
DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 2015, 7:30 P.M. 

LIBRARY MEETING ROOM 

 

MINUTES 

1. Call to order.  President Kathleen DiCola called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 

2. Roll call.  Members Present: Trustee Susan Eblen, Trustee Wendee Greene, Trustee 

David Humphreys, Trustee Daniel Loftus, Trustee Thomas Read, President Kathleen 

DiCola. 

Also present: Director Rick Ashton, Assistant Director for Support Services Sue O’Brien, 

Assistant Director for Public Services Bonnie Reid, Downers Grove Friends of the 

Library President Joanne Hansen. 

3. Welcome to visitors.  President DiCola welcomed staff and visitors and thanked them 

for their presence. 

4. Approval of Minutes. 

a. Regular Monthly Meeting, December 17, 2014.  It was moved by Greene and 

seconded by Eblen THAT the Minutes of the December 17, 2014, meeting be 

approved as submitted.  Roll call: Ayes: Eblen, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola.  

Nays: None.  Abstentions: Greene. 

 

5. Approval of invoices and financial reports. 

a. 2014 expenditures 

b. 2015 expenditures 

It was moved by Read and seconded by Eblen THAT 2014 operating invoices totaling 

$95,213.10, 2015 invoices totaling $55,726.99, credit memos totaling $653.61 be 

approved, and December 2014 payrolls totaling $186,155.57 be recognized.  Roll call: 

Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola.  Nays: none.  Abstentions: 

none. 

 

6. Public comment on agenda items.  President DiCola invited comment.  There was none. 

 

7. Public comment on other Library business.  President DiCola invited comment.  There 

was none. 

 

 



 

8. Unfinished Business. 

a. Strategic Plan, 2015-2017.  Presentation of Plan to Plan. Requested Action: Approval.   

Ashton presented the Plan to Plan, which was previously discussed by the Board on 

October 22, 2014.  

 

The Board discussed the particulars of the planning process.  The interaction between 

groups and leaders, individual residents, and the Library’s mission and capabilities 

were matters of particular concern.  The Board and staff agreed that additional 

information-gathering, in several forms, was needed to insure that not only leaders of 

organizations or institutions have input to the plan.  These forms might include on-

line or in-person surveys and analysis of existing demographic and market data.    

 

It was moved by Humphreys and seconded by Loftus THAT the Plan to Plan be 

approved as presented.  Roll call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, DiCola.  

Nays: none.  Abstentions: Read. 

 

b. Minor change to Meeting Room Policy.  Requested action: Approval.  Ashton 

presented the proposed policy change, which would allow meeting room reservations 

for a 12-month period beginning each September 1 to begin on June 1, rather than 

July 15.  It was moved by Loftus and seconded by Greene THAT the proposed 

change be approved.  Roll call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, 

DiCola.  Nays: none.  Abstentions: none. 

 

9. New Business. 

a. Policy on Exhibits and Displays.  Requested action: discussion.  Ashton presented the 

proposed policy for discussion.  The Board agreed to consider the policy for adoption 

at the February meeting. 

 

b. Policy on Service Commitments.  Requested action: discussion.  Ashton presented the 

proposed policy and described the staff discussion which had developed it.  Board 

members encouraged staff to shorten and simplify the policy as much as possible for 

public information purposes.  The Board agreed to consider the policy for approval at 

a future meeting, after further staff work. 

 

10. Report of the Director.  Ashton summarized his written report (attached) as follows: 

a. Illinois Per Capita Grant. 

b. Staff In Service Day Report. 

c. Outreach activity with Chamber 630 Not-for-Profit Group. 

d. Planned Home Brewing 101 program. 



e. Recent media coverage. 

 

11. Board Member comments and requests for information. 

 

Trustee Read commented on the need for attention to lighting in several areas.  He also 

reported that he had secured and passed on to Ashton some information about hearing 

assistance technology that is installed in meeting rooms, theaters, and other assembly 

spaces.  Ashton has agreed to investigate further. 

