
Observer Report

Date: 11/22/2021

Media coverage? Not sure

Was there a quorum? Yes

Number of attendees Some (6-10)

Was the agenda posted in
advance? Yes it was

Sufficient time for public
comments? Yes

Topics of Note/Interesting Topic

Public Comment: Joan Sandrik (resident, and member of BFPC -
Board of Fire and Police Commissioners; a Board of five members
total) spoke to address a matter from the previous City Council
meeting. Namely, Ms. Sandrik was responding to the discussion from
11/15/21 at the COW (Item: Discussion of a Draft Ordinance ...
Amending Article 4, Chapter 4 of the Municipal Code Regarding
Maximum Age Limitation for Entry Level Police Officer Applicants and
Lateral Hire Police Officer Applicants.). She expressed frustration with
the City Council "blindsiding" the Board and "throwing us under the
bus" at the COW. She recounted the dates and details of past BFPC
meetings and email exchanges on this issue, noting that all of the
Board's agendas and meeting minutes were public record and freely
available to the Mayor and all members of City Council. She felt that
the City did the BFPC "a big disservice last week" by suggesting that
they acted inappropriately by involving attorney Michael Jurusik in the
matter. She noted that if the city had a problem with the expense of
having the attorney present at the BFPC meeting on September 2nd,
they could have spoken up. "If you weren't paying attention, shame on
you."



Topics of Note//Interesting Topic

Controversy regarding permit parking on 3rd street (Agenda item
3(A)1B). A full hour was devoted to this issue, with public comments by
both sides of the conflict, and debate among City Council members.
Two residents of 3rd street in attendance gave public comments. Vive
business owners also provided comments. Alderman Melidosian
supported the homeowners' complaints about the city granting
exclusive commercial use to public property (5 spots abutting the Vive
business -- ordinance allows lease of these spots to the business for
their exclusive use). They object to City police officers visiting their
homes asking them to move their cars off of "private property," as they
feel those are public spaces. Council discussion suggests mixed advice
from city attorneys over the years regarding whether these spots are an
accessory to the business property. There were exchanges between
Alderman Moran and Melidosian on these issues. Items split by vote --
ordinances proposed in A and C (3 hour zone and snowfall) were
separated from the business permit parking ordinance in agenda items
3(A)1B. Division supported by Harrington, Melidosian, Biagi, and
Joyce. A and C passed 7/0. B passed 5/2, with Melidosian and Biagi
voting against. This was a first reading. It will be back before the
Council in 2 weeks.

Topics of Note/Interesting Topic

4(A)1: Lengthy discussion about the proposed levy (2021 Property Tax
Levy Ordinance). Alderman Moran argues in favor of keeping the levy
flat, bringing up concerns over city absorbing library's increase.
Alderman Biagi expressed a counterview and explained his reasoning.
Motion to amend to net zero passed 5/2, with Biagi and Harrington
voting no. City Finance Director explained that the financial impact of
covid locally reflected more money into the local economy, due to the
real estate boom and much of the populace working from home and
buying more locally. The Finance Director stated we might have
received an injection from covid, financially.

Topics of Note/Interesting Topic

Outdoor Dining Program Regulations for 2022
(Agenda item VI. Procedures & Regs, A2)

Alderperson Harmony Harrington and the new CP&D Director, Drew
Awsumb, led a discussion with Council members about outdoor dining
in Park Ridge. The CPD Director explained that PR's outdoor dining
decisions have been shaped by covid-related state/city policy changes
(2021 legislative action), as well as existing building/zoning codes
govern outdoor dining decisions: Outdoor Cafe Licenses, Liquor
Licenses, General Building Codes & Permitting, & Zoning Code.
Through those existing policies, restaurants apply for site plan review
for things involving electric generations, temporary structures, etc.



A lot of decisions can be made at the staff level, with final approvals  at
the discretion of the City Manager (input from Dept of Public Works,
Public Safety, etc.).  The Council discussed the possibility of creating
more formalized review criteria for evaluation of proposed changes
moving forward.

This was one of 6 decision points that the CPD Director asked Council
to weigh in on. Council's thoughts summarized below.

1.  Fee Structure.  As we move past covid, there was consensus for the
need to create a fee structure for business use of public property, etc.
This would be for consideration for spring/summer 2022.

2.  Creation of differentiation between sidewalks and streets.  Right
now, there is a great deal of variability in how restaurants are using
public space.  Some use only the sidewalk, others extend into the
street, parkway, public right-of-way, and other public property.  Staff will
consider how the city might establish more clearly defined boundaries
to apply to evaluation criteria and fees.

3.  Establishment of Review Criteria.  Discussed the need to develop
more formal criteria (with a scoring system) to evaluate the viability of
outdoor dining proposals  (e.g., take into account sidewalk width,
average daily traffic on the street in question, traffic speed, etc.).

4.  Establishment of a Steering Committee.  Discussion of some of the
pros/cons of having a steering committee to review applications and
make recommendations to the City Manager.  The Mayor and several
council members weighed in on the need to have diverse stakeholders
involved.

5.  Permanent infrastructure improvements.  Longer-term, the City
plans to give more consideration to potential changes such as
multi-use shared outdoor dining plazas,  open-air markets,etc.

6.  Economic and Business Development Programming.  Longer-term,
City can consider additional assistance/development programs for
non-restaurant businesses, looking at case studies from other Chicago
region cities.

Any topics relevant to LWVPR
positions?



Were members civil to each
other and the public? Yes

If no, explain: There were a few somewhat tense exchanges / irritation, but civil.

Facilities (select any deficits)

Officials attentive and alert? Yes

Adequate discussion of issues?

Any other observations about
the meeting?

6(B)2: Outdoor dining discussion begins at 9:10pm. Director presented
slides. Six potential decision points raised to gauge Council interest in
having staff pursue further: fees for use of public property,
differentiation between sidewalk/street, establishment of review criteria,
steering committee for biz/stakeholder input, permit/infrastructure
improvements, and economic and business development
programming. These issues will continue to be discussion issues at
future meetings throughout the winter....focusing on policies for 2022 at
this point, to prepare for the Spring/Summer season.

Meeting Adjourned 9:53

Was the agenda followed as it
was published? Yes

If agenda was not followed as it
was published, describe why:


