VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE

August 24, 2016
7:00 p.m.

AGENDA
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Minutes —July 27, 2016
4. Public Hearings

a. 16-ZBA-0007: A petition seeking a variation to allow a 6 foot open fence
in the street yard of a residential district. The property is currently zoned
R-2, Residential Detached House 2. The property is located at the northwest
corner of Maple Avenue and Dunham Road, and is commonly known as
The Avery Coonley School at 1400 Maple Avenue, Downers Grove, IL
(PINs 09-07-402-033, 09-07-405-001, 09-07-405-008, 09-07-405-011, 09-
07-405-012, 09-18-200-002). Peter Brown on behalf of The Avery Coonley
School, Petitioner and Owner.

5. Other Business

6. Adjournment

THIS TENTATIVE REGULAR AGENDA MAY BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE




VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
JULY 27,2016 MINUTES

Call to Order
Chairperson Earl called the meeting to order at 7:03 PM.

Roll Call
Present: Mr. Domijan, Mr. Kulovany, Mr. McCann, Mr. Werner, Ch. Earl
Absent: Ms. Eberhardt, Ms. Majauskas,

A quorum was established.

Staff: Rebecca Leitschuh, Senior Planner
Swati Pandey, Village Planner

Also Present: Scott Tanaka, 2430 615t St., Downers Grove, IL Owner

Minutes of June 22, 2016 meeting

Mr. McCann referred to page 6 of the minutes and the paragraph beginning “Mr. McCann said”,
and asked that the sentence near the end of that paragraph beginning “He, however, sees nothing
in Sec. 14.100.B” end with the words “regarding street yard setbacks.”

Mr. Kulovany moved, seconded by Mr. Domijan, to approve the minutes of the June 22,
2016 meeting as amended.

All in favor. The Motion passed unanimously.

Meeting Procedures

Chairperson Earl asked those in attendance to silence their phones. She 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 case
on the Agenda. She noted that members of the Zoning Board of Appeals have had an opportunity
to review the materials provided by Staff and in some cases have visited the site in question. In
order for a requested petition to be approved there must be a majority of four votes in favor of
approval. Chairperson Earl added that the Zoning Board of Appeals has authority to grant
petitions without further recommendations being made to the Village Council. She called upon
anyone intending to speak before the Board on the Agenda item 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. She said that Staff would make its
presentation first, followed by comments by the Petitioner. She added that if anyone in the
audience wishes to speak either in favor of or in opposition to the 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.

Zoning Board of Appeals July 27, 2016 1



16-ZBA-0005: A petition seeking a variation to allow accessory structures on a separate
lot without the principal structure. The property is currently zoned R-4,
Residential Detached House 4. The property is located on a corner lot on
61% Street between Leonard Avenue and Janes Avenue and is commonly
known as 2430 61° Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 08-13-403-017, -018).
Scott Tanaka, Petitioner and Owner.

Staff’s Presentation:

Ms. Swati Pandey, Planner for the Village, said this petition requests the installation of accessory
structures on a lot without a principal structure. The Owner has two lots, which are corner lots,
one of which faces Leonard Avenue, and the other which is a vacant lot along Janes Avenue.

She displayed a plat of survey for the property for lots 8 and 9. The petitioner approached the
Village requesting a variation to allow construction of a sport court for basketball and pickle ball,
as well as a concrete patio on the vacant lot. He was advised that this was not allowed as an
accessory structure must be located on the same lot as a principal use, and there was discussion
of proceeding with an administrative lot consolidation. However, it was found that according to
the Subdivision Ordinance in Section 20.507.d.3, properties cannot be consolidated that have a
common lot line that is shared for less than one hundred feet. That condition is not met on this
property as the lot is only 55° wide. Staff explored other options for the petitioner, and it was
determined that the petitioner could apply for a variation request and present his case before the
Zoning Board of Appeals.

Ms. Pandey showed the site plan for the property. She descried the lot location, which is
primarily a residential neighborhood with single-family homes. The property to the north is
vacant and is zoned R-4. Staff recommends denial for the variation request, as the Zoning
Ordinance does not permit accessory uses and structures on the separate lot. She reviewed the
standards for a variation request and noted that there are no particular hardships, practical
difficulty or unique circumstances with the land that warrants the requested variation. Staff’s
reasons as stated in its report are as follows:

1) Corner lots are not unique to the neighborhood or to Downers Grove. The owner is
not prevented from making reasonable use of both lots, and can legally develop both lots with a
single family home and other approved uses in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.

