VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION MEETING
2121 Lake Street, Hanover Park, IL
Municipal Building, Room 214
Thursday, July 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 June 9, 2022, Regular Meeting

6.

ACTION ITEM:
6-a. Public Hearing to consider a request by Todd Megrath of Unicorn Services, LLC
(applicant) for Zoning Variations from the Village of Hanover Park Zoning Ordinance to
allow for an 18’ variation from the 75’ building setback required along Schick Rd, an
adjoining arterial street, to 57’ and a 0.1 floor area ratio (FAR) variation from the
maximum 0.5 FAR to 0.6 FAR, per sec. 110-5.10.5, for the construction of a selfstorage building at 1550 Hunter Rd., Hanover Park, IL. (PIN: 02-18-300-013)
6-b. Public Hearing consider amendments to Hanover Park’s Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance regarding regulations pertaining to Adult Use Recreational Cannabis
Businesses, including changes to: 1) Sec. 110-2.3. – Definitions, including location,
distance requirements from sensitive uses and operation criteria; 2) Article V. - Zoning
Districts – consider allowing as a Special Use within the B-1 Convenience Shopping
District and B-2 – Local Business District

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 – PUBLIC HEARING
Village Hall, Room 214
2121 W. Lake Street, Hanover Park IL
Thursday, June 9, 2022
7:01 pm
MINUTES
1. CALL TO ORDER: ROLL CALL
Vice Chair Watkins called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm
PRESENT:
Commissioners:
Alvarez, Clark, Fortney, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins
ABSENT:
Commissioners:
Fortney, Neil, Serauskas
ALSO PRESENT:
Director Govind, Planner Rasmussen, Associate Planner Schwartz, Village
Attorney Bernie Paul, Trustee Hussaini, Admin. Sjodin, Consultant Leslie
Oberholtzer
Quorum established.
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.
Motion carried.
4. PRESENTATIONS/REPORTS: None
5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and second by Commissioner Clark to accept the Minutes of May 12,
2022.
Motion carried.
6. ACTION ITEM:
6-a. Public Hearing – Village Center Zoning

Motion by Commissioner Alvarez, second by Commissioner Clark to open the Public Hearing.
Roll Call:
AYES:

Alvarez, Clark, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins

NAYS:
ABSENT:
ABSTENTION:
Motion carried.

None
Fortney, Neil, Serauskas
None

Chair Pro-Tem Watkins announced that hearing procedures are on a sign-in sheet available on the
sign-in table. He read the Statement of Purpose of the hearing. He also emphasized that the new
proposed zoning districts are significantly different than the current zoning districts concerning the
affected properties.
Attorney Paul made opening remarks regarding the standards for approval. He commented that
rezoning a portion of the Village is serious and needs serious consideration. He noted that the
requirements and considerations for rezoning include:
•
•
•
•

Due allowance for existing conditions
Conserving property values
Should foster development for the Village’s best advantage
Uses for which the property is devoted need to be considered

This means there are factors that courts look at (and often refer to the LaSalle National Bank case)
when reviewing factors including:
• Existing uses and zoning of nearby properties
• The extent to which property values are diminished by the proposed rezoning
• If property values are decreased, we must look at the benefit to the Village at large
• The gain to the public vs. any hardship to the property owner
• The suitability of property for the proposed zoned proposals
• Length of time the property has been vacant as it is zoned
Additionally, there are also additional considerations:
• the community need for the new zoning uses
• the care that the community has taken to plan its land use development - in other words,
changing zoning should not be a spontaneous decision
• Provisions must be made for the lawful non-conforming uses that exist
Attorney Paul concluded his opening remarks.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins reminded anyone present who wish to speak later to fill out the Request to
Speak forms. He also noted that the Commission is made up of Hanover Park residents, so they have
the same interest as those present and concerned have.
Director Govind thanked everyone for attending and presented what is happening tonight at this
Public Hearing. She emphasized that this is NOT a development proposal. It is a proposal to make two
changes to the zoning code: a text amendment, and a zoning map amendment. Director Govind
explained zoning regulations and said that any lawful existing uses will not be affected by the proposed
new zoning - only if a property is redeveloped will the new zoning rules apply. Zoning regulations
pertain to use of land, how far a building should be set back, the height/bulk of a building, the number of
parking spaces a use should have, etc. Director Govind noted that there is an area being defined as the
“Village Center” and stated that in the notice they received via a certified letter, a map showing the
boundaries was included. She explained that certified letters were sent to those that own property and
pay taxes inside the boundaries as well as anyone within 250 feet of the boundaries.
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Director Govind explained that the Development Commission will review the proposed changes and
will take any public input into consideration. After the Public Hearing is closed, the commission will
discuss and make a recommendation to the Village Board who will also discuss the issue and make a
decision. She indicated that the draft code was put online and noted that copies have been available at
the counters within the Village Hall.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins asked for an introduction of the Public Notice beginning with the certified
letters (green cards).
Director Govind showed a copy of the Public Hearing Notice that was published in the Daily Herald
and noted that it was also sent via certified mail to anyone owning property within the Village Center
boundaries as well as anyone within 250 feet of the boundaries. She noted that the last it was checked,
about 300 letters were picked up and 20 letters were not picked up and returned to the Village. There
were about 500 letters in total mailed.
The certified letter green cards were submitted into record.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins proceeded to swear in all the witnesses including Director Govind, Consultant
Leslie Oberholtzer, and Attorney Paul.
The Village began presenting its case with Director Govind first giving background on how the process
was first started and said that Village Center planning has been “in the works” for a long time. Hanover
Park has lacked a proper downtown area and for the past 10+ years, creating a well-planned, transoriented mixed-use, compact downtown has been the Village’s vision in the 2010 comprehensive plan.
Director Govind reviewed the various studies that have been undertaken over the past 10 years to
revitalize the area:
• 2012 – the Village adopted the Hanover Park Village Center Trans-Oriented Development Plan
• 2017 – the TOD plan was updated after input from area businesses and property owners, transit
agencies, and residents at large.
• 2018 – recommendations to acquire key parcels and bury overhead utilities were implemented
and streetscape improvements were designed. The TIF District was amended and extended by
12 years.
• 2018-2019 – community meetings were held to discuss the streetscape design concepts and to
get feedback from business and property owners.
• 2020 – the streetscape improvements were constructed in phases. The Village received a grant
via CMAP and RTA to assist in drafting changes to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.
• 2021 – Consultant Leslie Oberholtzer of Codametrics was hired (paid for by the grant) to draft
changes to the Village’s Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance to enable the vision for the Village
Center. On June 23rd a ribbon cutting was held for the newly designed civic space.
• 2021-2022 – the Development Commission held a series of workshops regarding the creation of
new zoning districts
• 2022 – following feedback from the Commission a draft document was prepared and an Open
House was held on February 17th. Feedback from the open house was incorporated into the
final draft.
Director Govind explained that the current zoning code is not very conducive to the Village’s long-term
vision. She stressed zoning is a tool to allow the vision to become implemented. The new code will
guide on how vacant land can be developed by any potential developers. It will state what type of
materials may be used in new construction, along with other requirements in order to ensure good
design.
Director Govind stated that the major goals are to instill a sense of place, to encourage connectivity
and walkability, and to enable mixed-use development.
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Director Govind then explained the key differences between the existing code and the proposed code:
In the proposed code, design and building requirements are very detailed including what types of
materials are allowed to be used. It creates predictability and focuses on building form and requires
facades to be made of more than one material and to have shadow lines not be just flat surfaces. There
are standards for parking, landscaping, signage, and storefront design. She stated again that the new
zoning will not require any current business or property owners to change anything that is legal; they
can continue to use their property the way it is today. Only if they decide to develop their property will
the new zoning regulations apply.
Consultant Leslie Oberholtzer from Codametrics introduced herself and said she has been doing this
type of zoning code for about 15 years. She has learned that we can actually write rules that can get us
better designs in communities. One of her codes she wrote in New England won an award. She writes
about 6-10 zoning codes each year.
Ms. Oberholtzer commented that they looked at all the planning work that had been done and noted
that nothing was replanned – they took on all the goals and objectives defined in the plans and “folded”
them into the new zoning code. She then defined zoning and showed what the existing code is and
then showed what the new code will look like. Two main components of zoning are use and building
form, and zoning implements plans incrementally. She displayed the current zoning map and said that
the current zoning does not support the vision in the new plan to be implemented. Leslie also repeated
that any existing lawfull non-conforming property can continue doing business as they currently are;
only if the property is redeveloped will it need to conform to the new code. She then briefly reviewed the
Article IV Review Procedures. The Planned Unit Development process was explained and defined. She
also noted that in Hanover Park, PUDs were written and focused mainly on open spaces and flexibility,
as most are across the country. PUDs are a negotiated process and are flexible to allow for new
developments and designs to come in and be negotiated while also providing for more open space.
However, this process involves a lot of back and forth with the developer and can be expensive for
them. What we want to do is to create a new set of zoning districts that create a higher level of
predictability that what the PUD process gives.
Ms. Oberholtzer stated that this means we plan to write a set of zoning districts that will put physical
form at the forefront which will result in higher quality, walkability and create a sense of “place.”
Pathways from the developments will be made more interesting and comfortable to use and as safe as
possible. We will see buildings closer to the street and walkways so pedestrians can be more
interactive with store fronts. This means that we will put a lot of focus on the “face” of the buildings to
make them as appealing and high quality as possible.
Ms. Oberholtzer reviewed the different sections of the new zoning code in Chapter 110 where we will
be adding a new article – Article 9 which has 8 sections:
She noted Section 1 is the overview and states the intent of the new code – to give a sense of place,
create mixed-use and walkable developments, and it also outlines the new zoning districts:
•
•
•
•

