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Agenda 

August 7, 2012 
Regular Board Meeting 

6:00 P.M. 
1. Call to Order 
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
3. Roll Call 
4. Public Hearing:  

a. None 
5. Appointments and Presentations  

a. None 
6. Public Comment on Items Scheduled for Action 
7. Consent Agenda 

a. Approval: Minutes for July 17 & 30, 2012 Meetings 
b. Approval:  Vouchers 
c. Ordinance: Granting a Minor PUD Amendment – College Corners Ord.20120807A 
d. Ordinance: Amending Subdivision Standards – Sidewalk & Bike Path Standards Ord.20120807B 

8. General Business 
a. Resolution:  Accepting Esker Drive Res.20120807 
b. Resolution:  Accepting Street Light Improvements on Hankes Road 
c. Ordinance: Granting a Rear Yard Setback Variance – 1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane Ord.20120807C 
d. Ordinance: 5th Amendment to the Prairie Glen (Stillwater) Development Agreement *STAR 

Ord.20120807D 
9. New Business 

a. None 
10. Reports 

a. Staff Reports 
b. Trustee Reports 
c. Presidents Report  

11. Public Comments 
12. Airport Report 
13. Closed Session:  Land Acquisition, Personnel, Litigation   
14. Adjournment 

 
 
 

The consent agenda is made up of items that have been previously discussed, non-controversial, or routine in subject manner and are voted on as a 
‘package’.  However, by simple request any member of the Board may remove an item from the consent agenda to have it voted upon separately.   

 
Items that are marked as * STAR – indicate that the item is Subject to Attorney Review 
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August 7, 2012 
Committee of the Whole 

6:30 p.m. 

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Public Comment  

4. Discussion: Video Gaming 

5. Discussion: Addressing System  

6. Closed Session: Land Acquisition, Personnel, Litigation   

7. Adjournment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Members of the public wishing to address the Board shall adhere to the following rules and procedures: 

 
1. Complete the public comment sign‐in sheet prior to the start of the meeting.  

2. The Village President will call members of the public to the podium at the appropriate time.  

3. Upon reaching the podium, the speaker should clearly state his or her name and address. 

4. Individual comment is limited to three (3) minutes.  The Village President will notify the speaker when time has expired. 

5. Persons addressing the Board shall refrain from commenting about the private activities, lifestyles, or beliefs of others, 

including Village employees and elected officials, which are unrelated to the business of the Village Board.  Also, 

speakers should refrain from comments or conduct that is uncivil, rude, vulgar, profane, or otherwise disruptive.  Any 

person engaging in such conduct shall be requested to leave the meeting. 

6. The aforementioned rules pertaining to public comment may be waived by the Village President, or by a majority of a 

quorum of the Village Board. 

7. Except during the time allotted for public discussion and comment, no person, other than a member of the Board, shall 

address that body, except with the consent of two (2) of the members present.   
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  VILLAGE of SUGAR GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD of APPEALS 

MINUTES of July 18, 2012 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Sugar Grove Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) was 
called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Irv Ochsenschlager in the Village Hall Board 
meeting room. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 Plan Commission/ZBA members present:   

Irv Ochsenschlager, John Guddendorf, Mary Heineman, Rebecca Sabo, Jim 
Eckert, Ryan Reuland and Don Meisinger  

 Absent: None  
Also present: Mike Ferencak, Village Planner and Richard Young, Community 

Development Director; Mike and Linda Assell. 
 
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS  

a. Petition 12-008:  1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane – Variance (Linda Assell)  
Chairman Ochsenschlager opened the public hearing.  He then swore in those 
persons in attendance planning to testify.   
 
Petitioners' Request: 
Mr. Ferencak presented an overview of the request.  This is a request for Variance to 
reduce a rear yard setback from the required 30 feet to 18 feet for a proposed covered 
patio and pergola.  This structure would be considered part of the house per the 
Accessory Use Section of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance.  
Staff reviewed the request and presented the findings in the staff report.  Staff 
recommends approval of this request. 
 
Petitioner Presentation:   
Mrs. Assell thanked the Commission for hearing the request and explained that the 
design of this patio will provide shade from the sun and make this space more 
enjoyable and will help the integrity of the inside of the house.   
  
Public Comments/Questions:  Mr. Assell stated that they’re only covering the patio 
which is already there.  The structure itself is attached and will be tall.  Several letters 
were submitted from their neighbors supporting approval of this Variance request.  
Mr. Young also stated that this property backs up to a large amount of open space 
and this type of situation could come up again in the future because of the layout in 
Hannaford Farms. 
 
Chairman Ochsenschlager closed the public hearing. 
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4. OLD BUSINESS 
Commissioner Eckert asked that the record reflect that the traffic light at Park 
and Route 47 is needed.  There is a wreck being cleaned up at that location right 
now. 

 
5. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Petition 12-008:  1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane – Variance (Linda Assell)  
Mr. Guddendorf asked what utilities are running along the back of the property.   
Mr. Young stated there is a 10’ drainage and utility easement.  This structure would 
still allow a minimum of 18’ of open area.  The sanitary sewer runs in the front of the 
houses in that area.   Mr. Eckert asked if the existing poured patio was granted a 
Variance.  Mr. Ferencak explained that because it is at grade and not a heightened 
structure, it didn’t require a Variance but it is part of the lot coverage.  Mr. Assell 
stated the existing patio will be removed and replaced to allow for new footings that 
will structurally support the new structure.  

 
Commissioner Eckert made a motion seconded by Commissioner Guddendorf to 
recommend approval of the Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from the 
required 30 feet to 18 feet for a proposed covered patio and pergola, pursuant to 
Section 11-7-3-F-3 of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance and incorporating to the 
findings of fact on page 3 of the staff report.   
 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 

Mr. Young explained to the Petitioner that this is scheduled to go before the Village 
Board at the Committee of the Whole on August 7th at 6 pm for discussion and then 
voted on two weeks later.  The Petitioner requested that the discussion and vote be 
handled at the same meeting due to a time concern. 

 
6. PLAN COMMISSIONER COMMENTS, PROJECTS UPDATES and 

MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 
 
Settlers Ridge NW, Triangle and Commercial Subdivisions there is no update.   

 
Settlers Ridge Amendment there is no update. 
 
Hampstead Court is still being reviewed by the Developer.  They are working through 
the Annexation Amendment they will be proposing by the end of the summer.    
 
Sidewalks and Paths were reviewed by the Village Board last night and there were no 
concerns. 
 
Address System and Numbering didn’t go before the Village Board yet due to a long 
agenda. 
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Wine Shop was discussed by the Village Board.  They chose to allow the largest sized 
patio with 85% lot coverage and 0’ setback.   They were accepting of the 6’ high fence 
and stated that if the Applicant chose a cedar fence they want landscaping on the north 
and west sides (note that theywould need to allow room for the landscaping by keeping 
the cedar fence at the 3’ setback line, not 0’, if a vinyl fence is chosen no landscaping 
would be required).  The parking was allowed at the full variance request of 0 parking 
spaces.  They requested that it be built into the Special Use that if once the use was 
established there is a parking problem, the Business Owner would then have three months 
to rectify additional off-site parking with the Bank or the use would be terminated.  The 
letter was pulled by the applicant at the meeting.  The current parking requirement at this 
site without the Wine Shop with the current uses and ordinance is 46 spaces, there are 39 
spaces with two vacant units.  But there’s no way to know what the standard was when 
the building was built, or if there was one, for parking and what uses were in the building 
at the time.  Commissioner Sabo asked who should receive a petition against something.  
Mr. Young stated that it would be up to them, usually the Plan Commission or the 
Village Board.  No one came to the Public Hearing at the Village Board Meeting.  
Commissioner Meisinger asked about what they should know about the legality of the 
off-site bathroom situation.  Mr. Young explained that the Village Plumbing Inspector 
noticed that the site only has one bathroom and since the use is changing from retail to 
restaurant the State of Illinois Plumbing Code requires two bathrooms.  The Village 
Board does not have the authority to alter the State of Illinois Plumbing Code.  
Supposedly other municipalities have these type of establishments and didn’t require a 
second bathroom, but the Village Attorney has advised that the Village Board can not 
alter the State’s Code.  The Village can’t speak for other municipalities or their actions.  
A written letter of permission was required for use of the off-site bathroom.  Mr. 
Ferencak also stated that there isn’t much room in this unit to add a second bathroom.  
The occupant threshold for a second bathroom is 8 occupants.  The patio doubled her 
occupancy load, 24 inside and 24 outside.  In order to open, they must have access to two 
bathrooms within 100 feet.   
 
College Corner was discussed by the Village Board last night and had no concerns with 
the recommendation as submitted from the Plan Commission.     
 
Commissioner Eckert asked that the waiver of the stipend be reconsidered due to 
the request of additional annual training.   

A motion was made by Commissioner Eckert and seconded by Commissioner 
Guddendorf that the stipend to the Plan Commissioners be reinstated. 
 

A roll call vote was taken: 
Commissioner Guddendorf  No  Commissioner Sabo  No 
Commissioner Reuland  No  Commissioner Meisinger No 
Commissioner Heineman  No  Commissioner Eckert Yes 
Commissioner Ochsenschlager No 

 
Motion failed.  
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7. ADJOURNMENT 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Reuland and seconded by Commissioner 

Sabo that the meeting be adjourned at 7:25 pm. 
  
 The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted,   
Holly Baker 
Substitute Recording Secretary 



STAFF REPORT TO THE SUGAR GROVE PLANNING COMMISSION 
FROM MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
GENERAL CASEFILE INFORMATION 
 
Commission Meeting Date:  July 18, 2012 
 
Petition Number:   12-008 
 
Project Name:    1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane 
 
Petitioner:    Linda A Assell Declaration of Trust Dated January 31, 2000 
                              
Request:    1. Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from the 

required 30 feet to 18 feet for a proposed covered patio and 
pergola, pursuant to Section 11-7-3-F-3 of the Sugar Grove 
Zoning Ordinance.   

 
Location:    1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane 
 
Parcel Number(s):   14-04-451-004 
 
Size:     15,687 square feet or 0.36 acres 
 
Street Frontage:   81.76 feet on Hunter’s Ridge Lane 
                                  
Current Zoning:   R-1 Low-Density Residential District 
 
Contiguous Zoning:   NORTH:  R-1 Low Density Residential District 
     SOUTH:  R-1 Low Density Residential District 
     EAST:  R-1 Low Density Residential District 
     WEST:  R-1 Low Density Residential District 
              
Current Land Use:   Single-Family Residential 
 
Contiguous Land Use:   NORTH:  Single-Family Residential 
     SOUTH:  Open Space and Single-Family Residential 
     EAST:  Open Space and Single-Family Residential 
     WEST:  Open Space 
     
Comp Plan Designation:  Estate Residential 
 
Exhibits:    Variance Application 
     Proof of Ownership (available in CD Dept.) 
     Responses to Variance Standards 
     Letters from Neighboring Residents 
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     Public Notice  
     Publication confirmation (available in CD Dept.)  
     Mailing confirmation (available in CD Dept.) 
     Sign confirmation (photo of posted sign) 
     Area Map 
     Plat of Survey / Site Plan / Floor Plan / Elevation Plan dated 

May 23, 2012 
      
CHARACTER OF THE AREA 
 
This area is primarily single-family residential.  This lot is located in Hannaford Farm Unit 1 
subdivision.   
 