2) The variation could set a precedent for future requests to allow accessory structures
and buildings on any vacant lot.

Ms. Pandey then reviewed the Standards and Review Criteria as noted in the staff report dated
July 27, 2016, 16-ZBA-0005, 2430 61% Street, pages 2-4. She said if the Zoning Board of
Appeals decides to approve the request, Staff asks that it be approved with the conditions that the
sport court and patio shall comply with all plans and documents submitted by the petitioner as
part of its variation application, or as amended by the Zoning Board of Appeals. She noted that
Staff believes that the Standards of Approval for granting a variation have not been met and
recommends denial of the requested variation.

Mr. Domijan asked about the right-of-way on 61% Street or is it vacated. Senior Planner Rebecca
Leitschuh said that it has not been vacated and there is no intention to do so at this time.
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There being no other questions for Staff, Chairperson Earl called upon the Petitioner to make his
presentation.

Petitioner’s Presentation:

Mr. Scott Tanaka of 2430 61° Street, Downers Grove, identified himself as Petitioner and owner
of the property, which he purchased in November of 2015. He explained that he contacted the
Village in May and was told there were two options available, which would be the variation or
the lot consolidation. He spent $1000 for the permit for the lot consolidation and eventually was
told that there was no option other than the variation. He said that the Village was unwilling to
reimburse him the $1000, and that is why he is seeking the variation. He feels like the ignorant
homeowner, particularly since he looked at Staff’s report that shows he did not meet any of the
variation criteria. He teaches math and is a basketball coach at a high school, and moved to
Downers Grove to be close to his 5-year old son. He saw the property and considered it a great
opportunity to install the basketball court for his son. He said he understands that this could set a
precedent and apologized for not being as prepared as he should have been for the meeting. He
spoke with neighbors and explained that this was not a public basketball court. As for a physical
hardship, he joked that it is a pretty difficult lawn to mow. He doesn’t want to jeopardize the
surroundings, although he thinks it would enhance the surroundings. Mr. Tanaka said that no
one in the neighborhood that he spoke with had any issue with his requested variation when they
realized that it would not be a public court.

Mr. Domijan asked what materials would be used, and Mr. Tanaka said that it would be concrete,
as it would last the longest. He would assure that the water would run off correctly. In further
response to Mr. Domijan, he said he would make sure that it was approved to run off into the
proper drains. If that could not be assured, he would not get it done. There are drains on Janes
and on 61% Street that were recently improved. Mr. Domijan asked if there is a community park
nearby, and Mr. Tanaka said there are several. He just wanted the convenience of having the
court on his own property.

Mr. Kulovany??? asked what Mr. Tanaka’s plans were for the lot when he purchased it, and Mr.
Tanaka said it was for a basketball court; however, he didn’t examine it properly beforehand. If
this doesn’t go through, he will have to have fencing installed as people use it as a public lot and
have their dogs eliminating on the property. When he saw the property he saw it as a fantastic
opportunity for his son to play. As a basketball coach, he wanted to be able to play with his son.
In further response, he is a first-time homeowner and used his realtor’s judgment that he would
be able to build the sports court on the vacant parcel. In hindsight, had he known about this he
still would have purchased the property. The realtor did know his plans for the property.

Mr. Kulovany then asked about using the driveway for a portable backstop. Mr. Tanaka said as a
basketball junkie, that’s not close to what he wanted to do for his son. But if he has to use that,
he will.

Mr. McCann ??? asked about the options given by the Village for an administrative
consolidation, and whether the Village said it could be done. Mr. Tanaka said he was definitely
told it could be done and that’s why he spent the money for that option. He said that apparently
Staff missed the 100’ requirement. Had that not happened, he would not be requesting the
variation. He assumed the administrative consolidation was going to work and that is why he
paid that much money for the application fee, the plat of survey, etc. The application fee was
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reimbursed. Mr. Tanaka said he did everything they asked him to do, which took a lot of time to
have the drawings prepared, etc.

There being no further questions from the Board, Chairman Earl called upon anyone from the
public who wished to make a statement. There being none she closed the opportunity for future
public comment.

Mr. Tanaka said he appreciates the Board coming to the meeting to hear his request. He said he
hoped his neighbors understood that he didn’t want to upset the neighborhood.

Board Deliberation:

Chairperson Earl explained that the rules for variations are much stricter than for exceptions.
She said they need four positive votes for approval.

