
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

                           

MEETING AGENDA 

MEETING OF THE  
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Wednesday, February 7, 2018 
6:30 P.M. 

MEMORIAL HALL – MEMORIAL BUILDING 
(Tentative & Subject to Change) 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
2. MINUTES – Review and approval of the minutes from the January 10, 2018, meeting. 

 
3. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS – RECOMMENDATIONS FORWARDED TO 

THE NEXT BOARD OF TRUSTEES MEETING. 
a)   Case HPC-10-2017 – 244 E. First Street - Request to withdraw the local landmark  

designation for the home in the Robbins Park Historic District. 
 
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS – CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS  

a) Case HPC-01-2018 – 441 E. Third St. - Request for Certificate of Appropriateness for 
revisions to previously approved new home plans (HPC-04-2017) in the Robbins 
Park Historic District. 

  
5. SIGNAGE IN THE HISTORIC DOWNTOWN DISTRICT 

a)   Case A-01-2018 – 24 Chicago Ave., Unit B – FreezeFix – Wall Sign 
b) Case A-02-2018 – 36 E. Hinsdale Ave., 2nd FL. – Hinsdale Garage (potential 

restaurant) – Non-compliant Neon-Illuminated Projecting Sign 
 

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

VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

January 10, 2018  

Memorial Hall – Memorial Building, 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale 

6:00 P.M. 

             

Chairman Bohnen called the meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) to 

order at 6:00 p.m. on January 10, 2018, in Memorial Hall in the Memorial Building, 19 East 

Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale IL. 

 

Present:   Chairman Bohnen, Commissioner Gonzalez, Commissioner Prisby, 

Commissioner Weinberger 

Absent:   Commissioner D’Arco, and Commissioner Williams 

Also Present: Chan Yu, Village Planner 

 

 

Minutes 

Chairman Bohnen introduced the minutes from the December 13, 2017, meeting and asked 

for any questions. With no questions regarding the minutes, the HPC unanimously 

approved, 4-0 (2 absent) the minutes from the December 13, 2017, meeting, after a 

correcting a typo on page 3 (“Commission” to “Commissioner”).   

 
 

Signage in the Historic Downtown District 

Case A-48-2017 – 24 Chicago Ave. – Elysian Nail Spa – Wall Sign application in the 

Historic Downtown District. 

 

Commissioner Prisby educated the group about the proposed sign material, Sintra PVC, 

and expressed that it is ideal for signage. With no concerns or questions by the HPC, a 

motion to recommend approval of the sign application, as submitted, was unanimously 

approved, 4-0 (2 absent)  

 

 

Discussion Item – 2018 HPC Meeting Schedule 

The HPC reviewed and agreed for the regularly scheduled 2018 HPC meetings to be on the 

first Wednesday of the month at 6:30 PM. 

 

Adjournment 

 

The HPC unanimously agreed to adjourn at 6:15 PM on January 10, 2018. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 Chan Yu,    ,  Village Planner 

Approved 
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DRAFT 

HINSDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

RE: 244 East First Street (Warren and Nancy Furey)  

 Request for Withdrawal of Designation as Landmark Building –  

Case: HPC-10-2017 
 

DATE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION REVIEW:   December 13, 2017. 

 

 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

I.   FINDINGS 

 

1. Warren and Nancy Furey (the “Applicants”) submitted an application under Section 14-4-1 

of the Village Code of Hinsdale (the “Village Code”) to the Village of Hinsdale Historic 

Preservation Commission requesting withdrawal of the existing landmark designation for the 

structure (the “Subject Building”) located at 244 East First Street (the “Subject Property”).  

The Applicants are the owners of record of the Subject Property. 

 

2. The Subject Building is a two and one-half story wood frame building, constructed in 1893 

in the Victorian Renaissance Revival style.  During the Great Depression, a portion of the 

front porch was removed and the coach house was relocated to the residential lot at 120 

South Elm Street. 

 

3. In 2002, the Applicants submitted an application under Section 14-3-2 of the Village Code 

of Hinsdale nominating the 109-year old Subject Building for designation as a landmark.  