VC-C is Village Center-Core
VC-R is Village Center-Residential
VC-N is Village Center-Neighborhood mix
VC-P is Village Center-Public & Institutional

She also noted that any parcel that is 3 or more acres requires a Master Plan Development (PUD)
which will require full streets with streetscapes, sidewalks, street trees and small open spaces
throughout.
She then reviewed the allowed building types that will be allowed in each zone:
•
•
•
•

General building – apartments, with allowance for storefront
Row building – townhouses or rowhouses
Yard building – single family homes or historic buildings converted into commercial
Civic building – municipal, churches, museums, libraries
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Ms. Oberholtzer stated that each building type has a set of pages in the code that indicates
requirements for building design, siding, size, height, uses, street facades and roofs. She noted that in
the site design portion, streetscape and new minimum parking requirements are included. For a studio
or one bedroom, 1.25 parking spaces, 2 bedrooms = 2 spaces, and 3 bedroom = 3 spaces. This is to
ensure that “overparking” is not created since it considered a transit-oriented development (TOD).
The Master Plan Development approval process was also reviewed. For property under 3 acres, the
approval process will remain the way it is, except that there are 2 relief processes “folded in” to give
relief from all the regulations:
•
•

Minor Exceptions – meaning if anything is 10% or up to 5 feet of a change in dimensions
required in the regulations, a developer can ask for a minor exception to be approved by staff.
Design Exceptions – such as if a new building material becomes available that is not on the list
of regulations, a developer can propose using that material, and the Development Commission
would need to approve it to be recommended to the Board.

Leslie Oberholtzer had no additional comments.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins asked if there was anything the Commission wanted to ask staff.
Commissioner Clark asked for one or two examples of “minor exceptions.” Leslie gave the example of
if the build-to zone is between 5-15 feet and the developer wanted to do 4.5-15 feet, which is a 10%
difference (and not more than 5 feet), that could be approved by staff. Another example she gave was
allowing a driveway to be installed off a primary street if a non-primary street was not available.
Commissioner Alvarez asked how does the text amendment address lawful, non-conforming
conditions that may exist? Leslie replied that we have not changed the non-conforming language in the
current code, so it would be allowed to be continued as-is until the property was to be redeveloped.
Commissioner Alvarez also asked for the definition of “redevelop.” Leslie replied if a property is
completely redeveloped or had a major renovation.
Attorney Paul added that there are two kinds of non-conforming uses: a lawful, non-conforming use –
meaning when the use was begun it was in compliance with the building and zoning codes of the
municipality. Those are the uses that would be protected with the new zoning code. Then there is an
unlawful non-conforming use which is a use that was not authorized by the zoning code at the time it
was begun or a building that was not in compliance with the codes when it was begun. These uses
would not be protected with the new zoning code.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins noted that we have not touched the non-conforming provision of the existing
code with these changes or amendments. Leslie said we have added to it because the building type
regulations are so specific that if someone were to renovate based on the building types, then there is
an allowance that discusses what would need to be considered.
Commissioner Clark clarified that if a building owner needed to do a replacement, they would be able
to do a like-to-like replacement OR they could follow the new Village Center coding. Leslie confirmed
and said that we would of course want building owners to maintain and repair their buildings. But if they
were to add a window (versus replace), they would need to follow the new code.
Commissioner Alvarez asked what is the expected impact of the new zoning on property values in the
Village and the gain to the public? Director Govind replied that in the current code it says that if there is
an amendment to the code or zoning, it needs to meet the Standards of Review. With the new code,
the requirements of good design will generally increase property values in the area. It also allows for
reliability for all properties to see that all future properties must follow the new code which will result in
good, quality designs.
Commission Alvarez also asked how the new proposed parking requirements compare to similar
TODs elsewhere. Leslie answered that in some other TODs the standard parking requirement for a two
bedroom in about 1.8 spaces and are usually lower than what we are proposing here and higher than
most TODs. We are proposing 1.25 spaces for a one bedroom, 2 for a two bedroom.
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Chair Pro-Tem Watkins opened the Public Hearing and began by swearing in all who wished to speak
at some point during the hearing, and requested they bring the Request to Speak form up to the
podium with them.
Michael Woitel of 6211 Church Road – noted that his property is currently a business and rezoning
will transform it into residential only. He wants to know what that means for his property and his
business– will he be grandfathered in? Will he have different taxes to pay? What if he is not the one
who wants to do the redeveloping – what if it is the township that wants to? Are there plans for eminent
domain? What if he needs to get a permit to fix something or to put up a fence or paving the driveway?
Director Govind commented: it would become a legally non-conforming use and nothing is changing
and there are not any new requirements. Eminent domain-related acquisitions of any properties is not
an issue. Maintenance for legally non-conforming uses is encouraged and the normal permitting
process still applies. This text amendment does not require him to make any changes. Only if he
redevelops his property will the new zoning rules apply.
Kevin Huang of 6510 Lilac Blvd (in Church Street Station) – his property overlooks an open grassy
field. The area is very quiet and family oriented. He is concerned changing zoning may lower his
home’s value along with all of the other homes in the area. The development will result in years of
active construction which will lower his property value. The construction noise will be an issue also.
Director Govind commented: the open grassy area was part of a phased project in Church Street
Station. Two areas were developed and this remaining area which is 8 acres is owned by a private
sector owner. It was always expected that it would be developed – it was not intended to stay as open
space. There have been concept plans in the past that were brought it. One project was for 3 buildings,
six stories each that were proposed and approved, but it never went through. The land is privately
owned and has always been zoned for mixed-use multi-family and commercial. A property owner has
the right to develop their property. What is changing is the zoning classification which includes the
materials, bulk and setback requirements in the new code.
Jennifer Becker of 915 Shorewood Drive, Bartlett – She said that she lives in Bartlett but is in
Hanover Township. Her property backs up to “wetlands” behind the farmer’s land. She has a beautiful
open view but backs up to property owned by IDOT. It appears that the area is going to change to
residential or is the Elgin-O’Hare expansion still going to proceed through the area? Will the wetland
areas be protected?
Director Govind commented: the zoning and text amendment plans do not change any of IDOT’s
plans. IDOT’s long-range plans are that Elgin-O’Hare/IL-390 is to be extended but not as a highway
through this area. It would be an access-controlled roadway once IDOT has the funds to construct the
roadway. No formal development application has come in and no construction could be done within the
IDOT right-of-way without their approval. She also commented that wetlands have their own
regulations. Any proposed plans would need approval from several environmental agencies and they
would determine if they are critical or regulatory wetlands and how much could be disturbed, if at all.
Katherine LoMastro of 992 Longford Road, Bartlett – She stated her property backs up to the same
wetlands as the previous speaker and they also enjoy the views and wildlife. She wants to know what
the environment impact will be to wildlife if trees are removed.
Director Govind repeated the proposed amendment is not a development proposal. It is a guideline for
any future development, and if there are development proposals in the future, they will have to go
through the proper steps for approval. Every property has development rights and just because it is
open space today does not mean it will never get developed at some point in the future, unless they are
protected by some covenants for open space.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins commented that the area is currently zoned as BP-Industrial. The new zoning
would make it residential. Someone has always owned it but it just has never been developed. The
environmental aspects (wetlands) are protected by ordinances that we have but the open land can be
developed by right.
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Ms. LoMastro then asked how the rezoning of this area which is in Hanover Park benefit Bartlett
residents in Wayne Township regarding property values and property taxes? At any time she and her
neighbors could end up looking at the back of a storage facility or another car wash that is certainly not
needed on Lake Street. Ontarioville Road is a two-lane road and by allowing development there will be
many more cars and traffic and the result will be her property values will go down.
Pro-Tem Watkins reiterated what Ms. LoMastro said in simpler terms: how will any development in
Hanover Park benefit residents outside of Hanover Park, who are paying Bartlett taxes for example. He
also noted that the property has always had the potential to be developed, but with the proposed zoning
instead of looking at industrial buildings she is more likely to see residential homes.
Attorney Paul commented that each piece of property is considered unique, so the effects of any
development will be different for each parcel. A business use could have a positive or negative effect
on her property, just as a residential use. There are no guarantees that there will be a financial gain.
Since she does not own the open land, she does not have any control over what becomes of it.
Ms. LoMastro asked what the timeline is for the zoning approval process.
Director Govind stated that tonight is the Public Hearing to get comments from residents and business
owners. After tonight, the Development Commission’s recommendation will go to the Village Board. It
will probably go to the Village Board in August once the ordinance is drafted. She noted that the
Village’s website can be used to see what any updates are with upcoming meetings.
Caroline Crebo of 994 Longford Road, Bartlett – said her view could become houses versus the
wetlands and open land view she currently has which is one of the reasons they bought their home. Her
home is just south of where the new residential zone would be. What is the benefit of redevelopment to
her?
Director Govind commented: Again, property owners have development rights. It is an 85-acre
property with part of it being wetlands. If it is redeveloped, any areas that are critical or regulatory
wetlands might remain that way, but the rest can be redeveloped by right. Any environmentally
protected areas will remain protected. The property owner will have to have a survey done to see
exactly where the wetlands are. But at some point in the future, it could be expected to be developed.
Ms. Crebo then asked if IDOT builds the 390-extension, will the new development know about the
plans before new homes are built? Will potential new homeowners know there may be a four-lane
highway cutting through the residential area?
Director Govind noted that the new IL 390 has been in the works for decades. The plan is for it not to
be a large highway but more of an at-grade roadway, divided median with landscape in the middle.
Ms. Crebo asked where the taxes from the new homes will go? Her kids would be going to Hanover
Park and Streamwood schools so it should also benefit them.
Pro-Tem Watkins commented that the school taxes will go to school district U-46.
Greg Wojak of 1879 Aspen Drive – commented that the rezoning would affect his backyard view. He
moved to Hanover Park 25 years ago to escape the city and noise. He says rezoning will affect his
backyard view and will open the doors to attract businesses and bring the city to his backyard. He
understands that property values will increase, but so will property taxes. Even though he knows the
Village is looking to increase revenue, the rezoning may make it impossible for him to afford his real
estate taxes. He likes the country sounds and smells and would like to leave the property the way it is.
Director Govind commented: the 7.4 acres of land in his backyard is currently zoned commercial. The
proposed zoning is for mixed-residential, which would be a better transition between his property and
Lake Street. The new code is not proposing a new development, it is just trying to guide what any new
development would look like.
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Mr. Wojak commented that the little cornfield has been there for 25 years and nobody has wanted it.
With the new zoning, it will most likely be built on and property taxes will increase.
Michael Woital of 6211 Church Street – he said he knows he can continue to operate his business as
is, but can he sell his property to another business even if he is legally non-conforming? Also, are there
any plans to do studies on tax revenue generation and property values with the new zoning?
Director Govind commented that a property owner may sell his property if it is legally non-conforming;
if the new owner redevelops the property, they need to then follow the new zoning requirements. She
also noted that the Village typically does not conduct a market study of the economic impact for a
proposed development project although developers do when required.
Attorney Paul commented that developers are typically not required to do a market study. If they are
receiving TIF assistance, the Village may be able to ask for it. Generally larger annexation agreements
require them.
Commissioner Clark directed a question to Consultant Oberholtzer: with her experience in rezoning
in other areas of the country, regarding concerns about increasing property taxes, has this topic been
an issue also? How was it handled? There are legitimate concerns for residents who have been in
Hanover Park for a long time – they would want to know how much their property taxes are going to
increase. Development is generally good & expected but the impact on long-term residents should be
considered.
Consultant Oberholtzer commented that the use of higher quality construction materials and the fact
that it allows for more of a mix of housing type does increase property values and affordability, but there
is not really a way to predict how property taxes will be affected. She cannot speak to how much of an
impact to property taxes for existing homeowners a development will have. Change occurs in any
location and property values are affected which cannot be avoided.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins commented that this gets into how assessments are figured and how the tax
law works which is outside of our control. There are too many variables to know or forecast taxes.
Greg Piatek of 27W465 & 431 Devon Avenue – would like to request that these two properties (which
he owns) on the south side of Devon that are proposed to be rezoned to VC-C Mixed-Use Core to be
changed to VC-R - Mixed residential. He would like to be able to build townhomes on the two parcels.
Director Govind commented that currently there is a single-family home and adjacent to it is a oneacre vacant lot. The 2018 plan that was done for Village Center shows that townhomes have been
proposed for this location. Mr. Platek had brought in a proposal last week since he is ready to develop
these two lots.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins clarified that Mr. Piatek already has submitted plans to develop the lots into
townhomes which will conflict with the new zoning. He would like to keep these two lots as residential in
the new zoning amendment. He then asked if anyone had any additional questions.
Katherine LoMastro asked why some of the areas cannot just be left open and not rezoned? Is it
necessary to change the zoning and try to compact so much development into such a small area? Is it
possible to rezone this area to include more open space?
Director Govind commented that we are not trying to compact all development into one area. She
noted we need to compare what the area is already zoned, which is BP/industrial. She stated that every
property in every incorporated city or village is zoned for something, and every property owner has the
right to develop their property in accordance with what the zoning allows - unless a property is zoned
for forest preserve/open space.
Attorney Paul commented that someone owns this parcel. They have the right to develop the property
or sell it to another party to develop it. If she wants that property to remain open space, she would need
to buy the property. The new code will make the property zoned as residential, which is better than
industrial as far as views are concerned.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins commented that we have Lake Street, Barrington Road and Metra. We are
trying to build a “core” around Metra. Currently Hanover Park is full of endless neighborhoods and there

