Approved:

LARAE MINUTES
VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
PLAN COMMISSION
SEPTEMBER 8, 2010
MEMORIAL HALL
7:30 P.M.

Chairman Byrnes called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, September 8, 2010 in
Memorial Hall, the Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, Illinois.

PRESENT: Chairman Byrnes, Commissioner Stifflear, Commissioner Crnovich,
Commissioner Nelson, Commissioner Johnson, Commissioner Moore and

Commissijoner Brody

ABSENT: Commissioner Kluchenek and Commissioner Sullins

ALSO PRESENT: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner

Approval of Minutes

The Plan Commission reviewed the minutes from the July 142, 2010 meeting. Commissioner
Brody motioned to approve the minutes of July 14th, 2010 as amended. Commissioner Crnovich

seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Findings and Recommendations

18-20 E. First Street (Nabuki) - Exterior Appearance/ Site Plan Review Approval for
Fac¢ade Improvements for a New Restaurant.

Chairman Byrnes provided a brief summary of the discussion that took place on this agenda item
at the last Plan Commission meeting and highlighted the findings and recommendations that
were included based on these discusgions. Commissioner Crnovich recommended a clarification
to the findings. Commissioner Stifflear motioned to approve the findings and recommendations
for case 18-20 E. First Street (Nabuki) — Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review Approval for
Facade Improvements for a New Restaurant. Commissioner Nelson seconded. The motion

passed unanimously.

Commissioner Crnovich expressed concerns regarding applicants starting work without permits.
Mr. Gascoigne duly noted her concerns,

Scheduling of Public Hearings

A-25-2010 - 777 N. York Road (Gateway Square) - Exterior Appearance/Site Plan
Review in the Design Review Overlay District.

Chairman Byrnes stated the public hearing would be scheduled for October 13, 2010.
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Sign Permit Review

52 8, Washington - Green Goddess - One Wall Sign

Elyce Rembos, applicant and owner of Green Goddess, provided a brief description of the
proposed sign. She stated her purpose for coming back and requesting a different sign from what
was previously approved for this site. Commissioner Moore motioned for the approval of signage
for 52 8. Washington Street — Green Goddess — One Wall Sign. Commissioner Johnson

seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

130 W. Chestnut Sireet - Hinsdale Bank and Trust - One Ground Sign

Lynn Colby, representative for Hinsdale Bank and Trust, provided a brief description of the
proposed sign. She stated that the general intent was to perform maintenance on the sign
structure and then replace the existing sign with an internally illuminated sign, rather than
providing ground lighting as currently exists. General discussion ensued regarding the specifics
of the sign, Commissioner Brody motioned for the approval of signage for 130 W. Chestnut
Street — Hinsdale Bank and Trust — One Ground Sign. Commissioner Nelson seconded. The

motion passed unanimously.
500 W. Chestnut - First Merit Bank - One Wall Sign and One Ground Sign

Guy Dragisic of Olympic Signs introduced himself as the representative for First Merit Bank and
stated that for the purpose of rebranding, First Merit Bank was looking to replace a wall sign
and the face panel on one ground sign from Midwest Bank to First Merit Bank. Commissioner
Brody requested clarification regarding the location of the wall sign. Mr. Dragisic clarified the
location of the proposed wall sign and indicated that they would be removing an existing box sign
on the south side of the building and were proposing a new wall sign, consisting of channel
letters, on the north side of the building. Commissioner Johnson motioned for the approval for
the replacement of a wall sign and the face of one ground sign at 500 W. Chestnut Street — First
Merit Bank, Commissioner Brody seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

108 W. Chestnut Street - Fodeo — One Wall Sign

Valarie Moody, representative for Fodeo, introduced hersell and a provided a brief deseription of
the business and the proposed sign. General discussions ensued regarding the existing signage
in the shopping center. Commissioner Moore motioned for the approval of signage for 108 W,
Chestnut Street — Fodeo — One Wall Sign. Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The motion passed

unanimously

Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review

18 S. Blaine Street - New Privacy Fence in the O-1 District

Chairman Byrnes introduced the case and asked if the applicant was present. Mary Alice and
Dennis Fitzpatrick, applicants and owners of the property, introduced themselves and
2
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summarized the request. Discussion ensued regarding the specifics of the request. Chairman
Byrnes confirmed that while this was a single-family residence, the reazon they needed site
plan/exterior appearance approval was because they were in the O-1, Specialty Office District.
Village Planner Gascoigne confirmed and indicated that while single-family residences are
permitted in this district, any exterior changes require Plan Commission approval. He went on
to indicate that if this was residentially zoned, Plan Commission approval would not be required.
Commissioner Moore confirmed, for a point of reference, specifics regarding fence allowances in
the residential distriets. Mr. Gascoigne confirmed and indicated that while they are afforded an
8-foot tall fence, the applicants are only requesting the approval for a 6-foot fence.

Commissioner Brody motioned for the approval of Exterior Appearance for a New Privacy Fence
in the O-1 District at 18 E, Blaine Street. Commissioner Moore seconded. The motion passed

unanimously.

Commissioner Nelson motioned to disapprove the Site Plan for a New Privacy Fence in the O-1
District at 18 E. Blaine Street. Commissioner Brody seconded. The motion failed unanimously
and the site plan was approved

19 E. Chicago Avenue - Village of Hinsdale - New Decorative Fence Surrounding the
Existing Generators

Chairman Byrnes introduced the case and asked if Mr, Gascoigne was going to present the
application, Mr. Gascoigne confirmed that he would be presenting the application on behalf of
the Village and the Public Works Department. He summarized the proposal and explained that
while the material was permanent in nature, the fence was intended to be a temporary solution
until the Village could secure funds to install a permanent masonry fence. He indicated that the
need to put up a fence such as this was driven by health and safety issues as more and more
people were going around and over the existing cloth fence and getting in behind the generators
thereby creating unsafe conditions and additional ability for the Village.

Commissioner Crnovich questioned how tall the existing generators were. Mr. Gascoigne stated
that he was not certain, but it was likely between 7 and 8 feet. She then asked if the Village had
any intentions of screening the fence. Mr, Gascoigne indicated that he did not believe so and
that their intention at this point was to get the fence in before the ground froze, but that he
would speak with Mr. Franco and encourage him to provide whatever landscaping they could.

Commissioner Crnovich asked if the Beautification Task Force had provided any input. Mr.
(Gascoigne indicated that he would have to ask Mr. Franco, but he did not believe so as the main
initiative was to provide a safe environment and get the fence up as quickly as possible. She
then indicated that she would like to see the Historic Preservation Commission get a bit more
involved even though this request is not required to go in front of them. She referenced Section
11-303 in regards to referral of cases, and specific to this request, the Historic Preservation
Commission, Mr. Gascoigne acknowledged her concerns and indicated that 11-303 is applicable
for public hearings and additionally when the criteria for a Certificate of Appropriateness had
been met subject to the conditions in the Village's Municipal Code. He indicated that neither
applied here. He also identified that even if all these conditions had been met, the Historic
Preservation Ordinance provides an exemption for a Certificate of Appropriateness, if the
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request poses an issue concerning health, safety or welfare. He stated that even while approval

from the Historic Preservation Commission was not required, once the need for the fence was
apparent the Village made every attempt to extend the courtesy of including the Historic
Preservation Commission in the process. However due to the timing of the meetings and the
urgency to get the fence in place before winter, it was not possible. Mr. Gascoigne also indicated
that when the Village came back with the masonry fence, the same exemptions would apply but
the Village had every intention of sending the request through the Historic Preservation
Commission for their input at that time,

Mr. Gascoigne also stated that discussions regarding the Historic Preservation Commission’s
scope of authority on properties within the downtown as well as throughout the Village would be

a topic of discussion at upcoming HPC meetings.

General discussion ensned regarding the screening of the generators and several Commissioners
indicated they would like to see some screening installed around the fence as it could be a while
before the Village is able to secure enough funding to do a masonry wall,

Commissioner Stifflear duly noted the Commissioners concerns and indicated that he
appreciated the Village coming before the Plan Commiszion to request approval and that he
agreed that due to safety concerns something needed to be installed immediately. He then
offered suggestions on landscaping as well as recommending conditions to avoid having a

temporary fence become permanent.

General discussion ensued regarding screening and while several Commissioners expressed
interest in determining how long it would be before the Village could secure funds for the
masonry fence, they generally agreed that it could not be determined at this point.

