AGENDA
Meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission
Village of Indian Head Park
201 Acacia Drive
Indian Head Park, IL 60525
Notice and Agenda
Regular Meeting
7:00 p.m. April 5, 2022

I.
II.

Call to Order and Roll Call
Pledge of Allegiance

III.

Review March, 2022 Meeting Minutes

IV.

Old Business
a. Special Use Hearing 6546 Howard Avenue

V.

New Business
a. First Look Triangle PUD: Prospective Dunkin Donuts Development at 6921 Joliet Road
b. Public Hearing: Zoning Code Modification for Shed Special Use Criteria
c. Public Hearing: Zoning Code Modification for Garden Fences
d. Public Hearing: Zoning Code Modification for Patio Fences/Railings in the R3 Acacia
Subdivision PUD

Village of Indian Head Park
201 Acacia Drive
Indian Head Park, IL 60525
MINUTES
VILLAGE OF INDIAN HEAD PARK
PLANNING AND ZONING
COMMISSION MEETING
March 1, 2022
“Pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2.06 (3) minutes of public meetings shall include, but need not be
limited to: a general description of all matters proposed, discussed, or decided, and a record of
votes taken.”
I.

CALL TO ORDER – Chair Costelloe 7:00pm
ROLL CALL: PRESENT (AND CONSTITUTING A QUORUM):
Chair Costelloe, Present
Commissioner Tantillo, absent
Commissioner Svestka, present
Commissioner Gormely-Barnes, present
Commissioner Scovitch, absent
Commissioner Halm, present
Commissioner Bruno, present
ALSO IN ATTENDANCE:
Several Residents
Lisa Bujak, Administrative Clerk
Audiovisual Tech Karaffa
Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Trustee Eck

II.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Recited
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III.

APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 1, 2022 MINUTES
The Commission indicated there were several scrivener errors in the February minutes.
Errors were noted and will be addressed.
Commissioner Halm made a motion to approve the February minutes as modified,
seconded by Commissioner Bruno. Motion passed unanimously.

IV.

OLD BUSINESS

1. Motion to Adjust the Agenda to Hear Item B before Item A
Commissioner Barnes made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Halm. Motion passed
unanimously.
a. Special Use Hearing – 6506 Howard Avenue
Petitioner Cat Hlotke provided a presentation to the Commission detailing how
placing the shed within the buildable area would impact the park-like atmosphere.
The shed would be visible from the street area. Also, by keeping the shed within the
buildable area it would need to be placed directly in front of her window – essentially
blocking the view to the backyard completely. Ms. Hlotke provided documentation
showing that by placing it outside of the buildable area and in the rear of the yard, the
shed would be screened by existing trees and plant growth and would not be visible
by other neighbors or from the street. Ms. Hlotke met the criteria required including
gathering the signatures of her neighbors, providing a plat of survey, agreeing to
screen the shed with additional plantings, agreeing to pay the bulk mailing fee and her
garage is 20’ x 20’. The Commission held a detailed discussion about the
consequences of placing the shed within the buildable area and how the parklike
atmosphere would be affected.
Commissioner Bruno made a motion to approve a special use for a shed and
recommending a variance to be placed outside the buildable area at 6506 Howard
Avenue, seconded by Commissioner Halm. Motion passed by a roll call vote.
Voting Aye: Chair Costelloe, Commissioners: Bruno and Halm. Voting Nay:
Commissioners: Svestka and Barnes.

Commissioner Barnes made an alternative motion to approve a special use for a shed
at 6506 Howard Avenue, seconded by Commissioner Svestka. Motion failed by a
roll call vote. Voting Aye: Commissioners: Barnes and Svestka. Voting Nay: Chair
Costelloe, Commissioners: Bruno and Halm.
b.