 

Trustee Loftus reported that a regular Library user had spoken to him about the lack of 

signage prohibiting cell phone use on the second floor of the building.  He also reported 

that Kelsey Austin of the Junior Women’s Club had expressed to him an interest in the 

Club’s making a donation to the Downers Grove Public Library Foundation.  Other 

Board members encouraged Trustee Loftus to continue the conversation and secure 

further information on a possible gift. 

 

Trustee Humphreys commented on the armed assailant drill conducted for staff during In 

Service Day.  He expressed appreciation that the Library is being proactive on this 

matter. 

 

12. Adjournment.  President DiCola adjourned the meeting at 8:37p.m.                     



DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

JANUARY 28, 2015 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 10  

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 

 

a. Illinois Per Capita Grant.  Letter from Secretary of State and News from Illinois Library 

Association are attached. 

 

b. Staff In Service Day Report.  About 100 staff members attended the all-day staff 

development event.  Heather Booth of the Thomas Ford Library, Western Springs, led a 

useful discussion of service to teens throughout the Library. Downers Grove Police 

Lieutenant Mike Willison and two colleagues conducted a sobering but necessary drill, 

helping staff to give some thought and preparation to an “armed assailant” event in the 

building. Departments held useful discussions on the Library’s service commitments.  

Eleven staff members who reached milestone anniversaries in 2014, totaling 150 years, 

received recognition, including Staff Artist Melody Danley, 30 years. 

 

c. Outreach activity with Chamber 630 Not-for-Profit Group.  On January 20, Lizzie 

Matkowski of the Adult and Teen Services Department conducted an extensive session 

for the Chamber 630 Not-for-Profit networking group of about 12 people. She discussed 

business library cards, meeting rooms, databases, tech support and librarian support 

services. This outside-the-building effort will continue to be an emphasis. 

 

d. Planned Home Brewing 101 program.  As part of continuing outreach to the age 21-40 

population, the Library will be presenting this program on March 19. Sponsored and 

presented by Whole Foods, it will feature demonstrations and samples of home brewed 

beer. Advance registration will be required, IDs will be checked, and serving of samples 

will be conducted by licensed Whole Foods personnel. The Library will secure the 

necessary permit from the Village of Downers Grove. Appropriate insurance coverage is 

in place. This event conforms to all the requirements of recently-updated policy on 

Meeting Room use.  

 

e. Recent media coverage.  Attached. 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE   
Stormwater and Flood Plain Oversight Committee Meeting 

November 13, 2014   7:00 p.m. 
 

Downers Grove Public Works Facility 
5101 Walnut Avenue, Downers Grove, Illinois 

 
I.  CALL to ORDER 
Chair Gorman called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  A roll call followed and a quorum was 

established. 

 

II. ROLL CALL 
Members Present: Chair Gorman, Mr. Civito, Mr. Crilly, Mr. Ruyle, Mr. Scacco, Mr. 

Schoenberg,  
 

Members Absent: Mr. Ruyle 
 

Staff Present:  Karen Daulton Lange, Stormwater Administrator; Julie Lomax and 

Kerry Behr, Development Engineers 

 

Public Present: Michael Ricklefs, Greenscape Homes, LLC; P. Boroumand, 1906 

Concord Dr.; Liam Doherty, Doherty Custom Homes 

   

III. APPROVAL of July 10, 2014 MINUTES 
Mr. Crilly made a motion, seconded by Mr. Civito, to approve the October 9, 2014 minutes as 

presented. Motion carried by voice vote of 60. 

 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None at this part of the meeting. 

 

V.  NEW BUSINESS 

 A.  Code change consideration of reducing the 2,500 square foot threshold of when 
Post Construction Best Management Practices (PCBMPs) are required to 500 square feet.  
Code Section 26.1000.A.1.  
Staff reported that the current code requires that onsite stormwater storage be provided 

when the net new impervious area on the lot is greater than 2,500 square feet.  The majority 

of new construction falls under this threshold and is not required to provide onsite storage.  

