Planning and Zoning Commission
Thursday, June 2, 2022
7:00 PM, Village Hall Board Room
200 N. River Street, Montgomery, IL, 60538

*Please see page 2 of this agenda for instructions for submitting public comments and for
viewing the meeting online.

AGENDA
I.
II.

Call to Order
Pledge of Allegiance

III.

Roll Call

IV.

Approval of the Minutes of the Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting of May 5, 2022

V.
VI.

Public Comment Period
Items for Planning and Zoning Commission Action
a. 2022-008 Variance Request for proposed carwash on Douglas Road – OKAY LLC
i. Public Hearing and Consideration of a variation from section 10.06.C |Table
10.06.1 (Maximum Driveway Width) of the Montgomery Unified Development
Ordinance to allow a new carwash with a driveway width that exceeds the
maximum 26 ft.
Note: The agenda items will be forwarded to the Village Board Meeting on Monday, June 13, 2022.

VII.
VIII.
IX.

Community Development Update/New Business
Next Meeting: July 7, 2022
Adjournment
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR REMOTE VIEWING AND COMMENTING
The Village of Montgomery will hold its regularly scheduled Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting on
Thursday, June 2, 2022 at 7pm. For the public’s convenience, the meeting will be available via Zoom, and
Village Hall will also be open for people to attend in person.
The meeting will be streamed live through Zoom’s webinar service at the link below:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83775002002?pwd=cEFwRVFJYlNURjZMNVJQSHJEcnZLZz09
Passcode: 184156
Those wanting to participate in the Public Comments portion of the meeting have three options:
• People attending the meeting in person may speak during the public comment period.
• If not attending the meeting, please email your comments to sabt@montgomeryil.org.
• Call (331) 212-9021 and leave a voicemail with your comments.
Please email or phone in your comments prior to the start of the meeting at 7pm. Comments received will
be read during the Public Comments portion of the meeting.
Remote participation by the public will continue to be available for future meetings until further notice.
Please email sabt@montgomeryil.org or call (331) 212-9021 with any questions regarding this
announcement.
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Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Thursday, May 5, 2022
7:00 PM, Village Hall Board Room
200 N. River Street, Montgomery, IL, 60538

I.
II.
III.

Call to Order- Chairman Hammond called the meeting to order at 7:07 pm
Pledge of Allegiance- All present gave the Pledge of Allegiance.
Roll Call
Absent: Tom Yakaitis, Patrick Kelsey
Present: Marion Bond, Mike Hammond, Ben Brzoska, Mildred McNeal-James and Joe Yen
Also present: Village Attorney Laura Julien, Director of Community Development Sonya
Abt, Village Engineer Pete Wallers, Planner Zach Ewoldt, Director of Public Works Mark
Wolf, Trustee Dan Gier, Trustee Doug Marecek, Trustee Theresa Sperling, and members
of the audience.

IV.

V.
VI.

Approval of the Minutes of the Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting of April 7,
2022.
Motion: Motion was made by Commissioner Brzoska to approve the minutes of the
Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting of April 7, 2022. Commissioner McNeal-James
Seconded the motion.
Ayes: Bond, Hammond, Brzoska, McNeal-James and Yen.
Nays: None
Abstain: None
Motion carried.
Public Comment Period
There were no comments from the public.
Items for Planning and Zoning Commission Action
a.

