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Municipal Building 
2121 West Lake Street 
Hanover Park, Illinois 
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630-372-4200 
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Eira L. Corral 
Village Clerk 
 
Ronald A. Moser 
Village Manager 

   
VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK 

 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

Municipal Building, Village Board Room 214 
2121 W. Lake Street 

Hanover Park, IL 60133 

 
Thursday, July 14, 2011 

7:00 p.m. 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER:  ROLL CALL 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLIEGENCE:  
 

3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA: 
 

4. PRESENTATIONS/REPORTS:  None. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
5-a. Request to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of June 9, 2011. 
 

6. ACTION ITEMS: 
6-a. Consider a request by Derek McGrew (applicant) on behalf of the Hanover Park Park 

District (property owner) for a Special Use Amendment and Variance from the Village of 
Hanover Park Zoning Ordinance to allow a wireless communications facility (non 
Village owned facility) and a 30 foot variance from the maximum 60 foot antenna height 
at 1700 Greenbrook Boulevard, Hanover Park, Illinois. (Public Hearing held 4/14/11, 
Agenda Item 6a.  Public Hearing Closed and Commission requested Petitioner come back 
with additional information.) 

 
6-b. Public Hearing to consider a request by the Village of Hanover Park for a text 

amendment to the Zoning Ordinance Sections 110-6.1.2.g and 110-6.6.1.m to permit one 
shed and/or storage building, not exceeding 400 square feet, in the R Single-Family 

Village of Hanover Park 
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Detached Residence District. 

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

8. OLD BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): 
 

9. NEW BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS): 
 9-a. Community Development Update:  Planner Katie Bowman. 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT: 
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Municipal Building 
2121 West Lake Street 
Hanover Park, Illinois 
60133-4398 
 
 
630-372-4200 
Fax 630-372-4215 

Rodney S. Craig 
Village President 
 
Eira L. Corral 
Village Clerk 
 
Ronald A. Moser 
Village Manager 

   
VILLAGE OF HANOVER PARK 

 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

Municipal Building, Village Board Room 214 
2121 W. Lake Street 

Hanover Park, IL 60133 

 
Thursday, June 9, 2011 

7:00 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER:  ROLL CALL 
 Chairman Bakes called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 

 
Chairman Bakes appointed Auxiliary Member Scot Neil as full voting member 
of the Commission for this meeting. 
 
PRESENT:  Commissioners: Arthur Berthelot, Mark Mercier,  
      Philip McBride, Scot Neil, Virginia  
      Wachsmuth, Chairman Jeffrey Bakes 
ABSENT:  Commissioner: Roy Pouse, Patrick Watkins 
ALSO PRESENT:    Trustee Ed Zimel, Jr., Director Patrick 
      Grill, Planner Katie Bowman, Secretary 
      Regina Mullen 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLIEGENCE:  
 

3. ACCEPTANCE OF AGENDA: 
Motion by Commissioner McBride to accept Agenda as presented, seconded by 
Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Voice Vote: 
All AYES. 

Village of Hanover Park 
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Motion Carried:  Accept Agenda. 
 

4. PRESENTATIONS/REPORTS:  None. 
 

5. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  
 5-a. Request to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of May 12, 2011. 

 
Motion by Commissioner McBride to approve the Minutes, seconded by 
Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Voice Vote: 
All AYES. 
Motion Carried:  Minutes approved. 
 

6. ACTION ITEMS: 
Chairman Bakes entertained a Motion to Open the Public Hearing. 
 
Motion by Commissioner McBride to open the Public Hearing, seconded by 
Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Voice Vote: 
All AYES. 
Motion Carried:  Public Hearing Opened. 
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 6-a. Public Hearing to consider a request by Shaugn and Melissa Davenport to 
allow a front yard fence height variation at 7060 Meadowbrook Lane to 
allow a one-foot (1’) variance from the maximum three-foot (3’) front yard 
fence height to permit a four foot (4’) front yard fence. 
 
