
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

                           

MEETING AGENDA 

PLAN COMMISSION 
Wednesday, May 10, 2017 

7:30 P.M. 
MEMORIAL HALL – MEMORIAL BUILDING 

(Tentative & Subject to Change) 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER  

 
2. MINUTES - Minutes of April 12, 2017 

 
3. SIGN PERMIT REVIEW  

        a) Case A-17-2017 – 12 E. Hinsdale Ave. – Hinsdale Wine shop – Project Sign 
Permit application in the Historic Downtown District. 

          b) Case A-18-2017 – 8 W. Hinsdale Avenue – County Line Audio Video – 3 Wall 
Sign Permit applications in the Historic Downtown District.  

 
4. MAJOR ADJUSTMENT TO EXTERIOR APPEARANCE/SITE PLAN 

a) Case A-16-2017 – 100 S. Garfield Ave. – CCSD 181/Village of Hinsdale – Major 
Adjustment to a Site Plan/Exterior Appearance Plan to add a Parking Deck for a 
new Hinsdale Middle School. 

 
5. PUBLIC HEARING - All those wishing to provide public testimony must be sworn in 

and after the applicant makes their presentation will be recognized by the Chair to 
speak. 
a) Case A-07-2017 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Section 9-104 of 

the Hinsdale Zoning Code as it relates to Regulation of the Location of 
Secondary Access Drives to Commercial Properties. 

b)   Case A-08-2017 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Section 5-105(C) to 
allow Educational Services with a Special Use Permit in the B-2 Central 
Business District (but not on the first floor of any structure in the B-2) and B-3 
General Business District. 

 
6. SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC HEARING - No discussion will take place except to 

determine a time and date of hearing 
a) Case A-14-2017 – Shred415 Hinsdale, LLC – Special Use Permit Amendment 

to change current First Class time from 6 AM to 5 AM. 
 
7.   ADJOURNMENT 

 
The Village of Hinsdale is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act of 1990.  Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this meeting and who 
require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in 
this meeting, or who have questions regarding the accessibility of the meeting or the 
facilities, are requested to contact Darrell Langlois, ADA Coordinator at 630.789-7014 or 
by TDD at 789-7022 promptly to allow the Village of Hinsdale to make reasonable 
accommodations for those persons.  Web Site:  www.villageofhinsdale.org  

http://www.villageofhinsdale.org/


 

MINUTES 

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

PLAN COMMISSION 

April 12, 2017 

MEMORIAL HALL 

7:30 P.M. 

 

Chairman Cashman called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, April 12, 2017, in 

Memorial Hall, the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.   

 

PRESENT: Chairman Cashman, Commissioner Peterson, Commissioner Willobee, 

Commissioner Krillenberger, Commissioner Fiascone, Commissioner 

Unell, Commissioner Crnovich 

 

ABSENT: Commissioner Ryan, Commissioner McMahon  

 

ALSO PRESENT: Chan Yu, Village Planner 

 Applicant Representatives for Case: A-09-17 and A-13-17 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Approval of Minutes 
 

Chairman Cashman asked for comments on March 8
th

 meeting minutes, no concerns were shared & 

Chairman Cashman motioned to approve the minutes.  The motion was unanimously approved (6-0, 2 

absent, 1 abstained).   

 
 

Findings and Recommendations 
 

Case A-38-2016 – 525-527 W. Ogden Ave. – Kensington School – Text Amendment and Special Use 

Permit for Child Daycare not operated by/for a Membership Organization and concurrent Exterior 

Appearance/Site Plan Application.  Chairman Cashman asked for comments and concerns relating to this 

case, none were noted and the Chairman asked for a motion to approve the Findings and Recommendations 

as submitted.  Commissioner Krillenberger motioned to approve, Commissioner Peterson seconded the 

motion and the Commission unanimously approved the motion (7-0, 2 absent).   

 

 

Case A-26-2016 – 21 W. Second St. – TinkRworks, LLC – Text Amendment to Section 6-106(B)(7) to 

include Tutoring and Concurrent Special Use Permit Application to allow tutoring educational 

services in the O-2 Limited Office District.  Chairman Cashman asked for comments and concerns relating 

to this case, none were noted and the Chairman asked for a motion to approve the Findings and 

Recommendations as submitted.  Commissioner Krillenberger motioned to approve, Commissioner Willobee 

seconded the motion and the Commission unanimously approved the motion (7-0, 2 absent).   

 

Case A-33-2016 – 534 Chestnut St. – Christine Stec – Text Amendment to Section 6-106(B)(7) to 

include Tutoring and Concurrent Special Use Permit Application to allow tutoring educational 

services in the O-2 Limited Office District.  Chairman Cashman asked for comments and concerns relating 

to this case, none were noted and the Chairman asked for a motion to approve the Findings and 

Recommendations as submitted.  Commissioner Unell motioned to approve, Commissioner Crnovich 

seconded the motion and the Commission unanimously approved the motion (7-0, 2 absent).   

Approved 
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Case A-01-2017 – 17 W. Maple St. – Unitarian Church of Hinsdale – Exterior Appearance and Site 

Plan for new Windows and roof solar panels on the Unitarian Church of Hinsdale Religious Education 

Building.  .  Chairman Cashman asked for comments and concerns relating to this case, none were noted and 

the Chairman asked for a motion to approve the Findings and Recommendations as submitted.  

Commissioner Krillenberger motioned to approve, Commissioner Unell seconded the motion and the 

Commission unanimously approved the motion (7-0, 2 absent).   
 

 

Schedule of Public Hearing  
 

Case A-07-2017 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Section 9-104 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code 

as it relates to Regulation of the Location of Secondary Access Drives to Commercial Properties.  The 

PC scheduled a public hearing for Case A-07-2017 for the May 10, 2017, PC meeting. 

 

Case  A-08-2017 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Section 5-105(C) to allow Educational 

Services with a Special Use Permit in the B-2 Central Business District (but not on the first floor of 

any structure in the B-2) and B-3 General Business District.  The PC scheduled a public hearing for Case 

A-08-2017 for the May 10, 2017, PC meeting. 

 

 

Sign Permit Review 
 

Case A-09-2017 – 908 Elm Street – AMITA Health – Two (2) Sign Permit applications to construct a 

new Ground Sign and Wall Sign.  Chairman Cashman asked the applicant to step forward and begin the 

proposal for this case.  Mr. Doug Merit, from a company called Icon & representing Amita Health, began the 

presentation by explaining that a comprehensive approach would be taken for upgrading signs for all Amita 

facilities in Hinsdale.  Mr. Merit addressed the PC by stating that no wall sign currently exists at this facility, 

Amita occupies 36% of the floor space at this location and the wall sign would provide way finding and 

match the materials and the theme of the overall property.  The wall sign would be white in color with blue 

to match the shade of blue found in other Amita signs in Hinsdale.  Mr. Merit went on to discuss the ground 

sign blending in with the color and material of primary building at this location as well as the color theme of 

the Amita signs at other Hinsdale locations.   

 

The PC shared concerns of the sign being too tall and requested a one foot reduction in height of the ground 

sign.  Mr. Merit was agreeable to reducing the height of the sign to 7 feet (from the original 8 foot height).  

Chairman Cashman shared his concerns of the location of the sign & the aesthetics of the sign.  Mr. Merit 

was agreeable to an 8 inch sign cap (4 inch increase) and a cast stone base requested.  Chairman Cashman 

shared his concerns that after a visit to the location, he felt the proposed location of the sign posed a safety 

hazard because it obstructed the line of sight for traffic and requested the sign be re-located and updated 

plans be submitted to conform to the 100 foot sigh distance triangle described in the code.  Chairman 

Cashman also requested the updated plan with newly re-located sign be evaluated by the Police Chief to 

ensure all traffic obstructions were eliminated.  Mr. Merit was agreeable to these requests.   

 

A motion was made and seconded to recommend approval with conditions to submit a revised ground sign 

site plan with a 100’ sight distance triangle (review with Police Chief too regarding line of sight), exhibit 

showing a 7-foot height (1’ reduction), 8-inch sign cap (4” increase), and cast stone base.  The motion was 

unanimously approved 7-0 (2 absent).   
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With no comments or questions about the wall sign, Chairman Cashman requested a motion to approve the 

wall sign application as submitted.  Commissioner Crnovich motioned, Commissioner Peterson seconded 

and the PC unanimously approved the motion 7-0 (2 absent).   

 

Case A-13-2017 – 25 W. Chicago Avenue – Baird & Warner – Sign Permit application to re-face a 

legal nonconforming Ground Sign.   

 

Gary Stephens, VP of Sales for Baird & Warner Real Estate, described the process of changing the panels of 

the existing ground sign to read Baird & Warner (from Brush Hill).  It was stated that all other parts of the 

sign would remain unchanged and the current wall sign would be removed to comply with allowable square 

footage of signage.   

 

The PC had concerns about allowing the non-conforming ground sign to remain due to a change in 

ownership.  The zoning ordinance, Section 10-106(F)(3), states that non-conforming signs will be removed 

when a change of ownership occurs.  After considering correspondence and research of the business 

partnership status between Baird & Warner and Brush Hill, the PC determined a change of ownership had 

taken place, requiring the removal of the non-conforming ground sign.   

 

Chairman Cashman suggested the applicant work on a new wall sign application the is code compliant for 

the potential of being administratively approved, allowing the Baird and Warner name to be visible as the 

process of a conforming ground sign occurs.  After considering the aspects of the suggested course of action, 

Mr. Stephens and the PC felt a continuance, rather than a withdrawal of the application, was the best course 

of action.  The PC unanimously continued the application to review the outcome at the May 10th meeting,  

7-0 (2 absent). 

 

Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 PM, after a unanimous vote (7-0, 2 absent) to adjourn the 

meeting.    

 

 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Jennifer Spires, Community Development Secretary  
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  12 E. Hinsdale Avenue – Hinsdale Wine Shop (Historic Downtown District) 

 1 New Blade Sign  
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Hinsdale Wine Shop requesting approval to 
install a new Code compliant blade sign at 12 E. Hinsdale Avenue. Hinsdale Wine Shop is in the B-2, 
Central Business District, and within the Historic Downtown District boundary.  
 