2022-004 Special Use and Variance Requests for the southeast corner of Rochester
Drive and Gusto Drive – Trans Lines
i. Consideration of a special use to allow outdoor storage
Chairman Hammond explained that the public hearing portion of the
Special Use consideration had been closed at the April 7th meeting,
therefore no additional public comment would be allowed on the
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special use, however the public hearing for the variations would be
opened after the Commission voted on the Special Use and the public
would be allowed to make comments at that time.
Director Abt gave a summary of the project and then outlined the major
concerns from the April 7th hearing which were:
• Drainage/Flooding
• Soil/Well Contamination
• Noise & Hours of Operation
• Light Spillage
• Visibility
Director Abt outlined the revisions the Petitioners had made based on
feedback from the April meeting. The changes included increased berm
height, extension of the berm around the north side of the truck
parking area and additional landscaping along the north side of the
truck parking area. These revisions were intended to better screen the
area from the residents to the north.
Director Abt also addressed the lighting concerns. She noted that the
adjacent development’s lighting is not shielded, and the light fixtures
are directed out towards the residents. The Village is working with the
business to address those issues and bring the lighting in to
conformance with the Village Code. Director Abt noted that the Trans
Lines development lighting includes 30 ft. light poles with fixtures that
are directed straight down. The Petitioner has provided a a sightline
detail on updated plans that shows the berming and landscaping with
the sightline from the adjacent homes to the east to show how much of
the site will be screened by the berm and landscaping.
In response to soil contamination concerns, Director Abt noted that it
was previously stated during the April 7 meeting, that only dry freight
and no hazardous materials will be transported by this company. She
explained that if spillage does occur the Village and Emergency Services
will be notified. The Village will notify the EPA. EPA will be the agency
enforcing clean up. It is the entity who caused the spillage’s
responsibility to provide the clean up to EPA’s standards.
Engineer Wallers provided background regarding drainage and
detention in the Frelk Overflow area. He noted that drainage area is
approximately 265 acres, upstream of Frelk overflow. He explained that
the detention basin was designed with the Yellow Freight Development
and provided detention for Yellow Freight, Buddig and preserved
existing depressional areas on the subject property. The basin was in
compliance with the stormwater ordinance and was designed as a no
outfall basin with a zero release rate. The basin is wetland basin. He also
noted that it maintained the 100-year high water level. In order to
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accommodate future development on the subject site the detention
basin was expanded, adding 7.65 acre-feet of storage. This was
constructed in 2013/2014. This expansion was also compliant with the
stormwater ordinance and did not change the overflow or high water
level.
Engineer Wallers also provided some background regarding drainage
improvements for the areas that unfortunately the Village was unable to
obtain easements from property owners to install the improvements and
the project was never built. Engineer Wallers then outlined the
Village’s latest proposed relief storm sewer project for this area which
should alleviate some of the flooding on the Johnston properties. The
project connects the detention basin to storm sewer on Johnston Drive.
It will also include a storm drain for the rear yard low areas that will
draw down standing water after a storm. The relief storm sewer
includes a control valve for the basin outlet which could be opened after
Johnston Drive and the rear yards drain to draw down any standing
water remaining in the basin. Engineer Wallers stated that they had
spoken with Jodie Wollnik of the Kane County Environmental and
Water Resources regarding the proposed development, the existing
basin and the relief storm sewer project and she is an agreement that
the basin meets the storm water ordinance and that the proposed relief
storm sewer will improve flooding in the Johnston Drive area.
Director Abt stated that the Petitioners were present to walk through
their revisions and address operational concerns regarding their
development.
Chairman Hammond swore in the Petitioners.
John Swierk (via Zoom) DDCA Architects
Mr. Swierk outlined some of the changes to the plans. He showed the
sight line detail showing how the new berm with 7.5 ft. landscaping will
screen the truck parking area from view. He also noted that the lighting
illumination levels are already at 0 foot-candles before they reach the
berm, therefore there should be no glare on the adjacent properties. He
also noted that their proposed lighting meets all the requirements of the
UDO.
Tom Carrol, Geotech
Mr. Carrol, the civil engineer for this project, stated that no additional
water from their property is going on any other adjacent areas. It was
noted that this is a requirement of the Kane County Stormwater
Ordinance.
Andrius Petkunas, Trans Lines, Inc. Owner/Operator
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Mr. Petkunas stated that Trans Lines is an Over the Road (OTR)
trucking company. In comparison, Yellow Freight is a last mile carrier
which is different and brings a lot more in and out traffic.
Trans Lines differs with only 15-25 trucks in and out per day. Trans
Lines has 4 local carriers, and typically the most in and out traffic from
those carriers would be four times daily.
He also explained why such a large parking area is needed. He stated
that they must have two trailers for each truck to account for break
downs and to facilitate customer needs.
In response to environmental concerns, he noted that all their trucks
are 2018 and newer. These trucks follow stricter emissions rules.
Trucks have optimized idle or auxiliary power units so they can sit
without idling and are able to maintain temperatures in cabin sleepers
without making a lot of noise. He also explained that typically a truck
will come in to drop off and/or hook up. Drivers are not sleeping on
the site overnight. Their company provides off-site hotel
accommodations for their drivers during their mandatory rest time. He
noted that they are a dry fright carrier, including paper, dry foods and
electronics. There are not flatbeds or refrigerator trucks. They do not
store hazardous materials. They do not do heavy repairs on site. Onsite maintenance includes replacing tires, brakes and changing oil. Any
major repairs are done by the dealership.
Mr. Petkunas stated that their Office and Warehouse hours are 7:00am
-5:00pm. He did state that sometimes trucks do come in after hours to
drop off, pick up and leave, but this was not a daily occurrence.
Trans Lines will have 25 employees but will be expanding with yard
guards so employees could be up to 30-40. He noted that these are high
value loads so need they need to make sure they are secured and
monitored.
Chairman Hammond opened the floor for commissioners’ questions.
Commissioner McNeal-James asked if the relief storm sewer would be
installed prior to this tenant. Engineer Wallers stated it will be installed
as soon as practical. Commissioner McNeal-James also asked about the
relief valve and who would be better to operate. Engineer Wallers
stated that further discussion will happen in the future, however either
Public Works or the Township could operate, he couldn’t say which
would be better. Director Abt added that the preference would always
be for the Village to have control since it is a Village storm sewer,
however since it connects to a township storm sewer there is value to
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having the Township operate because they would know better when to
release.
Chairman Hammond asked what the height of the berm on the
northwest side is. Mr. Swierk stated it is also 6-9 feet and landscaped
similarly to the berm to the east.
Commissioner Yen asked about the density of the landscaping. Mr.
Swierk stated that both the evergreen trees and the shrubs are
continuous rows.
Chairman Hammond asked if there were any further questions from
the Commission. The Commissioners had no further questions.
Chairman Hammond read the Findings of fact for the Special Use:
1. The proposed special use will not endanger the health, safety,
comfort, convenience and general welfare of the public.
The proposed warehouse/distribution center with associated outdoor storage of
semi-tractor/trailers will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience or
general welfare of the public. This is an industrially zoned property and the
Petitioner will provide the required screening from the adjacent residential
properties.
2. The proposed special use is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the
proposed special use.
The proposed outdoor storage area is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties. It is located in an industrial area with other businesses with outdoor
storage of trucks/trailers. Additionally, they are providing the required buffer
screening and setback from the adjacent residential neighborhood.
3. The proposed special use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of adjacent properties and other
property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed special use.
The proposed warehouse/distribution center will not impede the orderly
development of adjacent properties. The area is primarily built out.
4. The proposed special use will not require utilities, access roads,
drainage and/or other facilities or services to a degree disproportionate
to that normally expected of permitted uses in the district, nor generate
disproportionate demand for new services or facilities in such a way as
to place undue burdens upon existing development in the area.
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Adequate utilities, roads and drainage have been planned for. The Property will
complete Rochester Drive as part of its development and will provide an
easement for the existing stormwater detention area on the site.
5. The proposed special use is consistent with the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and the other land use policies of the
Village.
The proposed warehouse/distribution center with outdoor storage is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan designation of light industrial/business park for
this area, the UDO, and with the other land use policies of the Village.
The Commission concurred with the Findings.
Director Abt stated that she had two additional conditions from what is
in the Staff Report that should be applied based on the plan revisions, if
the Commission recommends approval.
• Berming and landscaping around the outdoor storage area
must generally match what is shown on the site and
landscape plans dated last revised 4-22-22.
• Evergreen trees planted on the berm must be a minimum of
7 ft. 5 in. tall.
Motion: Motion was made by Commissioner McNeal-James to approve
PZC 2022-004 Special Use for outdoor storage with the following
conditions:
• Semi-trailer parking spaces must not be smaller than 10 ft. wide
by 25 ft. long.
• The semi-tractor/trailer parking along the western property line
must be setback at least 21 ft. from the west property line.
• Staff approval of the Landscape Plan prior to building permit
approval.
• Village Engineer approval of Final Engineering prior to building
permit approval.
• Installation of the cul-de-sac for Rochester Drive and dedication
of the remaining right-of-way.
• Granting of a stormwater easement to the Village for the
existing stormwater detention facility on the Property.
• Berming and landscaping around the outdoor storage area must
generally match what is shown on the site and landscape plans
dated last revised 4-22-22.
• Evergreen trees planted on the berm must be a minimum of 7 ft.
5 in. tall.
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Commissioner Brzoska Seconded the motion.
Ayes: Bond, Hammond, Brzoska, McNeal - James and Yen.
Nays: None
Abstain: None
Motion carried.
ii. Public Hearing and Consideration of the following variations from the