Chairman Bakes called up Sign-In Speaker Grant Dittmoc, 7037 
Meadowbrook Lane, Hanover Park, IL.  Mr. Dittmos stated he is not here to 
speak but to observe. 
 
Chairman Bakes called up the Petitioners to the podium.  Shaugn and 
Melissa Davenport of 7060 Meadowbrook Lane, Hanover Park, IL are sworn 
in. 
 
Chairman Bakes turns the meeting over to the Commissioners for questions. 
 
Commissioner Wachsmuth – Questioned existing backyard fence.  
Petitioners stated there will be no change to the existing backyard fence. 
 
Commissioner Mercier – Questioned the type of fencing, driveway gate and 
location of fence along lot line. Petitioners stated the fence will be similar to 
the photo included in the Agenda item.  Upon approval of this variance, the 
Petitioners will apply for a Medicaid Home Base Waiver.  The driveway gate 
will be closed only when residents are outside. 
 
Commissioner McBride – Requested a provision in the variance that the 
fence be removed with any change in the residents’ situation or the selling of 
this home. 
 
Commissioner Berthelot – No questions. 
Commissioner Neil – No questions. 
 
Chairman Bakes – Questioned the type of fencing material – metal/wood?  
Petitioners stated the fence would be steel or aluminum and black in color. 
 
Planner Bowman states that the Notice was properly published and presented 
“Return Receipt Cards.”  Petitioners also presented “Return Receipt Cards.” 
 
Planner Bowman presented the Draft Findings of Fact. 
 
Chairman Bakes entertained a Motion to Approve the Draft Findings of Fact. 
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Motion by Commissioner McBride to approve the Draft Findings of Fact, 
seconded by Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
AYES:   Commissioners: Berthelot, McBride, Mercier,  
      Neil, Wachsmuth, Chairman  
      Bakes 
NAYS:  Commissioner: None. 
ABSENT:  Commissioners: Pouse, Watkins 
 
Motion Carried:  Draft Findings of Fact Approved. 
 
Chairman Bakes entertained a Motion to Approve the Petitioners request to 
allow a front yard fence height variance at 7060 Meadowbrook Lane. 
 
Motion by Commissioner McBride to approve the variance, seconded by 
Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
AYES:   Commissioners: Berthelot, McBride, Mercier,  
      Neil, Wachsmuth, Chairman  
      Bakes 
NAYS:  Commissioner: None. 
ABSENT:  Commissioners: Pouse, Watkins 
 
Motion Carried:  Variance Approved. 
 
Chairman Bakes entertained a Motion to close the Public Hearing. 
 
Motion by Commissioner McBride to close the Public Hearing, seconded by 
Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Roll Call Vote: 
AYES:   Commissioners: Berthelot, McBride, Mercier,  
      Neil, Wachsmuth, Chairman  
      Bakes 
NAYS:  Commissioner: None. 
ABSENT:  Commissioners: Pouse, Watkins 
 
Motion Carried:  Public Hearing Closed. 
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7. TOWNHALL SESSION: 
Persons wishing to address the public body must register prior to Call to Order.  
Please note that public comment is limited to 5 minutes per speaker.   
 

8. OLD BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS):  None. 
 

9. NEW BUSINESS (NON-ACTION ITEMS):   
 

 9-a. Community Development Update:  Planner Katie Bowman. 
• Updated the Commission on a recent email sent to Commissioner 

requesting their participation in the RTA Village Center Study. 
• Provided an update on the International Conference of Shopping Centers.  

It was a positive experience as the Village works on increasing economic 
development.  

• Informed the Commission of an upcoming Development Incentive 
Showcase scheduled for Thursday, July 21. 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT: 

 
Motion by Commission McBride to Adjourn, seconded by Commissioner Mercier. 
 
Voice Vote: 
All AYES. 
Motion Carried:  Meeting adjourned at 7:34 p.m. 
 