Mr. Kulovany asked Staff whether there is a contingency for a homeowner when the Village
makes a mistake that costs them a $750 charge. Ms. Leitschuh replied there is nothing to cover
that situation. She said it is unfortunate because there was an amendment to the Subdivision
Ordinance in 2012 and since this doesn’t come up very often, Staff went with the previous
understanding and interpretation. However, they later realized that the amendment in 2012
prohibited this type of construction. As a result, the fee for coming before the Zoning Board of
Appeals was waived.

There was some discussion as to whether a fence would be allowed. Mr. Kulovany said that it
looks as though the Petitioner was forced to spend the $750, but if they need a Plat of Survey in
order to get a fence installed, the Petitioner would have to spend that amount anyway.

Mr. McCann ??? asked what is actually seen as a structural use in the Code, and the definition of
structure seems to include a walkway, or parking lot. The only provision in the Code that he’s
been able to find is for parking that serves the primary lot, but that is for commercial use rather
than residential use. He could not find any justification for an accessory structure on a
residential lot.

Mr. Domijan said that for a while flag lots were becoming prominent in the Village and that is
what he thinks drove the amendment to the Subdivision Ordinance.

Mr. McCann said he doesn’t see this as a unique situation; however, there seems to be no other
way around it. He said a while back a petitioner wanted to put up a shed but it could not be
granted for largely the same situation as this.

Mr. Werner ??? noted that to allow this is beyond a reasonable interpretation of the Code, and
would set a precedent. The Board is limited on what it can do, based on its effect on future
requests.

Mr. Domijan further noted that the variation would stay with the land if another person bought
that property.

Ms. Earl said if there was something truly unique with the land the Board would be able to grant
it; however, without that unique status the Board cannot grant it.
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Mr. McCann moved to approve the variation as requested. Mr. Kulovany seconded the
Motion.

AYES: NONE
NAYS: Mr. McCann, Mr. Kulovany, Mr. Domijan, Mr. Werner, Ch. Earl
The Motion to approve was defeated unanimously.

Mr. Tanaka expressed his appreciation to the Board for trying to find a way to approve this. He
said if they can find any way for him to recoup the $750 he would appreciate that. Mr. Domijan
explained that if he is considering the fencing, he would need to have the Plat of Survey done
and he has already had it done for the lot consolidation.

CASE 16-ZBA-0003

Ms. Leitschuh said that Case 16-ZBA-0003 specific to 5400 Janes Boulevard was granted a
variation for on-site storage adjacent to a residential area. The Board reviewed the petition. Ms.
Leitschuh said they are now requesting a six-month extension as they are working with the
Illinois EPA and the results from the on-site testing have not yet come back. Their legal staff has
advised them until all the information comes back from the EPA not to do anything on the site.

Mr. McCann moved to approve the extension on case 16-ZBA-0003 as requested. Mr.
Kulovany seconded the Motion.

AYES: Mr. McCann, Mr. Kulovany, Mr. Domijan, Mr. Werner, Ch. Earl
NAYS: NONE

The motion was approved unanimously.

Ms. LEITSCHUH said that there is a variation request for next month’s meeting.
ADJOURNMENT:

Mr. Kulovany moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Mr. McCann.
All in favor. The Motion carried unanimously.

Chairperson Earl adjourned the meeting at 7:55 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Tonie Harrington
Recording Secretary
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DUWNEHS VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
GROE REPORT FOR THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
AUGUST 24, 2016 AGENDA

SUBJECT: TYPE: SUBMITTED BY:
16-ZBA-0007 Swati Pandey
1400 Maple Avenue Fence Variation Planner
REQUEST

A petition seeking a fence variation in order 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.

NOTICE
The application has been filed in conformance with applicable procedural and public notice requirements.

GENERAL INFORMATION

OWNER/APPLICANT:  The Avery Coonley School/Peter Brown
1400 Maple Avenue
Downers Grove, IL 60515

PROPERTY INFORMATION

EXISTING ZONING: R-2, Residential Detached House 2

EXISTING LAND USE: Institutional - School

PROPERTY SIZE: 454,344 square feet (10.43 acres)

PINs: 09-07-402-033, 09-07-405-008, 09-07-405-011, 09-18-200-002, 09-07-405-012,
09-07-405-001

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES

ZONING FUTURE LAND USE
NORTH: R-2, Residential Detached House 2 Single Family Residential
SOUTH: R-4, Residential Detached House 4 Single Family Residential
EAST: R-2, Residential Detached House 2 Single Family Residential
WEST: Unincorporated Parks and Open Space
ANALYSIS
SUBMITTALS

This report is based on the following documents, which are on file with the Department of Community
Development and attached to the report as noted:

1. Application/Petition for Public Hearing
2. Location Map
3. Pditioner’s Project Summary/Narrative L etter
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4. Letters of Support
5. SitePlan

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Theproperty, commonly known as 1400 Maple Avenue, islocated at the northwest corner of Maple Avenue
and Dunham Road. The property is zoned R-2, Residential Detached House 2, and is improved with a
school and accessory uses. Currently, the property has a six-foot high chainlink fence and a four-foot high
split rail fence along Maple Avenue.