Special Use Hearing – 6500 Howard Avenue
Commissioner Halm motioned to open the next public hearing for 6500 Howard
Avenue, seconded by Commissioner Svestka. Motion carried unanimously.
Petitioner Jason Swiderski has a similar situation to the previous petitioner being that
if the shed is placed within the buildable area, its placement would block the view of
the yard as it would be directly in front of a window. Mr. Swiderski has completed
all the required materials including gathering the signatures of his neighbors,
provided a plat of survey, agrees to pay the bulk mailing fee and screen the shed on 3
sides, and his garage is 22’ x 22’. Mr. Swiderski has a uniquely shaped lot as it
extends to the street in the front which reduces the buildable area. The Commission
agrees that his buildable area should be extended to the same area as his neighbor’s.
Commissioner Bruno made a motion to approve a special use for a shed and
recommending a variance to be placed outside the buildable area at 6500 Howard
Avenue, seconded by Commissioner Halm. Motion passed by a roll call vote.
Voting Aye: Chair Costelloe, Commissioners: Bruno and Halm. Voting Nay:
Commissioners: Svestka and Barnes.
Commissioner Barnes made a motion to approve a special use for a shed to be placed
within the extended buildable area at 6500 Howard Avenue, seconded by
Commissioner Bruno. Motion failed by a roll call vote. Voting Aye:
Commissioners: Barnes and Svestka. Voting Nay: Chair Costelloe, Commissioners:
Bruno and Halm.
Additionally, the Commission requested that Village Staff bring up the possibility of
amending the requirements for shed special uses to the Board of Trustees. The
Commission felt that a re-evaluation as to whether sheds should be allowed outside of
the buildable area should be considered.

V.

NEW BUSINESS

a. Special Use Hearing for a Shed – 1734 65th Place
Petitioner Walters stated that they purchased their home in 1988 and both the shed and the
fence were existing at that time. The shed is outside of the buildable area, but the

petitioner has gathered the signatures of the neighbors, provided a plat of survey, agrees to
pay the bulk mailing fee, and has screened the shed.
Commissioner Bruno made a motion to approve the special use for the shed located at
1734 65th Place, seconded by Commissioner Barnes. Motion passed unanimously by a
roll call vote.
Special Use Hearing for a Fence – 1734 65th Place
Petitioner Walters explained that the fence was existing when they purchased the home in
1988. There are plantings that essentially screen the fence from adjacent neighbors and
the fence is in good condition. Ms. Walters indicated that if they are required to take the
fence down, that would cause financial hardship. The petitioner has gathered the
signatures of the neighbors, provided a plat of survey, agrees to pay the bulk mailing fee
and the fence is already screened with plantings. Due to the fact that the Village did not
do its due diligence prior to annexation, the homeowner should not be responsible for the
cost of removing the fence.
Commissioner Svestka made a motion to grant a special use and a variance for an existing
fence at 1734 65th Place with the condition that it needs to be removed at the expense of
the Village upon sale or transfer of the property, seconded by Commissioner Bruno.
Motion carried unanimously by a roll call vote.
b. Special Use Hearing for a Shed – 6547 Howard Avenue
Petitioner Raila stated that they purchased the home five years ago and both the shed and
fence were existing at the time of purchase. The petitioner has gathered the signatures of
the neighbors, provided a plat of survey, agrees to pay the bulk mailing fee and agree to
properly screen the shed.
Commissioner Barnes made a motion to grant a special use for a shed, seconded by
Commissioner Svestka. Motion carried unanimously.
Special Use Hearing for a Fence – 6547 Howard Avenue
Petitioner Raila reiterated that they purchased the home with the fence and would like to
keep it. The petitioner has gathered the signatures of the neighbors, provided a plat of
survey, agreed to pay the bulk mailing fee and also agree to maintain the fence and keep it
in good condition. Since the Village did not do its due diligence prior to annexing the
Bartlett Homes, the homeowner should not be responsible for the cost of removing the
fence.

