
AGENDA 
Municipal Services Committee 

July 27, 2026 
6:00 P.M. – Council Chambers 

1. Call to Order & Roll Call
2. Establishment of Quorum
3. Old Business
4. New Business

a. PZC-26-9 (Variation) - Bryan Wozny – 1623 Golfview Drive - A petition from Bryan
Wozny for a variation from Section 5A-7-2-6(A) of the City Code to permit an enclosed
patio within the rear yard of 1623 Golfview Drive, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-33-112-028)

b. PZC-26-10 (S ign Variation) - 541 Plainfield Road – DM Darien RF, LLC - Petition from
DM Darien RF, LLC for a variation from Section 4-3-10-(B)-3 of the City’s Sign Code to
permit an electronic messaging sign instead of a manual changeable copy sign for a
remodeled Culver’s ground sign located in the B-2 Community Shopping Center Business
District at 541 Plainfield Road, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-27-207-032)

c. PZC-26-11 (Variation) - Cynthia Haney – 1008 Juniper Lane - A petition from Cynthia
Haney for a variation from Section 5A-5-11(A) of the City Code to permit a recreational
vehicle within the front yard of 1008 Juniper Lane, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-27-308-015)

d. Minutes – May 26, 2026 Municipal Services Committee 

5. Director’s Report
6. Next scheduled meeting – August 24, 2026
7. Adjournment



AGENDA MEMO 
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 

JULY 27, 2026 

CASE 
PZC-26-9 Variation 

Bryan Wozny – 1623 Golfview Drive 

ISSUE STATEMENT 
A petition from Bryan Wozny for a variation from Section 5A-7-2-6(A) of the City Code to permit 
an enclosed patio within the rear yard of 1623 Golfview Drive, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-33-112-
028)  

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Petitioner: 
Property Owner: 
Property Location: 
PIN Number: 
Existing Zoning: 
Existing Land Use: 
Comprehensive Plan:  
Surrounding Zoning & Uses  

North:  
East:  
South: 
West: 

Mark Garber 
Bryan Wozny 
1623 Golfview Drive 
09-33-112-028
Single-Family Residence Zoning District (R-2)
Detached Single-Family Home
Low Density Residential

Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Golf Course 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single Family 

Size of Property:        0.24 Acres 
Floodplain:         N/A 
Natural Features:        Front yard slopes to street, rear to golf course 
Transportation: Accessed from a driveway on Golfview Drive.  

ATTACHMENTS 
1) LOCATION MAP AND AERIAL PHOTO
2) PLAT OF SURVEY AND PLANS
3) JUSTIFICATION NARRATIVE (BY PETITIONER)
4) SITE PHOTOS

BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS 
Background: The subject property, 1623 Golfview Drive, is located south of Lakeview Drive and 
North of the Carriage Greens Golf Course in the Single-Family R-2 District (see Attachment 1). It 
is part of the Sawmill Creek Unit No. 1 Subdivision. The 0.23-acre parcel is improved with a 
single-family residence constructed in the 1980s, with an attached legal nonconforming deck 
constructed approximately the same time as the residence. The nonconformity is related to rear 
yard setbacks, as the deck currently sits approximately 15 feet away from the property line, where 
a minimum 20-foot rear yard setback would otherwise be required. 

Proposal: As depicted in the plat of survey and plans (see Attachment 2), the petitioner proposes 
to construct a screened enclosure over a portion of the existing deck. The petitioner’s justification 

Item a
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letter (Attachment 3) describes the home’s proximity to the golf course and limited rear yard area, 
resulting from the placement of the residence on the lot, limit the owner's ability to reasonably 
enjoy the property because stray golf balls frequently impact the rear yard. 
 
Zoning Code Regulations: Section 5A-7-2-6(A) of the Darien Zoning Code requires a 30 foot rear 
yard setback, while open unenclosed decks are permitted to encroach 10 feet into the required 
setback under Section 5A-5-7-3(C). Covered or enclosed structures are subject to the same setback 
requirements as the principal structure. 
 
Variation: In order to allow the enclosed patio, a variation from the 30-foot rear yard requirement 
in Section 5A-7-2-6(A) is required. If approved, this variation would be in character with similar 
properties in the immediate vicinity and the same zoning district, as nearby properties also have 
nonconforming conditions, including 1607 Golfview Drive (deck 15 feet from rear yard lot line), 
and 1701 Golfview Drive (primary structure is 15 feet from the rear yard lot line). 
 
Findings of Fact: City staff has reviewed the petitioner's submitted materials. The petitioner 
submitted a Justification Letter and Site Photos (Attachment 4) with a detailed description of the 
project and requested relief, in addition to Findings of Fact that would support the variation 
request. For reference, the criteria the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council votes 
on for City Variation requests are included below. 
 
Staff Analysis: The requested variation would permit a screened enclosure to be constructed within 
the existing footprint of a legally nonconforming deck and would not increase the existing 
encroachment into the required rear yard setback. The proposal responds to specific site conditions, 
including the limited rear yard and proximity to the golf course, allowing continued reasonable 
use of the property. Staff does not anticipate the project will create impacts on neighboring 
properties or alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Variation Criteria:  
The City may grant variations based on the finding-of-fact that supports the following criteria 
outlined below by the City to be the most relevant to the subject property situation.  

a) The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations in the zone.  

b) The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  
c) The variation if granted will not alter the essential character of the locality.  
d) Essential Need: The owner would suffer substantial difficulty or hardship and not mere 

inconvenience or a decrease in financial gain if the variation is not granted.  
e) Problem with Property: There is a feature of the property such as slope or shape or 

change made to the property, which does not exist on neighboring properties, which 
makes it unreasonable for the owner to make the proposed improvement in compliance 
with this title. Such feature or change was not made by the current owner and was not 
known to the current buyer at the time of purchase.  

f) Smallest Solution: There is no suitable or reasonable way to redesign the proposed 
improvements without incurring substantial difficulty or hardship or reduce the amount 
of variation required to make such improvements.  

g) Create Neighbor Problem: The variation, if granted, will not cause a substantial  
difficulty, undue hardship, unreasonable burden, or loss of value to the neighboring 

properties.  
h) Create Community Problem: The variation, if granted, may result in the same or similar 

requests from other property owners within the community, but will not cause an 
3
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unreasonable burden or undesirable result within the community.  
i) Net Benefit: The positive impacts to the community outweigh the negative impacts.  
j) Sacrifice Basic Protections: The variation, if granted, will comply with the purposes and 

intent of this title set forth in subsection 5A-1-2(A) of this title and summarized as follows: 
to lessen congestion, to avoid overcrowding, to prevent blight, to facilitate public 
services, to conserve land values, to protect from incompatible uses, to avoid nuisances, 
to enhance aesthetic values, to ensure an adequate supply of light and air, and to protect 
public health, safety, and welfare. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PZEDC MEETING 7/15/2026 
The Planning, Zoning and Economic Development Commission held a public hearing for this item 
on July 15, 2026. The petitioner and members of the public were present. Following staff’s 
presentation, the petitioner addresses the Commission and staff and the petitioner answered 
questions. Following deliberation, the Commission voted 5-0 to recommend approval of the 
petition to the Municipal Services Committee and City Council. 
 