The Commission agreed that six months would be an appropriate time frame to allow the Village
to install four-season screening and that they would leave it to the Village Board to determine

the extent to which it should be landseaped.

Commissioner Brody motioned to disapprove the Site Plan for a New Decorative Fence
Surrounding the Existing Generators at 19 E. Chicago Avenue. Commissioner Crnovich
seconded. The motion failed unanimously and the site plan was approved.

Commissioner Nelson motioned for the approval of Exterior Appearance for a New Decorative
Fence Surrounding the Existing Generators at 19 E. Chicago Avenue, subject to the condition
that the Village installs four-season landscape screening within six months of final approvals.
Commigsioner Moore seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Public Hearings
A-13-2010 - 420 E. Ogden Avenue (Continental Motors) - Special Use Permit for a

Planned Development and Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review approval for Facade
Improvements to the Existing Car Dealership.
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Chairman Byrnes opened the public hearing for case A-13-2010. Doug Capocci of LaMantia

Construction and representative for Continental Motors identified himself and summarized the
request.

Commissioner Moore requested clarification from Mr. Capocei in regards to what had changed
between when the original proposal that was approved in 2007, and what they were looking at
tonight. Mr. Capocei addressed Commissioner Moore's questions and conflirmed the changes

being sought.

Chairman Byrnes questioned if all materials proposed were going to match existing. Mr. Capoca
confirmed they would be.

Commissioner Stifflear asked about signage and Mr. Capoeci indicated they would remain as is.
He then asked Staff to walk the Commission through what happened in 2007.

Mr. Gascoigne summarized the applicant’s request in 2007 and explained that the applicant
went through the process to obtain the necessary approvals in 2007. It wasn’t until staff
underwent the due diligence required to amend, what they thought was an existing Planned
Development in this current proposal, that they realized the PD approval had somehow been
inadvertently removed from the final approvals in 2007. This now required the applicant to
essentially reestablish a Planned Development approval as part of the current request. He then
went on to explain that all correspondence and conversations in 2007 included the Planned
Development request however it was never formally adopted as part of an ordinance. Mr.
Gascoigne indicated that due to the nature of some of the repairs, and the fact that they posed
serious safety concerns, the applicant had already appeared in front of both the ZPS and Village
Board, to obtain conditional approvals to begin work and repair the fagade conditioned upon the
applicant coming back and obtaining approval for the Planned Development and the proposed

alterations.

Commissioner Stifflear questioned if there would be waivers requested as part of the Planned
Development. Mr. Gascoigne indicated there would be and they were listed out in the Certificate

of Zoning Compliance.

Commissioner Moore expressed her concerns with the application and discussion ensued
amongst the Commission with regards to how to proceed forward.

Commissioner Johnson explained that Continental Motors had been there a long time and a lot
of the waivers that are requested now, were those that would have also been requested in 2007

due to the age of the building.

The Commission agreed that it was a nice proposal and generally felt that there was no reason to
force them into a non-compliant status by denying the request.

Commissioner Crnovich then went on to reference sections of the specific text amendment passed
in 2007 that would have supported the actual Planned Development approval.
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Commissioner Johnson motioned for the approval of a Special Use Permit for a Planned
Development for the Existing Auto Dealership at 420 E. Ogden - Continental Motors.
Commissioner Crnovich seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Moore motioned for the approval of Exterior Appearance for Fagade
Improvements to the Existing Auto Dealership at 420 E. Ogden - Continental Motors.
Commissioner Brody seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Commissioner Nelson motioned to disapprove the Site Plan for Facade Improvements to the
Existing Auto Dealership at 420 E. Ogden — Continental Motors. Commissioner Brody seconded.

The motion failed unanimously and the site plan was approved.

A-17-2010 - Village of Hinsdale — Text Amendment to Provide Limited Authority to the
Village Board for Variations.

Chairman Byrnes opened the public hearing for case A-17-2010, Mr. Gascoigne summarized the
request and opened it up for public discussion.

Chairman Byrnes clarified the proposal with Mr. Gascoigne.

Commissioner Stifflear asked Mr. Gascoigne if there was a specific situation that prompted this
request.

Mr. Gascoigne indicated that there were at least a couple of instances where this has come up
and that one set of homeowners were actually here to speak to one of the instances.

Jill and Harvey Seybold introduced themselves to express support for the proposed text
amendment. Mrs. Seybold went on to explain how changes in there area have directly affected
their property, causing severe drainage and flooding problems. She also explained that due to
the current limitations as to which types of variances can be requested from the Zoning Board of
Appeals, there only option for zoning relief as this time was to appear in the Wheaton court

system.,

Bill Haarlow, Chairman of the Zoning Board of Appeals, introduced himself and explained how
this text amendment would alter the requirements and allowances of the existing Zoning Code.
He then explained that using the Seybold's situation, the Zoning Board of Appeals is not
currently permitted to hear the Seybold’s request as it falls out of the scope of the Commission’s
authority, He explained that overall, he feels these restrictions are a good thing, but that the
Seybold’s have highlighted where in certain situations, it is a good idea to provide more authority
to the Zoning Board and Village Board to hear these requests without having to go straight to
Wheaton without first being heard by a Village Body. Mr. Haarlow specifically addressed the
language of the proposed text amendment and explained how a request would move through the

process.

Chairman Byrnes questioned whether other municipalities follow similar procedures.
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Joe Abel, Planning, Zoning and Economic Development Consultant and representative for the

Sevbolds, introduced himself. Mr. Abel summarized his background, including his familiarity
with local zoning codes. He went on to explain how other municipalities handle such situations
and indicated that the text amendment being proposed is very conservative and because this was
the Village’s intention, he felt the proposal was legitimate and very reasonable with the number

of safeguards that have been put in place.

Commissioner Moore clarified questions regarding the application of standards and then
questioned if there was a down side to this text amendment.

Commissioner Nelson stated that his concern as a resident would be getting turned down for a
request at the Zoning Board of Appeals and the desire Lo have one more court of appeal in which
to make a case before going to Wheaton.

Commissioner Moore respected Commissioner Nelson’s position but had concerns with the fact
that the Board may not have the zoning background that the ZBA did to appropriately consider

these appeals.

Mr. Haarlow also responded to Commissioner Nelson's concern and provided background as to
why he believed the process was established in this way. He stated that he felt the ZBA should
remain quasi-judicial and that is why he supported the amendment as written.

Commissioner Johnson concurred with Mr, Haarlow and explained why she supported the
ordinance as written.

Mr. Abel responded to Mr. Haarlow and Johnson’s comments and explained how sending these
items on to the Village Board could potentially create issues.

Commissioner Stifflear asked if the term “recommendation” was defined.

Mr. Haarlow indicated that they were treating this as needing four affirmative votes, thereby
matching the standard of a variation.

Discussion ensued regarding the specific language in the ordinance and the Commission reached
an agreement that the term should be defined to match the standard of the ZBA, thereby
requiring a positive vote of a minimum of four members of the ZBA.

Commissioner Crnovich motioned for the approval of case A-17-2010 - Village of Hinsdale — Text
Amendment to Provide Limited Authority to the Village Board for Variations with the revised
language. Commissioner Nelson seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

A-09-2010 - Village of Hinsdale — Text Amendment to Section 5-110G as it relates to
existing non-conforming structures in the B-2, Central Business District.

Chairman Byrnes summarized the request and explained that the public hearing for case A-17-
2010 was still open as a result of the continuation from the July meeting. Chairman Byrnes
asked if anyone had comments and asked for a motion.
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Commissioner Brody motioned for the approval of case A-09-2010 — Village of Hinsdale — Text
Amendment to Section 5-110G as it relates to existing non-conforming structures in the B-2,
Central Business District. Commissioner Moore seconded. The motion passed unanimously.

Adjournment

Commissioner Johnson moved to adjourn. Commissioner Brody seconded and the meeting
adjourned at 9:06 p.m. on September 8, 2010.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sean Gascoigne
Village Planner
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October 6, 2010

Sean Gascoigne
Village Planner
Village of Hinsdale

19 E. Chicago Avenus
Hinsdale, Minois 80521

RE: 777 N. York Road

Dear Sean,

Per our email correspondence, we are withdrawing the applicalion for the above mentioned project at this
time.