Development Commission Regular Meeting/Public Hearing
Minutes 6-9-2022

is not a central place for a sense of community. Other communities have also begun to build up their
town centers as TODs.
Director Govind briefly explained that in zoning, a parcel that is all one color does not mean that all the
square footage of that lot needs to be covered with structures. The color just shows what use is allowed
on that lot. The new code will require more green space than the current code, along with stormwater
requirements. There are limits on the amount of non-porous surfaces that are allowed, and certain
amounts of green spaces are required. The new code will require developers to show us where their
green space will be, how it will be used, and how will it be connected so that people can walk easily
from one place to another.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins asked if there were any further questions and there were none. He then asked
if the Development Commission had any further questions or comments.
Commissioner Clark stated that he had some concerns about the code itself. His concern is about
building height (on page 29) – it appears that the maximum height that will be allowed is 5.5 stories in
Village Center, which will be a 66-foot building. He feels that a maximum height of 4.5 stories would be
more attractive. He also states that it appears that drive-throughs will be allowed on the periphery of the
Village Center.
Director Govind stated that drive throughs will be allowed, but they are a Special Use so will need to
be approved. She commented that we had surveyed several communities and showed many examples
of different possibilities and the Development Commission had voted to allow 5.5 story buildings in the
Village Center Core district. There were one or two votes that wanted something a little smaller but the
majority vote was to allow a maximum of 5.5 stories to be permissible. A developer will have to abide
by the 84 page-Village Center zoning requirements and design requirements including materials,
layout, windows, entrances, parking, green space and other regulations.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins also commented that the vote was split, and the majority of the
Commissioners agreed to allow up to 5.5 stories.
Commissioner Palazzo noted that they had agreed that certain uses were not allowed regarding drivethroughs in the Village Center.
Director Govind gave examples of uses such as pawn shops, smoke shops, vehicle sales, marijuana
shops, and sexually oriented uses would not be allowed.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins asked if there were any additional questions or comments. There were none.
He said we needed to revisit the property owner who wanted to change the zoning of his lots on Devon
(Mr. Piatek) and asked the Commissioners for their comments:
Commissioner Palazzo was ok with the change
Commissioner Vargas was ok with the change
Commissioner Alvarez was not in agreement and said if we allow this change, will another person
want to do the same?
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins was not in agreement and questioned if we take one lot out of the proposed
plan, will that take away from the greater good for the Village Center plans by splitting the two different
zoning classifications?
Commissioner Pazon was ok with the change
Commissioner Clark asked if the zone is changed to go along with his project, and the project falls
through, does the property revert back to its original zoning? He was concerned that we may end up
“stuck” with the new zoning we gave Mr. Piatek.
Director Govind stated that the proposed zoning would get adopted as part of this process and it will
become the base zoning. In the future, the property will need to be developed based on the zoning it is
given (mixed use residential). The property owner could then come in and propose a townhome
development, which the 2018 plan did show, and we would work with him based on what the new code
requires.
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Commissioner Alvarez asked if a future property owner rezone the property?
Director Govind replied yes, they could request rezoning. Since the current property owner is here
now, and is requesting the change now, it will save him from having to request a public hearing to get
the zoning changed from what is originally in the Village Center proposed code.
Commissioner Palazzo asked for clarification on which lots Mr. Piatek wants the zoning changed for,
which was shown on the map.
Chair Pro-Tem Watkins noted that there were no further comments or testimony regarding this
request. He then asked for any closing statements from Commissioners in which there were none.
Commissioner Alvarerz made a motion to close the public hearing, seconded by Commissioner Clark.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

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

Commissioner Alvarez made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Palazzo to modify the zoning for
the western most lot owned by Mr. Piatek at 27W431 Devon Avenue (which is currently in purple on the
zoning map) to change them to be zoned VC-R residential (which would be orange on the zoning map).
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

Clark, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas
Alvarez, Watkins
Fortney, Neil, Serauskas

Director Govind briefly reviewed the Findings of Fact for the Development Commission to recommend
to the Board which included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

zoning classification of the general area
compatibility of the proposed use
current trend of developments
environmental impact on properties
Compliance with the Hanover Park Comprehensive Plan
fiscal impact

Commissioner Alvarez made a motion to approve the Findings of Fact, seconded by Commissioner
Vargas.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

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

Commissioner Clark made a motion to change the allowed building height maximum to be 4.5 stories
in the Village Center core rather than 5.5 stories as originally decided. There was not a second to his
motion.
Motion fails.
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Commissioner Alvarez made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Vargas to recommend approval
of the new Ordinance to the Village Center zoning code to the Village Board, with the change noted for
the 27W431 Devon property.
Roll Call:
AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:
Motion carried.

Alvarez, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins
Clark
Fortney, Neil, Serauskas

7.

TOWNHALL SESSION: None

8.

OLD BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

9.

NEW BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): None

10.

ADJOURNMENT:
Motion by Commissioner Alvarez and seconded by Commissioner Clark to adjourn the meeting.
Roll Call:

AYES:

Alvarez, Clark, Palazzo, Pazon, Vargas, Watkins

NAYS:
None
ABSENT:
Fortney, Neil, Serauskas
ABSTENTION:
None
Motion carried: Meeting adjourned at 10:01 pm

Transcribed by:

Kathy Sjodin
Administrative Assistant
May 12, 2022

Pat Watkins
Chair Pro-Tem
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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
Alex Schwartz, Associate Planner

SUBJECT:

Public Hearing to consider a request by Todd Megrath of Unicorn
Services, LLC (applicant) for Zoning Variations from the Village of
Hanover Park Zoning Ordinance to allow for an 18’ variation from the
75’ building setback required along Schick Rd, an adjoining arterial
street, to 57’ and a 0.1 floor area ratio (FAR) variation from the
maximum 0.5 FAR to 0.6 FAR, per sec. 110-5.10.5, for the construction
of a self-storage building at 1550 Hunter Rd.