DECISION MODE 
The Municipal Services Committee will review this item at its meeting on July 27, 2026.  
 
MEETING SCHEDULE 
Planning and Zoning Commission   July 15, 2026 
Municipal Services Committee July 20, 2026 
City Council      July 20, 2026 
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ATTACHMENT 1 - LOCATION MAP AND AERIAL PHOTO
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Zoning Variation : fustilication l{aralLiivc

Bryan Wozny (Owner)

1623 Gotfview Drive, Darien, lL. 60561

We are requesting the abitity to add a 1 6'x1 2' roofed screen room over the existing footprint
of the deck, whichwould bewithin the 30'setbacktine atongthe rearof the house. We

wou[d atso [ike to reptace the entire deck that is currently rotting using the existing footprint
that extends 16'south from the house into the rear 30'setback [ine. Finat[y, usingthe
existing deck footprint, we woutd tike to lower the existing height of the deck (no more than
7") to be lower than the sunken floor of the room in the southeast corner of the main [eve[

ofthe house. Currently, this room in the house has a floor height lower than the other
rooms and lower than the existing height of the deck.

After moving in January 2022, we learned quickty the summer of 2022 that the main tree in

the backyard hetping btock gotf baLts hitting the house or deck from the Carriage Greens

Gotd Course was dying. After consuttation with an arborist the tree was a hazard and

removed the summer of 2023.

ln 2O24 an accotade etm was ptanted to protect the house and deck from gotf batts in the

future. That tree was defective and reptaced with the same tree type in 2025 that is now

heatthy and growing, but it witl take at least 15 years (-2040) before it witt begin to
effectivety btock gotf batts.

Since losing the originat tree, my mother, wife, and kids have alt had close encounters with
gotf batts hitting them white on the deck. One morning a gotf ba[[ missed hitting my 68yr otd

mother in the head by <2 feet. My kids are anxious when sitting on the back deck. We now

no longer can comfortabty sit on our back deck to have dinner or just enjoy the outside or
golf course due to the constant concern of being hit by a gotf batt.

In learning that our existing deck was atso rotting and needed to be replaced, we exptored

reptacement options and considered a screen room [ike our next door neighbors at 161 9

Gotfview Dr. Buitding a 16'x12' roofed screen room over the west end of the deck (over the

existing footprint of the deck) woutd provide a futly protected area for my famity to sit and

eat outside, while atso protecting the remaining east side of the deck from being directty hit

by golf baLts.

This additionat roof and screen over our deck woutd not cause any neighboring properties

substantiaI difficutty, hardship, burden, or Loss of vatue as majority of homes wou[d not

even see the screen room. Those on the golf course would stit[ have unobstructed views of

the gotf course and there are no homes directty south of us due to the gotf course.

ATTACHMENT 3 - JUSTIFICATION NARRATIVE

10



Zoning Variation: Justif ication Narrative (cont.)

1623 Gotfview Drive, Darien, lL. 60561

Decision Criteria:

2a. The property in question coutd yietd a reasonable return if permitted to be used onty
under the conditions allowed by the regulations in the zone since future owners may not be
aware of the hazards or concern, the same way we were unaware. However, the occupants
coutd not comfortably sit in the backyard without concern of being hit by a gotf batt.

2b. The ptight of the owner is due to unique circumstances creating safety concerns and
hazards from gotf batls without any natu ra I vegetation current[y hetping btock/protect gotf

batls from hitting the house, deck, or those retaxing in the backyard.

2c. lf granted, the variation wit[ not atter the essentiat character of the locatity since the
screen room would be on top of the existing footprint of the current and future deck.

3a. This variation is an essential need to be able to use our backya td,25o/o of out property.

3b. There is a problem with the property that was not known at the time we bought the
house: the backyard tree was dying and needed to be removed, which then created a

unique problem with the property not being protected from gotf ba(ts.

3c. A sma[[er solution was tried two different times by planting new trees, but th is sotution
witt take 15 years or more to offer the solution and protection needed.

3d. This variation, if granted, witt not cause any neighboring properties substantial
difficutty, hardship, burden, or [oss of vaLue to neighboring properties. Thoseonthegotf
course woutd stit[ have unobstructed views ofthe golf course and there are no homes
directly south of us due to the golf course.

3e. This variation, if granted, may result in the same or simitar requests from other property

owners within the community, but witl not cause an unreasonable burden or undesirabte
result since at[ the tike houses facing the golf course do not have houses directty south of
them and att neighboring houses woutd sti[[ have unobstructed views of the gotf course.

3f. The fact that my famity can comfortabl.y sit in our backyard to relax, gritt, and eat witt
provide a greater net benefit than that of any of the hardships or concerns from the

neighbors that wit[ sti[[ have unobstructed views of the gotf course.

39. This variation, if granted, wi[[ prevent btight, protect f rom incompatibte uses, avoid

nuisances, and protect the safety and wetfare of my famity or guests when sitting in our

backyard.

11
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AGENDA MEMO 
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 

JULY 27, 2026 

CASE 
PZC-26-10 Variation (Sign) 

541 Plainfield Road – DM Darien RF, LLC 

ISSUE STATEMENT 
Petition from DM Darien RF, LLC for a variation from Section 4-3-10-(B)-3 of the City’s Sign 
Code to permit an electronic messaging sign instead of a manual changeable copy sign for a 
remodeled Culver’s ground sign located in the B-2 Community Shopping Center Business District 
at 541 Plainfield Road, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-27-207-032). 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Petitioner: DM Darien RF, LLC 
Property Owner: DM Darien RF, LLC  
Property Location:  541 PLAINFIELD ROAD 
PIN Number:  09-27-207-032
Existing Zoning: (B-2) Community Shopping Center Business District
Existing Land Use:  Drive Through Food and Beverage Establishment
Comprehensive Plan:  Commercial
Surrounding Zoning & Uses 

North: (R-1) Single Family Residence District; Single Family 
East: (B-2) Community Shopping Center Business District; 

Fitness Center 
South: (R-3) Multi-Family Residence District; Apartments 
West:  (R-3) Multi-Family Residence District; Apartments 

Size of Property: 1.46  Acres 
Floodplain:  N/A 
Natural Features: N/A 
Transportation: The petition site gains access from a full service driveway 

on Plainfield Road. 
ATTACHMENTS 

1) LOCATION MAP AND AERIAL IMAGE
2) PLAT OF SURVEY
3) SIGN PLANS
4) JUSTIFICATION BY PETITIONER

PLANNING OVERVIEW/DISCUSSION 
The subject property is located at the 541 Plainfield Road (see Attachment 1). The property was 
approved and developed for the construction of a Culver’s in 1998 (see Attachment 2). It has 
operated continuously since then, undergoing several remodels. 

