
Page 1 of 7 
 

MONROE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 

November 7, 2024 

7:30 p.m. 

 The regular schedule meeting of the Monroe County Planning commission was called to 
order by Chairman Carlyle Mueller.  Member present were James Agne, Tim Berg, Dan Davis, Dave 
Glosecki, Dale Haudrich, Alex Knoll, Jane Kolmer, Robert Schlegel, and Walter Wetzel.  Ex-Officio 
member were George Green and Eric Sutton. 

Carlyle Mueller opened the meeting with a moment of silence for Laurie Brown, a long-time 
Planning Commission member who passed away on July 31, 2024.   

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Carlyle Mueller asked that the minutes be changed on page 4 from grade 
A to Grade 8.  Motion Tim Berg, second Alex Knoll to approve June 27, 2024 minutes with changes.  
Voice vote – all ayes. 

NEW BUSINESS:   

Petition for: Area/Bulk Variance  Current Zoning:  I-1 (Light Industrial) 
Petition by:  SNP Properties, LLC 
6627 State Route 3, Waterloo 
PIN:  10-01-400-007 
Fee:  Paid 

Documents Reviewed: 
 
1.   Letter of Intent:  
      We are seeking a variance from the limit of 150 square feet of sign area detailed 
      in article 40-6-5 Sign Area Allowance. The attached sheet A2.02, illustrates both strict 
      compliance the requested minimum modification to the Sign Area Allowance: 

1.  Requested Variance -Increase allowable sign area to 505 square feet to allow for all John 
Deere required branding signs and Sydenstricker-Nobbe Partners branding. 

2. Strict Compliance -To conform to the strict compliance of the zoning code would only allow 
Sydenstricker - Nobbe Partners with 50 square feet for building mounted signage after 
relocating their current pylon sign to the site. 

Strict compliance with 40-6-5 would only provide enough area for a pylon sign and a wall mounted 
John Deere logo. It would not allow enough area for SN Partners name, logo or specific entrance 
signage. John Deere's Dealer and Visual Identity Guidelines require all facilities to have 
identification representing both the dealer and the John Deere brand. Strict compliance would not 
allow for building mounted identification of the Sydenstricker-Nobbe Partners brand.  

This variance will not alter the essential character of the surrounding area.  All of the building-
mounted signs which will be covered by this variance will be a minimum of 185' from the east 
property line and only occupy 5% of the building's highway frontage elevation.  
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Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions, comments, or necessary clarifications.  

Sincerely, Kevin J. Wade 

2. Health Department:  No comment. 
 

3. Soil and Water Conservation Report: No comment. 
 

4. Effect on Comprehensive Plan: No.   
 

5. Effect proposal would have on health, welfare, safety, morals & comfort of the 
surrounding area: There was some concern among members of the public that the light 
from the increased signage would impact neighboring properties.   
 

6. Effect on schools, streets, shopping, public utilities and adjacent properties 
 

7. Present Use of Property:  Currently has light industrial equipment building under 
construction. 

 
Comments: 
 

Carlyle Mueller turned meeting over to Dan Davis, Land Use Chairman 
 
Dan Davis invited Jeff Matzenbacher, store manager for Syndenstricker-Nobbe to the table to 
explain the variance.   
 
Jeff  Matzenbacher explained that the reason they were requesting a variance for sign square 
footage was because John Deere has signage requirements for an agricultural dealership of their 
size.  John Deere requires the pylon sign out front and the seatbelt sign on the building which 
includes the logo and the dealership name.  For aesthetic purposes, Sydenstricker-Nobbe would 
like to put their logo above the door.  The major reason for the request though is because of John 
Deere signage requirements.  The pylon sign would be moved from the dealership’s current location 
to the new location and would be approximately 185 feet off the road.   
 
Jane Kolmer asked if the 505 square foot variance request included directional signages or was it in 
addition to the variance request.  Jeff responded that the directional signs were included in the total 
requested.  Jeff pointed out that John Deere requires specific sizes for the logos and the seatbelt 
sign. 
 
Eric Sutton pointed out that the sign ordinance currently has a height restriction of 20 feet for free-
standing signs.   Jeff Matzenbacher said that he was almost certain that the pylon sign was taller 
than that.  He thought it was 30 feet.  It was pointed out that the drawing that was submitted 
showed the proposed free-standing sign was going to be 25 feet.    
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Tim Berg asked what the thought process was when they (Sydenstricker-Nobbe) sat down with the 
architect?  He said that this variance request is the third request to vary from the code.  It seems 
like a lot.  You should know what the rules are before you put up a building.   Jeff Matzenbacher said 
that the architect was the same one that put up two other buildings for John Deere.   
 
Connie Vogt, who has property across the road from the dealership, asked if the pylon sign and the 
signs on the building were going to be lit up at night. She also had concerns about the lighting of the 
property in general. If it was going to be lit up for security reasons, she felt that it would affect the 
properties across the road from the dealership.  She wanted the board to take these factors into 
consideration when making their decision. 
 