Request and Analysis 
 
The proposed blade sign is non-illuminated, has 3 colors and doubled faced.  The blade sign bracket 
projects 2 feet from the building face and the bottom of the sign is 8 feet from grade. The blade sign is 
18 inches tall by 15 inches long, which is approximately 1.9 square feet and under the 3 square feet 
limit. Given the above, the requested blade sign is Code compliant. 
 
Process 
 
Per Section 11-607(D) and the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before 
the Plan Commission (PC) and does not require public notification. Per municipal code Section 14-5-1(B), 
the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) shall review signage in the Historic District. The final 
decision of the HPC shall be advisory only. The PC maintains final authority on signage with no further 
action required by the Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Application and Exhibit 
Attachment 2 -  Zoning Map and  
Attachment 3 -  Street View of 12 E. Hinsdale Avenue 



Attachment 1



Attachment 1



Attachment 1



Attachment 1



Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  8 W. Hinsdale Avenue – County Line Audio Video (Historic Downtown District) 

3 New Wall Signs (Modification Request for 1 additional wall sign) 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from County Line Audio Video requesting approval to 
install 3 new wall signs at 8 E. Hinsdale Avenue. County Line Audio Video is a new business and locating 
in the B-2, Central Business District, and within the Historic Downtown District boundary.  
 
Request and Analysis 
 
The proposed 3 wall signs are non-illuminated and only 1 color. There is a large window head that 
projects slightly from the building face where the applicant is requesting to install the wall signage. It is 
white, includes a gable in the center, and matches the windows, front door and door frame. Since the 
gable in the center projects further than the rest of the window head, it splits the signage into 3 parts. 
To that end, the applicant is requesting a sign modification request for 3 wall signs because the limit is 2  
per user. 
 
When facing the building (south on Hinsdale Avenue), the left sign is 18” tall and 110” long for an area of 
13.75 square feet (SF). The middle sign is a logo and is 10” tall and 32.5” long for an area of 2.26 SF. The 
right sign is approximately 10.13” tall and 110” long for an area of 7.74 SF.  The combined area of the 3 
signs is 23.75 SF and Code compliant. The building frontage length is 35 feet and 10 inches.  
 
Process 
 
Per Section 11-607(D) and the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before 
the Plan Commission (PC) and does not require public notification. Per municipal code Section 14-5-1(B), 
the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) shall review signage in the Historic District. The final 
decision of the HPC shall be advisory only. The PC maintains final authority on signage with no further 
action required by the Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Applications and Exhibits 
Attachment 2 -  Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Street View of 8 W. Hinsdale Avenue 



Attachment 1
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  Major Adjustment to Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review for a Parking Deck at the 

New Hinsdale Middle School                                                                                                      
100 S. Garfield Ave. in the IB Institutional Buildings District                                            
Community Consolidated School District 181 (CCSD) and the Village of Hinsdale 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

This is a Major Adjustment request to the new Hinsdale Middle School Exterior Appearance and Site 

Plan for a 319 space parking deck in lieu of the surface parking lot at the northeast corner of the subject 

property. The proposed parking deck would be for joint use with the Village of Hinsdale per an 

intergovernmental agreement. The upper deck level features 133 parking spaces and the lower deck 

features 186 parking spaces for a total of 319 spaces. This is a joint application request between the 

CCSD and the Village of Hinsdale. 

Request and Analysis 

On May 2, 2017, the Board of Trustees (BOT) reviewed the application and referred it to the Plan 

Commission (PC) for further hearing and review. At the BOT meeting, the Board requested to increase 

the landscape screening on Second Street along the proposed parking deck. Attachment 4 was 

submitted to the Village after the meeting and illustrates two alternatives for the PC to consider. An 

updated lower parking level site plan is attached in response to the Board to relocate some handicapped 

parking spaces for easier access to the north. Lastly, a Trustee requested the PC to review the enclosed 

stair structure (northeast corner) for their feedback.  

The proposed parking deck will require variation relief for a: reduced (1) front yard and (2) interior side 

yard setbacks, (3) increase in floor area ratio, (4) to allow a structure to occupy more than 30% of the 

required interior side yard, (5) to permit off-street parking required front yard and (6) reduced minimum 

perimeter landscape buffer. Four of the six variation requests were unanimously approved and two of 

the six were unanimously recommended for approval at the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting on April 

19, 2017.  

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

Process 

Pursuant to Article 11, Section 11-603(K)(2) of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Ordinance, the Board of 

Trustees may grant approval of the major adjustments upon finding that the changes are within 

substantial compliance with the approved final plan or if it is determined that the changes are not within 

substantial compliance with the approved plan, shall refer it back to the Plan Commission for further 

hearing, review and recommendation(s).   

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Major Adjustment HMS Parking Deck Applications 
Attachment 2 -  HMS Parking Deck Exterior Appearance Exhibits 
Attachment 3 -  HMS Parking Deck Site Plans 
Attachment 4 -  Post May 2, 2017, BOT Exhibits 
 

The initial Exterior Appearance and Site Plan application WITHOUT a Parking Deck was provided for the 

Board of Trustees of this item on March 7, 2017, and can be found on the Village website at:  

http://www.villageofhinsdale.org/document_center/VillageBoard/2017/MAR/VBOT%2003%2007%2017

%20packet.pdf 

Exterior Appearance Application Request and Revised Packet (dated March 1, 2017) 
Draft Plan Commission Minutes – Special Meeting January 19, 2017 
Findings and Recommendations (approved February 8, 2017) 
Zoning Map and Project Location 
Aerial Map View 
Aerial Parcel Map 
Plat of Survey 

 

http://www.villageofhinsdale.org/document_center/VillageBoard/2017/MAR/VBOT%2003%2007%2017%20packet.pdf
http://www.villageofhinsdale.org/document_center/VillageBoard/2017/MAR/VBOT%2003%2007%2017%20packet.pdf
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

DEPARTMENT 

PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION  

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

Name:  

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

Applicant 
Name: CCSD #181 ________________________ 

Address: 115 W. 55th Street__________________ 

City/Zip: Clarendon Hills, IL 60514___________ 

Phone/Fax: 630-861-4900 / 630-887-1079______ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

Owner 

Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer) 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: paul.wiese@smithgroupjjr.com__ 

Disclosure of Village Personnel:  (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee 
of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Applicant or the property that is the subject of this 
application, and the nature and extent of that interest) 

1) ______________________________________________________________________________________

2) ______________________________________________________________________________________

3) ______________________________________________________________________________________

CCSD #181 and Village of Hinsdale

115 W. 55th Street
Clarendon Hills, IL 60514

630 861-4900 887-1079

Cordogan Clark Associates SmithGroupJJR
Architect Engineer

960 Ridgeway 35 E. Wacker, #900
Aurora, IL 60506 Chicago, IL 60601

630 896 4678 312 641-0510
bkronewitter@cordoganclark.com

None

Attachment 1
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II. SITE INFORMATION

 

 

  
 
 

 

 Address of subject property: 100 S. Garfield Ave., Hinsdale, IL 60521____________________

 Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): see attached supllemental text________  

 Brief description of proposed project:_New parking deck at Hinsdale Middle School for joint use 
with Village per IGA.____________________________________________________________

General description or characteristics of the site: Existing Hinsdale Middle School is being 
replaced with new school.  School surface parking would become a parking deck for joint use with 
Village of Hinsdale per an IGA.______________________________________________________ 

 Existing zoning and land use: IB, Hinsdale Middle School.  

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses: 

North: _______________________________ South: ______________________________ 

East: ________________________________    West: _______________________________ 

 Proposed zoning and land use: _____________________________ 

Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and 
standards for each approval requested: 

 Site Plan Approval 11-604 

 Design Review Permit 11-605E 

 Exterior Appearance 11-606E 

 Special Use Permit 11-602E 
Special Use Requested: _______________ 
___________________________________ 

 Map and Text Amendments 11-601E 
Amendment Requested: ______________ 
__________________________________ 

      ______________________________________ 

 Planned Development 11-603E 

 Development in the B-2 Central Business 
District Questionnaire 

B-2/Commercial R-4/Residential

IB/Religious IB, B-2/ Institutional and Commercial

IB, replacement Hinsdale Middle School and joint use parking deck.

Attachment 1



3 

TABLE OF COMPLIANCE 

Address of subject property: ________________________________________________________ 

The following table is based on the __________ Zoning District.   

Minimum Code 
Requirements

Proposed/Existing
Development

Minimum Lot Area (s.f.)
Minimum Lot Depth
Minimum Lot Width
Building Height
   Number of Stories
Front Yard Setback
Corner Side Yard Setback
Interior Side Yard Setback
Rear Yard Setback 
Maximum Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.)*
Maximum Total Building 
Coverage*
Maximum Total Lot Coverage*
Parking Requirements

Parking front yard setback
Parking corner side yard 
setback
Parking interior side yard 
setback
Parking rear yard setback
Loading Requirements
Accessory Structure 
Information
* Must provide actual square footage number and percentage.

Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village’s authority, if any, to approve the 

application despite such lack of compliance: _____________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

100 South Garfield Avenue, Hinsdale, IL 60521

IB

220,000 214,790(1)
250 500
200 430
50' 50' Atrium only
N/A 3
35 15
35 215
25   7
25 250

0.50 0.74

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

60, 1:2 employees 319

35 15

35 N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A
2 9

Parking Deck Allowed Parking Deck

(1) The lot use as a school pre-dates the Code so no relief is necessary.

Attachment 1
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February 20, 2017 
 
Village of Hinsdale 
Plan Commission Application 
Hinsdale Middle School Parking Deck 
Supplemental Text 
 
Property Identification Numbers: 09-12-130-011-0000, 09-12-130-012-0000, 09-12-130-013-
0000, 09-12-130-014-0000, 09-12-013-015-0000, 09-12-130-017-0000, 09-12-123-009-0000, 09-
12-123-010-0000, 09-12-123-011-0000, 09-12-123-012-0000, 09-12-123-013-0000, 09-12-123-
014-0000, 09-12-123-015-0000, 09-12-123-016-0000, 09-12-123-018-0000. 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
DEPARTMENT 

EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND 
SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA 

 

 
 

Address of proposed request:  __________________________________________________ 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA 
 

Section 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Exterior appearance review.  The exterior appearance 

review process is intended to protect, preserve, and enhance the character and architectural heritage and 

quality of the Village, to protect, preserve, and enhance property values, and to promote the health, safety, and 

welfare of the Village and its residents.  Please note that Subsection Standards for building permits refers to 

Subsection 11-605E Standards and considerations for design permit review.   