The property owner currently seeks to remodel the monument sign in front of the building along 
Plainfield Road, and is requesting approval of a variation to permit an electronic messaging sign, 
instead of the current manual changeable copy sign. They would remove the existing lower portion 
of the sign and construction a full color electronic messaging center in its place, as shown on the 

Item b
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plans (see Attachment 3). The sign would advertise only current promotions, deals and information 
relative to the Culver’s restaurant and would not contain any unrelated advertisements. 
 
The petitioner’s justification (see Attachment 4) finds that the EMC is necessary to maintain 
Culver's national brand standards, improve customer communication, and modernize the site's 
signage. The petitioner further contends that the proposed sign will not adversely affect the 
surrounding area or public health, safety, or welfare.  Staff note that several electronic message 
boards have been approved over the years, most notably the City’s own marquee sign located at 
the southwest corner of Plainfield Road and Cass Ave.  
 
Message centers and changeable copy signs are permitted on ground signs under Section 4-3-10-
(B)-3 of the City’s Sign Code, however that code section specifies that they must be manual. As 
such, a variation would be required if the sign is to be approved, shown below: 

- Section 4-3-10-(B)-3: Signs In The Business Districts 
Variation to allow an electronic message board. Code currently states that the sign shall be 
manual changeable copy only. 
 

 
Per Section 4-3-18 of the Sign Code, the Planning and Zoning Commission shall consider the 
following in reviewing a sign variation.  

1. The available locations for adequate signage on the property. 
2. The effect of the proposed sign on pedestrian and motor traffic. 
3. The cost to the applicant in complying with the Sign Code as opposed to the detriment, 

if any, to the public from granting the variation. 
4. If undue hardships and practical difficulties result in complying with the Sign Code 

and if these hardships are a result of previous actions of the applicant. 
5. The general intent of the Sign Code. 

 
Section 4-3-2 of the Sign Code provides the general intent of the code. It is adopted for the 
following purposes: 

1. To promote and protect the public health, safety, comfort, morals, convenience, and 
general welfare of the residents of the City. 

2. To enhance the physical appearance of the City by preserving the scenic and natural 
beauty of the area. 

3. To promote the safety and recreational value of public travel. 
4. To protect the public investment in streets and highways by reducing sign or 

advertising distractions that may increase traffic accidents. 
5. To ensure compatibility of signs with surrounding land uses. 
6. To enhance the economy of the City by promoting the reasonable, orderly, and effective 

display of outdoor advertising. 
7. To protect the pedestrians and motorists within the City from damage or injury caused 

by distractions, obstructions, and hazards created by a proliferation of off-site 
advertising signs. 

8. To prevent the proliferation of off-site advertising signs which distract from the 

17
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development of the City in an aesthetically pleasing manner. 
9. To preserve the character of the City which is a single-family residential community by 

assuring the compatibility of signs with the surrounding land uses. 
 
PZEDC MEETING 7/1/2026 
The Planning, Zoning and Economic Development Commission held a public hearing for this item 
at its meeting on July 1, 2026. Following staff’s report, the petitioner addressed the Commission 
and answered questions. The Commission discussed public perception of electronic signs changing 
over time. The Commission also discussed what conditions would be necessary to ensure the sign 
operated in a way that didn’t impact neighbors or motorists.  
 
Following deliberation, the Commission voted 5-0 to recommend approval of the petition to 
the Municipal Services Committee and City Council, with the following conditions of 
approval: 

1. Messages on the sign must be displayed for a minimum of 30 seconds. 
2. The sign is permitted to operate from 6AM to close. 
3. The sign must comply with all other provisions of the sign code. 

 
DECISION MODE 
The Municipal Services Committee will consider this item at its meeting on July 27, 2026. 
 
MEETING SCHEDULE 
Planning and Zoning Commission   July 1, 2026 
Municipal Services Committee   July 20, 2026 
City Council      July 20, 2026 

18
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SPRINGFIELDSIGN CONIACI US

May 21,2026

Cutver's Restau ra nt
541 Ptainf ietd Rd

Darien, lL 60561

RE: Sign Variance Request

Culver's located at 541 Ptainfietd Rd., woutd [ike to request an etectronic message center (EMC)
sign with digitat advertisingto modernize the restaurant rather than being restricted to a manual
changeabtecopy. Persection 4-3-10(BX3) Man uaI cha ngea bte copy signs not exceed ing fo rty
percent (40%) of the sign area may be inctuded on a ground sign, provided that att indivlduat
letters shalt be uniform in height, styte, and color, and provided the message is enctosed in a
tocking case.

The property in question cannot yie[d a reasonabte return if permitted to be used on[y under the
conditions a[[owed by the regutations in the zone. The ptight of the owner is due to unique
circumstances. The variation if granted witt not atter the essential character of the tocatity.
Cutver's is a nationally recognized restaurant, and with that comes Brand Standard consistency.
The Brand Standard format for Cutver's is to be consistent with branding, pubtic identity, pubtic
way finding, pubtic safety, marketing, and visuat imaging throughout the entire chain. The granting
of this Variance wit[ not adversety affect the pubtic's heatth, safety, morats, order, convenience,
prosperity, or generatwelfare in which this property is located. The granting of the Variance witl
not adversety affect the rights of adjacent [andowners or residents. The proposed request will not
impair an adequate suppty of tight and air to the adjacent property or substantiatty increase the
congestion of the pubtic streets. Or increase the danger of fire, or endanger the public safety, or
substantiatty diminish or impair the property vatues within the neighborhood. The ptight of the
[andowner is due to circumstances u nique to their property not created by the [andowner; and the
variance, if granted, witl not atter the essentiaI character of the tocatity. Culver's woutd tike to
modernize with today's technotogy by investing in providing a clean aesthetic pteasing

harmonious etectronic message center for their freestanding sign.

Essential Need? The owner would suffer substantiat difficulty or hardship and not mere
inconvenience or a decrease in financiat gain if the variation is not granted. Atthough Cutver's is
centered around food, it is reatty about the peopte. Culver's is a famity driven restaurant providing
the community a neighborhood gathering spot for f riends and famity to meet, to retax, and en.ioy

ATTACHMENT 4 - JUSTIFICATION
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ADDRISS

SPRINGFIELDSIGN

. A picture is worth a thousand words.

. Product/Consu mer education is enhanced with pictures and graphics.

