
Pekin Zoning Board of Appeals Meeting 
111. S. Capitol Street 

City Council Chambers 2nd Floor 
May 11, 2022 

5:00 PM 

A regular Meeting of the Pekin Board of Appeals will be held at Pekin City Hall, 111 South Capitol Street, City of 
Pekin, Illinois, on the 11th day of May 2022, at 5:00PM. 

Pledge of Allegiance 

I. Roll Call
II. Agenda Approval
III. Minutes Approval from April 13, 2022
IV. City Council Action Report
V. Applications and Hearings
VI. Informal
VII. Public Input
VIII. Adjourn

CASE SU 2021-12 (Revised) 
A revised special use request by VP Racing Fuel for a drive-through establishment in a B-3 General Commercial 
District at 900 N 5th Street. This special use was previously approved but a revised version of the site plan is being 
submitted by the applicant for review and recommendation. 

CASE V 2022-05 
A variance request submitted by Jacob and Megan Shreffler to allow for the use of white rock instead of concrete 
materials for an access drive beyond concrete apron from public throughway to existing structure on property 
located at 2423 Tazewell Road. Said property being zoned R-4 Single Family Residential with a legal description 
of SEC 1 T24N R5W BLUFF’S ADDN #1 LOT 23 NE1/4, with the following P.I.N. 04-10-01-205-013, in 
Tazewell County, Illinois. 

OTHER ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Ordinance Proposing Zoning Code Changes Regarding Signage. 

Informal Discussion 

Public Input 

Adjourn 

David Bess, Secretary 
Pekin Board of Appeals 



Pekin Zoning Board of Appeals 
111 S. Capitol Street 

City Council Chambers 2nd Floor  
April 13, 2022 

5:00 PM 
 

Present: Bill Craig, Daryl Dagit, Chris Deverman, Donald Hild, Kim Joesting, Mary Lanane, Kelly 
Madden, James Ruth. 
 
The regular meeting of the Pekin Zoning Board of Appeals was called to order at 5:00pm and a 
quorum was declared. Staff present: Matt Fick, Community Development Director, David Bess, 
CDBG Program Manager, Jeffrey Gaster, Legal Counsel, Nic Maquet, Chief Building Official 
 
Motion for minute approval by Commissioner Lanane, Second by Commissioner Joesting. 
Minutes for the February 9, 2022 meeting were approved 6-0 with Commissioner Dagit and 
Commissioner Hild abstaining. 
 
City Council Action Report – All recommendations of previous meeting adopted by the Pekin City 
Council as presented. 
 
Case FPR 2022-01 Public Hearing Opened at 5:02 PM 
Plat review for part of lots 14, 15, and 16, and part of the vacated alley in block 6 of the original 
town (now City) of Pekin being in part of the southeast quarter of Section 34, Township 25 North, 
Range 5 West of the Third Principal Meridian, Tazewell County, Illinois with P.I.N 04-04-34-436-
010. Additionally, 0.015 acre tract located at part of lot 14 and part of the vacated alley in block 6 
of the original town, (now City) of Pekin being in part of the Southeast quarter of Section 34, 
Township 25 North, Range 5 West of the Third Principal Meridian, Tazewell County, Illinois will 
be combined into P.I.N. 04-04-34-436-014. 
 
One member of the public requested a more specific project location and once clarified, did not 
have any objections or comments. Public hearing was closed at 5:04pm. Motion to discuss by 
Commissioner Dagit, second by Commissioner Ruth. Discussion was held on site location, the 
reason for the addition of a junction location, as well as the company behind the project. 
 
Motion to approve, motion carried 8-0. 
 
Case SU 2022-02 Public Hearing Opened at 5:07 PM 
Special use request by Richard Burton to allow for automotive repair to facilitate the acquisition 
of a State of Illinois rebuilder license at 1006 S. 2nd Street, zoned I-1 Light Industrial, with a legal 
description of SEC 3 T24N R5W TAAKS ADDN LOTS 29 THRU 35 SW 1/4 with the following 
P.I.N #04-10-03-303-001 in Tazewell County, Illinois. 
 