Sincerely,

JTS Architects

o, Cotfor

Enrique Castel, AlA
Associate

EC/dj

WA2039_INL - Galeway Square New Staifd7 CORRESPONDENCEVIO 006_VoH_withdrawal docx

450 E. Higgins Road, Suite 202, EIx Grove Village, IL 60007 « P 847 8520870 - F B47 952 9974 « www. jlsarch.com



HINSDALE PLAN COMMISION

RE: 18 8. Blaine Street — Mary Alice and Dennis Fitzpatrick - Exterior Appearance and Site
Plan Review

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW:  September 8, 2010
DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: September 20, 2010
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
I. FINDINGS

1. Mary Alice and Dennis Fitzpatrick, (the “*Applicant™) submitted an application to the Village of
Hinsdale for the property located at 18 S. Blaine Street (the “Subject Property™).

2. The Subject Property is zoned in the O-1 Specially Office District and improved with a single-
family residence.

3. The applicants are secking after-the-fact approval of exterior appearance and site plan review
approval to allow a 6"-0" privacy fence to remain on the northern lot line running along

Chicago Avenue.

4, The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the
applicable bulk, space and yard requircments of the Hinsdale Zoning Code.

5. The Plan Commission finds that the application complies with the standards set forth in Section
11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code pertaining to the exterior appearance review.

6. The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the

standards set forth in Section 11-604 of the Zoning Code governing sile plan review. There are
no changes proposed to the site plan.

II. RECOMMENDATION
The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of 7 “Ayes,” 0 “Nays,” 2 *Absent” recommends

that the President and Board ol Trustees of the Village of Hinsdale approve the exterior
appearance/sile plans at 18 S, Blaine Street,

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of . 2010.




HINSDALE PLAN COMMISION

RE: 19 E. Chicago Avenue — The Village of Hinsdale - Exterior Appearance and Site Plan
Review

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW:  September 8, 2010

DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: September 20, 2010

1.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
I. FINDINGS

The Village of Hinsdale, (the "Applicant™) submitted an application for the property located at
19 E. Chicago Avenue (the "Subject Property™).

The Subject Property is zoned in the 1B, Institutional Buildings District and improved with the
Village Hall and Public Library.

The Village is seeking approval of exterior appearance and site plan review approval to allow a
6'-0"" ornamental fence to be installed around the existing generators on the south side of the

building located at 19 E. Chicago Avenue,

The Village indicated that while the fence is permanent in material, it is temporary in nature as
the intent was to construct a brick wall, to match the Memorial Building, when additional funds

could be secured.

The Commission expressed concerns with the fence, although temporary, becoming more
permanent.

Certain Comunission members also commented on the Historic status of the Memorial Building
and questioned whether it should go through the Historic Preservation Commission.

The Village duly noted the concern and advised the Commission that while a Certificate of
Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission is not required, the Village made
cvery effort to extend the courtesy of Historic Preservation review, but due to the urgency and
safety issues associated with the approval that became unfeasible.

The Village also provided assurances that at the point the Village requested approval for the
permanent brick wall they would extend the courtesy of providing the Historic Preservation
Conumnission the ability to make comments on the proposed wall at that time.

The Commission discussed various aspects of the fence and the need to secure the generators,
and offered thoughts on how to provide more assurance that the fence would not become

permanent and how Lo appropriately screen the lence.

The Commission concluded that the Village should provide four season screening within 6
months of final approval, to the extent required by the Village Board in order to maintain
sufficient access for required maintenance of the generators.



11, The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the
applicable bulk, space and yard requirements of the Hinsdale Zoning Code.

12.  The Plan Commission finds that the application complies with the standards set forth in Section
11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code pertaining Lo the exterior appearance review.,

13.  The Plan Commission finds that the plan submitted by the Applicant complies with the
standards set forth in Section 11-604 of the Zoning Code governing site plan review. There are

no changes proposed to the site plan.

II. RECOMMENDATION

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, on a vote of 7 “Ayes,” 0 “Nays,” 2 *Absent” recommends
that the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Hinsdale approve the exterior
appearance/site plans at 19 E. Chicago Avenue with the condition that the applicant shall install four
season screening within 6 months of final approval, to the extent required by the Village Board of
Trustees in order to maintain sufficient access for required maintenance of the generators.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2010.



HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-09-2010 - Applicant: Village of Hinsdale — Request: Text Amendment to Section 5-110G
(Bulk, Space, And Yard Requirements), of the Hinsdale Zoning Code as il relates to existing non-
conforming structures in the B-2, Central Business District.

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW:  July 14 and September 8, 2010

DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: September 20, 2010
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

I. FINDINGS

1. The Applicant, The Village of Hinsdale, submitted an application to amend Section 5-110G (Bulk,
Space, And Yard Requirements), of the Hinsdale Zoning Code as it relates to existing non-
conforming structures in the B-2, Central Business District.

2. The Plan Commission heard a summary of the text amendment from staff at the Plan Commission
meeting of July 14, 2010,

3. The Plan Commission indicated they generally approved of the language proposed for the text
amendment but would prefer to see it in the context of a draft ordinance.

4. Staff provided a draft ordinance containing the proposed language in the text amendment for the
Plan Commission meeting of September 8, 2010.

5. The Plan Commission specifically finds that the Application satisfies the standards in Section 11-
601 of the Zoning Code applicable to approval of the amendments.

II. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a vote of seven (7) “Ayes”, zero (0) “Nays” and two (2)
s Absent” recommends to the President and Board of Trustees that the Hinsdale Zoning Code be amended

as proposed.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:
Charman

Dated this day of , 2010.




HINSDALE PLAN COMMISION

RE: Case A-13-2010 - Applicant:John Weinberger/Continental Motors - Location:
420 E. Ogden Avenue: Special Use Permit to allow a Planned Development and
Site Plan/Exterior Appearance Approval for facade improvements to the
existing car dealership.

DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: September 8, 2010
DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: September 20, 2010
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

I. FINDINGS

1.  John Weinberger of Contimental Motors, submitted an application to the Village of
Hinsdale for a special use permit for a planned development for the existing car
dealership, as well as Exterior Appearance and Site Plan Review for exterior fagade
modifications to the property located at 420 E. Ogden Avenue (the “Application™).

2. The property is located within the B-3, General Business District and improved
with a 1-story, car dealership, commonly known as Continental Motors.

3.  The applicant is proposing fagade improvements to the existing car dealership as a
result of recent structural problems that need to be repaired.

4.  The Plan Commission heard a presentation [rom the applicant regarding the
proposed facade improvements and planned development.

5. The Plan Commission then heard a brief explanation from staff, summanzing the
current planned development request and how both the applicant and staff came 1o
understand how portions of the original approvals were inadvertently eliminated in
2007 resulting in the applicant’s current situation.

6.  The Plan Commission specifically finds that the Application, as a whole, satisfies
the standards in Section 11-602 of the Zoning Code applicable to approval of a
special use permit, Section 11-603 pertaining to Planned Developments, Subsection
11-604F pertaining to Standards for Site Plan Disapproval and Section 11-606 of
the Zoning Code governing Exterior Appearance Review.

II. RECOMMENDATION

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a vote of 7 “Ayes,” 00 "Nay," and 2
“Absent” recommends that the President and Board of Trustees approve the Application



for a Special Use Permit for a Planned Development at 420 E. Ogden, including the
requested waivers,

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a vote of 7 “Ayes,” 0 “Nay,” and 2
“Absent” recommends that the President and Board of Trustees approve the Application
for Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review approval ol exterior fagade modifications to

the property located at 420 E. Ogden.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By:

Chairman

Dated this day of , 2010.




HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

RE: Case A-17-2010 - Applicant: The Village of Hinsdale — Request: Text Amendment to Section 11-
503 (Variations), of the Hinsdale Zoning Code to give the Board of Trustees the authority to grant certain

variations.
DATE OF PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: September 8, 2010

DATE OF ZONING AND PUBLIC SAFETY REVIEW: September 20, 2010
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

I. FINDINGS

1. The Applicant, The Village of Hinsdale, submitted an application to Article X1 (Zoning
Administration and Enforcement), Part V (Interpretations, Appeals, and Variations), Section 11-503
(Variations) of the Hinsdale Zoning Code to Give the Board of Trustees the Authority to Grant

Certain Variations.