The special conditions and circumstances tisted above are not the resutt of the actions of the
landowner. Captu ring traffic, customers, at sustainabte rates require proven advertising
methods and providing proper visuat knowledge provides pubtic way f inding and public safety

Sacrifice Basic Protections? The variation, if granted, witt compty with the purposes and intent
of the Zoning Code set forth in Section 5A-1-2(A) and summarized as foltows; to lessen
congestion, to avoid overcrowding, to prevent btight, to facititate pubtic services, to conserve land
values, to protect from incompatib[e uses, to avoid nuisances, to enhance aesthetic values, to
ensure an adequate suppty of tight and air, and to protect pubtlc heatth, safety, and wetfare. The
requested variance is minimum and reasonabte use to our business and is consistent with the
City Comprehensive Plan. Granting our request is intended to establish a comprehensive and
batanced system of sign control and accommodates the need for a wett maintained, safe and
effective communications. Granting our request woutd not be detrimentat to the pubtic's heatth,
safety, and generat wetfare of the community. The generat wetfare of the community is better
served when product and customer service messages are readity avaitabte.

We are respectfutty asking you to review our request, see our need, and approve our Variance
request.

Kind Regards,

LorwTre,vrt

Lora Trent
Springfietd Sign
4825 E Kearney St.
Springfietd, MO 65803
torat@sp ringf ie tds ign. com

CONIACI US
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AGENDA MEMO 
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 

JULY 27, 2026 

CASE 
PZC-26-11 Variation 

Cynthia Haney – 1008 Juniper Lane 

ISSUE STATEMENT 
A petition from Cynthia Haney for a variation from Section 5A-5-11(A) of the City Code to permit 
a recreational vehicle within the front yard of 1008 Juniper Lane, Darien IL 60561 (PIN 09-27-
308-015)

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Petitioner: 
Property Owner: 
Property Location: 
PIN Number: 
Existing Zoning: 
Existing Land Use: 
Comprehensive Plan:  
Surrounding Zoning & Uses  

North:  
East:  
South: 
West: 

Cynthia Haney 
Cynthia Haney 
1008 Juniper Lane 
09-27-308-015
Single-Family Residence Zoning District (R-2)
Detached Single-Family Home
Low Density Residential

Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 
Single-Family Residence (R-2); Single-Family 

Size of Property:        0.31 Acres 
Floodplain:         N/A 
Natural Features:        Flat 
Transportation: Accessed from a driveway on Juniper Lane.  

ATTACHMENTS 
1) LOCATION MAP AND AERIAL PHOTO
2) PLAT OF SURVEY
3A) SITE PHOTOS
3B) PHOTOS FROM ORIGINAL HOME PURCHASE
3C) SUPPLEMENTAL PHOTOS
4) JUSTIFICATION LETTER
5) REVISED JUSTIFICATION LETTER
6) PUBLIC COMMENTS

BACKGROUND / ANALYSIS 
Background: The subject property, 1008 Juniper Lane, is located at the northeast corner of 
Warwick Avenue and Juniper Lane in the Single-Family R-2 District (see Attachment 1). It is part 
of the Brookhaven Manor Subdivision. The 0.31-acre parcel is improved with a single-family 
residence that, based on historic aerial surveys, was constructed in 1959, 10 years before the City’s 
incorporation. The original plat of survey is included as Attachment 2. 

Item c 
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In May 2026, the City’s Code Enforcement officer observed a small 25-foot camper trailer in the 
front yard, and began enforcement to have the trailer moved to an allowable location (side or rear 
yard on a paved surface). Following discussions with the property owner regarding the 
characteristics of the property (detailed later in this report), the property owner is now seeking 
approval of a variation. 
 
Proposal: As shown in the photos provided by the petitioner (Attachment 3A thru 3C), the 
petitioner is seeking approval of a variation to park the 25-foot recreational camper trailer in the 
front driveway of the home. 
 
Zoning Code Regulations: Section 5A-5-11(A)(1) of the Darien Zoning Code prohibits RVs and 
trailers from being parked on the front driveway or in the front yard of residential properties (side 
yard or rear yard only), except for a period no longer than three days, for cleaning, loading, and 
unloading. Subsequent sections of the code require that they be “parked or stored on an asphalt, 
concrete or other hard surface material.” 
 
Variation: In order to allow the RV/trailer to be parked in the driveway, a variation from Section 
5A-5-11(A)(1) is required.  
 
Findings of Fact: City staff has reviewed the petitioner’s submitted documents. The petitioner 
submitted a Justification Letter (see Attachment 4) with a detailed description of the project and 
requested relief, in addition to Findings of Fact that would support the variation request. The 
applicant states that the home, constructed in 1965, was originally built at an angle on the lot, 
resulting in a driveway configuration that makes compliance with the City's recreational vehicle 
parking regulations practicably difficult. The letter further explains that pine trees planted when 
the home was constructed, over 60 years old, substantially screen the recreational vehicle from 
public view and references the property's long ownership history and original development as 
additional context for the requested variation. 
 
Staff Analysis / Conditions: The requested variation would allow the RV to be parked within the 
front yard where such parking is not permitted. The subject property is a corner lot with a dwelling 
oriented at an angle to the street, resulting in a driveway configuration that limits parking options 
while complying with the ordinance. The applicant states that the recreational vehicle is 
substantially screened from public view by mature landscaping. The PZEDC should consider the 
property's unique characteristics, the applicant's stated justification, and the requested relief in 
relation to the applicable standards for granting a variation.  
 
If recommended for approval, staff recommends a condition limiting the variation to a single 
recreational vehicle not exceeding 25 feet in length. 
 
For reference, the criteria the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council votes on for City 
Variation requests are included below. 
 
Variation Criteria:  
The City may grant variations based on the finding-of-fact that supports the following criteria 
outlined below by the City to be the most relevant to the subject property situation.  

a) The property in question cannot yield a reasonable return if permitted to be used only 
under the conditions allowed by the regulations in the zone.  

b) The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances.  
c) The variation if granted will not alter the essential character of the locality.  
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d) Essential Need: The owner would suffer substantial difficulty or hardship and not mere 
inconvenience or a decrease in financial gain if the variation is not granted.  

e) Problem with Property: There is a feature of the property such as slope or shape or 
change made to the property, which does not exist on neighboring properties, which 
makes it unreasonable for the owner to make the proposed improvement in compliance 
with this title. Such feature or change was not made by the current owner and was not 
known to the current buyer at the time of purchase. f) Smallest Solution: There is no 
suitable or reasonable way to redesign the proposed improvements without incurring 
substantial difficulty or hardship or reduce the amount of variation required to make 
such improvements.  

g) Create Neighbor Problem: The variation, if granted, will not cause a substantial  
difficulty, undue hardship, unreasonable burden, or loss of value to the neighboring 

properties.  
h) Create Community Problem: The variation, if granted, may result in the same or similar 

requests from other property owners within the community, but will not cause an 
unreasonable burden or undesirable result within the community.  

