VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION MEETING
2121 Lake Street, Hanover Park, IL
Municipal Building, Room 214
Thursday, April 14, 2022
7:00 pm

AGENDA
1.

CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL

2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3.

ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA

4.

PRESENTATIONS/REPORTS: None.

5.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
5-a. Minutes of January 13, 2022 Regular Meeting
5-b. Minutes of January 24, 2022 Workshop – Village Center Zoning
5-c. Minutes of January 24, 2022 Special Meeting – Synergy Concept Plan
5-d. Minutes of January 27, 2022 Workshop – Village Center Zoning

6.

ACTION ITEMS:
6-a. Concept Plan for NWC of Lake Street and Church Street – Multi-Family
Residential

7.

TOWNHALL SESSION: Persons wishing to address the public body must
register prior to Call to Order. Public comment is limited to 5 minutes per
speaker.

8.

OLD BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

9.

NEW BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

10. ADJOURNMENT:

VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION – REGULAR MEETING
Village Hall, Room 214
Hanover Park IL
Thursday, January 13, 2022
7:02 pm
MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL
Vice Chair Watkins called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm
PRESENT:

Commissioners:

Vice Chair Watkins, Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Neil, Pazon,
Vargas
ABSENT:
Commissioners:
Chair Serauskas, Palazzo
ALSO PRESENT:
Director Govind, Planner Rasmussen, Associate Planner Schwartz,
Admin. Sjodin, Mark Leyden, Tim Shoemaker, Ryan Howard
Quorum Established
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA
Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and second by Commissioner Neil to accept the Agenda.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Neil, Pazon, Vargas
None
Serauskas, Palazzo

4. PRESENTATIONS/REPORTS: None
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
5-a. Minutes of December 6, 2021 Workshop– Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and second by
Commissioner Vargas to approve the minutes
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Neil, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins
None

ABSENT:
Serauskas, Palazzo
ABSTENTION: None
Motion carried.
5-b. Minutes of December 9, 2021 Regular Meeting - Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and
second by Commissioner Neil to approve the minutes
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTION:
Motion carried.

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Neil, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins
None
Serauskas, Palazzo
None