The Historic Preservation Commission reviewed the application and ultimately 

recommended that the Village President and Board of Trustees designate the Subject 

Building as a historic landmark.  On October 1, 2002, the Village Board of Trustees 

approved Ordinance 2002-60, which designated the Subject Building as a historic landmark.  

The Historic Preservation Commission noted that the Subject Building has significant 

character, interest or value as part of the historic, aesthetic, or architectural heritage of the 

Village because it is located in the original Robbins Park Subdivision and is a rare Chicago 

example of residential work by the prestigious architectural firm of Shepley, Rutan and 

Coolidge, of Boston.  

 

4. A landmark designation may be withdrawn, so long as one of the conditions set forth in 

Section 14-4-1 of the Village Code are satisfied. The Applicants contend that the following 

condition has been satisfied: “E. The owner of the structure, building or site demonstrates 

that he or she is experiencing significant and continuing financial hardship of a nature that 

has, and will going forward, negatively impact the ability of the owner to adequately 

maintain the structure, building or site.” § 14-4-1(E). 

 

5. The Applicants made a presentation to the Historic Preservation Commission on December 

13, 2017. They stated that they are experiencing significant and continuing financial 
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hardship and are requesting the removal of the landmark designation in order to sell the 

Subject Building. [Suggested addition from Commissioner Williams for discussion: It is 

noted that the sales price of a property is not a valid consideration in considering the 

withdrawal of a landmark status.] 

 

6. The Applicants contended that they were experiencing difficulty selling the Subject 

Property because of the Subject Building’s landmark status.  Due to recent medical issues 

faced by the Applicants, they requested a withdrawal of the landmark designation and cited 

financial hardships.  The Applicants presented a letter signed by Gerald E. Kubasiak of the 

law firm Miller, Canfield, Paddock and Stone, P.L.C., stating that the Applicants are highly 

dependent on the proceeds from the sale of the Subject Property.  No financial documents or 

empirical evidence of a financial hardship was presented to the Commission.  As a result of 

questioning by the Commission, the Applicants acknowledged owning two (2) additional 

properties.    

 

7. Applicant Warren Furey and his family members testified regarding the application to 

withdraw the landmark designation of the Subject Building.  The Applicant contended that 

the Subject Property has been privately marketed and that two potential buyers have 

indicated to Owners that they did not want purchase a property because of its landmark 

status.  Therefore, the Applicants desire to have the landmark status removed to make it 

easier to sell the Subject Property and to get a higher selling price.  After reviewing the 

Conditions of Withdrawal stated in §14-4-1(E) of the Village Code, the Commission 

members unanimously determined that these specific desires did not satisfy the required 

conditions for landmark status withdrawal as a result of a financial hardship.    

 

8. During the public hearing, Commissioners inquired about the marketing strategies that had 

been implemented to sell the Subject Property.  The Applicant’s Real Estate Agent, Carrie 

Kenna, stated that the Subject Property was only being marketed privately and by word of 

mouth.  Ms. Kenna, in response to questioning, stated the private listing contained no 

photographs of the property because the interior condition was not in the position to be 

photographed.   

 

9. Chairman John Bohnen recused himself from the public hearing.  Chairman Bohnen 

announced that he has been a long-time neighbor of the Applicants and felt he was too close 

to the situation to participate with the other Commissioners at the public hearing.  Chairman 

Bohnen later spoke briefly during the public hearing as a resident and private citizen 

regarding the Subject Building.  He opined, based on his experience as a realtor, that the 

Subject Property had not been marketed to the fullest extent in order to sell it.  He also 

requested to have documents illustrating comparable sales to the Subject Building entered 

into the record.  The documents were received into the record by the Commission and are 

attached hereto as Objector’s Group Exhibit 1. 

 

10. Commissioner Jim Prisby disclosed at the beginning of the public hearing that in 2007, he 

worked as the architect on a home addition for a relative of the Applicant.  Commissioner 

Prisby did not believe that his work with the Applicant’s relatives made him ineligible to 
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participate in the public hearing, as he was still able to act fairly and impartially, but he 

wanted to note his prior work with the Applicant’s relatives on the record. 