i) Net Benefit: The positive impacts to the community outweigh the negative impacts.  
j) Sacrifice Basic Protections: The variation, if granted, will comply with the purposes and 

intent of this title set forth in subsection 5A-1-2(A) of this title and summarized as follows: 
to lessen congestion, to avoid overcrowding, to prevent blight, to facilitate public 
services, to conserve land values, to protect from incompatible uses, to avoid nuisances, 
to enhance aesthetic values, to ensure an adequate supply of light and air, and to protect 
public health, safety, and welfare. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
PZEDC MEETING 7/15/2026 
The Planning, Zoning and Economic Development Commission held a public hearing for this item 
on July 15, 2026. The petitioner and members of the public were present. Following staff’s report, 
the petitioner addressed the Commission and both staff and the petitioner answered questions. 
During the discussion, members of the Commission noted that some factors of the application had 
merit, while the questions raised by the public comment letter were valid also. The Commissioners 
expressed concerns over precedent-setting. Staff affirmed that each Variation application is 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Following deliberation, a motion to recommend approval of 
the petition to the Municipal Services Committee and City Council failed on a vote of 0-5. 
Accordingly, the petition was forwarded to the Municipal Services Committee without a 
recommendation from the Commission. 
 
REVISED PETITIONER DOCUMENTS 
Following the failed PZEDC motion, the petitioner has revised the justification letter and provided 
supplemental photos addressing the concerns expressed in the meeting. The revised justification 
letter (see Attachment 5) provides additional information in support of the requested variation, 
including further explanation of the property's physical characteristics and the applicant's rationale 
for the proposed parking location.  

The letter includes the following points: 

• States that the camper would be screened from view by two mature evergreen trees, 
which the applicant believes is consistent with the intent of the ordinance.  
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• Explains that the side yard slopes away from the house and would require grading to 
accommodate camper parking.  

• Notes that the angled orientation of the home would make a camper parked on the side of 
the house more visible to neighboring properties.  

• States that significant trimming of a mature pine tree would be required to access the side 
yard, which the applicant believes could damage the tree.  

• Describes additional site constraints, including the corner lot configuration, overhead 
utility lines, a shed, and a drainage ditch, as limiting alternative parking locations.  

• Proposes that, if the screening trees are removed in the future, the camper would 
instead be relocated to the side yard. (COA) 

Staff again recommend that if the Committee finds it reasonable to recommend approval of the 
petition, the following conditions of approval be imposed: 

1. Maximum length of trailer parked in the front driveway shall be 25 feet. 
2. If the mature pine trees are removed in the future, the Variation becomes null and 

void and the trailer shall be moved to the interior side yard. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
As of publication, two public comments have been received, one in support of the application, and 
one expressing concern about aspects of the application. Public comments are included as 
Attachment 6. 
 
DECISION MODE 
The Municipal Services Committee will review this item at its meeting on July 27, 2026.   
 
MEETING SCHEDULE 
Planning, Zoning, and Economic Development Commission  July 15, 2026 
Municipal Services Committee    July 27, 2026 
City Council         August 3, 2026 
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July 18,2026

Dear members of the Municipal Services Committee,

I am submifting dformal request for a variance to be able to park my campsr on my driveway,
with a maximum length of 25 feet. \Men on the driveway, the camper is concealed by two pine
trees that are over 70 years old on both sides year round. Therefore, this variance would uphold
the spirit of the ordinance-that is, to limit the visibility of the camper on ths prop€rty.

This variance is not just so that the camper remains concealed by the pine trees. lt is necessary
due to a handful of unique circumstances and hardships related to my property. First and
foremost, the land where a side drivewey would be constructed is sloped dowrMards away frorn
the house. lt would have to be leveled to park my camper there. Additionally, the house itself is

built at an angle on the property. Because of his, the camper would be in full view of my
neighbors to the east if it were parked on the side of the house. The visibility of the camper is

largely diminished year round when it is on the front driveway due to the pine trees. Moreover,
one of the pine trees would need a significant trim in order for the camper to be parked on the
side of the hous€. At least '15 feet of b,ranches would need to be taken ofi. This could potentially
cause a great deal of harm to the pine tree. Furthermore, because my property is a corner lot,

there is only one side that the camper could be parked on. The backyard is not a feasible option
either because on one side of the backyard there are overhead power lines and I shecl that
prevent the cnmper from being parked there. The camper cannot be parked on the other side of
the backyard either because thefe is a ditch that prevents the camper from being backed in.

I would also like to suggest that in addition to allowing me to park my camper in the driveway,
the varianc€ could include a clause that would address what will happen should the pine tree to
the east no longer be there to conceal the camper. lf this were to happen, I would park my
camper on the side of the house. I believe that this additional dause serves to ease concerns
regarding the presence of the trees.

Please feel free to reach out to me should you have any questions or need more information

Thank you for your time

Cynthia Haney
1008 Juniper Ln

Darien, lL
brdbrain2day@yahoo. com
331-777-0611

ATTACHMENT 5 - REVISED JUSTIFICATION LETTER

48



1

Ryan Murphy

From: Emily Polacek <emily.polacek@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 2, 2026 2:29 PM
To: Ryan Murphy
Subject: RV Petition

Hello, 

I agree with Cindy's request.  Living on a corner with mature landscaping, there is no place for her to put her RV that 
makes sense besides her driveway. 

I too have an RV and can't put it on the side of my house.  I live at 7818 Stratford Place.  I live on the parkway and have 
mature landscaping.  My backyard also floods when it rains heavily so I wouldn't be able to store it there without ripping 
out bushes and risk of flooding. 

Cindy and I take care of our yards.  More so than some other people in the community.  The RVs are in good working 
condition and are not eyesores. 

Please consider her request. 

Thank you! 

ATTACHMENT 6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Ryan Murphy

From: Steven McCarty <stevenemccarty@protonmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2026 9:40 AM
To: Ryan Murphy
Subject: RE: NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING: July 15, 2026

Good morning, Ryan. 
 
I do have some concerns about this but will be out of town for this hearing. I'm not certain who I would send this to 
but hopefully this works... 
 
I know there is an RV in the driveway at this property "blocked by trees" and there is an RV in the driveway at the 
property at the other end of Juniper (at Stratford); not "blocked by trees". So, 2 of the 3 houses on the other side of 
my road have an RV in the driveway. 
 
For the size of these lots/front yards, there needs to be a logic for how large things within the property can be. For 
example, if I chose to sell my house, the unsightliness of RVs in the homes across from mine would diminish the 
value and not attract the right buyer or a buyer at all. There is already an unsightliness to (1) the basketball hoop 
placed at the street in front of my home by the neighbors across the street and (2) the yard next to mine having 
trees down and overgrowth. And while the proposal states something about mature trees to block the unsightliness, 
trees are neither permanent nor does it mean the RV will always be parked in a way that the trees keep it unsightly. 
 