***PLEASE NOTE***   If this is a non-residential property within 250 feet of a single-family 

residential district, additional notification requirements are necessary.  Please contact the Village 

Planner for a description of the additional requirements.  

 

FEES for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review: 

Standard Application: $600.00 

Within 250 feet of a Single-Family Residential District: $800 

 
Below are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission, Zoning and Public Safety 
Committee and Board of Trustees in reviewing Exterior Appearance Review requests.  Please 
respond to each criterion as it relates to the application.  Please use an additional sheet of paper 
to respond to questions if needed. 
 
1. Open spaces.  The quality of the open space between buildings and in setback spaces 

between street and facades.   
 
 
 

2. Materials.  The quality of materials and their relationship to those in existing adjacent 
structures.  

 
 
 

3. General design.  The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall 
character of neighborhood.  

 
 
 
 

Attachment 1
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4. General site development.  The quality of the site development in terms of landscaping, 
recreation, pedestrian access, auto access, parking, servicing of the property, and impact on 
vehicular traffic patterns and conditions on-site and in the vicinity of the site, and the retention 
of trees and shrubs to the maximum extent possible.   

 
 
 
 

5. Height.  The height of the proposed buildings and structures shall be visually compatible with 
adjacent buildings.  
 
 
 

6. Proportion of front façade.  The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation 
shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually 
related.   

 
 
 

7. Proportion of openings.  The relationship of the width to the height of windows shall be visually 
compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to which the building is visually related.  

 
 
 

8. Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades.  The relationship of solids to voids in the front 
façade of a building shall be visually compatible with buildings, public ways, and places to 
which it is visually related.   

 
 
 

9. Rhythm of spacing and buildings on streets.  The relationship of a building or structure to the 
open space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall be visually compatible with 
the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related.   

 
 
 

10. Rhythm of entrance porch and other projections.  The relationship of entrances and other 
projections to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and 
places to which it is visually related.   

 
 
 

11. Relationship of materials and texture.  The relationship of the materials and texture of the 
façade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be used in the buildings 
and structures to which it is visually related.   
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12. Roof shapes.  The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to 
which it is visually related.   

 
 
 
 

13. Walls of continuity.  Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, fences, and landscape 
masses shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of enclosure along a 
street to ensure visual compatibility with the buildings, public ways, and places to which such 
elements are visually related.   

 
 
 
 

14. Scale of building.  The size and mass of buildings and structures in relation to open spaces, 
windows, door openings, porches, and balconies shall be visually compatible with the 
buildings, public ways, and places to which they are visually related.   

 
 
 
 

15. Directional expression of front elevation.  The buildings shall be visually compatible with the 
buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related in its directional character, 
whether this be vertical character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.   

 
 
 
 

16. Special consideration for existing buildings.  For existing buildings, the Plan Commission and 
the Board of Trustees shall consider the availability of materials, technology, and 
craftsmanship to duplicate existing styles, patterns, textures, and overall detailing.   

 

 

 

 

 
REVIEW CRITERIA – Site Plan Review 
 Below are the criteria that will be used by the Plan Commission and Board of Trustees in 

determining is the application does not meet the requirements for Site Plan Approval.  Briefly 
describe how this application will not do the below criteria.  Please respond to each criterion as it 
relates to the application.  Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to questions if 
needed. 

 
 Section 11-604 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Site Plan Review.  The site plan review 

process recognizes that even those uses and developments that have been determined to be 
generally suitable for location in a particular district are capable of adversely affecting the 
purposes for which this code was enacted unless careful consideration is given to critical design 
elements.   
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1. The site plan fails to adequately meet specified standards required by the Zoning Code with 
respect to the proposed use or development, including special use standards where 
applicable. 

 
  
 

2. The proposed site plan interferes with easements and rights-of-way.   
 
 
 

3. The proposed site plan unreasonably destroys, damages, detrimentally modifies, or interferes 
with the enjoyment of significant natural, topographical, or physical features of the site.   

 
 

 
4. The proposed site plan is unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the use and enjoyment of 

surrounding property. 
 
 

 
5. The proposed site plan creates undue traffic congestion or hazards in the public streets, or the 

circulation elements of the proposed site plan unreasonably creates hazards to safety on or off 
site or disjointed, inefficient pedestrian or vehicular circulation paths on or off the site.   

 
 
 
 
6. The screening of the site does not provide adequate shielding from or for nearby uses. 
 
 
 
 
7. The proposed structures or landscaping are unreasonably lacking amenity in relation to, or are 

incompatible with, nearby structures and uses.   
 
 
 
 

8. In the case of site plans submitted in connection with an application for a special use permit, 
the proposed site plan makes inadequate provision for the creation or preservation of open 
space or for its continued maintenance.  

 
 
 

9. The proposed site plan creates unreasonable drainage or erosion problems or fails to fully and 
satisfactorily integrate the site into the overall existing and planned ordinance system serving 
the community.  
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10. The proposed site plan places unwarranted or unreasonable burdens on specified utility 
systems serving the site or area or fails to fully and satisfactorily integrate the site’s utilities into 
the overall existing and planned utility system serving the Village.   

 
 
 
 

11. The proposed site plan does not provide for required public uses designated on the Official 
Map.  

 
 

 
12. The proposed site plan otherwise adversely affects the public health, safety, or general 

welfare.   
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1.  Open spaces. The quality of the open space between buildings and in setback 
spaces between street and facades. 

The parking deck will be constructed after the opening of the new middle school and the demolition 

of the existing middle school.  This sequence will require a variance with regards to setbacks.  The 

open spaces between the parking deck and the new middle school will be landscaped and appear 

flush since in this area the parking deck is below grade. 

 

5.  Height. The height of the proposed buildings and structures shall be visually 
compatible with adjacent buildings. 

The parking deck will be 15' high at the two stairways leading to the lower level and have a 3' high 

parapet to screen the vehicles on the upper level, otherwise the upper level of parking will appear 

flush with the adjacent streets and walks. 

 

8.  Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades. The relationship of solids to voids 
in the front façade of a building shall be visually compatible with buildings, public 
ways, and places to which it is visually related. 

The exposed portions of the parking deck facade will be solid at the spandral areas and open for 

ventilation and daylight at the lower level North and East elevations with the exception of the drive 

and stairway openings. 

 

9  Rhythm of spacing and buildings on streets.  The relationship of a building or 
structure to the open space between it and adjoining buildings or structures shall 
be visually compatible with the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is 
visually related. 

The parking deck will be constructed after the opening of the new middle school and the demolition 

of the existing middle school.  It will be conveniently adjacent to the new middle school and adjacent 

to downtown Hinsdale. 

 

10.  Rhythm of entrance porch and other projections. The relationship of 
entrances and other projections to sidewalks shall be visually compatible with 
the buildings, public ways, and places to which it is visually related. 

The parking deck stairways leading to the lower level are visually compatible with the entrances to 

the middle school. Their relationship to other buildings and public ways is minimal. 

Exterior Appearance Full Responses Attachment 1



13.  Walls of continuity. Building facades and appurtenances such as walls, 
fences, and landscape masses shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form 
cohesive walls of enclosure along a street to ensure visual compatibility with the 
buildings, public ways, and places to which such elements are visually related. 

The north facade along 2nd Street and the east facade along Garfield will be a continuous pattern of 

brick and cast stone precast concrete.  The landscape on the north will consist of foundation plantings 

and smaller evergreen trees the landscape on the east will consist of lawn and canopy trees. 

Exterior Appearance Full Responses Attachment 1
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  Public Hearing for Text Amendment Application to Prohibit a Secondary Access to or 

from a Commercially Zoned Property into a Residentially Zoned District 
 Request by the Village of Hinsdale           
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

This Plan Commission (PC) Agenda item was scheduled for a Public Hearing for the May 10 PC meeting. 

At the April 4, 2017, Board of Trustees meeting, the Board unanimously approved to refer the 

application for review and consideration for a Text Amendment to Section 9-104 of the Hinsdale Zoning 

Code as it relates to regulation of the location of new secondary access drives to commercial properties. 

Request and Analysis 

On July 13, 2016, the Plan Commission reviewed an Exterior Appearance and Site Plan request from 

Hinsdale Management Corporation, the property owner of 120 E. Ogden Avenue, to construct a 

driveway for a secondary access for its parking lot (Case A-15-2016). The new driveway access would 

have allowed parking lot entry and exiting onto Fuller Road, adjacent to a residential district. There were 

many neighborhood residents present at the July 13, 2016, Plan Commission public meeting, to voice 

their opposition of the application. A petition against the application was also submitted to staff. At the 

public meeting, a local resident asked if there was a way to prevent an application like this from coming 

back before the Village. Staff responded that the Village could potentially amend the Code.    

In response to many safety concerns voiced by the local residents on July 13, 2016, the Village of 

Hinsdale is requesting a Text Amendment to Section 9-104(G)(3)(d), to prohibit a new driveway 

approach for secondary access from a commercially zoned property onto a street where the access drive 

is directly adjacent to or directly across from a residential dwelling unit located in a residentially zoned 

district. The proposed language (in red below) seeks to protect the residential nature of streets from the 

traffic impacts a secondary impact may create; and specifically used the term “commercial” as opposed 

to “nonresidential” to prevent inadvertent impacts to schools, parks and institutional uses which would 

expect may have secondary access onto properties adjacent to residential districts: 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

Location Of Drives: On a parcel of property used for nonresidential purposes, no driveway 

approach shall be located within five feet (5') of the property line, or within ten feet (10') 

of any other driveway approach as measured at the property line.  Additionally, no new 

driveway approach for secondary access to or from a commercially-zoned property shall 

be permitted to be created onto a street where the access drive is directly adjacent to, or 

directly across from, a residential dwelling unit located in a residentially-zoned district.” 