 

11. Certain Commissioners felt that the Applicants had failed to satisfy the standards necessary 

to withdraw the landmark status, because there was no financial or empirical evidence of the 

hardship that the Applicants alleged.  Additionally, other Commissioners were concerned 

that there had been a lack of effort in marketing the Subject Property because it had not been 

publically listed and the private real estate listing contained no photographs.  

 

12. The Historic Preservation Commission found, based on the Application and the evidence 

presented at the public hearing, that the Applicants failed to satisfy the standards in §14-4-

1(E) of the Village Code applicable to withdrawal of the designation of the landmark status 

for financial hardship. Among the evidence considered and relied upon by the Historic 

Preservation Commission were the testimony given by the Applicants and family members, 

as well as the Applicant’s application and supporting documents, copies of which are 

attached hereto as Group Exhibit A, and Objector’s Group Exhibit 1. A motion was 

made and seconded that the request to withdraw the landmark designation on the Subject 

Building not be recommended for approval to the Village Board of Trustees. The vote on 

the motion to not recommend withdrawal was four (4) in favor, zero (0) opposed, and (1) 

abstention. 

II.   RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Village of Hinsdale Historic Preservation Commission, on a vote of four (4) “Ayes,” zero 

(0) “Nays”, one (1) absent, and one (1) abstention, DOES NOT RECOMMEND that the 

President and Board of Trustees approve the Applicants’ request to withdraw the landmark 

designation on the Subject Building located at 244 E. First Street.  

 

 

             HINSDALE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

 

 

 

     By:  ________________________________   

                               Chairman Pro Tem 

 

Dated this 13
th

 day of December, 2017. 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   February 7, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

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

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  441 E. Third Street – Case HPC-01-2018 - Application for Certificate of Appropriateness 

to Construct a New Home in the Robbins Park Historic District  
*Revised Plan from HPC-04-2017*  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received an application from Oakley Home Builders, the owner of 441 E. 

Third Street, requesting approval for a Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a new house, with 

revised plans, in the Robbins Park Historic District. The initial application to demolish and construct a 

new home was approved by the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) on August 9, 2017 (Case HPC-

04-2017). 

Per the Village Code, no permits shall be issued for demolition of any structure located in a designated 

historic district without the rendering of a final decision by the HPC on an application for a Certificate of 

Appropriateness.  

Request and Analysis 

The subject property is located on the corner of Third Street and S. County Line Road. The applicant 

would like to seek the right to obtain a construction permit for a new Code compliant single family 

house (attached), with revised plans, after the HPC approved it on August 9, 2017. The lot is located in 

the R-1 Single Family Residential District and borders the same to the north, east, south and R-4 Single 

Family Residential District to the west. Per the submitted plat of survey, it is a legal nonconforming R-1 

lot that is approximately 26,160 SF in area.  

Process 

Pursuant to Title 14, Section 14-5-1: (B) Historic District: No alteration shall be allowed to, and no 

permits shall be issued for, the alteration, demolition, signage, or any other physical modifications of the 

exterior architectural appearance of any structure, building, site, or area located in a designated historic 

district without the rendering of a final decision by the commission on an application for a certificate of 

appropriateness. The final decision of the commission shall be advisory only. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

The Title 14, Section 14-5-2 (A) General Standards and (B) Design Standards to review can be found on 

Attachment 4. 

 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment 1 – Application for Certificate of Appropriateness and Exhibits (packet) 
Attachment 2 -  Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Robbins Park Historic District Map 
Attachment 4 -  Title 14, Section 14-5-2: Criteria (A) and (B) 
Attachment 5 -  HPC Public Hearing Transcript – Case HPC-04-2017 - August 9, 2017 
Attachment 6 -  Approved Initial Elevation Plans from August 9, 2017, HPC Meeting 
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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Attachment 4        CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 

14-5-2: CRITERIA: 
 
All applications for a certificate of appropriateness shall conform to the applicable standards in this 
section. 

A. General Standards: 

1. Alterations that do not affect any essential architectural or historic features of a structure or building 
as viewed from a public or private street ordinarily should be permitted. 