Unified Development Ordinance:
1. Section 8.20.B.2 (Building Façade Materials) to allow a new
industrial building with more than the maximum 25% metal siding
2. Section 10.04.A.3 (Parking Design Standards) to allow for semi truck trailer parking smaller than the required 12 ft. by 60 ft.
minimum
3. Section 11.07 (Screening Requirements) to not provide the required
minimum landscape screening along the north, west and south
property lines
Chairman Hammond re-opened the public hearing for the variations.
He asked Director Abt to walk through the requests for the
Commission. Director Abt stated that the Petitioner was requesting
three variations.
• Building Façade Materials: The UDO limits certain building
materials, including metal siding and wall panels, to a maximum
of 25% of the total area of any building façade. The proposed
building will be primarily constructed of metal wall panels. The
west and south elevations are 100% metal wall panels, while the
north and east elevations have masonry along the lower third of
their elevations around the office areas. These exceed the
maximum 25% for this type of building material on a facade.
Therefore, a variation from this standard is required.
• Truck Parking Space Size: The UDO requires semi-truck trailer
parking spaces to be a minimum of 12 ft. by 60 ft. The variance
request is to allow the truck parking spaces to be a minimum of
10 ft. wide and a minimum of 25 ft. long. The Petitioner is
providing different types of parking, some for just the tractor,
some for just the trailers and some for the tractor and trailer.
The trailer spaces will be only 10 ft. wide and 55 ft. long, while
the tractor and trailer spaces will be 10 ft. wide and 75 ft. long.
The spaces for just the tractors are 12 ft. wide, however only 25
ft. long. Director Abt noted that another trucking company
recently requested a similar variation. Staff researched other
communities’ standards and found that many do not regulate
truck/trailer parking size. Yorkville’s requirement is a minimum
of 10 ft. by 50 ft.
• Landscape Screening: The UDO requires landscaping on the
outside of the perimeter fencing around the outdoor storage
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area. The landscaping must provide 75% coverage and must
include a mix of evergreen trees, shade trees and ornamental
trees. The variance requested by Petitioner would waive the
screening requirements along the north, west and south
property lines. Buffer Yard Landscaping is being provided along
the eastern property line adjacent to residential which will meet
the requirements of the outdoor storage screening along that
property line. Buffer Yard landscaping is being extended
partially along the north side of the outdoor storage area on the
berm to help screen the truck parking from the residents to the
north. Additional landscaping is proposed along the north side
between the vehicle parking lot and the berm. However the
proposed landscaping does not meet the outdoor storage
screening requirements. No landscaping is proposed along the
east and south sides of the outdoor storage area, which are
adjacent to Yellow Freight and the railroad.
Michael Roth, Ice Miller
Mr. Roth, the attorney for the Petitioner, explained that they focused
their landscaping on the most visible areas, the front and the east side
adjacent to the residences. They have extended screening along the
north side of the outdoor storage area. He stated they are not providing
landscaping along the west side, noting that Yellow Freight is located
adjacent to that side, and they do not provide any screening. He noted
that there are no neighbors to the south, therefore they are not
proposing any screening on that side and rather focused their
landscaping adjacent to the residences.
Mr. Roth stated they do not need large spaces for the parking of the
trailers and trucks. They are spaced trying to maximize use, additionally
the trucks do not move that much therefore the additional size is not
necessary.
Mr. Roth also noted that for building materials, this is not a basic metal
seam panel. It has a masonry look for a higher-quality look. He
explained that it is a cost-effective material with minimal maintenance.
John Swierk, DDCA Architects
Mr. Swierk showed the rendering of the building. He noted the offices
face east and will have masonry along the base of that side. He noted
that a typical metal building is what is found along Rochester Drive.
What they are proposing is comparable to precast but is more durable.
Mr. Roth noted the variances requested will not harm adjacent
properties, they will be compatible with the area’s existing
developments. He stated that this will be a high-quality development.
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He added that costs are high right now and they are trying to make this
project financially feasible, while still providing a high-quality project.
Chairman Hammond opened the hearing for public comment.
Martin Jacyno, 1237 Johnston Drive
Mr. Jacyno expressed concern that the landscaping will take years to fill
in. He also does not believe the berm concerns have been addressed and
that the berm should be as high as trailers; the proposed berm will
provide minimal coverage. Mr. Jacyno also questioned why they need so
many spaces with only 10-25 trucks in and out per day. He notes the
landscaping is barely meeting the minimum, and that there is nothing
unique about the property that causes they need to have variances. He
requested no variances be granted.
Mark Lyons 1131 Monticello Drive
Mr. Lyons lived in Pine Knoll for 18 years. He stated the parking will
provide a hazard for the water supply for area since they are on wells.
He stated fluid leakage could cause contamination. He also spoke about
prior flooding events, noting that some neighbors have serious issues
and with heavy rain events water has been past waist high. He stated
this use is not a good fit for their neighborhood and suggested that the
go to the CAT property.
John Wollert 2070 Rosemont
Mr. Wollert asked if the other trucks coming in/out will have backup
alarms? He also asked if the other trucks are 2018 or newer?
Sarah Kimmerly 1051 Johnston Drive
Ms. Kimmerly has been a resident for 6 years. She noted gas and oil are
hazardous. She questioned the relief for metal siding and landscaping.
She also noted this is their (the residents’) primary investments, and
asked the Commission to please help protect their homes and the
neighborhood.
Rita Hefke 1060 Johnston Drive
Ms. Hefke questions the stormwater basin size. She also asked will the
Village have any provisions for neighborhood if concerns become
reality.
Maria Caraballo 1002 Monticello Drive
Ms. Caraballo has been a resident in Pine Knolls since 1989. She noted
the trees have never planted on berm and the noise from the adjacent
businesses is late into the night
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Director Abt read an email from Bill Catching Township Supervisor/
Aurora Township. Entered as Exhibit A.
Chairman Hammond asked the Petitioner and Staff to address the
comments from the public.
Mr. Petkunas stated they are providing the amount of parking because
with 100 plus units on road, they need 2 trailers per unit. That is at
least 200 trailers.
Engineer Wallers responded to the question about adequate storm
water. He stated in 2013 the detention basin was expanded to add
capacity for this subject property in order to make it a buildable site.
Director Abt stated that if the neighbors believe that and conditions or
codes are being violated once the development is complete, they can
contact the Community Development Department and the Village will
investigate and follow up appropriately.
Chairman Hammond asked if there are any more questions from the
public. There were no further questions.
Chairman Hammond closed public hearing
Chairman Hammond opened the floor to questions from the
Commissioners.
Chairman Hammond asked what was missing from the landscaping to
the north. Director Abt noted they are just below the 75% coverage
required. Additionally with the evergreen tree buffer along the berm
they are not meeting the diversity requirements of the screening which
requires shade and ornamental trees as well. Director Abt noted that
with the continued berm around north side with the evergreens rather
than shade and ornamental trees, in her opinion this area will be better
screened from the residents to the north.
Chairman Hammond asked what it would take to meet the code on the
north side. Director Abt responded that just a few more shade trees
would meet the requirement between the berm and the end of the
outdoor storage area. Chairman Hammond then asked the Petitioner if
they would be willing to do this. Mr. Roth responded that they would.
Commissioner Yen asked if the metal siding will rust. Director Abt
stated that the newer panels do not rust.
Chairman Hammond asked about the trucks and trailers and if they
only own trucks with no back up alarms.
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Mr. Petkunas responded that they do not. The trucks are continually
on road, they only park per required. He explained where the trucks,
bobtails and trailers would be parked
Chairman Hammond and Commissioner Yen asked if the masonry
walls were complying and how much of a deviation they were asking for.
Director Abt stated that two of the facades required 100% deviations
since they were all metal panels, while the north and east sides had
some masonry but the metal panels still well exceeded the maximum
25% as they only went a third to a half of the way up the walls.
Commissioner Brzoska asked the timeline of the relief storm sewer.
Engineer Wallers answered the intent is this year, however due to
supply chain issues, he cannot guarantee that at this point since the
project had not gone out to bid yet and they still needed to obtain the
easement from the Petitioner.
Commissioner McNeal-James stated she understood the neighbors
concerns but had to consider both sides. She noted that landscaping
does take time to fill in but will be a benefit in the years to come. She
believed concerns about contamination could be addressed with testing.
She noted that vacant land to be developed doesn’t always work out as
happily as we would like.
Chairman Hammond asked if the UDO needs to be looked at based on
the variations being requested. Director Abt noted that in applying the
UDO over the past year, some issues have come up more often, and it
may be stricter than the Village intended.
Commissioner Bond noted for all years she has been a resident she has
known this area was industrial. She stated she appreciates the
Petitioners’ effort in taking the resident concerns seriously and making
changes and improvements to the project.
Chairman Hammond stated he believed the landscape along north
should meet outdoor storage screening requirements. He also asked
about the berm being taller and asked if slope was an issue. Engineer
Wallers responded that going to a steeper slope could become a
maintenance issue but was not infeasible. The Petitioner stated they
could potentially increase the slope on one side to gain a bit more
height.
Chairman Hammond asked if anyone had further questions. There
were no further questions from the Commission.
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Chairman Hammond read the Findings of Fact for the Building Façade
Materials Variance (Variation from Section 8.20.B.2)
Findings of fact:
1. The proposed variation will not endanger the health, safety, comfort,
convenience, and general welfare of the public.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the proposed variation will not
endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the
public.
Staff Comments: The intent of this section of the UDO is to provide for a higher
quality industrial building that relates to the street while still providing for
higher intensity industrial/manufacturing uses. Given the large setback from
Rochester Drive due to the stormwater detention area the building would not be
highly visible from Rochester Drive.
2. The proposed variation is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the
proposed variation.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the development as designed is
compatible with the character of adjacent properties. The property directly west
and adjacent to the subject property is occupied by YRC Freight and the property