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 
The Planning Commission will consider a request for a:  
 
1. Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from the required 30 feet to 18 feet for a 

proposed covered patio and pergola, pursuant to Section 11-7-3-F-3 of the Sugar Grove 
Zoning Ordinance.   

 
HISTORY 
 
The Hannaford Farm development was annexed and received Preliminary Plat and PUD approval on 
May 25, 2004.  Unit 1 received Final Plat approval on October 19, 2004.  Homes have been 
constructed on most lots in Unit 1. 
 
The application for this Variance was submitted on June 8, 2012 by Linda Assell as a result of staff 
review of the proposed permit plan for a new covered patio and pergola.  The permit application was 
received May 24, 2012. 
 
The existing home on this property extends from the required minimum front building setback line 
of 30 feet to a rear building setback of approximately 35.75 feet, only 5.75 feet from the required 
minimum rear building setback of 30 feet.  There is an existing patio located at the rear of the house 
that would be removed and replaced by a patio elevated approximately one foot off the ground.  The 
new patio would be topped partially by a roof / support columns and partially by a pergola.  The 
proposed roof structure and pergola would be connected to the house and therefore are considered 
part of the house and must meet the home’s building setback requirements.  As the roof structure 
would extend 17.75 feet from the home and the pergola structure would extend 14 feet from a 
different rear wall of the home, they would both encroach into the required minimum rear building 
setback, the roofed structure by about 12 feet and the pergola by about 8 feet, pushing the home’s 
rear setback to only approximately 18 feet.   
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The Comprehensive Plan designates the site as Estate Residential.  The use of the property would 
not change with this project. 
 
ZONING ORDINANCE 
 
Note: The italicized portions in the Findings of Fact item/s below constitute staff’s suggestions on 
the various required findings.  The Plan Commission is free to depart from these suggestions and 
adopt their own. 
 
Findings of Fact - Several standards must be met in order to grant a Variance.  These standards, and 
the status of each, are detailed below.  The Planning Commission must determine that: 
 

a. The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations in that zoning district:   

 
The subject property could yield a reasonable return if only permitted to be used under 
the conditions allowed by the regulations in the R-1 District.  A roofed structure and 
pergola could be constructed in the backyard.  They would just need to maintain a 10 
foot setback from the home (be detached) and maintain a 10 foot setback from the rear 
property line.  However, the owner would like these structures connected to the home to 
help reduce the southwest sunlight exposure in the home and staff can see a benefit to 
keeping the rear yard more open by keeping the bulk construction concentrated with the 
existing home on this site. 

 
b. Plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances:   

 
The plight of the owner is not necessarily due to unique circumstances with this lot.  The 
small backyard is a result of the depth of the home and there are about 10 other homes in 
this subdivision that have a similarly sized small backyard, mostly due to deep homes. 

 
c. The Variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality:   

 
This variation, if granted, would not alter the essential character of the locality since the 
roof structure and pergola would abut common open space property.   

 
The Plan Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals also needs to consider the following in making 
the above determination: 
 

a. The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical condition of the specific 
property involved would bring particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from 
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a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out:   
 

The subject property presents no hardship upon the owner, other than the deep home 
which already sits on the property. 

 
b. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based (home depth, abutting 

common open space, and southwest exposure) would not be generally applicable to other 
property within the same zoning district:   

 
The conditions may not be applicable to all property in the R-1 District, but are generally 
applicable to several properties in this subdivision which is zoned R-1. About 10 other 
homes in Hannaford Farm have small backyards due to the size or position of the home.  
About 90 of the 131 lots in Hannaford Farm abut common open space property.  Of 
these, about 20 have southwest exposure. 

 
c. The purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more money 

out of the property:   
 

The proposed variance is not based on a desire to make more money, but to help limit 
southwest sunlight exposure.   

 
d. The alleged difficulty or particular hardship has not been created by any person presently 

having an interest in the property, or by the applicant:   
 

The deep home located on the lot was built to the owner’s specifications. 
 

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 property is located:   

 
The granting of such a variation would not be detrimental to the neighborhood, but it 
could set a precedent for other homes in the subdivision to request similar variances.   

 
f. The variation will not: 

 
1. Impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties:  It will not. 
2. Substantially increase the hazard from fire or other dangers to said property or 

adjacent properties: It will not. 
3. Otherwise impair the public health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare of 

the inhabitants of Sugar Grove:  It will not. 
4. Diminish or impair property values in the neighborhood:  It will not. 
5. Unduly increase traffic congestion in the public streets and highways:  It will have 

no effect on traffic. 
6. Create a nuisance:  It will not. 
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7. Result in an increase in public expenditures:  It will not. 
 

g. The variation is the minimum variation necessary to make possible the reasonable use of 
the land, building or structure:   
 
The roof structure and pergola could be made smaller in size where they would not 
encroach on the rear building setback or they could be detached from the home and 
separated 10 feet to where they could be constructed without a Variance.  Again, staff 
sees benefit to keeping the bulk construction on this property consolidated. 
 

EVALUATION 
 
Generally, this use is required to conform to requirements of the Village of Sugar Grove Zoning 
Ordinance.  The following evaluation is related to the Zoning Ordinance requirements. 
 
1.  Land Use / General – The land use is not proposed to change with this request. 
 
2.  Existing Conditions – Existing natural, scenic, or historic features will not be impacted. 
 
3. Lots & Buildings – The existing home would essentially be expanded by the addition of the 
roofed structure and pergola.  These structures would be considered part of the building footprint.  
The lot is 15,687 square feet in size.  The existing lot coverage includes the home, driveway, and 
existing patio and measures 5,637 square feet or 35.93% lot coverage.  The existing patio would be 
removed and replaced by a similar size patio.  The proposed lot coverage includes the home, 
driveway, and proposed patio and measures 5,650 square feet or 36.02%.  The maximum lot 
coverage allowed is 45% or 7,059 square feet.   
 
4. Building Setbacks – The rear building setback is proposed for a Variance from the minimum 
required 30 feet to the proposed 18 feet.  Other building setbacks would not be impacted by this 
request. 
 
5.  Design – The proposed structures would be visible from Merrill Road as the common open space 
property is only about 120 feet wide at this location.  There are some existing trees on the common 
open space property, but they are located more towards the south end of this lot. 
   
6.  Architecture – The proposed structure have been designed to blend in with the existing home’s 
architecture. 
 
7. Building / Fire – The Building Division will not issue a building permit until the Variance request 
is resolved. 
 
PUBLIC RESPONSE 
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Staff received one phone call from the public regarding this proposal at this time.  The person 
inquired whether this request was specific to this property or to properties throughout Sugar Grove 
and asked whether the adjoining neighbors were ok with the request.  The applicant also provided 
letters from the immediate neighboring property owners stating their approval of the request.  Staff 
confirmed that a public hearing sign was posted on the site.  The applicant has provided proof of 
publication in a local newspaper and proof of mailing.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Variance for 1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane. 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
  KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
  ORDINANCE NO. 2012‐0807 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  An Ordinance    
  Granting a Variance for Land at 
  1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane 
  in the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois 
  ______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
  Adopted by the 
  Board of Trustees and President 
  of the Village of Sugar Grove 
  this 7th day of August, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
  Published in Pamphlet Form 
  by authority of the Board of Trustees 
  of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, 
  Illinois, 7th day of August, 2012. 
 



ORDINANCE NO. 2012‐0807 
 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING A VARIANCE FOR  
LAND AT 1788 HUNTER’S RIDGE LANE IN 

THE VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 

BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, 
Illinois, as follows: 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Sugar Grove is not a home rule municipality within Article VII, Section 6A of 
the Illinois Constitution and, pursuant to the powers granted to it under 65 ILCS 5/1‐1 et seq.; and,  
 

WHEREAS, Linda Assell has petitioned for a Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from the 
required 30 feet to 18 feet for a proposed covered patio and pergola, on property  legally described  in 
SECTION ONE; and, 

 
WHEREAS, a public hearing has been conducted on the request by the Planning Commission of the 

Village of Sugar Grove on July 18, 2012, and the Commission recommended 7‐0 approval of the Variance; 
and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Village Board has reviewed this request and has deemed that the approval of the 
Variance would be in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and all Ordinances of the Village of Sugar 
Grove.   
  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar 
Grove, Kane County, Illinois, as follows: 
 
SECTION ONE: VARIANCE  
 

The subject property described in Exhibit A is hereby granted a Variance to reduce the rear yard 
setback from the required 30 feet to 18 feet for a proposed covered patio and pergola, pursuant to Section 
11‐7‐3‐F‐3 of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance, subject to the conditions outlined in Exhibit B. 
 
SECTION TWO: REPEALER 
 

That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of 
any such conflict. 
 
SECTION THREE: SEVERABILITY 
 

Should any provision of this ordinance be declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the 
remaining provisions will remain in full force and effect the same as if the invalid provision had not been a 
part of this ordinance. 
 
SECTION FOUR:  EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, approval and publication in 
pamphlet form as provided by law. 



 
PASSED AND APPROVED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 

County, Illinois, this 7th day of August, 2012. 
 
 

_________________________________________ 
P. Sean Michels 
President of the Board of Trustees 
of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 
County, Illinois 

 
      Aye  Nay  Absent 
 
Trustee Bohler    ____  ____  ____           
Trustee Geary    ____  ____  ____   
Trustee Johnson  ____  ____  ____           
Trustee Montalto  ____  ____  ____           
Trustee Paluch    ____  ____  ____ 
Trustee Renk    ____  ____  ____      
 
 
 
ATTEST: _____________________________________________ 

Cynthia L. Galbreath, Village Clerk



EXHIBIT A‐ LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

LOT 52 IN HANNAFORD FARM UNIT 1, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 4 AND THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 38 NORTH, RANGE 7, EAST OF THE 
THIRD PRINICPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING  TO  THE PLAT  THEREOF RECORDED DECEMBER 14, 2004 AS 
DOCUMENT NO. 2004K159382, IN KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT B‐ CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

1. The Variance shall substantially conform to the Plat of Survey / Site Plan / Floor Plan / Elevation 
Plan, titled “The Assell Outdoor Structure”, by Ed Saloga Design Build, dated May 23 (no year 
noted), date stamped June 8, 2012, except as such plans may be revised to conform to Village 
codes and ordinances. 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:  VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICH YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 

 
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE:  REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE FOR A PROPOSED 

ENCROACHMENT INTO THE REQUIRED REAR YARD 
SETBACK AT 1788 HUNTER’S RIDGE LANE  

AGENDA: 8/7/2012 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING  

DATE:  AUGUST 3, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board consider a request for Variance to the minimum rear 
yard setback for the property at 1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane.   
 
DISCUSSION 

The applicant and property owner, Linda Assell, has submitted a request for a 
Variance at 1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane.  The submittal was made on June 8, 2012 
as a result of staff review of a permit plan for a proposed roof structure and pergola 
to be attached to the existing house over a new patio (a covered patio).   
 