If we start changing the rules to accommodate things these properties were never designed for, the properties will 
become what no one ever wants. 
 
I have other things that concern me about this but really it comes down to lot size and purpose. 
 
If the variance is approved, does the code change for everyone or just this property? Additionally, when would it go 
into affect? 
 
Thank you, in advance. 
 
Steven McCarty 
933 Juniper Ln 
On Friday, July 10th, 2026 at 4:30 PM, Ryan Murphy <rmurphy@darienil.gov> wrote: 
 

Steven, 

 
The agenda and packet have been published and are attached/available at the link below: 
 
https://darien.il.us/government/agendas-minutes/planning-zoning-and-economic-development-
commission/2026/ 

  

Please let me know if you have any questions, comments or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
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MINUTES  

CITY OF DARIEN 

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 

Tuesday, May 26, 2026 

PRESENT: Alderman Thomas Belczak – Chairman, Alderman Ted Schauer, Alderman Ralph 
Stompanato 

ABSENT: None 

OTHERS: Mr. Dan Gombac – Director, Mr. Ryan Murphy – City Planner 

Establish Quorum  

Chairperson Thomas Belczak called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. at the City of Darien City 
Hall, 1702 Plainfield Road, Darien, Illinois. Chairperson Belczak declared a quorum present.  

Old Business 

There was no old business to discuss. 

New Business 

i. 2224 Donegal Drive (PIN 10-05-201-078) – Request for approval of a variation
pursuant to Section 7-5-1(C) of the City Code to allow fencing of only the portion of
the rear yard immediately surrounding and associated with the chicken coop
enclosure, rather than requiring fencing of the entire rear yard perimeter.

Mr. Ryan Murphy, City Planner, reported that the variation would be under the chicken 
regulations, that the code would require a perimeter fence in the rear yard, but the resident 
had requested only a portion be screened. He reported that the yard is large and the coop is 
small, and would be located behind a brick patio. He further reported that staff felt the 
justification would comply fully with the variation checklist, and that he had not received any 
public comment on the issue.  

Chairperson Belczak questioned if the fence would comply with height and privacy issues. 

Mr. Murphy confirmed that it would, and that the resident had complied with previous 
complaints.  

Alderman Stompanato made a motion, seconded by Alderman Schauer to approve 2224 
Donegal Drive (PIN 10-05-201-078) – Request for approval of a variation pursuant to Section 
7-5-1(C) of the City Code to allow fencing of only the portion of the rear yard immediately
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surrounding and associated with the chicken coop enclosure, rather than requiring fencing of 
the entire rear yard perimeter.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

j. 2208 Carlow Drive (PIN 10-05-202-045) – Request for approval of variations pursuant 
to Section 7-5-1(C) of the City Code to allow reduced setbacks and alternative 
screening measures for a proposed chicken coop, permitting the structure to be 
located adjacent to an existing accessory structure and screened through landscaping 
in lieu of a required privacy fence.  

Mr. Murphy reported that code enforcement had spoken to the property owner, that the 
existing coop was 20 feet away from the east property line, and the resident had recently put a 
pool in. He reported that in lieu of a fence, they would like to put in six-foot arborvitaes, as well 
as a combination of screening and a reduction to the required setback. 

Chairperson Belczak questioned where the arborvitaes would be and where it would be blocked 
off.  

The petitioner stated that he used AI to create an image of the yard, which he shared with the 
Committee. He stated that he has a shed, a pool, and a wrought iron fence around the yard, 
and that he has put a lot of money into the property so he wants to ensure everything is up to 
code. He further stated that the way his property is angled, even with a six-foot fence the 
building is still present.  

Mr. Dan Gombac, Director, suggested that the Committee may make a condition about the 
planting requirements.  

Chairperson Belczak questioned if the arborvitaes would prevent the chickens from roaming in 
the yard, and how they would stay in the run.  

The petitioner stated that there would be a mesh screened run and a gate into the coop.  

Alderman Ted Schauer questioned if the chickens would ever get out of the screened area.  

The petitioner stated that they would not.  

Chairperson Belczak stated that there was nothing on the proposed photo showing how the 
chickens would be blocked off.  

The petitioner stated that there would be an 8X8 run covered by mesh wiring. He stated that 
the run would be attached to the shed, which would be part coop for the chickens to sleep in.  

Alderman Schauer stated that as long as the chickens don’t get out in the yard, it would be 
okay.  
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Mr. and Mrs. Alan and Vicki Garringer stated that they are the neighbors to the east of the 
petitioner, and they are in full support of him. They stated that they wouldn’t be able to see or 
hear the chickens, and it would be worse if there was a privacy fence. They further stated that 
the neighbor to the west would be able to see over the top of a six-foot fence.  

Mr. Dennis Johnson, the neighbor to the west, stated that from his patio, the chicken coop 
would dominate his view of the neighborhood, and if it were up to him, there would be no 
coops in Darien. He requested that since the city approved chicken coops without individual 
circumstances in mind, that they apply those rules. He stated that the swales in the backyard 
would help with the smell and the sound, and would help the fence obstruct some of the view, 
but where the fence would go on the property line would basically be in a ditch, so it would 
take off two to three feet off the top of the fence. Mr. Johnson stated that a nine-foot fence 
would also not look good, so they would be choosing between bad options.  

Alderman Ralph Stompanato questioned if the eight-foot arborvitaes would do a better job at 
blocking Mr. Johnson’s view.  

Mr. Johnson stated that arborvitaes tend to die in the swale.  

Alderman Stompanato questioned if they would go where the fence would be or closer to the 
chicken coop.  

Mr. Gombac stated that they would be by the chicken coop.  

Alderman Stompanato stated that the full height would cover the coop.  

Mr. Johnson stated that if they were to survive, it would be fine.  

Alderman Stompanato stated that they would plant six to eight-foot arborvitaes from the start. 

Mr. Gombac stated that the crisscross pattern of planting would block out the shed/coop/run. 
He stated that they would meet with the resident to work out the details, and that they could 
make a condition to run with the chicken coop, and if the arborvitaes were to die, the 
petitioner would be in violation of the special use.  

There was some further conversation about hiding chicken coops from view.  

Mr. Gombac stated that pending the Committee’s recommendation, they would meet with the 
petitioner and get a drawing and agreement from a landscape architect.  

Mr. Johnson stated that he would refer to the Council’s judgement, and that he would not want 
to see or hear the chickens.  

Chairperson Belczak stated that the petitioner should provide some mapping of the coop to 
provide the City Council.  

Mr. Murphy added that he should also include photos.  
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There was some discussion regarding addressing the petition at City Council.  