2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a structure, building, or site and its environment 
should not be destroyed. No alteration or demolition of any historic material or distinctive 
architectural feature should be permitted except when necessary to assure an economically viable 
use of a site. 

3. All structures, buildings, sites, and areas should be recognized as products of their own time. 
Alterations that have no historical basis and that seek to create an earlier appearance than the true 
age of the property are discouraged. 

4. Changes that may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a structure, building, or site and its environment. These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance should be recognized and respected when 
dealing with a specific architectural period. 

5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship that characterize a structure, 
building, site, or area should ordinarily be maintained and preserved. 

6. Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced, whenever possible. In 
the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in 
composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities. Repair or replacement of missing 
architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by 
historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of 
different architectural elements from other buildings or structures. 

7. The surface cleaning of structures and buildings should be undertaken with the gentlest means 
possible. Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage the structures and buildings 
should be avoided. 

8. New structures or buildings, or alterations to sites should not be discouraged when such structures 
or alterations do not destroy significant historical or architectural features and are compatible with 
the size, scale, color, material, and character of the site, neighborhood, or environment. 

9. Whenever possible, new structures or buildings, or alterations to the existing conditions of sites 
should be done in such a manner that, if such new structures or alterations were to be removed in 
the future, the essential form and integrity of the original structure, building, site, or area would be 
unimpaired. 

10. Any permitted alteration or demolition should promote the purposes of this Title and general welfare 
of the Village and its residents. 
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11. Demolition should not be permitted if a structure, building, or site is economically viable in its 
present condition or could be economically viable after completion of appropriate alterations, even if 
demolition would permit a more profitable use of such site. 

B. Design Standards: 

1. Height: The height of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the height of the original 
landmark. The height of a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after any proposed 
alteration or construction within an historic district should be compatible with the style and character 
of the structure or building and with surrounding structures and buildings in an historic district. 

2. Relationship Between Mass And Open Space: The relationship between a landmark and adjacent 
open spaces after its alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. 
The relationship between a structure or building and adjacent open spaces after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship between surrounding structures, buildings 
and adjacent open spaces within such historic district. 

3. Relationship Among Height, Width And Scale: The relationship among the height, width, and scale of 
a landmark after alteration should be compatible with such relationship prior to such alteration. The 
relationship among height, width, and scale of a structure or building after an alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the relationship among height, width, and scale of 
surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

4. Directional Expression: The directional expressions of a landmark after alteration, whether its vertical 
or horizontal positioning, should be compatible with the directional expression of the original 
landmark. The directional expression of a structure or building after alteration within an historic 
district should be compatible with the directional expression of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

5. Roof Shape: The roof shape of a landmark after alteration should be compatible with the roof shape 
of the original landmark. The roof shape of a structure, building, or object after alteration within an 
historic district should be compatible with the roof shape of surrounding structures and buildings 
within such historic district. 

6. Architectural Details, General Designs, Materials, Textures, And Colors: The architectural details, 
general design, materials, textures, and colors of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of the original landmark. 
The architectural details, general design, materials, textures, and colors of a structure or building 
after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the architectural details, general 
design, materials, textures, and colors of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic 
district. 

7. Landscape And Appurtenances: The landscape and appurtenances, including without limitation 
signs, fences, accessory structures, and pavings, of a landmark after alteration should be compatible 
with the landscape and appurtenances of the original landmark. The landscape and appurtenances 
of a structure or building after alteration within an historic district should be compatible with the 
landscape and appurtenances of surrounding structures and buildings within such historic district. 

8. Construction: New construction in an historic district should be compatible with the architectural 
styles, design standards and streetscapes within such historic districts. 
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1

STATE OF ILLINOIS )

                  )  ss:

COUNTY OF DU PAGE )

            BEFORE THE VILLAGE OF HINSDALE 

            HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

In the Matter of:          )

                           )

Case No. HPC-04-2017       )

441 East Third Street.     ) 

         REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS had and testimony 

taken at the Certificate of Appropriateness 

Public Hearing of the above-entitled matter 

before the Hinsdale Historic Preservation 

Commission, at 19 East Chicago Avenue, Hinsdale, 

Illinois, on the 9th day of August 2017, at the 

hour of 6:00 p.m.

     BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

         MR. JOHN BOHNEN, Chairman;

         MS. SANDRA WILLIAMS, Member;    

         MS. JANICE D'ARCO, Member;

         MR. JIM PRISBY, Member;

         MR. FRANK GONZALEZ, Member; 

         MS. SHANNON WEINBERGER, Member.
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2

     ALSO PRESENT: 1

     

         MR. CHAN YU, Village Planner;2

         MR. PETER COULES, Attorney for      3

             Applicant;

4

         MR. RYAN DUNHAM, Applicant.

________________________________________________5

6

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  We will open the 7

public hearing on Case HPC-04-2017, and anybody 8

that is going to speak, approach the podium and 9

be sworn in.  06:16:16PM 10

                       (WHEREUPON, Mr. Coules and 11

                        Mr. Dunham were      12

                        administered the oath.)13

              Mr. Coules, would you like to start 14

us out?15

MR. COULES:  I would.  So what I have 16

done is I went out to the house myself, I took 17

some supplemental pictures that I'll show 18

everybody and talk a little bit about the house.  19

The house was built in 1906.  Some 06:16:46PM 20

of the problems with the house is the commission 21

like this, and I did make the comment tonight, 22

3

it's nice to see seven people up here myself to 1

my client, is there was no boards along the 2

years.  3

When one goes out and sees this 4

house, you can see that there was addition upon 5

addition upon addition slapped onto this house.  6

The house is literally falling down in more than 7

one spot on the house.  The foundation cannot 8

even hold the structure.  The builders, Oakley 9

Builders, the owners, tried -- even tried to see 06:17:10PM 10

if they could save the foundation.  It's not 11

doable.  This house is not on the national 12

register or our local landmark.  13

The biggest problems became is when 14

they were done over time -- and I'll show you 15

pictures -- the back of fireplaces that were the 16

outside walls of part of the house are in the 17

family room.  All the rooms are a mess.  The 18

house doesn't -- not only does it not flow, it 19

has Dryvit on the house.  Any house that was 06:17:36PM 20

built in 1906 I can guarantee you did not have 21

Dryvit on any house.  22

4

The structure itself you could go 1

put your finger right through the bottom base of 2

the house.  The garages were added on and it's 3

very dangerous to go on from County Line.  If 4

anyone did go see the house, hopefully you 5

parked on Third Street because you can't even 6

see coming down from County Line.  7

So I'll show some pictures of the 8

inside of the house.  There's a part of the 9

house where I have to duck to go into it because 06:18:00PM 10

it was an addition built, I'm sure without a 11

permit or something, over some period of time 12

where they did the kind of work.  13

These are the front of the houses 14

that I took first.  This shows what was -- one 15

of the additions that was done on the house to 16

the sides.  Both sides of the house were blown 17

out by somebody over time.  I don't know who did 18

it.  The records are too old to know when it was 19

done.  There's nothing in the village because it 06:18:26PM 20

was done way before the '80s when all the work 21

was done to this house.  22

5

They did modernize a galley 1

kitchen.  And you can see where they actually 2

have just thrown rooms on the back of the galley 3

kitchen.  There were bump outs that weren't 4

designed for this kind of a house.  5

This is the family room, believe it 6

or not.  You walk in and you are in a -- looks 7

like a Viking ship, seriously.  How and who 8

designed it, I have no clue.  It just doesn't 9

make any sense.  That's the biggest room of the 06:19:00PM 10

house and everything feeds into that house.  11

And then they did rooms off the 12

bedrooms upstairs to make other rooms into the 13

house.  I know that was done on some older 14

houses but this was done with no closets or 15

anything.  So I don't even know what -- if they 16

are parlor rooms or what kind of rooms they are.  17

The ceilings are sloped in them.  18

And that turned sideways.  It's the 19

fireplace from the old house is actually behind 06:19:20PM 20

the first room of the house.  So I think the 21

original house was very small and this is going 22
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back two different or three different edifices, 1