to the south and adjacent to the subject property is occupied by United Facilities,
Inc. Both of these properties are being used for freight transportation and store
semi-trailers, and significantly, both of these properties are construed with mostly
metal siding façade The property to the north is occupied by A-1 Landscape
Maintenance, Inc. and also appears to have a building with metal siding façade.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion that the proposed buildings are compatible
with the with the character of the adjacent industrial properties and will not
negatively impact the adjacent properties. With the large setback from Rochester
Dr., much of the building will not be visible for vehicles passing by.
3. The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the
literal enforcement of the UDO.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the UDO creates an undue
hardship or practical difficulty in developing the Property due to the excessive
cost related to the design requirements. Adjacent and nearby buildings are
primarily constructed of metal wall panels. Masonry is being provided on the
elevations with the most visibility, to try and meet the intent of design standards.
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Staff Comments: The intent of this section of the UDO is to provide for a
higher quality industrial building that relates to the street while still providing
for higher intensity industrial/manufacturing uses. The Petitioner is providing
masonry on the two most visible elevations.
4. The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical
attributes of the Property, which were not deliberately created by the
applicant.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the large setback from Rochester
Drive due to the existing stormwater facility and the existing surrounding
development which includes buildings with metal wall panels/siding are unique
attributes and were not created by the Petitioner.
Staff Comments: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that the large setback and the
character of the surrounding development impact the proposed variation.
5. The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the
regulations of the UDO necessary to accomplish the desired
improvement of the Property.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation represents the minimum
deviation from the regulation of the UDO.
Staff Comments: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that this is the minimum
deviation from the UDO. Masonry is being provided on the most visible
elevations of the building in an attempt to meet the intent of the UDO.
6. The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and the other land use policies of the
Village.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation is consistent with the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion the building is consistent with the goals of
the Comprehensive Plan and support the general intent of the UDO to provide
for higher quality development within the Village. The Petitioner is providing
some masonry on the north and east elevations of the building and the buildings
generally meets the other design standards for the M-1 District.
Chairman Hammond read the Findings of Fact for the Truck Parking
Space Variance (Variation from Section 10.04.A.3)
1. The proposed variation will not endanger the health, safety, comfort,
convenience, and general welfare of the public.
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Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the proposed variation will not
endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the
public. Nearby facilities provide similar uses and semi-trailer parking.
Staff Comments: Staff concurs with the Petitioner. The proposed variation will
not have a negative impact on the public.
2. The proposed variation is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the
proposed variation.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the variation is compatible with the
character of adjacent properties. The surrounding area is industrial and nearby
facilities provide similar uses and semi-trailer parking.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion that buildings and parking are compatible
with the with the character of the adjacent industrial properties and will not
negatively impact the adjacent properties. The Petitioner has stated that the
area is designed to meet their business needs.
3. The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the
literal enforcement of the UDO.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the UDO creates an undue
hardship or practical difficulty because the trailers do not require the spaces to be
12 ft. wide to accommodate them. Additionally, the stalls in the outdoor storage
area will store the cabs separate from the trailers and as a result the size of these
stalls vary as shown on the revised site plan. The shortest spaces will be for cabs
only, while the 55 ft. spaces will accommodate the trailers.
In order to accommodate Trans Lines business operations and allow for
adequate vehicle parking, the size variation is necessary.
Staff Comments: Staff believes that the UDO requirement creates a practical
difficulty. While the UDO allows for some compact parking spaces for vehicles,
it does not afford similar flexibility to semi-trailer parking. Granting the
requested variation would alleviate this hardship.
4. The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical
attributes of the Property, which were not deliberately created by the
Petitioner.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the variation is necessary and the
condition was not created by the Petitioner. Rather the industry standard and
the existing site conditions of the existing stormwater detention area and the
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setback required from the adjacent residential are causing the need for the
variation in order to accommodate an adequate amount of parking for the
business.
Staff Comments: Staff agrees that there are unique physical attributes to the
Property and the Petitioner has not deliberately created the need for the
variation.
5. The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the
regulations of the UDO necessary to accomplish the desired
improvement of the Property.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation represents the minimum
deviation from the regulation of the UDO to allow for a variety of parking for
their business including cabs only and trailers.
Staff Comments: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that this is the minimum
deviation from the UDO that will accomplish the desired improvement.
6. The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and the other land use policies of the
Village.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation is consistent with the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion the buildings and uses are consistent with
the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and support the general intent of the
UDO.
Chairman Hammond read the Findings of Fact for the Landscape
Screening Variance (Variation from Section 11.07)
1. The proposed variation will not endanger the health, safety, comfort,
convenience, and general welfare of the public.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the proposed variation will not
endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and general welfare of the
public. Nearby businesses do not provide landscaping around their outdoor
storage areas and the required screening will be provided along the eastern
property line adjacent to residential properties.
Staff Comments: Staff concurs with the Petitioner. The proposed variation will
not have a negative impact on the public and the area directly adjacent to
residential would be sufficiently screened.
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2. The proposed variation is compatible with the character of adjacent
properties and other property within the immediate vicinity of the
proposed variation.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the variation is compatible with the
character of adjacent properties. The surrounding area is industrial and nearby
facilities provide similar uses and semi-trailer parking that are not screened along
their side or rear property lines. Additionally, the outdoor storage area is set
back more than 300 ft. from the north property line, with a large stormwater
detention area separating it from the property to the north.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion that the development is compatible with
the with the character of the adjacent industrial properties and will not
negatively impact the adjacent properties. Landscaping and berming is being
provided along the property line adjacent to residential to adequately screen that
area.
3. The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the
literal enforcement of the UDO.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the UDO creates an undue
hardship or practical difficulty requiring extensive landscaping around the
outdoor storage area, when it is adjacent to other outdoor storage areas.
Staff Comments: The intent of this section of the UDO is to provide for a
higher quality development and provide screening from the right-of-way and
between users while still providing for higher intensity industrial/manufacturing
uses. Staff believes that the proposed variation would still meet the UDO’s
intent.
4. The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical
attributes of the subject property, which were not deliberately created by
the applicant.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s opinion that the large setback from Rochester
Drive due to the existing stormwater facility and the existing surrounding
development which includes other outdoor storage areas without landscape
screening are unique attributes and were not created by the Petitioner.
Staff Comments: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that the large setback and the
character of the surrounding development impact the proposed variation and
were not deliberately created by the Petitioner.
5. The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the
regulations of the UDO necessary to accomplish the desired
improvement of the Property.
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Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation represents the minimum
deviation from the regulation of the UDO.
Staff Comments: The Petitioner is providing landscaping on the eastern side of
the outdoor storage area to screen it from the adjacent residential properties and
is providing landscaping along the main access drive.
6. The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan, the UDO, and the other land use policies of the
Village.
Petitioner: It is the Petitioner’s belief that the variation is consistent with the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO.
Staff Comments: It is staff’s opinion the buildings and uses proposed by the
Petitioner for the Property are consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive
Plan and support the general intent of the UDO.
The Commission concurred with the findings.
Director Abt stated that the additional conditions from the Special Use
should be applied here as well. Chairman Hammond stated he would
like a condition that the screening on the north side between the berm
and the end of the parking lot area should meet the screening
requirements.
Motion: Motion was made by Commissioner Yen to approve the
Variances for PZC 2022-004 Trans Lines with the following conditions:
• Semi-trailer parking spaces must not be smaller than 10 ft. wide
by 25 ft. long.
• The semi-tractor/trailer parking along the western property line
must be setback at least 21 ft. from the west property line.
• Staff approval of the Landscape Plan prior to building permit
approval.
• Village Engineer approval of Final Engineering prior to building
permit approval.
• Installation of the cul-de-sac for Rochester Drive and dedication
of the remaining right-of-way.
• Granting of a stormwater easement to the Village for the
existing stormwater detention facility on the Property.
• Berming and landscaping around the outdoor storage area must
generally match what is shown on the site and landscape plans
dated last revised 4-22-22.
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•
•