The existing home on this property meets the minimum required rear yard setback 
of 30 feet with a 35.75 foot setback.  The proposed patio would replace the existing 
patio of approximately the same size.  Patios are not counted towards the principal 
structure setback and lot coverage requirements would be met on the lot.  The 
issue is that the roof structure and pergola, when attached to the house, will cause 
the overall principal structure to encroach into the required rear yard setback by up 
to 12 feet.  This will result in a rear yard setback of only 18 feet. 
 
This single-family residential lot is located in Hannaford Farm Unit 1 subdivision.  Of 
the 12 residential Variances requested Village-wide since 2004, this is the third 
Variance requested in Hannaford Farm.   
 
Additional information, including staff’s responses to the required Variance 
standards, can be found in the Plan Commission’s staff report (attached).   
 
The specific request is as follows:   
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1. Variance to reduce the rear yard setback from the required 30 feet to 18 

feet for a proposed covered patio and pergola, pursuant to Section 11-7-3-
F-3 of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance. 

 
A public hearing was held on this request at the July 18, 2012 Plan Commission 
meeting.  The applicant was present.  The Plan Commission voted 7-0 to 
recommend the Variance for approval.   
 
No conditions were recommended by staff or the Plan Commission.  However, at 
this time, staff is recommending a condition that the Variance conform to the plan 
as follows: 
 
1. The Variance shall substantially conform to the Plat of Survey / Site Plan / 

Floor Plan / Elevation Plan, titled “The Assell Outdoor Structure”, by Ed 
Saloga Design Build, dated May 23 (no year noted), date stamped June 8, 
2012, except as such plans may be revised to conform to Village codes 
and ordinances. 

The following items are attached for your information: 
 

1. Draft Variance Ordinance 
2. Draft Minutes of the July 27, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting 
3. Staff Report to the July 27, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting (without 

attachments) 
4. Plat of Survey / Site Plan / Floor Plan / Elevation Plan dated May 23, 

2012  
 
COSTS 

There is no direct cost associated with this proposal.  All costs will be paid for by 
the applicant.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board adopts Ordinance 2012-0807_, An Ordinance Granting a 
Variance for the property at 1788 Hunter’s Ridge Lane.   



STAFF REPORT TO THE SUGAR GROVE PLANNING COMMISSION 
FROM MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
GENERAL CASEFILE INFORMATION 
 
Commission Meeting Date:  May 16, 2012 
 
Petition Number:   12-005 
 
Project Name:    Address System and Numbering 
 
Petitioner:    Village of Sugar Grove 
                              
Request:   1. Subdivision Ordinance Text Amendment to modify 

Section 12-5-4 Street Names and Designations and Section 
12-6-14 Mailboxes and Street Addresses of the Sugar Grove 
Subdivision Ordinance. 

 
Location:    Village-wide 
 
Exhibits:    Draft Text Amendment 
              
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
 
The Planning Commission will consider the following request:  
 
1. Subdivision Ordinance Text Amendment to modify Section 12-5-4 Street Names and 

Designations and Section 12-6-14 Mailboxes and Street Addresses of the Sugar Grove 
Subdivision Ordinance. 
 

HISTORY 
 
Staff is proposing the creation of a new Title of the Village Code to be called “Title 13 Address 
System and Numbering”.  Currently, the language regarding the Village’s address system is 
scattered throughout the Village Code with some of it being in Title 9 Building Regulations and 
some of it being in Title 12 Subdivision Regulations.  Staff believes the Address System deserves its 
own Title in the Village Code.  To create this Title, some sections of the Subdivision Ordinance 
would need to be modified.   
 
The Plan Commission is to review the portions of the Subdivision Ordinance that will be affected by 
the text amendment.  The other parts of the Village Code that will be affected are not part of the 
Subdivision Ordinance or Zoning Ordinance and the Plan Commission does not make a 
recommendation on those parts.  The Village Board will review the entire amendment. 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 
 
This amendment would modify Section 12-5-4 Street Names and Designations and Section 12-6-
14 Mailboxes and Street Addresses of the Sugar Grove Subdivision Ordinance.  These are 
existing sections of the Ordinance.   
 
EVALUATION 
 
The proposed amendment would remove all the text in Section 12-5-4 to be replaced by a reference 
to the new Title where the text would be located.  Section 12-6-14 would be renamed “Mailboxes” 
from the existing “Mailboxes and Street Addresses”, references to street addresses would be 
removed, and other small improvements would be made. 
 
PUBLIC RESPONSE 
 
No public notice is required for Subdivision Ordinance amendments.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Review and discuss the Address System and Numbering Ordinance update.  If appropriate, 
recommend approval of the portions related to the Subdivision Ordinance to the Village Board.  
Staff recommends approval of the Draft Text Amendment. 
 



TITLE 13 – ADDRESS SYSTEM AND NUMBERING 
 
12-5-413-1-1: STREET NAMES AND DESIGNATIONS: 

A. Approval Of Street Names: No street names shall be used which will duplicate or be 
confused with the names of existing streets. Existing street names shall be projected 
wherever possible. The first name of any street designation shall be unique and shall 
be approved by the 911 agency within whose jurisdiction the village is located. 
Street names shall be subject to the approval of the village Village boardBoard. 

B. Street Designations: The following street designation system shall be utilized to 
differentiate different kinds of public streets: 

1. Any new public street running in a generally north-south direction shall be named 
Street or Drive. 

2. Any new public street running in a generally east-west direction shall be named 
Avenue or Road. 

3. Major streets running in any direction which are designated with special 
characteristics such as planted medians shall be named Boulevard. 

4. Eyebrow cul-de-sacs shall retain the numbering system of the public way that they 
front on and shall not have a separate name. 

5. Cul-de-sacs shall be named Court. 

6. Any public street that comes back upon itself shall be called Circle. 
 
7. Any public street that lacks true directional quality shall be named Lane.  

9-2-113-1-2: NUMBERING PLAN: 

A. Map Or Plat Of Streets: The Board of Trustees shall cause to be prepared a map or 
plat of all the streets and public highways within the Village and within the planning 
area boundary showing the proper numbers of all lots, buildings or structures 
fronting upon said streets and highways, which map or plat shall be open to the 
public and used by the public in determining the proper number for their lots, 
buildings or structures. 

B. Lots And Buildings: All lots, buildings or structures in the Village shall be numbered in 
accordance with the following plan: 

1. Base Line: The base line for streets running northerly and southerly shall be U.S. 
Routes 30 and 5556; the base line for streets running easterly and westerly shall be 
Route 47. Numbering shall begin with the base lines, based upon the unit system, 



that is, each block and streetmile shall be in multiples of one eight hundred 
(100800). 

2. Odd Numbers: All of said lots, buildings or structures on the right side of any 
street or public highway going away or out from the dividing line shall be numbered 
with odd numbers commencing at the base line with number 1011 and numbering 
consecutively therefrom to the next block or starting point. 

3. Even Numbers: All of said lots, buildings or structures on the left side of any street 
or public highway going away or out from the dividing line shall be numbered with 
even numbers commencing at the base line with number 100 2 and numbering 
consecutively therefrom to the next block or starting point. 

4. East And West Designation: All east and west streets, or streets running in an 
easterly or westerly direction which cross the base highway, namely State Route 47, 
shall bear the prefix “East”, east of State Route 47, bear the prefix "East" and bear 
the prefix “West”, west of said State Route 47, the prefix "West". 

5. North And South Designation: All north and south streets or streets running in a 
northerly or southerly direction which cross the base highways, namely U.S. Routes 
Highway 30 and 55State Route 56, shall bear the prefix “North”, north of Routes 
U.S. Highway 30 and 55 State Route 56 bear the prefix "North" and bear the prefix 
“South”, south of said Routes U.S. Highway 30 and 55State Route 56, the prefix 
"South". 

6. Business District Use: All blocks in the area presently zoned "business district 
uses" shall be divided into as many thirty foot (30') spaces as possible, and each 
such space shall be given its proper number, said measurement and numbering 
shall be continued along each street in the business district and in case there is a 
fraction left over exceeding one-half (1/2) of such thirty foot (30') space, then such 
fraction is to be considered and treated as a full space, but if such fraction left over 
does not exceed one-half (1/2) of such space, then such fraction is to be considered 
and treated as part of the space adjoining it. 

7. All Other Uses: In all other areas of the Village, except those areas zoned 
business district uses, numbers shall be assigned and established for each lot or 
fraction of a lot. In the event there is more than one building or structure situated on 
any one lot, said additional building or structure shall carry a fractional number such 
as one and one-half (11/2), or whatever the case may be. 

C. Penalty: Any person violating any provision of this Section shall be subject to penalty 
as provided in Section 1-4-1 of this Code for each offense. A separate offense shall 
be deemed committed on each day during or on which a violation occurs or 
continues; provided, that no such person shall be liable for the penalty herein 
provided until after he has received, from the ClerkVillage, a notice, by mail or in 



person, of the fact that a building owned or occupied by him does not have the 
proper number to comply with this Section. 

9-2-213-1-3: BUILDING NUMBERS: 

A. Principal Building Defined: A principal building is any non-accessory structure within 
the Village in which is conducted the main or principal use/s on the lot on which said 
structure is situated. 

B. Principal Building Numbers Required: Each principal building within the Village shall 
have placed and maintained on the building, at all times, a building numbers sign 
conforming to the requirements of this Section. 

C. Specifications: 

1. Each bBuilding numbers sign shall consist of Arabic numbers at least six inches 
(6") in height and no more than eight inches (8”) in height in a color which contrasts 
with the surface background upon which the numbers are placed. 

2. Such numbers shall consist of numerical digits and shall not be written or spelled 
out in script. 

3. Each building shall display the number assigned to the lot upon which said 
building stands as indicated by the Village street numbering maps on file in the office 
of the Village ClerkCommunity Development Department office. 

4. Building numbers may be individual numbers affixed to a wall or non-residential 
window or affixed on a building number sign that is itself affixed to a wall. 

D. Location: Each such bBuilding numbers sign shall be located on that portion of the 
building which is closest to the street to which such address corresponds and be 
plainly legible and visible from the street. 

E. Freestanding Mailboxes or Permanent Non-Residential Ground-Mounted Advertising 
Signs: In the event an owner or occupier of land wishes to erect an additional 
building sign number on any freestanding mailbox and / or permanent non-
residential ground-mounted advertising sign on the property, in addition to the 
building sign number required by this Section, said mailbox or ground sign building 
number sign shall conform to the requirements of subsection C of this Section with 
the exception that said numbers shall be at least three inches (3") in height and no 
more than six (6”) in height. 

F. Additional Signage: 

1. This Section sets forth the minimum requirements for building sign numbers. 



2. Nothing in this Section shall be interpreted to restrict the owner or occupier of any 
building from placing additional building sign numbers on the building or property in 
question which do not conform to this Section but otherwise conform to all applicable 
Federal, State, County and local laws. 

G. Time For Compliance: Each person liable under this Chapter shall comply with its 
provisions within ninety (90) days after the effective date hereof or within fifteen (15) 
days after theby the time of issuance of the occupancy permit for the building in 
question, whichever is later. 

