
Woodridge Plan Commission 1 April 4, 2011 

VILLAGE OF WOODRIDGE 1 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 2 

APRIL 4, 2011 3 
 4 
 5 
I. CALL TO ORDER 6 
 7 
Chairman Zawacki called the meeting to order at 7:33 PM.  8 
 9 
II. ROLL CALL 10 
 11 
Present: Commissioners Goodwin, Hendricks, Krywaruczenko, Mast,  12 
  Przepiorka, Sydelko, Ch, Zawacki 13 
Absent: None 14 
Also present: Bill Combs, Michael Mays, Emily Rodman, Jennifer Walden,  15 
  Linda Ciosek, Tonie Harrington 16 
 17 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR THE FEBRUARY 21, 2011  18 
 MEETING 19 
 20 
Commissioner Przepiorka moved, seconded by Commissioner Sydelko, to 21 
approve the minutes of the February 21, 2011 meeting. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko noted that Commissioner Sydelko was present at the 24 
meeting and his name was omitted from the Roll Call.  25 
 26 
All in favor.  The Motion approving the minutes as amended passed unanimously.  27 
 28 
IV. CONSIDERATION OF AN AMENDMENT TO A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR A 29 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND FINAL PLAN AND PLAT OF PLANNED UNIT 30 
DEVELOPMENT—CENTERPOINTE SHOPPING CENTER—EQUITY FUND 31 
ADVISORS, INC. 32 
 33 
A. PUBLIC HEARING 34 
 35 
Chairman Zawacki called the Public Hearing to order at 7:34 PM.  He reviewed the 36 
application before the Plan Commission, verifying that all required public notices have 37 
been given.  He called for a Motion to adopt the Rules of Procedure. 38 
 39 
Commissioner Goodwin moved to adopt the Rules of Procedure, seconded by 40 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko. 41 
All in favor.  The Motion carried. 42 
 43 
Chairman Zawacki then called upon the Applicant to make their presentation. 44 
 45 
Mr. Bill Combs, 4824 N. Christiana, Chicago, Illinois, spoke on behalf of the owner of 46 
Centerpointe of Woodridge, stating that they have been working to modernize the 47 
signage at the property to provide more visibility for the shopping center.  He reviewed 48 
the proposed signage plans which were provided to members of the Commission. Ms. 49 
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Walden entered Staff’s report into the record as Exhibit B. Mr. Combs began with the 1 
proposed sign on 75th Street, shown in Attachment #3, stating that it will be 24’ high, as 2 
opposed to the existing sign, which is 17.5’ high.  The increased height will provide 3 
more visibility for the center and allows for more tenants’ names to be placed on the 4 
sign. 5 
 6 
Mr. Combs said the second sign at the 73rd Street entrance, shown in Attachment #5, is 7 
similar in style to the 75th Street sign, however has an elevation of 17’.  The proposed 8 
replacement sign will be reduced to 12’ in height. Sign D on Attachment #4 is located at 9 
the corner of 71st Street and Woodward.  It is a newly proposed sign that will be lower in 10 
height and placed on top of the berm where the junipers are located.  This sign would 11 
provide increased visibility to the shopping center by those driving south on Woodward. 12 
 13 
At the Cambridge entrance shown on Attachment #6, Mr. Combs said that the proposed 14 
sign has a lower elevation which is appropriate for this entrance, since it’s a less 15 
prominent entrance to the shopping center.  There will be no tenant identification on this 16 
sign. 17 
 18 
Mr. Combs then addressed the expressway sign shown on Attachment #2 and identified 19 
as Sign A.  It will be located behind the shopping center and is intended to draw the 20 
attention of drivers along I-355 to the shopping center.  The proposed sign is 60’ in 21 
height.  A deviation will be required to permit the sign. However, the sign is not 22 
impeding on the shopping center and is not disruptive to the community.  Mr. Combs 23 
said that the owners are looking forward to providing greater visibility for the shopping 24 
center, and thereby draw more tenants to the shopping center to fill vacancies. 25 
 26 
There were no questions from the Commission at this time. 27 
 28 
Chairman Zawacki then called for statements from persons wishing to support the 29 
Applicant, including statements and testimony from Village Staff. 30 
 31 
Ms. Jenny Walden, Planner with the Village, noted a correction on page 5 of Staff’s 32 
report. The proposed Sign B is 5’ in height and not 3.5’ in height.  She said that there 33 
are a total of three replacement signs already located within the shopping center, as 34 
well as two proposed new signs.  Staff has heard from residents and tenants that they 35 
were unaware of the shopping center’s presence. Staff has worked with the owners of 36 
