
 

 

   

 

   

  M E M O R A N D U M 
 

TO:  DuPage County Development Committee 

 

FROM: DuPage County Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

DATE:  August 6, 2024 

    

  RE:  ZONING-23-000069 Medinah Road Residences 

    (Bloomingdale/District 1) 

 

       
  Development Committee: August 6, 2024:  

 

DuPage County Zoning Board of Appeals: June 6, 2024:  The Zoning Board of Appeals 

recommended to deny the following zoning relief: 

 

Conditional Use for a Planned Development in the R-2 Zoning District (60 attached 

dwelling units on 44 building pads), with the following exceptions:           

1. To increase the maximum height from 36’ to approximately 40’. 

2. To increase the maximum FAR from 0.25 to approximately 0.55. 

 

ZBA VOTE (to Deny): 6 Ayes, 1 Nays, 0 Absent 

 

  Development Committee: March 19, 2024: Remanded back to the Zoning Board of 

Appeals for additional Hearing: 

 

  On a Voice Vote: All Ayes 

 

DuPage County Zoning Board of Appeals: February 1, 2024:  The Zoning Board of 

Appeals recommended to deny the following zoning relief: 

 

Conditional Use for a Planned Development in the R-2 Zoning District (70 attached 

dwelling units on 44 building pads), with the following exceptions:           

a. To reduce the front yard setback from required 30’ to approximately 18’ 

b. To increase the maximum height from 36’ to approximately 40’ 

c. To increase the maximum FAR from 0.25 to approximately 0.57. 

 

ZBA VOTE (to Deny): 7 Ayes, 0 Nays, 0 Absent 
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FINDINGS OF FACT: 

1. That petitioner testified that they seek the subject zoning relief to construct sixty (60) attached dwelling 

units with twelve (12) of the units being assigned for residents who meet certain income requirements 

commensurate with FHA loan commitments which in turn will enable the developer to offer 

reasonably priced units for people who earn between 100 and 125% of the Area Median Income (AMI) 

in the northeast quadrant of DuPage County.   

 

• The sixty (60) units will be developed on forty-four (44) building pads and the proposed 

development would be developed as a Conditional Use Planned Development under the R-2 

Zoning District. 

 

2. That petitioner testified that the proposed exceptions for the development for the height and FAR, are 

all consistent with the surrounding area, especially the two (2) townhome developments to the north, 

which both were entitled by Conditional Use Planned Development procedures in their respective 

communities with exceptions granted in bulk regulations, (i.e., setbacks, FAR, lot coverage etc.)   

adopted to facilitate those developments in similar manner as being requested by the petitioner. 

 

• That the petitioner testified that they amended their petition from the previous iteration to reduce 

the FAR request from 0.64 to 0.55. and remove all the requested variations from the required 

setbacks for the district. (The development will comply now with all the required yard setbacks) 

 

3. That petitioner testified that to the north of the subject development is an approximately one hundred 

(100) foot wide vacant property owned by the developer and located within the corporate limits of the 

Village of Addison. That, while that property is not part of the proposed development, that property 

will remain undeveloped and provide a buffer between the subject development and the two (2) 

townhome developments located to the north in the Village of Addison and Bloomingdale.  

 

• Petitioner indicated that if that vacant lot located in the corporate limits of Addison were to be 

included in the overall land plan, the overall FAR variation requested would further be reduced. 

Nevertheless, that land will provide a practical buffer between the subject development and the 

multifamily development to the north in Addison. 

 

4. The petitioner testified that to the east of the subject development is an over 200 acre Planned 

Development located within the corporate limits of Addison that is zoned in the M-4 Manufacturing 

Zoning District and developed with over 1 million square feet of industrial and manufacturing 

buildings and uses and developed by Hamilton Partners Development as the Meadows Business Park 

of  Addison, to the south are single family homes, and to the west is Medinah Road and beyond, single 

family homes. 

 

• That the Meadows business park consists of a mix of industrial, manufacturing, and commercial 

land uses with outside storage of vehicles and equipment. 
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5. That the petitioner testified that the overall floor area ratio (FAR) and lot coverage for the subject 

development is individually less than the two (2) existing multifamily developments in Addison and 

Bloomingdale immediately to the north of the subject property. 

 

6. That the petitioner testified that the proposed development is a reasonable transitional use consistent 

with sound land use planning principals between the M-4 zoned industrial/manufacturing district and 

uses thereto immediately east of the subject property in the City of Addison, and single-family homes 

to the west. 