Commissioner Svestka made a motion to grant a special use and variance for an existing
fence at 6547 Howard Avenue with the condition that it needs to be removed at the
expense of the Village upon sale or transfer of the property, seconded by Commissioner
Bruno. Motion carried unanimously.
c. Special Use Hearing – 6546 Howard Avenue
Commissioner Bruno made a motion to continue the Special Use hearing at 6546 Howard
Avenue due to the petitioner being unable to be heard tonight, seconded by Commissioner
Halm. Motion carried unanimously.
d. Special Use Hearing – 6624 Howard Avenue
Petitioner Eckwall states that he has an existing shed and uses it to store his lawn and
garden equipment since his garage is not an extended size. The petitioner states that there
are a total of four sheds on the property and is planning on removing three of the four.
The shed he is intending to keep was custom made for the yard. The petitioner has a pool
with a fence that was approved in 1984. The Commission agreed to grant a special use for
one shed, as long as the petitioner agrees to screen the shed with plantings and pays the
bulk mailing fee. The petitioner gathered signatures of his neighbors and provided a plat
of survey.
Commissioner Halm made a motion to approve the special use and variance for the one
shed located at 6624 Howard Avenue, seconded by Commissioner Svestka. The motion
included a requirement that additional sheds on the property be removed. Motion carried
unanimously.
VI.

Public Comments
Commissioner Svestka questioned whether there was an update on the fence located
at 6210 Wolf Road. Assistant Village Administrator Ferrini indicated that the
majority of the fence has been removed and there is just one panel of the fence
remaining. The remaining panel may eventually need to be removed. AVA Ferrini
also noted that Village Staff will be conducting inspections and sending letters to the
homeowners on the West side of Wolf Road that may have sheds and/or fences to
begin the Zoning Petition Process for the remainder of the Village.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to discuss, at 9:32 pm Commissioner Bruno made a
motion to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Commissioner Bruno. Motion passed
unanimously.

Respectfully submitted,
Andy Ferrini
Assistant Village Administrator
Recording Secretary

6546
Howard

To: Mayor Hinshaw and the Board of Trustees
From: Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Subject: Fence petition 6546 Howard Avenue
Date: 03/23/2022
____________________________________________________________________________
Background/Summary
Mr. Patrick Olson and Mrs. Beth Olson are petitioning the Village of Indian head Park for a
fence that does not currently exist. The Olsons have filled out and submitted all of the required
materials for a special use hearing to take place. The Fence has existed on the property for over
40 years and may have existed prior to annexation.
Petitioner Details
The Olsons have gathered the signatures of their neighbors stating that they do not object to the
placement of the proposed fence.
The Olsons have provided a plat of survey with a drawing detailing the location of the existing
fence.
The petitioner has provided a copy of the inspection report they received from the previous
homeowner. The report states that there were no building or zoning code violations. The
inspection was done by a Village employee in the Public Works Department and signed off by an
employee in the building department. Both employees no longer work for the Village.
This was a mistake made by Village at the time, and while we do not know for certain, this
mistake was probably made with other homes in the Bartlett subdivision as well. The position of
the Village is that this was a mistake, however, the Village Code still stands and needs to be
followed. The petitioner asked that copies of the inspection report be included in his petition and
that the Commission and Board weigh the mistake as a factor in any recommendations related to
his property.
Staff Recommendation-Fence
Staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission grant approval of the special use
with the criteria that the fence must be removed prior to sale or transfer of the property, and that
the removal of the fence is completed or paid for by the Village. This is how other long-existing
fences in the Bartlett Homes have been handled by the Board, based on the recommendations of
the Planning and Zoning Commission.

To: Chair Costelloe and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Subject: 6921 Joliet Road Development
Date: 03/30/2022
____________________________________________________________________________
Background/Summary
At the March Planning and Zoning Meeting, it was briefly mentioned that there is potential for a
Dunkin Donuts to be developed at 6921 Joliet Road, where the Dome restaurant used to be
located.
At the April meeting of Planning and Zoning, the prospective owner of the lot and his real estate
agent will be there to introduce their project. At this time they would like to put a Dunkin Donuts
at the location with a drive-through for customers.
The prospective owner’s architect has provided the Village with a first draft of the project site
plan. This draft is preliminary and likely to be modified. Village Staff has some questions about
the layout and will be working with the prospective owner over the next month to get answers
and assist them in the preparation of a formal application binder for the PUD.
Attached to this memo is the prospective owner’s site plan for the Commission’s first look at the
development.