Recorded and transcribed by: 
 
_________________________   ___________________________ 
Regina Mullen, Secretary     Jeff Bakes, Chairman 
On this 9 day of June, 2011. 
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Village of Hanover Park 
Community Development Department 

 
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO:   Chairman Bakes and members of the Development Commission 
 
FROM:  Patrick Grill, Community Development Director 

Katie Bowman, Village Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Additional Information Related to a Request for a Special Use 

Amendment and Variance at 1700 Greenbrook Boulevard. 
ACTION  
REQUESTED:     Approval        Disapproval     Information 
 
MEETING DATE:  July 14, 2011 
 
 
REQUEST SUMMARY:  
 
Following the close of the public hearing, held by the Development Commission at 7:00 p.m. on 
April 14, 2011 in Room 214 of the Municipal Building, 2121 West Lake Street, additional 
information was requested for the following application: 
  
A request by Derek McGrew, associate of T-Mobile, (applicant) on behalf the Hanover Park 
Park District (property owner) for a Special Use Amendment and Variance from the Village of 
Hanover Park Zoning Ordinance to allow a wireless communications facility (non-Village 
owned facility) and a 30 foot variance from the maximum 60 foot antenna height at 1700 
Greenbrook Boulevard, Hanover Park, Illinois.  Specifically, the following items must be 
approved: 

• Special Use from Section 110-5.4.3.f 
• Variance from Section 110-4.7.7.b 

 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 
At the request of the Development Commission, the applicant has provided the following 
additional information: 
 
1. Plans indicating the provision of a protective barrier between the wireless facility and 

adjacent parking and parking lot (to the south and east) (Exhibit 1). 

Proposed bollards include: 6 located 5 feet apart along the south side of the enclosure, to 
provide protection from the adjacent parking stalls, and 3 located 8 feet 6 inches apart along 
the east side of the enclosure to provide protection from the adjacent circle drive. 
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2. Information on the collapse area of the proposed tower (Exhibit 2). 

A report on the ability of the 90 foot flag pole tower model to collapse upon itself describes 
its ability to absorb various types of shock, including winds of over 90 miles-per-hour, 
without free fall.  The tower is designed by Engineered Endeavors and meets all industry 
standards for steel monopole structures.  When exposed to wind, the tower may bend 
slightly, but will typically return to its upright position.  In the rare case that the bend is 
permanent, a ‘local buckling’ will occur in which a small portion of the tower is bent but 
overall tower remains standing.  In their experience, Engineered Endeavors has never known 
of a monopole tower that had a free fall, including during large hurricanes. 

 
3. Propagation map for a 60 foot tower at the proposed location.  Propagation maps for a 50 

foot and 90 foot tower are also included (Exhibit 3). 

4. Propagation maps for a 60 foot and 90 foot tower for an alternative location at the Village of 
Hanover Park Water Treatment Plant Site, located southeast of the intersection of Arlington 
Drive and Greenbrook Boulevard (Exhibit 3). 

Propagation maps show the level of service provided at the proposed and alternate locations 
at various tower heights (note that height used in propagation maps is five feet lower than 
tower height due to the location of the antennae).  The blue color indicates no coverage; 
yellow indicates undependable in-vehicle coverage and no in-building coverage; and green 
indicates standard coverage for on-street, in-vehicle, and in-building service.   

The maps show that currently the area around the proposed site at 1700 Greenbrook 
Boulevard has no or undependable coverage.  In the proposed location, a 50 foot tower 
would provide standard coverage to the surrounding area, with some areas remaining with no 
coverage, a 60 foot tower would eliminate most areas with no coverage, and a 90 foot tower 
would provide standard coverage in a large area, eliminating virtually all surrounding areas 
with no coverage.   

In the alternate location, a 60 foot tower would provide standard coverage directly around the 
tower, with no coverage remaining along County Farm Road, and a 90 foot tower would 
provide a larger area of standard coverage, with undependable coverage remaining along 
County Farm Road.   