6. ACTION ITEMS:
6-a. Public Hearing to consider a request for a Special Use for Automobile Service Station
(“gas station”), per sec. 110-5.9.3.c., including a third sign on the canopy, a variation from 1106.2.2.a(4) to increase driveway width for the entrance along Ontarioville Road and along Lake
Street and to rescind Ord. O-97-07 approving the Final Planned Unit Development Plan,
Ordinance O-97-08 approving the Special Use for an Automotive Service Station and Car
Wash, and O-97-09, approving variations to allow an increase in driveway width for the property
commonly known as the Northwest Corner of Lake Street and Ontarioville Road, Hanover Park,
Illinois (Shell Oil); all passed and approved on February 20, 1997, and subsequent amendments
thereof for the property located at 1525 Lake Street.
Motion to open the Public Hearing made by Commissioner Alvarez, seconded by Commissioner
Clark.
The applicants from TrueNorth (Mark Leyden, Tim Shoemaker and Ryan Howard) were sworn
in.
Mr. Leyden is the President & CEO of TrueNorth. He stated that they are a family owned and
operated company that has been in business 103 years and currently has 166 stores in Ohio,
Michigan, Illinois, and Wisconsin. They have 110 locations that have been in operation over 13
years. He commented that the Hanover Park location is tired looking and proposes that it needs
to be cleaned up and updated in order to blend in with the community better.
Mr. Shoemaker displayed renderings of the project, which will look similar to a project in Bartlett.
He stated the following regarding the project:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the trees along Lake Street will be saved and more landscaping will be added
there will be a single row of fuel pumps
the stormwater detention area will be cleaned up and junk trees and shrubs will be
removed and replaced with more manicured landscaping.
the building will be 4-side architecture will all natural materials and will have an enclosed
video gaming area inside
the outside trash area will be enclosed
the existing fuel tanks and pumps will be replaced with more updated ones
the Lake Street curb cut will be moved a little north so that trucks can enter more easily
there will not be an entrance from Barrington Road
Since the turning radius is small, they are not trying to attract the large truck/trailers
They reviewed truck turning radii for fire apparatus and diesel fueling trucks.
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Mr. Shoemaker also commented that they are requesting the foundation landscaping
requirements be reduced because it is difficult to get plants to grow in planters along the front
of the building and people tend to use them as ashtrays and garbage receptacles.
Mr. Brian Bondi, whose mother lives (7N708 Barrington Road) behind the current facility, was
sworn in. He stated that his mother, Christine, has lived there for 45 years and had previously
petitioned for the current wall that exists there, and would now like that wall extended toward the
new detention area in order to block additional noise, light and garbage. She would like the
newer wall built higher than the current one. She also said people tend to walk through the gas
station area and the wall as a cut-through into the neighborhood, and with video gaming being
added, she is concerned it will most likely increase. There should be a dedicated pathway
created.
Mr. Shoemaker suggested that a fence would be better than a wall and that additional
landscaping could be added. He felt that a fence is less impersonal than a masonry wall. He
also stated that new LED lights will be added which will not have as much light pollution onto
adjacent properties.
Commissioner Vargas stated that we want to protect the residents from any negative impacts. A
fence may not be the best option; an extended wall may be more appropriate.
Mr. Shoemaker stated that normally board-on-board fencing is used, along with additional
landscaping.
Mr. Howard suggested that SimTek fencing is used; which is a simulated masonry. This would
be similar material to the existing sound wall along Lake Street. He also suggested that the fence
should be staggered from the wall. The path would become a designated walkway. He also
commented that regular planters for the front of the building would be better than the planter
boxes since people usually throw cigarette butts in the boxes.
Director Govind suggested that maybe additional landscaping along the proposed simtek wall in
lieu of the planters would work. A new landscape plan would be required before going before the
Board. Also, the maximum height for a wall is 6 feet.
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION:
Chair Watkins asked the petitioner to walk through the lighting plan. The petitioner stated that
they will be utilizing LED lights and the nearest light will be setback 25’, so the photometric plans
show 0 foot-candles at the property line.
Commissioner Fortney commented that he thinks the walkway should be concrete with
landscaping on both sides of the fence. Also, the fence should extend to the corner where the
four new parking spaces are to be.
Commissioner Alvarez, Vargas, Pazon and Neil all agreed.
Commissioner Clark said he generally agrees. He also stated that the fence should be extended
far enough to encourage people to use the walkway.
Commissioners and residents agreed on the use of SimTek, or similar, material for fence,
instead of continuing the CMU wall.
Planner Rasmussen presented the new recommendation.
Commissioner Neil made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact, seconded by
Commissioner Alvarez.
Voice Vote: All Ayes.
Motion carried.
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Commissioner Alvarez made a motion to approve the Special Use, seconded by
Commissioner Neil.
Voice Vote: All Ayes
Motion carried.
Commissioner Alvarez made a motion to close the Public Hearing, seconded by
Commissioner Clark.
Voice Vote: All Ayes.
Motion carried.
6-b. Public Hearing to consider a request for a Special Use for Drive Through, per sec. 1105.9.3.i. for Chase Bank located at 1640 Irving Park Road.
Planner Rasmussen gave a PowerPoint presentation of the project.
The applicants, Jon Krissoff from Chase Bank and Amy Ferguson from TAP architects, were
sworn in.
Mr. Krissoff is the Marketing Director for Chase. He noted that the building will be shifted
southeast away from the West View Plaza driveway. The current building has structural issues
due to poor soil. They would like to fix the problems and bring the building up to date and refresh
the Chase brand.
COMMISSIONER DISCUSSION
Commissioner Vargas was concerned about how close the existing “right-in” entrance is to Irving
Park Road and asked if a new entrance further north was going to be made. Ms. Ferguson
commented that to date there have not been any issues and the entrance has been convenient
to bank customers. Mr. Krissoff commented that the proposed curb cut lines up with the drive
aisle and that moving the curb cut north would create a zig zag traffic pattern within the parking
lot.
Commissioner Clark asked if changing the parking spaces to 90-degree vs. diagonal pull ins
would create any problems. Ms. Ferguson commented that the proposed parking design allows
for more stacking spaces in the aisle and removes the conflict of the customers in the handicap
spaces backing out of the spaces tying up the drive aisle.
Commissioner Vargas asked about the cross-access to the dental building.
The owner of the adjacent dental office, Amer Mustafa, was sworn in.
Mr. Mustafa commented that he supports the redevelopment of the bank and believes it will be
an improvement to the area. He noted that the current driveway is made of caissons and beams,
and his only concern is the use of heavy construction equipment in the access area. Mr. Krissoff
stated that any construction equipment will avoid using the dental building parking lot.
Director Govind inquired if the monument sign on Barrington Road was still necessary?
Applicant stated that they do still need that signage.
There were no further questions from the Commission.
Commissioner Alvarez made a motion to close the Public Hearing, seconded by
Commissioner Clark.
Voice Vote: All Ayes.
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Motion carried.
A motion to approve the Findings of Fact was made by Commissioner Alvarez, seconded
by Commissioner Neil.
Voice Vote: All Ayes.
Motion carried.
A motion to approve the Special Use was made by Commission Alvarez, seconded by
Commissioner Clark.
Voice Vote: All Ayes
Motion carried.
7.