the shopping center for the past three years to encourage increased exposure along 37 
75th Street, and to increase exposure for the existing tenants. 38 
 39 
Ms. Walden noted that Staff encouraged the Applicants to proceed with a larger sign on 40 
75th Street; however, they chose to go with a smaller size of 24’.  Relief was granted 41 
previously for this sign in 1992; therefore, no further relief is necessary at this time for 42 
the height or sign surface area. However, relief is necessary for the number of tenant 43 
panels proposed.   44 
 45 
Ms. Walden indicated that overall Staff supports the new signs and replacement signs 46 
and feels the additional signage will provide the increased visibility necessary to keep 47 
the center viable.  Staff also supports the relief required for the signage as described on 48 
page 5 of Staff’s report dated April 4, 2011.  Signs A & D require relief to allow five 49 



Woodridge Plan Commission 3 April 4, 2011 

shopping center signs.  Two are allowed per Code, and three were granted in the 1992 1 
relief.    Sign A at I-355 requires relief to allow the 1,276 square feet of sign surface 2 
area, and also to allow the 60-foot height.  Sign B on 75th Street does not need relief 3 
from the size; however, relief is required for the 14 tenant panels proposed, as only 4 
eight are allowed. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko asked if staff was familiar with any communities that 7 
have a sign 60’ tall.  Ms. Walden responded that she is not sure if there are, however 8 
there are several signs along the tollways and expressways that are probably 60’ in 9 
height.  This would be the only one in the Village.  She does not know where others are 10 
located, but she assumes they need that height to obtain visibility from the tollway or 11 
expressway. 12 
 13 
Chairman Zawacki suggested they look at the sign provided for the grocery store on 14 
63rd Street off of the tollway, saying it was allowed to be higher and larger because of 15 
the setback from I-355.  Yet today that sign can barely be seen because of other 16 
obstructions.  He noted that in this case, they are talking about a sizable shopping 17 
center, and he thought it was probably to the Village’s advantage to let people know it is 18 
there.  He suggested looking at the rendition in Attachment #2 that gives an idea of how 19 
large the sign will appear from a distance.  He noted that when seen from that 20 
perspective it is not that dramatic.   Commissioner Krywaruczenko responded that he 21 
believes the impact is dramatic. 22 
 23 
Chairman Zawacki pointed out that the Village spends a lot of time on the retention of 24 
business, and much of the shopping center is hidden by berms.  He lives and shops 25 
there and knows that it is there, but others passing by may not know that.  He said that 26 
in this current economy he thinks it behooves them to help the businesses remain in the 27 
Village.  He further noted that it would be a special use for this PUD only and not 28 
permitted for other shopping centers.  Chairman Zawacki added that the Village can 29 
defend the zoning relief under these circumstances because it is on an expressway, 30 
and even Staff believes that this relief is appropriate.   He stated that he is not a 31 
proponent of signage, but given the current economic situation, he thinks this is an 32 
appropriate request. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Przepiorka referred to Attachment #2, saying it appears as though the 35 
sign is being constructed on a hill.  Ms. Walden replied that there is a slight grade 36 
change at that location.  Commissioner Przepiorka asked where the back of the building 37 
was on the service drive relative to the base of the sign, and how tall the buildings are.  38 
Ms. Walden responded that she was not exactly sure how tall the building is, but it does 39 
vary in height. Commissioner Przepiorka then asked if it was correct to assume that the 40 
top of the slope is equal to the service drive behind the building.  Ms. Walden said that 41 
would be correct, noting that it is about 5’-10’ back to the service drive. She indicated 42 
that the height of the sign is 60’ from the lowest grade, and Staff does not believe the 43 
sign will be visible from the shopping center parking lot.  She said that perhaps the top 44 
portion may be visible.  The intent is not for the sign to be visible from the parking lot. It 45 
is intended to be visible from the expressway.  Commissioner Przepiorka said he was 46 
just trying to clarify Commissioner Krywaruczenko’s question and determine the sign’s 47 
visibility from all directions.    48 
 49 
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Commissioner Goodwin asked about the significance of the two different renderings on 1 