H. Nonconforming SignsBuilding Numbers: 

1. Any building which, at the time of the effective date hereof has placed and 
maintained on the building a building sign numbers which conforms to subsection C3 
of this Section but otherwise fails to conform to this Section, shall constitute a lawful 
nonconforming sign building numbers and may be continued without compliance 
with this Section subject to the following provisions: 

2. In the event that a nonconforming sign isbuilding numbers are removed, damaged 
or otherwise altered in any way, said nonconforming status shall end and the 
property owner shall immediately erect a building numbers sign which conforms to 
all provisions of this Section. 

I. Enforcement: 

1. Any act constituting a violation of the provisions of this Section or a failure to 
comply with any of its requirements shall subject the offender to a civil penalty of 
twenty five dollars ($25.00). If the offender fails to pay this penalty within ten (10) 
days after being cited for a violation, the penalty may be recovered by the Village in 
a civil action in the nature of debt. 

2. If the "Zoning Enforcement Officer" defined in Section 11-2-2 of this 
CodeCommunity Development Director or his / her designee finds that any provision 
of this Section is being violated, he shall send a written notice to the person 
responsible for such violation, indicating the nature of the violation and ordering the 
action necessary to correct it. Additional written notices may be sent at the officer's 
discretion. 

3. This Section may also be enforced by any other appropriate, equitable or legal 
action. 

4. Each day that any violation continues after notification by the Zoning Enforcement 
OfficerCommunity Development Director or his / her designee that such violation 
exists and after expiration of the ten (10) day period for payment specified in 
subsection I1 herein shall be considered a separate offense for purposes of the 
penalties and remedies specified in this subsection. 



5. Any one, all or any combination of the foregoing penalties and remedies may be 
used to enforce this Section. 

6. The owner, tenant or occupant of any building or land or part thereof and any 
other person who participates in, assists, directs, creates or maintains any situation 
that is contrary to the requirements of this Section may be held responsible for the 
violation and suffer the penalties and be subject to the remedies herein provided.  

CHANGES TO SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE BELOW 

12-5-4: STREET NAMES AND DESIGNATIONS: 

A. Approval Of Street Names: No street names shall be used which will duplicate or be 
confused with the names of existing streets. Existing street names shall be projected 
wherever possible. The first name of any street designation shall be unique and shall 
be approved by the 911 agency within whose jurisdiction the village is located. 
Street names shall be subject to the approval of the village board. 

B. Street Designations: The following street designation system shall be utilized to 
differentiate different kinds of public streets: 

1. Any new public street running in a generally north-south direction shall be named 
Street or Drive. 

2. Any new public street running in a generally east-west direction shall be named 
Avenue or Road. 

3. Major streets running in any direction which are designated with special 
characteristics such as planted medians shall be named Boulevard. 

4. Eyebrow cul-de-sacs shall retain the numbering system of the public way that they 
front on and shall not have a separate name. 

5. Cul-de-sacs shall be named Court. 

6. Any public street that comes back upon itself shall be called Circle. 
 
Any public street that lacks true directional quality shall be named Lane. See Section 
13-1-1 of this Code. 

12-6-14: MAILBOXES AND STREET ADDRESSES: 

A. Installation Required: All mailboxes throughout the subdivision shall be installed by 
the subdivider in clusters at various locations or as single mailbox installations as 
approved by the local post office. Mailboxes of a cluster design shall be housed in a 



suitable enclosure, the design of which shall be submitted to the village for approval 
prior to installation. 

B. Cluster Mailbox Installations: Mailboxes of a cluster design shall be housed in a 
suitable enclosure, the design of which shall be submitted to the Village for approval 
prior to installation. 

C. Single Mailbox Installations: All mailboxes shall have the bottom of the box be 
between thirty six inches (36") and forty two inches (42") above the adjacent street 
pavement. Mailboxes shall not overhang the curb or street pavement and shall not 
be farther than six inches (6") from the back of the curb. Single mailbox installations 
shall be either of a standard breakaway design or of the brick/masonry design. 
Specifications for each type are detailed below: 

1. Standard Breakaway Mailbox: Support posts shall be either a four inch by four 
inch (4" x 4") wood post, or a two inch (2") diameter standard steel or aluminum pipe 
buried no more than twenty four inches (24") into the ground and shall safely break 
away if struck by a vehicle. The mailbox must be securely attached to the support 
post so it will not separate if struck. 

2. Brick/Masonry Mailboxes: Mailboxes constructed of brick or masonry materials 
shall not exceed 2.5 feet long by 2.5 feet wide, and cannot exceed sixty inches (60") 
above the edge of the pavement. No other improvements or additions shall be made 
to said mailboxes, including, but not limited to: wing walls, planters, light fixtures or 
signage other than addresses or nameplates as permitted under the zoning 
ordinanceTitle 11 and Title 13 of this Code. Said mailboxes shall have a foundation 
to support the structure to prevent frost heaving and instability. Foundations shall be 
at least twelve inches (12") deep, and not exceed twenty four inches (24") deep. 
Utility locates shall be completed prior to any construction of said mailbox. A building 
permit shall be issued by the village prior to construction of any brick / masonry 
mailbox. A hold harmless agreement and release shall be signed with the vVillage 
prior to construction of any mailbox. Any damage caused to brick or masonry 
mailboxes by the vVillage shall not entitle the owner to reimbursement in excess of 
the reimbursement amount for a standard breakaway mailbox as set by vVillage 
policy. 

CD. Street AddressesBuilding Numbers on Mailboxes: Street addresses shall be clearly 
marked on the building in numbers at least six inches (6") high. The address shall be 
located on that part of the building closest to the street. No written word addresses 
shall be allowed.See Section 13-1-3 

DE. Nonconforming Mailbox/Support Installations: The use of existing mailbox/support 
installations which do not conform to the provisions of this section may be continued, 
although such use does not conform with the provisions hereof, and such use may 
be extended provided no structural alterations are made therein. Whenever a 
nonconforming use of a mailbox/support has been changed to a more restricted use 



or to a conforming use, such use shall not thereafter be changed to a less restricted 
use. 

1. No mailbox/support installation which has been damaged by fire, explosion, act of 
God, the public enemy, intentional or unintentional causes, to an extent that the 
director of community developmentCommunity Development Director  (or his/her 
designee) determines, in his/her sole discretion, is not acceptable, shall be restored 
except in conformance with the regulations of this section. 

2. No existing mailbox/support installation devoted to a use not permitted by this 
section shall be enlarged, extended, reconstructed, or structurally altered, unless 
such use is changed in conformance with the regulations of this section. 

3. Any brick / masonry mailboxes constructed prior to May 16, 2006, shall be 
permitted to remain, subject to submitting a hold harmless agreement and release to 
the vVillage. Any preexisting nonconforming masonry mailboxes that are damaged 
as per subsection DE1 of this section, shall only be reconstructed in compliance with 
the standards in subsection B2 C2 of this section. 
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  VILLAGE of SUGAR GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD of APPEALS 

MINUTES of May 16, 2012 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Sugar Grove Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Irv Ochsenschlager in the Village Hall 
Board meeting room. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 Plan commission/ZBA members present:   
  Irv Ochsenschlager, John Guddendorf, Mary Heineman, Rebecca Sabo, Ryan 

 Reuland and Don Meisinger  
 Absent: Jim Eckert   
 Also present: Mike Ferencak, Village Planner 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of the March 21, 2012 MEETING 

Motion made by Commissioner Guddendorf and seconded by Commissioner 
Heineman to approve the minutes of the March 21, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 
as presented.  The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
None 
 

5. OLD BUSINESS 
None 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Petition 12-004:  Sidewalks and Paths – Text Amendment (Village of Sugar 
Grove)  
Mr. Ferencak gave a summary and some background information.  This 
amendment is for clarification and improvement in wording and graphics in this 
section of the Subdivision Ordinance.  Due to further staff discussions with Public 
Works and EEI which took place after writing the report, two changes are 
proposed to the staff report presented to Commissioners.  On the first page of the 
amendment under B, the determination will be by the Village Board, not the 
Community Development Director; the second change is to remove the last two 
pages which are IDOT details and improve the Drawing 15 Village detail.  Only in 
cases where it’s an IDOT road or funded by IDOT will the IDOT detail need to be 
followed.  One of the differences between the two is that the Village details the 
side slopes of the ramps narrower than what is required by IDOT, but still in 
compliance with ADA standards.  This would give developers one detail to refer 
too.  If IDOT standards are required for a certain project then their detail will be 
put in the plans, but it will not be shown in the Subdivision Ordinance.   
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Commissioner Heineman asked if the typical bike lane cross section being used 
here is consistent with the County’s.  Mr. Ferencak stated it’s a little different, 
this one is taken from the AASHTO Guide, whereas the County likely started with 
the AASHTO guide and modified it from there.  She stated she would like to see 
consistency between the two entities.   
 
Commissioner Guddendorf asked if it was possible to have a 10’ wide bike path 
made out of concrete.  Generally asphalt is preferred.  Asphalt is softer.  Different 
concrete mixes were discussed.  The thicknesses were reviewed and discussed as 
well.   

 
Commissioner Meisinger made a motion seconded by Commissioner Sabo to 
recommend to the Village Board approval of the Text Amendment to the 
Subdivision Ordinance to modify Sections 12-6-9 Sidewalks and Trails, 12-11-4 
Sidewalks and Trails, and 12-11-20 Exhibits including the two changes proposed 
by staff:  On the first page of the amendment under B, the determination will be 
by Village Board, not Community Development Director;  the second change is to 
remove the last two pages of IDOT details and improve the Drawing 15 detail. 
 
The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
b. Petition 12-005:  Address System and Numbering – Text Amendment (Village 

of Sugar Grove) 
 Mr. Ferencak gave an overview.  There are a few areas of the Village Code that 

talk about address systems and numbering including the Building Regulations 
subsections 9-2-1 and 9-2-2 and the Street Names and Designations subsection and 
Mailboxes and Street Addresses subsection within the Subdivision Ordinance.  
This amendment would create a separate title to pull all the different subsections 
together in one place.  Staff is recommending approval of the proposed ordinance.   

 
 Commissioner Sabo mentioned that for the addresses it may be a good idea for 

safety to place the address numbers on both the front of the house and the garage 
facing the alley for locations on alleys.  Most alleys in the Village are located in 
Settlers Ridge.  The alleys in Settlers Ridge are private drives with no right of way 
so the only requirement there was for the address to face the public street.   

 
 Commissioner Guddendorf mentioned that there are federal standards by the 

USPS for break away mailbox installation. He would like to see the Village Code 
reflect those standards.  The height was also discussed and should be included in 
the standards. 

 
 Commissioner Heineman suggested that the wording be adjusted in 13-1-2-B 4 

and 5 for clarification purposes.   
 

Commissioner Guddendorf made a motion seconded by Commissioner Reuland 
to recommend to the Village Board approval of the Subdivision Ordinance Text 
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Amendment to modify  the subsections under Title 12 and add Title 13 as 
proposed, including the suggested updates to the wording in 13-1-2-B 4 and 5 and 
the modification of the standards to reflect those of the Federal USPS for mailbox 
installation. 
 
The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 

 
7. PLAN COMMISSIONER COMMENTS, PROJECTS UPDATES and 

MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 
 
Settlers Ridge NW, triangle and commercial no update yet and the applicant 

continues to work on the updated plats. 
 
Settlers Ridge Amendment is still being worked on by the applicant. 
 