Evergreen trees planted on the berm must be a minimum of 7 ft.
5 in. tall.
Additional landscaping must be provided along the north side
of the outdoor storage area between the end of the berm and
the customer/employee parking lot so that it meets the outdoor
storage landscape screening requirements.

Commissioner McNeal-James Seconded the motion.
Ayes: Bond, Hammond, Brzoska, McNeal - James and Yen.
Nays: None
Abstain: None
Motion carried.
VII.

VIII.
IX.

Community Development Update/New Business
Director Abt stated that Staff had received a zoning application and there will be a public
hearing next month.
Next Meeting: June 2, 2022
Adjournment: With no further business, Chairman Hammond adjourned the meeting at
9:30 PM.

Respectfully Submitted,

Jill Hoover
Secretary
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2022-008
PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMISSION ADVISORY REPORT
To:

Chair Hammond and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission

From:

Zach Ewoldt
Planner

Date:

May 25, 2022

Subject:
2022-008 Variation Request – Proposed Car Wash (OKAY LLC)
_____________________________________________________________________________
Petitioner:

OKAY, LLC

Location/Address:

4-acre parcel - east side of Douglas Road approximately 500
ft. south of Montgomery Road

Requests:

Variation from Section 10.06.1 (Maximum Driveway Width)

Current Zoning:

B-2 Regional Business District

Comprehensive Plan:

Regional Commercial

Surrounding Land Uses:
Location
North
East
South
West

Adjacent Land Use
Cemetery
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial

Adjacent Zoning
R-2
Kane Co.
B-2
B-2

Background:
The Petitioner is proposing to build a 4,865 sq. ft. car wash on the 4.2-acre parcel
located south of the SEC of Montgomery Rd. and Douglas Rd. ("Property” or “Site”). The
proposed use of a car wash is a permitted use in the B-2 Regional Business District.
The proposed car wash includes three pay lanes and 30 vacuum stalls. The Property will
be accessed by a single driveway off Douglas Rd.
The proposed plan requires one (1) variance from the following section of the
Montgomery Unified Development Ordinance (“UDO”): Section 10.06.1(Maximum
Driveway Width). This variation will be outlined in detail in this Staff Report.
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The variation requested is to allow the driveway width for a two-way commercial
driveway to exceed the 26 ft. maximum width allowed under the UDO.
This report summarizes the request by the Petitioner, and the Planning and Zoning
Commission is required to review this request and to make a recommendation to the
Village Board. The Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend approval of the
Petitioner’s request as proposed, recommend denial of the request as proposed, or
recommend modifications or conditions to said proposal.
Conformance with the Comprehensive Plan:
The proposed commercial car wash building complies with the Regional Commercial
land use classification.
Zoning:
The property is zoned B-2 Regional Business District. The proposed building will be for a
commercial car wash. Car washes are a permitted use in the B-2 Zoning District.
Bulk Standards and Design Requirements:
Setbacks:

The site plan complies with the minimum setback requirements for B-2 Zoning District,
including the 20 ft. minimum setback adjacent to residential districts. The residentially
zoned property to the north is the St Paul’s Lutheran Cemetery.
Impervious Surface Coverage:
The UDO allows a maximum of 75% impervious surface coverage in the B-2 Zoning
District. The proposed development has an impervious coverage of 22.75% and is
therefore in compliance.
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Maximum Building Height:
The building elevations that have been submitted comply with the UDO’s maximum
height of 4 stories and 56 feet. The proposed building will have a maximum overall
height of 30.9 feet.
Design Requirements:
The proposed building is primarily constructed of masonry. The office entrance is
located on the west side of the building while the carwash bay entrance is located on
the east side of the building. The front façade also has a glass overhead door, office
door and windows to provide the required transparency. These meet the UDO design
requirements.
Parking: Number of Spaces, Handicap Spaces, Drive Aisles & Dimensions:
The plan indicates three (3) parking spaces. The plan provides 29 vacuum stalls,
including two (2) handicapped accessible and 30 vehicular stacking spots. The UDO
has a maximum requirement of three (3) parking spaces per carwash bay. The
Petitioner meets this requirement but will need to relocate one (1) handicap accessible
spot. The UDO also requires a minimum of four (4) stacking spaces per drive through
lane for car washes. The plan meets the requirements of Section 10.07 (Vehicular
Stacking Requirements).
All vehicle parking spaces, and drive aisles comply with the UDO’s minimum size
requirements.
Pedestrian Connectivity:
Interior pedestrian connectivity has been provided and meets the requirements of the
UDO.
The Petitioner will be required to meet the UDO’s design standards for on-site pedestrian
circulation. The Petitioner must provide clear markings. Where the pedestrian circulation
system crosses driveways, drive aisles, or loading areas, it must be clearly marked by a
change in grade, a change in materials, special pavers, stamped asphalt, or concrete.
Painted striping does not meet this requirement. Section 10.05.C.2 (Pedestrian
Circulation Systems Design Standards). Therefore, this crosswalk will need to be revised.
Signage:
The Petitioner is proposing a monument sign. The Petitioner proposes an 8-foot tall, 80
square foot monument sign with an electronic message sign. The proposed sign meets
the UDO’s size restrictions for single tenant signs and the UDO’s requirements of not
exceeding 30% of the total sign area of the monument sign.
A separate sign permit must be obtained, and final signage will be reviewed for UDO
compliance at that time.