ACTION
REQUESTED:
MEETING DATE:

Approval

Denial

Information

July 14, 2022

Request Summary
The following is scheduled for a public hearing before the Development Commission at 7:00
p.m. on July 14, 2022, in Room 214 of the Municipal Building, 2121 Lake Street to consider a
request by Todd Megrath of Unicorn Services, LLC to approve:
•

A Variance from sec. 110-5.10.5.a.(3) to allow for a 0.1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
variation from the maximum 0.5 FAR to 0.6 FAR for the construction of a selfstorage building in the BP Business Park zoning district.

•

A Variance from a recorded plat to allow for an 18’ variation from the 75’ required
corner side yard along Schick Rd.

Site Information
Existing Zoning:
Existing Land Use:
Property Size:
PIN:

BP Business Park District
Vacant Lot
193,080 square feet (4.4 acres)
02-18-300-013

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
The site is located at the southwest corner of Schick and Hunter Roads in the Hanover
Corporate Center Industrial Business Park. It is surrounded by industrial uses on all sides
except the north, where it fronts Schick Rd. and faces the Mallard Lake landfill portion of the
Mallard Lake Forest Preserve. The Mallard Lake area is unincorporated.

Direction

Zoning

Use

West

L-I - Limited Industrial

Insight Enterprises

South

BP - Business Park

Jabil Packaging Solutions

East

BP - Business Park

Nefab Packaging

North

Unincorporated

Mallard Lake

Background
The subject site at 1550 Hunter is part of the Hanover Corporate Center business park,
originally annexed into the Village in 1998 and subdivided in 1999. As part of the annexation,
the Village entered into an annexation agreement with the property owner stipulating certain
conditions the eventual subdivision and development would have to meet. Two of these
requirements were to have a 75’ building setback along Schick Rd (compared to the 50’
requirement in the code) and a 50’ parking lot setback requirement along Schick Rd (a
requirement not found in the Code).
Additional requirements were included in the annexation agreement, including lot size
limitations. At the time, the Village did not want larger lots in this development. Subsequent to
initial subdivision, the annexation agreement was twice amended to allow the developer to
resubdivide a larger lot to build the Insight Enterprises development, spanning two buildings in
two business parks and sharing a building with Jabil Packaging. While every other lot in
Hanover Corporate Center has long been developed, 1550 Hunter has remained vacant.
Unicorn Services, LLC is now requesting a variance to build a self-storage building with a FAR
of 0.6, rather than the 0.5 maximum permitted by Code. Additionally, they are pursuing removal
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of the 50’ parking and 75’ building setback requirements found on the plat. These setbacks are
not required by the Zoning Code but are being requested to have removed from the plat. While
the annexation agreement is no longer in effect, approvals may be needed from property
owners in the business park to remove the restrictions.
The applicant has provided two concept site plans. Both request the same FAR variance, and
both will be required to meet all other elements of the Code. One shows a single-story concept
with the plat restriction removed (Concept A) while a second (Concept B) shows a partial twostory concept that maintains the setbacks. Concept A is preferred by the applicant, maintains a
lower profile building, and is more user-friendly.
Proposed Use
The applicant is requesting a Variance to construct a self-storage facility. They are proposing
two concepts with approximal 115,000 square feet with an FAR of 0.6. An FAR of 0.5, as
permitted by right, would allow approximately 96,000 square feet. There will be a small
retail/leasing office space in the front. Both concepts include a drive-in loading lane that
extends through the middle of the of the building. Concept A is a single-story building that will
require the removal of the deed restriction. Concept B is a two-story building with a smaller
second floor. Concept B will include an elevator connecting to the drive-in loading lane.
Staff Review and Analysis
Authorized Variations
Per the Zoning Code, the Development Commission may only make recommendations for
certain approved variations. Per sec. 110-4.7.7.c, the Development Commission may only
recommend “to increase by not more than ten percent the maximum gross floor area of any use
so limited by the applicable regulations.” The maximum FAR in the BP district is 0.5, allowing
for the Development Commission to recommend approval for a FAR of not more than 0.55
(10%). The Board, however, does have the authority to grant larger variations. As such, the
applicant is requesting the Development Commission discuss the proposed development and
make a recommendation supporting the request for the 0.6 FAR that the Board has the authority
to approve.
Conformity to the BP Zoning District
Self-storage is a Permitted Use within the BP zoning district. Except for the FAR request
(discussed more below), all other aspects of the development will conform to the Zoning Code.
The setback restrictions found on the plat are more restrictive than the zoning code. The Code
only requires a 50’ building setback, 25’ less than the 75’ setback required on the plat.
Additionally, the plat requires a parking lot setback of 50’ while the Code has no such
stipulation, aside from any setback needed to meet landscaping/buffering requirements.
The proposed development will otherwise need to meet all elements of the Municipal Code,
including bulk regulations, stormwater regulations, and parking requirements. Concept
elevations show a maximum 30’ building for the single-story Concept A, as compared to the
maximum of 60’ permitted by right. Most of the building is significantly shorter with a portion
reaching 30’ to include a decorative parapet. The two-story Concept B will also be significantly
shorter than the maximum permitted height.
Intensity of Use
FAR is a way of limiting intensity of use. A self-storage use is less intense than most uses
permitted in the BP District and less intense than the current uses in the surrounding Business
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Park zoned lots. Self-storage uses typically have very few employees and generate relatively
low traffic counts per square foot.
Parking
Section 110-6.2.3 of the Zoning Code requires 1 space per 1,750 square feet of gross floor area
for storage uses and 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet for retail uses. However, the gross floor
area is defined as not including stairwells, driving/loading aisles, and permanent storage. In this
case, the area of the building for the purpose of parking calculations is about 30,000 sq. ft.
along with about 500 sq. ft. of office. 20 parking spaces would be required and 22 are
proposed. The drive-in loading lane is proposed to be one-way at 25’ wide, allowing parking on
both sides. Any changes to the site plan will be required to meet parking requirements at the
time of building permits.
Landscaping
A final landscape plan will
However, in addition to the
already has a berm, partially
berm continues to the west,
neighboring lot.

be required when the applicant applies for building permits.
concept landscaping plan the applicant has provided, the site
shielding it from Schick Rd along the north edge of the lot. This
additionally shielding the loading docks on the north side of the
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Public Comment
Staff has not received any public comment regarding the project. The applicant has received
support from the business park Property Owners’ Association and their Architecture Review
Committee, as needed to remove the deed restriction.
Recommendation
Move to recommend approval of a 0.05 FAR and 18’ setback variance and adopt the draft
Findings of Fact with the following conditions:
1. The Variance shall only be for a single building.
2. The Variance shall only be for a self-storage use with an interior drive-through loading
aisle.
3. No signs are approved as part of this application.
4. That the setback variance is contingent on the applicant obtaining and providing proof of
approval from all property owners within the Hanover Corporate Center Business Park.
Staff also recommends that the Development Commission forward a recommendation of
support for the Village Board to grant the full 0.1 FAR variance.
Attachments
Exhibit 1 –
Exhibit 2 –
Exhibit 3 –
Exhibit 4 –
Exhibit 5 –
Exhibit 6 -

Draft Findings of Fact
Concept A – 1 Story
Concept B – 2 Stories
Example Landscape Plan
Concept Elevations
Letter of Support/Approval
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Exhibit 1
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT
VARIANCE
1550 HUNTER RD.
I. Subject
Consideration of a request by Todd Megrath of Unicorn Services, LLC (applicant) for a Zoning
Variation from the Village of Hanover Park Zoning Ordinance to allow for a 0.1 floor area ratio
(FAR) variation from the maximum 0.5 FAR to 0.6 FAR, per sec. 110-5.10.5, for the
construction of a self-storage building in the BP Business Park zoning district.
II. Findings
On July 14, 2022, after due notice as required by law, the Hanover Park Development Commission
held a public hearing on the subject request concerning a Special Use Permit. There were ____
members of the public that appeared and ___ letter was filed.
The Development Commission has made the following findings regarding the request:
Variation Standards for Review
A. Essential Character
The variance would not change the essential character of the business park. The proposed use
is permitted by right in the BP zoning district. The bulk and intensity of a self-storage use is
lower than the warehouse and industrial uses that are typical of a business park. The proposed
use requires significantly less parking than the other buildings in the business park.
B. Unique Circumstances.
Unlike typical self-storage facilities, the proposed building has a covered drive-through
loading lane, which would provide a unique convenient amenity in Hanover Park. However,
since it is indoor, it is counted in the FAR. The size of the facility is based on the minimum
number of self-storage units needed to make the covered drive-through amenity feasible.
C. Additional Considerations
a. Surrounding Topographic Conditions
The detention for the lot is provided off site and this is the smallest lot in the business
park. A substantial landscaped berm exists along the north lot line, screening the
property from Schick Rd.
b. Economic Return
The applicant indicated that the Variance request is necessary for the viability of the
project, not for additional economic gain.
c. Cause of Hardship
The size of the lot and the provision of the indoor drive-through aisle as an amenity
necessitate the need for the Variance.
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d. Public Welfare
The use is permitted by right in the BP zoning district. The proposed variances are not
expected to have a negative impact on the public welfare. The use will be an amenity
for residents, unlike most uses permitted in the BP zoning district.
e. Public Safety
The variance will not affect public safety. Traffic generation would be lower than other
permitted uses. The building will be accessible for emergency vehicles.
f. Minimal Adverse Effects
The existing landscaped berm provides screening from Schick Rd. The variance will
have minimal adverse effects, including visual impacts, on the abutting lots. The
construction is consistent with neighboring properties and the intensity of use is lower.
III. Recommendations
Accordingly, by a vote of __ to __, the Development Commission recommends approval of a 0.05
FAR and 18’ setback variance for a self-storage use and adopt the draft Findings of Fact with the
following conditions:
1. The Variance shall only be for a single building.
2. The Variance shall only be for a self-storage use with an interior drive-through loading
aisle.
3. No signs are approved as part of this application.
4. That the setback variance is contingent on the applicant obtaining and providing proof of
approval from all property owners within the Hanover Corporate Center Business Park.
The Development Commission also recommends Village Board approval of the full 0.1 FAR
variance.
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PLANT & MATERIALS LIST

