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CITY OF OAK FOREST

PLANNING/ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

Wednesday

February 3, 2016



The Plan/Zone Commission meeting was called to order by Chairman Stuewe at 7:00 p.m. with Roll Call.  The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Mr. Cowgill.


			PRESENT:	Mrs. Morrissy
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Oostema
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Cowgill
					Mr. Wolf
					Chairman Stuewe	

			ABSENT:	Mr. Riha
					Mr. Walsh
			
________________________________________________________________

PUBLIC HEARING – PZC CASE 16-001

Chairman Stuewe introduced the continuance of the Public Hearing for PZC Case 16-001, Petitioner Eagle Gun Club LLC.  

Mr. Melrose explained that the Petitioner has requested a Special Permit for a 15’ high sign, approximately 108” wide, with an electronic message center that takes up approximately 24% of the sign.  The sign is 4’ above grade with 99 total square feet on one side.  Landscaping has been provided.  

Mr. Melrose stated that this meeting is to review and comment about the proposed sign so information can be passed on to the sign company.  He noted that the logo at the top, forming a half oval, was discussed at a previous meeting.  He asked for the Commissioners’ additional comments and suggestions.

Mr. Cowgill commented that the brickwork on the columns is fine, but he would like to see a continuation of the landscaping rocks.  
Chairman Stuewe agreed, stating that it currently appears as if leftover concrete is sitting on the ground.  He added that Miss Cuevas had drawn something showing the target/eagle portion larger, situated half above the square area at the top, so that it will stand out more.  In addition, Mr. Cowgill had asked that the end caps be raised a bit and match the entranceway color.  Mr. Melrose summarized that they wanted to bring the bull’s-eye up so that it’s prominent at the top.  

Mr. Schroeder asked if rounding the top will be a problem.  Mr. Melrose noted that there is a 4’ clearance at the bottom, so the sign probably can be brought down so it will be below the 15’ maximum height.  Mr. Schroeder commented about the loss of visibility if the sign is brought too much lower.  

Mr. Cowgill clarified that the sign will remain the same but with additional ornament.  A brief discussion ensued.  

Mr. Melrose suggested giving the sign company a minimal variation in order to provide the desired look.  Mr. Wolf agreed, stating that this will add aesthetic value to the sign.  Chairman Stuewe agreed that 6 to 12 inches would be acceptable if the company creates the desired look for the sign.    

Mr. Wolf clarified that this variance would be at the request of the PZC, rather than a request by the Petitioner.  Mr. Melrose agreed.

Mr. Wolf asked about the sign pole, above the brick.  Mr. Melrose stated this is a metal encasement.  He noted that he had requested a consistent gun metal color, but the sign company has depicted black portions.  Mr. Melrose added that the company is using the structure and foundation of the former Mazda sign, and he made it clear that the poles will not be seen; therefore, the poles will be encased.

Mr. Oostema asked about the portion for ‘Tenant’.  Mr. Melrose confirmed that that portion will be for a tenant at the former Mazda property.  He added that there currently is a potential tenant, a sports bar, and they are meeting with an architect at this point.  

Mrs. Morrissy asked whether this pole sign was previously approved by PZC.  Mr. Melrose stated that signage was not approved in the original Design Review.  

Mrs. Morrissy asked about the specific type of sign, stating that there were pictures of what the City would and would not approve, during the sign ordinance meetings.  She noted that this still looks like a pole sign.  A brief discussion ensued about creating a monument-type sign by enclosing the bottom.  

Mr. Cowgill stated that he had assumed the Petitioner would have landscaping around the bottom, which would aesthetically close in the bottom of the sign.

Mr. Wolf voiced concern that landscaping will need continual maintenance, as opposed to closing in the bottom for a monument sign effect.  He suggested that some plants/greenery also can be put around that type of bottom.  Chairman Stuewe agreed that this would fit into the Code.

Mr. Ziak suggested creating a 2½’ high flower box from post to post at ground level, with plants in it.  This also would reduce the size of the opening at the bottom.  

Mr. Ziak commented that he thinks the gray color makes it too plain.  He suggested using the tan façade color with some red between the Eagle sign and the message board.  A brief discussion ensued.  

Mr. Melrose stated that he will pass these ideas along to the sign company.  

****************************

PUBLIC HEARING – PZC CASE 16-001

Chairman Stuewe introduced the Public Hearing for PZC Case 16-002, the Gateway subdivision.