Lighting:
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Generally, the Site meets the lighting requirements of not exceeding 0.5 foot candles
(f.c.) at the north property line and 1.0 f.c. at the east and west property lines.
However, along the south property line the Petitioner will need to move the light poles
away from the property line in order to meet that requirement. The Petitioner is revising
the plans to address staff comment.
Staff approval of the Final Photometric Plan will be a condition of this plan.
Landscaping:
The Petitioner is required to provide a landscape buffer for commercial uses adjacent
to residential uses. The Petitioner will specifically need to add this along the northern
vacuum stations. The UDO allows a continuous hedge of individual shrubs in
commercial zoning districts, provided the mature hedge height is taller than 42 inches.
The Landscape Plan indicates perimeter planting along the East, South, and West sides
of the car wash. This meets the Douglas Road landscape setback of 20 feet (11.08.1), as
well as the UDO’s Section 11.04 (Street Trees) and Section 11.05 (Parking Lot
Landscaping).
The Petitioner meets the requirements for foundation planting of the car wash.
The Petitioner has only provided a Preliminary Landscape Plan; therefore, staff cannot
verify tree diversity or tree canopy coverage at this time. Staff approval of the Final
Landscape Plan will be a condition of approval.
Screening and Fencing:
The Site will not be fenced; however the Petitioner is proposing a chain near the main
entrance to restrict access to the site after hours. Staff is recommending the relocation
of the chain further into the site of the car wash, to better allow for cars to turn around if
they do enter after hours.
Garbage Enclosure:
Details for a masonry garbage enclosure have been indicated on the plans and meet
UDO requirements.
Engineering and Utilities:
Please see the attached review letter from EEI regarding engineering comments and
utilities.
Access:
The Property is accessed by a driveway from Douglas Rd. Currently no access point to
the Property exists. The proposed driveway is 36 ft. wide to allow for a dedicated lefthand turn lane. This exceeds the maximum 26 ft. allowed for commercial properties.
Fire Protection District Comments:
The Aurora Township Fire District is requesting that the applicant provide a monitored
fire alarm system and Knox Boxes for the proposed car wash building.
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Maximum Driveway Width Variance (Variation from Section 10.06.1)
Public Hearing
The UDO limits the width of driveways for commercial uses to a maximum of 26 ft. in
width for a two-way driveway. The proposed driveway from Douglas Road is 36 ft. wide
which includes right turn and left turn exit lanes exceeds this maximum width of 26 ft.
Therefore, a variation from this standard is required.
Staff has summarized the Petitioner’s comments below and has provided findings of
fact for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration based on Staff’s
interpretation of the UDO.
Findings of Fact:
According to Section 4.04 of the UDO, the Planning and Zoning Commission must
evaluate applications for variations with specific written findings based on each of the
following standards.
1. The proposed variation will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience,
and general welfare of the public.

Petitioner: The wider entry drive will permit vehicles to exit in either a northbound or
southbound direction and to allow those making a right turn north to exit without
backups caused by the left turning vehicles. Additionally, the alternative of a right-only
exit at this location is not recommended since it only increases traffic movements in the
public right of way for all of the vehicles forced to turn north before finding a location to
make either a lawful U-turn or a change in direction using a nearby driveway. KLOA
(traffic engineer) recommends a 36-foot-wide driveway (face of curb to face of curb).
The central driveway is the best planning option for this site inasmuch as it has the
proper offset with opposing driveways and is more distanced from the north driveway
serving the adjacent neighbor.
Staff Comment: The intent of this section of the UDO is to provide a limitation of
driveway sizes in accordance with the use of the property. The proposed 36-foot-wide
driveway would not negatively impact the adjacent properties and will allow for safer
ingress and egress from the Site.
2. The proposed variation is compatible with the character of adjacent properties and
other property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed variation.
Petitioner: Nearly every full-access driveway in the area is wider than 26 feet. Those that
are shorter serve a loading area or operate as a secondary access. Even the restricted
driveway to the south is wider than 26 feet. The planning for and location of the
driveway is appropriate for the area. Additionally, the plan for the wider driveway will

Agenda Packet Page 25 of 55

further consolidation of access points along Douglas Road—an effort that has been
ongoing for a few decades.
Staff Comment: It is staff’s opinion that the proposed driveway wider than 26 feet is
compatible with the with the character of the adjacent commercial properties and will
not negatively impact the adjacent properties.
3. The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the literal
enforcement of the UDO.

Petitioner: The literal enforcement of the code would disregard proper traffic
planning. Cars leaving an exit for a lawful permitted use would be unable to make
efficient exiting movements from the 26-foot wide, two-lane driveway. There is no
option to use two driveways since the radius of an adjacent driveway encroaches
north and the offsets are best with the shared driveway.
Staff Comment: Staff believes that the UDO requirement that limits the maximum width
of driveways to 26 feet for commercial uses when applied on this particular site would
create a practical difficulty on designing the site to meet the UDO.
4. The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical attributes of the
Property, which were not deliberately created by the applicant.

Petitioner: Applicant did not have a role in the creation of the driveway south of
the property, the driveways on the west side of Douglas Road or the water features
within Douglas Road and within the Property.
Staff Comment: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that the unique physical characteristics
of the Property and adjacent properties impact the need for the proposed variation.
5. The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the regulations of the
UDO necessary to accomplish the desired improvement of the Property.
Petitioner: The 36-foot driveway (37 feet back of curb to back of curb) is the minimum
recommended width for the driveway at this location. KLOA and Petioner’s civil
engineer concur that a narrower driveway could pose problems.
Staff Comment: Staff agrees with the Petitioner that this is the minimum deviation from
the UDO needed to provide for safe vehicle movements within the site and for ingress
and egress from the Site.
6. The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, the
UDO, and the other land use policies of the Village.
Petitioner: The Comprehensive Plan does not speak to driveway widths. The
Comprehensive Plan calls for efficient transportation networks and encourages the use
of shared access driveways.
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Staff Comment: The proposed use and associated access driveway is consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan and the UDO.
PZC Recommendation:
Should the Planning & Zoning Commission recommend approval of the variance from
UDO Section 10.06.1(Maximum Driveway Width) for PZC 2022-008 Douglas Road Car
Wash - OKAY LLC to allow a driveway width to exceed the maximum of 26 feet, the
following condition(s) should be applied:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Staff approval of the Final Landscape Plan prior to building permit approval.
Staff approval of Photometric Plan prior to building permit approval.
Village Engineer approval of Final Engineering prior to building permit approval
One (1) handicapped accessible parking space must be moved to the nonvacuum parking spaces.
5. Security chain must be relocated further south.
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PZC 2022-008 Consideration of Variation
Douglas Rd Car Wash