2. The Plan Commission heard testimony from residents in support of the proposed text amendment at
the Plan Commission meeting of September 8, 2010,

3. The Commission recommended language to further define “recommendation” as a positive vote of a
minimum of four members of the Zoning Board of Appeals.

4. The Plan Commission specifically finds that the Application satisfies the standards in Section 11-
601 of the Zoning Code applicable o approval of the amendments.
II. RECOMMENDATIONS

The Village of Hinsdale Plan Commission, by a vote of seven (7) “Ayes”, zero (0) “Nays™ and two (2)
“Absent” recommends to the President and Board of Trustees that the Hinsdale Zoning Code be amended

as proposed.

THE HINSDALE PLAN COMMISSION

By

Chairman

Dated this _day of , 2010,



Memorandum

To: Chairman Bymes and Plan Commissioners

From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner éﬁ

ce:  Robb McGinnis, Building Commssioner
David Cook, Village Manager

pate: October 13, 2010

Re:  Scheduling Public Hearing for Case A-14-2010
Applicant; Hinsdale Township High School District 86
Request: Map Amendment for the properties located at 303-315 W. 57" Street

The applicant, Hinsdale Township High School District 86, represented by Jeff Eagan, is
requesting approval of a map amendment to the subject property to rezone it to IB Institutional
Buildings District to fit with the existing zoning of the remaining High School Property. The
rezoning is requested to fulfill that required and agreed to in the attached Intergovernmental

Agreement.

In 2005, High School District 86 purchased the residential property and entered in to
Intergovernmental Agreements with the Village regarding the properties commonly known as
303-315 W. 57" Street. The lots are currently zoned R-3 Single-Family Residential, but per the
attached intergovernmental agreement, the School District agreed to rezone the property to 1B,
Institutional Buildings to match the existing zoning of the remaining High School property.

On September 21, 2010, the Village Board, the Village Board of Trustees unanimously moved to
recommend the Map Amendment request be scheduled for a public hearing at the next regularly
scheduled Plan Commission meeting.

It is requested that the public hearing be scheduled for November 10, 2010.

Auttachment

Cc:  President Cauley and Village Board of Trustees
David Cook



{#ﬁ VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
T COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

g -".a\ {:.:5,'
f? DEPARTMENT
VILLAGE -
OF H]NSDAI.‘E FORMIED I L& GEN‘EI_LAL APPLICATION
I. GENERAL INFORMATION
Please Note: You MUST'c_umPlete?:d attach aIT appropriate appmcatlnna :m:l stamrds ]
applicable to your specific request to this application.
. = — e —— —— =l =
u Applicant | Owner
Name: Jeff Eagan/Business Manager f Name: Hinsdale Township H.S. District 86
Address: 5500 S. Grant Street Address: SAME
City/Zip: Hinsdale, IL 60521 City/Zip:
Phone/Fax: {630} 655-6100/ (630) 325-9153 Phane/Fax: ( } ! f
E-Mail: jeagan{@hinsdal [EvMaiI: !
'l Others, if any, involved in the project (i.e. Architect, Attorney, Engineer) 5
Name: Name:
Title: Title:
Address: Address:
City/Zip: . City/Zip:
Phone/Fax: () o Phone/Fax: (__ ) /
E-Mail: 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 intcrest)

1) N/A
2) _ .
3)




1I.  SITE INFORMATION

| Address of subject property: 303.307.311,315 West 57" Street

| Property identification number (P.L.N. or tax number): _09- 13- 100 - 011,012,013,014

| Brief description of propesed project: Since 2003, the District has purchased 4 single family homes

adjacent to its Hinsdale Central High School campus. Each home has been demolished and converted
to open green space. Rezoning these properties was part of two Intergovernmental Agreements from

{ 2003 and 2005,

]
General description or characteristics of the site: _4 empty lots- open green space.

i Existing zoning and land use: R-3 Open green space

I Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:

North: _Hinsdale Central High School South: _Residential
East: Hinsdale Central High School West: _Residential
Proposed zoning and land use: __open green space

Existing square footage of property: 0 square feet

Please mark the appraTal[s} you_are seeking and attac'h all applicable appii:';ations ancT
standards for each approval requested:

O Site Plan Disapproval 11-604 \Q’ Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendmen! Requested: ,];—5 1= (B
0 Design Review Permit 11-605E

O Exterior Appearance 11-606E
O Planned Development 11-603E

O Special Use Permit 11-602E

Special Use Requested: O Development in the B-2 Central Business

District Questionnaire




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of proposed request: 303 307,311,315 West 57" Street, Hinsdaie, IL_60521

The following table is based on the Zoning District.

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
Requirements Development

Minimum Lot Area
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, slate the reason and explain the Village's authority, if any, lo approve the
application despite such lack of compliance:




CERTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

A,

C.

On the

abide by its t:l::nrln:ritla:-r'ls4

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN ‘f
to hefare me this L1
AV ,

iy

The statements conlained in this application are true and correct 1o the best of the Applicant's knowledge and
belief. The owner of the subject property, if different from the applicarl, states that he or she consents to the filing
of this application and that all information contained in this application Is true and correct to the best of his or her
knowledge,

The applicant understands that an incomplete or nonconforming application will not be considered, I addition,
the applicant understands that the Village may require additional information prior to the consideration of this
application which may include, but is not limited to, the following items:

1. Minimum yard and setback dimensions and, where refevant, relation of yard and setback dimensions
to the height, width, and depth of any structure,
2 A vehicular and pedestrian circulation plan showing Ihe location, dimensions, gradient, and number of

all vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements including rights-of-way and streets, driveway
entrances, curbs, and curb cuts; parking spaces, loading spaces, and circulstion aisles: sidewalks,
walkways, and pathways; and total lot coverage of all circulation elements divided as between
vehicular and pedestrian ways.

3. All existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage and retention and detention facilities and
all existing and proposed waler, sewer, gas, electric, telephone, and cable communications lines and
easements and all ather utility facilities.

4, Location, size, and arrangement of all outdoor signs and lighting

Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the lype or kink of building materials or
plantings used for fencing or screening.

B. A detailed landscaping plan, showing localion, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
material
7 A traffic study if required by the Village Manager or the Board or Commission hearing the application.

The Applicants shall make the property that is the subject of this application available for inspection by the Village
at reasonable times;

It any infarmation provided In this application changes or becomes incomplete or inapplicable for any reasan
following submission of this application, the Applicants shall submit a supplemental application or other
acceplable written statement containing the new or corrected information as soon as practicable but not less than
ten days following the change, and that failure lo do so shall be grounds for denial of the application: and

The Applicant understands that he/she is responsible for all application fees and any other fees, which the Willage
assesses under the provisions of Subsection 11-301D of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Code as amended April
25, 1980,

THE OWNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AND, IF DIFFERENT, THE APPLICANT ARE JOINTLY AND
SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE APPLICABLE APPLICATION FEE. BY SIGNING THE
APPLICATION, THE OWNER HAS AGREED TO PAY SAID FEE, AND TO CONSENT TO THE FILING AND
FORECLOSURE OF A LIEN AGAINST SUBJECT PROPERTY FOR THE FEE PLUS COSTS OF COLLECTION,
IF THE ACCOUNT IS NOT SETTLED WATHIN THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR

PAYMENT
27th , day of _May , 2010 | I/We have read the above certification, understand it, and agree to

wﬂ]lk@l or authorized agent Signature of applicant or authorized agent

Jefi Eagan, Business Manager
Name of applicant or authorized agent Name of applicant or autherized agent

day of
o

e b

OFFICIAL BEAL
KAREN A BYERS

Mokary Public - Séote of Hinols
cm:ﬁdmmnpnl.lull




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

%
2502 - ﬁ' | DEPARTMENT
3 L P g i ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAP
] ¢ EM G AMENDMENT APPLICATION

“VILLAGE,
OF HINSDALE .cece..

Must be accompanied by completed Plan Commission Application

Address of the subject property or description of the proposed request:

303, 307, 311, 315 West 57" Street, Hinsdale, IL_60521

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 of 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.

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 applicalion. Please use an additional sheet of paper to respond to

questions if needed. If the standard is not applicable, please mark N/A.

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

This request is to reclassify these 4 properties as required in the 2003 and 2005
Intergovernmental Agreements between the Village of Hinsdale and District 86

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

Open green space R-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.
N/A

The extent, if any, to which the value of the subject property is diminished by the existing zoning
classification applicable to it.