Mr. Melrose explained the history surrounding changes to the site plan for Lots 2 and 4 at the Gateway.  Since the site plan is going back to the original 2007 scenario, this requires an amendment to the Special Permit and PUD ordinance.  

There were no questions or comments from the Commissioners.  Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Case 16-002 for the Planned Unit Development amendment to Lot 2 and Lot 4 of the Gateway Subdivision, in accordance with the reviewed plans.

Mr. Cowgill made the motion.

Mr. Schroeder seconded.  


The Roll Call vote was taken as follows: 

AYES                  NAYS		   ABSTAIN		   ABSENT_______
Mr. Cowgill							  Mr. Riha     
Mr. Wolf								  Mr. Walsh
Mrs. Morrissy
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Oostema
Mr. Schroeder							 		  
Chairman Stuewe
			
The motion to approve PZC Case 16-002 passed, 7/0, with Two ABSENT.  

****************************

PUBLIC HEARING – PZC CASE 16-003

Chairman Stuewe introduced the Public Hearing for PZC Case 16-003 for a moratorium on new applications for used car sales operations, NAICS 441120.

Mr. Melrose briefly explained how this issue came to the City’s attention.  He noted that Indiana’s wholesale laws have changed, adding more restrictions.  He believes this to be part of the reason the City has been overrun with calls to open used car lots.  Mr. Melrose stressed the importance of this 6-month moratorium, adding that this will also allow PZC to work on tightening the City’s regulations on these Uses and protect the Corridors.  

Mrs. Morrissy asked whether 6 months is enough time.  Mr. Melrose explained that he has some ideas on the subject and believes the 6 months will allow time for the City to deal with this issue.

Mr. Wolf asked for clarification of whether PZC will be looking at more regulations for car dealerships.  Mr. Melrose explained that there is a need for supplemental regulations for used car dealerships.  

Mr. Wolf asked about the type of additional regulations.  Mr. Melrose confirmed that parking, car repairs, etcetera, can be addressed during the moratorium period.

Mr. Wolf asked whether the moratorium will impact other businesses, such as the Cash for Gold place that has a car for sale on the property.  Mr. Melrose responded that defining the ancillary use of used auto sales in the Code will help with enforcement.

Mr. Wolf asked whether the moratorium would delay a potential used cars sales business coming in during this 6-month period, even though the owner would be meeting or exceeding the City’s requirements.  He mentioned the former boat shop location, specifically.  Mr. Melrose responded that there would be a delay.  

Mr. Wolf asked whether the moratorium could be lifted prior to the 6 months.  Mr. Melrose responded affirmatively.  Chairman Stuewe added that the moratorium will allow ample time to work on the Code.  He pointed out that the moratorium can be lifted if the Codes are in place sooner than 6 months.

Mr. Wolf asked whether this moratorium can be for new cars, as well.  Mr. Melrose responded that the NAICS code is only for used car sales operations.  

There were no further comments, statements or questions.  Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve PZC Case 16-003 for a moratorium on all new applications for used car sales operations under NAICS 441120.  

Mr. Cowgill made the motion.  

Mr. Wolf seconded.  


The Roll Call vote was taken as follows: 

AYES                  NAYS		   ABSTAIN		   ABSENT_______
Mr. Cowgill							  Mr. Riha     
Mr. Wolf								  Mr. Walsh
Mrs. Morrissy
Mr. Ziak
Mr. Oostema
Mr. Schroeder							 		  
Chairman Stuewe
The motion to approve PZC Case 16-003 passed, 7/0, with Two ABSENT.  

****************************

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to approve the minutes of January 20, 2016.

Mr. Wolf commented that the minutes misquoted him as saying that he preferred the old design to the new (Page 3, bottom).  He clarified that he prefers the architectural building materials and/or masonry on the old plan to those on the new plan.  Mr. Melrose agreed to make the correction.

No other additions, deletions or corrections were requested.

Mr. Ziak made the motion.  

Mr. Schroeder seconded.  


The Roll Call vote was taken as follows: 

AYES                  NAYS		   ABSTAIN		   ABSENT_______
Mr. Ziak					Mr. Cowgill	  Mr. Riha
Mr. Oostema				Mrs. Morrissy	  Mr. Walsh     
Mr. Schroeder
Mr. Wolf							 		  
Chairman Stuewe
			
The motion to approve the minutes of January 20, 2016 carried, 5/0, with Two ABSTAIN and Two ABSENT.  