 

Staff is also requesting to correct a long-standing typo referencing “single-family dwellings” as opposed 

to “nonresidential uses” in Section 9-104(G)(3) where defining parking and driveway requirements for 

nonresidential uses: 

Parking and Driveways for Nonresidential Uses: Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this code, driveways serving single-family dwellingsnonresidential uses may traverse any 

required yard and shall conform to the following regulations:”  

 

Process 

Within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of the public hearing, the PC shall transmit to the 

BOT its recommendation in the form specified by subsection 11-103(H). The failure of the PC to act 

within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of such hearing, or such further time to which the 

applicant may agree, shall be deemed a recommendation for the approval of the proposed amendment 

as submitted. 

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Text Amendment and Plan Commission Applications by the Village of Hinsdale 
Attachment 2 -  Plan Commission Minutes - July 13, 2016 (approved on September 14, 2016) 
Attachment 3 -  Zoning Map  
Attachment 4 -  Draft Ordinance 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=10&find=11-103
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

DEPARTMENT 

 

 

PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION  
  

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Applicant 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Owner 

Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer) 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Disclosure of Village Personnel:  (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee 

of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Applicant or the property that is the subject of this 

application, and the nature and extent of that interest) 

 

1) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Attachment 1
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II.  SITE INFORMATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Address of subject property: _____________________________________________________ 
 
Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): ____ - ____ - ______ - _______  
 
Brief description of proposed project: ________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
General description or characteristics of the site: ________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Existing zoning and land use: _________________ 
 
Surrounding zoning and existing land uses: 
 
North: _______________________________     South: ______________________________ 
 
East: ________________________________     West: _______________________________ 
 
Proposed zoning and land use: _____________________________ 
 
Existing square footage of property: _____________________ square feet 
 
Existing square footage of all buildings on the property: _____________ square feet Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and 
standards for each approval requested: 
   
  Site Plan Approval 11-604 

 

 Design Review Permit 11-605E 
 

 Exterior Appearance 11-606E  
 

 Special Use Permit 11-602E 

Special Use Requested: _______________ 
___________________________________ 

     ________________________________________ 

 Map and Text Amendments 11-601E 

Amendment Requested: ______________ 
__________________________________ 

      ______________________________________ 

 

 Planned Development 11-603E 
 

 Development in the B-2 Central Business 
District Questionnaire 

 

 Major Adjustment to Final Plan Development 

Attachment 1
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TABLE OF COMPLIANCE 

Address of subject property: ________________________________________________________ 
 
The following table is based on the __________ Zoning District.   
 

 Minimum Code 
Requirements 

Proposed/Existing  
Development 

   

Minimum Lot Area (s.f.)   

Minimum Lot Depth   

Minimum Lot Width   

Building Height   

   Number of Stories   

Front Yard Setback   

Corner Side Yard Setback   

Interior Side Yard Setback   

Rear Yard Setback    

Maximum Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.)* 

  

Maximum Total Building 
Coverage* 

  

Maximum Total Lot Coverage*   

Parking Requirements 
 
 
 

  

Parking front yard setback   

Parking corner side yard 
setback 

  

Parking interior side yard 
setback 

  

Parking rear yard setback   

Loading Requirements   

Accessory Structure 
Information 

  

* Must provide actual square footage number and percentage. 
 
 
Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village’s authority, if any, to approve the 
application despite such lack of compliance: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Attachment 1
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Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application 
 

Is this a:   Map Amendment  Text Amendment 
 
Address of the subject property  
 
Description of the proposed request:  
 
REVIEW CRITERIA 
  

Section 11-601 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Amendments.  The amendment process 
established is intended to provide a means for making changes in the text of the Zoning Code and in 
the zoning map that have more or less general significance or application.  It is not intended to relieve 
particular hardships nor to confer special privileges or rights.  Rather, it is intended as a tool to adjust 
the provisions of the Zoning Code and the zoning map in light of changing, newly discovered, or 
newly important conditions, situations, or knowledge.  The wisdom of amending the text of the Zoning 
Code is a matter committed to the sound legislative discretion of the Board of Trustees and is not 
dictated by any set standard.  However, in determining whether a proposed amendment should be 
granted or denied the Board of Trustees should be guided by the principle that its power to amend 
this Code is not an arbitrary one but one that may be exercised only when the public good demands 
or requires the amendment to be made.  In considering whether that principle is satisfied in any 
particular case, the Board of Trustees should weigh, among other factors, the below criteria. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purpose of this Code.   

 
  
 

  
2. The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.   

  

 
3. The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property, including changes, if any, such 

trend since the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.   
 
 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
DEPARTMENT 
ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAP  
AMENDMENT APPLICATION 
 

Below are the 14 standards for amendments that will be the criteria used by the Plan Commission 
and Board of Trustees in determining the merits of this application.  Please respond to each 
standard as it relates to the application.  Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to 
questions if needed.  If the standard is not applicable, please mark N/A. 
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4. The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning 
classification applicable to it.   

 
 
 
 
5. The extent to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health, 

safety, and welfare.    
 
 
 
 
6. The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by 

the proposed amendment.  
 

 

7. The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed 
amendment.  

 
 
 
8. The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be 

affected by the proposed amendment.  
 
 
 
 
9. The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning 

classification.   
 
 
 
 
10. The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and the extent to 

which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be affected by the 
proposed amendment.  

 
 
 
 
11. The availability of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject property to 

accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under the present zoning classification. 
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12. The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of 
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property.   

 
 
 
 
 
13. The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and development it would 

allow.   
 
 
 
 
14. The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of an 

overlay district and the positive and negative effects such establishment could be expected to 
have on persons residing in the area.   
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MINUTES 

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

PLAN COMMISSION 

July 13, 2016 

MEMORIAL HALL 

7:30 P.M. 

 

Chairman Cashman called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, July 13, 2016, in 

Memorial Hall, the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.   

 

PRESENT: Chairman Cashman, Commissioner Ryan, Commissioner Peterson, 

Commissioner Fiascone, Commissioner Unell, Commissioner McMahon 

and Commissioner Crnovich  

 

ABSENT:  Commissioner Krillenberger   

 

ALSO PRESENT: Kathleen Gargano, Village Manager, Robb McGinnis, Director of 

Community Development, and Chan Yu, Village Planner 

 Applicant Representatives for Case: A-10-2016, A-12-16 and A-14-2016 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Approval of Minutes 

Chairman Cashman asked the Plan Commission (PC) for any revisions or comments from the 

May 11, 2016, meeting. With none, Chairman Cashman asked for a motion to approve the 

minutes. Commissioner McMahon motioned and Commissioner Peterson seconded. The 

motion passed unanimously (7 Ayes and 1 absent).   

 

Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review 

 

Case A-15-2016 – 120 E. Ogden Ave. – Hinsdale Management Corp. – Site Plan Review 

for a new secondary parking lot access driveway (O-2 Limited Office District) into 

Fuller Rd. (R-4 Single Family Residential District). This is a Public Meeting item. 

 

Chairman Cashman summarized the latest information between the Village and applicant, in 

regards to resolving the issue, and informed the public meeting that the application will be 

continued at the September 14, 2016, PC meeting. Chairman Cashman explained the PC will 

not be discussing the item, however, recognized the audience and offered to listen to the 

comments by the public. 

 

Jennifer L., 628 N. York Rd., apologized to the audience about the application being continued 

for the September meeting. She explained that they found out late Friday and by then, their 

post cards have already been sent out. She wishes that anyone present to please put the 

meeting on their calendars and watch for updates, to offer intelligent feedback to the Village, 

on how it will impact residents on Fuller Road.  

 

Andrew L., expressed gratitude for the feedback from the Village, and happy to be part of the 

review process. He explained however, he wished the application would have moved forward 

and declined in its current form for the record.  

Approved 

Krillenberger/McMahon 
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Michael C., 117 Fuller Rd., explained one of his neighbors Greg Peters wasn’t able to attend 

tonight, but he monitored the traffic that came in and out of the building (at 120 E. Ogden 

Ave.) for four days, from 7 AM to 9 AM and in the afternoon from 4 PM to 6 PM. Michael 

summarized Greg’s findings and found that the majority of traffic traveled east bound on 

Ogden Ave., and made a right turn onto York Rd. Michael also referenced 30 years ago, Koplin 

applied for this when he bought the property. He recalled the residents at the time also 

organized in opposition and the Village opposed the driveway application.  
 

Chairman Cashman reiterated that the PC truly values the citizens input, and encouraged the 

public to come back in September.  

 

Neil T., 111 Fuller Rd., is a newer resident, and explained that they bought the new home 

largely because they have children. It’s not a cal-de-sac but it is a dead end street. He 

expressed how beautiful the street and Village is. He explained that he views the application 

as an investor, a parent and a surgeon. He believes Ogden is a dangerously busy street and 

Ogden and York is a busy corner. It astonishes him that there is no “no turn on red” sign 

when turning east onto Ogden from York. He explained all the various potential dangers of 

additional traffic in the area should the driveway be constructed. He believes approving this 

application would set a dangerous precedence. Moreover, he would like to explore a way to 

bring forth an ordinance to prevent a parking lot from applying to emptying out onto a 

residential street.  

 

Darious N., 100 Fuller Rd., explained as a new resident, the home was purchased because it is 

on a quiet residential street. One of his biggest concerns is for the children of the 

neighborhood, including his soon to be born child. There are commuters already using his 

driveway to turn around in the cul-de-sac. He suspects the tenants and additional traffic will 

increase this issue from the new office driveway. He also mentioned a school is only three 

blocks away and additional traffic is not good. He summarized that he is opposed to the 

application and hopes the PC understands why. 

 

Jordan P., 118 Fuller Rd., would like to echo Darious’s concerns in regards to traffic. She 

mentioned speeding cars on the street after finding out of the dead end. She explained that 

she walks to work at Whole Food and sees how fast the traffic is already in the area. Allowing 

for more cars through the driveway will only increase the dangerous area. The cars she noted, 

already ignores stop signs and speed limit signage in the neighborhood.  
 