 
STAFF COMMENT 
 
Staff finds that the information provided shows that the impacts of the tower will be adequately 
mitigated, including a strong, self-collapsing tower and bollards to protect from vehicle traffic.  
Additionally, the propagation maps show that the proposed location would provide the biggest 
area of standard coverage, particularly along County Farm Road, which is highly travelled. 
 
Based upon the Commission’s comments, the condition that the equipment be enclosed in a 
structure has been removed and the equipment cabinets may be constructed as proposed.  
 
Additionally, it is noted that the proposed seven foot fence height may be approved as a part of 
the special use site plan approval without a separate variance.  As condition one states below, the 
Development Commission may approve the entire site plan as depicted in the latest design as-is. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends a positive recommendation of the Special Use Amendment and Variance 
subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Uses generally depicted on the site plans and elevations prepared June 7, 2011 by 
Ramaker & Associates, Inc. 

2. The applicant shall maintain all new landscaping to be installed and all existing 
landscaping, as depicted on the site plan prepared June 7, 2011 by Ramaker and 
Associates, Inc. 

3. No signs are approved as part of this request. 

4. No outdoor display, sales, or storage of materials is permitted on this site. 

5. Additional wireless carriers must be permitted to place equipment on the tower, as 
space and technical requirements allow. 

6. If the flag pole model of tower is used, an American flag must be flown on the pole 
at all times during daytime hours.  If the flag is flown at night, it must be lit in 
conformance with standard practices. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 
Exhibit 1 – Site Plan, including bollard placement 

Exhibit 2 – Information on the collapse area of the proposed tower 

Exhibit 3 – Propagation Maps 

Exhibit 4 – Findings of Fact 

 

 



Exhibit 1













Exhibit 2







Exhibit 3
Proposed Cell Tower at 1700 Greenbrook Blvd



CH44398K Surrounding Area



Existing Coverage Near CH44398K (1700 Greenbrook)

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage



Proposed Coverage CH44398K Hanover Park @ 45’

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage



Proposed Coverage CH44398K Hanover Park @ 55’

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage



Proposed Coverage CH44398K Hanover Park @ 85’

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage



Proposed Coverage Village Property @ 55’ (Alternate Location)

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage



Proposed Coverage Village Property @ 85’ (Alternate Location)

Legend:  Coverage Strength
Green – Standard Coverage for on‐street, in‐vehicle, in‐building
Yellow – Undependable in‐vehicle coverage, no in‐building coverage
Blue – No Coverage, no in‐building coverage
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DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 

1700 GREENBROOK BOULEVARD 
SPECIAL USE AMENDMENT 

 
 
I. Subject 
 
A request by Derek McGrew, associate of T-Mobile, (applicant) on behalf the Hanover Park 
Park District (property owner) for a Special Use Amendment from the Village of Hanover 
Park Zoning Ordinance to allow a wireless communications facility (non-Village-owned 
facility) at 1700 Greenbrook Boulevard in accordance with Section 110-5.4.3.f. 

• Special Use from Section 110-5.4.3.f 
 
II. Findings   
 
On April 14, 2011 after due notice as required by law, the Hanover Park Development 
Commission held a public hearing on the subject request concerning the special use 
amendment.  Four objectors appeared and no written objections were filed.   
 
The Development Commission has made the following findings regarding the Special Use  
Amendment request: 
            
 A.  Public Health, Safety, and Welfare 

The proposed use will not negatively impact the public health, safety or welfare of the 
community.   

 
B. Surrounding Property Use and Value 

The proposed development will not negatively impact the use or value of other 
property in the immediate vicinity.  A majority of the surrounding properties are 
developed and have compatible residential, commercial, and institutional uses. 
 
C. Conformance with Comprehensive Plan 

The proposed development is in conformance with the goals and objectives set forth 
in the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan designates this parcel for park 
and open space uses and calls for Village support of telecommunications facilities. 
 
D.  Development and Improvement of Surrounding Property 

The proposed development will not impede the normal and orderly development and 
improvement of surrounding property.  No exterior alterations to the property are 
proposed.  All adjacent parcels have either already been developed or are to be 
developed in the future with compatible uses. 