Attachment #2.  Ms. Walden responded that they are suggesting there may be some 2 
different configuration of the tenant panels.  Commissioner Goodwin then commended 3 
Staff for encouraging the signage.  He noted that as you drive along expressways in the 4 
region, the signs are very tall.  He thinks the proposed signage will definitely help the 5 
businesses in this shopping center. 6 
 7 
There being no further questions from the Commission, Chairman Zawacki called for 8 
members of the audience wishing to support the Applicant.  There were none.  There 9 
were also no members of the public who wished to cross-examine the Applicant, or who 10 
were opposed to the request of the Applicant.  The Applicant chose not to present a 11 
summary of the request.  Chairman Zawacki then called for a Motion to close the Public 12 
Hearing. 13 
 14 
Commissioner Przepiorka moved to close the Public Hearing, seconded by 15 
Commissioner Goodwin. 16 
All in favor.  The Motion carried.   17 
 18 
The Public Hearing was closed at 7:54 PM 19 
 20 
B. REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION 21 
 22 
Ms. Walden referred the Commission to the two Findings of Fact shown as Attachments 23 
#8 and #9 for the Commission’s approval, and stated that Staff recommends approval of 24 
the request. 25 
 26 
Commissioner Hendricks inquired as to the landscaping mentioned in the miscellaneous 27 
section of Staff’s report.  Ms. Walden responded that the Applicant has addressed the 28 
landscaping and presented documents to Staff today. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Przepiorka asked why the Applicant chose to go with the smaller sign for 31 
75th Street.   Mr. Combs responded that it was a cost issue for the property owner.  The 32 
ownership structure of the shopping center is tenant-in-common ownership, so it is a 33 
matter of economics for them.    In further response to Commissioner Przepiorka, Mr. 34 
Combs said they were trying to determine the time frame for sign installation, and they 35 
estimate it would be 6-8 weeks.  Ms. Walden added that she understands they may not 36 
move forward right away with the I-355 sign.  Mr. Combs said he did not know when 37 
they will move forward with that sign due to the increased cost.  He noted that it could 38 
be six months or a year depending upon approval by the ownership.  They want to 39 
move forward with the other four signs first. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko asked if the Village knows whether Target and 42 
Dominick’s are also going to want a similar sign since they too are located off I-355.   43 
Ms. Walden replied that Dominick’s currently has a sign on the building.  Commissioner 44 
Krywaruczenko asked whether they will want something like a 60’ tall sign. 45 
 46 
Chairman Zawacki said even if they were to ask for something like that, it is based on 47 
their location to the expressway.  Those signs are normally seen when you leave the 48 
metropolitan area.  You see them in areas like Kentucky, where he travels frequently.  49 
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 1 
Michael Mays, Director of Community Development for the Village, noted in response to 2 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko’s question that Target and Dominick’s have not come to 3 
Staff requesting that type of a sign.  However, if they did, it would obviously require 4 
relief from their PUD and they would have to come back to the Plan Commission for 5 
approval.   6 
 7 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko commented that if everyone would want to come back 8 
for a 60’ sign it would look similar to the expressways in Kentucky. 9 
 10 
Chairman Zawacki said that the need for the signage depends upon the proximity of the 11 
business to the expressway and the ability to actually see the business.  Every request 12 
would have to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  This is not a carte blanche change 13 
to the Zoning Ordinance.   14 
 15 
C. FINDINGS OF FACT 16 
 17 
Commissioner Przepiorka moved to adopt the Findings of Fact for an Amendment 18 
to an Existing Special Use Permit for a PUD as contained in Attachment 8 of 19 
Staff’s Report dated April 4, 2011.  Commissioner Hendricks seconded the 20 
Motion. 21 
All in favor.  The Motion carried. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Mast moved to adopt the Findings of Fact for an Amended Final 24 
PUD Plan and Plat as contained in Attachment 9 of Staff’s Report dated April 4, 25 
2011.  Commissioner Goodwin seconded the Motion.  26 
All in favor.  The Motion carried. 27 
 28 
D. RECOMMENDATION 29 
 30 
Commissioner Przepiorka moved that the Plan Commission recommend to the 31 