The majority of the newer homes are also constructed with deeper basements, which lead 

to more frequent sump pump discharges with more volume onto adjacent properties and 

onto the public rightofway.  In the winter, excess water can lead to icy and unsafe sidewalk 

and road conditions. 

 

Larger home and paved areas, in addition to greater sump pump activity, lead to stormwater 

issues between neighbors, as well as staff time and money spent addressing negative 

impacts between properties and onto the public rightofway. Between April, 2012 and 
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October, 2014, 194 permits were issued with new impervious area between 500 and 2,500 
square feet.  None of these were required to mitigate runoff from their property.  Staff sent 
letters notifying over 40 builders and developers of the proposed changes and an invitation 
to tonight’s meeting. 
 
To address these concerns, staff researched available options and recommended amending 
the Municipal Code to reduce the threshold for new net impervious area from 2,500 square 
feet to 500 square feet.  This change to the threshold will address runoff problems 
associated to construction related to new homes and substantial home additions, but will 
not overly encumber small home additions, sheds, patios, etc.  
 
Discussion ensued regarding the merits of providing PCBMPs on an individual lot basis, 
where it can have a small but immediate improved impact to a neighboring property to a 
more regional basis where a larger stormwater basin might be installed to help a larger 
project area.  A combination of the two could help both scenarios.   
 
The increase in sump pump discharge with larger and deeper basements was also discussed, 
and it was reiterated that our current practice is to not allow a direct sump pump connection 
into a storm sewer and that if it was an active sump pump it would need a separate BMP to 
mitigate drainage onto downstream properties and Village right of way. 
 
Maintenance and recording of PCBMPs was recognized as being important elements to the 
longterm success of the infiltration measures to reduce runoff from new development.  
Staff reported that at this time there are no plans for inspections by staff to ensure ongoing 
maintenance, but it would be handled through education and on a complaint basis, as many 
code enforcement items are currently.  Recording a note to title will alert a new owner to 
that a PCBMP exists and must be maintained. 
 
Chair Gorman asked for public comment.  Mr. Boroumand asked about how deep drywells 
had to be constructed.  It was explained they had to be a foot above the seasonally high 
ground water elevation, so in some cases there may be a shallower but larger drywell than in 
other locations.  Rain gardens and permeable pavements were discussed as common 
PCBMPs that were used as well.  Mr. Ricklefs noted it was sometimes difficult to fit a PCBMP 
on a lot because the houses were so large and with the foundation overdig it would put 
them in or near the rightofway.   
 
Mr. Scacco reiterated an earlier comment by Chair Gorman that standard drawings would be 
beneficial to homeowners and developers to assist them with PCBMP options.  Ms. Lomax 
and Behr both stated that they discuss with applicants PCBMP choices and direct them to 
our website that has information on the topic.  Ms. Daulton Lange said she was working 
with other staff to develop a guidance manual and details that should be ready by time the 
code takes effect on January 1, 2015. 
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Mr. Schoenberg offered a standard detail of a level spreader sump drainage detail which he 

has found helpful in other communities; it is a perforated pipe system placed underground in 

a bed of washed stone with risers for access and overflow.  

 

Mr. Wicklander asked if a fee may be easier to collect and track, and use that money to 

install regional facilities.  Discussion ensued how fees may be collected in one area, but 

spent in another, and collecting fees did nothing to mitigate the additional runoff that new 

development was creating.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Scacco and seconded by Mr. Civito to recommend that the 

Village Council adopt the proposed changes to the Stormwater & Flood Plain Ordinance.  

Messrs. Gorman, Civito, Crilly, and Scacco voted yes, Messrs. Schoenberg and Wicklander 

voted no.  Motion passed 42.  

 

VI. STAFF REPORT 
See Attachment 1. 

 

VII. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
No further public comment. 

 

VIII. OLD BUSINESS  

A draft of proposed 2015 meeting dates was presented, generally the second Thursday of 

the month.  The Committee requested Staff forward to the Village Clerk for publication. 

 

IV.  ADJOURN 
Mr. Schoenberg  made a motion, seconded by Mr. Scacco  to adjourn the meeting at 8:50 

p.m. Motion carried by voice vote of 60. 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
DECEMBER 17, 2014 MINUTES 

 
 
Call to Order 
Chairman White called the meeting to order at 7:03 PM.  
 
Roll Call 
Present: Ms. Earl, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Mosey, Mr. Zaba, Ch. White 
Absent:  Mr. Domijan, Mr. McCann 
A quorum was established. 
 
Staff:  Kelley Chrisse, Planner 
  Patrick Ainsworth, Planner 
  Stan Popovich, Planning Division Manager 
       
Also Present: Nathan Wheeler, 952 Oxford St., Downers Grove, IL 
 Robert Feller, 944 Oxford St., Downers Grove, IL 
 John Mika, 6545 Main Street, Unit 406, Downers Grove, IL 
 Robert Krueger, 936 Oxford St., Downers Grove, IL 
 Scott Hargadon, Meltzer, Purtill & Steele, LLC, 300 S. Wacker Dr., Chicago, 

IL 
 John Streetz, Doyle Signs 
 Elliot Vicelli, Development Mgmt. Assoc.  
  
Minutes of November 19, 2014 meeting 
 
Ms. Earl moved to approve the minutes of the November 19, 2014 meeting as presented.  
Mr. Zaba seconded the Motion. 
AYE:  Ms. Earl, Mr. Zaba, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Mosey, Ch. White 
NAY:  None 
The Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Agenda change: 
 
Chairman White noted that there are three petitions shown on tonight’s Agenda; however, the 
first item, ZBA-25-14, has been withdrawn by the petitioner as a conditional use had been 
granted in 1971, which makes their petition before the Zoning Board this evening moot.   
 
Meeting Procedures 
 
Chairman White explained the function of the Zoning Board of Appeals, and reviewed the 
procedures to be followed during the public hearing, verifying with Staff that all proper notices 
have been published with regard to the cases on the Agenda. He called upon anyone intending to 
speak before the Board on the Agenda items to rise and be sworn in, as the public information 
portion of the meeting is an evidentiary hearing and comments made during this portion of the 
meeting are considered testimony.   Chairman White explained that members of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals all have had the opportunity to review the documents for the petition prior to 
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the meeting. In order for a requested variation to be approved there must be a majority of four 
votes in favor of approval.  Chairman White added that the Zoning Board of Appeals has 
authority to grant petitions without further recommendations being made to the Village Council.   
He noted that Staff would make its presentation first, followed by comments by the Petitioner.  
He said that if anyone in the audience wishes to speak either in favor of or in opposition to a 
petition, they would be able to do so following the Petitioner’s presentation.  When the public 
participation portion of the meeting is closed, the Board will deliberate on the information 
provided and vote to either approve or deny the petition. 
 

•••••••••• 

ZBA-25-14:   A petition seeking a variation to maintain the existing monument sign located 
in the public right-of-way.  The property is currently zoned R-2, Detached Residential 
House 2.  The property is located north and west of the triangular intersection of Maple 
Avenue, 55th Street and Dunham Road. This property is commonly known as 1400 Maple 
Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PINs 09-07-402-033, 09-07-405-001, -008, -011, -012 and 09-
18-200-002); Paul Druzinsky, Petitioner; The Avery Coonley School, Owner. 

Per a Memo from Patrick Ainsworth, Planner for the Village to the members of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals dated December 17, 2014, this case has been withdrawn as the petitioner no 
longer needs to apply for a variance as the subject sign was approved by the Village in 1971 
under Ordinance #1594.  This Ordinance is tied with Conditional Use Case #C-4-71 which 
successfully obtained permission for the subject sign to be constructed in its current location.   