but these additions because the garage looks 2

like a 1970's style of garage, it's put on the 3

side of the house with the stucco that's on 4

there.  5

This is upstairs.  They even built 6

out the third floor where the eaves in the third 7

floor are sitting at about four feet.  So I know 8

today you couldn't do that.  I don't know when 9

it was done, but you can't even -- the third 06:19:52PM 10

floor you duck to go up, and then you duck 11

everywhere you walk up there and the basement is 12

even higher.  13

This shows that there's cracking 14

and everything is delaminating on this house.  15

The Dryvit -- like I said -- and it's true 16

Dryvit material, it's not even cement stucco.  17

It's the kind of material that will have to be 18

replaced.19

This is one of the additions which 06:20:12PM 20

is the garage that's built off of County Line.  21

It definitely does not go with a prairie style 22

7

house.  And what they are designing to do now, 1

if you noticed in your plans, is to get rid of 2

anybody accessing the house off of County Line 3

and coming solely off of Third Street with a 4

garage.  The backyard, once you orientate the 5

house as truly being off of Third Street, the 6

backyard of the property is really deep and 7

really nice.  8

I know Mr. Willett had a chance to 9

go out to the property and see that.  Because I 06:20:42PM 10

was surprised by how deep the yard actually is 11

off of Third that runs along County Line.  12

So the whole house was redone and 13

remapped.  And you can see the house itself on 14

some of the additions are just like wall stuck 15

against wall.  It wasn't even -- I don't know 16

how they ran the rooflines, and I think that's 17

probably why some of them are collapsing as you 18

can see it on the back of that house.  They just 19

ran cement stucco against Dryvit and just kept 06:21:08PM 20

going with this house but there's no way that 21

this house was, of course, Dryvit in 1906 when 22

8

it was done.  1

So the main front of the house when 2

you first see it, it doesn't look that bad until 3

you walk up to it.  When you walk up to it, as I 4

said, everything is delaminated from the middle 5

part of the house down.  The foundation is not 6

usable.  7

There's been at least two additions 8

that I as a layman can tell have been done over 9

the timeframe, and there's nothing left of the 06:21:36PM 10

original house except two rooms.  Everything 11

else is gone.  So that's why they tried to save 12

it.  They looked at it.  They wanted to at least 13

save part of it.  Save the foundation.  Nothing 14

is even saveable.  Roof itself it's surprising 15

it's still up.  I don't really think you can 16

even have anyone living there tomorrow.  17

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  Okay.  Members of our 18

commission that went out to see this house, 19

would you -- 06:22:02PM 20

MR. GONZALEZ:  I only drove by it; I 21

didn't go inside.  22

9

MS. D'ARCO:  I have been in the house.  1

Not recently.  It's been on the market since 2

2014 and it sold last year, so it's been vacant 3

for quite some time.  It doesn't surprise me 4

that things are happening.  I had walked through 5

the house and I agree with all the points you 6

made here today. 7

MR. COULES:  It's actually a shame that 8

someone did it that way.  I was surprised when I 9

walked in there.  06:22:32PM 10

MS. D'ARCO:  The house doesn't flow.  11

It's odd in particular.  There's nothing, I 12

feel, historical other than the year it was 13

built.  14

MR. COULES:  Correct.  15

MS. D'ARCO:  Nothing has been done to 16

the house that really preserves the historical 17

nature of it, in my opinion, and I think it was 18

listed -- it lost almost 40 percent of its 19

listing value to the time it was sold.  So I 06:22:54PM 20

think there was an honest effort on the seller's 21

part to sell the house.  There were no buyers, 22
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no were no takers. 1

