic
message center along Bell Rd would change the character of the area to
decidedly more commercial. Additionally, because no electronic message
centers have ever been approved under the UDO, the precedent set by
apyproving this variation could have larger impacts across the municipality.

Engineering Comments. The Village Engineer stated he has no comments to the
variation application.

Fire District Comments. The Fire District had no objections to the variation application.

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff does not recommend approval of the variation requests. Staff does not find unique
circumstances in this case that warrant a variation. If the Board wishes to approve the
requested variation, staff would recommend that they then direct staff to subsequently
review and amend the UDQO’s regulations regarding monument signs.

Also, it should be noted that the subject site currently has a freestanding sign, in addition
to the sign that was damaged. If a new monument sign is approved, the UDO would
require the removal of the existing sign. Also, there are several illegal temporary signs on
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the site that should be removed or properly permitted. The UDO only allows one
temporary sign per site at any given time.

Director Comment. Issues surrounding electronic signs were controversial before and
during the drafting and adoption of the UDO. The Village decided to move away from
discretionary review of electronic signs, i.e. approval by special use, and instead
adopted clear, concise standards and limited locations for such signs. | do not find any
of the arguments raised by the applicant as sufficient justification for varying these
standards. The arguments raised by the applicant could be echoed by almost any
applicant. In the interest of treating everyone fairly, this variation request should
therefore be denied. As stated above, if the elected officials do not object to these sign
variation requests, then instead the Village should consider amendments to its sign
regulations.

Aesthetics are valid municipal health, safety and welfare concerns. The current sign
regulations were established to guard against the proliferation of unattractive and

obtrusive signs and general visual degradation of the Village’s commercial corridors.
Granting this variation would not be consistent with such aesthetic concerns.

ATTACHMENTS
1. Excerpt of draft 04-18-12 PZC minutes
2. Applicant Submission

3. Site Photos

COW Memorandum — Case # 12-09 First Church of the Nazarene Sign Variation 7
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 500



Commissioner Murphy verified that it was only the letters and logos being illuminated.
Commissioner Kwasneski stated that he liked the original sign proposal also.
Chairman Schubert then asked if Commissioner Maher wanted to amend his motion.

Commissioner Maher made an amended motion, to recommend approval of the
Advocate sign variation as is, with the ability to add and remove tenants’ names within
the approved sign only, and any changes or replacement to the sign, other than tenant,
would have to come before the Planning and Zoning Board for approval. Commissioner
Sanderson seconded the motion.

A roll call vote was taken for the first motion:

Ayes: Maher

Nays: Kwasneski, Messer, Sanderson, Spinelli, Schubert
Abstain: Murphy

Motion denied

A roll call vote was taken for the amended motion:

Ayes: Kwasneski, Maher, Messer, Sanderson, Spinelli, Schubert
Nays: None

Abstain: Murphy

Motion passed

B. Case 12-09 — First Church of the Nazarene Sign
A public hearing for multiple variations to allow an internally illuminated and
electronic message center sign at 12725 Bell Road.

Chairman Schubert called for a motion to open the public hearing for Case #12-09.

Commissioner Murphy made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to open
the public hearing for Case #12-09. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Mrs. Jones stated that the First Church of Nazarene had requested a few different
variations: to allow an internally illuminated monument sign, to allow a monument sign
in excess of eight feet, to allow an electronic message center, to allow an electronic
message center in excess of 25% of the total sign area, and to allow an electronic
message center that displays full color. She stated prior to the adoption of the UDO,
electronic message centers were considered special uses under the code and there was
kind of a proliferation of them in 2006 and 2007. She stated in the UDO the electronic
message centers are now only allowed in the State Street corridor in an overlay district.
She said this is limited to where there already are electronic message centers. Mrs.
Jones stated that it is her understanding that the intention of the UDO is that the Village
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did not want any more of those types of signs. They wanted to limit them to where they
already are and just contain them.

Mrs. Jones said a little background on the First Church of Nazarene is that they did have
a sign and somebody hit the sign with a car and it was destroyed. She stated that now
they are coming before the Board asking for some variations for the sign they would
like to build. She said the variations would have to meet the three standards. The first
standard being that the variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of
the UDO. She stated in regards to the health, safety and welfare it is a little different
when you look at the electronic message centers. There are a lot of different studies that
have been done about electronic message centers, primarily billboards along highways
and whether they cause distractions or not. Mrs. Jones stated that Pastor Combs, in his
application, referenced the federal highway administrations information where they
summarize a lot of the current literature that is out there. She stated that the literature
was not definitive one way or the other. It is difficult to say whether there would be
negative health, safety and welfare. Mrs. Jones stated that the requested height variation
would make the sign more visible. Whether that would have a negative impact on
health and safety, it is unknown or questionable. She said it is very difficult and if you
look at sign regulations you would have to get into very scientific analysis. She stated
that she could not think of a single community that has the kind of regulations that
addressed or looked at the speed of the car, distance from the sign to the road, and angle
at which a person sees the sign to just name a few.

Mrs. Jones said another component to the first standard is ensuing adequate natural
light, air, privacy and access to property. She said that there is no negative impact. It
will increase light coming off of the sight but the light will be directed toward the street.
Mrs. Jones stated that there are no residential neighbors. Another component is
maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive commercial areas. She
stated that the applicant argues that the Bell Road corridor is going to become
commercial. She said probably with good reason, the Village has recently annexed
some property and had it zoned commercial. However, the nature of that activity and
the design has yet to be determined and that very much impacts the character of the
corridor. She stated that the portion of Bell Road that they are on is certainly not a
residential corridor either. Mrs. Jones said that she would have to say that the UDO sets
up the Village’s standards for the commercial corridors and among those is the
prohibition on internally illuminated monument signs. She stated that there are set
height restrictions for a reason. She said her contention is that electronic message
centers are limited to the area that they are limited to because the Village did not want
any more of them. Mrs. Jones said lastly in regards to conserving the value of land and
buildings throughout the Village, one individual sign there is not much impact.
However, signs like this up and down Bell Road would have a much different impact.

Mrs. Jones said the second standard is the unique circumstances. She said that she does
not want to go over ever single point because it is a very lengthy staff report. She stated
that the applicant did put a lot of effort into making their case. She said that she would
summarize by saying that they do have a lot of activity going on at the church. It may
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be considered unique among the churches in the community or compared to other
commercial properties in the area. That does mean that they do need good legibility and
sign visibility; however that does not mean that the Village needs to grant them an
electronic message center. She said that you can see a sign that is externally illuminated
particularly on a dark corridor like Bell Road is and see the facility to know where to
turn in. Mrs. Jones stated the argument that the applicant makes about wanting to let
people know about all the activities that they offer is no different then the argument a
shopping center owner would make about advertising every one of their tenants.