The petitioner is requesting approval of a continuous six-foot high black aluminum fence along Maple
Avenue, the street yard for the Avery Coonley School property. Section 10.010.B.1.a of the Zoning
Ordinance permits only a four-foot high open design fence in the street yard. The school is located in a
residentially zoned district and is therefore permitted to have a fence with a maximum height of four feet
in the street yard. The current fence consists of two sections: a six-foot chainlink fence for 272 feet, and a
four-foot split rail fencefor 115 feet. The total length of the proposed six-foot tall black aluminum fenceis
387 feet. Thefenceis proposed to be installed in the same location as the existing fences.

ANALYSIS

Variation from Zoning Ordinance, Fence Variation

As noted above, the petitioner is requesting a variation to install a six-foot high fence in the street yard,
where only a maximum of four feet is allowed per Section 10.010.B.1.a. of the Zoning Ordinance.

Staff finds that there are no unique circumstances or physical hardships associated with this property that
warrant granting the requested variation. Based on the analysis below, staff recommends denial of the
variation.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The petitioner has outlined the request in the attached narrative letter and supplemental documents. The
petitioner will further address the proposal and justification to support the requested variation to the Board
at the public hearing.

Variationsrequire evaluation per Section 28.12.090 of the Municipal Code, Standards and Review Criteria:
“No variation may be approved unless the variation to be approved is consistent with the spirit and intent
of this zoning ordinance and that strict compliance with the subject provisions would result in practical
difficulties or particular hardships for the subject property owner. The consideration of whether avariation
request has met the standards of practical difficulties or particular hardships must include all of the
following findings from the evidence presented:”

(1) The subject property cannot yield a reasonable return if required to comply with the regulations that
applytoit.
The property has yidded a reasonable return and will continue to regardless of whether or not the fence
variation is granted. The school has existed at its current location since 1929 and is already improved with
afour-foot fencefor aportion of thefrontage. Thefacility has operated successfully for many years without
a six-foot fence for the full length of the south property line. This standard is not met.

(2) Theplight of the owner isdueto unique circumstances.
There are no unique circumstances associated with this property. The requirement for a four-foot high
fence in the street yard is due to the fact that the school is located in aresidential district. All elementary
schools in Downers Grove are located in residential zoning districts. The granting of the variation could
allow other eementary schools throughout the Village to build a six-foot high fence in their street yards.
This would be inconsistent with the zoning ordinance. This standard is not met.
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(3) Thevariation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of thelocality.
If the requested street yard variation is granted, the essential character of the locality will be altered. The
schoal is located in a residential neighborhood where the expectation is to have open yards with shorter
open design fences. The variation may alter the character of the locdity. This standard is not met.

(4) That the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the subject property
would result in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if
thedtrict letter of theregulationswere carried out.

There are no particular hardships, physical conditions or unique circumstances associated with this
property. The topography and existing setbacks actually provide additional screening and separation
from the public right-of-way as opposed to a hardship or inconvenience. This standard is not met.

(5) That the conditions leading to the need of the requested variation are not applicable, generally, to other
properties within the same zoning classification.
All elementary schools within Downers Grove are located in residential districts and granting a variation
to Avery Coonley Schoal could allow other schools to make similar requests where there are no physical
hardship or unique circumstances. This standard is not met.

(6) That the alleged difficulty or hardship was not created by the current property owner.
The petitioner has not alleged a hardship but an aesthetic concern about the appearance of the existing
chainlink fence. The installation of a four-foot fence would alleviate the petitioner’s aesthetic concern.
This standard is not met.

(7) That the proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of air to adjacent property, or
substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety, or substantially
diminish or impair property valueswithin the neighborhood.

The requested difference in the height of the fence does not impair an adequate supply of air or increase
the danger of fire, public safety or property values within the neighborhood. The height of the fence will
not significantly impact or change these conditions. This standard is met.