_N/A

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

N/A

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

the proposed amendment.

N/A

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

N/A

The extent, if any, to which the future orderly development of adjacent properties would be
affected by the proposed amendment.

N/A

The suitability of the subject property for uses permitted or permissible under its present zoning
classification,

The District has no plans to build residential houses on these properties.

2



10.

il

12.

13.

14,

The availability of adequate ingress to and egress from the subject property and the exient to
which traffic conditions in the immediate vicinity of the subject property would be affected by the

proposed amendment,

N/A

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.

N/A

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.

303, 307, 311 = 2003

315 = 2005

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

Increased open areen space for Hinsdale Central High School campus.

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.

This request is to reclassify these 4 properties as required in the 2003 and 2005

Intergovernmental Agreements between the Village of Hinsdale and District B6.




INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT
BETWEEN HINSDALE TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 86
AND THE VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
RELATED TO USE OF CERTAIN PROPERTY
FOR THE HINSDALE CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL CAMPUS

AGREEMENT made the 19" day of September, 2005, between the VILLAGE OF
HINSDALE, DuPage County, Illinois, an Illinois unit of local government and municipal
corporation (“VILLAGE”) and HINSDALE TD‘E’NSHiP’ HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
86, DuPage and Cook Counties, Ilinois, an Illinois unit of local government and public

school district (“SCHOOL”) (hereinafter referred to from time to time collectively as the

“PARTIES”);
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Article VII, Section 10, of the Constitution of the State of lllinois of

1970 authorizes units of local government to contract or otherwise associate among

themselves, and to exercise, combine or transfer any power or function in any manner not

prohibited by law or by ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Illinois Intergovernmental Cooperation Act, § ILCS 220/1, et. seq.
provides, inter alia, that *. . .(A)ny power or powers, privileges or authority exercised or
which may be exercised by a public agency of this State may be exercised and enjoyed
iointly with any other public agency of this State. . ."”; and

WHEREAS, the SCHOOL is the owner of a parcel of property located adjacent to
the Hinsdale Central High School Site and further described on Exhibit A hereto [thé

“SUBJECT PROPERTY”), which is presently zoned R-3 by the VILLAGE and which the

Ci\Documents and SctingsichoseriMy
DocumentiWillage of Hinsdale Intergovn
Agreement 315w 57th seDOC

2120751



Draft Dated: 8/29/05

School has no immediate plans for use and intends to maintain such as open green space
and may entertain use by the Hinsdale Central Athletic or Physical Education department
in support of their programs; and

WHEREAS, the SUBJECT PROPERTY, although currently classified in a single
family residential district, is sitnated adjacent to the High School, is no longer intended to
be put to single family use by the SCHOOI., and may Jogically be considered to be a part
of, and appropriate and proper for, the High Schoal campus; and

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the VILLAGE have determined
that, under all of the circumstances, the SUBJECT PROPERTY may properly be
considered for reclassification into the IB Institutional Buildings District of the VILLAGE'S
Zoning Code sc-_long, as the permanent use of the SUBJECT PROPERTY is sensitive to the
existing residential uses near the SUBJECT PROPERTY and the High School; and

WHEREAS, the SCHOOL has determined that it is appropriate to work with the
VILLAGE to develop a plan for the permanent use of the SUBJECT PROPERTY, which
plan would be sensitive to those nearby residential uses; and

WHEREAS, in furtherance of that effort, the SCHOOL intends to seck
reclassification of the SUBJECT PROPERTY by the VILLAGE into the 1B District;

N’Dw THEREFORE, upon the consideration of the mutual promises contained
herein and upon the further consideration of the reaitals hereinabove set forth, it is hereby

agreed as follows:

1. INCORPORATION OF RECITALS. The recitals set forth in the foregoing

preamble are specifically incorporated into and made a part of this AGREEMENT as

though fully set forth in this Section 1.

212075.1
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2. DEMOLITION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES. The parties agree that the

SCHOOL's demolition of the existing single family residences and related structures
located on the SUBJECT PROPERTY shall be carried out under the jurisdiction of the
DuPage County Regional Office of Education, pursuant 1o those rules and procedures set
forth in the School Health/Life Safery Code for Public Schools, 23 1ll. Admin. Code Part
180. The SCHOOL will provide notice to neighboring property owners and comply with
the requirements of all jurisdictional entities with respect to such demolition, and reguired
under the School Health/Life Safety Code for Public Schools. The Village shall not require
a permit ar fee for such demolition, but the SCHOOL shall comply with the VILLAGE'S
standards related to storm water management, dust control, and street and sidewalk clean-
up during demolition and related to the restoration of streets and rights of way disturbed
or damaged during demolition.

3. FUTURE USE OF SUB|ECT PROPERTY. The SCHOOL shall apply 1o

(he VILLAGE for reclassification of SUBJECT PROPERTY into the IB District. The
VILLAGE shall process that application in its customary manner, without undue delay. As
part of that consideration, the VILLAGE recognizes and acknowledges the SCHOOL’s
interest in using the SUBJECT PROPERTY for purposes consistent with and in furtherance
of its educational pﬁrpnscs, and the SCHOOL recognizes and acknowledges the
VILLAGE’s interest in zoning and related matters concerning the SUBJECT PROPERTY,
including the impact of the use of the SUBJECT PROPERTY on adjacent and nearby

properties, automobile and pedestrian transportation infrastructure, and storm water

management

La

2120751
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4. MUTUAL ASSISTANCE. The PARTIES shall do all things necessary or

appropriate 1o carry out the terms and provisions of this AGREEMENT and to aid and
assist each other in furthering the objectives of this AGREEMENT and the intent of the
PARTIES as reflected by the terms of this AGREEMENT, including, without limitation,
the giving of such notices, the holding of such meerings, the enactment by the PARTIES of
such resolutions and ordinances, the execution of such permits, applications and
agreements and the taking of such other actions as may be necessary to enable the
PARTIES® compliance with the terms and provisions of this AGREEMENT, and as may be
necessary to give effect to the abjectives of this AGREEMENT and the intentions of the
PARTIES as reflected by the terms of this AGREEMENT. The PARTIES agree that they
shall meer and confer as necessary to cooperatively work to address and resolve new issues

which may arise subsequent to the approval of this AGREEMENT.

5, NON-WAIVER AND NON-CONSENT TO JURISDICTION.  The

PARTIES agree and understand that this AGREEMENT is being entered into for the
purpose of cooperatively furthering cach of their respective corporate purposes and in a
spirit of intergovernmental cooperation. The PARTIES do not waive any claim or right to
jurisdiction or authority, whether mutual or exclusive, over any matter between them, and
this AGREEMENT is not intended to be, and shall not be construed or applied to be, a

waiver of any legal status or claim of jurisdiction or authority by either PARTY.

212075.1
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G. NOTICES. All notices hereunder shall be in writing and must be served either

personally or by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested. Such notice shall be

addressed to:

The VILLAGE at:

Village Manager
Village of Hinsdale

19 E. Chicago Avenue
Hinsdale, lllinois 60521

The SCHOOL at:

Asst. Superintendent for Business
Hinsdale Twp. High School #86
Administration Building

5§5th and Grant Streets

Hinsdale, Illinois 60521

> ENTIRE_AGREEMENT. ‘This AGREEMENT, including the Exhibits

attached hereto, represents the entire agreement between the PARTIES hereto and no

other agfeements shall be valid unless in writng and sipned by each of the PARTIES

hereto.

8. NON-MERGER. The covenants, agreements, TIepIEsentations and

undertakings of the PARTIES shall not merge into the grants of easements and other
related documents delivered by and between the PARTIES, but shall expressly survive the

recording of said grants of easements and other related documents for an unlimited

duration. -
P (;,Ef'f"ﬂh. ,"g I,
9.  HEADINGS. g heathings GL%e various sections of this AGREEMENT

=t
.: oo s ¢
tionstor construcg

are not intended as interpro on of any such section, but are used for

purposes of convenience or reRfes

Ly

2120751
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10. COUNTERPARTS. This AGREEMENT shall be executed in counterparts,

each of which shall be considered an original and together shall be one and tiie same

AGREEMENT.
11. AUTHORIZED EXECUTION. The PARTIES represent that the individual

officers who have executed this AGREEMENT below on behalf of their respective
governing boards have been duly authorized to do so by, in the case of the VILLAGE, by a
majority vote of its corporate authorities, and in the case of the SCHOOL, by a majority

vote of the members of its governing board, such votes having been taken at duly

convened public meenngs.

12. SEVERABILITY. If any term or provision of this AGREEMENT shall be

held invalid or unenforceable, the remaining terms and provisions of this AGREEMENT

shall not be affected thereby, bur each term and provision of this AGREEMENT shall be

valid and be enforced to the fullest extent permitted by law.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the PARTIES have set their hands and seals on the date

first above written.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF
VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
DuPage County, Illinois

ATTEST:

éﬁw J./«/EQ?’: > gc_/ L

Its C]eﬂif

\

-

21

212075,1
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ROARD OF FDUCATION OF HINSDALE
TOWNSHIP HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
NUMBER 86, DuPage and Cook Counties,

Hlinois

By: A’?"Z é/ﬁ_‘l'

1ts President

ATTEST:

M I Zr

Its Secretary

=]

2120751



EXHIBIT A

DESCRIPTION OF SUBIECT PROPERTY

Street Addresses:

Property #1 — 315 West 57" Street, Hinsdale, Illinois

CADecoments and Seringsiehosteribdy
Dincumenesi¥illage af Hinsdale Intergovo
Agreement 315 w 57th StDOC

2130751
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Memorandum

To: Chairman Bymes and Plan Commission Members

From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner C;‘%’j“ﬁ

Date: October 13, 2010

Re: Sign Review — 28 W, Chicago Avenue — Dentistry by Design

The applicant is requesting review of two awmng signs. The signs would be located on an
existing awning, directly above the storefront of their business which is located at 28 W.
Chicago Avenue. This site is zoned B-1, Community Business District.

The existing awning is black in color and is located on the north and west facing elevations
of the building. The proposed awning signs would include white text (see attached exhibits)
as well as a feather which would be a combination of light and medium gray. The proposed
signage on the front valance would be approximately 20 square feet each for a total of 40

square feet.

Subsection 9-1061 of the Zoning Code provides the requirements for signage in the B-1
Community Business District. The Code allows two awning signs with a maximum square
footage of five percent of the square footage of the wall to which the signs are affixed. As
such, the signs meet the requirements of Section 9-106 — Signs of the Zoning Code.

Cc:  President Cauley and the Village Board of Trustees

David Cook, Village Manager



e

DENTISTRY % DESIGN
excellence m the art & H.nﬂnm of cosmetic m‘mﬁwnw‘u\_a\

Awning~Canopy Design Proposal
Dentistry by Design, P.C.
28 West Chicago Avenue ~ Hinsdale, IL 60521

Karen A. Blair, D.D.S,
Cosmetic & Family Dentistry




.a"L_pplicanl
Name%@@y_ﬁf}fv
Address: =3 f{f’f’%v‘f”?'/fu&'fw Ay .
City/Zip: {nSchde, S L0531
Fhmmﬂ"a_x () ";I_F;"E' S
E-Mail: }‘fm;m 150 Mottt <o
Jontact Name: j\é,ff:‘h J%‘Jﬁ?.ﬂr‘ DS I

Contractor
N:—lme:iﬁ/_\pﬂf f}_u_bj 'ilﬂ;};.:fm,f \5;
Address: _‘2—_1!";&{% W@HC
City/zip: [-litside, (oo
Phone/Fax: (K Y942 1 120!
E-Mail: 1 Mhpaed/a} (et g_FJf'?S O}
Contact Name: faanprar m;;rffzi,bhff_%

rk?

ﬂ

ADDRESS OF SIGN LOCATION:
AZ bJost Cluce Ae.

ZONING DISTRICT:

_I(.'}_:[ Cppapniany :1;1_/] 'f}@..ix i Ve

Sign Type:
L Permanent

| Ground Sign

[l Pole Sign

A Wall Sign g tpﬂ,{rhjf

[0 Temporary

DSt

Sign Information:
Overall Size (Squarc Feel):

Overall Height from Grade:

Pmpﬂscd Colors (Maximum of Three Colors):

}2\ (e 8 lred i th

_/&jf/ULgAﬁ%

Type of [llumination: .

Foot Candles:

Size of Sign: _ {2 ¢ f}ﬁ_ A2 Square Feel

Site Information:
Lot/Street Frontage: (7 X (et t (?fu Cﬁi@:‘:ﬂm_
Building/Tenant Frontage: }-5_ )

1
Covywer O

Existing Sign Information:_A¢i=h1™ ﬂia“"‘*l“-;j}f

Business Narnci )& ﬁi]l’é_&f;i_

Size of Sign: ﬂ,a(__(}-fflbi?;} Square Feel

Business Name: D’Aﬁ?ﬁ.ﬁr—‘s }%ﬁf%f

I hereby ncknowledge that I have read this application and the attached instruction sheet and state that it 1s correet
and ?L—E to comply with all Village of Iinsdale Ordinances.

.-

Y- 201

Spa S Blov PE

Signatuqe

Dhale

[ate

Signature of Building Owner

$4.00 per square fool, ot less than $75.00 per sign

II

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: lee:
Total square footage: x $4.00=
Plan Commission Approval Date:




Contractor
Name: [ prpocd A hitedzonad S ans
Address: 221 S Sands _&»ﬂrhﬁ <vad.
City/Zip: f‘-j'r'f'_f_gﬂldé’_}_ _/_gﬁfc%
Phone/Fax: () &% | 1201

Applicant

Name: gﬂﬂ" 7 /ﬁ? '}/5{ 1" DDS

Address: ok Jf;f’r ﬁ/?r/lx‘?@’ﬁf? ’4:3"':?
Yity/Zip: H] ki o, N/ @C»’S}f _

Phonefl";uc Gad) "-j&v?( 1 2153

B-Mail: 7144 150 At . <o E-Mail: ¢ rhphed/@ (wmpuct-Signs o077
Contact Name: _Ajgﬁﬂ'-h_fz} ilDS Contactl Name:)é‘q{wﬂzmt’ Mmdﬁebt") pid

— —— R ————
ADDRESS OF SIGN LOCATION: e, 2

. g Uﬂ‘:} i ;Wi o Al 1’4{5‘_9_- (0 Permanent [1 Temporary
ZONING DISTRICT: UGinouzt’ 5150

. aﬁ. -"rV"iH 'hlgll Fr g Tl Fah
.(2? —1 Crfmmwxi :Eb} E)JL:‘}'- Yok i Pole Sign 4/

Sign Information: Site Information:

Overall Size (Square Feet): Q{j’{ 2 x ;_la:]‘)‘ Lot/Street Frontage: ﬁg{{)ﬁfﬂﬁliﬂa{)}hﬂ
Overall Height from Grade: (}L I°r. Building/Tenant Frontage: '5;1 S (ovver L'
Proposed Colors (Maximum of Three Colors): Existing Sign Information: LR AR W

1] b«lﬂ\f . @ _prediumn @/&&Q Business Name%t‘-ﬁmﬂ”lf% ﬁg &
(3] i4j]2£ %{!ﬂadr Size of Sign: ,{'},;1{ pffuf Il Squarc Feet
Type of Numination: - Business Name: 1_)’) nolz %TY”‘SJ%_DJ_B%,

Foot Candles: AL B ] Size of Sign: __0 ¢ { f:gfj,g i __ Square Feet

I hereby acknowledge that T have read this application and he attached instruction sheet and state that it is correct
’jzm:icumply with all Village of Hinsdale Ordinances.

A Bled DB 9-7-2010

Si gr[ay_l_fi'c %&mﬂ Date

Signature of Building Owner Date
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: Fee:  $4.00 per squarc foot, not less than $75.00 per sign
Total square foolage: x $4.00 =

Plan Commussion Approval Date:




Awning Length: 39 Fi, Fronu/Flal

Awning Heighe 18"

White Lettering on Black Background Prines 127°H x 20°W
Featniers Print Light Gray and Medium Gray

DENTISTRY BY DESIGN

A, N
NTISTRY % DESIGN Awning Design

GnEEFJ.mV..DnEm:.w.ﬁ. Dm .
28 West Chicago Avenue ~ Hinsdale, IL 603521 et 44 o West Chicagp Avenue Exposure



Mwring Length: 39 Fr Front/Flas
Awning Heght: 18"
White Letter on Black Background Prints 12" (H) x 20 Fr. (W) ~ Feathers Print Lignt Gray and Medium Gray

DENTISTRY BY DESIGN /4

'RETAIL SPACE |
FOR LEASE |

630-242-3123 | §

Dientisoy By Design, P.C Dm.ém.mw...._...... DESIGN Awening Design

22 West Chicaga Avenue - Hinsdile, IL 60321 i . o € o West Chicago Avenug Exposure



Awning Length: 29 Fi, Frong/Flat
Awning Helght: 18"
White Letter on Black Background Prints 127 (L1} x 20 Fr. (W) ~ Peathers Print Light Gray and Medium Gray

RETAIL SPACE
FOR LEASE

630-242-3123

-

...u_.._l__._.m._..Hu_”. ._..J_._ Uﬁm._.m.ﬂ._ ”_.u_n..clu D._nz_._.._u._...mMJn.. i Gmm_.ﬂuz . p.pp.___-__“_u_.w“_.u_m Cﬁm.”rlm_.ﬂ
28 West Chicago Avenue — Hinsdale, L 60521 o o e st o kit At South Lincoln Avenue Exposure



Memorandum

To: Chairman Bymes and Plan Commission Members

From: Sean Gascoigne, Village Planner %‘

Date: October 13, 2010

Re: Sign Review — 10 E. Hinsdale Avenue — Acquisitions of Fine Art
SIGN PERMIT REVIEW

The applicant is proposing a wall sign on the subject building. The site is located just east of
Washington on Hinsdale Avenue and is zoned B-2 Central Business District.

The sign would be located along the north elevation of the building and would be 9.16 square
feet (1'-10" x 5'- 0”) each. The proposed sign would be installed on, what is currently a blank
fagade and currently contains a temporary banncr as depicted in the attached illustrations. The
sign would not be illuminated.

Subsection 9-106] of the Zoning Code provides the requirements for wall signage in the B-2
District and provides for twenty five square feet for each business that has a separate ground
level principal entrance. The maximum overall height of a wall sign is not more than 20 feet or
no higher than the bottom of any second floor window, whichever is less. As such, the proposed
sign application meets the requirements of Section 9-106 - Signs of the Zoning Code.

Attachment

Cco: President Cauley and Board of Trusiees
David Cook, Villape Manager
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Approx 98.5" from ground to bottom of sign  Approx 122" from ground to top of sign

Actual Sign

Wood Screws to
Corners & Top &
Bottom Center

22"tall x 60" wide

1/4" Aluminum Clad Coroguated Plastic Background

3/4" thick PVC letters with black painted sides and brushed gold metal laminate




Memorandum

To: Chairman Bymes and Plan Commissioners

From: Scan Gascoigne, Village Planner %‘
Date: October 13, 2010
Re: 20 W, First Street — Dan Spinazoli - Exterior Appearance Review and Site Plan Review

REQUEST

The applicant is requesting exterior appearance and site plan review approval, to allow for the
replacement of the siding on the building at the subject property, as well as painting the existing
blue doors and window casing. The sitc is improved with a two-story building and currently
vacant, but was previously a dog grooming business. The property is zoned B-2, Central
Business District. The applicant is proposing to remove the existing blue siding and replace it
with a tan siding which they feel is more neutral and appropriate for the building. In addition to
the proposed lan siding, the applicant also proposes to paint all doors and window trim that are
currently dark blue, white to be consistent with the remaining windows on the building.

The petitioner is aware that if this proposal is approved, building permits are still required, prior
1o any work being initiated.

Other
In review of the application submitled the Commission must review the following criteria as
stated in the Zoning Caode:
1.  Subsection 11-604F pertaining to Standards for site plan disapproval; and
2. Subsection 11-606E pertaining 1o Standards for building permits (exterior
appearance review), which refers 1o Subsection 11-605E Standards and
considerations for design review permit.
attachment

Ce:  President Cauley and Village Board of Trustees
David Cook, Village Manager






VILLAGE OF HINSDALE

Certificate of Zoning Compliance

Subject to the statements below, the Village has determined that,
based on the information included in Plan Commission File for 20 W.
Hinsdale Avenue, regarding Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review in
2010, for a Certificate of Zoning Compliance, the proposal described in
this certificate appears to comply with the standards made applicable
to it by the Hinsdale Zoning Code.

This certificate is issued to;

Dan Spinazola

Address or description of subject property:

20 W. Hinsdale Avenue, Hinsdale, 1L 60521

Use or proposal for subject property for which certificate is issued:

Fagade improvements to replace the existing siding of the commercial
building for the building at 20 W. Hinsdale Avenue.

Plans reviewed, if any: See attached plans, if any - See Plan

Commission File for 20 W. Hinsdale Avenue, regarding Exterior
Appearance/Site Plan Review in 2010.

Conditions of approval of this certificate:

The Board of Trustee's adopl an Ordinance that erants the following requests:
¢ Scction 11-606 of the Hinsdale Zoning Code pertaining to the Exlerior

Appearance Review.,
o ‘Section 11-604 of the Zoning Code soverning Site Plan Review.

Note: other conditions may be attached to approval of any pending
zoning application.



NOTE ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CAREFULLY:

This approval granted in this certificate has been granted
hased on the information provided to the Village and the
Village's understanding of the facts and circumstances related
to the proposal at this time. If (a) any information provided to
the Village changes, (b) any new information is becomes
available or is discovered, or (¢) the Village's understanding of
the facts and circumstances otherwise changes, then this
certificate may be rescinded.

This certificate does not signify Building Code Review or
approval and is not authorization to undertake any work
without such review and approval where either is required.
See the Hinsdale Building Code for details.

Before any structure to which this certificate is applicable
may be occupied or used for any purpose, a Certificate of
Occupancy must be obtained. See Section 11-402 of the
Hinsdale Zoning Code and the Hinsdale Building Code for
details.

Subject to an exiension of time granted pursuant to the
Hinsdale Zoning Code, this certificate shall become null and
void six months after the date on which it was issued unless
construction, reconstruction, remodeling, alteration, or
moving of a structure is commenced or a use is commenced.

If this certificate is issued in violation of the provisions of the
Hinsdale Zoning Code, whether intentionally, negligently, or
innocently, then it shall be void ab initio and shall give rise to

no rights whatsoever.

anager

Dated: /9'/5 , 2010
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OF HINSDALE . ...

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT

PLAN COMMISSION APPLICATION

FOR BUSINESS DISTRICTS

Owner

Address: 2 Y .:ET _ﬂxmj_ﬂ ALs AVS.

City/izip: Mirsosts Fl. 60Sz|
Phone/Tax: £39) 23 H 3701

E-Mail:

Name: CAROLINE L1 NA Ez,ﬁ Treoc
Address: 24 E. plra'sdsre_ AVE
City/Zip: fIM/S Ques FL. boSZl

Phone/Tax: §7) 3 23~ ﬁ 70

E-Mail:

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

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)

P — g _—




H. SITE INFORMATION

Address of subject property: Lo . Hirsonee 4v§.

Property identification number (P.I.N. or tax number): _Qq_ - |2- = 12' - _@5

Brief description of proposed project: /2% #1ov . Ex (ST rrlé @
Sttt App Repires Wit Spmicase @gkﬁfué- .

General description or characteristics of the site:

Existing zoning and land use: 3 -~ 2-

Surrounding zoning and existing land uses:
North: ﬁ ~Z South: /%~ 2~

East: /37 - Z- West: /g - Z-

Proposed zoning and land use: ;,)7 -

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

O Site Plan Disapproval 11-604 O Map and Text Amendments 11-601E
Amendmenl Requested:

J Design Review Permit 11-605E

I MExterior Appearance 11-606E
U Planned Development 11-603E

O Special Use Permit 11-602E
| Special Use Requested: O Development in the B-2 Central Business

District Questionnaire

b - — — —




TABLE OF COMPLIANCE

Address of subject property:

A0 W, foaosd ars AVE.

The following table is based on the é ~Z—_ Zoning District.