Village of Montgomery 2022 Zoning

Proposed Car Wash
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF INTENT
SCALI PLAZA—PLATINUM $3 CAR WASH
OKAY, LLC (“Applicant”) is the contract purchaser of the 4.21 acres situated on the east
side of Douglas Road south of St. John’s Lutheran Cemetery. Applicant filed an application for
planned unit development and a special use for a tavern. After filing, Applicant learned that the
Village Board was generally not in favor of approving the tavern as an authorized special use.
Applicant subsequently narrowed the scope of desired 2022 construction to the development of
the car wash while reserving sufficient space for the later development of a commercial center.
Plans filed with the original application depict the potential for full development, but the revised
plans contemplate only the car wash development on the south side of the Subject Property and
planning for stormwater and special management areas.
Applicant has tendered the Application Fee and, in a revised deposit agreement,
authorized the Village to withhold $2,000.00 of the prior application deposit instead of the
ordinary $500.00 variation application deposit since the Village’s civil engineer will have some
involvement in permitting for the car wash. Applicant has provided a Plat of Survey, the original
site plan showing the location of proposed construction of the car wash and other improvements,
and preliminary architectural, landscaping, photometric, and sign plans. The plans show the
potential for use of the north part of the Subject Property. On May 13, 2022, Applicant provided
notice to owners within the required radius, a copy of the site plan and the legal description.
Revised plans showing the plan for development of the car wash without the retail center.
Applicant seeks the variation at issue with full authority from the trustee owner of the Subject
Property.
Applicant seeks a single variation from Section 10.06(C), Table 10.06.1, which limits the
width of a driveway to 26 feet between the curb faces. Applicant proposes a driveway that is 36
feet wide between the curb faces (37 feet between the back of curb and back of curb). The width
is necessary for any commercial use at the Subject Property due to the circumstance that the
Subject Property must be developed with a driveway allowing for traffic to exit in both the
northbound and southbound direction while also allowing a single lane for entering traffic.
Properties are allowed one driveway. While most parcels 4.2 acres in size could be divided to
allow for shared ingress and egress across two driveways, the Subject Property is burdened by
two significant problems not of the owner’s or the purchaser’s creation:
1. The development to the south has a right-in, right-out turn almost directly on the lot
line which has a radius extending well in front of the Subject Property; and
2. The north side of the Subject Property has a water feature over which a driveway
cannot be constructed.
The combined effect of these physical limitations is to force driveways to the north from the
south lot line and to the south from the north lot line. The result could be two driveways that
offer opposing and conflicting turn movements not only with each other, but also with driveways
on the west side of Douglas Road.
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While hardship is certainly clear, Illinois law and the Unified Development Ordinance
also require the Planning and Zoning Commission to consider the practical difficulty arising
from the reality that the Village, its residents and the property owner will benefit from reductions
in possible access points along Douglas Road and that shared access drives in commercial areas
must necessarily be wider than 26 feet. The hardship noted above actually encourages a central
driveway. The practical difficulty of not being able to construct a central driveway when shared
access is encouraged in the corridor and when topographical and other features compel shared
access also justifies approval of the variation.
The standards for variation are addressed below, with the standard noted in bold and
italics and a discussion following each:
a) The proposed variation will not endanger the health, safety, comfort, convenience, and
general welfare of the public. The wider entry drive will permit vehicles to exit in either
a northbound or southbound direction and to allow those making a right turn north to exit
without backups caused by the left turning vehicles. Additionally, the alternative of a
right-only exit at this location is not recommended since it only increases traffic
movements in the public right of way for all of the vehicles forced to turn north before
finding a location to make either a lawful U-turn or a change in direction using a nearby
driveway. KLOA recommends a 36 foot wide driveway (face of curb to face of curb).
The central driveway is the best planning for this site inasmuch as it have the proper
offset with opposing driveways and is more distanced from the north driveway serving
the adjacent neighbor.
b) The proposed variation is compatible with the character of adjacent properties and
other property within the immediate vicinity of the proposed variation. Nearly every
full-access driveway in the area is wider than 26 feet. Those that are shorter serve a
loading area or operate as a secondary access. Even the restricted driveway to the south is
wider than 26 feet. The planning for and location of the driveway is appropriate for the
area. Additionally, the plan for the wider driveway will further consolidation of access
points along Douglas Road—an effort that has been ongoing for a few decades.
c) The proposed variation alleviates an undue hardship created by the literal enforcement
of this Ordinance. The literal enforcement of the code would disregard proper traffic
planning. Cars leaving an exit for a lawful permitted use would be unable to make
efficient exiting movements from the 26-foot wide, two-lane driveway. There is no
option to use two driveway since the radius of an adjacent driveway encroaches north and
the offsets are best with the shared driveway.
d) The proposed variation is necessary due to the unique physical attributes of the subject
property, which were not deliberately created by the applicant. Applicant did not have a
role in the creation of the driveway south of the property, the driveways on the west side
of Douglas Road or the water features within Douglas Road and within the Subject
Property.
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e) The proposed variation represents the minimum deviation from the regulations of this
Ordinance necessary to accomplish the desired improvement of the subject property.
The 36-foot driveway (37 feet back of curb to back of curb) is the minimum
recommended width for the driveway at this location. KLOA and Applicant’s civil
engineer concur that a narrower driveway could pose problems.
f) The proposed variation is consistent with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, this
Ordinance, and the other land use policies of the Village. The Comprehensive Plan does
not speak to driveway widths. The Comprehensive Plan calls for efficient transportation
networks and encourages the use of shared access driveways.
While it is entirely possible that the Village should consider that its commercial driveway
restriction presents a disincentive to providing shared or consolidated access driveways, the
reality is that virtually any use in the B-2 Regional Business District will require a driveway that
is at least 35 feet wide. In this instance, Applicant’s proposal of 36 feet is reasonable and
appropriate in the area. Applicant is not aware of any particular land use policy that would drive
a municipality to impose a 26-foot commercial driveway requirement when this is not much
more than the width of a two-car residential driveway and the same restriction would apply to a
wide array of uses that are more and less vehicular intensive than a car wash. Applicant will be
happy to assess the variation’s relationship to the policy of setting such a narrow width for
commercial driveways if it learns of the basis for the rule.
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Document Record:
Issued Date Description
09.02.2021
09.15.2021
03.28.2022
05.11.2022
05.13.2022

PRELIM. DESIGN OWNER REVIEW
PRELIM. DESIGN OWNER REVIEW
PRELIM. DESIGN OWNER REVIEW
MONUMENT SIGN REVISION
MONUMENT SIGN STAFF REVISION

05.20.2022

STAFF / ZONING REVISIONS
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9575 West Higgins Road, Suite 400 | Rosemont, Illinois 60018
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MEMORANDUM TO:

Mark W. Daniel
Daniel Law Office, P.C.

FROM:

Michael A. Werthmann, P.E., PTOE
Principal

DATE:

May 20, 2022

SUBJECT:

Traffic Statement
Proposed Commercial Development
Montgomery, Illinois

This memorandum summarizes the results and findings of a traffic statement prepared by Kenig,
Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for a proposed commercial development to be
located in Montgomery, Illinois. The site of the development is located on the east side of Douglas
Road directly south of St. Paul Lutheran Cemetery. As proposed, the development is to consist of
a car wash (first phase) and a 4,500-square-foot commercial building with a drive-through facility
(ultimate buildout). Access to the development is proposed to be provided via one full access drive
on Douglas Road.
The purpose of this traffic statement was to estimate the traffic to be generated by the development
and review the proposed access and circulation system. Figure 1 shows an aerial view of the two
sites. A copy of the proposed car wash (first phase) site plan and the ultimate site plan is located
in the Appendix.