Mayor and Board of Trustees approval of an Amendment to a Special Use Permit 32 
for a Planned Unit Development and an Amendment to a Final Plan and Plat of 33 
Planned Unit Development for the Centerpointe of Woodridge Shopping Center, 34 
subject to the previously adopted Findings of Fact listed in Attachments 8 and 9, 35 
and subject to four plans listed on pages 6 and 7 of Staff’s memo dated April 4, 36 
and the four deviations as noted on page 5 of Staff’s report dated April 4, 2011, 37 
and the two conditions shown on page 7 of Staff’s report.  Commissioner Mast 38 
seconded the Motion. 39 
AYES: Commissioners Przepiorka, Mast, Goodwin, Hendricks,  40 
  Sydelko, Ch. Zawacki 41 
NAY:  Commissioner Krywaruczenko 42 
The Motion carried 6:1.  43 
 44 
V. CONTINUATION FROM FEBRUARY 21, 2011 OF CONSIDERATION OF 45 
CERTAIN PROPOSED ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 9 OF THE VILLAGE 46 
CODE, THE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE VILLAGE OF WOODRIDGE. 47 
 48 
 49 
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A. PRESENTATION 1 
 2 
B. REVIEW AND CONSIDERATION  3 
 4 
Chairman Zawacki clarified that this is a continuation of the consideration of the text 5 
amendments, not a continuation of the public hearing, and there will not be an 6 
opportunity for members of the audience to provide testimony.  The public hearing was 7 
held on February 21st and the hearing has been closed. 8 
 9 
Ms. Rodman, Senior Planner with the Village, reviewed what was discussed at the 10 
February 21, 2011 Plan Commission meeting.  She explained that the text amendments 11 
were organized into seven different categories.  At the February 21st meeting, the 12 
Commission closed the Public Hearing and made a recommendation on a majority of 13 
the proposed amendments.  However, the Commission requested that Staff further 14 
examine the proposed outdoor storage amendment and lighting amendments, and draft 15 
an additional signage amendment.   16 
 17 
Ms. Rodman addressed the proposed signage amendment, stating that at the first 18 
meeting Staff did not propose changes to Sections 9-5-11A and B, but proposed 19 
changes to Section 9-5-11C.  The Commission requested further clarification of 20 
Sections 9-5-11-A & B, and Attachment A presented tonight addresses that concern.  21 
She asked if the Commission had any questions or comments in the proposed language 22 
in Attachment A.  There were no questions or comments from the Commissioners.  23 
 24 
Ms. Rodman then referenced the amendment regarding outdoor storage.  A number of 25 
concerns were expressed by the Commission as to the vagueness of the language, 26 
which could result in allowing an excessive amount of materials to be displayed or 27 
stored outside.  She said Staff has revised the language to remove the reference to 28 
storage of merchandise to clarify that merchandise may only be displayed for sale, and 29 
not for storage.  Secondly, Staff identified businesses permitted to engage in outdoor 30 
display as only those located in one of the Village’s B-1, B-2, B-3, OSB or RBC 31 
business districts.  Those businesses would include gas stations, warehouse retailers, 32 
hardware stores, home improvement stores, and grocery stores greater than 20,000 33 
square feet in size.  The display of merchandise outdoors would be further restricted to 34 
no higher than 8’, and displays cannot occur within any required building setback. 35 
Materials for gas stations may only be displayed immediately adjacent to the principal 36 
structure or underneath the canopy.  Ms. Rodman said that these revisions refine how, 37 
where and by whom merchandise may be displayed.  She explained that in Attachment 38 
B, previous language is shown in black, and the revised language is shown in red.   39 
 40 
Chairman Zawacki commented that the Commission had previously raised a number of 41 
questions regarding enforcement.  He noticed that the revised language now specifically 42 
addresses gas stations, saying he thinks there will be an enforcement issue since these 43 
businesses tend to place everything along the perimeter of the parking lot area.  He 44 
asked how Staff plans to proceed with enforcement of the new regulations.  Ms. 45 
Rodman responded that following approval of the amendments, Staff would engage in a 46 
public relations effort to educate businesses about the new regulations.  Businesses will 47 
be provided a specified time-frame in which they must come into compliance with the 48 
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new regulations. After the specified time frame has passed, building inspectors will 1 