PLANTING DETAILS
PLANTING NOTES:
PLANT SO THAT TOP OF ROOT
BALL IS EVEN/SLIGHTLY ABOVE
FINISHED GRADE
STAKE TO FIRST BRANCHES
AS NECESSARY FOR
FIRM SUPPORT
STAKING WIRE SHALL NOT
TOUCH OR RUB ADJACENT
TRUNKS OR BRANCHES

TREE WRAP
3" MULCH MIN.
FORM SAUCER

4'-0"

2-3, 2" X 2" HARDWOOD STAKES
DRIVEN FIRMLY A MINIMUM OF
24" INTO THE SUBGRADE
PRIOR TO BACKFILLING
2-STRAND 12-GAUGE GALV.
WIRE TWISTED AND ENCASED
IN RUBBER HOSE 6-9"
FROM TOP OF STAKE 2 WIRE
SUPPORTS SHALL BE USED
ON MAIN STRUCTURAL
BRANCHES

TRUNK HT.

OVERALL HT.

CANOPY SPREAD

SPECIFIED PLANTING MIX
WATER & TAMP TO
REMOVE AIR POCKETS
NOTE:
STAKING AND WRAPPING
AS REQUIRED

2 X BALL DIA.

PLANTING NOTES:
STAKE AND GUY AS NEEDED
DO NOT CUT OR DAMAGE LEADER
2-STRAND 12-GAUGE GALV. WIRE TWISTED
AND ENCASED IN RUBBER HOSE 6 - 9"
FROM TOP OF STAKE
12-GUAGE GALVANIZED WIRE, DOUBLE
STRAND TWISTED.
SET ROOTBALL 3" HIGHER THAN GRADE
AT WHICH TREE GREW
4" DEEP WATER RETENTION BASIN
APPLY SPECIFIED MULCH 3" DEEP
TO REMAIN PERMANENTLY
FINISHED GRADE
2" X 2" HARDWOOD STAKES
DRIVEN FIRMLY A MINIMUM OF
24" INTO THE SUBGRADE
PRIOR TO BACKFILLING
UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE
2 x ROOTBALL DIA.

EVERGREEN TREE PLANTING

STAKE TO FIRST BRANCHES
AS NECESSARY FOR
FIRM SUPPORT
WIRE SHALL NOT TOUCH
OR RUB AGAINST
TRUNKS OR BRANCHES

FENCE SHALL BE 4' TALL, ORANGE,
SNOW-FENCE (OR APPROVED EQUAL), POSTED
WITH A SIGN THAT READS:
"TREE PROTECTION ZONE - KEEP OUT"
SECURE FENCE TO WOODEN STAKES OR METAL
POLES, SPACED NO GREATER THAN 8' ON
CENTER

4'

2" X 2" HARDWOOD STAKES
DRIVEN FIRMLY A MINIMUM OF
24" INTO THE SUBGRADE
PRIOR TO BACKFILLING
2-STRAND 12-GAUGE GALV.
WIRE TWISTED AND ENCASED
IN RUBBER HOSE 6 - 9"
FROM TOP OF STAKE
2 WIRE SUPPORTS SHALL BE
USED ON MAIN STRUCTURAL
BRANCHES

3" MULCH MIN.

FENCE SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE ON PROJECT
SITE UNTIL ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION IS
COMPLETE.

NOTE!
AFTER EXISTING TREES ARE FENCED, NOTHING
IS TO BE DISTURBED, STORED, PARKED, ETC.,
INSIDE CONSTRUCTION FENCE. REMOVE
FENCE ONLY AFTER ALL CONSTRUCTION WORK
HAS BEEN COMPLETED.

2. CALL J.U.L.I.E. UTILITY LOCATING SERVICE (TEL 800.892.0123), 48
HOURS PRIOR TO THE START OF ANY DIGGING.
3. GENERAL PLANT NOTES:
A. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL CONFORM IN SIZE AND GRADE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH AMERICAN STANDARD FOR
NURSERY STOCK.
B. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE MAINTAINED ALIVE,
HEALTHY, AND FREE FROM DISEASE AND PESTS.
C. ALL NEW PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE FROM A LOCAL
SOURCE WHENEVER POSSIBLE (LESS THAN 50 MILES).

4. LOCATIONS OF PROPOSED PLANT MATERIAL MAY BE ADJUSTED AT
TIME OF INSTALLATION DUE TO FINAL ENGINEERING AND FINAL
LOCATION OF SITE UTILITIES.
5. THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING
AND SPREADING TOPSOIL (6"-12" DEEP), FINE GRADING, AND
PREPARATION OF ALL LAWN AND LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL SOILS
SHALL BE FREE OF CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS, PRIOR TO INSTALLING
ANY PLANT MATERIAL.
6. PRIOR TO SPREADING TOPSOIL, THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR
SHALL INSPECT AND ACCEPT ALL BASE GRADES. ANY DEVIATION
FROM GRADES INDICATED ON THE GRADING PLAN SHALL BE
CORRECTED BEFORE PLACING ANY TOPSOIL.
7. ALL SHRUB, GROUNDCOVER, PERENNIAL, AND ANNUAL PLANTING
BEDS SHALL BE PREPARED WITH A SOIL AMENDMENT MIX - 1/3
TOPSOIL, 1/3 MUSHROOM COMPOST, AND 1/3 TORPEDO SAND.
MATERIAL SHALL BE ROTO-TILLED JUST PRIOR TO THE
INSTALLATION OF PLANT MATERIAL.

FORM SAUCER WITH
3" CONTINUOUS RIM
SPECIFIED PLANTING
MIX WATER & TAMP TO
REMOVE AIR POCKETS

2 X BALL DIA.

NOT TO SCALE

3" MULCH MIN.

FORM SAUCER WITH
3" CONTINUOUS RIM
SPECIFIED PLANTING
MIX. WATER & TAMP
TO REMOVE AIR
POCKETS

CONTACT: CARL COOK

ARCHITECT / CIVIL ENGINEER:

GROUNDWORK, LTD.
ARCHITECTS / PLANNERS / ENGINEERS
351 W. DUNDEE ROAD - SUITE A
BUFFALO GROVE, IL 60089
TEL (847) 367-6707
CONTACT: DAVID WYTMAR

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:

DICKSON DESIGN STUDIO, INC.
526 SKYLINE DRIVE
ALGONQUIN, IL 60102
TEL (847) 878-4019 / (847) 804-8708
CONTACT: SHARON DICKSON / JEFF TORRENS

11. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE PLANTING
SCHEDULE WITH LANDSCAPE MAINTENANCE CONTRACTOR, TO
ENSURE PROPER WATERING OF PLANTED AND SODDED AREAS
AFTER INITIAL INSTALLATION.

526 SKYLINE DRIVE
ALGONQUIN IL 60102
847 878 4019

12. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WORK WITH OTHER
CONTRACTORS ON SITE TO MINIMIZE ANY REDO OF COMPLETED
LANDSCAPE WORK AND DAMAGE TO PLANT MATERIAL.

16. PLANT LIST QUANTITIES PROVIDED AT TIME OF FINAL PLANS ARE
APPROXIMATIONS. CONTRACTORS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR
COMPLETING THEIR OWN QUANTITY TAKE-OFFS. IF A DISCREPANCY
IS FOUND BETWEEN THE PLAN AND THE PLANT LIST, THEN THE PLAN
SHALL PREVAIL.
17. PLANT SUBSTITUTIONS ARE ALLOWED DUE TO PLANT AVAILABILITY
OR PLANTING TIME OF YEAR, ONLY WITH THE PRIOR CONSENT OF
THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE MADE
WITHOUT PRIOR CONSENT, THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MAINTAINS
THE RIGHT TO REJECT MATERIAL IN THE FIELD, AT THE COST TO
THE CONTRACTOR.

SHRUB PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

18. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE TEST OF EXISTING AND IMPORTED SOILS
PER SPECIFICATIONS. PLANTING SOIL SHALL BE AMENDED PER
SPECIFICATIONS.

PLANT SPACING AS
PER PLAN
3" COMPOST/LEAF MULCH
INSTALLED BEFORE PLANTING

CLIENT NAME AND ADDRESS

UNICORN SERVICES, LLC
77 W. WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 1501
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60602
PLAN DATE

SHEET INDEX

MAY 12, 2021
REVISIONS

L0.1 PROJECT TEAM
GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES
PLANTING DETAILS
PLANT & MATERIALS LIST
TREE PROTECTION FENCE DETAIL

L1.0 LANDSCAPE PLAN

19. CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IF AREAS OF
POOR DRAINAGE OR OTHER UNUSUAL SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS
ARE ENCOUNTERED DURING EXCAVATION FOR PLANTING PITS.