****************************

UPCOMING MEETINGS

Mr. Melrose stated that the minutes need to be approved on February 4th and he appreciates the Commissioners coming in at 5:00 p.m. for that purpose.  A show of hands revealed that at least five Commissioners will be present.

****************************
COMMENTS - DISCUSSION

Mr. Wolf apologized for his enthusiasm and/or frustration during the January 20th meeting with regard to Starbucks.  He clarified that his only concern is the materials being used.  He explained that he would like to see the new elevation of the Starbucks put on the old building with that elevation but with the materials intact, possibly with some EIFS around the doorway or the tower.  

Mr. Wolf voiced appreciation for Mr. Dotson suggesting Comprehensive Plan workshops.  He stated that he is not trying to sway anyone’s taste, but he is trying to adhere to the objectives, standards and plans that have been discussed and laid out for businesses in the City.  

Mr. Wolf voiced concern that he felt pressured to approve the design at the January 20th meeting.  He feels that the planning process needs to be thought out.  Using Family Dollar as another example of using EIFS as an accent Mr. Wolf compared that to the Starbucks issue stating that Jake Melrose worked in getting the Family Dollar developer to replace much of the EIFS with more masonry material and windows, yet we didn’t seem to do that here.  He reiterated that he wants to adhere to the Commercial Design Standards as much as possible so that developers use the preferred building materials (stone, brick, architectural concrete with elements) and the preferred accent materials (EIFS, etcetera).  

Mr. Wolf went on to quote the Guidelines regarding EIFS, stating that EIFS should not be the major component.  The Guidelines clearly state that EIFS is a “discouraged material” and “no more than just an accent to the building”.  The Guidelines also state that “limited amounts” of EIFS “may be considered for vertical surfaces if the quality of the design merits such consideration”.  

Mr. Wolf agreed that the PZC should be able to look at projects on their own merits and value; however, he pointed out that PZC created these Design Guidelines.  

Mr. Oostema stated that, while he does not agree with the use of EIFS, he knows that it is a very popular and cost-effective accent.  He understood Mr. Wolf’s assessment of the over-reliance on EIFS with the new Starbucks design.  Mr. Melrose commented that he tried to limit EIFS on the Family Dollar project.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Mr. Wolf talked about the architectural value of EIFS, but stated that he does not agree with using EIFS on an entire building.  Mr. Melrose stated that he understands what Mr. Wolf is looking for and always tries to strike a balance with the developers for nice-looking, sustainable buildings.  A brief discussion ensued.

Chairman Stuewe stated that, in years past, all information was required to be with the Commissioners 7 to 10 days in advance of a PZC meeting so the Commissioners had time to prepare.  He commented that this is no longer happening.  Mr. Melrose agreed to try to get things to the Commissioners more quickly.  A brief discussion ensued.  

Mr. Wolf talked at length about developers becoming more comfortable about investing in Oak Forest once they see the City’s plan for certain properties.  

Mr. Wolf expressed disappointment with the house built on 155th Street.  He also talked about the City’s decreasing housing stock for 20 to 30 year olds.  Mr. Wolf talked at length about various areas of the City, in terms of housing stock and commercial uses.  He reiterated that the PZC needs to think about the long-term effects and what the City is trying to accomplish.  

****************************

ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Stuewe requested a motion to adjourn.

Mr. Cowgill made the motion.

Mrs. Morrissy seconded.

Everyone was in agreement and the meeting adjourned. 











				______________________________________
				CHAIRMAN JAMES L. STUEWE
PLAN/ZONE COMMISSION MEETING


MEETING DATE:	3 February 2016


PETITIONER:  	PZC Case #16-002
 			City of Oak Forest


ADDRESS OF PROPERTY:	Gateway Subdivision 


REQUEST:	 To recommend approval of the Planned Unit Development amendment to Lot 2 and Lot 4 of the Gateway Subdivision, in accordance with reviewed plans

VOTE:  Motion to recommend approval Carried, 7 Ayes, 0 Nays, with 2 Absent.

****************************

PLAN/ZONE COMMISSION MEETING


MEETING DATE:	3 February 2016


PETITIONER:  	PZC Case #16-003
 			City of Oak Forest


ADDRESS OF PROPERTY:	City of Oak Forest


REQUEST:	 To recommend approval of the moratorium on all new applications for used car sales operations

VOTE:  Motion to recommend approval Carried, 7 Ayes, 0 Nays, with 2 Absent.