Kelly S., 115 Fuller Rd., she explained that she is a seven year resident who purchased the 

home because it is on a quiet residential street. She expressed her concern for her children 

and the neighborhood children who are at an age where they can play unsupervised at all 

times. This driveway would also change the feel of the neighborhood. There is also concern 

that the commuters using the driveway will not look both ways and expect children while 

exiting. Property value will decrease from the new driveway. She also asked if there could be a 

neighborhood representative that could be more involved with the Village and applicant. 
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Lyn W., pointed out that this application was denied about 30 years ago as Mike referenced.  

She also asked if there could be a neighborhood representative that could be more involved 

with the Village. 
 

Chairman Cashman answered that would be Chan, the Village Planner. At this point, the PC 

knows as much as the public does he explained, and the application is being continued. 

 

Lyn W., also explained that there is high speed and traffic congestion already, and for the PC 

to consider this. 

 

Todd A., 114 Fuller Rd., indicated that he just moved back from LaGrange primarily for his 

children to be able to attend the school system. His family moved into the neighborhood for the 

safety, security, sensibility, schooling and serenity. He pointed out that the office currently 

has two curb cuts onto Ogden, and that they do not need a third one onto a residential street. 

This application is not OK and it was not OK back in circa 1985.  

 

Bob K., 608 N. County Line Rd., explained that N. County Line and Fuller are major arterials 

already. Moreover, he explained that this driveway will add additional traffic, which will 

cause a butterfly affect and impact other traffic points that already back up into the 

residential streets. There are already numerous traffic incidents at the intersection he stated.  
 

Rob S., 229 Fuller Rd., explains the street floods when there is heavy rain, and should be 

considered. There is already enough traffic in the area. Also, this resident’s home features a 

living room near the front of the house, and will be more affected by additional traffic onto the 

street. In addition, he will not allow his kids to play in the front yard due to the increase in 

dangerous traffic. This resident also explained that the driveway will push additional cars 

south on York. 

 

Meg P., 412 Fuller Rd., she explained that she grew up in Hinsdale and moved back 10 years 

ago.  She recalled Fuller Rd. as a nice and quiet road. However, over the last 3 to 5 years, the 

traffic has increased. There is already enough speeding traffic in the area, and believes this 

driveway will make it worse since people will figure out a shortcut to access the highway. She 

also wished this application could have been denied today versus being continued at a later 

date.   

 

Cindy K., 407 Fuller Rd., this resident explained that she is a teacher and referenced that the 

neighborhood sidewalks were installed in 1988. With this new driveway, her primary concern 

will be the danger for the kids, pets and residents to use it. She also suggested that the street 

is in bad shape, and that the Elm and Fuller Rd. intersection needs a stop sign. 

 

Debra B., 802 Franklin, This resident indicated that she would like an earlier notice for the 

meetings, especially if the applicant chooses to continue it on another date. She explained that  
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a lot of residents changed their schedules around for this meeting, so she hopes the applicant 

can give the residents a chance to also have the flexibility for a potential date change. 
 

Chairman Cashman told the audience or anyone watching the meeting at home to please send 

emails to the PC. He explained that they review the emails and it’s another way to 

communicate with the PC. 

 

Mike M., 543 N. County Line Rd., this resident explained this proposed driveway will make 

traffic worse in the area.  

 

Todd A., 114 Fuller Rd., asked if the Village or resident(s) can propose an ordinance to prevent 

an application like this from being submitted. He believes approval for this would set a 

dangerous precedence over protecting the residential neighborhoods. 

 

Chairman Cashman recommended that he ask the Chan that question. 
 

Chan, explained with respect to due process, the applicant owns the land, the land is zoned O-

2 and can apply for a driveway, and that the driveway plan the applicant submitted meets the 

Code- and has the right to apply for it. In regards to how citizens can stop the approval of the 

application, he explained you/they are doing the right thing right now; and that’s by showing 

up at the meetings to voice your concerns/opposition.   

 

Todd A., 114 Fuller Rd., asked how we can prevent this application from coming back before 

the Village. 

 

Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development, replied that you could reach out to 

himself or Chan, and that we could potentially bring this forward as a staff driven text 

amendment to the Code.  

 

Kathleen Gargano, Village Manager, introduced herself and reviewed that she had spoken 

with Mr. London last weekend, and that the Village is aware of the concerns of the neighbors. 

She expressed that she is glad to be in attendance tonight to hear the thoughtful comments by 

the residents. She also indicated that the Village will follow up with the traffic concerns 

brought up to the Police Department. She will review her notes with Chief Simpson the next 

day. Ms. Gargano pointed out that it’s not uncommon for resident groups to request a review 

of the neighborhood traffic flows. She indicated that the Village will look into the desire of the 

residents to prohibit this type of application in the future. All general public meetings have a 

summary reported to the Village Board. To that end, all of the concerns and comments will be 

communicated to the Village Board. The PC is a recommending body to the Board, and has 

been aware of the materials and petition, and understands the concerns. The applicant is not 

present because the item is being continued. She reviewed that she talked to Mr. London 

about the applicant continuing this in response to the residential concerns, while considering  
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for the safety for their tenants.  Lastly, Ms. Gargano reiterated that the Village understands 

and hears the concerns by the residents. But at the same time, the applicant, has the ability to 

apply before the PC, and is working on a solution, other than the present application, which is 

clearly opposed by the participants of the current public meeting.    

 

A question was raised in regards to stopping the application. 

 

Kathleen Gargano, Village Manager, replied there’s many ways to stop the application.  The 

applicant can withdraw it, the PC can recommend for denial to the Board and the Board can 

concur with the PC. The Board is the ultimate authority. 

 

A question was asked if the public has access to the Board. 

 

Kathleen replied yes, everyone does, and that the petition and application materials have been 

shared, and the Board has been apprised of the situation.  

 

A concern was raised from a resident that the continuation might be a way for the application 

to be somehow approved. He’d like this comment to be noticed and for the next meeting date to 

be noticed (August 9, 2016). 

 

Kathleen replied that the Village is committed in working with the neighbors and hopeful for 

the commenter will understand the continuance is not an attempt to approve it.  
 

A question was asked how long the applicant needs to wait to re-apply. 

 

Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development, replied two years is the duration. He 

also explained the difference between a public meeting and public hearing and the notification 

reason for the public meeting since it’s  within 250 feet from a residential lot. 

 

Chan explained that the notification process will need to be continued with certified mailing, 

signage at the subject property and newspaper notification (Note: it should be clarified that 

this is NOT necessary as long as the continuance date is established for the next meeting). 

 

More discussion about process ensued. 
 

Chairman Cashman brought up that it’s common for the PC to focus a lot of the time on 

applications that affect transition zones, between commercial and residential districts, and 

that the PC is respectful for the residents as a priority. He also reminded everyone to attend 

the next meeting and send emails to the PC. 

 

Chairman Cashman asked for a motion to formally continue this item for the September PC 

meeting. 

 

Commissioner McMahon motioned to approve. Commissioner Fiascone seconded. The motion 

passed unanimously (7 Ayes and 1 absent). 
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Sign Permit Review 

 

Case A-10-2016 – 49 S. Washington Street – Reflexion Spa – 1 Wall Sign with a Height 

Modification Request (13.25’ vs. 13’ above grade) 

 

Chairman Cashman reviewed the next item on the agenda as a sign application from 

Reflexion Spa. He next asked the applicant to please introduce himself and the request. 

 

Mr. Michael Kovar, the sign representative presented the wall sign modification request to 

allow a wall sign 3” over the maximum height per the Code. 

 

Chairman Cashman indicated the bay window does pose a unique situation for the building 

since the maximum height (in this case) is set by the bottom of the second story window. 

 

Chairman Cashman asked for any questions by the PC.   

 

Commissioner Crnovich asked if the building owner plans to install more signs for the tenants 

upstairs.  

 

Mr. Kovar explained that the building owner will apply for them separately if so. 

 

Commissioner Crnovich mentioned that it’d be nice for all future signage to be on the same 

level.  

 

Mr. Kovar indicated that he’d like to keep all the signage consistent in terms of material.  

 

Chan asked if the sign is still non-illuminated. 

 

Mr. Kovar replied correct.  

 

With no other questions, Chairman Cashman asked for a motion to approve the sign 

application as submitted, with the height modification.  

 

Commissioner McMahon motioned to approve. Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The motion 

passed unanimously (7 Ayes and 1 absent). 

 

 

Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review 

 

Case A-12-2016 – 107 S. Vine St. – Psychological Resources – Exterior Appearance 

and Site Plan for a Wheelchair Elevator in the Rear Yard of an O-1 Specialty Office 

District. This is a Public Meeting item. 
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Chairman Cashman reviewed the next item on the agenda as an exterior appearance review 

by Psychological Resources. He next asked the applicant to please introduce himself and the 

request. 

 

Dennis Parsons, project architect, presented the proposed exterior elevator to the PC. The key 

points are the new elevator will feature the same colors and materials as the current house. 

The height of the elevator enclosure will be less than the building itself, as small as possible 

and proportionate to the current building.  

 

Dennis Batchos, Owner of Psychological Resources, clarified that this is not to generate 

additional revenue. His wife has patients currently unable to walk and needs this to remain 

patients of the office. They want to take care of their current patients.  

 

Commissioner Ryan asked for clarification of the location of the elevator. 

 

Dennis Parsons and Batchos explained that it’s on the east side by the back stairs are. It’s 

approximately a 5’ by 5’ square going straight up.  

 

Commissioner Fiascone asked if the area is currently landscape/greenscape. 

 

Dennis Parsons replied no, it’s a paved area already.  

 

Chairman Cashman asked for any additional questions by the PC and for any comments by 

the audience.  With none, he asked for a motion to approve the exterior appearance and site 

plan as submitted.  

 

Commissioner McMahon motioned to approve. Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The motion 

passed unanimously (7 Ayes and 1 absent). 

 

 

Case A-14-2016 – 5721 S. Garfield Ave. – Mr. Philip Miscimarra – Exterior 

Appearance Review for a Dormer Addition at Sutton Place townhome development 

in the R-5 Multiple Family Residential District. This is a Public Meeting item. 

 

Chairman Cashman reviewed the next item on the agenda as an exterior appearance review 

as a dormer addition in the Sutton Place development. He next asked the applicant to please 

introduce himself and the request. 

 

The homeowner, Mr. Philip Miscimarra presented the proposed dormer addition to the PC in a 

finished 3rd floor attic, with no current windows. The proposed dormer will face the interior of 

the development, opposite and no visible from the street (Garfield Ave.). There are similar 

dormers already in the development. He also explained that the Sutton Place homeowners 

association has already approved his plan.  Mr. Miscimarra reiterated Chan’s memo and 

pointed out that the dormer will not be taller or project further than the building envelope.  

The design will also match the current home in terms of quality and finish.  
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Chairman Cashman asked for any questions by the PC and for any comments by the audience.  

With none, he asked for a motion to approve the exterior appearance and site plan as 

submitted.  

 

Commissioner Ryan asked for clarification of the approval by the association and asked if 

there are other townhomes with similar dormers like the proposed.  

 

Mr. Philip Miscimarra responded there are three or four other homes with existing attic 

dormers and that he made sure his location will not be too close to the next one over. He also 

clarified yes, the association has already approved for this dormer plan. 

 

Chairman Cashman also mentioned about existing dormers on the other side of the common 

area. 

 

Chairman Cashman asked for any questions by the PC and for any comments by the audience.  

With none, he asked for a motion to approve the exterior appearance application as submitted.  

 

Commissioner Unell motioned to approve. Commissioner Ryan seconded. The motion passed 

unanimously (7 Ayes and 1 absent). 

 

 

 

Other Business 

 

Chairman Cashman announced the PC will not have a meeting in August and will meet again 

at the next regularly scheduled September PC meeting date.  The meeting was adjourned at 

8:49 p.m. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 
 

Chan Yu, Village Planner 
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 
 

ORDINANCE NO. ______________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 9-104 (“OFF STREET PARKING”) OF THE 
HINSDALE ZONING CODE AS IT RELATES TO REGULATION OF THE LOCATION 

OF SECONDARY ACCESS DRIVES TO COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of Hinsdale (the “Village”) has received an application 
from the Village of Hinsdale (the “Applicant”) pursuant to Section 11-601 of the Hinsdale 
Zoning Code for an amendment to the text of subsection 9-104.G.3.d of the Zoning 
Code relative to regulation of the location of secondary access drives to commercial 
properties (the “Application”), and to clean up a typographical error in that same 
subsection of the Zoning Code. The proposed text amendment will ensure that 
secondary access drives to and from commercial properties cannot be created adjacent 
to or directly across from residential properties located in residentially zoned district; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees has given preliminary consideration to the 

Application pursuant to Section 11-601(D)(2) of the Hinsdale Zoning Code, and has 
referred the Application to the Plan Commission of the Village for consideration and a 
hearing. The Application has otherwise been processed in accordance with the 
Hinsdale Zoning Code, as amended; and 
 
 WHEREAS, on ______________, 2017, the Plan Commission held a public 
hearing on the Application pursuant to notice thereof properly published in The 
Hinsdalean, and, after considering all of the testimony and evidence presented at the 
public hearing, recommended approval of the Application by a vote of _______ in favor, 
_____ against and ____ absent, as set forth in the Plan Commission’s Findings and 
Recommendation for Plan Commission Case No. ___________-2017 (“Findings and 
Recommendation”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and made a part 
hereof; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village have duly 
considered the Findings and Recommendation of the Plan Commission, the factors set 
forth in Section 11-601(E) of the Hinsdale Zoning Code and all of the facts and 
circumstances affecting the Application. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the President and Board of Trustees 
of the Village of Hinsdale, DuPage and Cook Counties and State of Illinois, as follows: 
 
 Section 1: Incorporation.  Each whereas paragraph set forth above is 
incorporated by reference into this Section 1. 
 
 Section 2: Findings.  The President and Board of Trustees, after considering 
the Findings and Recommendation of the Plan Commission, and other matters properly 
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before it, adopts and incorporates the Findings and Recommendation of the Plan 
Commission as the findings of this President and the Board of Trustees, as completely 
as if fully recited herein at length, The President and Board of Trustees further find that 
the proposed text amendment set forth below is demanded by and required for the 
public good. 
 
 Section 3: Amendment. Chapter 9 (District Regulations of General 
Applicability), Section 9-104 (Off Street Parking), subsection G.3. (Parking and 
Driveways for Nonresidential Uses - introductory paragraph of the subsection), and 
subsection G.3.d. (Parking and Driveways for Nonresidential Uses – Location of Drives) 
of the Hinsdale Zoning Code are hereby amended to read in their entirety as follows:  
 
“3. Parking and Driveways for Nonresidential Uses: Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this code, driveways serving single-family dwellingsnonresidential uses may traverse 
any required yard and shall conform to the following regulations:” 
 
*** 
 
“(d) Location Of Drives: On a parcel of property used for nonresidential purposes, no 
driveway approach shall be located within five feet (5') of the property line, or within ten 
feet (10') of any other driveway approach as measured at the property line.  Additionally, 
no new driveway approach for secondary access to or from a commercially-zoned 
property shall be permitted to be created onto a street where the access drive is directly 
adjacent to, or directly across from, a residential dwelling unit located in a residentially-
zoned district.” 
 

Section 4: Severability and Repeal of Inconsistent Ordinances.  Each section, 
paragraph, clause and provision of this Ordinance is separable, and if any section, 
paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance shall be held unconstitutional or invalid 
for any reason, the unconstitutionality or invalidity of such section, paragraph, clause or 
provision shall not affect the remainder of this Ordinance, nor any part thereof, other 
than that part affected by such decision.  All ordinances, resolutions or orders, or parts 
thereof, in conflict with the provisions of this Ordinance are to the extent of such conflict 
hereby repealed. 
 

Section 5: Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from 
and after its passage, approval, and publication in pamphlet form in the manner 
provided by law. 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  Public Hearing for Text Amendment Application for Educational Services in the B-2 and 

B-3 Business Districts as a Special Use                                                                  
 Request by the Village of Hinsdale           
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

This Plan Commission (PC) Agenda item was scheduled for a Public Hearing for the May 10 PC meeting. 

At the April 4, 2017, Board of Trustees meeting, the Board unanimously approved to refer the 

application for review and consideration for a Text Amendment to Section 5-105(C), to allow 

Educational Services with a Special Use permit in the B-2 Central Business District  (but not on the first 

floor of any structure in the B-2) and B-3 General Business District. 

Request and Analysis 

The Village of Hinsdale receives inquiries by businesses that offer various types of educational services. 

However, the only educational service permitted with a Special Use Permit in the business districts is, 

“Musical tutoring services” in the B-2 District (but not on the first floor of any structure and not in any 

structure that is not freestanding) per Section 5-105(C)(22). This has prevented potential businesses that 

offer educational services with less intensive purposes, compared to a music school, from locating in 

Hinsdale. 

A Text Amendment to Section 5-105(C), to allow Educational Services with a Special Use permit in the B-

2, but not on the first floor of any structure in the B-2 District, and B-3 District, would support the 

purpose of the Business District definitions (Attachment 2), and allow a more flexible range of 

educational classes to be considered. To avoid unintended consequences to the adjacent properties, a 

Special Use permit application includes review criteria’s (Attachment 3), and public notification 

requirements to invite neighborhood discussions through the public hearing(s).  

A Special Use permit application requires the Plan Commission to hear, review and offer its 

recommendations to the Board of Trustees for a final decision. 

  

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

Process 

Within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of the public hearing, the PC shall transmit to the 

BOT its recommendation in the form specified by subsection 11-103(H). The failure of the PC to act 

within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of such hearing, or such further time to which the 

applicant may agree, shall be deemed a recommendation for the approval of the proposed amendment 

as submitted. 

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Text Amendment and Plan Commission Applications by the Village of Hinsdale 
Attachment 2 -  Definitions of the Business Districts B-1, B-2 and B-3 (Section 5-101: Purposes) 
Attachment 3 -  Special Use Permit Application  
Attachment 4 - Current Permitted Uses and Special Uses in the Business Districts (Section 5-102 and 5-

105) 
Attachment 5 -  Zoning Map highlighting the B-2 and B-3 District locations 
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VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

DEPARTMENT 

 

 

PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION  
  

I. GENERAL INFORMATION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Applicant 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Owner 

Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer) 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Name: ___________________________________ 

Title: ____________________________________ 

Address: _________________________________ 

City/Zip: _________________________________ 

Phone/Fax: (___) ___________/______________ 

E-Mail: __________________________________ 

 

Disclosure of Village Personnel:  (List the name, address and Village position of any officer or employee 

of the Village with an interest in the owner of record, the Applicant or the property that is the subject of this 

application, and the nature and extent of that interest) 

 

1) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

3) ______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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II.  SITE INFORMATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Address of subject property: _____________________________________________________ 
 
Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): ____ - ____ - ______ - _______  
 
Brief description of proposed project: ________________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
General description or characteristics of the site: ________________________________________ 
 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Existing zoning and land use: _________________ 
 
Surrounding zoning and existing land uses: 
 
North: _______________________________     South: ______________________________ 
 
East: ________________________________     West: _______________________________ 
 
Proposed zoning and land use: _____________________________ 
 
Existing square footage of property: _____________________ square feet 
 
Existing square footage of all buildings on the property: _____________ square feet Please mark the approval(s) you are seeking and attach all applicable applications and 
standards for each approval requested: 
   
  Site Plan Approval 11-604 

 

 Design Review Permit 11-605E 
 

 Exterior Appearance 11-606E  
 

 Special Use Permit 11-602E 

Special Use Requested: _______________ 
___________________________________ 

     ________________________________________ 

 Map and Text Amendments 11-601E 

Amendment Requested: ______________ 
__________________________________ 

      ______________________________________ 

 

 Planned Development 11-603E 
 

 Development in the B-2 Central Business 
District Questionnaire 

 

 Major Adjustment to Final Plan Development 
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TABLE OF COMPLIANCE 

Address of subject property: ________________________________________________________ 
 
The following table is based on the __________ Zoning District.   
 
 Minimum Code 

Requirements 
Proposed/Existing  
Development 

   
Minimum Lot Area (s.f.)   
Minimum Lot Depth   
Minimum Lot Width   
Building Height   
   Number of Stories   
Front Yard Setback   
Corner Side Yard Setback   
Interior Side Yard Setback   
Rear Yard Setback    
Maximum Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.)* 

  

Maximum Total Building 
Coverage* 

  

Maximum Total Lot Coverage*   
Parking Requirements 
 
 
 

  

Parking front yard setback   
Parking corner side yard 
setback 

  

Parking interior side yard 
setback 

  

Parking rear yard setback   
Loading Requirements   
Accessory Structure 
Information 

  

* Must provide actual square footage number and percentage. 
 
 
Where any lack of compliance is shown, state the reason and explain the Village’s authority, if any, to approve the 
application despite such lack of compliance: _____________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application 
 

Is this a:   Map Amendment  Text Amendment 
 
Address of the subject property  
 
Description of the proposed request:  
 
REVIEW CRITERIA 
  

Section 11-601 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Amendments.  The amendment process 
established is intended to provide a means for making changes in the text of the Zoning Code and in 
the zoning map that have more or less general significance or application.  It is not intended to relieve 
particular hardships nor to confer special privileges or rights.  Rather, it is intended as a tool to adjust 
the provisions of the Zoning Code and the zoning map in light of changing, newly discovered, or 
newly important conditions, situations, or knowledge.  The wisdom of amending the text of the Zoning 
Code is a matter committed to the sound legislative discretion of the Board of Trustees and is not 
dictated by any set standard.  However, in determining whether a proposed amendment should be 
granted or denied the Board of Trustees should be guided by the principle that its power to amend 
this Code is not an arbitrary one but one that may be exercised only when the public good demands 
or requires the amendment to be made.  In considering whether that principle is satisfied in any 
particular case, the Board of Trustees should weigh, among other factors, the below criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1. The consistency of the proposed amendment with the purpose of this Code.   

 
  
 

 commercial district designed for established areas of heavier vehicular traffic (B-3).  
2. The existing uses and zoning classifications for properties in the vicinity of the subject property.   

  

 
3. The trend of development in the vicinity of the subject property, including changes, if any, such 

trend since the subject property was placed in its present zoning classification.   
 
 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
DEPARTMENT 

ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAP  
AMENDMENT APPLICATION 
 

Below are the 14 standards for amendments that will be the criteria used by the Plan Commission 
and Board of Trustees in determining the merits of this application.  Please respond to each 
standard as it relates to the application.  Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to 
questions if needed.  If the standard is not applicable, please mark N/A. 
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4. The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning 
classification applicable to it.   

 
 
 
 
5. The extent to which any such diminution in value is offset by an increase in the public health, 

safety, and welfare.    
 
 
 
 
6. The extent, if any, to which the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties would be affected by 

the proposed amendment.  
 

 

7. The extent, if any, to which the value of adjacent properties would be affected by the proposed 
amendment.  

 
 
 
8. The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be 

affected by the proposed amendment.  
 
 
 
 
9. The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning 

classification.   
 
 
 
 
10. The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and the extent to 

which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be affected by the 
proposed amendment.  

 
 
 
 
11. The availability of adequate utilities and essential public services to the subject property to 

accommodate the uses permitted or permissible under the present zoning classification. 
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12. The length of time, if any, that the subject property has been vacant, considered in the context of 
the pace of development in the vicinity of the subject property.   

 
 
 
 
 
13. The community need for the proposed amendment and for the uses and development it would 

allow.   
 
 
 
 
14. The reasons, where relevant, why the subject property should be established as part of an 

overlay district and the positive and negative effects such establishment could be expected to 
have on persons residing in the area.   
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Attachment 2:  Zoning Code Sec. 5-101: Purposes: 

 

Three (3) zoning districts are provided for business and commercial uses. When taken together, 
these districts are intended to permit development of property for the full range of business and 
commercial uses needed to serve the citizens of Hinsdale and surrounding areas in a suburban 
setting. 
 
The districts, while distinct, permit a harmonious spectrum of general suburban shopping and 
service opportunities, ranging from a relatively low intensity (B-1), through a higher intensity 
business zone intended to accommodate local shopping needs in a "downtown" setting (B-2), to 
a more generalized commercial district designed for established areas of heavier vehicular 
traffic(B-3). 
 
Specifically, the B-1 community business district is intended to serve the everyday shopping 
needs of village residents as well as to provide opportunities for specialty shops attractive to 
wider suburban residential community around the village. It permits uses that are necessary to 
satisfy most basic, frequently occurring shopping needs. Also allowed are compatible uses that, 
while not used as frequently, would be desirably located in close proximity to potential users. 
This district is designed to accommodate development of community shopping centers with 
planned off street parking and loading as well as existing individual shops or small groups of 
local stores. The district is normally located on primary or secondary thoroughfares, is relatively 
small in size, and has bulk standards that provide for compatibility with nearby residential uses. 
 
The B-2 central business district is intended to serve the entire Hinsdale suburban community 
with a wide variety of retail and service uses. It is intended to serve as the primary shopping 
area of the village. This district is located in the center of the village, adjacent to commuter 
facilities, and at the convergence of primary thoroughfares. The bulk standards are intended to 
reflect the generally more intense development of property in this area. 
 
The B-3 general business district is intended to serve the Hinsdale suburban community with a 
full range of locally oriented business uses commonly located along established traffic routes. 
(1991 Code) 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

SPECIAL USE PERMIT CRITERIA 
 

 
 

 
Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application 

 
 

Address of proposed request:  __________________________________________________ 
 
Proposed Special Use request: __________________________________________________ 
 
Is this a Special Use for a Planned Development?        No         Yes (If so this submittal also 
requires a completed Planned Development Application) 
 
REVIEW CRITERIA 
  

Section 11-602 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code regulates Special use permits.  Standard for Special 
Use Permits:  In determining whether a proposed special use permit should be granted or denied the 
Board of Trustees should be guided by the principle that its power to amend this Code is not an 
arbitrary one but one that may be exercised only when the public good demands or requires the 
amendment to be made.  In considering whether that principle is satisfied in any particular case, the 
Plan Commission and Board of Trustees should weigh, among other factors, the below criteria Please 
respond to each criterion as it relates to the application.  Please use an additional sheet of paper to 
respond to questions if needed. 
 
FEES for a Special Use Permit: $1,225 (must be submitted with application) 

 
 

1. Code and Plan Purposes. The proposed use and development will be in harmony with the 
general and specific purposes for which this Code was enacted and for which the regulations 
of the district in question were established. 

 

 

 

 

 
2. No Undue Adverse Impact.  The proposed use and development will not have a substantial or 

undue adverse effect upon adjacent property, the character of the area, or the public health, 
safety, and general welfare.   
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3. No Interference with Surrounding Development.  The proposed use and development will be 
constructed, arranged, and operated so as not to dominate the immediate vicinity or to 
interfere with the use and development of neighboring property in accordance with the 
applicable district regulations  

 
 
 
 
 

4. Adequate Public Facilities.  The proposed use and development will be served adequately by 
essential public facilities and services such as streets, public utilities, drainage structures, 
police and fire protection, refuse disposal, parks, libraries, and schools, or the applicant will 
provide adequately for such services.   

 
 
 
 

  
5. No Traffic Congestion.  The proposed use and development will not cause undue traffic 

congestion nor draw significant amounts of traffic through residential streets.    
 
 
 
 

 
6. No Destruction of Significant Features.  The proposed use and development will not result in 

the destruction, loss, or damage of any natural, scenic, or historic feature of significant 
importance.   

 
 
 
 

 
7. Compliance with Standards.  The proposed use and development complies with all additional 

standards imposed on it by the particular provision of this Code authorizing such use.   
 
 
 

 
 
8. Special standards for specified special uses.  When the district regulations authorizing any 

special use in a particular district impose special standards to be met by such use in such 
district.  
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9. Considerations.  In determining whether the applicant’s evidence establishes that the foregoing 
standards have been met, the Plan Commission shall consider the following: 

 
Public benefit. Whether and to what extent the proposed use and development at the particular 
location requested is necessary or desirable to provide a service or a facility that is in the 
interest of the public convenience or that will contribute to the general welfare of the 
neighborhood or community.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Alternate locations.  Whether and to what extent such public goals can be met by the location 
of the proposed use and development at some other site or in some other area that may be 
more appropriate than the proposed site.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mitigation of adverse impacts.  Whether and to what extent all steps possible have been taken 
to minimize any adverse effects of the proposed use and development on the immediate 
vicinity through building design, site design, landscaping, and screening.   
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   May 10, 2017 

TO:   Chairman Cashman and Plan Commissioners 

CC:  Kathleen A. Gargano, Village Manager 
Robb McGinnis, Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner 

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  Scheduling of Public Hearing for Special Use Permit Amendment Application to allow 

earlier Physical Fitness Class Start Time at 5 AM (vs. current 6 AM)  
Shred415 Hinsdale, LLC - 230 E. Ogden Avenue – Case A-14-2017 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

This Plan Commission (PC) Agenda item is to schedule the Public Hearing for the June 14 PC meeting. Per 

Section 11-602, a Special Use Permit may be amended pursuant to the procedures, standards and 

limitations subject for its original approval.  On September 16, 2014, the applicant, Shred415 Hinsdale, 

LLC (Shred415), was granted a Special Use Permit to operate a physical fitness facility at 230 E. Ogden 

Avenue subject to four (4) conditions. One of which includes no classes shall take place prior to 6 AM on 

any day.  Shred415 is requesting approval to amend the condition to permit classes to take place 

starting at 5 AM each day. 

Request and Analysis 

Shred415, represented by Peter Coules, is requesting an amendment to an approved Special Use Permit 

condition, per Ordinance O2014-31. Per the approved Special Use Permit on September 16, 2014, there 

are four (4) conditions:  (1) No classes shall take place prior to 6 AM on any day; (2) There will be no 

parking within 20 feet of a single-family structure prior to 8 AM on any day; (3) Conformance by the 

applicant and patrons with the parking exhibit identifying the specific parking spaces that will be 

unavailable prior to 8 AM on any day (Attachment 1, Exhibit A); and (4) Installation of a new, solid, 8-

foot privacy fence along the entire south property line. 

The sole request for this application is to amend the above first condition, to permit classes to start at 5 

AM each day rather than 6 AM.  Per the applicant, the work out studio is sound proof and does not 

disturb the other tenants above, below and to the south of 230 E. Ogden Avenue. The subject property 

is located in the B-3 General Business District, however, abuts the R-4 Single Family Residential District 

to the south. It should be noted that the initial Special Use Permit application requested for the 5 AM 

start time, but was opposed by the PC and Board due to auto noise concerns to the bordering residential 

neighborhood. Per the attached July 9, 2014, PC public hearing transcript, some concerns included: 

employee arrival time prior to 5 AM, parking enforcement issues, the short distance from the parking 
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area to the residential neighborhood and the volume of cars (based on the max. of 26 class participants 

plus 4-6 staff members).   

The applicant has attached correspondence via email, in support of the current application from the 

residence immediately adjacent to the subject property at 804 N. Elm Street and 805 N. Elm Street 

(Attachment 1, Exhibit B).  This was originally requested by the PC at the July 9, 2014, Public Hearing. 

Shred415 has also included a list of present clients that have requested for an earlier 5 AM start time 

(Attachment 1, Exhibit C).     

Process 

Within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of the public hearing, the PC shall transmit to the 

BOT its recommendation in the form specified by subsection 11-103(H). The failure of the PC to act 

within forty five (45) days following the conclusion of such hearing, or such further time to which the 

applicant may agree, shall be deemed a recommendation for the approval of the proposed amendment 

as submitted. 

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Special Use Permit, Plan Commission Application and Exhibits  
Attachment 2 -  Plan Commission Initial Special Use Public Hearing Transcript (July 9, 2014) 
Attachment 3 -  Zoning Map and Location of 230 E. Ogden Avenue 
Attachment 4 -  Aerial Parcel Map of 230 E. Ogden Avenue 
Attachment 5 -  Nearby Residence in Support for Amendment Request Map 
 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=10&find=11-103
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Attachment 3: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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Attachment п:   Aerial Parcel Map of 230 E. Ogden Ave.  
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	Question 15: The exposed portions of the parking deck facade will be visually compatible with the materials and proportions of the adjacent Hinsdale Middle School.
	Question 16: The existing middle school will be replaced with a new middle school. The new parking deck will be compatible with the architecture of the new middle school.
	Question 1B: The site plan will not adversely affect the above standards.
	Question 2B: The site plan will not interfere with easements and rights-of-way.
	Question 3B: The site plan will not interfere with any significant natural or physical features of the site.
	Question 4B: The site plan will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of surrounding property.
	Question 5B: The site plan will not create undue traffic congestion or hazards in the public streets.  The traffic study supports this statement.
	Question 6B: The screening of parked vehicles will be accomplished using a low parapet wall.
	Question 7B: The proposed parking deck will utilize the same materials as the new middle school.  The landscaping on the north will consist of foundation plantings and smaller evergreen trees.  This area faces the back of downtown commercial businesses.
	Question 8B: No special use permit is requested.
	Question 9B: The proposed site plan will meet the drainage ordinance.
	Question 10B: The proposed site plan will not place unwarranted or unreasonable burdens on utility systems.
	Question 11B: The proposed site plan for the parking deck will accommodate public access and use of the site as the deck is intended to be jointly used by the school district and the Village per an IGA.
	Question 12B: The proposed site plan will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general welfare.
	Address: 100 S. Garfield Street, Hinsdale, IL 60521
	Group1: Choice2
	Question 1: The parking deck will be constructed after the opening of the new middle school and the demolition of the existing middle school.  This sequence will require a variance with regards to setbacks.  The open spaces between the parking deck and the new middle school will be landscaped and appear flush since in this area the parking deck is below grade.
	Question 2: The parking deck facades will complement the adjacent Hinsdale Middle School materials including cast stone precast concrete and brick.
	Question 3: The overall design concept is to utilize brick and cast stone precast concrete on the exposed facades of the parking deck.  These materials compliment the architectural character of downtown Hinsdale and the adjacent residential neighborhood.
	Print: 
	Question 4: The parking deck will be surrounded by lawn and canopy trees.  The traffic study confirmed improved traffic patterns in the vicinity of the site due to increased quantity of parking spaces and increased areas for student pick-up and drop-off.
	Question 5: The parking deck will be 15' high at the two stairways leading to the lower level and have a 3' high parapet to screen the vehicles on the upper level, otherwise the upper level of parking will appear flush with the adjacent streets and walks.
	Question 6: The exposed portions of the parking deck facade will be visually compatible with the materials and proportions of the adjacent Hinsdale Middle School.  
	Question 7: The exposed portions of the parking deck facade will have openings for natural light and ventilation at the lower leve north and east elevations.
	Question 8: The exposed portions of the parking deck facade will be solid at the spandral areas and open for ventilation and daylight at the lower level North and East elevations with the exception of the drive and stairway openings.
	Question 9: The parking deck will be constructed after the opening of the new middle school and the demolition of the existing middle school.  It will be conveniently adjacent to the new middle school and adjacent to downtown Hinsdale.
	Question 10: The parking deck stairways leading to the lower level are visually compatible with the entrances to the middle school. Their relationship to other buildings and public ways is minimal.
	Question 11: The materials to be utilized on the exposed portions of the facade will be brick and cast stone precast concrete and will be visually compatible with the new middle school and surrounding buildings.
	Question 12: The roof shape of the parking deck stairways will be flat so as to not draw attention to them so the visual focus is on the new middle school and surrounding buildings.
	Question 13: The north facade along 2nd Street and the east facade along Garfield will be a continuous pattern of brick and cast stone precast concrete.  The landscape on the north will consist of foundation plantings and smaller evergreen trees the landscape on the east will consist of lawn and canopy trees.
	Question 14: The majority of the parking deck will be below grade.  The stairways will be above grade and minimize in scale to not distract from the architecture of the new middle school and surrounding buildings.
	Name: Village of Hinsdale
	CityZip: Hinsdale, Il.  60521
	PhoneFax: 630
	undefined: 789-7036
	undefined_2: 
	EMail: N/A
	Name_2: N/A
	Address_2: 
	CityZip_2: 
	PhoneFax_2: 
	undefined_3: 
	undefined_4: 
	EMail_2: 
	Name_3: N/A
	Name_4: N/A
	Title: 
	Title_2: 
	Address_3: 
	Address_4: 
	CityZip_3: 
	CityZip_4: 
	PhoneFax_3: 
	undefined_5: 
	undefined_6: 
	PhoneFax_4: 
	undefined_7: 
	undefined_8: 
	EMail_3: 
	EMail_4: 
	1: Robert McGinnis - Director of Community Development/Building Commissioner
	2: Chan Yu - Village Planner
	3: 
	Address of subject property: N/A
	Property identification number PIN or tax number: N/A
	undefined_9: 
	undefined_10: 
	undefined_11: 
	Brief description of proposed project 1: Text Amendment to Section 9-104(G)(3)(d), to prohibit a new driveway approach for 
	Brief description of proposed project 2: secondary access to or from a commercially zoned property onto a street where the access drive is directly adjacent to or directly across from
	Brief description of proposed project 3: a residential dwelling unit in a residentially zoned district.  (part 2, correct typo in Section 9-104(G)(3), replacing SF dwellings to "nonresidential uses"
	General description or characteristics of the site 1: N/A
	General description or characteristics of the site 2: 
	General description or characteristics of the site 3: 
	Existing zoning and land use: N/A
	North: N/A
	South: N/A
	East: N/A
	West: N/A
	Proposed zoning and land use: N/A
	Site Plan Approval 11604: Off
	Design Review Permit 11605E: Off
	Exterior Appearance 11606E: Off
	Special Use Permit 11602E: Off
	Map and Text Amendments 11601E: On
	Planned Development 11603E: Off
	Development in the B2 Central Business: Off
	Amendment Requested 1: Text Amendment to Section
	Amendment Requested 2: Section 9-104(G)(3)(d) and  Section 9-104(G)(3)
	Amendment Requested 3: 
	Special Use Requested 1: 
	Special Use Requested 2: 
	undefined_12: 
	TABLE OF COMPLIANCE: Text Amendment - N/A
	The following table is based on the: N/A
	Minimum Code RequirementsRow1: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentRow1: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsMinimum Lot Area sf: N/A
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMinimum Lot Area sf: N/A
	Minimum Code RequirementsMinimum Lot Depth: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMinimum Lot Depth: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsMinimum Lot Width: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMinimum Lot Width: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsBuilding Height: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentBuilding Height: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsNumber of Stories: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentNumber of Stories: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsFront Yard Setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentFront Yard Setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsCorner Side Yard Setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentCorner Side Yard Setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsInterior Side Yard Setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentInterior Side Yard Setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsRear Yard Setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentRear Yard Setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsMaximum Floor Area Ratio FAR: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMaximum Floor Area Ratio FAR: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsMaximum Total Building Coverage: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMaximum Total Building Coverage: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsMaximum Total Lot Coverage: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentMaximum Total Lot Coverage: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsParking Requirements: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentParking Requirements: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsParking front yard setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentParking front yard setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsParking corner side yard setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentParking corner side yard setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsParking interior side yard setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentParking interior side yard setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsParking rear yard setback: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentParking rear yard setback: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsLoading Requirements: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentLoading Requirements: 
	Minimum Code RequirementsAccessory Structure Information: 
	ProposedExisting DevelopmentAccessory Structure Information: 
	Where any lack of compliance is shown state the reason and explain the Villages authority if any to approve the: N/A
	application despite such lack of compliance 1: 
	application despite such lack of compliance 2: 
	Description: Text Amendment to Prohibit a Secondary Access to or from a Commercially Zoned Property into a Residentially Zoned District  (Request by the Village of Hinsdale) 
	Text1: 
	Text2: 
	Group3: Choice1
	Text4: 
	Text5: 
	Text6: 
	Text7: 
	Text8: 
	Text9: 
	Text10: 
	Text11: 
	Text12: 
	Text13: 
	Text14: 