TOWNHALL SESSION: None

8.

OLD BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

9.

NEW BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

10.

ADJOURNMENT:
Motion by Commissioner Clark and seconded by Commissioner Vargas to adjourn the meeting.
Roll Call:
AYES:
Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Neil, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins
NAYS:
None
ABSENT:
Serauskas, Palazzo
ABSTENTION:
None
Motion carried: Meeting adjourned at 8:36 pm

Transcribed by:

Kathy Sjodin
Administrative Assistant
January 13, 2022

Patrick Watkins
Chair Pro-tem
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VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION - WORKSHOP
Village Hall, Room 214
Hanover Park IL
Monday, January 24, 2022
6:00 pm
MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL
Chair Serauskas called the meeting to order at 6:11 pm
PRESENT:

Commissioners:

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and
Chair Serauskas

ABSENT:

Commissioners:

Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo, and Pazon

ALSO PRESENT:

Director Govind, Planner Rasmussen, Associate Planner
Schwartz, Admin. Sjodin,

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA
Motion by Commissioner Fortney and second by Commissioner Vargas to accept the
Agenda.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTION:
Motion carried.

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and Chair
Serauskas
None
Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo and Pazon
None

4. DISCUSSION TOPIC: Village Center Zoning
Director Govind provided a recap of the December 6, 2021 Development Commission
meeting. There will be six items that the Commission were going to focus on:

1.

Master Planned Development Process: When is a Master Planned
Development (MPD) required?
a.

Should it be regulated by a minimum site size of three acres or
more? OR

b.

Should the regulating plan (map) control where MPDs are required?

2.

Building Height: The draft code has a proposed height of 5.5 stories in the
Village Center – Mixed Use core. During the development of the original TOD
plan, there were discussions about building heights of 9-13 stories. Would the
commission be comfortable with heights in excess of 5.5 stories?

3.

Drive-Throughs: Currently, drive-throughs are not permitted in the proposed
code. Should they be allowed at the periphery of the Village center zoning
district?

4.

Building Materials: The Commission was to look at the major materials being
allowed and consider the minimum percentage of major materials required
(currently set at 70% but could be 60-65% for about 2/3rds of the
facades). Should we allow concrete masonry units (CMU)?

5.

Parking: There was quite a bit of discussion regarding parking standards in the
new Village Center. Is the Commission comfortable with the parking standards
outlined in the draft code?

6.

Approval Process: The draft code states that there is a pre-application
meeting, staff review, Development Commission review and recommendation
and Village Administrator approval.
a.

Is the Commission comfortable with the Village Administrator approving
MPDs or should the Village Board be the group approving them?

b.

There is a provision for minor exceptions to be approved by the Zoning
Administrator and Design Exceptions to be reviewed by the Development
Commission with approval by the Village Board. Is the Commission
comfortable with allowing staff to approve minor exceptions?

Director Govind commented that some projects work well in one type of community, but not in
another. Project costs may be the same but the return on investment could be different if the
developer can’t get the rents or prices that they need to make the project financially feasible.
Taxes are also a factor, she noted that we cannot control tax rates and we often find ourselves
“in the shadows” of Schaumburg and Bloomingdale.
Director Govind presented a PowerPoint to show examples of TODs in other communities,
which included the number of units, acreage, parking spaces and density. Communities
included Barrington, Bartlett, Elmhurst, Villa Park, Itasca, Lisle and Glen Ellyn.
Commissioner Vargas asked if there is parking under a building (podium parking) if that level is
counted toward the number of stories for the building. Director Govind responded that it does
count.
Vice Chair Watkins commented that family size has decreased during the last decade, so the
demand for larger single-family homes has also decreased.

Chair Serauskas pointed to downtown Wheaton as having a number of stores that close
because they do not have enough parking. He likes Bartlett’s downtown area because of the
abundance of parking.
Director Govind noted that in Elmhurst, there is no parking requirement for commercial
businesses as there are several public parking lots and structures. Hanover Park will look at the
amount of parking needed for the downtown area. Potential businesses look at density and the
number of rooftops in a community before deciding to open a business there. She also
commented that there are examples of developments built next to single family neighborhoods.
Chair Serauskas commented that many examples shown were in Elmhurst, but we are not
anything like Elmhurst in Hanover Park. He commented that decisions should not be rushed and
feels the Commission will need to have another workshop to continue the discussion. There are
six items to make decisions on.
Director Govind explained the process and the need to move forward.
It was decided to continue the workshop on Thursday, January 27, 2022 at 6:00 pm at Village
Hall, Room 212.
There were no additional questions by commission members.
5.