(8) That the proposed variation will not alter the essential character of the area.
If granted, the variance could alter the essential character of the area. The variation could allow other
school or residential property owners the opportunity to build a six-foot fence in their street yards. The
installation of taller fences in front yards where open yards and shorter fences are permitted could alter the
character of the Village' sresidentially zoned neighborhoods. This standard is not met.

(9) That the granting of the variation will not confer on the subject property owner any special privilege
that is not available to other properties or structuresin the same district.
The request to install a six-foot fence in the street yard would confer a special privilege if granted.
Residentially zoned properties are tregted in the same manner throughout the community. Granting this
variation will allow this property a privilege not afforded to other similar institutional uses and properties
inthe Village. Thisstandard is not met.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff believes thereis no physical hardship or unique circumstance associated with this property. Based on
the analysis above, staff believes the standards for granting a variation have not been met. As such, staff
recommends denial of the requested variation.

Should the ZBA decide to approve the requested variation, the variance should be subject to the following
condition:
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1. The fence shall comply with the plans and documents submitted by The Avery Coonley Schoal,
dated July 15, 2016, and/or as amended by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

Staff Report Approved By:

Stanley J. Popovich, AICP
Director of Community Development

SP:sp
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Report 16-ZBA-0007.docx
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THE AVERY COONLEY SCHOOL
7/15/16

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

Dear Department of Community Development,

The Avery Coonley School is requesting a variation to replace an existing rusting 6’ chain
link fence with an attractive 6’ black aluminum fence.

Existing Fence: Example of Replacement Fence:

o

This fence is located along Maple Avenue and is highly visible to traffic within the village.
The existing fence is an eyesore to many and The Avery Coonley School is requesting a
variance to allow the fence to be replaced with a much more aesthetically pleasing one.
Being a school, it is imperative that the fence be 6’ tall in order to provide a safety barrier
between the property and a very busy street as well as to discourage unauthorized access
to the students’ play area. Also, our swimming pool is visible from Maple Avenue and the
existing 6’ fence provides an important additional barrier for life safety.

1400 MapLe AvENUE | DownNeErs Grove, IL 60515-4849
TEL: (630) 969-0800 | Fax: (630) 969-0131 | WWW.AVERYCOONLEY.ORG



The Avery Coonley School response to Section 28.12.090.G Standards and Review Criteria:

1. The Avery Coonley School is requesting a variation to replace an existing 6’ rusting
chain link fence with a more aesthetically pleasing 6’ aluminum fence. There will be
no change to the property other than the installation of a nicer looking fence. We
believe that this is in keeping with the spirit and intent of the zoning ordinance.
Continuing to have a rusting chain link fence along the most visible side of our
property results in a hardship for our business by creating an eyesore and
detracting from the real educational value our school has to offer prospective

families.

2. Standards of practical difficulties.
a. Two key components of any school are safety and security.

i.

il.

Safety: If the Avery Coonley School were required to replace the
existing 6’ fence with a 4’ fence, per the zoning ordinance, many
current parents who provide revenue, as well as future parents,
would view this as a safety issue. Our students utilize the outdoor
areas of our property on a daily basis during the school year and for
our summer programs. Every day we have more than 150 students at
a time outdoors for recess. With our play area and sports field located
along Maple Avenue, our students regularly play up to the fence
located on Maple. Many of our students could very easily climb over a
4’ fence, for example, to retrieve a ball in the street. This would create
a very dangerous condition for our students. It would only take a
moment for a student to be outside the view of the recess supervisors
to hop a 4’ fence and run into the street. This safety issue would
negatively impact the value of our property. No responsible school
with students older than 6 years old have a fence lower than 6’
between a recess area and a busy street. Please see the attached letter
from our insurance agent, Schulz-Brundage, for additional
information.

Security: In order to remain competitive in the market, schools need
to provide a high level of security in order to attract families. A 4’
fence along a busy main road to the school would not meet general
safety concerns. Any adult with malicious intent could very easily
jump the fence and snatch a child to bring into a waiting car or
otherwise cause harm. Many prospective parents would notice the
lack of an adequate security fence as they drive by the school and this
may deter them from applying. Because we are a nonprofit
organization, we rely heavily on new customer revenue. Showing a



3. Facts

lack of concern about security along the main entrance to our
property will negatively impact our business. Please see the attached
recommendation from our security consulting firm, RETA Security, for
additional information.
Since our school moved to our current location in Downers Grove in
September of 1929, our mission has always been that of an independent
school. Our zoning classification of R-2 may not necessarily truly reflect our
mission of being a nonprofit, independent school. It is typically considered
best practices by cities and villages to allow 6’ fences for the safety and
security of students at schools. Qur zoning does not seem to be fully in
alignment with our unique circumstances.
Replacing the rusting 6’ chain link fence with a new 6" aluminum fence will
not alter the character of the locality in any negative way, and will in fact
enhance the aesthetics of the Maple Avenue corridor.