•••••••••••• 

ZBA-26-14:  A petition seeking a fence variation in order to construct a six-foot tall fence in 
the street yard.  The property is currently zoned R-3, Residential Detached House 3.  The 
property is located on the southeast corner of Oxford Street and Main Street.  The 
property is commonly known as 959 Oxford Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-20-117-
001); Joseph and Joy Niewiadomski, Petitioner and Owner. 

Staff’s Presentation: 

Mr. Patrick Ainsworth, Planner for the Village, stated that this petition seeks a fence variation to 
construct a six-foot tall fence in the street yard where a four-foot open design fence is permitted 
per Section 10.010.B.1.a. of the Zoning Ordinance.  He displayed slides of the property in 
question located at 959 Oxford Street.  Mr. Ainsworth described the six-foot solid fence 
proposed, which is not permitted per Code.  He explained the street yard as it applied to the 
subject property.  Specifically, the petitioner would have to maintain a setback of 22.89 feet from 
the west property line, which abuts the Main Street right-of-way in order to construct a six-foot 
tall fence.   

Mr. Ainsworth stated that the subject property is unique in that it is a corner lot adjacent to a 
disproportionately wide Main Street right-of-way width as compared to the right-of-way width of 
other portions of Main Street between 61st Street and Claremont Drive. The right-of-way width 
abutting the subject property is 140 feet wide while the majority of the Main Street right-of-way 
width measures 100 feet.  The extra 40-foot right-of-way pushes the fence to a distance of 62.89 
feet from the edge of the adjacent sidewalk.  He said that the edge of the sidewalk is typically 
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where the public right-of-way ends, and in most cases involving corner lots, a six-foot solid 
fence could be installed 30 feet from the abutting sidewalk.   

Mr. Ainsworth showed the Plat of Survey, as well as photographs of the site from various angles 
to depict how the property is affected by the additional 40 foot right-of-way width mentioned 
earlier.  He noted that the Kensington Court Condominiums backs up to the subject property.  
Specifically, the Kensington Court Condominium property’s interior side yard abuts the rear 
yard of the subject property which limits the petitioner to installing a four-foot open design fence 
per Code.  However,  Mr. Ainsworth said that the proposed fence will not present a safety 
concern for any traffic in that petitioner’s identified location as the additional 40 foot right-of-
way separates the edge of the adjacent sidewalk to the petitioner’s west property line.  This 
property is the only property along Main Street which has the additional 40 foot right-of-way. 
Therefore, Staff finds that there is a unique circumstance associated with the property that 
warrants granting the requested fence variation for the reasons stated in Staff’s report dated 
December 17, 2014, ZBA-26-14, pages 2 and 3.  In addition, Staff recommends approval of the 
request based on its analysis of the Findings of Fact on pages 3-4 of the aforementioned Staff 
report. 

Ms. Majauskas asked if it is Staff’s position that the additional 40 foot right-of-way makes this 
property unique.  Mr. Ainsworth replied that in comparison to the distance that is typically seen 
from the setback of a six-foot fence from the adjacent right-of-way, then yes.  Ms. Majauskas 
said she sees nothing unique about this corner lot, and when Staff says this lot has an extra 40 
feet of right-of-way she considers them luckier than other corner property owners because they 
have additional right-of-way as buffer. 

Mr. Ainsworth said that other similar properties would be able to put a six-foot fence closer to 
the public right-of-way than this particular property. The property at 959 Meadow Lane near 
Claremont would have a distance between the edge of the west elevation and the edge of the 
sidewalk of 36 feet.  The property located at 921 Claremont, south of this location, would have a 
distance of 28 feet from the edge of the west elevation to the edge of the sidewalk.   

Chairman White said that the initial part of the hearing is to gather the factual basis and not 
necessarily debate the merits of it.   