 

• That the proposed development will be located at least fifty (50) feet from the M-4 Manufacturing 

District development east of the subject property, whereas the two (2) multifamily developments 

to the north in Addison and Bloomingdale are located at the closest points approximately fifteen 

(15) feet and twenty (20) feet, respectively to the M-4 Manufacturing District to the east (more 

than 50% closer than the proposed development). 

 

• That the existing M-4 Manufacturing District and manufacturing development to the east consists 

of over 100 acres of M-4 Zoned property with over 1.2 million sq. ft. of building where in some 

instances those building exceed 40 feet in height. 

 

• In addition, that the petitioner demonstrated that the M-4 manufacturing development to the east 

of the subject property was entitled through a rezoning from unincorporated R-2 Single Family 

Zoning District to an M-4 Manufacturing District and a Conditional Planned Development 

procedure with the City of Addison, which included exceptions to the building bulk  requirements 

for the district, including a reduction in setback adjacent to the residential zoned properties to the 

west,  (including the subject development) from the required 100 foot setback to 50 feet. 

 

7. That petitioner testified that there would be two (2) proposed access points onto Medinah Road to/from 

the proposed development, with a single private drive/roadway that would not be dedicated. 

 

• Furthermore, that petitioner testified that each unit would have a garage for parking, plus overflow 

spaces for additional cars stacked in the driveway. 

 

• That petitioner testified that they have proposed one hundred eighty-four (184) parking spaces for 

the development, with eighty-eight (88) garage spaces, eighty-eight (88) driveway spaces, and 

eight (8) visitor parking spaces. 

 

• That petitioner testified that they have submitted a traffic study by Norman J. Toberman & 

Associates, LLC. and that the proposed development would not have a significant impact on traffic 

in the surrounding area and would not negatively impact Medinah Road. 

 

8. That petitioner testified that the proposed development would comply with the DuPage County 

landscaping requirements. 

 

9. That petitioner testified that the proposed development would have a fire suppression system as 

required by the Bloomingdale Fire Protection District.  
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10. That petitioner testified that the proposed development would be serviced with well and on-site 

sanitary, and that in the event that one of the well or on-site sanitary systems fail, it would be up to the 

property owner/developer to fix the system and find a correct solution.  

 

11. That petitioner testified that the proposed development would have an on-site stormwater detention in 

the middle of the development, which would be 3-4 feet deep with infiltration in the main basin. 

 

12. That petitioner testified that DuPage County currently has a housing shortage, specifically for residents 

would are middle class and may have jobs as teachers, first responders, or union workers, who may 

not be able to afford the higher-end housing that is in the County.  

 

• Furthermore, that petitioner testified that the DuPage County Board started the Housing Solutions 

Committee, which is tasked to find solutions to provide more and less costly housing for residents 

of the County. 

 

• That petitioner testified that the proposed development may be one of the first steps in the program 

and that the development may possibly make way for similar development in the future. 

 

13. That petitioner testified that the units in the development will range between 700 square feet to 2,700 

square feet per unit. 

 

• That petitioner testified that twelve (12) of the sixty (60) units (approximately 20% of all units) 

will be set aside and guaranteed to be housing for “missing middle”/ workforce housing residents.  

 

• That petitioner testified that the twelve (12) units “missing middle” workforce housing will be 

smaller in size and rented at a rate that is approximately 20% less than market for those similar per 

square foot. 

 

• That petitioner testified that from the outside and even on the inside of the development, you will 

not be able to tell which units are workforce housing units. 

 

• That petitioner testified that there would be deed restrictions on the workforce housing program 

for the development that would continue for at least twenty (20) years. 

  

14. That petitioner testified that in order to make developments that incorporate workforce housing, 

developers need to build more units per acre.  

 

15. That petitioner testified that they have estimated between 22-49 school-aged children living in the 

proposed development and that they would meet all required school and park donations if the 

development were approved. 

 

16. That the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the subject zoning relief, specifically the requested 

increase in permitted FAR, is based on the concept and rationalization of workforce housing, which 

has not yet passed the legislation of the DuPage County Board. In addition, that the Zoning Board of 

Appeals finds that they cannot determine the legislation or set standards for workforce housing 

developments as they are not the policy makers for the County.  
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17. Furthermore, that the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that they have concerns with the proposed 

development of sixty (60) dwelling units serviced with a septic system and that they have concerns 

that that the proposed development does not have adequate parking for the proposed residents and 

visitors.  

 

STANDARDS FOR CONDITIONAL USES: 

1. That the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that petitioner has not demonstrated that the granting of the 

Conditional Use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance, and will 

not be injurious to the neighborhood, detrimental to the public welfare, or in conflict with the County’s 

comprehensive plan for development; and specifically, that the granting of the Conditional Use will not: 

 

a. Impair an adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property as petitioner has not 

demonstrated or provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not impair an 

adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent properties. 