Richard Burton provided a summary of the request and explained that he was not planning to 
undertake substantial repair of vehicles or bodywork but is only looking to ensure he has proper 
zoning as to facilitate the retitling of vehicles using a State of Illinois rebuilder license and to 



subsequently sell those vehicles. Additionally, Mr. Burton noted that he would only be selling 6 
or less vehicles at any given time as any more than 6 requires a State of Illinois dealership license. 
 
No comments were received from the public and the public hearing was closed at 5:09pm. Motion 
to discuss by Commissioner Ruth, second by Commissioner Dagit. Discussion was held regarding 
whether conditions should be added for potential approval such as precluding repair or certain 
types of repairs. Discussion was also held in assessing what types of activities the State of Illinois 
allows under the rebuilder license and whether the activities on the property would require a special 
use. Jeffrey Gaster opined that this item was being brought before the board to ensure the City 
Council has an opportunity to review. 
 
The board discussed whether special use approvals are limited to the individual that the special 
use is granted to or whether special uses stay with the property. Mr. Gaster noted he was of the 
understanding that the City’s Code allows the special use to stay with the property, if the property 
was sold or transferred. The property owner and landlord of the property in question, Ron 
Matthews, suggested that it is his understanding that special use determinations remain with the 
business, not the property. Mr. Gaster stated he would review the Code further and provide an 
official opinion on the topic. 
 
Additional discussion was held on clarifying what the rebuilder license actually allows and how 
the board might be able to attach special conditions to the special use approval as to ensure 
activities on the property are limited to Mr. Burton’s needs as it pertains to obtaining the rebuilder 
license. 
 
Motion by Commissioner Ruth to approve with restriction that the special use is limited to making 
vehicles that are obtained operational and available for sale only. Second by Commissioner 
Joesting. Motion carried 7-0 with Commissioner Hild abstaining. 
 
Case V 2022-03 Public Hearing Opened at 5:21pm 
Variance request by Nova Group Inc. to allow an existing storage shed in violation of front yard 
setback and detached accessory structure and principal structure distancing requirements located 
at 111 N. Capitol Street, zoned B-3 General Business, with a legal description of SEC 34 T25N 
R5W ORIGINAL TOWN E 27' LOT 6, ALL LOT 7 THRU 11 & ADJ VAC ALLEY BLK 48 SE 
¼ with the following P.I.N. #04-04-34-428-008 in Tazewell County, Illinois. 
 
Jacob Moss of Nova Group provided a summary of the request. No public comments were made. 
The public hearing was closed at 5:23pm. Motion for discussion by Commissioner Dagit, second 
by commissioner Madden. The board discussed that the accessory structure being considered was 
placed illegally at some point between 2011-2015 and that the current placement of the structure 
violates both setback and fire safety requirements. The board discussed how the current placement 
causes concern primarily due to the short distance from the accessory structure to adjacent 
buildings. The intended contents of the structure (dry stock) were discussed as well as alternative 
placements on the property for the structure, specifically on the west side of the property as 
opposed to its current location. 
 
Motion to approve defeated 0-8, recommendation made to deny the variance request. 



 
Case V 2022-04 Public Hearing Opened at 5:37pm 
Variance request by Daniel & Brigette Sullivan to expand a residential driveway in excess of the 
30’ permitted by the City’s Code for properties with 90’ or more of frontage at 2812 Black Oak 
Street, zoned R-E Residential Estate, with a legal description of SEC 31 T25N R4W HICKORY 
HILLS ESTATES SEC 2 - FINAL PLAT LOT 14 SE ¼ with the following P.I.N. #05-05-31-411-
010 in Tazewell County, Illinois. 
 
Dan Sullivan provided a summary of the request. It was clarified that the driveway would be built 
straight out to the road from the garage structure as to expand the driveway approximately 4 feet 
from the current width. Public hearing was closed at 5:38pm. The board noted that there are other 
driveways in the area of the subject property that have similar arrangements as being requested.  
 