ADJOURNMENT:
Motion by Commissioner Clark and second by Commissioner Vargas to adjourn the
meeting
Roll Call:
AYES:

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and Chair
Serauskas
NAYS:
None
ABSENT:
Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo and Pazon
ABSTENTION:
None
Motion carried: Meeting adjourned at 6:58 pm
Transcribed by:

Kathy Sjodin
Administrative Assistant
January 24, 2022

Joseph Serauskas
Chair

VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION – Special Meeting
Village Hall, Room 214
Hanover Park IL
Monday, January 24, 2022
7:00 pm
MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL
Chair Serauskas called the meeting to order at 7:09 pm
PRESENT:

Commissioners:

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and
Chair Serauskas

ABSENT:

Commissioners:

Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo, and Pazon

ALSO PRESENT:

Director Govind, Planner Rasmussen, Associate Planner
Schwartz, Admin. Sjodin, Phil Domenico and Rick Elhert
(Synergy Construction Group)

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA
Motion by Vice Chair Watkins and second by Commissioner Clark to accept the Agenda.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and Chair
Serauskas
None
Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo and Pazon

4. DISCUSSION TOPIC: Revised Concept Plan for NWC of Lake Street & Church Street –
Multi-Family Residential
Planner Rasmussen reviewed the original proposal and introduced the revised concept
plan, which the applicant provided after the Development Commission’s feedback.

The revised plans include:
Building height: 5 stories + 1 story podium parking (similar to the original proposal)
Unit Count: 300 units. Units will be a mix of studio, 1 bedroom and 2 bedrooms (similar
to the original proposal)
Parking spaces: 447 spaces. This is an increase of about 57 spaces
Parking ratio: 1.5 spaces per unit. The initial plans called for roughly 1.3 spaces/unit
Density: 32.7 units per acre (similar to the original proposal)
Mr. Domenico displayed the new concept plan drawing. He stated there is plenty of
stormwater detention with the Park District’s land being used. Civil engineers advised
that they will need to excavate deeper to meet detention requirements. Overall, the
project will improve storm water runoff for the surrounding area.
Mr. Domenico has confidence the project will be a success for Hanover Park and looks
forward to moving to the next step. Director Govind asked the Commission for feedback.
Some of the questions and concerns of the Commissioners included:
• Is there is a possibility that the number of bedrooms will change, like a den
turned into a bedroom?
• One entrance to the project does not seem to be enough - Lake Street access is
needed, although it is not a safe option
• Residents will not want a deeper detention pond
• Is the community amenity limited to only a dog park?
• Are the Fire and Police departments comfortable with only one entrance?
• Some of the single-family residences will be only 75 feet from the proposed
building, and at future Public Hearing(s), they may be very opposed to a 6-story
building right outside their doors.
• Will there be charging stations for electric vehicles?
• Will there be a charge for parking for the residents?
• Can the project be reduced to only 4 stories plus podium parking and still be
profitable for the developer? Or reduce the height of the buildings that back up
against the single-family homes (make them one story lower) while keeping the
buildings that back to the detention and dog park taller?
• Who will maintain the dog park and detention area?
Mr. Domenico addressed some of the issues as follows:
• None of the units will have dens, so extra bedrooms will not be created. He
stated that market analysis dictates what they will build, and that studios in the
Winfield project sold very quickly. One parking space per bedroom has worked
well.
• Bob O’Brien at the Hanover Park Park District has been very cooperative
regarding the detention and dog park area
• Conversations with Symphony regarding cross-access are still very preliminary;
their driveway would give more access for the fire and police department
• There are many examples of successful projects with only one entrance/exit
• If being close to the existing single-family homes is an issue, they could build
230-240 “walk-ups” which are similar to townhomes, however, he thought
Hanover Park wanted more density.
• If only 4 stories were built, the goal would be 240 units for the project

•

Related to electric vehicles, Mr. Domenico stated that they have two charging
spaces in their Winfield project and they could add some spaces in the parking
garage.