Mrs. Jones said the last standard is that it will not alter the essential character of the
locality. She stated that staff feels that the introduction of an electronic message center
would change the character of this portion of the Bell Road corridor. There is an
electronic message center to the south towards Homer Glen and there is one to the north
towards Archer Avenue. Neither of them is visible from the subject site. She stated that
staff feels that both of those signs are far enough away that the character of this area is
different and the future character has yet to be determined. The property that is going
to be built out commercial is located in the Village of Lemont and we do not allow
internally illuminated signs or message centers, so why would they want to set that
precedence.

Chairman Schubert asked if the Board had any questions for Mrs. Jones.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that it was brought up about the issue of placement of
signs with regards to the property line. He asked what that current requirement is.

Mrs. Jones stated that it is a four foot minimum along the property line. There is a
particular triangle that is set whether it is a street and a street or a street and a driveway
and that sets those distances and creates that vision triangle.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that this sign is set between the two entrances. He then
asked if there was anything restricting the placement of the sign with the property line in
aspect to the height of the sign. Such as, if the sign was 10 feet high then it would have
to be set 10 feet off of the property line.

Mrs. Jones said that the sign would have to be set back half the height of the sign. She
said she mentioned in the staff report that the applicant noted that it is hard to see where
to turn in and out of their property particularly at night. She said it is true and they
could have entrance and exits signs but they could not be internally illuminated. They
would have to be illuminated by spotlight and they would not be advertisement signage.

Commissioner Spinelli asked if that would take away from their maximum signage that
they are allowed.

Mrs. Jones stated that it was completely separate.
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Chairman Schubert asked if there has been any talk about the amount of signs that are
on the property at this time.

Mrs. Jones stated that she did not realize how many signs there were until she went out
to the site to take pictures for the staff report.

Commissioner Messer asked what the electronic message signs are north and south of
the subject site.

Mrs. Jones stated that there was a church that was south of 131%, which is an electronic
message center. The other is Everest Academy which has an electronic message center,
but right across the street from them is a church that has a regular changeable copy sign
that is internally illuminated. She stated that both of those signs are not in the Village of
Lemont. Although, it does have an impact when you look at the character of the area.
She said that the Village of Lemont wants the portion of the Bell Road corridor, where
they started to annex property into Lemont, to have Lemont’s aesthetic and not
unincorporated Will or Cook County’s.

Reverend Andy Combs, 14542 S. Mustang Drive, Homer Glen, stated that their sign
was mowed down by a car in January of 2012. He thanked the Board for taking the
time to listen to their request. He said that his church has been in Lemont since 1974.
He stated that they started in the city of Chicago in 1904 and moved out here when there
was nothing but corn fields and beans. The church immediately began being not just a
religious center for youth, teens and adults, but also started a preschool and built a
gymnasium which was used for roller skating on Friday nights. Rev. Combs stated that
from day one the church was more than just a typical Wednesday or Sunday church
facility. It was a community center where there were multiple activities for multiple
uses. He said that today it has grown even more. There is a preschool with 140
students, a recreation program that has over 4,000 kids a year involved in sports or
camps. They are also the home of the Southwest Community Concert Band who
practice and perform there. The passion play at Easter time brings in about 1,500
people. The block party in the summer brings in over 3,000 people and there are many
more activities. He stated that it is a facility that is unique with its place and purpose
and trying to communicate all these events, activities, and happenings. Rev. Combs
said that if it was simply a church listing its service times then it would be different.

Rev. Combs showed a picture of the past sign that was destroyed in January 2012. He
said at that time they had to think about replacing the sign. He thanked Mrs. Jones for
all the help she has given to him over the past few months. He stated that he could not
build back the sign he had today. He said that it is over nine feet three inches tall, there
is no limestone base, the sign area is too large, and the sign area is internally
illuminated. He said that he had to come up with a sign that would meet the spirit of
UDO and Lemont’s character, but also be able to communicate to the public their
activities. Rev. Combs then presented a display of what the new sign would look like to
the Board. He said that the new sign is the same height as the old sign. The sign does
reside 50 feet from Bell Road across a grassy front lawn and will have the limestone
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base that is required. The top portion is internally illuminated, but only 10% of that
surface area is lit up. Rev. Combs stated that he talked with his sign person and if they
had spotlights there it would have to have 500 watts per side and more excessive light
going in all directions. He said this contains the light in a specific area were it is visible
and not obtrusive. He stated that the bottom portion is an LED electronic message
center. It will give them the ability to display multiple images and change them. He
said that he knows that there is much concern about signs that are scrolling and where
text is exploding. Rev. Combs stated that he brought in a sample of what they are
proposing to display. He then passed out a copy to each of the Board members and it
was also presented on a board. He stated that at any point in time that a car passes by
the message center it would appear as an aesthetic fixed graphic image. The image does
not move, there are no videos, no flashing and no exploding. He said that every three
seconds the sign will switch from one graphic image to the next.

Rev. Combs stated that he know that they are concerned about safety, height, and
illumination. He said when it is compared, the old sign was much larger and the right
side of the sign was like a large light bulb. It had eight 100 watt fluorescent tubes in
there. The new sign is much more muted, the light is more contained, and it is a more
attractive sign then the old. Rev. Combs stated that Mrs. Jones talked about how signs
can be a traffic hazard, but he feels that it has not been proven to be truthful.

Rev. Combs stated as far as the atmosphere of Bell Road changing, he feels that Bell
Road is a corridor. A mile south and north the electronic message signs already exist.
He said that they are not creating this; they are just joining in with what is there. Rev.
Combs stated that in summary it allows them to display multiple images. When you
look at the sign it is an aesthetic graphic image, there is no flashing or scrolling or
exploding. He said that the speed limit is 45 mph on Bell Road and it may be widened.
To be able to see a sign 50 feet away at that speed the letters would have to be at least
an eight or ten inch letter. This could cause it to have a sign that is much larger than
what he is presenting. He stated that the electronic sign would be able to display
multiple images and he can make the images smaller. Rev. Combs said that we are in a
graphic era with things like you tube and videos that people look at. He stated to
communicate their message most effectively it is better to do so graphically as he has
shown this evening. Rev. Combs said that they have one shot to do this, that you don’t
change signs every year. He stated that this sign is going to cost them a lot of money if
it is approved. He said that it is his belief that electronic message centers are going to
become the norm. If they built a sign like the old one, it sends a message to the people
that they are not into technology and not with the times. He stated that the new sign
sends an image that they are more current with society and culture. Rev. Combs said
that he knows that it is a big “ask”. He stated that it is smaller and uses less light.
When you look at the sign it will not be moving or flashing, but just an aesthetic graphic
sign.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that looking at the survey that was submitted it appears
that the sign is right on the property line. He asked if they would object moving the sign
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eight feet closer to the building. He stated that in the future if Bell Road does get
widened he would hate to have this sign right on the property line.

Rev. Combs said that the current sign was built 12 years ago. They were planning on
using the same structure or pole to save money. He stated that if it was a requirement
they would definitely move the sign four or five feet closer to the building.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he would ask the applicant to move the sign at least
four feet. To make it work with the existing sign base at five feet, then he would want
five feet.

Rev. Combs stated that he was not sure how much room he had from the existing sign to
the building.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that if he moved it eight feet then the sign would be 20
feet away from the building.

Chairman Schubert stated that Commissioner Murphy had to leave the meeting. She left
at 8:01 p.m.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that he did not like signs right on the property line. If the
county comes in with a sidewalk, then there is an issue and the county could make them
move the sign. He said that there had to be certain clear areas for various hazards along
a pedestrian way.

Rev. Combs stated that he knows the Bell Road expansion has been surveyed but he has
not seen which side it was going to be on. He said that you have 50 feet there even a 20
foot lane would leave 30 feet between the sign and the roadway.

Commissioner Messer stated that with the line of sight, the speed of traffic coming
down Bell Road and the sign sitting closer to the road the less you have pulling out of
the driveway.

Commissioner Maher asked what the typical usable life was for these signs was.

Rev. Combs stated that there is a five year warranty and that there are some that have
lasted 15 years. He said they are going with a 16 millimeter sign which has a finer
image. He stated that at least 10 years, but they are hoping for 15 years.

Commissioner Maher asked if the sign burns out, would each section go or does the
whole thing go out.

Rev. Combs said that there are sections.

Commissioner Maher asked if they have thought or done any plans on this sign without
the LED at the bottom.
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Rev. Combs said that he is not sure how he would do that. He said that he could replace
it with something like the old sign, but they have to have the ability to advertise all their
programs that they offer. He stated that there are so many things happening that is what
makes them a unique establishment. They are not just a church they are a multi-entity
which is providing a service for the community. Rev. Combs stated that they are open
seven days a week, ten hours a day. He said that they have one shot at this. If the Board
says no today and they spend $25,000 on a new sign, he could not come back in five
years if the UDO changes and spend $50,000 on another new sign. He stated that they
are trying to keep it simple, muted, less obtrusive and he will put it in writing that there
will be no flashing, scrolling or video. Rev. Combs reiterated that when you pass the
sign it is just an aesthetic image, just a picture that has no motion to it. The ability to
change the message is paramount to us.

Commissioner Sanderson asked what the code was for the three seconds.
Mrs. Jones stated that three seconds is the code.

Rev. Combs stated that he is saying three seconds it could end up being five second, he
IS just not sure.

Mrs. Jones stated that it could be a condition if the Board wanted to make it longer. She
said however the vote goes today; one thing that the Board might want to address is the
fact that they have another free standing sign on the property. Mrs. Jones stated that it
was for the Nazarene sport which is their recreation program. She said technically
under the UDO whatever monument sign they put up, whether it is LED or not, staff
would not be able to approve because they already have another free standing sign.

Mrs. Jones stated that the Board will need to take that into consideration and either
require them to remove the other sign or allow that one to stay if approved for the new
monument sign. She said that she was not aware of the other sign until she went out to
the site.

Rev. Combs stated that was approved under Cook County not under Lemont. He said
that the sign was really far enough away and it is smaller.

Commissioner Sanderson asked what the size requirement was for LED.

Mrs. Jones stated that the LED’s are not supposed to exceed 25% of the maximum sign
area. The maximum sign area can not be more than 64 feet.

Rev. Combs stated that their sign is less than the maximum square footage on the sign.
He said that their sign is 60 square feet. He said that the LED is larger. He stated that
they have to remember that now they are 55 feet from Bell Road with cars passing at 45
mph. He said that if they shrink the size to one foot high then you would have to scroll
just to get the message. He stated that is when you cause more problems, but if he can
show just one image with a message then they are only seeing one sign.
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Commissioner Sanderson stated that he liked the sign, but it is not suppose to be a
billboard. It is suppose to show people who you are, the address and maybe a phone
number. He stated that they are putting out more information than most businesses get
to put out there. He said that it just looks big to him.

Rev. Combs stated that he has been in Lemont for 12 years and if you say the word
Nazarene in the area, there is always someone who has a heard of them. He said that
they have kids who attended preschool or who participated in baseball there that are
now bringing their kids there. He said that they have been there for almost 40 years.
They have a huge impact on this area and have a lot to offer. He said that they are
trying to communicate a lot because what they have to offer is important. People need
to know what they are doing.

Commissioner Spinelli asked if the temporary signs that they have up now, were those
permitted.

Mrs. Jones stated that they were not permitted.

Commissioner Spinelli asked if this type of message board was approved is there a need
for these temporary signs anymore.

Rev. Combs stated that if there was then they would have to ask for a permit. He stated
that the Village does allow a temporary sign for 30 days. He said for example in
January for preschool registration, but not like they have presently where they have
multiple signs for everything.

Commissioner Spinelli asked if they have thought about the number of images that they
would try to display in a single day or would the sign only allow you so many images.

Rev. Combs said that it has not been thought about. He stated that it would very with
the time of year. The end of the year they have a lot more going on. He said that it
might be important, but the point he wants to keep making is that as a car goes by they
see one graphic image. Rev. Combs said that he does not think that there is a limit on
the sign, but they do not plan on doing many.

Chairman Schubert stated that a vehicle can see at least three different messages as they
are approaching their building. He said that he has driven past the building several
times and you can see the building for a length of time before you pass it.

Rev. Combs stated that from the north you would have less time because of a hill, but he
agreed that you might get two messages from the south. He said the problem with a
smaller sign is like the sign that is south of them, your only seeing half a message
because it changes. The sign at Everest Academy scrolls and you are trying read as you
are driving by which is worse and more hazardous. Rev. Combs said that on their old
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sign they would stack eight lines of text that people were trying to read as they drove by,
which would be worse then seeing a graphic image.