identify those businesses in violation and take code enforcement action against them. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Sydelko commented on the decision to strike the word “storage” and 4 
keep the word “display,” and asked when “display” turns into storage.  Ms. Rodman said 5 
it is a subjective term.  Using “display” clearly evokes the intent of the regulation, which 6 
is less apparent when using the word “storage”.  Commissioner Sydelko suggested that 7 
in order for the items to be considered “displayed” versus “stored” the items need to be 8 
properly displayed, priced and have signage on them rather than simply being shrink-9 
wrapped an inaccessible to consumers for purchase.  He noted that it will be important 10 
to education business as to how items must be displayed to make it easier to enforce 11 
the regulations. 12 
 13 
Ms. Walden then commented on the concerns raised by the Plan Commission and 14 
residents Mr. and Mrs. Barg at the February 21st meeting regarding lighting 15 
amendments.  Staff evaluated those concerns and proposed a number of revisions to 16 
the amendments.  She said that the Staff report outlines the additional research that 17 
was conducted.  She reviewed the categories and noted that of all of the lighting 18 
ordinances reviewed from other communities, no two were exactly alike.   Staff based 19 
its review on what they believe best meets the needs of Woodridge.  20 
 21 
With regard to lighting terminology, Ms. Walden said that Mr. and Mrs. Barg 22 
recommended several new definitions that have been included in the proposed 23 
amendments.  She reviewed those terms, saying that essentially any terms used in the 24 
proposed amendments are now defined.   25 
 26 
Regarding the Commission’s previous comments on the negative impacts of blue-rich 27 
lighting, Staff recommends that instead of using overly technical regulations to limit  the 28 
color-correlated temperature of lighting, that the amendments permit only high-pressure 29 
sodium lighting, with the exception of sports field lighting.  This type of lighting has fewer 30 
negative impacts on the environment, is more energy efficient, and is lower in cost than 31 
available alternatives. 32 
 33 
Ms. Walden then addressed glare enforcement concerns.  The Barg’s materials 34 
recommended that the reference to glare in Section 9-8-8B of the proposed amendment 35 
be removed. Staff agreed that it may be difficult to enforce because of its subjectivity 36 
and has removed that reference from the newly proposed amendments. 37 
 38 
As suggested by the Barg’s materials, Staff proposes to reduce the maximum 39 
illumination levels at property lines abutting residential uses from .2-foot candles to .1-40 
foot candles.  At the entrance and exits of non-residential uses, staff also recommends 41 
a reduction from the maximum of 10-foot candles to 4-foot candles.   42 
 43 
Chairman Zawacki asked if the level of .1 is easy to achieve.  Ms. Walden said they 44 
sometimes struggle with property owners being able to meet both the maximum and the 45 
minimum lighting levels. The Building Commissioner has the authority to reduce the 46 
minimum security illumination level if he so chooses, which has helped in some 47 
situations.    48 
 49 
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Mr. Mays asked that Ms. Walden comment on the surrounding standards.  Ms. Walden 1 
said that most of the surrounding communities require the .1-foot candle abutting 2 
residential uses.  Since residential uses are more sensitive uses, Staff is proposing to 3 
reduce it to be more in line with surrounding communities. 4 
 5 
For under canopy lighting, including gas stations, staff recommends adding a maximum 6 
of 50-foot candles.  This is in addition to the proposed recessed lighting requirement.  7 
No changes are proposed for sports field lighting. Attached to Staff’s report is a letter 8 
from  the Park District regarding their concern with reducing sports field lighting 9 
regulations and their ability to maintain a safe playing environment for sports fields.  10 
Staff is proposing to exempt sports field lighting from the fully shielded and high-11 
pressure sodium requirements due to the unique needs of sports field lighting.  12 
 13 
With regard to conformance, Ms. Walden stated that the Barg’s recommended using the 14 
conformance regulations of the Homer Glen Lighting Ordinance.  A copy of that has 15 
been given to the Commission for their review.  She indicated that the Barg’s suggested 16 
that if the regulations of the Homer Glen Ordinance were not used, that caveats be 17 
added to the proposed amendments that would require immediate conformance if there 18 
are glare problems.  As a compromise between Staff’s proposal, the Barg’s 19 