Director Govind commented that previously, IDOT has not allowed a curb cut on Lake
Street. Staff had asked Synergy what the project will be bringing to the community/what
type of amenities. This project proposed a dog park or some other public amenity. She
also noted that a fence and additional landscaping may be needed if the detention is
more than 2 feet deep.
Director Govind suggested the possibility of flipping the L-shaped design so that the
longer leg is closest to Lake Street, which would give more privacy to the pool area and
enclose it more. She also noted that residents however, may not want to be closer to
Lake Street for the noise issue. Also, most of the buildings back to the detention area
and the dog park area as it is, so leaving the buildings the way they are would be fine.
Several Commissioners liked the idea of flipping the “L.” Vice Chair Watkins preferred
the idea of flipping the buildings so that the building wall is created along Lake Street.
This would also take some of the bulk of the development away from the single family
residential to the north. He indicated that he is not concerned with the height of the
development wanted to encourage density in the development.
Director Govind also commented that a nice entrance to the main buildings would give a
sense of entry. More enclosed parking would reduce surface parking and provide more
greenspace.
Mr. Domenico commented that landscaping will provide adequate privacy for the pool
and clubhouse area, but flipping the building is still a possibility. He also noted that they
could reduce the building height to 4 stories + 1 podium parking, which would reduce the
number of units to 240 from 300. He hopes to have an agreement with Symphony on
cross access at least for fire and police vehicles.
There were no additional questions by commission members.
5.

ADJOURNMENT:
Motion by Commissioner Clark and second by Commissioner Vargas to adjourn the
meeting
Roll Call:
AYES:

Clark, Fortney, Vargas, Vice Chair Watkins, and Chair
Serauskas
NAYS:
None
ABSENT:
Alvarez, Neil, Palazzo and Pazon
Motion carried: Meeting adjourned at 8:43 pm
Transcribed by:

Kathy Sjodin
Administrative Assistant
January 24, 2022

Joseph Serauskas
Chair

VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION - WORKSHOP
Village Hall, Room 214
Hanover Park IL
Thursday, January 27, 2022
6:00 pm
MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL
Chair Serauskas called the meeting to order at 6:00 pm
PRESENT:

Commissioners:

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas,
Vice Chair Watkins, and Chair Serauskas

ABSENT:

Commissioners:

Neil

ALSO PRESENT:

Director Govind, Associate Planner Schwartz, Trustee Hussaini,
Admin. Sjodin

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.
3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA
Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and second by Commissioner Clark to accept the
Agenda.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTION:
Motion carried.

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Vice
Chair Watkins, and Chair Serauskas
None
Neil
None

4. DISCUSSION TOPIC: Village Center Zoning
Director Govind recapped the six items that the Commission were going to focus on:

1. Master Planned Development Process
2. Building Height
3. Drive-Throughs
4. Building Materials
5. Parking
6. Approval Process
7.
Director Govind clarified a few points that were unclear to some Commissioners:
•
•
•

The Village does not own all the Village Center. A map that shows proposed boundaries
was included in the packet from the December Development Commission meeting.
The proposed code for the Village Center is separate from the rest of the Village
The proposed code does allow for mixed-use