As stated in section 2a above, The Avery Coonley School would face the
particular hardship of reduced revenue if the school does not meet the safety
and security expectations of potential parents. At more than one grade level
the School is currently running at below optimal enrollment numbers.
Multiple prospective parents have stated that safety and security are
important factors when deciding to enroll their child at our school. Visibly
reducing the safety and security of our property by going from a 6’ fence to a
4’ fence would hurt our ability to attract new parents and could impact the
decision of some of our parents to remain here. We take the safety of our
students very seriously, and it is important that this is reflected in all of our
security measures, including our fencing.

As stated in section 2b above, our current zoning of R-2 may not be in full
alignment with the intent of R-2. Other schools within Downers Grove have
fences along the front of their property that exceed 4’. Therefore, we contend
that our request to replace our existing 6’ fence with another 6’ fence is in
alignment with what other schools in Downers Grove have in place.

We have been the consistent property owner since 1929. During that
timeframe, we have been allowed to install multiple 6’ fences. The zoning
change that no longer allows a 6’ fence to be installed is a hardship that was
not created by the current property owner.

The installation of a new 6’ aluminum fence will not negatively impact supply
of air, or increase danger of fire, or endanger public safety, or diminish or
impair property values. In fact, it will likely enhance property values within
the neighborhood.



e. Replacing a rusted chain link fence with an aluminum fence will not alter the
essential character of the area, other than to enhance it.

f.  This request is in alignment with what many other schools have in place. The
only thing that the property owner is requesting is to replace an existing 6’
fence with a nicer looking 6’ fence.

Sincerely,

=

Peter A Brown
Chief Financial Officer
The Avery Coonley School
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INSURANCE

ELMER A. SCHULZ
HowARD A. BRUNDAGE IlI
HowARD A, BRUNDAGE |V
C. HARRY HOLZMACHER
RONALD J. RENCH

7/13/2016

Attn. Stan Popovich, Director of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Ave.,

Downers Grove IL 60515

Mr. Popovich,

I am writing in support of The Avery Coonley School’s effort to replace the current fence with a
new six feet tall fence. Because the school is both a Maple Avenue neighbor and a client of our
insurance agency, for nearly 50 years, I'm extremely familiar with both the school and the village’s
reasonable pursuit of uniformity in zoning.

Generally, eight feet is the standard height of a fence designed to provide security. In many
jurisdictions, four feet is the minimum required for private pools. From a risk management perspective,
there is no doubt that an insurer would rather see a six foot fence than a four foot fence, especially
when children will naturally be attracted to the pool and playground. In fact, the school takes risk
management very seriously. In conjunction with Liberty Mutual insurance Company’s Risk Management
Department, the school has demonstrated a real commitment to even the finer points of safety (i.e.
playground mulch depth monitoring, flooring slip studies, equipment guarding). Given both the property
values and recreational equipment on site, a four foot fence is an insufficient barrier.

If the purpose of the four foot limitation is to regulate aesthetics, | understand, but that
shouldn’t trump the interest of safety. For that reason, | urge you to grant whatever variance is
required, to allow The Avery Coonley School to construct a very tasteful, but fully functional six foot
fence. ‘

Sincerely, = |
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SECURITY
The Avery Coonley School
Peter Brown
1400 Maple Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

July 11, 2016

In the interest of protecting students, staff and visitors of The Avery Coonley School, we
recommend replacing your existing 6’ chain link fence with a 6" aluminum fence. This
improvement is in keeping with Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
(CPTED) principles and recognized protective fencing standards.

Paul Timm, PSP
RETA Security, Inc.

P.O.Box 189 i Lemont, IL 60439 (630) 932-9322 www.retasecurity.com_



July 15,2016

Department of Community Development
801 Burlington Avenue
Downers Grove IL 60515

Re: Support of Request by Avery Coonley School Variance for New Fence

Dear Sir/Ma’am:

I am writing in support of a request by the Avery Coonley School for a variance that would allow
a new six foot fence to replace the existing chain link fence. The existing fence is unattractive
and beyond its useful life. The new fence as proposed by the school would enhance the aesthetic

of the entire neighborhood.