Hampstead Court there are some conditions that are under review.  The use and 
operations are  being reviewed more closely by the Village Board.     
   

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Sabo and seconded by Commissioner 

Heineman that the meeting be adjourned at 7:24  pm. 
  
 The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Holly Baker 
Substitute Recording Secretary 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: DISCUSSION:  PROPOSED VILLAGE CODE TEXT 

AMENDMENT FOR ADDRESS SYSTEM AND NUMBERING 

AGENDA:  AUGUST 7, 2012 COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING 

DATE:   AUGUST 3, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Review of draft Title 13 Address System and Numbering, including changes to Title 9 
Building Regulations and Title 12 Subdivision Regulations. 
 
DISCUSSION 

This text amendment would create a new Title of the Village Code: Title 13 Address 
System and Numbering.  This Title would consolidate address system requirements from 
various portions of the Village Code into one central Title.  Assignment of addresses is 
an important Village function that is not necessarily tied to the Zoning, Subdivision, or 
Building of property.  The Community Development Department does have primary 
responsibility for this function. 
 
No significant changes are proposed to the requirements as this is generally just a 
reorganization and clarification of the requirements to make the Village Code more user-
friendly. 
 
The text amendment consists of a reference to the new Section 13-1-1 in the existing 
Section 12-5-4 with a relocation of most of the text of Section 12-5-4 to the new Section 
13-1-1, a removal and relocation of Section 9-2-1 to the new Section 13-1-2, a removal 
and relocation of Section 9-2-2 to the new Section 13-1-3, and other edits to all of these 
sections, as well as edits to Section 12-6-14.   
 
As this text amendment involved changes to the Subdivision Ordinance, the Plan 
Commission did review this portion of the amendment at the May 16, 2012 meeting.  The 
Plan Commission recommended approval of the text amendment by a vote of 6-0.  The 
Plan Commission asked that staff make some minor corrections to the wording in 
Section 13-1-2 and check on US Postal Service mailbox requirements to make sure the 
Village’s requirements do not conflict with them.  There was no public hearing required 
as this does not involve changes to the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
The corrections to wording requested by the Plan Commission in Section 13-1-2 were 
made. 
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Staff confirmed the Village’s requirements for mailboxes do not conflict with US Postal 
Service requirements for mailboxes. 
 
Staff also made some minor corrections to the wording in Section 13-1-2 and Section 13-
1-3 since the Plan Commission meeting. 
 
The following items are attached for your information: 
 

1. Staff Report to the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting  
2. Draft Text Amendment 
3. Minutes of the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 

 
COST 

There is no billable cost associated with this request. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Committee of the Whole discuss the proposed text amendment and provide 
any feedback to staff for a final drafted ordinance and vote. 
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  VILLAGE of SUGAR GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION/ZONING BOARD of APPEALS 

MINUTES of June 27, 2012 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Sugar Grove Plan Commission / Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) 
was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Irv Ochsenschlager in the Village Hall 
Board meeting room. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 
 Plan Commission/ZBA members present:   
  Irv Ochsenschlager, John Guddendorf, Mary Heineman, Rebecca Sabo, Jim 

 Eckert and Don Meisinger  
 Absent: Ryan Reuland  

Also present: Mike Ferencak, Village Planner and Richard Young, Community 
Development Director; Attorney Dan Kramer; Gayle Deja-Schultz; Residents: 
Sandra Gaston, Julia Galvan, Clark and Karin Vilmin. 

 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of the May 16, 2012 MEETING 

Motion made by Commissioner Guddendorf and seconded by Commissioner 
Meisinger to approve the minutes of the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting as 
corrected.  Small typo on page 2 paragraph b, remove small ‘m’.   

The motion carried by unanimous voice vote. 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARINGS  
a. Petition 12-007:  26-46 Terry Drive / Wine Shops – Special Use and 

Variances, Text Amendment (Gayle Deja-Schultz / Village of Sugar Grove) 
 
Chairman Ochsenschlager opened this public hearing.  He then swore in those 
persons in attendance planning to testify.   
 
Petitioners' Request: 
Mr. Ferencak presented an overview of the request.  This property is located on 
the southeast corner of Route 47 and Route 56 and is vacant space in a multi tenant 
building with commercial on the bottom floor and residential up above.  The 
proposed tenant is a wine shop and the Village’s current B-3 district does not list 
wine shops as an approved use.  Staff is proposing to add wine shop (with or 
without service) as a Special Use in several of the districts.  This petitioner is 
requesting a Special Use in this location and several Variances, mostly in relation 
to the proposed outdoor dining.  This property is located in a mixed use area 
surrounded with residential and commercial.  The proposed unit is where the old 
flower shop was.  The property has three front / corner yards.  The Variances being 
requested include reduction in parking from 22 spaces to zero spaces; increase in 
lot coverage from 70% to as much as 85% (property is currently at 82%); setback 
variance for the patio; fence height variance for a corner side yard from 3’ 
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maximum to 6’ requested height; and reduction of the landscape requirement.  
Staff has provided responses to the Zoning Ordinance standards in the report.   
 
Staff is recommending approval of the Text Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance 
by adding Wine Shops as a Special Use so they can be reviewed on a case by case 
basis.  Staff is recommending approval of the Special Use for this location.  Staff 
has the following recommendations for the Variances requested: 

- Parking – staff is recommending that the parking requirement be met by an 
agreement with the bank located to the south of the property location.  Staff 
suggested the applicant  ask the bank for permission to use up to 19 
parking spaces.  The bank only approved 10 spaces.  The patio size does 
affect the parking requirement and therefore the Variance.  However, 10 
spaces is not enough for any of the proposed patio sizes. 

- Lot coverage – staff is recommending granting the variance , but only to 
84%, consistent with the 18’ x 36’ patio; 

- Setback – staff is recommending no setback Variance since consistent with 
the 18’ x 36’ patio no setback Variance would be necessary.   

- Fence and landscape – staff is recommending approving the fence height 
reduction from 6’ to 3’  and the landscape reduction along the north and 
east sides of the patio, but not approving the reduction of landscaping 
required along the west, Route 47 side. 

 
Petitioner Presentation:   
Mr. Young requested that the applicant, Gayle Deja-Schultz, give an overview 
for the Commission and public present.  She is proposing a specialty wine store 
with retail sales and a tasting area.  She will also offer a few specialty micro-
brewed beers and locally prepared bistro meals – nothing you could get at Jewel.  
It would start out with only offering a glass of wine for tasting or bottles of wine 
available for purchase.  At a later time it would expand into the microbrews and 
bistro meal options.  She’s been looking into this idea for Sugar Grove for 
approximately six years.  There are shops similar to this in Geneva, Naperville and 
St. Charles.  She clarified that Illinois law allows pouring of up to one ounce of up 
to six wines for each patron for tasting. 
  
Public Comments/Questions: 

Mark Vilmin, 60 Terry Drive, asked questions clarifying the business plan 
and type of establishment.  He stated that the building should be held to the code 
for setbacks, no Variances granted.  
 Karin Vilmin, 60 Terry Drive, asked about lighting and the proximity of the 
fence / patio to the on ramp.  She stated she doesn’t like the idea of extra traffic in 
the neighborhood and drinking and then driving home.  The Petitioner stated that 
it’s not a bar, they will restrict sales to one bottle per couple and that IDOT is 
planning to change Frontage Rd to a one-way street going out to Route 47 so there 
shouldn’t be much traffic through the neighborhood. 
 Sandra Gaston, 52 Neil Road, stated she does not want a liquor establishment 
in her neighborhood.  There’s no sidewalk on Richard Street, will it be added?  
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Patrons will drink and drive, she does not want it.  She doesn’t like it opening at 
11 am, it’s too early and she is 110% against it completely.  Open liquor shouldn’t 
be on site in a neighborhood. 
 Julia Galvan, 59 Terry Drive, spoke about her main concern of parking.  It’s 
a wonderful business idea but it shouldn’t be in a neighborhood, it needs to be 
located somewhere else. 
 
Staff clarified that the parking variance proposed is just for this proposed use.  The 
building is already short on required parking but with the proposed patio size and 
what the bank has committed to share, it would be further short of the requirement.   
 
Staff clarified that the original building was built to the codes adopted at the time it 
was built and the codes now make it a legal nonconforming structure.  The 
proposed request does extend the nonconformity slightly, but the property 
currently has no variances or special uses.  It’s likely only the update and changes 
made to the Zoning Code since the building was built that makes the property legal 
nonconforming.  The current Zoning Code allows for 75% lot coverage, this 
variance would take it to 84% coverage; it’s currently at 82%.  Mr. Vilmin stated 
that the code is the code and should be adhered to as is, no variances.   
 
The Petitioner pointed out that a full service bar is right across Route 47.  This 
would be different.  This is more of an educational situation. 
Chairman Ochsenschlager closed the public hearing. 
 

5. OLD BUSINESS 
None 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Petition 12-006:  College Corner – Minor PUD Amendment (Castle Bank as 
Trustee under Trust #2751)  
Mr. Dan Kramer, Attorney at Law, representative for the petitioner was in 
attendance.  Mr. Ferencak gave an overview of the proposed amendment.  This 
project was approved by the Village Board in 2010 for the northwest corner of 
Waubonsee Drive / Heartland Drive and Route 47 with many conditions and these 
conditions need to be addressed to record the project.  The petitioner has made 
some effort to handle the outstanding items.  Two of the conditions, numbers 22 & 
26 are being proposed for minor amendments to the 2010 PUD Ordinance tonight.  
Condition 22 required metal halide lighting on site.  .  The petitioner is still 
requesting high pressure sodium.  Staff is recommending this decision be placed 
on hold and addressed at time of building permit.   
 
Condition 26 determines the timing of posting of the letter of credit, prior to 
recording the final plat.  Village Subdivision Ordinance requires the letter of credit 
to be 120% of the engineer’s estimate and to be in effect for a period of 2 ½ years 
from the date of recording of the final plat.  Due to the uncertainty of the 
timeframe of this development the petitioner is requesting and staff is 
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recommending that the posting of the letter of credit be delayed to on or before 
June 15, 2015 and be effective for 2 ½ years beyond the date of the recording of 
the plat.  The plat is not currently ready to be recorded and that recording will be 
delayed. 
 
Mr. Kramer added that at the time this development was started the petitioner had 
a restaurant and a gas station interested in locating within it.  The restaurant, 
Legends in Yorkville, is doing well, as is the gas station by Plano, but neither are 
ready to take on another location at this time.  Banks are not as willing as they 
were in prior years to back the retail commercial industry.  They need time to heal 
before investing with a letter of credit.  The petitioner still has every intention of 
moving forward with this development as when it was originally passed.  
Commissioner Heineman clarified with him that they are ok with the staff’s 
recommendation.  They are.  
 