Commissioner Spinelli asked if on the board of the sign do they have the ability to
change the brightness.

Rev. Combs stated that he did not know that answer.

Mrs. Jones stated that many of the current LED signs have a dimmer capacity. She said
that in many communities that allow them, more so than Lemont, require them to be
dimmed by a certain percentage after dusk.

Commissioner Messer asked in regards to the secondary sign, when would the new sign
become ineffective to them that they would need a second sign.

Rev. Combs said at any point in time there are at least ten things going on in the
building. He stated that they can not communicate all those things to people passing by
so they would have to pick and choose. He said that the example he gave would give
them a 30 day window to let people know about a specific event that was opened for
registration. He said that example would only happen once a year and the Village
would have control over that. Rev. Combs stated that he does not see it as a normal
occurrence that was just one thing that he thought of.

Commissioner Messer asked what Rev. Combs meant when he referenced his sign as a
“beacon” in his application. He stated that when he hears the word beacon he thinks of
something like a lighthouse. He said that it might draw a person’s attention away from
the main purpose of being on the road, and that is to drive. Commissioner Messer stated
that as far as lighting, that area is a very quite area. He said that what he sees in the area
is that they get a beacon, then there is another beacon, then another and then the whole
corridor is filled with beacons.

Rev. Combs stated that they are the third beacon, that there are already two beacons in
the area. He said that the word beacon to him was an identifier. It will identify who
they are and also what they are offering. He stated that to him a beacon is not a negative
term it just states that this is where this is happening.

Chairman Schubert asked if there was any way that the second sign could go away. He
said that the sign only had three lines on it and it should be able to be modified on the
message center.

Rev. Combs said that it could go away. He stated that it was put there many years ago
because the church sign was consumed with church events. He said that there is no way
to advertise what they were doing for recreation. He stated that now they can put up a
graphic stating when registration begins. Rev. Combs said that they can take that sign
down and use the new message center sign.
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Chairman Schubert asked Mrs. Jones what size can the entrance and exits signs be that
would be lit up by a glow light.

Mrs. Jones said that she does not recall what the maximum size would be.

Chairman Schubert stated that for safety at the roadway you could have something for
entrance and exit that would be lit up by spotlight.

Rev. Combs stated that they haven’t asked about that yet.

Mrs. Jones stated that she wanted to mention it because he had spoken about how the
road was dark.

Commissioner Kwasneski asked how late the sign would be lit up, would it be 24 hours
a day.

Rev. Combs stated that would be the idea or hope. He said if there was a spotlight on
there then it would be the same thing.

Commissioner Sanderson asked if there were any restrictions on the hours of the current
LED lights.

Mrs. Jones said that there might be some restrictions on some of the special uses. She
said that each one is different. She stated that Illinois Bar and Grill and the Lemont
Park District did comply with the 25% requirement. She said that she believed that
District 113A also complied, but does not think District 210 does.

Ron Devries, 4 Misko Court, Lemont stated that he attends the church and the lady
holding the signs is in charge of the recreation programs at the church. He said that he
wanted to go back to the issue of maybe moving the sign closer to the building. He said
just like Pastor Andy stated the reason why they wanted to have it on the current
location was because the foundation was there. He said if they move it eight feet closer
to the building it will increase the cost by $10,000 to put a new foundation in. Mr.
Devries stated that they would rather not do that, but they could make it a condition. He
asked would they make it part of there condition to leave it where it is and if Bell Road
approaches within so many feet of the sign then they would have to move the sign. He
said that he is not sure what the negotiations were or what the plan was as of right now.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that they are asking for a lot of variances. If they don’t
move the sign at least four feet from the property line then that would be another
variance. He said if it got approved it would be four feet, what he actually wanted was
no less than eight. He stated that looking at the sign he can not tell if there was a
concrete foundation or not. He said to him it looks like a post mount and an enclosure
around the post to make it look like a solid base. He stated that he could not see how
that would add $10,000 to the cost, because you are still going to have to build a
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limestone base. Commissioner Spinelli stated that he strongly suggests they agree to the
four feet minimum or else they would be asking for another variance.

Chairman Schubert stated that they do have a lot people coming to visit the church and
the cost might have to pass on to the people who use the facility.

Rev. Combs stated that it would cost about $60,000. He said that he feels that it is a
much less obtrusive sign, serves a much greater purpose, and puts them into the 21
century. He stated that they have a window and they did not ask for the window. Rev.
Combs stated that now they are forced to replace the sign. They would hate to replace it
with something that doesn’t reflect the current thinking, connection, or culturally aware
church body. They want to communicate to the people that this is a place that knows
what is going on and who can relate to what is going on. Especially to the young people
that are living on the internet. He stated that this is the world we are moving to. He said
the point he is trying to make is that they can not replace the sign again in five years.

Commissioner Maher stated that the thing he struggles with is that the message center
they are proposing is a billboard. He said that he does not want billboards in their town
in general. He stated that he understands that they are just trying to advertise their
business.

Commissioner Sanderson stated that he likes the idea and understands that LED’s attract
a lot of people for business. He said that their struggle is they do not want the whole
town LED’s.

Rev. Combs stated that he understands but they are on the fringe of Lemont on the Bell
Road corridor. He said that they are far enough away and two of these signs exist
presently. He stated that there is going to be commercial on the corners of Bell Road.
Rev. Combs stated that they have a message that they feel is important to communicate
and this is the best way to communicate that message. It will be less glaring, less
obtrusive, and less distracting then what was there before.

Commissioner Messer stated what scares him is that we are calling this a static sign. To
change it every three seconds is so far removed from what he calls a static sign. The
ability to change it every three seconds is so close to video that it scares him.

Rev. Combs stated that is the Village’s code that it can change every three seconds.

Commissioner Messer stated that he understands that is the code, but he would prefer
three a day.

Chairman Schubert stated that they don’t know what will end up there on Bell Road.

Chairman Schubert asked if there were any other comments or questions. None
responded. Chairman Schubert then called for a motion to close the public hearing.
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Commissioner Messer made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Kwasneski to close
the public hearing for Case #12-09. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Chairman Schubert then read the Findings of Fact.

a. The variation will not adversely affect public health, safety or welfare because it will
not create excessive light for nearby residential properties or glare for passing
motorist. Six Commissioners agreed and one Commissioner did not agree.

b. The variation will have limited impact to adjacent properties and that impact is not
predicted to be negative. Six Commissioners agreed and one Commissioner did not
agree.

c. The use of the subject site draws many people for many various reasons and
therefore has unique needs for visibility that are greater than the visibility needs of
other uses; therefore, a variation is warranted. All Commissioners disagreed.

