
         

Thursday, March 3, 2016  
To immediately follow the 7 p.m. Plan Commission meeting. 7:00 p.m. 

 
 

 

VILLAGE OF MONTGOMERY 
Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting Agenda 

March 3, 2016 7:00 P.M. 
Village Hall Board Room 

200 N. River Street, Montgomery, IL 60538 

 
 
 

I. Call to Order 
 

II. Roll Call 
 

III. Approval of Minutes from February 4, 2016 
 

IV. Items for Zoning Board of Appeals Action 
 
1. ZBA 2016-007 V Continuation of a Public Hearing and Consideration of an Alternative 

Surfaces Setback Variance for JPC Tree Care, LLC. Located at 1065 and 1079 Sard 
Avenue. 
 

2. ZBA 2016-008 V Public Hearing and Consideration of a Sign Variance for Corporate 
Identification Solutions Located at 596 Montgomery Road. 

 
V. Other Business  

 
VI. Adjournment 

 







 

 
 
 
ZBA 2016-008 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS ADVISORY REPORT 
 
To:  Chair Hammond and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals  
 
From: Jerad Chipman AICP 

       Senior Planner 
 
Date:  February 25, 2016 
 
Subject: 2016-008 V Corporate Identification Solutions Sign Variance. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Petitioner:    Corporate Identification Solutions on Behalf of Circle K 
    

  Location/Address:  596 Montgomery Road.  
  
Requests: Variance to allow electronic, digital gasoline prices on a non-conforming 

sign.   
 

Current Zoning:  B-3 General Automotive and Wholesale Business District 
 
Comprehensive Plan: Neighborhood Commercial 
 
Surrounding Land Uses:  

Location  Adjacent Land Use Adjacent Zoning 
North  Residential R-5A 
East  Commercial B-2 
South   Commercial and Civic R-3, B-3 and 

Unincorporated  
West Residential and Open Space Unincorporated 

 
Background: 
The Petitioner is requesting a variance to Section 12.11(5) of the Zoning Ordinance to allow the 
replacement of a manually changed gasoline price sign to a digital gasoline price sign on a non-
conforming sign.  The existing sign is over nineteen (19) feet tall and does not have a solid, continuous 
base resulting in the sign being non-conforming.  Section 12.1(A)(2)(c) requires all ground signs to have a 
solid, continuous base with a maximum height for a single tenant sign of eight (8) feet.  Section 
12.11(5)(d) states the following: 
 

Non-structural alterations are permitted that do not eliminate the non-conforming sign as long 
as the location of the sign does not change, the height of the altered sign does not exceed the 
standards found in Section 12.1(A)(2)(c) and the maximum sign area (as altered) does not 
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exceed the limits set forth herein. Structural supports may not be altered, except to reduce the 
number or degree or a nonconformity as discussed in the above conditions (e.g. if the height of 
a nonconforming pole sign panel is reduced, the structural support above   the   sign   panel  
may   be   removed  without   removing   the   remainder   of  the nonconforming sign) All such 
alterations require a permit. 

 
It is staff and the Village Attorney’s interpretation of the Ordinance that the proposed change to the 
sign is an alteration rather than simply a change to the sign panel, which is allowed.  Therefore, the 
alteration that is proposed does not comply with Section 12.1(A)(2)(c) as this alteration does not meet 
the second criteria indicated in the Ordinance that “the height of the altered sign does not exceed the 
standards found in 12.1(A)(2)(c)”.  The standards referenced indicate that the maximum height of a 
single tenant building ground sign is eight (8) feet with a maximum square footage of eighty (80) square 
feet.  As the new electronic, digital price sign presents an alteration to the sign and that sign exceeds the 
maximum size that the alteration is permitted under, a variance is required to permit the proposed sign.     
 
The Petitioner has expressed a different interpretation of the Ordinance in regards to proposed 
alteration and has expressed that the sign should be permitted under the Ordinance. 
 
Findings of Fact: 
According to Section 14 of the Montgomery Zoning Ordinance “the Zoning Board of Appeals shall 
recommend approval of a variation from the provisions of this ordinance as authorized in this section 
only if the evidence, in the judgment of the Zoning Board of Appeals, sustains each of the following 
conditions: 
 
Please note that the Petitioners complete application is attached to this report.  Staff summarizes the 
Petitioner’s comments in the findings of fact in this report.   
 
1) That the property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations governing the district in which it is located; It is the 
Petitioner’s opinion that the property would lose a level of advertising capabilities. 
  
It is staff’s opinion that the sign could be constructed to comply with the maximum sizes 
allowed in the Zoning Ordinance, which would allow for the electronic price signage.  
 
2) That the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances; The Petitioner believes that their 
situation is unique due to the interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Staff believes that this is not a unique situation.  
     
3) That the variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality; The Petitioner 
believes that the variance will not alter the essential character of the locality as the sign is 
already in existence and the alteration would not increase the size of the sign.     
 
Staff believes that allowing continued use of the sign will not alter the essential character 
of the area, however, allowing the sign to continue would not serve to progress the vision 
for the community that has been outlined in the Comprehensive Plan.   
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4) That the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the specific 
property involved will bring a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from a mere 
inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out; The Petitioner does not 
believe that there are physical characteristics that bring a particular hardship.  
 
It is staff’s opinion that there are no physical characteristics of the site that render a 
hardship for the Petitioner.     
 
5) That the conditions upon which the application for variation is based would not be applicable 
generally to other property within the same zoned classification.  The Petitioner has indicated that 
they believe that the conditions of hardship are unique to their property due to the 
interpretation of the ordinance.   
 
It is staff’s opinion that the conditions upon which the application is based would be 
applicable to other properties within the same zoning classification.  Other properties in 
business districts contain non-conforming signs that would result in the same 
interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance.   
  
6) That the need or purpose of the variation is not based exclusively upon a desire to make more 
money out of the property; The Petitioner has indicated that they believe that the ability to 
advertise on the property will be reduced.   
 
Staff believes that the sign would serve to promote advertising to the property.  
 
7) That the granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or unduly 
injurious to other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located; The 
Petitioner has indicated that they believe that the proposed sign will be in harmony with the 
neighborhood.  
 
Staff believes that the variation should not cause detriment or injury. 
 
8) That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property, or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety or 
substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.” The Petitioner has 
indicated that they believe that the variance will not impair light, air and property values. 
 
Staff agrees with the Petitioner.  
 
Following the Public Hearing, the Zoning Board of Appeals should discuss the standards for granting a 
variation and make the findings of fact by reading each criteria and entering into the minutes the 
consensus on each. 
 
Recommendation: 
It is staff’s opinion that the Petitioner has not met all of the conditions to grant a variance, 
and recommends that the variance be denied.   
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