Ms. Majauskas clarified that she was trying to understand why Staff would consider this unique. 

Mr. Zaba asked if it were a four-foot fence, would it be a slam-dunk, and Mr. Ainsworth replied 
that the petitioner could effectively go up to the property line, but it would be a four-foot open-
faced design.   This petitioner is requesting a six-foot tall privacy fence.   

Petitioner’s presentation: 

Mr. Joseph Niewiadomski and his wife, Joy Niewiadomski of 959 Oxford Street made their 
presentation.  Mr. Niewiadomski said they are requesting relief from the Zoning Ordinance, 
Section 10.010, to install a six-foot board-on-board fence in the rear yard of their lot’s 
westernmost side.  They live along Main Street, which has an abundance of foot and dog-
walking traffic going to and from McCollum Park.  Their house also backs up to the Kensington 
Court Condominium complex whose residents often use the public right-of-way next to their 
street yard.  The suggested four-foot fence is not acceptable as it would allow for the escape of 
their German Shepherd/Retriever dog that could easily jump over the fence.  The four-foot open-
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faced design would allow sight lines into their yard resulting in noise nuisances from their dogs 
and dogs being walked along the public right-of-way.  They feel a closed-design fence would 
eliminate the potential for the noise issue as well as their dog being able to jump over the fence.  
Because Main Street is a major route for emergency vehicles traveling to the hospital, there is a 
lot of traffic traveling along Main Street at high rates of speed and creating a lot of noise. As they 
look to expand their family they want to have a secure yard with the solid fence.  He explained 
that the proposed fence is entirely behind their home and does not extend beyond the western 
border of their building.  He thanked the Board for their time and said that they are very happy 
with their house and their neighborhood, and had always intended to fence in their yard for 
security and privacy reasons.  

Ms. Majauskas asked whether they looked into planting trees along that lot line, and Mrs. 
Niewiadomski responded that they did, however, she has severe allergies, which would be 
exacerbated by additional landscaping.   

Chairman White noted that until it became sufficiently dense, a dog could work its way through 
the foliage and that would be difficult as well.  

There being no further questions from the Board, Chairman White called for anyone who wished 
to speak either in favor of or in opposition to the petition. 

Mr. Wheeler of 952 Oxford Street, directly across from the subject property, said he has talked 
about the fence with Mr. Niewiadomski and Mr. Wheeler has no objection to this request. 

Mr. John Mika of 6545 Main Street, Kensington condominiums said he has lived there for about 
37 years.  He said that he received information in the mail that they were going to put a fence in 
their front yard.  He thinks that someone made a mistake.  Chairman White explained that when 
a corner lot property faces two streets, it has two front yards.  In this case the front yards are 
facing Main Street and Oxford Street.  He asked Mr. Mika if he was fine with the request.  Mr. 
Mika said that they have had various problems with other homeowners on Oxford with disrepair 
of their property.  He said he didn’t know what power the Village has or the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, but there is a nearby property with a fence falling down.  Mr. Mika said they put bushes 
abutting the property there because the back yard was adjacent to the Condo driveway.  The 
shrubbery was planted to serve as a buffer.  He said they hope the fence doesn’t impede the 
vision when they pull out onto Main Street.  If it impedes their vision he would be concerned.  
He came to the meeting to see where the fence would be installed so as not to impede their vision 
onto Main Street.   

Mr. Robert Kruger of 936 Oxford Street said he lives on a corner lot on the cul-de-sac.  He has 
no problem with the proposed fence.  Just north of Oxford is a six-foot privacy fence that goes 
north along Main Street up to the next sidewalk.  He thinks the proposed fence is an excellent 
solution to the problem. 

Chairman White asked about the fence to the north along Main Street.  Mr. Popovich responded 
that is a case of a rear yard to rear yard situation that allows a six-foot solid fence to go up to the 
property line.  He said the intent of the Ordinance for the subject property is not to have a six-
foot solid fence in a front yard so adjacent properties are not boxed in by the six-foot fence.   
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Mrs. Niewiadomski said that the six-foot board-on-board fence is not a privacy issue, but is for 
safety and security.  She also expressed appreciation to the gentleman from the Condos for the 
shrubs that were installed along the property line.  