Chairman Schubert then called for a motion to recommend approval.

Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, to recommend approval for Case #12-09 with
the following condition:
1. The sign must be placed at least five feet from the property line.

Chairman Schubert then called for a second motion. None responded. Chairman
Schubert stated that the motion dies for lack of a second motion.

Chairman Schubert then called for another motion.

Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Messer to
recommend denial for Case #12-09. A roll call vote was taken:

Ayes: Sanderson, Messer

Nays: Kwasneski, Spinelli, Schubert

Abstain: Maher

Motion failed.

SPECIAL PRESENTATION

A. Legal Training by Jeff Stein, Village Attorney

Jeff Stein, Village Attorney, provided a presentation via Power Point that covered
property rights, statutory highlights, land use matters, due process and procedures for
the Planning and Zoning Commissioners.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
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VI.

Mrs. Jones stated that staff is drawing up some amendments to the UDO for next
month’s meeting. She asked if the Board would like for staff to look into allowing some
internally illuminated signs.

Commissioner Maher stated yes and asked about LED signs.

Mrs. Jones stated that the position is no LED signs unless within the State Street
corridor.

Commissioner Spinelli stated that Bell Road, some where in the future, is going to be a
commercial corridor. He said if that is the easiest way to advertise to people and bring
their business into Lemont then it is a benefit. He stated that there has to be some way
to restrict it.

Discussion continued on LED signs.

Chairman Schubert asked what was coming up for the next meeting.

Mrs. Jones stated besides another sign variation, Old Quarry Office Park is trying to get
on next month to renew the PUD.

ADJOURNMENT

Commissioner Spinelli made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sanderson to
adjourn the meeting. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None
Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department
418 Main Street  Lemont, lllinois 60439

Variation Application Form phone (630) 257-1595
fax (630) 257-1598
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Variation Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee = $250 (per zoning lot)

Fee is non-refundable. A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of
filing for a building permit) is designated by its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under
single ownership or control” (Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02).

Required Escrow = $500

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
association with the variation application. Additionally, should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice sign
in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign’s removal. After completion of the
variation review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION

I hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the mailing
of legal notice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

qW/,awvaf\ ?/27/191

Signature‘:) pplicant Date
\ .
c_L( \notsS ( ﬁ—ol/
State County

|, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that
A- CO mbg is personally known to me to be the same person whose

)
name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the
above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth.

M@M

Notary Slgnat e

e
Given under my hand and notary seal this 27 day of /Wlﬁ/\,cﬁ_, AD.20 | X~ .
My commission expires this |?:»“\ day of MO‘%M A.D. 20 lg\

SHERYL A CLOUD

. <
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Variation Criteria Worksheet

Unified Development Ordinance (UDQ) Section 17.04.150.D.1 establishes the criteria that all
applications for variations must meet. In addition, Section 17.04.150.D.2 of the Unified
Development Ordinance requires that the Planning & Zoning Commission or Zoning Hearing

Officer take the following conditions into consideration when determining whether a request
qualifies for a variation. You may want to consider the following in your variation request:

The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific
property involved results in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from
a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations of the Unified Development
Ordinance were fulfilled;

The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

The alieged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having
an interest in the property;

The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the subject property is
located; and

The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties,
or substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of
fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values
within the neighborhood.

Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section
17.04.150.D.1. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.a
The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified Development

Ordinance;

S EE ATIACHED THEETS
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UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.a
The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified Development
Ordinance;

The First Church of the Nazarene in Lemont, IL on Bell Road is submitting a variance request
for a new monument sign to be erected on our property along Bell Road. We are replacing a
former sign that was destroyed in an automobile accident in January of this year. The proposed
sign as presented generally conforms with the intent of the Unified Development Ordinance set
aside for Signage. The sign as proposed has a sign area that is 59 sq ft, smaller than the allowable
64 sq ft and much less than our old sign which was 72 sq ft. We are also in compliance with the
limestone or limestone-like base requirement.

It is our understanding that the purpose and intent of the restriction on electronic signs in the
village, other than in a narrow commercial district, is to maintain a certain ambience and quality
of life in the village. We agree with this position as it pertains to the “main” residential areas of
Lemont. With our location on Bell Road, on the eastern fringe of the village, we do not feel that
allowing an electronic sign violates this purpose and intent. Bell Road is a major thoroughfare
that will soon be widened and become more commercial. An electronic sign in this section of
Lemont will not detract from the character and ambiance of Lemont in any way. It should also be
noted that there are presently two electronic signs on Bell Road in near proximity to our church.
One is at the Christ Community Church about one half mile to our south and the other is at
Everest Academy approximately one mile to our north. While neither of these properties are
located in incorporated Lemont, they are along the same corridor as our church. Again, we do
not believe that adding an electronic sign to this area would provide a negative impact in any
way.

We understand that variances to the Unified Development Ordinance have been granted to other
entities in institutional zoned districts such as schools in the past. We believe that just as those
variances were in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the UDOQ, that ours is as well.
The same constraints and issues that would prompt a school institution to request a variance to
have an electronic sign are the same ones that would apply to us.

These are the exceptions for the listed variances we are requesting:

1. Height of the Sign: We request the sign be 9° in height in lieu of the 8* maximum. Our
old sign was 9°3” and did not restrict any traffic vision. Since our front yard along Bell
Road is vast, and the sign is set back from the road quite a distance, the height is
important so as to not to be lost in the open yard. Also, there are hills from the south and
north on Bell Road as you approach our church making an 8’ height restriction a
hardship. Having a taller sign allows drivers approaching our property to be able to see
the sign earlier from both directions.

2. Internally Illuminated: We request that the top portion of the sign presented be internally
illuminated. This would provide the least amount of light impact to the surrounding area,
since only the logo, name and website information would be illuminated amidst a black
background. Our old sign was internally illuminated.



3. Electronic - Color Area: We request the ability to install an electronic portion of the sign
as shown on the sign drawing. This electronic portion would be a Color, LED unit. The
electronic LED unit would comply with the requirements outlined to “not flash, not
oscillate, not chase, not scroll or not animate.” It would also adhere to the requirement
that the graphic would “not change more frequently than once every three seconds”.

4. Size of Electronic Area: In Addition, we request the electronic portion would be 50-52%
of the sign area. As a community center church facility, we have hundreds of events that
need to be communicated in short, informational messages. An amber type electronic
sign with limited area for message space is typically obsolete in today’s standards for
communication graphics.



UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.b
The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict enforcement of the

Unified Development Ordinance would result in practicai difficulties or impose exceptional
hardships due to the special and unusual conditions that are not generally found on other
properties in the same zoning district; and

SEZE  ATMCHED SHEETS

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.c
The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a substantial

detriment to adjacent property.

T EE ATiscwed) SWEET”

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet — Variation Criteria Worksheet
Updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2



UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.b

The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict enforcement of the Unified
Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose exceptional hardships
due to the special and unusual conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the
same zoning district; and

Our request for the variance as it relates to a new sign is certainly a unique circumstance. Our
original sign was completely destroyed by a car collision. Thankfully everyone was safe and
unharmed except for a few bumps and bruises. However, the sign did not survive. There are a
few reasons why this incident causes some practical difficulties and hardships for the church.
First, we must replace the sign, it is an essential part of our community communication. The
original sign was erected in 1999 and has been used extensively for 12 years. We did not have
current plans to replace the sign and must fundraise to build the sign we are presenting. We will
receive some insurance funds for the value of the old sign, but these funds will not cover the full
cost of an updated sign. This is a financial hardship on the church, but we feel it is prudent and
financially responsible to use the insurance funds as well as fundraising collections to build a
sign that reflects today’s methods of communication that will not be outdated in the next 5 to 10
years as some of the current restrictions may impose. The financial burden is not due to the
ordinance, but due to the entire reason why we need to replace the sign, the timing, and that the
church does not build new signs in decades.

Second, the existing sign was difficult to change the lettering and did not have enough space on
it to communicate multiple events at one time. Thus many times during the year our yard is
cluttered with temporary event signs. Our location and mission requires that we communicate
effectively to our church members, community families that visit our property as well as the
people of Lemont and the region that drive by our location on a daily or weekly basis. Our
church sign is a critical element in that communication method. Our church is unique in the fact
that we are truly a community center with thousands of families that come to our facility on a
weekly basis. We have a Preschool with 135 children, our Nazarene Recreation Programs and
Nazarene Arts programs with over 4000 participants yearly, a semi-annual community children’s
clothing Resale, we are the home of the Southwest Community Concert Band, our Polar Express
Christmas event with over 1000 people in attendance, Passion Play with over 1500 attendees, as
well as a number of other community events throughout the year. An electronic sign with
multiple changing color graphic images will allow us to be able to advertise these events more
effectively.

Third, a strict replacement of the old sign now would require variances, since the old sign was
not compliant with current Village Sign Ordinances. The sign area was larger and it was taller
than presently allowed, and it did not have the required limestone base. Our goal is to not just
replace the sign with an outdated sign that will stand for another 15 years, but to be forward
thinking, use the funds wisely and install a sign that is classic, informational, not distracting, but
clear in communication about who we are and about upcoming events.

Fourth, we are living in a graphic age. Communication has evolved very quickly from text and
words to graphic images and video. Much of our church communication now is done graphically.
Having the ability to display static color graphic images will greatly enhance our ability to
communicate our messages to those who pass by our church on a regular basis. We do not intend



to have scrolling or moving images, but just static color images that would communicate a single
message or event.

Lastly, the location of the church is unique. We are located on Bell Road between McCarthy
Road and 131 Street. This stretch of road is well traveled, a faster speed limit than most
residential or retail zones which helps our case in needing a sign that draws quick attention, but
is not distracting. The road is dark at night, with very few residential homes, with the fire
station and Mid-Iron Golf Club directly across the street. The proposed sign is designed to be a
beacon, internally illuminated top portion with logo and name and with a non-motion LED Color
portion that would adhere to the three second change policy. Our old sign had a large white
internally illuminated section that was very bright and difficult to read, but the new sign should
help provide identification to the church location amidst a dark neighborhood. There is a hill and
cluster of trees on Bell road coming from the north and a cluster of trees coming from the south
that prevents vision to the church until you are close to the church entrances. The new sign is
positioned far enough back from the property line at the road to not distract, but close enough to
help those slow down to find the entrances on either end of the property.

As a summary, the unique and hardship circumstances surrounding our need to replace the sign
started with destruction of our existing sign, financial hardship, need to update the
communication method, and location of the church all provide reasons for the variance requests.



UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.c
The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a substantial
detriment to adjacent property.

The Variances requested by the First Church of the Nazarene for the monument sign do not alter
the essential character of the locality and would not be a substantial detriment to the adjacent
property. Our church site has Mid-Iron Golf Club across the street and Forest Preserve
surrounding the property. The nearest residences would not be impacted.

There have been some who have questioned the negative effect of electronic signs on driving
safety. Below is a link to an article entitled “The Possible Effects of Commercial Electronic
Variable Message Signs (CEVMS) on Driving Safety” from the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration.

(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/realestate/cevms2.htm)

This is a summary statement from the article:

“The basic research question being addressed in the present report is whether the
presence of CEVMS used for outdoor advertising is associated with a reduction in
driving safety for the public. When regarded from a scientific perspective, the present
literature review does not provide an adequate answer to this question. The studies
reviewed are inconclusive.”

Based on what we have found in our research we do not believe this electronic sign will in any
way increase congestion, or endanger the public safety within our neighborhood.
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PLAT OF SURVEY
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Now Registerir

708-349-0454

Subject Site

Existing, damaged sign



Bell Road

Mid Iron Golf Club — across street from subject site.



TO:

FROM:

THRU:

Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

418 Main Street - Lemont, lllinois 60439
phone 630-257-1595 - fax 630-257-1598

Committee of the Whole #58-12
Charity Jones, Village Planner

James A. Brown, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Active Transportation Plan

DATE:

May 9, 2012

SUMMARY

Attached are the updated pages of the draft Lemont Active Transportation. The plan
has been revised per input from the Committee of the Whole to reflect the following
changes:

Page 30, Section 2.5.3, Express Bus Route - This section was updated to reflect
current conditions now that the express routes are in operation. Also, language
was added to recommend PACE bus service to and from the Lemont Metra
Station and the Downers Grove Metra station to supplement our Metra service.

Page 42, Section 3.1.2, Snow Clearing Ordinance - This section was removed.

Page 43, Section 3.1.4, UDO Standards, Maximum Car Parking — This section was
removed.

Page 46, Section 3.3.3, Village Stickers — This section was reworded to make it clear
that the “quiz” recommended within this section is intended as a public education
effort, and bears no relationship to one’s ability to acquire a Village vehicle
sticker.