PREPARE BED AS PER
WRITTEN SPECIFICATION

20. ALL TURF SHALL SHALL BE KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS BLEND SOD
(MINERAL, NOT PEAT), PER VILLAGE, SEED IS NOT ALLOWED.
21. CONTRACTOR SHALL RESTORE LAWN AREAS THAT HAVE REMAINED
PARTIALLY INTACT, TOP DRESSING WITH SOIL, SCARIFYING, AND
SEEDING TO FORM A SMOOTH, FULL, EVEN LAWN, FREE OF BARE
SPOTS, INDENTATIONS, AND WEEDS.

PERENNIAL PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

22. CONTRACTOR INSTALLATION BIDS SHALL INCLUDE A ONE-YEAR
WARRANTY ON ALL PLANT MATERIAL.

PLANT SO THAT TOP OF ROOTBALL
IS EVEN WITH THE FINISHED
GRADE

NOT TO SCALE

JACOB & HEFNER ASSOCIATES
1333 BUTTERFIELD ROAD, SUITE 300
DOWNERS GROVE, IL 60515
TEL (630) 652-4600

10. ALL PLANTING BED AREAS SHALL MAINTAIN A MAX. 3" DEEP LAYER
OF SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH (COLOR: NON-DYED, BROWN).

15. IT IS THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO VISIT THE
SITE PRIOR TO BID SUBMITTAL, TO BECOME FAMILIAR WITH
EXISTING CONDITIONS AT THE SITE.

HILLSIDE PLANTING

SURVEYOR:

14. EVERY ATTEMPT HAS BEEN MADE TO DEPICT ALL EXISTING UTILITY
LINES. CONTRACTOR SHALL USE PRECAUTION WHEN DIGGING.
CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE THEMSELVES THOROUGHLY FAMILIAR
WITH ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY LOCATIONS PRIOR TO ANY
DIGGING, VERIFYING LOCATIONS AND DEPTHS OF ALL UTILITIES.

MULTI-TRUNK TREE STAKING

EXISTING GRADE

CONTACT: TODD MEGRATH

13. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR HIS/HER OWN LAYOUT
WORK. UPON REQUEST, LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT SHALL BE
AVAILABLE TO ASSIST/APPROVE CONTRACTOR LAYOUT.

NOTE:
STAKING AS REQUIRED

FORM SAUCER WITH
3" CONTINUOUS RIM
BACKFILL TO MEET EX.
GRADE AND CREATE
LEVEL GRADE AT
ROOT BALL.

UNICORN SERVICES, LLC
c/o MSQUARE DEVELOPMENT
10450 W. CHEYANNE AVENUE, SUITE 130
LAS VEGAS, NV 89129
TEL (702) 372-0128

9. ALL PLANTING BEDS ADJACENT TO LAWN AREAS SHALL HAVE A
SPADED EDGE BORDER, UNLESS METAL OR OTHER BORDER IS
SPECIFIED.

PLANTING NOTES:

FENCE IS FOR PROTECTION OF ZOOT ZONES.

DEVELOPER:

8. ALL PLANTING ISLANDS SHALL BE MOUNDED TO PROVIDE POSITIVE
DRAINAGE.

NOT TO SCALE

PROTECTION FENCE TO EXTEND OUT TO
CANOPY DRIP LINE LIMITS OR FURTHER

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY PERMITS REQUIRED.
ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO APPLICABLE STANDARDS
AND CODES.

E. ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL BE FREE OF WEEDS,
LITTER, AND SIMILAR SIGNS OF DEFERRED MAINTENANCE.

NOT TO SCALE

FENCE TO BE PROVIDED AROUND ALL OFF-SITE
TREES WHOSE CANOPY DRIP-LINE EXTENDS
ACROSS BOUNDARIES OF PROJECT SITE.

PROJECT TEAM

D. PLANTS SHALL BE ALLOWED TO GROW IN THEIR NATURAL
FORM / HABIT. PLANTS SHALL NOT BE PRUNED/HEDGED
UNLESS ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY (DUE TO VISIBILITY OR
HAZARD OBSTRUCTION).

TREE PLANTING & STAKING

TREE PROTECTION FENCE DETAIL

NOTES - GENERAL LANDSCAPE

3" MULCH MIN.

PROJECT NAME AND SHEET TITLE

HANOVER PARK STORAGE
HANOVER PARK, IL

PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN

SPECIFIED PLANTING
MIX. WATER & TAMP
TO REMOVE AIR
POCKETS

SHEET NUMBER

L0.1

E. SCHICK ROAD

EXISTING HANOVER
CORPORATE CENTER
SIGN WITH
LANDSCAPING TO
REMAIN

EXISTING TREE TO
PRESERVE SHOWN
WITH NO "X" (TYP.)

EXISTING TREE
APPROX. CALIPER
SIZE (TYP.)

6"
8"

2"
3"

7"

6"

4"
4"

7"

8"

8"

9"

2"
7"

8"

6"

4"

8"

2"

7"

5"

5"

5"

6"

2"

6"

6"

2"

2"
7"

6"
7"

4"

EXISTING TREE TO
REMOVE SHOWN
WITH "X" (TYP.)

20-VDB
@ 12" O.C.

7-CAB3
7-CSI

RESTORE DISTURBED
AREAS WITH KENTUCKY
BLUEGRASS BLEND SOD
(AS NEEDED, TYP.)

LIMITS OF CRITICAL ROOT ZONE &
LIMITS OF TREE PROTECTION FENCING
(TYPICAL)

17-SA
1-HV

5"

6"

EXISTING GRADING
CONTOURS (TYP.)

6"

5-VC

RESTORE DISTURBED
AREAS WITH KENTUCKY
BLUEGRASS BLEND SOD
(AS NEEDED, TYP.)

KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS
BLEND SOD (±435 SF)
5-PDM
3-TOT

3-TOT
6-HAA

5-SGF

1-HV

5-VC

23-NBW
KENTUCKY
BLUEGRASS
BLEND SOD
(±275 SF)

PROPOSED NEW BUILDING

INSIGHT
ENTERPRISES

1-AFAB
29-AXM
10-CAB3

8'-0"

8-RGL

OFF-STREET
PARKING
LANDSCAPE
SCREENING

FOUNDATION PLANTING COVERAGE
(PER CODE, 50% COVERAGE OF EACH SIDE):

- NORTH
- SOUTH
- EAST
- WEST
3-MRR

BUILDING
LENGTH
417'
432'
282'
262'

LANDSCAPE
COVERAGE
73' (18%)
241' (56%)
113' (40%)
181' (69%)

CLIENT NAME AND ADDRESS

NEFAB
PACKAGING

UNICORN SERVICES, LLC
77 W. WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 1501
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60602

5"

PLAN DATE

SIGHT DISTANCE
TRIANGLE, MAINTAIN
CLEAR VISIBILITY,
NOTHING PERMITTED
OVER 30" HIGH (TYP.)

12-JCSG
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AGENDA MEMORANDUM
TO:

Chair Serauskas & Development Commission members

FROM:

Shubhra Govind, Director of Community & Economic Development

SUBJECT: Public Hearing re: Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance regarding
regulations pertaining to Adult Use Recreational Cannabis Businesses,
including changes to: 1) Sec. 110-2.3. – Definitions, including location,
distance requirements from sensitive uses and operation criteria; 2)
Article V. - Zoning Districts – consider allowing as a Special Use within
the B-1 Convenience Shopping Dist. and B-2 – Local Business District
ACTION
REQUESTED:

Approval

Concurrence

Discussion

Information

MEETING DATE: July 14, 2022
________________________________________________________________________
Executive Summary
The Village Board requested the Development Commission to re-evaluate the zoning regulations
currently in place pertaining to Cannabis retail shops. A Public Hearing has been scheduled during
the Development Commission meeting of July 14, 2022, at 7:00 pm to consider amendments to
Hanover Park’s Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance regarding regulations pertaining to Adult Use
Recreational Cannabis Businesses, including changes to: 1) Sec. 110-2.3. – Definitions, including
location, distance requirements from sensitive uses and operation criteria; 2) Article V. - Zoning
Districts – consider allowing as a Special Use within the B-1 Convenience Shopping District and B2 – Local Business District
Background
In 2014, the Village passed Ord. O-14-17, allowing establishments related to Medical Cannabis
facilities (dispensaries and cultivation centers) as special uses in the industrial districts, with certain
criteria.
In 2019, Illinois made adult use of recreational cannabis legal in the state. On March 5, 2020, the
Village Board passed Ord. O-20-12, allowing cannabis related businesses as Special Use in the BP,
HC, and L-I Districts with conditions:
Now that the current cannabis-related Ordinance has been in effect since 2020, and several
communities have had retail locations in operation, there is new information available. Following
direction from the Village Board, staff researched 39 communities in the Chicagoland area, where
dispensaries are allowed, and provided the Board a list of issues for discussion.
At the May 5, 2022 Village Board workshop, the Board discussed the list of potential issues and
directed the Development Comm. to re-evaluated certain issues, and provide a recommendation
following a Public Hearing process.
The Development Commission held a Workshop on May 12, 2022 and discussed the issues. The
Development Commission now needs to vote and make a formal recommendation to the Village
Board for final action. Following is a summary of the Board and Development Commission
discussion of various issues:

Issue: What zoning districts should these uses be allowed in?
Currently allowed as Special Use in the BP, HC, and L-I Districts with conditions. Some
communities allow retail locations in their commercial districts. Should the Special Use be
allowed in retail locations/commercial districts?
Board direction: Yes, consider allowing retail locations in commercial districts.
Development Commission: 4 Commission members were in favor of allowing the use in the
B-1 and B-2 commercial districts, while 3 were not.
Issue: Should cannabis retailers be allowed as permitted, special or conditional uses?
Currently allowed only as Special Use. (Permitted uses are allowed to locate in a zoning
district ‘by right’ and Special Uses are required to go through a public hearing process, which
may include site plan review and conditional approval.)
Board direction: Continue as Special Use (not permitted by right), to enable review and
oversight of proposed location.
Development Commission: Consensus to keep them as Special Use
Issue: Should there should be a ‘buffer’ of 1250-ft from sensitive uses such as schools,
daycares, public parks, and libraries.
The Public Act states that cannabis facilities may not be located within 1,500 feet of another
pre-existing dispensing organization or medical cannabis dispensing organization, and that
advertising for recreational cannabis facilities cannot be placed less than 1,000 feet from the
perimeter of school grounds, playgrounds, recreational facilities, public parks, public
libraries, or game arcades in which admission is not restricted to 21 years or older.
Please note that the Public Act does not place a restriction on the location of the facility, but
does for advertising. The Village’s Ord. O-19-12 also requires a ‘buffer’ for location – a
distance of 1250-ft from schools, daycares, public parks, libraries and similar uses.
Board direction: Development Commission to provide ‘buffer’ requirement recommendation.
Development Commission: 6 of 7 commissioners were agreeable to reducing the distance
requirements from schools, daycares, public parks, libraries and similar uses from 1250 feet
to 1000 feet.
Additional Staff Research: Some, not all, communities have buffer requirements for location
and distance from ‘pre-existing sensitive’ uses (such as day cares, schools and places of
worship). For instance:
Addison:

250-ft from Residential structure

Oak Brook Terrace: Has a specific area designated as an overlay district, where the use is
permitted.
Romeoville:

750-ft from sensitive uses and 250-ft from Residential structure

Schaumburg: 1000-ft from sensitive uses
South Elgin:

250-ft from sensitive uses and 100-ft from principal residential building

Wheeling:

250-ft from sensitive uses
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Please note that staff has drafted the recommendation for the stricter requirement of
1000-ft from sensitive uses. This issue needs to be further discussed to ensure that
the distinction between ‘location’ and ‘advertising’ is considered.
Issue: Should the use should be located within stand-alone buildings only, and not in multitenant buildings such as shopping centers.
Currently, Ord. O-19-12 requires any retail sales facility to be located in “stand alone”
buildings only, not as a business within a shopping center or ‘strip mall.’ The Public Act
does not have this as a requirement. Most communities do not have a requirement for the
use to be located in a ‘stand-alone’ building.
Board direction: Consider consistency with the State requirements which do not require the
use to be in a ‘stand-alone’ building. Acceptable to locate within a ‘shopping center’ with other
businesses.
Development Commission: 4 Commission members were in favor of consistency with state
requirements, with no restrictions for locating within multi-tenant buildings, while 3 were not.
Issue: Should the business be a ‘sole use’ in the building, and not be combined with another
use (for instance, gas stations cannot sell recreational cannabis.).
Board direction: Consider ‘sole use’ in the unit/business space.)
Development Commission: All commissioners agree to sole use only.

Issue: Should the hours of operation should be consistent with the State restrictions: 6 am10 pm.? Our code requires that the hours of operation should not violate any state restrictions and
may only be opened after 6:00 a.m. and before 10:00 p.m
Board direction: No change - this is consistent with the State requirements
Development Commission: All commissioners agreed.
Issue: Currently, no drive-throughs are allowed. Should drive-throughs be allowed? State
criteria does not allow for drive-throughs.
Board direction: No change – keep as is
Development Commission: All commissioners agree to no drive-throughs.
Issue: Should on-premise consumption be allowed?
Currently, no on-premise smoking/consumption is permitted.
Board direction: Majority of the Board was not favorable to allowing on-site
smoking/consumption. Board directed staff to gather additional info from communities that
allow on-site consumption.
Development Commission: All Commissioners agreed that on-site consumption should not
be allowed.
Additional Staff Research: Few communities do allow on-site consumption, but place very
strict requirements. Proposed text amendment recommends no on-site consumption.
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Issue: Currently, Special filtration systems may be required to mitigate against noxious or
unhealthy gaseous emissions. Should Special filtration systems continue to be required?
Board direction: May not be needed if on-site consumption is not allowed, however, Board
directed additional info to be gathered from communities that allow on-site consumption
Development Commission: Some commissioners noted that it should be required under if
a dispensary will be located in a shopping center, otherwise it should be optional.
Additional Staff Research: Only a few communities require special filtration system. Some
require if located within a multi-tenant building.
Issue: Should there be any changes to the parking requirements?
Board direction: Gather additional info from communities – may not need to change.
Development Commission: All Commissioners agreed to keep them the same as retail
parking requirements.
Additional Staff Research: Typically, cannabis businesses that located in pre-existing
industrial buildings with limited parking faced issues when the recreational use was initially
legalized. However, communities reported that parking is not an issue for those that located
in commercial areas since parking requirements are typically higher than those for industrial
uses.
Additionally, the industry is trending towards online pre-ordering, where the customer comes
to the retail location only for pick-up. No drive-thru is allowed in the Public Act.
Issue: Should the use continue to be prohibited from locating within the Village Center (the
area in the vicinity of the Metra Train station was defined)?
Board direction: No change. Keep as is – prohibited from locating in the Village Center area.
Development Commission: All Commissioners agreed that the use should not be allowed
in the Village Center.
Issue: Should there be distance requirements between dispensaries?
The Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act as Amended by Public Act 102-0098 states that
cannabis dispensing organizations may not be located within 1,500 feet of another preexisting dispensing organization or medical cannabis dispensing organization. (However, P.A.
102-0098 provides that a social equity applicant or social equity justice involved applicant may
seek a dispensing organization license from the Illinois Department of Financial and
Professional Regulation at a location within 1,500 feet of a dispensing organization licensed
under Section 15-15 or 15-20 of the Act.)
Board direction: No change - keep consistent with the State requirements
Development Commission: All Commissioners agreed that the state’s requirement of
1500 feet is acceptable
RECOMMENDATION / REQUESTED ACTION:
Staff recommends that the Development Commission make a motion that the Comprehensive Zoning
Ordinance is amended as follows – whereby text to be deleted is shown with a strike-through
(deleted), and text to be added is shown underlined and in italics.
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Amend Sec. 110-2.3 of Chapter 110 of the Municipal Code of Hanover Park as follows:
Sec. 110--2.3. - Definitions.
*****
Adult Use Recreational Cannabis Business means any of the following six cannabis businesses as
defined within this Section.
Cannabis Dispensing Facility or Organization/Dispensaries
Craft growers
Cultivation centers
Infusers
Processors
Transporters
a) As to each of the Adult Use Recreational Cannabis Business uses the following shall be adhered
to:
a distance of 12501000-ft shall be maintained from schools, daycare facilities, public parks and
libraries, and similar uses;
the use may only occupy a stand-alone building in which it constitutes the entire occupancy and
being the sole use therein;
the hours of Operation should not violate any State restrictions and may only be opened after
6:00am and before 10:00 pm;
drive-throughs are prohibited;
on-premise smoking/consumption is prohibited; and
special filtration system(s) may be required if a business is located in a multi-unit building, to
mitigate against noxious or unhealthy gaseous emissions.
Add the following definitions to Section 110-2.3 Definitions of Chapter 110 Zoning of the
Hanover Park Municipal Code:
Add the following in Section 110-5.8. B-1 convenience shopping district
Section 5.8.3. Special uses
o. Cannabis Dispensing Facility or Organization/Dispensaries
Add the following in Section 110-5.9. B-2 Local Business District
Section 5.9.3. Special uses
dd. Cannabis Dispensing Facility or Organization/Dispensaries
Amend Table 5.1.2, Permitted and Special Uses to show “Adult Use of Recreational
Cannabis Business” as a Special Use in the B-1 and B-2 zoning districts.
Attachments:
Att. 1 – Draft Findings of Fact
Att. 2 - Maps showing location of ‘sensitive uses’ with 1000-ft buffer
Att. 3 – Spreadsheet with info from other communities
Att. 4 – IML Doc - FAQs re Cannabis Public Act 102-0098
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DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT
TEXT AMENDMENT RE: ADULT USE RECREATIONAL CANNABIS FACILITIES
I. Subject
Consideration of a request by the Village of Hanover Park for a text amendment to Hanover Park’s
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance regarding regulations pertaining to Adult Use Recreational
Cannabis Businesses, including changes to: 1) Sec. 110-2.3. – Definitions, including location,
distance requirements from sensitive uses and operation criteria; 2) Article V. - Zoning Districts –
consider allowing as a Special Use within the B-1 Convenience Shopping District and B-2 – Local
Business District.
II. Findings
On July 14, 2022 after due notice as required by law, the Hanover Park Development Commission
held a public hearing on the subject request concerning the text amendment. ____Members of
the public appeared and voiced their opinion.
____ objectors appeared and ___ written
objections were filed.
The Development Commission has made the following findings regarding the Village-initiated text
amendment request:
Conformance with Comprehensive Plan
Approval of the text amendment is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan. The Village of
Hanover Park 2010 Comprehensive Plan, as amended, embraces economic development with
strong business locations offering high market visibility and convenient access to encourage
residents to seek employment in Hanover Park and to shop locally for goods and services. The
State of Illinois approved the Illinois Cannabis Regulation and Tax Act which legalizes and
regulates the sale and use of recreational cannabis in the State of Illinois effective on January 1,
2020. Special use permitting of Adult Use Recreational Cannabis facilities within the B-1 and B2 Commercial Zoning Districts, with state and local location criteria will enable compliance with
the Comprehensive Plan while still limiting impact with location and operational restrictions.
Public Interest
The text amendment is in the public interest and is not solely for the interest of any particular
applicant. Municipalities have the authority to enact reasonable zoning regulations that are not
in conflict with the Act. Municipalities may also enact zoning regulations designating the time,
place, manner and number of cannabis business operations, including minimum distances
between locations through special use. A special use permitting Adult Use Recreational Cannabis
facilities in the Commercial Districts will allow for provision of the facilities, while minimizing their
impact upon surrounding uses with location and operational restrictions.
Necessity of Amendment
The amendment is permissible pursuant to the Public Act 101-0027 cited as the Cannabis
Regulation and Tax Act, 410 ILCS 705/1-1 et seq. While the Village does not have the authority
to wholly prohibit Adult Use Recreational Cannabis consumption, the Village is granted the
authority to enact ‘time, place and manner’ zoning regulations in addition to the standards
prescribed by the state. The amendment will make it possible to permit Adult Use Recreational
Cannabis facilities as a special use in the commercial districts, in conjunction with other criteria.
III. Recommendations
Accordingly, by a vote of __ to __, the Development Commission recommends approval of the
request.
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How is the cannabis dispensary use allowed by zoning districts?
Municipality