  
 
 
  



 

E. Utilities, Access Roads, and Drainage 

All utilities are installed in accordance with subdivision and engineering regulations.  
Existing access roads will be utilized.  Access roads have been designed to provide 
safe and efficient on-site traffic flow.   
 
F. Ingress and Egress to Public Streets 

Ingress and egress to the site is provided from a curb cut along Greenbrook 
Bouelvard, allowing full access.   
 
G. Conformance with Zoning Restrictions 

The property is zoned R-2 Single Family Residential.  The petitioner is requesting 
approval of a special use amendment to allow for a non-Village-owned facility 
(wireless telecommunications facility), as permitted by Section 110-5.9.3.l.  The 
proposed use complies with all other applicable zoning regulations.   
 
H. Minimization of Adverse Effects 

The site plan has been designed to minimize potential adverse impacts to surrounding 
properties.  Surrounding residential, institutional, and commercial uses are compatible 
with the proposed non-Village-owned facility special use and will not experience any 
adverse impact.   

 
III. Recommendations 
 
Accordingly, by a vote of __ to __, the Development Commission recommends approval of 
the request, subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Uses generally depicted on the site plans and elevations prepared June 7, 2011 by 
Ramaker & Associates, Inc. 

2. The applicant shall maintain all new landscaping to be installed and all existing 
landscaping, as depicted on the site plan prepared June 7, 2011 by Ramaker and 
Associates, Inc. 

3. No signs are approved as part of this request. 

4. No outdoor display, sales, or storage of materials is permitted on this site. 

5. Additional wireless carriers must be permitted to place equipment on the tower, 
as space and technical requirements allow. 

6. If the flag pole model of tower is used, an American flag must be flown on the 
pole at all times during daytime hours.  If the flag is flown at night, it must be lit 
in conformance with standard practices. 

 



 

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
DRAFT FINDINGS OF FACT 

1700 GREENBROOK BOULEVARD 
ANTENNA HEIGHT VARIATION 

 
I. Subject 
 
Consideration of a request by Derek McGrew, associate of T-Mobile, (applicant) on behalf 
the Hanover Park Park District (property owner) for a Variance from the Village of Hanover 
Park Zoning Ordinance to allow a 30 foot variance from the maximum 60 foot antenna height 
at 1700 Greenbrook Boulevard in accordance with Section 110-4.7.7.b. 

• Variance from Section 110-4.7.7.b 
 
II. Findings 
 
On April 14, 2011, after due notice as required by law, the Hanover Park Development 
Commission held a public hearing on the subject request concerning the variance.  Four 
objectors appeared and no written objections were filed.   
 
The Development Commission has made the following findings regarding the variance 
request: 
            
 A.  Unique Circumstances 

The unique circumstances related to the Applicants proposed request are: 

1. A wireless telecommunications facility is a unique use in which the 
physical location has a direct impact upon the operation of such use and 
the ability of the business to successfully function. 

2. The height of such wireless telecommunications facility has an impact 
upon the level of service such facility may provide.   
 

B. Essential Character 

Approval of the variance request will not alter the essential character of the locality 
and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The surrounding properties to the 
north and east are zoned R-2 Single Family Residential.  To the south, properties are 
zoned R-4 Multifamily Residential, with residential and institutional uses.  To the 
west, properties are located within the Village of Bartlett and have commercial uses.  
The proposed use will be sufficiently setback from surrounding properties and 
screened by landscaping.  The Comprehensive Plan designates this property for park 
and open space use.   



 

 
C. Additional Considerations 

 
1. Surrounding Topographical Conditions 

There are no unique topographic conditions. 
 
2.  General Applicability 

The conditions upon which this variation request is based will not be generally 
applicable to other properties within the zoning district. 
 
3.  Economic Return 

There is likely to be a greater impact on economic return based on the 
variation request because of the revenue that will be provided to the property 
owner from the applicant for use of the site.  The improvements will provide a 
higher level of service to the applicant’s clients, but no additional profit to the 
property owner, as they are a non-profit organization. 
 