Commissioner Heineman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Eckert to 
delay action of the Minor PUD Amendment to condition 22 until the property 
owner is ready to start the development of the property at which time condition 
22 will be re-evaluated and a recommendation made to the Plan Commission and 
the Village Board and for the Minor PUD Amendment to condition 26, delaying 
the posting of the letter of credit until on or before June 15, 2015 with it being 
effective for 2 ½ years beyond the date of the  recording of the plat. 
 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 

b. Petition 12-007:  26-46 Terry Drive / Wine Shops – Special Use and 
Variances, Text Amendment (Gayle Deja-Schultz / Village of Sugar Grove) 
Commissioner Eckert clarified that there are currently two vacant spaces in this 
building, the flower shop and one by Cutz ‘n Stylz.  This space is approximately 
800 s.f.  He was ok with the hours of operation.  Deliveries may be done with 
bigger trucks and product wheeled in on a dolly performed only during regular 
daytime hours.  A resident stated that large trucks don’t fit in those streets and 
turns.  Stop signs and a light pole have been knocked down before.  Both the 
insurance owner and realtor are aware of it and are supportive.  Signage will be ‘as 
is’ with a face change planned.  The existing signs are legal non-conforming.  
There are two and face changes can be done, but they  can’t be increased in size.   
 
The site is land locked.  The only option for additional parking is auxiliary parking 
at the bank.  The parking requirement for a restaurant (which is the closest 
allowable use in the code) is 13 spaces per 1,000 s.f. and retail space is 5 spaces 
per 1,000 s.f.  This space is 1,720 s.f. with the interior and patio space combined 
(assuming a 23’ x 40’ patio).  The Building Inspector advised that the patio space 
be handicap accessible, so a minimum of 3’ additional space will be needed for a 
concrete ramp out to the asphalt parking area.  Commissioner Guddendorf asked 
about access to the patio only being from the inside of the building.  The 
Petitioner stated it will depend on what the liquor license says but she will look 
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into it further.  The patio will be locked but handicap accessibility and emergency 
exit can be used when needed to the parking area.  6 tables are planned for the 
patio.  The location of the existing handicap parking spots was discussed.  Staff is 
recommending 19 parking spaces be made available from Old Second Bank; a 
commitment of 10 was given.   
 
Several of the requests for Variance depend on the size of the patio.  The drawing 
shows a 20x35’ patio, discussions have been held regarding an 18x36’ patio, and a 
23x40’ patio.  The patio size constructed will determine exactly how many parking 
spaces are required and therefore the exact Variance needed.  The patios  larger 
than 18’x36’ require a few more parking spaces than the 18’ x 36’ patio.  Street 
parking is legal, if not overnight, but it can’t be used for the required parking 
count.  If the 18’x36’ patio is used the amount of tables would need to be reduced.  
Mr. Young stated that the ramp really doesn’t have much to do with the parking 
requirement.  The parking space requirement flexes with the square footage.  The 
lot coverage is already at 82%, 85% is only 3% more, not a super impact.  The 
setback Variance is what will dictate the patio size because then it can be placed 
within 5’ from the lot line of the property.  The bank property could always be 
sold, the letter isn’t an agreement with the property owner.   
 
Staff is recommending waiving the landscape requirement on the outside of the 
fence of the outside seating area at the north and east sides, but requesting minimal 
landscaping on the west side.  The Petitioner is requesting to waive it all. 
 

Commissioner Eckert made a motion seconded by Commissioner Guddendorf to 
recommend approval of the Text Amendment to add Wine Shops (with or 
without service) as a Special Use to Section 11-8-4-D B-1 Community Shopping 
District, Section 11-8-5-D B-2 General Business District, and Section 11-8-6-D B-
3 Regional Business District of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance. 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Commissioner Heineman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Meisinger 
to recommend approval of the Special Use to allow a proposed Wine Shop with 
service in the B-3 Regional Business District, pursuant to Section 11-8-6-D of the 
Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance (as amended), subject to the following 
conditions:  that the Special Use is limited to the space at 34 Terry Drive, as long 
as it is used as a wine shop with service and that any expansion of the use will 
require a Special Use Amendment review. 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Commissioner Eckert made a motion seconded by Commissioner Guddendorf to 
recommend denial of the Variance to reduce by 100% the parking space quantity 
requirement for this use from 22 parking spaces to 0 parking spaces, pursuant to 
Section 11-12-5 of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance and rather recommends 
use of a parking agreement with Old Second National Bank to provide for the 19 
available parking spaces on their site with a reduction in the size of the proposed 
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patio on this site to 648 square feet (the size that only 19 parking spaces are 
required for the wine shop use).   

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Commissioner Guddendorf made a motion seconded by Commissioner Meisinger 
to recommend approval of the Variance to increase the maximum lot coverage 
from the required 70% (82 % currently) to a maximum of 85%, pursuant to 
Section 11-8-6-G of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance. 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Commissioner Sabo made a motion seconded by Commissioner Eckert to 
recommend denial of the Variance to allow construction of an accessory structure 
(patio) within five (5) feet of the property line, within an easement, pursuant to 
Section 11-4-7-G of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance.  Patio would be setback 
zero (0) feet from the property line.   

The motion carried by voice vote 3 ayes and 2 nays. 
 
Commissioner Heineman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Eckert to 
recommend approval of the Variance to increase the maximum fence height from 
the required three (3) feet in the corner side yard to a maximum six (6) feet, 
pursuant to Section 11-4-13-B of the Sugar Grove Zoning Ordinance. 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Commissioner Heineman made a motion seconded by Commissioner Guddendorf 
to recommend approval of the Variance to waive the requirement for landscape 
screening around the north and east sides of the outdoor dining area and denial 
of the Variance to waive the requirement for landscape screening around the 
west side of the outdoor dining area, pursuant to Section 11-4-7-K of the Sugar 
Grove Zoning Ordinance. 

The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
7. PLAN COMMISSIONER COMMENTS, PROJECTS UPDATES and 

MISCELLANEOUS INFORMATION 
 
Settlers Ridge NW, Triangle and Commercial Subdivisions there is no update.   
 

Commissioner Guddendorf asked how soon the binder will be capped with 
surface in Settlers Ridge.  Mr. Young explained the history with the bond 
company and that the majority of it has not been put in.  The Village has sued 
the bond company to get the money to finish it, but it’s been retracted and 
continued with legal maneuvering.  Then the bond company sued the previous 
land owners and that case was just recently dismissed in favor of the current 
owners.  So, the bond company is still in the position of responsibility of the 
improvements.  The binder is getting worse each winter.  There are funds in 
the bonds to deal with the majority of the cost for the binder but when it will be 
released is yet to be determined. 
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Settlers Ridge Amendment is still being worked on by the applicant. 
 
Hampstead Court was discussed by the Village Board but was tabled due to the 
developer’s concerns with the annexation agreement.  The developer’s attorney said 
they had some concerns with the recommendations that were being made.  The Village 
is waiting to see their version of what they think the agreement should be and then the 
Village can respond.    
 
Sidewalks and Paths will be coming to the next Committee meeting. 
 
Walgreens is moving along and is ahead of schedule.     
 
Landings Lot 3 where Jimmy John’s and the nail salon is has 8 units remaining and 5 

of them should be occupied by the end of the year by Delnor. 
 
Galena and 47 has some interest but it hasn’t been finalized yet so no announcement 

can be made at this time.  
  
8. ADJOURNMENT 
 A motion was made by Commissioner Eckert and seconded by Commissioner 

Meisinger that the meeting be adjourned at 8:20 pm. 
  
 The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Holly Baker 
Substitute Recording Secretary 









































































 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
 KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 ORDINANCE NO. 2012-0807_ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________
   

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
COLLEGE CORNER PUD  
ORDINANCE 2012-0807_  

IN THE VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 Adopted by the 
 Board of Trustees and President 
 of the Village of Sugar Grove 
 this 7th day of August, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
 Published in Pamphlet Form 
 by authority of the Board of Trustees 
 of the Village of Sugar Grove, 

Kane County, Illinois 
This 7th day of August, 2012. 

 



ORDINANCE NO.  2012-0807_ 
 

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
COLLEGE CORNER PUD  
ORDINANCE 2012-0807_ 

IN THE VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
 

BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 
County, Illinois, as follows: 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Sugar Grove is not a home rule municipality within Article VII, 
Section 6A of the Illinois Constitution and, pursuant to the powers granted to it under 65 ILCS 5/1-1 et 
seq.; and,  
 

WHEREAS, the Castle Bank as Trustee under #2751, owner of the property legally described in  
SECTION ONE of this ordinance, has petitioned for a minor amendment to the College Corner PUD 
Ordinance 2010-0615D; and 

 
WHEREAS, the amendment requested is a revision to condition 26 of the ordinance regarding 

letter of credit submittal timing; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has reviewed this minor amendment at their meeting on June 
27, 2012, and the Commission recommended approval by a vote of 6-0; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Village Board has reviewed this request and has deemed that the approval of the 
amendment as stated in SECTION TWO is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and all 
Ordinances of the Village of Sugar Grove.   
  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 
Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois, as follows: 
 
SECTION ONE: LEGAL DESCRIPTION   
 

That the property is legally described as follows: 
 
See Exhibit “A”.   
 
SECTION TWO: PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
 

That College Corner PUD Ordinance 2010-0615D Exhibit B is hereby amended as follows: 
 
Condition 26 is hereby repealed and replaced in its entirety as follows: 
 
“A letter of credit in the amount of 120% of the engineering cost estimate of the public improvements 
shall be submitted, on or before June 15, 2015 and must be effective for the 2 ½ years beyond the date of 
the recording of the Final Plat.” 



 
SECTION THREE: REPEALER 
 

That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of 
any such conflict. 
 
SECTION FOUR: SEVERABILITY 
 

Should any provision of this ordinance be declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, 
the remaining provisions will remain in full force and effect the same as if the invalid provision had not 
been a part of this ordinance. 
 
SECTION FIVE:  EFFECTIVE DATE 
 

This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, approval and 
publication in pamphlet form as provided by law. 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar 
Grove, Kane County, Illinois, this 7th day of August, 2012. 
 

_________________________________________ 
P. Sean Michels 
President of the Board of Trustees 
of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 
County, Illinois 

 
 
   Aye  Nay  Absent 
 
Trustee Bohler ____  ____  ____      
Trustee Geary ____  ____  ____      
Trustee Montalto ____  ____  ____      
Trustee Johnson  ____  ____  ____      
Trustee Renk  ____  ____  ____  
Trustee Paluch ____  ____  ____  
 
 
 
 

   ATTEST: _____________________________ 
      Cynthia L. Galbreath 

Clerk, Village of Sugar Grove 
 
 
 
 



Exhibit A- Legal Description 

 

LOTS 40, 41, 42, AND 43 IN COLLEGE CORNER SUBDIVISION, BEING A RESUBDIVISION 
OF LOT 14 AND PART OF LOT 15 IN SUGAR GROVE RESEARCH PARK SUBDIVISION, IN 
THE VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE, KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 
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VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE:  PROPOSED MINOR AMENDMENT TO THE 

COLLEGE CORNER PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 

AGENDA:  AUGUST 7, 2012 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING 

DATE:   AUGUST 3, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village amend the College Corner PUD. 
 
DISCUSSION 

The Committee discussed this at the meeting on July 17, 2012.  The Committee 
was in favor of the Minor PUD Amendment as recommended by staff below. 
 
The applicant, Castle Bank as Trustee under #2751 (Jim Ratos), is proposing to amend 
the Planned Unit Development Ordinance approved on June 15, 2010 for the College 
Corner development.  College Corner is a commercial project consisting of four future 
buildings on four lots.  The PUD Ordinance approved the Preliminary PUD for the entire 
site and four Final PUDs, one for each lot.  The Ordinance also included a Special Use 
for the proposed restaurant drive-thru on Lot 41.   
 