Motion to approve by Commissioner Hild, Second by Commissioner Madden. Motion carried 8-
0. 
 
Case V 2022-05 Public Hearing Opened at 5:40pm 
Variance request by Nathan Noyes to construct a ground mounted solar array in violation of the 
35’ setback requirement at 500 Deerfield Drive, zoned R-1 Residential, with a legal description of 
SEC 11 T24N R5W DEERFIELD ESTATES SEC 2 LOT 48 NW 1/4 .51 AC with P.I.N. #10-10-
11-106-014 in Tazewell County, Illinois. 
 
No public input was received and the public hearing was closed at 5:41pm. Discussion was held 
regarding the setback distance and whether solar arrays can result in glare issues for adjacent 
streets. Kurt Smith, a representative of GRNE Solar who was available by phone, clarified that the 
solar panels would be fixed at a 30 degree angle and that glare has not been an issue for other 
similar installations. The board further discussed the topic of glare and concluded that glare would 
not be an issue given the proposed angle of installation. 
 
Motion for approval, motion carried 8-0. 
 
Informal Discussion 
Food Pantries in Residential Zoning Districts / Updated Sign Ordinance 

Mr. Fick provided a summary of how it was determined that the City’s Code may not sufficiently 
address food pantries operating within residential districts, such as those operating out of single-
family dwellings. Discussion was held regarding the different situations that might allow for food 
pantries in residential districts such as churches or pantries attached to established organizations. 
Mr. Gaster explained that food pantries are not specifically addressed as a special use or home 
occupation in the Code, although a general catch-all does exist that suggests that if the use is not 
listed then the City can, if it chooses to do so, can require a special use. 

The board discussed the Code language pertaining to home occupations and observed that the 
allowed occupations are generally not traffic-generating and also compared the operation of a food 
pantry to garage sales. Discussion regarding the desirability of having a food pantry in a 
neighborhood, and how any potential changes to the Code might be worded to adequately address 
the concern. 



The board reviewed and discussed an updated version of the proposed sign ordinance and largely 
voiced agreement that the proposed sign code is an improvement to the current adopted Code. 
Further discussion as held on LED signage, transitioning messages, flashing signs, and messages 
with scrolling signs. Commissioner Lanane noted an issue with contradictory language regarding 
sign structures which Mr. Gaster stated he would further clarify in the next version of the proposed 
sign code. 

A brief discussion was held on Court Street construction, the development of La Fiesta as well as 
the development of Panda Express. 

Meeting adjourned at 6:07pm. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

David Bess   
111 S. Capitol Street 

Community Development 
Pekin, Illinois 61554 

dhbess@ci.pekin.il.us 
(309) 478-5356 

 

Zoning Board of Appeals Review Sheet 
May 11, 2022 

 
CASE SU 2021-12 (Revised Plan) 
Navin Dodia is requesting a revision to the site plans for 900 N. 9th Street that were previously approved by 
both the Zoning Board and the City Council for a special use (drive-through). 
 
SUMMARY 
The applicant’s original site plan that was approved included bollards installed on the western side of the drive-
through path to direct traffic to exit the property to the east creating a one-way exit from the drive-through onto 
the public roadway. 
 
The proposed revised plan removes the bollards and repositions do not enter signs that were originally placed at 
the one-way exit to the public roadway to a location near the physical drive-through exit. This change allows 
exit from the drive-through in either direction as opposed to restricting traffic to the eastern exit. 
 
STAFF NOTES 
This change does not appear to conflict with the City’s Code. 
 













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

David Bess   
111 S. Capitol Street 

Community Development 
Pekin, Illinois 61554 

dhbess@ci.pekin.il.us 
(309) 478-5356 

 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals Review Sheet 
May 11, 2022 

 
CASE V 2022-05 
Jacob and Megan Shreffler are requesting a variance for property located at 2423 Tazewell Street to create 
vehicle access to a barn structure using white rock as opposed to concrete. 
  