Vice Chair Watkins arrived for the meeting at 6:07 pm.
Director Govind commented that building a model of a proposed project is not practical as this is
not a development proposal. She presented examples of similar projects that have been
constructed in other communities, including Elmhurst, Villa Park, Bartlett, Itasca, Lisle and Glen
Ellyn. She also noted that our proposed code specifies what type of building materials may be
used, and the specific amounts of glass metal and other materials that may be used.
The Commissioners discussed each of the six issues:
Master Plan Development – MPDs are intended to require larger parcels to provide a system
of blocks and open space; complete streets including streetscape, pedestrian-ways, and bicycle
access; and a mix of building types and uses within new, walkable neighborhoods. Should an
MPD be regulated by a minimum side site of 3+ acres or should the regulating plan (map)
control where MPDs are required?
Majority vote: A developer should be required to submit an MPD if the site is over 3 acres in
size. Concept plan would be brought to the Development Commission, after staff approval.
Building Height – currently only 5.5 stories allowed. Anything more must be approved.
• A Commissioner commented that having more than 4 stories will result in greater
density, and parking will be a problem. He also commented that couples normally have
two cars, so 1.5 spaces would not be enough. He felt that buildings that are too large
and too dense will be very overwhelming. He would also like to have an artist rendering
of any plans if a scale model is not possible.
• Another Commissioner commented that the focus should be on aesthetics with the
height of the buildings, not the number of parking spaces, and noted that taller ceilings
are very desirable by consumers. He stated that developers can propose any height they
would like, but the plans would still need to be approved.
• One Commissioner wanted to make 4.5 stories the limit, but still allow taller buildings
proposals to be submitted.
• Commissioners did not feel an actual scale model would be necessary or even possible
since we do not know what the future will look like. A model may cause people to think
the development will become what is seen in the model, even though the model is just to
show what an area could look like.
Majority vote: Allow 5.5 stories, but projects with higher buildings can still apply with a concept
plan to be reviewed.
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Director Govind commented that RTA and CMAP studies have been done that have
demonstrated that higher density does not always mean more parking is necessary. She also
stated that while developing regulations it needs to be considered that these have to make
financial sense for developers in order for a successful development to come to fruition. The
Village Center is in a TIF district, which allows the Village to consider providing potential
financial assistance, if they meet the criteria. There are only 12 years left in the TIF. She also
noted that our building code requirements change if a building is taller than 4 or 5 stories –
construction materials change and are more expensive.
Drive-Throughs – Currently, drive-throughs are not permitted in the proposed Village Center
code. They could be allowed as a Special Use and limit their use to services such as banks, dry
cleaners and drug stores.
Commissioners commented that as long as they do not block the road or access to an entrance,
are located in the rear and that there is a limited number of them, they should be allowed.
One Commissioner is against allowing them.
Majority vote: Allow drive-throughs as a Special Use only in specific locations.
Building Materials – the proposed Village Center code has the minimum percentage of major
materials required as 70% but could be 60-65% for about 2/3 of the facades).
A commissioners commented that building materials change often depending on what’s in style.
They would need to look at what is being proposed.
Associate Planner Schwartz noted that the proposed code should also include things that we
want to be prohibited (fiber glass, unfinished concrete, corrugated metal, synthetic stucco,
unfinished plywood, plastic panels etc.)
Majority vote: The Commission agrees that the current proposed code is acceptable.
Parking – the proposed code would call for 1.25 spaces for a one-bedroom unit, 2 spaces for a
two-bedroom unit, and 3 spaces for three or more bedrooms.
A few commissioners were concerned that 1.25 spaces would not be sufficient since many
married couples still have two cars. They suggested 1.5 spaces per one-bedroom unit. One
commissioner commented that young people would rather rent than buy and does not feel that
as many people are using the train as we think. He also stated many younger people have
electric cars, so charging stations would also be needed. He would like to see 1.5 spaces per
bedroom.
A Commissioner noted that overbuilt parking in a TOD is very expensive; he is ok with the
current code. He questioned if there will be parking enforcement however.
Director Govind commented that the proposed parking requirements are based on the number
of bedrooms, not the number of units. Our current code requires more parking than most
communities. She also noted that these types of units will appeal to commuters, plus there are
always some vacancies, so the parking averages out sufficiently. Also, based on a recent
conference she attended, research shows people are using many other alternatives modes of
travel besides the train such as Uber, Lyft, zip-cars and Airbnb type rental cars.
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Majority vote: The majority of Commissioners agree that 1.25 spaces per bedroom is sufficient
Approval Process – The proposed code states that a development proposal first goes through
a pre-application meeting, staff review, Development Commission review and then Village
Administrator approval. Minor exceptions could be approved by the Zoning Administrator.
Majority vote: All Commissioners agreed that proposals should go to the Development
Commission first, then to the Village Board for approval, and the Zoning Administrator can
approve minor exceptions. One Commissioner stated that he would like the Commission
notified of any minor exceptions.
The next steps for Village Center Zoning include bringing the recommendations to the
consultant, creating a draft code, having an Open House/Information event for residents and
businesses, and then a Public Hearing.
There were no additional questions by commission members.
5.

ADJOURNMENT:
Motion by Commissioner Clark and second by Commissioner Vargas to adjourn the
meeting
Roll Call:
AYES:

Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Vice
Chair Watkins, and Chair Serauskas
NAYS:
None
ABSENT:
Neil
ABSTENTION:
None
Motion carried: Meeting adjourned at 7:57 pm

Transcribed by:

Kathy Sjodin
Administrative Assistant
January 27, 2022

Joseph Serauskas
Chair
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Village of Hanover Park
Community & Economic Development Department

STAFF MEMORANDUM
______________________________________________________________________
TO:

Chairman Serauskas and members of the Development Commission

FROM:

Shubhra Govind, Director of Community & Economic Development

SUBJECT:

Concept Plan Review / Feedback: NWC Lake Street & Church Street
Development Proposal

ACTION
REQUESTED:
MEETING DATE:

Approval

Disapproval

Discussion

April 14, 2022

Executive Summary
Park Gateway LLC, a multi-family developer, is proposing a concept for a +/- 80 unit
townhome/rowhouse development on a 7.4-acre vacant lot at the northwest corner of Lake
Street and Church Street. The Development Commission is requested to provide preliminary
feedback and guidance so that the developer can move forward with a formal development
application.
Concept Plan Review Process:
This information is being presented to the Development Commission for a “Concept Plan
Review” of a townhome/rowhouse development proposed on a vacant site. The intent is to get
feedback from the Commission about the proposed concept in its initial design stage prior to a
formal development application being submitted. At this time, the Commission’s input can be
incorporated before detailed plans are prepared and provide the applicant with direction for any
changes they may need to make.
Following receipt of a development application (with more detailed engineering and site plans),
the project will go through the public hearing process (including required notifications), for
Development Commission’s recommendation to the Village Board for final action.
About the site:
North:
South:
East:
West:

R-2 Single Family Residence District, vacant parcel and single-family houses
B-2 Local Business District, Metra Commuter Lot
B-2 Local Business District, Commercial strip incl. Starbucks/Jackson Hewitt/Studio 7
B-2 Local Business District, Symphony Hanover Park

The site is currently zoned B-2 Local Business District, as is the area to the south. This is a key
site in our redevelopment efforts for the Village Center District. Our long-range Comprehensive
Plan and our Village Center Plans envision this site to be redeveloped for TOD-style multi-family
development.

The Concept Plans call for the following:
•

The Village is currently finalizing the Village Center Zoning Code. Staff anticipates a June 9,
2022 Public Hearing to consider the Zoning Code text amendment. The site is currently
zoned B-2 Local Business District. The proposed code anticipates the site to be zoned VCR Village Center Mixed Residential. If the application is received prior to the new code being
adopted, the following zoning relief may be required. Staff is reviewing this proposal based
on the proposed zoning code.
o Rezoning to R-4 Multi-family
o Special Use: To allow more than four single-family attached row dwellings (party
wall) per building. Generally, the buildings have 5 units. A few buildings may be
slightly varied from that (either 4 units or 6 units).

•

+/- 80 market rate rowhouse/townhome units

•

The buildings have a modern look and feel. The design includes lots of glass and visibility.

•

They will be using green building technologies that will result in an energy savings of
approximately 50% for each unit.

•

They will be installing smart home technologies like EV charging stations in the units.

•

They will be utilizing steel construction, not wood frame.

•

Three stories in height

•

Unit mix will be 3 bedrooms or 2 bedrooms with den
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•

Each unit is approximately 1,850 square feet.

•

They have 2 car attached garages

•

Setback between buildings will be 20’ minimum

•

Green space/pedestrian area in between residential buildings and along Lake St.

•

Buffer/landscaped area between residential buildings and single-family homes to the north.

•

Proposed density of 10.81 units/acre. No variation for density will be required.

•

Parking: The zoning code currently requires 3 spaces/unit which would equal +/- 240
spaces. Developer is proposing 4 spaces per unit (two in the garage and two on the
driveway). There will also be on-street parking throughout the site and a visitor parking lot
at the northeast corner of the site. The new Village Center Zoning code requires parking
based on number of bedrooms instead of per unit. Three spaces/unit are required for three
bedroom units and two spaces/unit are required for two bedroom units. The proposed
development complies with both the current and proposed zoning codes.

•

Developer has discussed proposed plans with the Park District to utilize the site directly
north of the proposed site for additional detention.

•

No curb cut is proposed off of Lake Street per prior feedback from IDOT. The site will be
accessed off of Church Street. Discussions are under way with Symphony to the west for a
cross-access easement.
Village Center Zoning Code - Master Plan Development Review:
As the Village prepares to adopt the new Village Center Zoning Code, staff used this project as
a test case for the new code. Since the site is over three acres, a Master Plan Development
would be required. There are various elements that require review in the MPD. They provide
the overall structure for the development and then finer details of building types and design are
worked out after the MPD is approved.
•

Boundary Lines. The Development must be occupied by streets, alleys or service drives,
open spaces, building and parking sites or conservation areas. The proposed plan meets
this standard.

•

Blocks. The Blocks section of the code provides standards for block size, access points,
extending existing streets, shape of blocks, and the configuration of building sites. The only
standard that the proposal does not meet is the requirement for two access points for each
development. An access point is a new street connecting to an existing street. The
developer cannot meet this requirement because IDOT will not allow an access point off of
Lake Street. They have begun to reach out to Symphony to see if they would permit a cross
access agreement between the two sites, but that would not be considered a second access
by the new code. We can allow this as a minor exception due to an existing constraint on
the site.