Page 54, Section 4.1.2, Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee — This section
was reworded so that the committee is not specifically required to be a Village
committee.

Page 56, Section 4.2.2, Network Implementation Table - The local bus circulator
route was changed to the long-term implementation category.

Page 57, Section 4.2.3, Policy Implementation Table - This table was deleted.

Various other grammatical, cross-reference, and spelling errors were corrected.

Additionally, the proposed bicycle improvements map will be updated to reflect a
revised north-south bike route along Warner Ave., from Cass St. to 127t St.(using Walter Stl
to access 127t St.) per input from Trustee Virgilio.

COW Memorandum — Active Transportation Plan 1
Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210



25. Transit Improvements

2.5.1 Introduction

OBJECTIVE: Increase available transit service within Lemont
and connect to regional destinations.

DESCRIPTION: Lemont’s transit connections serve a limited
number of destinations and only stop in Lemont a few times
each day. To accommodate additional users and encourage use
of the active transportation network, Lemont will need to work
with PACE and Metra to increase service in the Village. This
section recommends specific transit service enhancements to
pursue in cooperation with these agencies.

2.5.2 Metra Service Frequency

Lemont is served by the Heritage Corridor Metra Line, which
runs from Chicago through Lemont to Joliet. Commuter
service on the line is limited: weekdays, three inbound trains to
Chicago in the morning rush hour and three outbound trains
to Joilet in the evening. There is no reverse commute, mid-day,
evening or weekend service.

To supplement current transit service, the Village should work
with PACE to discuss opportunities for a bus service from the
Lemont Metra station to the Downers Grove Metra station,
which offers more frequent transit service.

The Village should also continue to advocate for increased
frequency of Metra service to provide midday, evening, weekend
and reverse commute options for people visiting Lemont.

The Metra station’s proximity to Downtown Lemont and the
many great recreational opportunities in the Village could

draw tourists from around Chicago, if a train connection were
available.

2.5.3 Express Bus Route

Lemont is located just off two major interstates; I-55 and 1-355.
PACE operates two express buses on I-55. These bus routes, #755
and #855, offer rush hour service from Plainfield, Romeoville

and Bolingbrook, to downtown Chicago. Although these express
buses pass near Lemont, they do not stop in the Village.

To provide additional transit service to Lemont, the Village
may consider working with PACE to set up an express bus for
Lemont along one of the nearby interstates. An express bus
could supplement Metra service to provide more service at off
peak times or later in the evening.
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2.5.4 Local Circulator Bus Route

To connect residents to shopping and the Metra station,
Lemont should consider setting up a local circulator bus
route serving destinations in the community. The fixed route
circulator bus could connect residents to the Downer's Grove
Metra, Downtown Lemont, State Street Businesses, 3 Corners
Businesses and Argonne.

All bus stops should be connected to the pedestrian network by
sidewalk, and at high use stops, shelters should be installed.

255 Transit Map

The Transit Map illustrates the Heritage Corridor METRA
route through Lemont and its train station. It also depicts the
Pace route, outside Lemont’s municipal boundary, along I-55.
The map’s proposed improvements illustrate the possible local
circulator bus route and potential express route described above.

The Village can

work with PACE to
explore bus service
in Lemont. If Lemont
begins bus service,
stops should be
connected to the
sidewalk network, so
riders can walk from
their home to the bus.

N PACE began allowing
buses to drive on

the shoulder of

1-55 in November
2011. An express
bus connecting
Lemont to I-55 and
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downtown Chicago

would provide a
transit connection to
regional destinations,
and could be offered
more frequently

than current transit
service in Lemont.



This section lays out municipal policy recommendations that
will help sustain Lemont’s vision for active transportation. In
addition to design and planning guidance, policy strategies can
improve the transportation environment by prioritizing safety
through legislation and law enforcement.

In November 2011 the Village of Lemont adopted, per resolution
by the Village Board of Trustees, a Complete Streets policy.

The Complete Streets policy is based on national best practices.
Simply put, it states that the Village's roads should serve as a
network that is accessible to all users, regardless of age, ability,
or travel mode. The primary recommendation of this section it
to fully implement the new Complete Streets policy.

Set general standards for how
roadways should meet the new Complete Streets policy’s
assumed need for active transportation facilities. The Village
can do this by establishing:

Goals for bicycle, pedestrian and/or multi-modal level of

service scores for the various roadway typologies found in
the Village.

A matrix of priority elements (e.g., bikeways, crosswalks,
etc.) to be included in projects based on the districts in
which they take place. (See Appendix E for a sample)

Design standards based on the national best practices (See
Appendix E for a list of recommended resources).

Set overall goals for the installation of Complete Streets
facilities throughout the Village within a given timeframe. For
example:

Number of miles of on-street bikeways installed
Number of pedestrian crossings improved
Number of bicycle parking racks installed

Number of sidewalk gaps filled
For additional examples of goals see section 4.7
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Adopt a context sensitive assessment
process for all new roadway projects, measuring their
compliance with the new policy based on the Village’s needs.
Project review criteria should address the standards and goals
established in strategies by the Village and take other issues into
account, including:

Achievement of strategies in the active transportation plan,
and other local or regional plans

Appropriateness of designed facilities based on surrounding
land use

Establishment of new connections within the Complete
Streets network

Improvements in safety, designed to target motor vehicle
speeds and prevent motor vehicle crashes

As the local active transportation network is developed,
bikeways will be installed on streets in Lemont (see section

2.5 for a description of on-street bikeways). In order for these
facilities to be safe for bicyclists, they must be kept clear of
parked motor vehicles. The Village of Lemont should consider
the establishment and enforcement of meaningful penalties for
motorists parking in bike lanes, or blocking marked shared lanes
with their vehicles.

See Appendix E for sample bicycle parking ordinance language.



3.1 Municipal Policy Recommendations (Continued)

3.1.3 Lemont’s Unified Development Ordinance
Lemont’s Unified Development Ordinance serves to protect

public health and safety, to promote economic development and
quality of life, and to manage growth through the regulation of
planning and construction standards in new developments. To
ensure that access for active transportation users is addressed
by these standards, the Village of Lemont may consider the
following updates to the code.

MINIMUM BIKE PARKING STANDARDS: Add minimum bicycle
parking standards to the criteria for commercial developments
and for new Type II developments in the Downtown District.
(See Appendix E for sample language)

INCREASE PEDESTRIAN CONNECTIVITY: Require bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity through all stormwater retention outlots
and at cul-de-sacs terminating within 500 feet of other streets,
parks, schools or other developments. Improving connectivity
will reduce barriers for people using active transportation, for
example children walking and biking to school.