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  Shannon, did you have 2

a chance?  3

MS. WEINBERGER:  I did not.  4

MR. PRISBY:  I'm familiar with that 5

house.  I know the issues that they are having.  6

You can see them from the exterior.  I did not 7

get a chance to go inside the house.  The photos 8

were pretty evident what's going on. 9

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  Tom?  06:23:24PM 10

MR. WILLETT:  Yes.  So I walked the 11

neighborhood trying to get a sense on -- and 12

this is a historic district.  I wanted to get a 13

broader view before going in the house.  14

Seems like a lot of the homes with 15

what I can see weren't necessarily really old 16

homes, ones have been built to try to emulate 17

old characteristic or style.  So started there.  18

Then we did a walk through of the 19

house both exterior and saw several pretty 06:23:56PM 20

severe structural issues in terms of the roof as 21

Mr. Coules referenced earlier.  Lots of issues 22

11

with the overhang and just general overall 1

design but structurally there are a lot of 2

challenges exterior wise.  3

Interior, to echo Janice's key 4

point, that in walking through the house it does 5

not flow.  It is not, I feel, in its current 6

layout a home that would meet this current 7

contemporary buyers' needs, especially when you 8

go upstairs.  The height, the angles are pretty 9

pronounced in a way that's not really positive, 06:24:42PM 10

in my opinion.  There's a lot of physical issues 11

with the home.  I can't speak to the foundation, 12

but I was walking and thinking I don't see much 13

from a historical standpoint that we could 14

maintain or protect.  15

I'm encouraged though in talking to 16

Ryan that some of the woodwork may be able to be 17

repurposed, possibly the banisters and some 18

other that is something that's original to the 19

house.  If it's not, that's fine.  So it's good 06:25:14PM 20

to hear that, that is the best efforts with 21

that.  But I don't feel that this really has an 22

12

opportunity to -- I think there's too many 1

issues with the home overall and from the 2

standpoint the request to teardown, I don't have 3

a concern with holding that back.   4

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  Anybody else that 5

have any other comments? 6

MR. PRISBY:  Sounds to me like it's old 7

but not historic.  The structural issues are so 8

great that the value of trying to restore that  9

house is just beyond repair economically. 06:25:50PM 10

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  I agree with all the 11

comments that have been made.  I did have 12

occasion to go through the house early on when 13

it first came on the market and it even had 14

foundation problems, water problems in the 15

foundation. 16

MR. COULES:  Yes, it does.  17

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  To me it just 18

basically gone too far along in the process and 19

sort of cobbled together architecturally, so I 06:26:20PM 20

would concur also.  21

So I guess at this point may I have 22

13

a motion to approve the request for a 1

certificate of appropriateness to demolish?  2

MR. WILLETT:  I'd like to submit a 3

motion to approve the request to demolish 441 4

East Third Street.  5

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  May I have a second, 6

please?  7

MR. PRISBY:  I'll second.  8

CHAIRMAN BOHNEN:  All in favor?  9

(All aye.)06:26:50PM 10

It's unanimous approved.  Thank 11

you.  12

MR. COULES:  Thank you.  Have a good 13

night.  14

                  (WHICH, were all of the    15

                   proceedings had, evidence 16

                   offered or received in the 17

                   above entitled cause.) 18

19

20

21

22
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )1

                  )  ss:

COUNTY OF DU PAGE )2

              I, KATHLEEN W. BONO, Certified 3

Shorthand Reporter, Notary Public in and for the 4

County DuPage, State of Illinois, do hereby 5

certify that previous to the commencement of the 6

examination and testimony of the various 7

witnesses herein, they were duly sworn by me to 8

testify the truth in relation to the matters 9

pertaining hereto; that the testimony given by 10

said witnesses was reduced to writing by means 11

of shorthand and thereafter transcribed into 12

typewritten form; and that the foregoing is a 13

true, correct and complete transcript of my 14

shorthand notes so taken aforesaid.15

              IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have 16

hereunto set my hand and affixed my notarial 17

seal this 18th day of August, A.D. 2017.  18

19

                       _________________________20

                       KATHLEEN W. BONO,

                       C.S.R. No. 84-1423,21

                       Notary Public, DuPage County

22
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   February 7, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

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

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  24 Chicago Avenue, Unit B –FreezeFix– non-illuminated Wall Sign - Case A-01-2018 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received a sign application from Landmark Visibility Solutions, on behalf of 
FreezeFix, requesting approval to install a new non-illuminated wall sign at 24 Chicago Avenue, unit B, 
within the Historic Downtown District in the B-1 Community Business District.  
 
