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Memo 
To:  Design Review Committee 

From: Eric Berg, AICP, Senior Planner 

cc:  Kevin Whaley, AICP, Director of Planning and Zoning 

Date: January 27, 2021  

Re:   Hall Business PUD 

 

 

Through Article 10.5.B of the Plainfield Zoning Ordinance, the Design Review Committee is 
given the authority to review Planned Unit Developments and provide recommendations to 
the Plan Commission. 
 
Upon review of this “PUD” in relation to Article.6.1, it becomes clear that this request does not 
fit the intent of the ordinance.  See Article 6.1A of the Plainfield Zoning Ordinance below: 

§ 6.1A  INTENT. 

      (1)   The Planned Unit Development (PUD) District is designed to: encourage creativity and innovation in the design of 

developments; provide for more efficient use of land including the reduction of land area disturbed for utility lines and 

motor vehicle access; permit special consideration of property with outstanding natural or topographical features; facilitate 

use of the most appropriate construction techniques in the development of land; and to provide for any individual land use 

not otherwise specified elsewhere in this ordinance. The PUD District provides flexibility in land use regulations by 

allowing for the consolidation of the subdivision and zone map change procedures as set forth below. The PUD District 

encourages imaginative uses of open space, promotes high standards in design and construction, and furthers the purposes 

of the Comprehensive Plan. 

      (2)   The PUD District is not intended for the development of residential subdivisions or other developments which are 

provided for as a matter of right within any individual district of this ordinance. 

(source: American Legal Publishing Corporation) 

Reviewing the concept plans as detailed in Article 6.1.2.b (below), Staff has found the following lacking: 

       (b)   Staff shall review the proposed concept plan taking into consideration information regarding the terrain of the site 

and any unique natural features of the site. In doing so, the staff’s review may include, but not be limited to, the following: 

            1.   Protection of unique topographical features on the site, including, but not limited to, slopes, streams and natural 

water features; 

            2.   Protection and preservation of wooded areas, individual trees of significant size, wetlands or other 

environmentally sensitive features; 

            3.   Development of common open space and recreational areas (passive or active) accessible to the residents or 

users of the PUD by way of sidewalks, footpaths or combined walkways/bikeways; 

            4.   A more efficient use of the land including the reduction of land area disturbed for utility lines and motor vehicle 

access; 

            5.   Creation of innovative residential and business environments; 

            6.   Minimize the alteration of the natural site features through the design and situation of individual lots, streets and 

buildings; 

            7.   Diversity and originality in lot layout; 

            8.   Utilization of individual building designs which achieve an enhanced relationship between the development and 

the land; and 
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            9.   Relationship to surrounding properties. 

(Source: American Legal Publishing Company) 

As expected, the existing development does not meet the Development Standards within this (or any other 
Industrial District).  However, the PUD proposes that all existing uses, structures, etc. as conforming uses and 
proposing that any uses or structures within any setbacks or bufferyards be allowed to be reconstructed.  
 
While it is understood that a Planned Unit Development may have areas in which certain standards are relaxed 
to get a higher quality development, that is in the expectation that a higher quality development will occur.   This 
Planned Unit Development promises only the status quo at best which is incompatible with the proposed and 
adjacent residential developments. 
 

To minimize incompatibility of the project with surrounding existing and future land uses, staff recommended the 
following to the petitioners: 

• Architectural standards for any new structure shall meet or exceed that of the Gateway Corridor.  This is 
not reflected within the text of the PUD.  The architectural standards are far below those of the Gateway 
Corridor. 

 

• A “sunset clause” for existing incompatible land uses shall be provided and that these uses would be 
phased out over a period of time and replaced with more compatible land uses.  This is not reflected 
within the text of the PUD.  The replacement clause makes it highly unlikely these incompatible uses will 
ever be replaced. 

 
 