Please approve the variance requested by the Avery Coonley School.

IHam R. AtWwoot

5942 Pershing Ave.
Downers Grove, IL 60516

Sincerely,




1236 55 Street
Downers Grove, IL 60515

June 14, 2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

Dear Community Development Representative:

My husband and | are writing in support of replacing the chain link fence at The Avery Coonley School
with a 6’ black aluminum fence.

We have lived in Downers Grove since 2005, only 1 block away from The Avery Coonley School property.
Having visited the campus, we realize that it is a beautiful piece of Downers Grove, with its wide field,
it’s classic architecture and its lovely landscaping. However, the current fence looks out of place and
spoils the overall impression of the school.

The fence also does not fit into the ambiance the town is trying to create of “small town Americana”.
Rather, from the perspective of Maple Avenue, it creates the illusion that there is a correctional
institution located behind the chain fence, rather than a school for gifted children.

Last, based on recent news cycles, it would be imperative and responsible for a school to have a 6 feet
fence for security reasons alone. It can be safe and attractive.

Thank you for consideration.

Sincerely,

Losontyio
Barbara and Michael Cosentino
Barbara.cosentino0523 @gmail.com




July 12, 2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, lllinois 60515

To the Zoning Board of Appeal:

As residents of the Downers Grove community for over 30 years, my wife and | would like to write a
letter in support of The Avery Coonley School. This school has been a fixture in this community for
over 100 years. They have been a good neighbor and a steward of the reputation and charm of
Downers Grove. It has come to our attention that the school needs to replace the aging rusty chain-
link fence on Maple Avenue with a 6 foot black aluminum fence. This request has been denied by the
Department of Community Development who indicated that it would only approve a four foot fence,
or be fine with keeping the eyesore rusting fence. We are disappointed in this decision because the
rusting fence is not safe for the students as well as unpleasant to view from Maple Avenue. We find
the denial of the request to be short sighted and lacking in good judgment, for this aluminum fence as
proposed by The Avery Coonley School shows a commitment in keeping the charm of Downers Grove.

We are in full support of The Avery Coonley School’s wishes for a 6 foot aluminum fence that would
both enhance the view of the school from Maple Avenue and offer better security and safety for the
students and faculty. It is our opinion that a 4 foot fence offers little or no security and would lack
the elegance of the 6 foot aluminum fence.

We request that you consider our support of The Avery Coonley School’s appeal and grant them the 6
foot replacement fence.

Respectfully,

John and Kathy Gallo

6913 Penner Avenue



July 13,2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, Illinois 60515

To the Zoning Board of Appeal:

As a member of the Downers Grove community for my whole life and a new homeowner, my
husband and I would like to write a letter in support of The Avery Coonley School. Not only has
the school been a reputable organization within Downers Grove for the past 100 years, it has also
been a good neighbor that upholds a strong reputation within the area.

It has come to our attention that the school is trying to replace the rusting chain-link fence that
lines the sidewalk on Maple Avenue. They have proposed replacing it with a 6-foot black
aluminum fence that would continue providing the school with security and charm. The
Department of Community Development, however, has denied this request. The Department
indicated that it would approve either a four-foot fence or the continued usage of the rusting
fence. We are extremely disappointed in this decision. Supporting the continued usage of a
deteriorating fence where grade school students learn and play is very surprising to me. While
the alternative may seem reasonable to some people, consideration of the type of establishment
for which the fence will be built is essential. A four-foot fence would not promote the type of
security that is necessary for the students and staff—especially since Maple Avenue is an area of
high foot and automobile traffic.

My husband and I are in full support of The Avery Coonley School’s wishes for a 6-foot
aluminum fence, for we believe it will offer security and beauty for the area. We strongly
encourage the Department of Community Development to reconsider its decision. In addition,
please consider our support of The Avery Coonley School’s appeal and grant them the 6-foot
replacement fence.

Respectfully,

Thomas and Stephanie Stegich

1805 Hatch St.



Robert & Catherine Brown
1015 Oak Hill Road
Downers Grove, IL 60515

July 15, 2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, |IL 60515

Re: Request from The Avery Coonley School for a Variance to Erect a 6" Aluminum Fence

To Whom it May Concern,

As a 16-year resident of Downers Grove, | have driven past the Avery Coonley School dozens of times. |
firmly believe that permitting the school to erect a new 6’ aluminum fence would be a benefit to both
the school and to the community. There would be no physical or visual negative impact by allowing this
improvement, rather, it will be a beautification effect.