 

b. Increase the hazard from fire or other dangers to said property as petitioner has not demonstrated 

or provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not increase the hazard from fire 

or other dangers to said property. 

 

c. Diminish the value of land and buildings throughout the County as petitioner has not demonstrated 

or provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not diminish the value of land 

and buildings throughout the County. 

 

d. Unduly increase traffic congestion in the public streets and highways as petitioner has not 

demonstrated or provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not unduly 

increase traffic congestion in the public streets and highways. 

 

e. Increase the potential for flood damages to adjacent property as petitioner has not demonstrated or 

provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not increase the potential for flood 

damages to adjacent properties, as the petitioner has not provided sufficient evidence regarding 

existing flooding and drainage concerns on the subject properties.  

 

f. Incur additional public expense for flood protection, rescue or relief as petitioner has not 

demonstrated or provided sufficient evidence that the proposed development will not incur 

additional public expense for flood protection, rescue, or relief, as the petitioner has not provided 

sufficient evidence regarding existing flooding and drainage concerns on the subject properties. 

 

g. Otherwise impair the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare of the inhabitants of 

DuPage County as petitioner has not demonstrated or provided sufficient evidence that the 

proposed development will not otherwise impair the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general 

welfare of the inhabitants of DuPage County. 

 
Dissenting Opinion:  

That the one (1) dissenting Zoning Board of Appeals member finds that petitioner has demonstrated that 

the granting of the Conditional Use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning 
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Ordinance, and will not be injurious to the neighborhood, detrimental to the public welfare, or in conflict 

with the County’s comprehensive plan for development; and specifically, that the granting of the Conditional 

Use will not: 

 

a. Impair an adequate supply of light and air to the adjacent property as petitioner has demonstrated that 

the proposed development will maintain all the required setbacks for the district including a 120 ft. 

setback and buffer between the building and the existing multifamily development to the north locate 

within the corporate limits of the Village of Addison.  

 

b. Increase the hazard from fire or other dangers to said property as petitioner has demonstrated that the 

proposed development will not increase the hazard from fire or other dangers to said property, and that 

petitioner will receive a building permit and follow all required fire and building codes, and that the 

developer has adjusted the drive aisles to accommodate the traffic movements required by the 

Bloomingdale Fire Protection District. 

 

c. Diminish the value of land and buildings throughout the County as petitioner has demonstrated that 

the proposed development as follows: 

 

• Will be consistent with the two attached multi family dwelling unit developments to the north in 

the jurisdictions of Addison and Bloomingdale. 

• Willl have smaller lot coverage than the two existing attached multi family dwelling unit 

developments to the north in the jurisdictions of Addison and Bloomingdale. 

• Will have more than twice the setback distance from the property lines than the two attached multi 

family dwelling unit developments to the north in the jurisdictions of Addison and Bloomingdale. 

• Will be located further aware (almost twice the distance) from the over 200 acre Manufacturing 

Zoned and Developed mixed used development in Addison located immediately to the east of the 

subject property than the two attached multi family dwelling unit developments to the north in the 

jurisdictions of Addison and Bloomingdale. 

 

d. Unduly increase traffic congestion in the public streets and highways as petitioner has demonstrated 

via a traffic report that the proposed development will not unduly increase traffic congestion in the public 

streets and highways which has been conceptually reviewed by the County Division of Transportation 

with the only concern being that the development be limited to only one (1) access onto Medinah Road 

(to which the developer has agreed) 

 

e. Increase the potential for flood damages to adjacent property as petitioner has demonstrated that the 

proposed development will not increase the potential for flood damages to adjacent properties as the 

development will comply with the Countywide Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance as part of the 

permitting process. 

 

f. Incur additional public expense for flood protection, rescue or relief as petitioner has demonstrated that 

the proposed development will not incur additional public expense for flood protection, rescue, or relief 

as the development will comply with the Countywide Stormwater and Floodplain Ordinance as part of 

the permitting process. 
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g. Otherwise impair the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare of the inhabitants of 

DuPage County as petitioner has demonstrated that the proposed development will not otherwise 

impair the public health, safety, comfort, morals, or general welfare of the inhabitants of DuPage County 

and that the proposed development will be an added benefit to the surrounding area as: 

 

• The development will provide a transition use between industrial/manufacturing zoning district and 

land uses to the east of the subject property. 

• The development is generally consistent with the two (2) attached multifamily dwelling unit 

developments to the north of the subject property which in turn are a transition from the office and 

retail developments (gas station and gaming cafe) at the corner of Lake Street and Medinah Road to 

the north.  