Jeff Matzenbacher said that the pylon light was going to be internally lit and the signs on the building 
would be backlit.  The lighting of the property would be similar to what they have now at their 
location with streetlights pointing down.   It would not be like the lighting that is currently at the job 
site.  Several members of the board said that the code requires that the lighting cannot shine out 
and Jeff Matzenbacher said that they were aware of this requirement. 
 
Dan Davis asked if anyone had anything else to add or if there were any additional questions from 
the board.  Jane Kolmer asked how does this fit in with the standards for a variance?  She said she 
does not see how this hardship fits when taking into consideration the standards for a variance.  
She read the code.  Carlyle Mueller said that he thought where the hardship came in was trying to 
balance the county ordinance with the requirements that the dealership has for signage.   
 
Dan Davis added that in addition to the square footage for the signage there would need to be a 
variance for the sign height.  Is that something that you are asking for tonight?  Jeff Matzenbacher 
said the minimum requirement for the height is 30 feet, but 25-foot signs are available on approval 
from John Deere.  Dan Davis said that if the county grants a variance on the signage, that John Deere 
could give on the height and allow the 25-foot pylon sign.  Jeff Matzenbacher said that in his opinion 
that would make sense. 
 
Alex Knoll commented that the seatbelt sign was required by John Deere, but the other sign (SNP 
Logo) is not required, correct?  Jeff Matzenbacher said that was correct, it was kind of a vanity sign.  
Alex Knoll replied that since they were requesting quite a bit over the allowed signage that possibly 
you could move the seatbelt sign to the center and not have the vanity sign.  Jeff Matzenbacher 
replied that it was required by John Deere to have the seatbelt sign off-center and they thought the 
logo sign dressed up the building.  Tim Berg commented that it could create problems going forward 
when setting this precedent.  Jane Kolmer commented that it was 350% over the allowed signage.  It 
is a big overage.  She also asked if they knew what the lumens would be for the seatbelt sign 
because it could be a lot of light.  Jeff Matzenbacher said that he knew that all of the lumens were 
calculated for the building so every light should have a calculation on how many lumens. 
 
Dan Davis asked the board if they wanted to lower the height on the pylon sign, allow the seatbelt 
sign and to not allow the vanity sign.  Several board members felt that it was a large variance.  Dan 
also stated that maybe the street graphic code is too restrictive for commercial signs.  Jeff 
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Matzenbacher said that the size of the building and as far back from the road they are that they 
needed the increase in signage to broadcast who they were.  Jane Kolmer said that the pylon sign is 
your identifier and would be enough to let people know who they were.   
 
There was discussion about how much of a variance they should allow.  Jeff Matzenbacher said if 
they had to eliminate one it would be the SNP sign and keep the pylon sign.  George Green asked if 
there was a requirement that signs be illuminated after certain hours.  Jeff stated that there is a 
specification of how they are illuminated.  George asked if they could be turned off at night and just 
have security lights on at night.  There was discussion among the board and Jeff over what would be 
the best way to illuminate, and which signs should be illuminated after hours.  Also, what the height 
of the pylon sign would be.  Eric Sutton said the code says 20 feet.   The drawing that was submitted 
said the sign height would be 25 feet.  He thought that the height needed to be stated.   
 
There was a long discussion about how to dim lighting on building.  Carlyle Mueller read the code 
40-6-7 Illumination.  Dave Glosecki read 40-6-7 (D) of the code.    
 
Dale Haudrich said that he thought asking them to turn off lights completely was asking a lot.  There 
was a discussion about how to best address this.  Thought that it was hardship. There was concern 
from several board members about how far the LED lighting would be projected.  Jeff Matzenbacher 
said that the building was 200 feet off the road with an additional 50 feet to the houses across the 
road.  He didn’t think that it would be an issue for neighbors.  Connie Vogt said that he should 
remember that there is going to be a whole parking lot full of security lights, too.   There was more 
discussion about lighting.  Eric Sutton said that the plan does not show lights on parking lot, but it 
did show wall packs on the building.  Alex Knoll said that wall packs project out.  Eric Sutton said 
that they could be shielded. 
 
Jane Kolmer felt the committee should ask for some sort of compromise since there is a standard 
for a variance.  It might be a good compromise to tell them to turn them off at night.  They could 
come back if it creates a problem for them.   
 
Motion by Dan Davis, second Robert Schlegel to recommend approving the requested square 
footage of 505 square feet, that the pylon sign cannot be higher than 25 feet, and that the signs 
mounted on the building will be turned off after business hours.  10 - aye 0 – Nay  By roll call vote.  
Motion passed. 
 