•

Streets. There are base street requirements based on the zone that the parcel is located in.
In this case, staff has recommended a one-way street with on-street parking on one side.
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The image below shows the proposed street configuration.

•

Alleys, Lanes & Service Drives. The proposed development meets the standards for
alleys, lanes & service drives.

•

Primary Streets. The new code requires that 50% of all new and existing streets be
designated as primary streets. All the new streets will be considered primary streets. All the
buildings and green space in the development will be facing towards the new streets. The
backs of the buildings are located at along the alleys.

•

Vistas. Staff has been reviewing the development to ensure that the rears of the buildings
are not facing the proposed open spaces. The developer has continued to tweak the site
plan to reduce the conflicts to the greatest extent possible.

•

Open Spaces. An MPD is required to provide 10% of the total development site in one of
the open space types. Each open space type has standards for minimum size, hardscape
coverage and the amount of perimeter fronting a primary street. The proposed site plan
does not identify which open space type will be utilized for each green area, but staff
believes that they can comply with the 10% open space requirement.

•

Building Types: The subject site will be zoned VC-R Village Center Mixed Residential.
This zone permits General, Row and Civic Building types. The proposed plan for row
houses would be allowed at this site. No storefronts are proposed or required for this site.
The buildings will be generally laid out so that they are facing each other across streets or
on to designated open spaces. The proposed plan meets the standards outlined in this
section.

Preliminary analysis:
The staff level Development Review Committee (with staff from several departments) met to
provide preliminary feedback and was generally supportive of the concept. The DRC had the
following comments:
•

•

There is a wall proposed along the south side of the detention pond. Engineering raised
a concern related to how close that wall/fence is to the adjacent roadway. The revised
plan shows that wall was shifted about 5’ north to accommodate extra landscape in that
location.
We know that this is very early in the design stage but, we wanted to give the developer
some preliminary feedback on a couple things to consider as they continue to refine their
design:
o Site planning will need to consider snow removal and storage
o Ensure garbage trucks are able to maneuver through the site.
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o

•

•

•
•

Fire Department provided info regarding ladder truck turning to ensure equipment
being able to maneuver through the site.
There are two billboards on the site. The billboards would be removed 30 days after the
developer closes on the purchase. Lease dictates 30 day notice for transfer of
ownership.
The fronts of the buildings face out towards Lake Street and Church Street providing a
great view of the front of the buildings to those passing the development. The
development does not turn its back on adjacent roadways or the open spaces that are
located throughout the development.
Green buffer along Lake Street is a positive, as is the buffer along north lot line.
Staff supports the location of the entrance off of Church Street and its pulled away from
the intersection with Lake Street.

Discussion
Staff and the applicant are looking for feedback from the Commission on the overall concept,
before a formal application is filed. Following are some issues for the Commission to consider:
▪ Is this an acceptable use for the site?
▪ Is the layout generally acceptable? Or are there any suggested modifications?
▪ Is there feedback regarding the building architecture and materials that the developer
should incorporate as they develop their proposal?
▪ Are there any other issues or concerns that need to be addressed?
Recommended Action
Staff requests the Commission to review the concept plan, discuss the issues listed above, and
any others, and provide feedback to the applicant to enable them to move forward. Staff and
the applicant will be present on April 14, 2022 to answer any questions.
Attachments:
Att. 1: Site Plan Concept and building elevations
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Location Map:

Zoning Map: (Site shown with red star)
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Narrative:
Park Gateway is a modern townhome development proposed for the corner of Lake and Church streets.
Our development team believes in providing homes that are the best value by using the highest quality
materials using the most efficient construction methods. Our business model is different from other
builders since we also own our own supply chain. We own the companies many components of our
supply chain including exterior finishes, windows, doors, cabinets and plumbing fixtures.
Park Gateway residents will include working couples and empty nesters. They will be
individuals/couples/families that want low maintenance living that is centrally located to all municipal
amenities and services. Since the Metra, Village Center, and Park District Community Center are all
within walking distance, Park Gateway residents with have Hanover Park at their doorstep.
We have chosen a modern architectural approach since we believe that our target market is looking for
housing options beyond what most builders currently offer today. Our approach also allows for large
windows and other amenities so that our floorplans can optimize natural lighting and also provide greater
interior design options.
We truly believe Park Gateway is not just a name but an architectural gateway fo Village Center and
Hanover Park overall.
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