• The development provides a reasonable transition between the aforementioned developments and 

the higher density single-family development to the west of the subject property (approximately 

12,000 sq. ft. lots) 
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 PETITIONER’S DEVELOPMENT FACT SHEET 
GENERAL ZONING CASE INFORMATION 

CASE #/PETITIONER ZONING-23-000069 Medinah Road Residences 

ZONING REQUEST Conditional Use for a Planned Development in the R-2 Zoning 

District (60 attached dwelling units on 44 building pads), with the 

following exceptions:           

a. To increase the maximum height from 36’ to approximately 

40’ 

b. To increase the maximum FAR from 0.25 to approximately 

0.55. 

OWNER MEDINAH ROAD DEVELOPMENT CO., LLC., 804 ROBERTS 

ROAD, TOWER LAKES, IL 60010 & JOHN T. DABROWSKI, 

5N061 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101/ AGENT: 

CORNICE & ROSE INTERNATIONAL, LLC., C/O JAMES 

GRAY, 804 ROBERTS ROAD, BARRINGTON, IL 60010 

ADDRESS/LOCATION 5N141 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101 

5N109 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101 

5N085 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101 

5N061 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101 

1281 MEDINAH ROAD, ADDISON, IL 60101 

PIN 02-13-302-018, 02-13-302-019, 02-13-302-010, 02-13-302-011, 

02-13-302-012, 02-13-302-008. 

TWSP./CTY. BD. DIST. BLOOMINGDALE DISTRICT 1 

ZONING/LUP R-2 SF RES BUSINESS PARK MEDIUM 

AREA 4.62 ACRES (201,247 sq. ft. 

UTILITIES WELL AND SEPTIC 

PUBLICATION DATE Daily Herald: OCTOBER 23, 2023 

PUBLIC HEARING TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2023, CONTINUED TO 

DECEMBER 7, 2023, CONTINUED TO JANUARY 11, 2024 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:   

Building:   No Objections. 

DUDOT: Objects. “The TIS still suggests a 2nd access point to this development 

as a foundation for the study.  DOT is generally opposed to a second 

access point for this type of development and would prefer to see access 

consolidated at a single access point.  The petitioner should apply for a 

Highway Permit if they would like to continue with DOT’s review of the 

proposed access for the development.  Please note that we have not made 

a comprehensive review of the TIS and will provide additional review 

comments when and if a permit application is made to DOT.” 

(See attached documentation.) 

Health: No Objections with the concept of the petition. Additional 

information may be required at time of permit application. 

Stormwater:  No Objections with the concept of the petition. Additional 

information may be required at time of permit application. 

Public Works: Our office has no jurisdiction in this matter. 

EXTERNAL:  

Village of 

Addison: 

Objects. (See attached documentation.) 
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Village of 

Bloomingdale: 

Objects. (See attached documentation.) 

Village of Itasca: “No comment, as this is outside of the Village’s planning 

boundary.” 

Village of 

Roselle: 

Our office has no jurisdiction in this matter. “Not within the 

planning jurisdiction of Roselle.” 

Village of 

Glendale 

Heights: 

“The Village of Glendale Heights has no issue with this 

development as it is not contiguous to the Village nor will have a 

direct impact.” 

Bloomingdale 

Township: 

No Comments Received. 

Township 

Highway: 

No Objections. 

Bloomingdale 

Fire Dist.: 

Objects. (See attached documentation.) 

Sch. Dist. 13: No Objections with the concept of the petition. Additional 

information may be required at time of permit application.  

(See attached documentation.) 

Sch. Dist. 108: No Comments Received. 

Forest Preserve: “The Forest Preserve District of DuPage County staff have 

reviewed the information provided in this notice and we do not have 

any specific comments. Thank you.” 

   GENERAL BULK REQUIREMENTS: 

REQUIREMENTS: REQUIRED EXISTING PROPOSED 

Front Yard:  30’ NA APPROX. 18’ 

Height: 36’ NA APPROX. 40’ 

Floor Area Ratio: 0.25 NA 0.64 

     LAND USE 

Location Zoning Existing Use  LUP 

Subject  R-2 SF RES HOUSE 0-5 DU AC 

North VILLAGE OF 

ADDISON 

TOWNHOUSE VILLAGE OF 

ADDISON 

South R-2 SF RES HOUSE 0-5 DU AC 

East VILLAGE OF 

ADDISON 

INDUSTRIAL VILLAGE OF 

ADDISON 

West VILLAGE OF 

BLOOMINGDALE 

HOUSE VILLAGE OF 

BLOOMINGDALE 
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