There being no further comments or discussion, Chairman White closed the opportunity for 
further public comment.  

Board’s Deliberation: 

There were no comments from the Board members.   

Chairman White said that he had no problem with this request based on the Staff’s report and 
evaluation.  He asked if there was a contrary opinion. 

Ms. Majauskas said she doesn’t see anything unique in this situation, and to her it is like every 
single corner lot in the Village.  Everyone wants their dogs, kids and grandpa to be safe.  She 
thinks this property is lucky in that it has an additional 40 feet of right-of-way.  She thinks if they 
grant this variance they are opening the door to every single corner property asking for the same 
thing. 

Ms. Earl said if there was another buildable property along the property she would be concerned.  
However, she has never seen a case quite like this, which makes it unique and she agrees with 
Staff’s evaluations. 

Mr. Zaba said he agreed with the Staff report as well, in that it qualifies as a unique 
circumstance.  He leans toward granting the variance. 

Mr. Mosey said that what Staff has presented is straightforward.  Out of curiosity he asked if the 
petitioner takes care of that 40 feet of right-of-way, and they said they do.  He said his in-laws 
live in that development and the fencing facing Kensington won’t affect them adversely.  He 
thinks Staff did their homework and he thinks this is a good call. 

Ms. Earl added that this is not just the dogs, and not privacy that she is leaning toward granting 
this.  She thinks this is just a very unique circumstance with the right-of-way bumping right onto 
Main Street.   

Ms. Earl moved that in case ZBA-26-14, 959 Oxford Street, the Zoning Board of Appeals 
approve the petition as requested.  Mr. Mosey seconded the Motion. 

AYES: Ms. Earl, Mr. Mosey, Mr. Zaba, Ch. White 

NAYS: Ms. Majauskas 

The Motion to approve carried 4:1. 

•••••••••• 

ZBA-27-14:  A petition seeking a sign variation to reduce the required setback for the 
shopping center sign along Finley Road.  The property is currently zoned B-3, General 
Services and Highway Business.  The property is located at the northeast corner of 
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Butterfield and Finley Roads, and is commonly known as 1570 Butterfield Road, Downers 
Grove, IL (PIN 06-30-403-024); Scott Hargadon, Petitioner; Federal Realty, Owner.   

Staff’s Presentation: 

Ms. Kelley Chrisse, Planner for the Village, stated that the case before the Board is a request for 
a sign variation at 1570 Butterfield Road, to permit a one-foot setback where 10 feet is required.  
The subject property is zoned B-3 as are the surrounding properties.  It is part of the Finley 
Square Shopping Center, and is an outlot improved with the one-story Ruby Tuesday restaurant.   

Ms. Chrisse said that the shopping center is allowed two shopping center monument signs.  One 
of which is on the subject lot, where the other shopping center monument sign is at the corner of 
Downers Drive and Butterfield Road.  The other shopping center monument sign is located on 
the subject lot, which also has the Ruby Tuesday monument sign.  As a corner lot, one 
monument sign is permitted per frontage.  She explained that the property is uniquely shaped 
because of the Illinois State Toll Highway Authority condemnation of the southwest corner of 
the site in 1988.  She noted that despite the eminent domain taking, the petitioner is still required 
to meet the 10 foot setback along the roadways, and therefore, the petitioner is requesting a 
setback variation for the existing shopping center monument sign to permit a one-foot setback.  
Ruby Tuesday is in compliance with their wall and monument signage.  Ms. Chrisse said the 
property has a significant drop in grade between 10 to 15 feet below the grade of Butterfield 
Road.  The two monument signs are situated on berms to keep the grade of the signs consistent 
with that of the adjacent roadways.   She showed a photographic slide display depicting the grade 
difference, and the retaining walls that support the monument signs.   