4.  Cause of Hardship 

Due to the nature of their business, wireless carriers must locate equipment in 
particular areas in order to provide sufficient wireless service in these areas.  
After careful consideration, the property has been determined to be the most 
appropriate for the equipment.  The site provides the greatest amount of 
setback from neighboring properties.  Additionally, due to the nature of the 
equipment, additional height is required to provide service to the entire area.  
If requested height is not granted, applicant may be required to install 
additional wireless towers to provide service in the area.  
  
5.  Public Welfare 

Granting the requested variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare 
or unduly injurious to neighboring properties.   
  
6.  Public Safety, Property Values 

Approval of the requested variation will not likely endanger the public safety, 
or impact property values within the general area.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

III. Recommendations 

Accordingly, by a vote of __ to __, the Development Commission recommends approval of 
the request, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Uses generally depicted on the site plans and elevations prepared June 7, 2011 by 
Ramaker & Associates, Inc. 

2. The applicant shall maintain all new landscaping to be installed and all existing 
landscaping, as depicted on the site plan prepared June 7, 2011 by Ramaker and 
Associates, Inc. 

3. No signs are approved as part of this request. 

4. No outdoor display, sales, or storage of materials is permitted on this site. 

5. Additional wireless carriers must be permitted to place equipment on the tower, 
as space and technical requirements allow. 

6. If the flag pole model of tower is used, an American flag must be flown on the 
pole at all times during daytime hours.  If the flag is flown at night, it must be lit 
in conformance with standard practices. 
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Village of Hanover Park 
Community Development Department 

 
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

 
 
TO:   Chairman Bakes and members of the Development Commission 
 
FROM:  Patrick Grill, Community Development Director 

Katie Bowman, Village Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Zoning Code text amendment to permit one shed, not exceeding 400 

square feet in area, in the R Residence District  
ACTION  
REQUESTED:     Approval       Disapproval    Information 
 
MEETING DATE:  July 14, 2011 
 
 
REQUEST SUMMARY:  
 
The following request is scheduled for Development Commission review at 7:00 p.m. on July 
14, 2011 in Room 214 of the Municipal Building, 2121 West Lake Street: 
 
Text amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to permit one shed and/or storage building, not 
exceeding 400 square feet in area, in the R Single-Family Detached Residence District, to 
include: 

• Amendment to Section 110-6.1.2.g – Permitted accessory buildings, structures and uses 
in required yards 

• Amendment to Section 110-6.6.1.m – Allowable accessory uses and structures in 
residential districts 

 
Staff recommends approval of the text amendment. 
 
BACKGROUND/DISCISSION 
 
Based upon feedback from residents, staff recommends the amendment of accessory structure 
regulations related to the maximum permitted size of a residential shed.  Current regulations do 
not distinguish between the different characteristics and sizes of the Village’s residential 
districts.  As such, the 150 square foot size limitation has a different impact in different districts.   
 
Currently, one shed is permitted by right as an accessory use in all residential zoning districts.  
The shed or storage building is to be for garden equipment and household items.  Such shed may 
be between 25 and 150 square feet in size and may be located within the rear or side yards.  
Required setbacks are 5 feet to the side, 10 feet to the rear, and 30 feet to the corner side; the 
shed may be located adjacent to the home.   
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This discrepancy particularly exists in the R Single-Family Residence district, which is distinct 
in the Village.  Currently, the only R district in the Village is the Hanoverian Estates 
neighborhood, located southwest of Schick and Morton Roads (See Exhibit 1).  Lots in this 
district must be large, with low lot coverage of 20%.  Their required lot size of 40,000 square 
feet is four times as large as the next largest lot requirement of 10,000 square feet in the R-1 
Single-Family Residential district.  As such, a 150 square foot accessory structure has a 
disproportionately smaller impact upon the character and density of a lot than it does on any of 
the other zoning districts (See Table 1 and Exhibit 2). 
   