Trip Generation Estimates
The number of peak hour vehicle trips estimated to be generated by the proposed development were
based on the following rates trip rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)
Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition:
•
•
•

“Automated Car Wash” (Land-Use Code 948)
“Shopping Center” (Land-Use Code 820)
“Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Facility” (Land-Use Code 934)

It is important to note that surveys conducted by ITE have shown that a considerable number of
trips made to car washes, fast food restaurants, and retail stores are diverted from the existing
traffic on the roadway system. This is particularly true during the weekday morning and evening
peak hours when traffic is diverted from the home-to-work and work-to-home trips. Such diverted
trips are referred to as pass-by traffic. Further, it is important to note that the volume of traffic to
be generated by the development will be reduced due to patrons that may visit more than one of
the uses proposed as part of the development (multi-purpose trips). Table 1 shows the estimated
total vehicle trips to be generated by the proposed development.
KLOA, Inc. Transportation and Parking Planning Consultants
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SITE

Aerial View of Site

Figure 1
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Table 1
PEAK HOUR SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Weekday Morning
Weekday Evening
Peak Hour
Peak Hour
In
Out
Total
In
Out
Total

Saturday Midday
Peak Hour
In
Out Total

Proposed Car Wash

10

10

20

39

39

78

39

39

78

Commercial Space

8

5

13

16

15

31

10

10

20

Restaurant

34

33

67

26

24

50

42

41

83

Total

52

48

100

81

78

159

91

90

181

Site Access
Access to the development is proposed to be provided via a single access drive located on the east
side of Douglas Avenue opposite an access drive to the rear of the shopping center located in the
southwest quadrant of the Douglas Road/Montgomery Road intersection. The access drive will
provide one inbound lane and two outbound lanes striped for a separate left-turn lane and a separate
right-turn lane. The outbound lanes will be under stop sign control. An existing two-way, center
left-turn lane is provided on Douglas Road along the site frontage which will accommodate
inbound left-turn movements to the development.
To accommodate the three-lane cross section, the access drive is proposed to be 37 feet wide,
which will require a variance from the Village of Montgomery Unified Development Ordinance
which only permits a maximum width of 26 feet. The two outbound lanes are proposed in order to
provide additional outbound capacity at the access drive, which will minimize the delays
experienced by the outbound traffic and reduce the queues along the access drive. Further, it is
common for commercial developments to provide access drives with three-lane cross sections. In
fact, a number of existing access drives are located along Douglas Road that are wider than 26
feet.

Internal Circulation Review – Ultimate Buildout of the Development
As proposed, the car wash is to be located on the south side of the site and the commercial building
is to be located on the north side of the site. A two-way circulation road is proposed to extend from
the access drive to the east side of the development and along the south side of the commercial
building site. Further, the car wash site is proposed to be located directly south of the two-way
circulation road. Access to the car wash site is proposed to be provided via two access drives located
on the south side of the two-way circulation road at the east and west ends of the car wash site. The
following summarizes the circulation for both sites.

3
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Car Wash Site Circulation
The car wash building will extend in an east-west direction and will generally be located in the
middle of the car wash site with the entrance to the car wash on the east side of the building and the
exit from the car wash on the west side of the building. A parking lot with three parking spaces and
29 vacuum stations will be located on the north side of the car wash building and will provided twoway circulation. Three one-way, eastbound approach/stacking lanes and pay stations are proposed
to be located on the south side of the car wash building.
Except for the parking lot, the car wash is proposed to provide a one-way, counterclockwise
circulation system. Access to the car wash building entrance is proposed to be provided via three
one-way, eastbound approach lanes that will be located along the south side of the car wash building.
Three pay stations serving the approach lanes are proposed to be located near the southeast corner
of the car wash building. Immediately after the pay stations, the three approach lanes will narrow to
one lane that leads to the entrance of the car wash building. Vehicles are proposed to exit the car
wash building at the west side of the building and will either exit the car wash site or use the vacuum
stations. Under the ultimate buildout of the development, primary inbound access to the car wash
and the vacuum stations will be provided via the western access drive due to its proximity to Douglas
Road with secondary access provided via the eastern access drive. The outbound access from the car
wash and vacuum stations is anticipated to be more distributed between the two access drives given
that both access drives serve the vacuum stations and that the parking lot provides two-way
circulation.
As proposed, the single-lane automatic car wash will be an exterior-only car wash system. Manual
and automated controls will increase, decrease, or stop vehicle flow through the car wash. Each of
the three approach lanes are proposed to be individually gated with a separate automatic pay station.
The gates will meter the traffic flow proceeding to the car wash building entrance and will open in
sequence based on the order of vehicle arrival. Once the gate is lifted for the respective lane, the
individual vehicle will proceed south and then east to the entrance to the car wash building. At the
eastbound entrance to the car wash building, the driver will remain in the vehicle and the car wash
will automatically pull the vehicle through the car wash.
According to the site plan, a total of approximately 23 to 24 vehicles can be accommodated in the
three approach lanes while advancing to the three pay stations. In addition, approximately eight
single-file vehicles can be accommodated between the pay stations and the entrance to the building
and five vehicles can be accommodated between the three approach lanes and the parking
lot/vacuum stations. As such, the car wash will provide stacking for a total of approximately 36 to
37 vehicles.
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Commercial Building Site Circulation
As proposed, parking for the commercial site is to be provided on both the east and west sides of
the building. In addition, the commercial building will have a drive-through facility that is to
extend along the east and north sides of the building. Circulation through the commercial site will
be provided via two-way circulation roads and parking aisles except for the following:
•

The drive-through facility, which is proposed to operate in a one-way, counterclockwise
direction.

•

The portion of the circulation road along the north side of the building adjacent to the drivethrough facility, which is proposed to provide one-way, westbound circulation. “Do Not
Enter” signs facing west should be provided at the west end of the drive-through facility
and the one-way, westbound circulation road indicating the one-way flow of traffic.

According to the site plan, the drive-through facility will accommodate a total of approximately
six to seven vehicles.
Internal Four-Legged Intersection
Just east of the access drive’s intersection with Douglas Road, the circulation system will have an
internal four-way intersection under the total buildout of the development. The access drive (west
leg), the two-way circulation road (east leg), the car wash west access drive (south leg), and a
circulation road serving the commercial building site (north leg) will make up the internal
intersection. To provide the most efficient and orderly intersection operation, the following
measures are proposed at the internal intersection:
•

The north, east, and south legs of the intersection are proposed to be under stop sign control
which will permit the inbound movements from Douglas Road to the development to
operate under free flow conditions.

•

“Do Not Block Intersection” signs are proposed to be located on the north, east, and south
legs of the intersection.

Mitigation Measures
During peak days at the car wash, which typically occur during the winter months, the following
measures will be implemented:
•

Additional staff will be used to help direct and manage the traffic flow through the site.

•

Under the ultimate buildout with the commercial building, car wash traffic will be
prohibited from exiting the car wash site via the west access drive, which will minimize
the turning conflicts at the internal intersection east of Douglas Road. All outbound car
wash traffic will be required to exit the car wash site via the eastern access drive. The car
wash traffic will be directed to use the east access drive via a combination of temporary
signage, temporary barriers, and/or additional staff.
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•

If necessary, a staff person will be placed at the internal intersection east of Douglas Road
to help direct traffic through the intersection and manage the intersection’s operations
under the ultimate buildout of the development.

The implementation of these measures will improve access to and from and circulation through
the car wash site as well as enhance the operation of the internal intersection east of Douglas Road.
Under the ultimate buildout of the development, the operation of the development’s internal
circulation, particularly the internal intersection east of Douglas Road, should be monitored in the
future to determine that it is providing efficient and orderly circulation through the development.
If necessary, consideration should be given to converting the two-way circulation road along the
south side of the commercial building to one-way, eastbound traffic flow. The conversion to oneway traffic flow will form a one-way pair of circulation roads on the south (eastbound) and north
(westbound) sides of the commercial building. Similar to the proposed one-way circulation road
on the north side of the building, the circulation road on the south side of the commercial building
can be converted with a combination of signage and striping. The conversion to one-way
circulation will provide the following benefits:
•

Improve the operation of the internal intersection just east of Douglas Road by reducing
the outbound traffic using the east leg of the intersection, which will decrease the turning
conflicts at this intersection.

•

Increase the stacking at the drive-through facility if required by a specific user, as the
stacking can be extended along the south side of the commercial building.
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