Ms. Chrisse explained that based on Staff’s evaluation of the requested variation, Staff finds that 
there are unique circumstances and a particular hardship associated with the property which 
warrants the requested shopping center monument sign setback variation for the four reasons 
stated in Staff’s report dated December 17, 2014, ZBA-27-14, 1570 Butterfield Road, page 3.  
Additionally, Staff recommends approval of the petitioner’s request based on its analysis of the 
Standards for Granting Variations specified in the aforementioned Staff report, pages 3-5.  She 
noted that because of the topography of the site and condemnation of their property, approval of 
this request would not be applicable to any other property.   

Ms. Chrisse recommended that the Board approve the requested variation, subject to the two 
conditions listed on page 5 of Staff’s report. 

Ms. Majauskas asked if the outlot is a separate lot, and Ms. Chrisse said it was.  The variation is 
being given to Ruby Tuesday’s lot, which is part of the Planned Development.  Since the sign is 
actually on the Ruby Tuesday lot, the variation would be assigned to that specific site. 

Mr. Zaba asked if that intersection was reconfigured back in the 1980s with the eminent domain.  
Ms. Chrisse responded that although she doesn’t have the documentation available, properties on 
the other corners also were subject to a similar situation of eminent domain.  She doesn’t know if 
they were done at the same time.   Mr. Zaba said he can see on one of the maps that all the 
corners were cut some years ago.  Ms. Chrisse said that in looking at the information, the subject 
site was the largest taking of the four corners.   

Petitioner’s Presentation: 
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Mr. Scott Hargadon of Meltzer, Purtill & Stelle, attorney for the petitioner, said he did not have a 
lot to add to Ms. Chrisse’s presentation.  The issue was not his client’s creation.  They purchased 
the shopping center after the property taking.  As for the question of what happens if they expand 
the right-of-way, the sign is currently 31 feet from the Finley Road surface, and if a turn lane 
were installed, the sign would be significantly distant from the right-of-way.  He indicated that 
there is no other place to put this sign.  If they chose to move it, it would interfere with the 
retaining walls and would require a height variation.  There is also drainage that flows into the 
parking lot to the east of Ruby Tuesday’s.  He said he had a representative of the sign company 
as well as his client’s representative present if there are questions.   

There being no questions, Chairman White called for anyone who wished to speak either in favor 
of or in opposition to the petition.  There being none, he closed the public portion of the meeting. 

Board’s Deliberations: 

Mr. Zaba said this is exactly a situation that warrants a variance. Even though the setback is only 
one foot it is a reasonable distance from the roadway.  He doesn’t think there is anywhere else 
they can reasonably put the sign.  Ms. Earl concurred. 

There being no contrary opinions, Chairman White called for a Motion. 

Mr. Zaba moved, seconded by Ms. Earl, that in case ZBA-27-14 for 1570 Butterfield Road, 
the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the requested variation subject to the conditions as 
stated in Staff’s report.  

AYES: Mr. Zaba, Ms. Earl, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Mosey, Ch. White 

NAYS: None 

All in favor.  The Motion to approve the request carried unanimously. 

•••••••••• 

Mr. Stan Popovich, Planning Manager, reminded the Board members to send any e-mails to him 
if distribution to the Board is necessary.  He notified the Board that the Village has received a 
lawsuit from Mr. Peterson regarding his sign, stating that the Village violates his First 
Amendment right.  

There are no petitions for the January meeting at this time. At the next meeting there will be a list 
of administrative adjustments made by Staff provided to the Board members.   

•••••••••• 

ADJOURNMENT: 

Ms. Earl moved, seconded by Mr. Zaba, to adjourn the meeting. 

All in favor.  The Motion carried unanimously.   

Chairman White adjourned the meeting at 8:00 PM. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Tonie Harrington 
Recording Secretary 
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