Mr. Gombac clarified for the petitioner that they would work with him to resolve any issues 
prior to the City Council meeting.  

Alderman Schauer made a motion, seconded by Alderman Stompanato to approve 2208 
Carlow Drive (PIN 10-05-202-045) – Request for approval of variations pursuant to Section 7-
5-1(C) of the City Code to allow reduced setbacks and alternative screening measures for a 
proposed chicken coop, permitting the structure to be located adjacent to an existing 
accessory structure and screened through landscaping in lieu of a required privacy fence with 
the following condition:  

1. Contingency for arborvitaes per landscape architect that will run with the chicken 
coop/property  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

Mr. Murphy stated that he would follow up with the petitioner.  

h. PZC-26-7 (Special Use) – Petition from the Society of Mount Carmel for approval of a 
special use permit to utilize the single family home located at 8825 Robert Road, 
Darien, IL 60561 (PIN 10-05-207-015) as a rectory/residential use for approximately 
three to four priests, brothers, or other religious occupants. The Property is located 
within the R-2 Single Family Residence District.  

Mr. Murphy reported that the petition would be for a special use for a six-bedroom home, and 
that staff would not dictate which members occupy a religious order. He reported that they 
would be required to receive a special use due to two sections of the code, which would allow 
religious institutions in a residential area. He further reported that the definition for a family is 
not applicable to use, and noted that the proposed would be a private residence with no 
impacts. Mr. Murphy reported that approval would not waive compliance with the code, and 
that a religious land-use law would require the review to be focused to use and external 
impacts rather than identity or role of the occupants. He reported that the petitioner had 
updated their letter responding to some comments, and offered the special use to be tied to 
the property ownership. He further reported that the city attorney stated it would only be 
enforceable if the right was waived by the petitioner.  

Mr. Murphy explained that the public hearing sign had been taken down after the first hearing, 
but was put back up shortly after in order to comply with ordinance.  

Mr. Gombac added that city ordinance says the sign must stay up during the whole process. He 
further reported that the city attorney was on the phone, and requested that he explain special 
uses under Illinois case law and how Illinois applies special use standards.  

City Attorney John Murphey stated that there was a presentation with the same kinds of 
questions regarding Gerber back in 2023, which he included in his memo to the Committee. He 
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stated that generally speaking, special uses are presumably permitted unless the nature of the 
special use is unusual. He gave the example of a church being built without enough parking, 
that this would be a presumably permitted special use unless there was something unusual and 
the staff report indicates that there isn’t anything of that nature. Attorney Murphey further 
stated that in Illinois case law, the term necessary would mean it is a reasonable land use. He 
stated that the comments about tax impacts had been previously discussed at a Joint Review 
Board meeting for Chestnut Court, in which it had been stated that any property tax impact 
would be so minimal, a tax-exempt property would hardly have a measurable impact on the 
city or its taxpayers. He further stated that since the City Council determined that religious uses 
would be allowed, they have the right to a tax-exemption. Attorney Murphey cited a case in 
River Forest, in which it was deemed against public policy to deny a zoning application due to 
real or perceived burden. He reiterated that the term necessary would pertain to the 
reasonableness of the land use, and that from a language, practice, and policy standpoint, tax-
exemption of a property is not an appropriate consideration for a zoning petition. Attorney 
Murphey stated that ordinarily, special uses run with the land, but if the applicant were to 
waive their rights, they would be able to provide a condition in approval of the ordinance.  

Mr. Gombac brought up the ambiguous number of residents in the subject property, 
questioning how many people they would allow.  

Attorney Murphey stated that it would be hard to enforce, but that would be up to the 
Committee.  

Chairperson Belczak questioned if it would be appropriate to limit it to the number of 
bedrooms.  

Attorney Murphey confirmed that that would be a logical, reasonable restriction.  

The phone call with Attorney Murphey was cut off.  

Mr. Michael Garrigan, Vasselli Law and representative of the petitioner, stated that they 
conquer with staff and Attorney Murphey’s analysis, and that they want to remain sensitive to 
the residents of the single-family neighborhood. He stated that the Carmelites would address 
resident concerns by including stipulations in the special use to waive it as well as keep parking 
limited to the premises. He further stated that the property would remain a single-family home 
and that they want to be good neighbors.  

Chairperson Belczak questioned if they would be okay with the stipulation to limit the number 
of residents.  

Mr. Garrigan stated that they would be okay with limiting it to the maximum number of rooms.  

Mr. Gombac clarified that there are six bedrooms in the house.  

Mr. Brian Nigohosian, resident of Tara Hill, stated that Tara Hill is zone R-2 and full of single-
family homes, and that this had nothing to do with the occupants. He stated that he spoke at 
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the PZC meeting, who turned down the petition, and that this is one of the most expensive 
homes in Darien. He further stated that this would be inconsistent with similar homes in the 
neighborhood, and that it was far from the church, and they could have built on the vacant lot 
on Bailey Road. Mr. Nigohosian stated that they were shifting the burden onto property 
owners, that it was misleading, and there will be financial impact. He stated that he has not 
heard of any discussion with the taxing bodies, and that not agreeing to waive the tax-
exemption would cause the community to eat the cost. He further stated that there was no 
benefit to the neighborhood, there was no study on a decrease in value, and that the special 
use was not necessary. Mr. Nigohosian stated that the petition would impede development, 
and it would not be a rectory but a retirement home.  

Ms. Laurie Jopeck, resident of Tara Hill, stated that she had given a letter opposing the zoning, 
the way it was worded, and the timing. She stated that the proposed would permit transient 
occupants and could turn into an Airbnb. She further stated the city approval seems pre-
approved, and the PZC seemed hesitant, giving no recommendation. Ms. Jopeck stated that 
there was favoritism for the petitioner, that there were no concerns for the lack of approval, 
and that it should not be taken lightly. She stated that they should include the residents in 
approval and the petition should not be rushed.  

Mr. Rich Hauser, resident of Tara Hill, stated that he agreed with Ms. Jopeck that the petition 
was pushed fast and vague, and asked for a change with implications down the road. He stated 
that this would only benefit the Carmelites, not the community. He further stated that the city 
should understand what they are approving, and that they should consider what they would 
think if the proposed was next to their home.  

Father David McEvoy stated the he has lived at the Winterberry home for six years, and that the 
men of the order provide services to the community. He stated that they receive many visitors 
to the retreat center, museum and shrine, and have an international headquarters. He further 
stated that they have a need for housing both active and retired men, and that they have been 
good neighbors at the Winterberry property.  

Mr. Ryan Anderson, Director of Facilities for the Society of Mount Carmel, stated that the house 
was in bad shape, so they have been doing numerous repairs. He stated that it is not an Airbnb, 
and that they had looked at other properties, but this one worked best and they wanted to stay 
in Darien.  