Smaller, narrower residential lots help create an environment
that is inherently more walkable and bikable. The Village
should strengthen its commitment to such environments, first
through changes to its comprehensive plan, and then through
appropriate amendments to its zoning regulations. Such
changes to zoning might include decreases in the minimum lot

width and reduction in lot size.

Bicycle parking makes it easier for residents to access local businesses by
bike.

Limiting the size of parking lots will make developments more hospitable for
pedestrians and cyclists.

POLICY AND PROGRAMMING 43



3.3 Education

Education is a powerful tool for promoting healthy and safe
behaviors. Users of an active transportation network need to be
aware of how to protect themselves and others. As more people
walk and bike for transportation and health, education should
come in a variety of forms to reach all network users. Youth,
teens and adults alike benefit from education programs focusing
on pedestrian and bicycle safety and the rules of the road.

This section outlines various tools and methods that can be used
to distribute educational information to Lemont residents.

3.3.1 Newspaper Articles

Identify writer/writers to contribute a weekly or monthly Walk
& Bike Lemont column to Suburban Life and Patch newspapers.
Topics can include walking & biking rules of the road, tricks
and tips, and educate drivers about sharing the road with non-
motorized users. Additionally, topics can include promoting
local cycling and walking events and issues for discussion or
action.

33.2 Cycling Classes for Kids

Integrate Safe Cycling Class for Kids at Lemont Farmers
Market. For little cost (approximately $100 week), the Village
can hire a safe cycling instructor to offer cycling instruction and
helmet fitting to children at Lemont’s Farmers Market. While
adults shop, kids can learn and practice safe cycling skills such
as scanning over their shoulder while riding, hand signals,
emergency stop, rock dodge, and how to cross streets safely.
The program can be supplemented with a “license” awarded to
children who complete a certain number of sessions. Educating
children on safe cycling has shown to also raise their parents’

bicycling IQ.

Youth after-school
programs such as
Cal-Sag Cycles in
Blue Island, Illinois,
teach kids bike
maintenance.
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3.3.3 Village Stickers

Issue “Lemont Drives with Care” village vehicle stickers in
2013. Changing the window sticker’s design puts a safe driving
message in sight of the driver at all times, and communicates
Lemont’s commitment to a safe, high quality lifestyle to
passersby while the car is parked.

As a fun public education effort, the Village could distribute
information when residents receive their vehicle stickers that
raises awareness about safe ways for drivers, cyclists and
pedestrians to interact on the road. To encourage residents to
read the information, the Village could ask drivers to complete
a 5-question bicycle and pedestrian safety quiz. Residents with
correct answers could be entered into a drawing for a small
prize. Questions should educate drivers —most who are also
cyclists and/or pedestrians—about basic road etiquette and state
vehicle laws concerning biking and walking. The questions can
include:

1 Which is more dangerous when you bicycle: riding with
traffic, or against traffic;

2 When you approach a cyclist from behind in your vehicle,
how much room must you provide to pass

3 Which is state law: vehicles must stop or yield for
pedestrians crossing the street;

4 When you ride your bike at night which is state law: use
reflectors and bright clothing or use a white headlight and at
least a rear red reflector;

5 What are these hand signals? (left & right turns, slowing/
stopping)

Going forward, the Village could compare quiz results with past
performance to measure change in driver awareness about safe
walking, biking, and sharing the road.



41 Evaluation and Oversight

A plan as comprehensive as this one requires vigorous oversight
to ensure its effective implementation.

4.1.1 Complete Streets Review Committee

To ensure implementation of the active transportation network
recommendations in this plan, a complete streets review
committee has been formed. The committee will consist of
representatives from each of the Village Departments and meet
on a regular basis. They will review proposed transportation
related projects for consistency with this plan, locally and
nationally accepted best practices for bicycle and pedestrian
infrastructure, and other evaluation criteria developed by the
committee. Members should be made familiar with this plan and
be educated in the principles of Complete Streets.

Additional details for how this committee can be run are outlined in
Section 3.1.1.

The committee should also be charged with seeking funding for
implementation of the plan and creating partnerships with other
governments in the region to address transportation challenges
on a regional scale.

4.1.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee

This plan would not have been possible without the residents
who participated in the Steering Committee, the public
workshops and onlline survey. The continued engagement of
many of these same people is necessary for the advancement
of active transportation efforts in the community. To capture
their enthusiasm and passion, a Bicycle and Pedestrian
Committee should be formed. Such a committee would monitor
implementation of this plan and promote events celebrating
active transportation. A member of Village staff as well as
representatives from other organizaitons and comunity groups
should be identified to serve on the committee.
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4.2 Implementation (Continued)

4.2.2 Active Transportation Network Implementation Table

Based on level of difficulty, number of stakeholders needed to implement, the following active transportation network improvements have been
recommended for Near, Mid, or Long term implementation. ,
22 Intersection Improvements

Near-term  Mid-term  Long-term
2.2.2 Implement Gateway Treatments at Designated Intersections — ——— —-
2.2.3 Implement Hub Treatments at Designated Intersections — —— ——-
2.2.4 Implement Signalized treatments at Designated Intersections — — —
2.2.5 Implement Unsignalized Treatments at Designated Intersections ———- ———- -
2.2.6 Implement Mid-block Crossings as needed
23  Pedestrian Improvements Near-term  Mid-term  Long-term
2.3.2 Residential: Fill In Sidewalk Gaps throughout the City — —— —
2.3.2 Residential: Install pedestrian cut throughs between subdivisions and at parks ——-- ——-- -
2.3.3 Install Multi-use Paths in Recommended Areas _— _— —
2.3.4 Pedestrian Zones and Corridors: Install (per 2.4.3 Pedestrian Network Map) ———- ———- ———-
24 Bicycle Improvements Near-term  Mid-term  Long-term
2.4.2 Local Routes: Sign locally preferred routes — ——-

2.4.2 Local Routes: Install Shared Lane Markings — —

2.4.3 Arterial Routes: Install Paved Shoulders — —-
2.4.3 Arterial Routes: Install Bike Lanes — —-
2.4.3 Arterial Routes: Install Multi-Use Paths — _— _—
2.4.4 Install Bike Parking — _— —-

25  Transit Improvements Near-term  Mid-term  Long-term
2.5.2 Increase Frequency of Service on Metra X
2.5.3 Pace Express bus on |-55 to Downtown Chicago X
25.4 Local Circulator Bus X
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