Thank you in advance for your positive consideration in resolving this issue.

Robent . Browwn



7115/16

Dear Village officials

| am writing to you on behalf of the Avery Coonley School and our request for a
variance for the replacement of the fence on the school grounds along Maple
Avenue. | would like to share my support for this project and the granting of the
variance. The current fence is very unattractive and a new fence would certainly
enhance the property. As one of the more prominent properties in the village,
anything that could be done to enhance the property would be valuable to the
school and the town. Avery Coonley values being a member of such a wonderful
community as Downers Grove and we hope to make our grounds as appealing
and attractive as possible.

I grew up in Downers Grove attending Avery Coonley. The beauty of the school
grounds has always been an important part of my experience at the school. |
hope you will support our effort to improve and enhance the grounds.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Patrick Fry

Chair of the Board of Trustees
The Avery Coonley School



71316

Dear Village officials -

It has come to my attention that the Avery Coonley School is seeking a variance
to current codes involved in the replacement of the fence that faces Maple
Avenue. | would like to share my support for this project and the granting of the
variance. The current fence is very unattractive and a new fence would certainly
enhance the property. As one of the more prominent properties in the village,
anything that could be done to enhance the property would be valuable to the
school and the town.

As a property owner, | support this variance and the positive effect it would have
on other properties and their values.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Peter Fry

3621 Sterling
Downers Grove, IL 60515



July 14, 2016

Village of Downers Grove
801 Burlington Avenue
Downers Grove, IL 60515

Dear Department of Community Development,

As a twelve year resident of and property owner in Downers Grove, | am writing to voice my full support
of the installation of a 6’ black aluminum fence at The Avery Coonley School along Maple Avenue. The
present structure is rusted and leaning. The proposed fence would improve the look of the campus, the
neighborhood, and improve the property values. At such a highly visible intersection, the outward
appearance of the school can enhance the public perception of the suburb itself. It is my understanding
that the new aluminum fence meets the safety and security needs of the school.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. My hope is that the Village of Downers Grove can
continue to make such needed improvements for the long term benefit of the community.

Sincerely,

Lisa M. Wiltz
7173 Springside Ave,
Downers Grove 60516-3718




Teague
5227 Brookbank Rd. Downers Grove, IL 60515 ° 630.421.0762 ¢ Kristen.t.teague@gmail.com

July 12, 2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

Dear Members of the Department of Community Development:

We are writing this letter in full support of The Avery Coonley School installing a 6" black
aluminum fence along Maple Avenue. We believe that it will significantly improve the look of
the property on which there currently resides a rusted and worn chain-link fence. The addition

of the new 6’ aluminum fence will also likely serve to enhance property values.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to reach out to us for further
information or for questions you may have.

Sincerely,

%ﬁ;mioiIth t;:ZJLﬂerf—
A

Kristen Teague and Brayer Teague



July 15, 2016

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

To Whom It May Concern:

As Downers Grove property owners, we are writing in support of the installation
of a six-foot aluminum fence along the southern boundary of the Avery Coonley
School, running parallel to Maple Avenue.

Replacing the existing chain link fence with a new, equally secure, aluminum
fence would greatly improve the aesthetics along this busy corridor and would
increase property values. A fence of this size would, moreover, help to ensure the
safety of the school’s students and deter any would-be trespassers onto the
property.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.
Sincerely,
Christopher & Carol Portman

1805 Grant Street
Downers Grove, IL 60515



Nancy R. Doris
1411 Golden Bell Court
Downers Grove, IL 60515

(312) 224 - 8963

Department of Community Development
Village of Downers Grove’

801 Burlington Avenue

Downers Grove, IL 60515

July 25, 2016

To the Downers Grove Department of Community Development,

I am writing to support the installation of a 6-foot black aluminum fence at
the Avery Coonley School. As a lifelong Downers Grove resident, and now
Orchard Brook homeowner and parent of children who attend Avery Coonley, I
strongly believe that a 6-foot fence is required for campus security and
student safety. In addition, a new and improved fence will enhance the
appearance of our community along Maple Avenue - a major thru road connecting
Downers Grove with neighboring suburbs - in addition to increase the nearby
property values within Downers Grove.

Please reconsider this important request.

Sincerely,

Nancy R. Doris
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