A member of the audience questioned where the various visitors would stay.  

Mr. Anderson stated that the visitors go to the church campus, not to the private residences.  

Another resident from the Tara Hill neighborhood stated that this would impact him directly as 
he lives next door. He stated that he has a family and wants similar family principles, nothing 
against the religion. He further stated that he is afraid of the impact to the value of the house, 
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that people may turn away from buying the house, so if he doesn’t get the price he deserves, 
he would go to another religious institution to sell to.  

Chairperson Belczak stated that a rectory is a reasonable land use, and there isn’t anything 
telling him they are not entitled to it.  

Alderman Stompanato stated that it was made clear at PZC that there would be no people 
coming and going from the property. He stated that they would just need to clean up the 
number of people, but there was no reason to deny the special use for a residence in a 
residential area.  

Alderman Schauer recalled a situation with the Opus Dei community, in which similar issues 
were brought up but didn’t transpire. He stated that he understands where the residents are 
coming from, but there isn’t enough to not approve the petition.  

There was some discussion regarding the conditions to the motion.  

Alderman Stompanato made a motion, seconded by Alderman Schauer to approve PZC-26-7 
(Special Use) – Petition from the Society of Mount Carmel for approval of a special use permit 
to utilize the single family home located at 8825 Robert Road, Darien, IL 60561 (PIN 10-05-
207-015) as a rectory/residential use for approximately three to four priests, brothers, or 
other religious occupants. The Property is located within the R-2 Single Family Residence 
District, with the following conditions:  

1. That the special use be limited to the ownership, not the land, and 
2. That the maximum capacity be limited to the number of bedrooms, to be maintained 

as six bedrooms.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

a. Motion – Approving to extend and execute a contract with Compass Minerals 
America, Inc., for the purchase of rock salt in an amount not to exceed $196,825.84.  

b. Motion – Authorizing the Mayor to execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with 
Center Cass School District #66 for the reimbursement of Rock Salt through the City’s 
2026/27 Rock Salt Agreement.  

c. Motion – Authorizing the Mayor to execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with the 
Darien Park District for the reimbursement of Rock Salt through the City’s 2026/27 
Rock Salt Agreement.  

Mr. Gombac reported that they had estimated rock salt quantities for next year, and that 
Compass would know what to expect. He reported that this would be part of a co-op 
agreement with DuPage County, and that it would take 2,600 tons of salt to refill the dome. He 
further reported that the IGAs with the park district and the school district would be to provide 
salt to them.  

There was some discussion regarding the repairs to the salt shed.  
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There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment. 

Alderman Schauer made a motion, seconded by Alderman Stompanato approving to extend 
and execute a contract with Compass Minerals America, Inc., for the purchase of rock salt in 
an amount not to exceed $196,825.84, authorizing the Mayor to execute an 
Intergovernmental Agreement with Center Cass School District #66 for the reimbursement of 
Rock Salt through the City’s 2026/27 Rock Salt Agreement, and authorizing the Mayor to 
execute an Intergovernmental Agreement with the Darien Park District for the 
reimbursement of Rock Salt through the City’s 2026/27 Rock Salt Agreement.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

d. Motion – Authorizing the Private Property Rear Storm Water Management Assistance 
Projects and the Farmingdale Drive and the Sawyer Drive and the Wildwood Court 
Public Works Storm Sewer Projects in an amount not to exceed $142,193.  

Mr. Gombac reported that these would be the projects for the year up to date, with both 
resident and city participation. He reported that some of these areas need infrastructure, 
easements, and require road repairs to provide better drainage. He further reported that he 
has been negotiating with the builder, and prior to plat approval, there would be a joint co-op 
from the developer.  

There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment. 

Alderman Stompanato made a motion, seconded by Alderman Schauer authorizing the 
Private Property Rear Storm Water Management Assistance Projects and the Farmingdale 
Drive and the Sawyer Drive and the Wildwood Court Public Works Storm Sewer Projects in an 
amount not to exceed $142,193.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

e. Motion – Accepting a quote from National Wash Authority LLC, for the pressure 
washing services for the City’s potable water tanks at a cost not to exceed $26,700. 

Mr. Gombac reported that they try to do every three years and inspect the inside for any rust, 
then make any repairs as needed.  

There was some discussion regarding the life of the water tower. 

There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment. 

Alderman Schauer made a motion, seconded by Alderman Stompanato accepting a quote 
from National Wash Authority LLC, for the pressure washing services for the City’s potable 
water tanks at a cost not to exceed $26,700.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

58



f. Motion – Accepting a proposal from Precision Pavement Marking, Inc., at the 
proposed unit prices, in an amount not to exceed $16,000.00 for the 2026 Road 
Striping Program.  

Mr. Gombac reported that this would be a small contract that usually goes under MFT for 
miscellaneous striping of center lanes, stop bars, cross walks, etc. He reported that this was a 
DuPage County initiative with multiple municipalities.  

There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment. 

Alderman Stompanato made a motion, seconded by Alderman Schauer accepting a proposal 
from Precision Pavement Marking, Inc., at the proposed unit prices, in an amount not to 
exceed $16,000.00 for the 2026 Road Striping Program. 

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

g. Motion – Accepting a Drainage Easement from the following properties: 6714 
Tennessee Ave – PIN 09-22-403-014 and 6718 Tennessee Ave – PIN 09-22-403-015.  

Mr. Gombac reported that the residents for the project would need an easement of about five 
feet on each side constructed to maintain the area.  

There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment. 

Alderman Stompanato made a motion, seconded by Alderman Schauer accepting a Drainage 
Easement from the following properties: 6714 Tennessee Ave – PIN 09-22-403-014 and 6718 
Tennessee Ave – PIN 09-22-403-015.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

k. Minutes – April 27, 2026 Municipal Services Committee 

There was no one in the audience wishing to present public comment.  

Alderman Schauer made a motion, seconded by Alderman Stompanato to approve the April 
27, 2026 Municipal Services Committee Meeting Minutes.  

Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 3-0.  

Director’s Report 

Mr. Gombac reported that they were waiting on ComEd for the Plainfield wall project, and that 
the lanes would be blocked on Cass and Plainfield for about a month during construction, but 
there would be good alternatives.  

He reported that the Shell on Cass would be done around the end of July or early August.  

He reported that they were conducting soil coring for potential remediation.  
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Next Scheduled Meeting 

Chairperson Belczak announced that the next meeting is scheduled for Monday, June 22, 2026. 

ADJOURNMENT 

With no further business before the Committee, Alderman Schauer made a motion, seconded 
by Alderman Stompanato to adjourn. Upon voice vote, the MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY, and the meeting adjourned at 7:38 p.m. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:  

X
Thomas Belczak
Chairman

 

X
Ted Schauer
Alderman

X
Ralph Stompanato
Alderman
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