On June 5, 2012, the applicant received approval from the Village Board to extend the 
completion date of the four Final PUDs to June 15, 2015. 
 
The applicant is proposing to amend conditions 22 and 26 of the PUD Ordinance. 

Lighting (PUD Condition 22) 

The PUD Ordinance approved a Photometric Plan dated June 9, 2010.  Condition 22 of 
the PUD Ordinance required: 

“The generic parking lot pole detail / elevation shall be updated to site-specific 
information.  The light fixture must be mounted flush to the ground with total height 
dimensioned and not to exceed 25’.  The pole should be labeled as dark bronze in color.  
The high pressure sodium lighting shall be changed to phosphor-coated ceramic metal 
halide lighting.  The following foot candle requirements shall be met with the change: 
maximum average footcandles 0.60, maximum hot spot footcandles 2.0, maximum 
property line footcandles 0.10.  These changes shall be made prior to recording.” 

At this time, the applicant has requested the use of one of two alternate high pressure 
sodium photometric plans instead of the metal halide lighting plan specified above. 
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Staff believes that the technology on lighting is changing so rapidly that the Village and 
the developer would be best served by a postponement of the recommendation on this 
issue until such time as the property owner is ready to develop this site. The Village and 
the developer would then have the benefit of the current lighting technology on which to 
make a recommendation.  

Letter of Credit Submittal (PUD Condition 26) 

Section 12-4-5-4 of the Subdivision Ordinance requires a construction guarantee.  
Typically, a letter of credit is submitted.  The Ordinance requires that the letter of credit 
be in effect for a period of 2 1/2 years from the date of recording of the final plat.  Further, 
in the subject PUD Ordinance, condition 26 states: 

“A letter of credit in the amount of 120% of the engineering cost estimate of the public 
improvements shall be submitted, prior to recording the Final Plat”. 

At this time, the Final Plat has not been recorded.  It is Village policy for staff to record 
these documents.  Staff will not record the documents until all of the conditions of the 
PUD Ordinance have been addressed.  Since they have not all been addressed (please 
see attached letter dated April 11, 2012), it has not been recorded. 

The applicant requested: “that the time requirement for recording of the Final Plat which 
is normally thirty (30) days from the adoption of the Final PUD Ordinance pursuant to 
Section 11-11-6-D-6 of the Zoning Ordinance be modified as a Minor PUD Amendment 
to permit recording on or before June 15, 2015.  Concurrent with that request would be 
the delaying of posting of letter of credit or subdivision bond, which would be posted the 
earlier of the completion of all subdivision improvements or upon submission of Final Plat 
for signature and recording.”   

A Minor PUD Amendment cannot be used to amend the Zoning Ordinance requirement.  
In any case, the Zoning Ordinance requirement is not followed, as it is Village policy to 
have staff record the documents.  So the Minor PUD Amendment is simply to revise 
condition 26 of the PUD Ordinance to state: 

 “A letter of credit in the amount of 120% of the engineering cost estimate of the public 
improvements shall be submitted, on or before June 15, 2015 and must be effective for 
the 2 ½ years beyond the date of the recording of the Final Plat.” 

The Plan Commission reviewed this request at the June 27, 2012 meeting.  The Plan 
Commission recommended approval of the Minor PUD Amendment as recommended 
by staff by a vote of 6-0.  This means no change to Condition 22 and a change to 
Condition 26 as described in the paragraph above. 
 
The following items are attached for your information: 
 

1. Draft Minor PUD Amendment Ordinance 
2. Draft Minutes of the June 27, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 

 
The following items were previously provided: 
 

1. Staff Report to the June 27, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 
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2. Status of Pre-Recording Letter dated April 11, 2012 
3. Area Map  

 
COST 

This project did not require a public hearing.  The applicant paid an application fee.  
There were no direct Village costs involved with this item. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board adopts Ordinance 2012-0807_, An Ordinance Granting a Minor 
Amendment for College Corner PUD.   

































VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: ACCEPTANCE OF ESKER DRIVERIGHT OF WAY 
IMPROVEMENTS  

AGENDA DATE: AUGUST 7, 2012 REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

DATE:   AUGUST 3, 2012 

 
ISSUE 

Should the Village accept for perpetual maintenance Esker Drive right of way 
improvements.  
 
DISCUSSION 

As a part of the PUD approval for the Kaneland School District Middle School/High 
School site a north/south road, now known Esker Drive was included in the plans for the 
development of this property. This work has now been completed for the Esker Drive 
right of way improvements are ready for acceptance.  
The Village Engineer has recommended acceptance of said right of way improvements. 

 
COSTS  

The projected project costs at this time are limited to consultant inspection of these 
improvements which have been covered by the School District. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Board approve an acceptance resolution for the Esker Drive right of way 
improvements subject to the submittal of waivers of liens and Village Attorney review.    



 

Esker Drive Acceptance 

Resolution 20120807 

 
          WHEREAS, The Kaneland School District, the Developer of the Kaneland/Harter Middle 
School site entered into a contract with Aurora Blacktop Inc. for the construction of the final 
bituminous surface course for streets in the aforesaid road improvement; and 
 
          WHEREAS, the Contractor has constructed the final bituminous surface course in accord 
with the plans and specifications, as revised, heretofore approved by the Village of Sugar Grove; 
and 
 
          WHEREAS, the final bituminous surface course have been inspected by the Engineer for 
the subdivider and by a representative for the Village of Sugar Grove and are found to be 
satisfactory; 
 
          NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Village Board of the Village of Sugar 
Grove, and that said Board hereby approved and accepts the public utility of the final bituminous 
surface course for streets. It being understood that this acceptance and/or approval in no way 
relieves the Contractor or his Surety of any obligation for maintenance for a period of one year 
as provided for in said Contract. 
 
          PASSED AND APPROVED by President and the Board of Trustees of the Village Board 
of the Village of Sugar Grove by roll call vote as follows this 7th day of August 2012. 

 
 

ATTEST: _______________________________________________________________ 
                 Cynthia L. Galbreath,  Village Clerk                   

 





 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: TONY SPECIALE, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS 
 GEOFF PAYTON; STREETS & PROPERTIES SUPERVISOR  

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION:  ACCEPTING THE REPLACEMENT STREET LIGHTS 
ON HANKES ROAD 

AGENDA: AUGUST 7, 2012 REGULAR BOARD MEETING 

DATE: AUGUST 2, 2012 

 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village accept the replacement street lights on Hankes Road. 
 
DISCUSSION 

In March 2012, the Prestbury Citizens Association (PCA) approached the Village with a 
plan to replace seven (7) and add two (3) additional street lights along Hankes Road 
between Golf View Drive and Norris Road. The PCA was interested in using the 
Village’s current decorative standard and relocating the lights into the Village right-of-
way from behind the sidewalk. They also inquired if the Village would take ownership 
once the project was completed. 
 
The section of Hankes Road affected by this project is along the golf course and 
contains two curves. Staff reviewed the project and believes the additional lighting that 
will be provided along that section of Hankes Road is warranted and it would be 
appropriate to assume ownership after the project is completed. Acceptance of the 
street lights would be contingent on a final inspection of the installation and the 
completion of the proper transfer of ownership documents. A Rate 25 Contract with 
ComEd would also need to signed, adding approximately $120.00 a month to the 
current street lighting costs for the Village. 
 
The proposed lighting improvement plans and street light specifications are attached for 
review.   
  
COST 

All costs for construction will be paid for by the Prestbury Citizens Association. Upon 
completion, account 01-53-6511: Electricity will be billed approximately $120.00 per 
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month for electricity supplied to the lights. This account currently has $43,662.00 
allocated for street light electricity. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

The Village Board approve of Resolution # 20120807PW1 authorizing the Director of 
Public Works to accept the replacement street lights along Hankes Road. 



 
 

Resolution # 20120807PW1 
 

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING ACCEPTANCE OF THE STREET LIGHT 
IMPROVEMENTS ON HANKES ROAD IN THE VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE, 

KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 

WHEREAS, the Village is not a home rule municipality within Article VII, Section 6A 
of the Illinois Constitution; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Village has been presented with a Street Lighting Improvement Plan 

consistent with Village Standards; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the Village’s best interest to accept the proposed improvements in 

order to improve safety for the traveling public; and 
 
WHEREAS, the construction of said improvements will be at no cost to the Village; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and Board of Trustees that 

the Village Board hereby accepts said Street Lighting Improvements, and that the Village 
President and Village Clerk hereby authorized the Director of Public Works to execute 
acceptance of said improvements.   

 
 Passed by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, 
Illinois, at a regular meeting thereof held on the 7  day of  August, 2012. 
 
   
 P. Sean Michels, President of the Board of Trustees 
 of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 
 County, Illinois 
 
    ATTEST:   
  Cynthia Galbreath, Clerk, Village of Sugar Grove  
 
 Aye Nay Absent Abstain 

Trustee Robert E. Bohler         
Trustee Kevin M. Geary         
Trustee Mari Johnson         
Trustee Rick Montalto         
Trustee David Paluch         
Trustee Thomas Renk         
President P. Sean Michels          





 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
KANE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

 
ORDINANCE NO. 2012-0807B 

 
______________________________________________________________________________
  

An Ordinance Amending Title 12, of the Village Code 
Concerning the Subdivision Regulations of the  
Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois 

(Sidewalks and Paths) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 

Adopted by the 
Board of Trustees and President 
of the Village of Sugar Grove 
this 7th day of August, 2012. 

 
 
 
 

Published in Pamphlet Form 
by authority of the Board of Trustees 

of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, 
Illinois, this 7th day of August, 2012. 

 
 
  



 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 2012-0807B 
An Ordinance Amending Title 11, of the Village Code 

Concerning the Subdivision Regulations of the  
Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois 

(Sidewalks and Paths) 
 
 BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Sugar 
Grove, Kane County, Illinois, as follows; 
 
 WHEREAS, the Village of Sugar Grove is not a home rule municipality within Article 
VII, Section 6A of the Illinois Constitution and, pursuant to the powers granted to it under 65 
ILCS 5/1-1 et seq.; and,  
 
 WHEREAS, the Village of Sugar Grove currently maintains subdivision regulations in 
the Village; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Village finds that such regulations provide for the safety and well-being 
of Village inhabitants and benefit the public welfare and safety; and, 
 
 WHEREAS, the Village seeks to continue to promote these interests, and seeks to amend 
the Village Code to more fully protect and preserve the safety, quality of life, and well being of 
such inhabitants;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of 
the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois, as follows: 
 
SECTION ONE: ORDINANCE SECTIONS AMENDED 
 
That the following Sub-section(s) of Title 12 of the Village Code of Ordinances are hereby 
repealed and replaced in their entirety as follows: 
 
12-6-9: Sidewalks and Paths: 

A.  Sidewalks: Concrete sidewalks of Portland cement at least five feet (5’) in width shall be 
constructed in accordance with the Standard Specifications for Improvements as illustrated in 
Chapter 11 of this Title on both sides of all streets.  In locations designated by the Village, a 
bike path may be required in lieu of a sidewalk on one side of the street.  Sidewalks shall be 
located within the street right of way and not more than one foot (1') inside the right of way.  