SUMMARY 
The applicant indicates that the property currently includes a dirt road for access and that a 30 x 40 barn 
structure located behind the residence has no vehicle access at this time. The proposed plan includes the use of a 
concrete approach from the public roadway to the residence (and gate) with white rock used for the additional 
driveway area from the residence (gate) to the barn structure on the north side of the property. This plan also 
includes the future addition of a concrete pad on the south side of the barn structure adjoining the white rock 
driveway. 
 
The applicant notes that the white rock would not be visible from the public roadway as the transition from the 
concrete approach to the white rock would be behind the gate used to enter the side/rear of the residence from 
the driveway. In total, the applicant states that white rock would be used for 198 feet of vehicle access which 
would result in substantial cost savings when compared to the cost of concrete. 
 
STAFF NOTES 
The proposed white rock driveway conflicts with City Code Section 4-3-9-1(2)(c)(5) and Section 4-3-9-1(6) 
requiring the use of concrete, asphalt, or brick pavers for the purpose of parking areas and driveways. The 
proposal also conflicts with 4-3-9-1(2)(c)(7) which precludes new or the expansion of gravel or similar 
materials for driveways and/or other parking areas. 













 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

David Bess   
111 S. Capitol Street 

Community Development 
Pekin, Illinois 61554 

dhbess@ci.pekin.il.us 
(309) 478-5356 

 
 

Zoning Board of Appeals Review Sheet 
May 11, 2022 

 
Updated Sign Ordinance 
Additional updates have been made to the proposed sign ordinance that includes feedback received from this 
board as well as City staff. The redline version of the proposed sign ordinance is included in the agenda packet 
for additional review and comment by the board. 
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 A sign advertising a business, person, activity, goods, products, 
or services not located on the site where the sign is installed, or 
that directs persons to any location not on that site.

On-Premises Sign 
 A sign advertising a business, person, activity, goods, products, 

or services located on the site where the sign is installed, or that 
directs persons to any location not on that site.
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 Unless activity related to the erection, construction, alteration, or relocation of a sign has 
already commenced, all permits for the erection, construction, alteration, or relocation of a 
any sign shall automatically expire on the 181st day after said permit was granted.
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under community standards, appeals to the prurient interest; (2) taken 
as a whole, is a patently offensive depiction or description of sexual 
conduct; and (3) lacks serious literary, artistic, political, or scientific 
value.
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2.1. The light intensity or brightness from any illuminated sign located in a 
district abutting a residential district shall not disrupt the reasonable 
peaceful enjoyment of surrounding properties. Illuminated signs 
visible to adjacent residential properties shall be turned off and not 
operated between the hours of 11:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M.” 
 Off-Premises SignsNon-accessory signs shall not be permitted in any residential 
district unless the sign (1) qualifies as a “Temporary Sign”; (2) does not exceed 
12 square feet in area; and (3) the business, person, activity, goods, 
products, or services to which the sign pertains is located on a lot zoned 
Residential. Off-Premises signs in Residential Zones may be placed (1) in the 
public right-of-way with the permission of the owner of the property abutting 
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such right of way and (2) on private property with the permission of the 
property owner. All Off-Premises Signs placed in a Residential Zone must be 
removed by the person or entity responsible for placement of the sign within 24 
hours after the  business, person, activity, goods, products, or services 
so-advertised cease to be offered at the location stated on the sign.., 
except that non-accessory signs pertaining to garage sale signs are permitted as 
described in this Section, and non-accessory signs pertaining to real estate 
development located within the City and designed to promote the sale of lots or 
homes within a subdivision located within the City may be permitted on a 
temporary basis in
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 Fees.

 Seasonal businesses.

 Portable sign into a permanent sign.

 
 

 

 Portable signs within residential districts.
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Expiration.

Maintenance.

Alterations.

Grandfather clause.
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