recommendations and the Plan Commission’s concerns, Staff recommends that all new 20 
or replacement lighting must comply with new amendments.  This should address the 21 
concerns expressed regarding the prolonged use of non-conforming lighting in the 22 
Village.   23 
 24 
Staff will continue to evaluate ways to encourage energy efficient lighting, and there are 25 
several things included in the proposed amendments that take steps in that direction, 26 
including requiring fully shielded fixtures and high pressure sodium bulbs.  She asked 27 
that the Commission look at Attachment C and ask any questions they may have 28 
regarding the proposed amendments. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Przepiorka said that on page 2 of Attachment C, the background 31 
description notes that existing lighting regulations in the Ordinance only apply to non-32 
residential districts, and all non-residential uses in residential districts.  He asked what 33 
zones and districts these apply to.  Ms. Walden responded that one of the proposed 34 
amendments is to change the reference to “districts” to “use” so that the maximum 35 
illumination requirements are based on the abutting use and not the abutting zoning 36 
district.  The amendments would apply to all properties, not only those in specific zoning 37 
districts.  She further responded that the intent of the amendments is to require 38 
conformance with any zoning application or plan submittal that requests new or 39 
replacement lighting. This would include all new developments. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Przepiorka then referred to page 4, paragraph D, regarding high-42 
pressure sodium lamps.  That is today’s technology.  He asked how the Village will keep 43 
up to date with emerging technology.  Ms. Walden said that obviously the most efficient 44 
technology available is LED lights, but because of their negative impact on the 45 
environment, they prefer to require high-pressure sodium at this time.  She said Staff 46 
would prefer to restrict it specifically to avoid other types of lighting that would have a 47 
negative impact on the community.  As is done regularly by Staff, the lighting 48 
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amendments can be revisited as new technology becomes available. She noted that all 1 
public street lights are required to be high-pressure sodium currently.  2 
 3 
There were no further questions regarding lighting. 4 
 5 
Ms. Rodman said that Staff recommends that the Commission recommend approval by 6 
the Village Board of the proposed text amendments to Title 9 and 10 of the Municipal 7 
Code as outlined in Attachments A-C. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Mast commended the Staff on the extensive research on the lighting, as 10 
well as clarification of the terminology and being proactive in anticipating the federal 11 
terminology going into effect in July. 12 
 13 
C. RECOMMENDATION 14 
 15 
There being no further questions, Chairman Zawacki called for a Motion. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Krywaruczenko moved that the Plan Commission recommend to 18 
the Mayor and the Board of Trustees approval of the proposed text amendments 19 
to Titles 9 and 10 of the Municipal Code, as outlined in Attachments A-C.  20 
Commissioner Goodwin seconded the Motion. 21 
All in favor. The Motion carried.   22 
 23 
 24 
VI. PUBLIC COMMENT NOT RELATED TO THE AGENDA 25 
 26 
Chairman Zawacki explained the requirements for speaker’s under public comments, 27 
saying that anyone wishing to discuss items that are not part of a current or previous 28 
public hearing may come forward.  Discussions concerning items already discussed will 29 
not be allowed. 30 
 31 
There were no comments. 32 
 33 
VII. DISCUSSION ITEMS 34 
 35 
Ms. Rodman stated that the Village Board approved the update to the Village’s Zoning 36 
Map at its March 24th meeting.  She asked the Commissioners if they have a preference 37 
as to the size of the map.  The consensus was that they would like to receive a full size 38 
map. 39 
 40 
VIII. UPDATE OF PREVIOUS PLAN COMMISSION CASES 41 
 42 
There were no updates. 43 
 44 
Commissioner Mast asked about updates on the proposed trail that will extend from 45 
Seven Bridges to Benedictine University.  Ms. Rodman said she is not aware of any 46 
updates but would check with the Director of Public Works regarding any proposed 47 
changes. 48 
 49 
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IX. ADJOURNMENT 1 
 2 
Commissioner Hendricks moved, seconded by Commissioner Goodwin, to 3 
adjourn the meeting. 4 
All in favor. The Motion carried. 5 
 6 
Chairman Zawacki adjourned the meeting at 8:33 P.M. 7 