B. Paths: Paths shall be installed on one side of all arterial and collector streets, at locations as 
recommended by the Community Development Director or his/her designee and approved by 
the Village Board.  Paths shall be at least ten feet (10') in width and constructed in 
accordance with the Standard Specifications for Improvements illustrated in Chapter 11 of 
this Title. 



C.  Accessible Ramps at Intersections: All sidewalks and paths shall be provided with concrete 
handicap ramps at all intersections in accordance with State of Illinois and / or Illinois 
Accessibility Code, and / or Federal ADA guidelines for accessible design.  All ramps to 
depressed curbs shall be as per ADA guidelines, and in accordance with the Standard 
Specifications for Improvements illustrated in Chapter 11 of this Title.  If any conflicts 
between the ADA guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code and Standard Specifications 
for Improvements exist, the ADA guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code shall govern.  

12-11-4: Sidewalks and Paths: 
 
12-11-4-1: Sidewalks:  

A.  All sidewalks shall be constructed per the detail on the Village of Sugar Grove Standard 
Detail Sheets in Section 12-11-20W Exhibit A. 

B.  All ADA accessible ramps shall be constructed per the detail on the Village of Sugar Grove 
Standard Detail Sheets in Section 12-11-20W Exhibit E. If any conflicts between the ADA 
guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code and the Standard Detail Sheets exist, the ADA 
guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code shall govern. 

12-11-4-2: Paths: 

A.  All paths shall be constructed per the details on the Village of Sugar Grove Standard Detail 
Sheets in Section 12-11-20W Exhibit B, C, and D. 

B.  All ADA accessible ramps shall be constructed per the detail on the Village of Sugar Grove 
Standard Detail Sheets in Section 12-11-20W Exhibit E.  If any conflicts between the ADA 
guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code and the Standard Detail Sheets exist, the ADA 
guidelines and / or Illinois Accessibility Code shall govern. 

12-11-20: Exhibits: 
 
W.  Typical Sidewalk and Path Sections: 
 
Typical Sidewalk Section – Exhibit A 
Typical Path Section – Exhibit B 
Cross Section of Two-Way Shared Use Path on Separated Right-of-Way – Exhibit C 
Typical Bike Lane Cross Sections – Exhibit D 
Sidewalk and Bike Path Ramp Detail – Exhibit E 
    
  



SECTION TWO: GENERAL PROVISIONS 

REPEALER:  All ordinances or portions thereof in conflict with this ordinance are hereby 
repealed. 
 
SEVERABILITY:  Should any provision of this Ordinance be declared invalid by a court of 
competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions will remain in full force and effect the same as 
if the invalid provision had not been a part of this Ordinance. 
 
EFFECTIVE DATE:  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect on and after its approval, 
passage and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law. 
 
 PASSED AND APPROVED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of 
Sugar Grove, Kane County, Illinois, this 7th day of August, 2012. 
 
      __________________________________ 
      P. Sean Michels, 

President of the Board of Trustees 
      of the Village of Sugar Grove, Kane 
      County, Illinois 
 
        ATTEST:_____________________________ 
            Cynthia L. Galbreath, 
            Clerk, Village of Sugar Grove  
 
      

Aye Nay Absent    Abstain 

Trustee Mari Johnson   ___ ___  ___      ___ 
Trustee Thomas Renk   ___ ___  ___      ___ 
Trustee Rick Montalto  ___ ___  ___      ___ 
Trustee Robert E. Bohler  ___ ___  ___      ___ 
Trustee David Paluch   ___ ___  ___      ___ 
Trustee Kevin M. Geary  ___ ___  ___      ___ 
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can complicate maintenance of the facility, and can cause other
problems as well.

For the above reasons, other types of bikeways are likely to be better
suited to accommodate bicycle traffic along highway corridors, depend-
ing upon traffic conditions. Shared use paths should not be considered a
substitute for street improvements even when the path is located adja-
cent to the highway, because many bicyclists will find it less convenient
to ride on these paths compared with the streets, particularly for utility
trips.

When two-way shared use paths are located adjacent to a roadway,
wide separation between a shared use path and the adjacent highway is
desirable to demonstrate to both the bicyclist and the motorist that the
path functions as an independent facility for bicyclists and others. When
this is not possible and the distance between the edge of the shoulder
and the shared use path is less than 1.5 m (5 feet), a suitable physical bar-
rier is recommended. Such barriers serve both to prevent path users from
making unwanted movements between the path and the highway shoul-
der and to reinforce the concept that the path is an independent facility.
Where used, the barrier should be a minimum of 1.1 m (42 inches) high,
to prevent bicyclists from toppling over it. A barrier between a shared use
path and adjacent highway should not impair sight distance at intersec-
tions, and should be designed to not be a hazard to errant motorists.

Width and Clearance

The paved width and the operating width required for a shared use path
are primary design considerations. Figure 17 depicts a shared use path
on a separated right of way. Under most conditions, a recommended
paved width for a two-directional shared use path is 3.0 m (10 feet). In

Design
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Figure 17. Cross Section of Two-Way Shared Use Path on Separated Right-of-Way
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Design
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Figure 6. Typical Bike Lane Cross Sections
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C:\Users\cwelsch\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet 
Files\Content.Outlook\ZHCVIVG0\2012 08 07 Sidewalks and Paths VB.docx  

VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM: RICHARD YOUNG, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 
 MIKE FERENCAK, VILLAGE PLANNER 
 
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE:  PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE TEXT 

AMENDMENT FOR SIDEWALKS AND PATHS 

AGENDA:  AUGUST 7, 2012 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING 

DATE:   AUGUST 3, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village amend the Subdivision Ordinance to modify Sections 12-6-9 
Sidewalks and Trails, 12-11-4 Sidewalks and Trails, and 12-11-20 Exhibits. 
 
DISCUSSION 

The Committee discussed this at the meeting on July 17, 2012.  The Committee 
was in favor of the Subdivision Ordinance text amendment as presented by staff. 
 
This text amendment would modify sections of the Subdivision Ordinance pertaining to 
requirements for sidewalks and paths.  Section 12-6-9 covers the required 
improvements, while Section 12-11-4 covers the standard specifications for 
improvements.  Section 12-11-20 specifically provides exhibits that illustrate the 
specifications for improvements.  Both the text and graphics throughout would be 
improved. 
 
The text amendment consists of improved text in Section 12-6-9 with “stripped down” 
text in Section 12-11-4 that references the detail sheets that will be included in Section 
12-11-20.  These changes are consistent with the changes proposed to these sections 
that were contemplated as part of the 2007 Subdivision Ordinance update.  
 
As this text amendment involves changes to the Subdivision Ordinance, the Plan 
Commission did review the amendment at the May 16, 2012 meeting.  The Plan 
Commission recommended approval of the text amendment by a vote of 6-0.  The Plan 
Commission included in their recommendation of approval the two changes proposed by 
staff just prior to the meeting.  The change to the text in 12-6-9-B has now been made 
and the details have now been updated by Engineering Enterprises, Inc. as well.  There 
was no public hearing required as this does not involve changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
A Plan Commissioner asked whether the aggregate base course provided under 
sidewalks and paths is increased in cases where the sidewalk or path crosses a 
driveway or drive aisle.  The aggregate base course is not increased as it is always 4” for 
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sidewalks and 8” for paths.  However, the sidewalk concrete is increased from 5” to 6” in 
these situations.  Path asphalt is always 2” in depth. 
 
A Plan Commissioner requested consistency between the County’s bike path cross 
sections and the Village’s.  The Village’s are the generic ones recommended by the 
American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials Guide for the 
Development of Bicycle Facilities.  The County’s are much more detailed and while the 
Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities was used to help establish them, a more 
thorough review would need to be undertaken to see if they are exactly what the Village 
should adopt.  Staff recommends improving the cross sections in the future when work 
continues on the overall Subdivision Ordinance update. 
 
The following items are attached for your information: 

 
1. Draft Text Amendment Ordinance 

 
The following items were previously provided: 
 

1. Staff Report to the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting  
2. Draft Text Amendment 
3. Minutes of the May 16, 2012 Plan Commission meeting 

 
COST 

There are Engineering Enterprises Inc. costs associated with this request. 
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Board adopts Ordinance 2012-0807, An Ordinance Amending Title 12 of 
the Village Code Concerning Subdivision Regulations. 



VILLAGE OF SUGAR GROVE 
BOARD REPORT 

TO:   VILLAGE PRESIDENT & BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

FROM:   CINDY GALBREATH, VILLAGE CLERK 

SUBJECT: DISCUSSION: VIDEO GAMING  

AGENDA: AUGUST 7, 2012 COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

DATE:   JULY 25, 2012 

 

ISSUE 

Should the Village Board allow video gaming. 
 
DISCUSSION 

The Video Gaming Act (230 ILCS 40) was passed in 2009 and the Illinois 
Gaming Board has completed the necessary steps to make it effective. The Act 
allows qualifying establishments to have up to 5 (five) video gaming terminals.  It 
further allows municipalities and counties to “opt out” of video gaming in its 
jurisdiction by ordinance or by referendum.  Nothing in Sugar Grove code 
disallows video gaming, therefore by default it allowed in establishments that 
qualify under the Act.    
 
The types of establishments that are eligible for a State Video Gaming License 
are those that; hold a liquor license for businesses that serve alcohol (not 
allowed at package liquor businesses), fraternal establishments, and licensed 
truck stops.   
 
At this time there are 3 (three) establishments within the Village that qualify, the 
Legion, Fireside, and Rich Harvest. The Legion is the only establishment that 
staff is aware of that has applied for a Video Gaming License.  Staff has received 
a few calls from parties who do not currently have a business in the Village 
regarding opening of a small establishment for the purpose of gaming, however 
no formal requests have been received. 
 
The Act sets rules on the how the terminals are to operate, where they can be 
placed, access limitation, and the method of payout.  It further sets a 30% tax of 
which the local governments are to receive 1/6 (5%).  The Act requires that the 
terminals pay out no less than 80% and that after the tax is collected 50% of the 
proceeds go to the establishment and the other 50% to the video game (terminal) 
operator. Theoretically for every $10.00 the Village would receive 3 cents. 
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The Village currently has an electronic amusement device license of $60.00 per 
device that will still be applicable to devices that are nonpaying, non poker like 
machines.  The Village can under the Video Gaming Act institute a fee of $25.00 
per Video Gaming terminals.   
 
The Board has the ability to regulate Video Gaming, to some degree, using its 
authority as the Liquor Commissioner and Commission as there is no obligation 
to issue a liquor license and a liquor license is a requirement of the Act.   
 
It should be noted that an ordinance opting out can be adopted at any time; 
however, there is the risk of upsetting an establishment that may have Video 
Gaming terminals that would then have to remove them.   
 
The Board can choose to adopt an ordinance opting out of video gaming, choose 
to regulate by the authority of liquor license issuance, or chose to stay status quo 
and allow video gaming. At this time it is recommended that the Board discuss 
video gaming and whether it is appropriate for the Village.     
 
COSTS 

There is no cost associated with the discussion of allowing Video Gaming in the 
Village of Sugar Grove.   
 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Village Board discusses Video Gaming and directs staff accordingly.  
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