To: Chair Costelloe and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Subject: Reconsideration for Sheds Outside the Buildable area
Date: 03/23/22
____________________________________________________________________________
Background
As the Village has gone through the special use and variance process for sheds and fences in the
Bartlett homes one of the factors that the Commission has had to grapple with is the difference
between existing and new sheds.
In an effort to be accommodating to sheds that have existed for a long time as non-compliant
uses the Board passed the Shed Ordinance with language giving preferential treatment to existing
sheds, as long as the homeowner is able to get signatures from their adjacent homeowners,
attesting that they do not object to the placement of the shed. On the other hand, new sheds can
only be placed in the buildable area unless they can meet the criteria for a variance (to allow the
shed to be placed outside of the buildable area). In a lot of cases however the circumstances of a
homeowner are not “unique” enough to meet the variance requirements in the Village Code.
This issue came up at the February and March Planning and Zoning meetings with 6500 Howard
and 6506 Howard. Both homeowners applied for a new shed and the only location available for
them to put it is right up next to a window and their patio.
Based on the recommendations of the PZC, the Board of Trustees has requested that Village
staff make arrangements for a public hearing to take place for the purpose of reconsidering the
criteria for sheds to be placed outside of the buildable area.
Staff Recommendation
Staff does not have any concerns regarding a change to the code to allow sheds to be placed
outside of the buildable area if it meets the other criteria of the shed ordinance. In fact, in some
circumstances staff believes that it can actually help with screening a shed, making it less visible
from the street and neighbors.
The recommendations of staff regarding the modification of shed special use criteria are as
follows:
● Remove the requirement that sheds must be placed in the buildable area.
● Add a requirement that sheds must be placed at least ten feet from a side or rear lot line.
(This is the current requirements for pools)
● Add a requirement that sheds must not be placed in a position that would disturb the
effective flow and drainage of stormwater.

To: Chair Costelloe and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Subject: Garden Fences
Date: 03/23/2022
____________________________________________________________________________
Background
Last year the Illinois legislature passed, and the Governor signed, legislation titled the Garden
Act. This law prohibits municipalities from disallowing homeowners from having gardens on
residential properties.
The Village has always allowed gardens, however, one area of difficulty is the prohibition of
garden fences that exists within the Village’s prohibition of fences in general. This has caused
frustration for some residents and there are likely more than a few currently non-compliant
garden fences in the Village.
Recommendation
With the prevalence of wildlife in the Village, especially in the heavily wooded “old town”
section of the Village, the chance of wildlife damaging gardens is a real possibility.
The Village has received complaints from residents who have had wildlife damage their crops
because they are not allowed to build fencing around their gardens.
Village Staff recommends modifying the zoning code to allow for small garden fences, 3 feet or
under in height to be constructed to prevent animals from damaging resident gardens. These
fences would have to be built in a manner in which they are directly abutting the garden so as to
not take away from the desire for open spaces in the Village.
An example of what Staff is recommending be allowed is attached on the next page of the memo.

To: Chair Costelloe and Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission
From: Andy Ferrini, Assistant Village Administrator
Subject: Patio Fences in the Acacia Subdivision
Date: 03/23/2022
____________________________________________________________________________
Background
Recently the issue of nonconforming fences has arisen in the Acacia subdivision. Some Acacia
residents are expanding the railing from their decks onto their patios. These “patio fences” do not
comply with the Village Code’s restrictions on fencing.
The Acacia Association has been approving these structures because they think that the patio
fences are more equivalent to railings, rather than fences. This is because most of the patios are
elevated an inch or two.
Staff Recommendation
After discussing the issue of patio fences with the Acacia Association President, Village staff
thinks that it would be a good idea to modify the Village Zoning Code to allow patio
railing/fences in the Acacia Subdivision. This is recommended for a few reasons.
First, the nature of the Acacia community is very different from the more open environment in
“old town”.
Secondly, approval of any patio fence would still have to be granted by the Acacia Association to
ensure that fences are not built in common areas, but only on patios directly behind and touching
a home.
Third, there are parts of Acacia in which the back patios of the townhomes are near streets or
hills that have the potential to be a safety issue should someone fall off the patio.
Finally, our recommendation is to allow patio fences, but the fences must be 4 feet tall or less.
Examples of currently non-conforming patio fences are attached to this document.