Zoning Regulations

Addison
Arlington
Heights
Aurora
Buffalo Grove

Prohibited
Originally prohibited Adult Use, but then granted an exception for their
one medical dispensary to sell adult use
Conditional Use in the B2, B3, DC, ORI, M1, and M2
Special Use in B1 & B2 provided that they are located on sites with
frontage along the following major streets: Lake-Cook Road, IL Route
68 (Dundee Road) or IL Route 45 (Milwaukee Avenue).
Special Use in B1, B2, B3, M1, M2, OR, One (1) parking space for
each sixty (60) square feet of gross floor area, but not less than fifteen
(15) spaces, 12.7.5 has additional standards.
SU in M1, M2, Permitted in C2 and C2A with supplemental standards
Permitted in M1, c2, C1 and supplemental rules
SU in C2 & I2, limited to 1

Calumet City
Carpentersville
Chicago Ridge
Deerfield
Elmwood Park
Evanston
Highland Park
Highwood
Homewood
Joliet
Justice
Lake in the Hills
Lombard
Melrose Park
Mokena
Morton Grove
Mt. Prospect
Mundelein
Naperville
Niles
North Aurora
Northbrook
Oak Park
Oakbrook
Terrace
Rolling
Meadows

SU in C1, conditions 9, 10, 11 in section 1407.04
Special Use in RP, D1, D2, D3, D4, C1a, C1, C2, B1a, B2, B3, and O1
Zoning Districts as well as the oDM, oCSC and oH Zoning Overlay
Districts
Conditional in portions of the I district
Done as a license
Permitted in M1
Special use B2, B3, All Industrial Districts
Special use B1, I-1-R
Permitted in B3, B4, M1, M2, AD2
Permitted in the O district, B4A Roosevelt Rd Corridor, I, Conditional
Use in B1, B2, B3, B4, B5 CBD, B5A Downtown Perimeter
SU in E2
Cannabis businesses prohibited
SU in C1, Limited to 1 prior to 1/1/2022 and two after that date
Conditional in the B3 and I1.
Permitted in the C2, C4, M1 and M-MU districts, Limited to 1
establishment, item d in use restrictions, Parking 5 per 1,000 s.f. GFA +
1 per 2 employees on maximum shift
Permitted in the B2, B3, HS, I, ORI, and RD Districts, limted to 3 in
town
Permitted in the Cannabis Overlay District (CE), 3 per 1,000 s.f of
GFA, z has the adult use standards
SU in B1, B2, B3, I1, I2, I3, OR, ORI, Standards in 11.2.G
SU in C2, C3, C4, C5, ICS
SU in DT, HS, GC, MS, NA, NC, RR, p 82 has extra rules,
permitted as a special use only in the Adult-Use Cannabis Dispensary
Overlay District
SU in the M1 & m2

No. of
Dispensaries
2

1

1

1

1

3

1
1

Romeoville
Rosemont
Schaumburg
Skokie
St. Charles
Villa Park
Westchester
Westmont
Wheeling
Worth

SU in the M1, Planned Business
SU at two specific locations, consumption on site allowed per 5-7-5e
SU in B2, B4 and B5
Permitted in B2 & B3, No consumption on site, created a cannabis
commissioner, maximum of two dispensaries, 1 parking space for each
300 ft 2 of net floor area.
SU in BC, BR and M2, Max of 2, 1 on either side of the river, other
standards too, Parking: 4 per 1,000sf of GFA
SU in c3
SU in the B2, B3, B4 and I Districts
SU in C1, B2, M District
SU in the B1, B2, B3, MXC, MXT
SU in the B2

1
4
1
1
1
1
1

FACT SHEET
Adult-Use Cannabis
Public Act 101-0027 creates the Cannabis Regulation and
Tax Act and was signed into law by Governor JB Pritzker on
June 25, 2019. Effective January 1, 2020, the Act legalizes
the possession and private use of cannabis for Illinois
residents over 21 years of age.
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LOCAL REGULATION OF CONSUMPTION
Municipalities may not restrict the private consumption of cannabis that is authorized by the Act. However,
the Act prohibits the use of cannabis in public places, schools and child care facilities among other locations.
Municipalities may adopt and enforce local ordinances to regulate possession and public consumption of cannabis
so long as the regulations and penalties are consistent with the Act.

HOME GROW LIMITED TO MEDICAL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
Home grow cannabis will be authorized only for medical cannabis program participants, and is limited to five
plants in their residence and subject to specified restrictions. Home grow of recreational cannabis by non-medical
participants is prohibited. More information about the medical cannabis program is available via this link.

ZONING
The Act preserves local zoning authority and directly authorizes
municipalities to prohibit (opt out) or significantly limit the
location of cannabis businesses by ordinance. Municipalities will
have the authority to enact reasonable zoning regulations that
are not in conflict with the act. This would include the authority
to opt out of either commercial production or distribution
(dispensaries) of adult-use cannabis within their jurisdiction.
Municipalities also may enact zoning ordinances and regulations
designating the time, place, manner and number of cannabis
business operations, including minimum distances between
locations through conditional use permits.

BUSINESS REGULATION
In addition to zoning authority, municipalities will have the authority to allow for on-premise use of cannabis at
locations to be determined locally. The Act anticipates that local authorities will engage
in inspections of cannabis-related businesses. Municipalities may establish and impose
civil penalties for violations of the local ordinances and regulations.
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LOCAL REVENUE
Municipalities, by ordinance, may impose a Municipal Cannabis Retailers’ Occupation Tax on adult-use cannabis
products of up to 3% of the purchase price, in .25% increments. Counties may impose up to 3.75% in unincorporated
areas, in .25% increments. The taxes imposed under this Act shall be in addition to all other occupation, privilege or
excise taxes imposed by the State of Illinois or by any unit of local government, such as sales tax.

SMOKE FREE ILLINOIS ACT
The Act applies the restrictions of the Smoke Free Illinois Act on smoking cannabis, and provides
that property owners may prohibit the use of cannabis by any guest, lessee, customer or visitor. In
addition, lessors may prohibit cultivation of cannabis by their lessees.

EMPLOYER PROVISIONS
The Act provides employer protections including that nothing in the enactment prohibits employers from
adopting reasonable zero-tolerance or drug-free workplace employment policies concerning drug testing,
smoking, consumption, storage or use of cannabis in the workplace or while on-call. These policies must be
applied in a nondiscriminatory manner. Employers may prohibit the use of cannabis by employees in the
workplace, and engage in discipline, including termination, for violations of those polices and workplace rules.

STATE LICENSING
The Act authorizes the production and distribution of cannabis and cannabis products through state-licensed
cultivators, craft growers, infusers, transporters and dispensaries. Cannabis transporters will be separately
licensed by the Act, as well. A market study due in March 2021 will
inform future licensing. The state will issue licenses according to a
STATE REVENUE
graduated scale. By the end of the first year, there will be up to 295
State revenues derived from the Cannabis
dispensing organizations. The Act will allow up to 500 dispensing
Regulation and Tax Act will be deposited
organizations by January 1, 2022. Cultivators will be capped at
into the Cannabis Regulation Fund. The
50, and 100 craft growers will be allowed. By that same date, 100
funds will be distributed to multiple
infusers will also be authorized to be licensed.
state agencies for implementation of the
Act. The legalization of adult cannabis
GRANTS AND INVESTMENT
also includes a new source of Local
The Act establishes the Restore, Reinvest and Renew (R3) Program
Government Distributive Fund (LGDF)
to invest in communities historically impacted by economic
dollars. A portion of the Cannabis
disinvestment and violence. The Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Regulation Fund revenues (8% of
Authority (ICJIA) will identify R3 areas that qualify for funding, and
deposits) will go to local governments,
grants will be awarded by the R3 Board. A 22-member R3 Board will
through LGDF, which will be used to
award grants throughout the state, subject to an application process
fund crime prevention programs, training
and the Government Accountability and Transparency Act (GATA);
and interdiction efforts. The Cannabis
the R3 Board shall be chaired by the Lt. Governor.
Regulation Fund is derived from moneys
collected from state taxes, license fees
SOCIAL EQUITY
and other amounts required to be
The Act provides for a social equity program to establish a legal
transferred into the Fund.
cannabis industry that is accessible to those most adversely
impacted by the enforcement of drug-related laws in this state,
including cannabis-related laws. Qualifying social equity applicants may be awarded financial assistance and
incentives if they are interested in establishing cannabis related businesses.

DECRIMINALIZATION AND EXPUNGEMENTS
A significant portion of the Act addresses the decriminalization of cannabis through mandatory and discretionary
expungements of criminal convictions relating to non-violent cannabis offenses.
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