Request and Analysis 
 
The requested wall sign will be made from a Sintra PVC material, and features a light blue, dark blue and 
white logo, and light blue and white text, on a dark blue background. The proposed sign is 2’ tall and 8’ 
wide for an area of 16 SF. The maximum allowable area for a wall sign is 17.6 SF, based on 5 percent of 
the square footage of the wall for the multi-tenant building (352 SF). The wall sign is 12 feet above 
grade, will not be illuminated and be mounted using lag bolts. The requested sign is code compliant.  
 
The Elysian Nail Spa wall sign, for the tenant space next door, was approved with the same sign 
dimensions and material by the Plan Commission (PC) on January 10, 2018, and recommended for 
approval by the Historic Preservation Commission on the same day. 
 
Process 
 
Per Section 11-607(D) and the nature of the request, this application would require a meeting before 
the PC and does not require public notification. Per municipal code Section 14-5-1(B), the Historic 
Preservation Commission shall review signage in the Historic District. The final decision of the HPC shall 
be advisory only. The PC maintains final authority on signage with no further action required by the 
Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Application and Exhibits 
Attachment 2 -  Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
Attachment 3 -  Street View of 24 Chicago Avenue 
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Attachment 1

cyu
Text Box
For sign description purposes only. The above illustration does not reflect the correct tenant space. - C.Y.
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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              MEMORANDUM 

DATE:   February 7, 2018 

TO:   Chairman Bohnen and Historic Preservation Commissioners 

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

   
FROM:   Chan Yu, Village Planner  
 
RE:  Hinsdale Garage (potential restaurant)  – Non-Compliant Neon-Illuminated Projecting Sign  

36 E. Hinsdale Avenue, 2nd Floor - Case A-02-2018 – Downtown Historic District 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Summary 

The Village of Hinsdale has received a non-compliant sign application from Grate Signs, on behalf of John 
Dagnon, for Hinsdale Garage (potential restaurant) requesting approval to install a new neon-
illuminated, projecting sign, at 36 E. Hinsdale Avenue, in the Historical Downtown, B-2 Central Business 
District.  
 
Should the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the Plan Commission (PC) approve the sign, the 
request would then move on to the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) for its consideration. The proposed 
sign requires 3 variation requests since it is:  (1) larger and (2) higher then what is permitted for a 
projecting sign, and (3) illuminated by exposed neon, which is prohibited in the Village.  Please note, the 
illustration exhibit indicates that the photo is not to scale. 
 
Request and Analysis 
 
Per the code, a projecting sign cannot exceed 3 SF per sign face, with a horizontal dimension of 2 feet, 
and a vertical dimension of 1.5 feet. The applicant is requesting a horizontal dimension of 5 feet, and a 
vertical dimension of 12 feet. Due to the “L” shape of the projecting sign, the area of the sign is 33.19 SF. 
 
Per the code, the top edge of the projecting sign shall not be higher than 20 feet, or the bottom of any 
second floor window, whichever is less.  The applicant is requesting the top edge of the sign at 29 feet, 
and above the bottom of the second floor window. 
 
Per the code, it is a general sign illumination standard to prohibit exposed tube neon and other gas tube 
signs. The applicant is requesting an exposed single-tube, white neon-illuminated sign. There is a sim 
photo of the sign illuminated at night. There is a neon dimmer function to adjust the foot candles as 
needed.   
 
Process 
 
Given the nature of the request, this application requires an advisory decision by the HPC, and PC 
approval.  If the PC approves the application, the ZBA will consider the variation requests, and forward 
its Findings and Recommendations to the Board of Trustees for a final decision. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
              MEMORANDUM 

 
Attachments: 
Attachment 1 – Sign Application and Exhibit 
Attachment 2 -  Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Sign Location 
Attachment 3 -  Street View of 36 E. Hinsdale Ave. 
Attachment 4 -  Birds Eye View of 36 E. Hinsdale Ave. 
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Attachment 2: Village of Hinsdale Zoning Map and Project Location 
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