Table 1 - Residential Lot Coverage 
District Min. Lot Size 

(square feet) 
Max. Lot 
Coverage 

150 sf Shed 
Lot Coverage 

R – Single-Family 40,000 20% 0.38% 
R-1 – Single-Family 10,000 35% 1.50% 
R-2 – Single-Family 7,735 35% 1.94% 
R-3 – Two-Family 7,735 35% 1.94% 
R-4 – Multi-Family 6,050 50% 2.47% 
H - Historic none n/a n/a 

 
Staff feels that a larger accessory structure may be permitted within the R district without 
significant impact.  The proposed 400 square foot size would have a 1.0% lot coverage in the R 
district, more closely related to the other zoning districts.  This size would allow for the storage 
of large yard equipment, such as a riding lawn mower, but be smaller than the maximum 
detached garage size of 720 square feet (permitted in all residential districts).   
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the request for a text amendment to permit one shed and/or 
storage building, not exceeding 400 square feet in area, in the R Single-Family Detached 
Residence District. 
 
The following amendments to the Zoning Ordinance are recommended: 
 
Addition of details to Section 110-6.1.2.g, permitted accessory buildings, structures and uses in 
required yards: 
 

“Sheds and storage buildings: 
For garden equipment and household items as accessory to dwellings, buildings, and 
structrues, not less than 25 square feet nor exceeding 150 square feet in area.  

*** 
Sheds and storage buildings not less than 25 square feet nor exceeding 400 square feet in 
area may be permitted within the R Single-Family Detached Residence District. 

*** 



3 
 

Noncorroding, nondecaying, plastic storage bins less than 25 square feet in area do not 
require a building permit and that not more than 2 such bins per lot shall be allowed. (See 
Section 110-6.6.3.)” 
 

Addition of details to Section 110-6.6.1.m, allowable accessory uses and structures in residential 
districts: 
 

“m.  Sheds and/or storage buildings for garden equipment and household items as 
accessory to dwellings, not exceeding 150 square feet in area, one per lot. 

*** 
One shed and/or storage building not exceeding 400 square feet in area may be 
permitted per lot in the R Single-Family Detached Residence District.” 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Exhibit 1 – Zoning Map 

Exhibit 2 – Shed Size Diagram 

Exhibit 3 – Draft Findings of Fact 

 



Exhibit 1



Exhibit 2



Exhibit 3 

DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
FINDINGS OF FACT 
TEXT AMENDMENT 

SHED SIZE IN R DISTRICT 
 
I. Subject 
 
Consideration of a request by the Village of Hanover Park for a text amendment to permit 
one shed and/or storage building, not exceeding 400 square feet in area, in the R Single-
Family Detached Residence District.  Specifically, the following items are requested: 

• Amendment to Section 110-6.1.2.g – Permitted accessory buildings, structures and 
uses in required yards 

• Amendment to Section 110-6.6.1.m – Allowable accessory uses and structures in 
residential districts 

 
II. Findings 
 
On July 14, 2011 after due notice as required by law, the Hanover Park Development 
Commission held a public hearing on the subject request concerning the text amendment 
____ objectors appeared and ______  written objections were filed.   
 
The Development Commission has made the following findings regarding the text 
amendment request: 
            
 Conformance with Comprehensive Plan 

Approval of the text amendment is in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.  
Amended shed regulations will promote the vision of the Village to develop strong 
neighborhoods by promoting housing reinvestment in established neighborhoods.  

 
Public Interest 

The text amendment is in the public interest and is not solely for the interest of the 
applicant.  Due to the uniquely large dwelling lots in the R Single-Family Detached 
Residence District, larger sheds will not have undue impact upon neighboring 
properties. 
  
Necessity of Amendment 

The amendment is necessary due to certain vagaries that exist in the current Zoning 
Ordinance.  Amended shed regulations will better balance the impact of shed size 
limitations across residential zoning districts.   

 
III. Recommendations 
 
Accordingly, by a vote of __ to __, the Development Commission recommends approval of 
the request. 
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