 
 

 
Petition for: Buffer Area Variance Current Zoning: Light Industrial   
Petition by: SNP Properties, LLC 
Located at: 6627 State Route 3, Waterloo. IL  
PIN: 10-01-400-007  
Fee: n/a 
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Documents Reviewed: 

40-2-67 (D) Buffer Areas: A 10' wide planting screen, consisting of suitable shrubbery and 
trees, shall be planted wherever an industrial use abuts any other district. Such screen shall 
consist of shrubbery and trees at least 5' in height when planted and shall be maintained at not 
less than 20' in height when full grown or as reviewed by the administrator and approved by the 
Land Use Committee. The planting screen must be planted no later than 30 days after completion 
of primary structure. 

 
Notes from Zoning Administrator: 
 
I have had a conversation with Kenny Hartmann. He says he understands the screening but 
doesn't want trees on the line or tall trees. He doesn't want them shading his field and/or 
sucking up all the moisture. He would prefer not to have them along the north line along the 25' 
wide strip. He would like a screening along the west line in case that in the future that parcel 
would be developed. 

 
Carlyle Mueller, Dan Davis, & I met with the architect previously to have a preliminary 
evaluation. We did not think there needed to be a screening along the north line. It is a 25' 
wide strip of A2 and on the other side is Mil & Wl1. We asked for a screening on the west side 
of property not to be on the line, but to still screen the building and lot from the potential 
future home lots. 

 
Chris Voelker 

 
 

Dan Davis, Land Use Chairman opened the meeting explaining what the proposed buffer area 
would look like.  The request is a buffer to the east side and no buffer on the north at the request of 
an adjacent landowner who doesn’t want trees on his property.    The other area is the north 
roadway is zoned agricultural, but the adjacent property is within Waterloo city limits and is zoned 
Light Industrial.  Sydenstricker-Nobbe is asking the that the northern screening not be required and 
approve the west screening be moved closer into the property off of the line. 

Comments: 

Jeff Matzenbacher asked that if they plant the trees and some of them die – would they need to 
replace them.  Committee stated that yes – they would need to be replace. 

There was more discussion about lighting and how it affects the neighbors.  Would the screening 
help with that.  Jeff Matzenbacher said that the lighting that is currently on the property is for 
security and when project was completed lighting would comply, but he also said that a 20-foot-tall 
tree was not going to block lighting from a 50-foot-tall building.   
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Eric Sutton said that the buffer is required on the west side and also the 25-foot section on the 
north side of the property, but this is what they are proposing for a buffer area – just the west side.   

Carlyle Mueller stated that when an Industrial zone is adjacent to an agricultural zone that a buffer 
is required.  In this case a 25-foot strip along the north side of the property. 

There was discussion about the extent of the buffer area on the west side.  Some of the committee 
felt like it should extend further down to the south.  Jeff Matzenbacher asked about the septic.  
Extending the tree line could get into the septic field.  How close can you get to the sand filter with 
the buffer area?  More discussion about the placement of the buffer area and possibly moving it at a 
diagonal away from the sand filter but extending it further.  Some of the committee said that the 
screen should be 20 feet off the line.  Tim Berg said that it was poor planning for not having a lot size 
for what you need.   

There was a discussion about what was discussed with Kenny Hartman and how close did he want 
the trees to be to his property.  It was stated that Kenny Hartman did not want the trees on the 
property line.  Jeff said that was probably more for not shadowing the crops and not leaching water 
from the crops. 

The committee discussed where the best place would be for the buffer area on the west side.  Jeff 
Matzenbacher showed where the sand filter was on the buffer area plan.   

Carlyle Mueller said that he would never be in favor of a row of trees that got closer than 20 or 25 
feet to the property line.  There could be problems with a buffer area closer than that.  Tree could 
potentially fall on neighbor’s house.  His opinion on the north side would be no trees since the 25-
foot strip separates two I-1 districts.  According to the Zoning Code decisions are made on a case-
by-case basis.  You can’t say that this is a precedence.   

There was discussion about the north buffer area.  After much discussion about whether a 
relaxation of the buffer area would constitute a variance or just an approval of the buffer area, it 
was brought to a vote. 

Motion by Dan Davis, second Tim Berg to recommend that the variance be granted that the property 
owners will not be required to plant trees along the north property line.  All aye by roll call vote. 
Motion passed.   

Jeff Matzenbacher asked what would happen along the west line.  He was told Sydenstricker – 
Nobbe would need to contact Chris Voelker, Zoning Administrator. 

Nominating Committee - Jim Agne & Karin Callis were appointed 

Treasurer’s Report – none 

Zoning Officer’s report – Handed out to committee.  (see attached information) 

Road Report – none 

Commissioner’s Report – George Green said that they are working to finalize the budget. 

Comprehensive Plan Committee – The November 13th meeting was cancelled.  They are trying to 
determine the date in December.   
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Policy Review – No report 

Economic Development – Dan Davis report that they had their annual meeting.  It was well 
attended.     

Motion to adjourn by Jim Agne, second Tim Berg – all aye  

 

 

Next meeting December 5, 2024 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 