Minimum Code Proposed/Existing
Requirements~, | Development
B-1 |B- B-3
Minimum Lot Area 76,250 | 2,500 | 6,250 /ﬁ//’_%w%
Minimum Lot Depth 125 | 125 | 125 | 7, AZ2
Minimum Lot Width 50' 20’ 50’ T
Building Height 30’ 35' 30 A e——
Number of Stories 2 3 2 e
Front Yard Setback 25° 0’ 25' 4
Corner Side Yard Setback 25° 0’ 25 /
Interior Side Yard Setback 10° 0' 10 N
Rear Yard Setback 20' 20' 20° \
Maximum Floor Area Ratio .35 25 .50
[(FAR) /
Maximum Total Building N/A B0% N/A )
Coverage* (
Maximum Total Lot Coverage* | 90% | 100% | 90% \
Parking Requirements ]
 Parking front yard setback B ]
Parking corner side yard -
setback - \
Parking interior side yard - )
setback
Parking rear yard setback B ,'
Loading Requirements
Accessory Structure 15’ 15' 15' N 7
Information (height)

* Must provide actual square footage number and percentage.

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

application despite such lack of compliance:




CERTIFICATION

The Applicant certifies and acknowledges and agrees that:

A The statements contained in this application are true and correct to the best of the Applicant's knowledge and
belief, The owner of the subject property, if different from the applicant, states that he or she consents to the filing
of this application and that all information contained in this application is true and correct to the best of his or her
knowledge.

B. The applicant understands that an incomplete or nonconforming application will not be considered. In addition,
the applicant understands that the Village may require additional information prior to the consideration of this
application which may include, but is not limited to, the following items:

1. Minimum yard and setback dimensions and, where relevant, relation of yard and setback dimensions
to the height, width, and depth of any structure
2. A vehicular and pedestrian circulation plan showing the location, dimensions, gradient, and number of

all vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements including rights-of-way and streets: driveway
entrances, curbs, and curb cuts; parking spaces, loading spaces, and circulation aisles; sidewalks,
walkways, and pathways; and tofal lot coverage of all circulation elements divided as between
vehicular and pedestrian ways.

3. All existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage and retention and detention facilities and
all existing and proposed water, sewer, gas, electric, telephone, and cable communications lines and
easements and all other utility facilities.

Location, size, and armangement of all outdoor signs and lighting.

Location and height of fences or screen plantings and the type or kink of building materials or
plantings used for fencing or screening.

6. A detailed landscaping plan, showing location, size, and species of all trees, shrubs, and other plant
material.

7. A traffic study if required by the Village Manager or the Board or Commission hearing the application.

C The Applicants shall make the property that is the subject of this application available for inspection by the Village
at reasonable times;

D. If any information provided in this application changes or becomes incomplete or inapplicable for any reason
following submission of this application, the Applic-nts shall submit a supplemental application or other
acceptable written statement containing the new or o rected information as soon as practicable but not less than
ten days following the change, and that failure to do =« shall be grounds for denial of the application; and

E. The Applicant understands that he/she is responsibie for all application fees and any other fees, which the Village
assesses under the provisions of Subsection 11-301D of the Village of Hinsdale Zoning Code as amended April
25, 1989,

F. THE OWNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY AND, IF DIFFERENT, THE APPLICANT ARE JOINTLY AND
SEVERALLY LIABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF THE APPLICABLE APPLICATION FEE. BY SIGNING THE
APPLICATION, THE OWNER HAS AGREED TO PAY SAID FEE, AND TO CONSENT TO THE FILING AND
FORECLOSURE OF A LIEN AGAINST SUBJECT PROPERTY FOR THE FEE PLUS COSTS OF COLLECTION,
IF THE ACCOUNT IS NOT SETTLED WITHIN THIRTY (30) DAY]S AFTER THE MAILING OF A DEMAND FOR
PAYMENT

On the Z? day of ééﬁf , 2078 | IWe

to abide by its conditions.

egdl the above cerlification, understand it, and agree

o

g nature applicant ar l‘y"bnzed agent

et AR mﬂ/
H@me of plicil-n/ﬂ?au orized agent

Signature of applicant or authorized agent

DAN SPIwAZOLA

Name of applicant or authorized agent

"OFFICIAL SEAL"

KATHRYN G. REY NOLDS
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
My Commission B> nires od4/13/2011

SUBSCRIBED AND. SWORN

mqemi me lhisﬁgo da mj Lmﬁc ey (Pl




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEPARTMENT
EXTERIOR APPEARANCE AND
SITE PLAN REVIEW CRITERIA

A _'*:_.ﬁ{

VIL
OF HINSDALE ... .

Address of proposed request 20 ). }qif MSDALE AVE .

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
welfarc of the Village and its residents. Please note that Subsection Standards for building permits refers to
Subsection 11-605F 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 Appears::ce/Site Plan Review:
Standard Application: $600.00
__Within 250 fect of a Single-Famil' 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 reviewin: cxterior Appearance Review requests. Please
respond to each criterion as it relates to the application. Please use an additional sheet of paper

to respond to guestions if needed.

1. Open spaces. The quality of the open space between buildings and in setback spaces
between street and facades. AJ¢ FHANLES To EXiSTing CoNpPiTiors

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

structures. C S/8r008 /5 BEinl BELLACED LT H \
New 310106 ?ﬁﬁ"'ﬁCﬁfﬁﬁ} DIFFERENT COLOR | Bz o
= ' “TAL o }
3. General design. The quality of the design in general and its relationship to the overall
character of neighborhood. _ g [ 8142 CHANEE

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. AJ? PS5 E€ 5

=



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

6. Proportion of front fagade. 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. Ao CHAnvls

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.
PO CHAVCE

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

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.
NO _EHAVELE

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.  AY rax ol &

11. Relationship of materials and fexture. The relationship of the materials and texture of the
fagade shall be visually compatible with the predominant materials to be used in the buildings
and structures to which it is visually related. /A7 EL AL B T2XTURE /5
SUMILAR TD ExiSTING — THS Folor 15 DIEFEASN T

12. Roof shapes. The roof shape of a building shall be visually compatible with the buildings to
which it is visually related. N CHAVES

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 wit the b uildings, ubllc 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.

AL CHMNELS.

15. Directional expression of front elevation. The buildings shall be visually compatible with the
buildings, public ways, and places to which il is visually related in its directional character,

-9



O CHANMES

whether this bi)ertical 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, fextures, and overall detailing.

FL010/C MATERIAL }5 Simitha 72 Fx(STib
/ — COLOR [S HMFFERSEAT

REVIEW CRITERIA - Site Plan Review C,Uyr AbpPLicAE L:i,_J
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.

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.

-3



. The proposed structures or landscaping are unreasonably lacking amenity in relation to, or are
incompatible with, nearby structures and uses.

- 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.

- The proposed site plan creates unreasonable drainage or erosion problems or fails fo fully and
satisfactorily integrate the site into the overall existing and planned ordinance system serving
the community.

10.The proposed site plan places unwarranted or unreasonable burdens on specified utility

systems serving the site or area or fails to fully and salisfactorily 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 :ffects the public health, safety, or general

welfare.




	1.	Minutes – Minutes of September 8, 2010 
	2.	Findings and Recommendations –  
	a.	18 S. Blaine – The Fitzpatrick’s – New Privacy Fence in the O-1 District
	b.	19 E. Chicago Avenue – Village of Hinsdale Memorial Hall – New Decorative Fence Surrounding the Existing Generators
	c.	A-09-2010 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Section 5-110G as it relates to existing non-conforming structures in the B-2, Central Business District.                     
	d.	A-13-2010 – John Weinberger/Continental Motors – Special Use Permit for a Planned Development and Exterior Appearance/Site Plan Review approval for Façade Improvements to the Existing Car Dealership.
	e.	A-17-2010 – Village of Hinsdale – Text Amendment to Provide Limited Authority to the Village Board for Variations.

	3.	Scheduling of Public Hearings – No discussion will take place except to determine time and date of hearing.
	a.	A-14-2010 – 303-315 W. 57th Street (Hinsdale Central High School) – Map Amendment from R-3, Single-Family Residential to IB, Institutional Buildings.

	4.	Sign Permit Review - Plan Commission has final authority, if approved permit is issued.  This is not a public hearing, the applicant makes their presentation and the Chair can recognize audience to speak.
	a.	28 W. Chicago Avenue – Dentistry by Design – Two Awning Signs
	b.	10 E. Hinsdale Avenue – Acquisitions of Fine Art – One Wall Sign


