
DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING 

WEDNESDAY MAY 28, 2014, 7:30 P.M. 

CHILDREN’S ROOM WEST END 

 

MINUTES 

 

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

 

2. Roll Call. Present: Trustee Susan Eblen, Trustee Wendee Greene, Trustee David 

Humphreys, Trustee Daniel Loftus, President Kathleen DiCola.  Absent: Trustee Thomas 

Read. 

 

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

Assistant Director for Public Services Bonnie Reid, Children’s Services Manager Sara 

Pemberton, Downers Grove Public Library Foundation Board Member John Mochel, 

Downers Grove Friends of the Library President Joanne Hansen, Chicago Tribune 

TribLocal Reporter Dawn Rhodes. 

 

3. Special Presentation by members of the Children’s Services staff.  Staff members 

Sharon Hrycewicz and Kelly Pocci performed the promotional skit for the 2014 Summer 

Reading Club, “Once Upon a Tail” to great acclaim.  They reported that they have now 

performed the skit in all Downers Grove K-6 classrooms, and they expect active club 

participation throughout the summer. 

 

4. Welcome to Visitors. President DiCola welcomed the staff and visitors and thanked 

them for their interest in the work of the Library Board. 

 

5. Approval of Minutes. 

a. April 23, 2014 Regular Monthly Meeting.  It was moved by Loftus and seconded by 

Eblen THAT the Minutes of the April 23, 2014 Regular Monthly Meeting be 

approved.  Roll Call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, DiCola.  Nays: None.  

Abstentions: None. 

 

6. Approval of Payment of Invoices and Other Financial Reports.  It was moved by 

Greene and seconded by Loftus THAT May invoices totaling $132,783.60                       

from the Operating Fund, $681,271.92 from the Construction Fund, credit memos 

totaling $303.12 be approved, and that April payrolls totaling $190,098.99                                    



be recognized.  Roll Call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, DiCola.  Nays: 

None.  Abstentions: None. 

 

7. Opportunity for Public Comment on Agenda Items.  President DiCola invited 

comment.  There was none. 

 

8. Opportunity for Public Comment on Other Library Business. 

President DiCola invited comment.  Joni Hansen, Friends of the Library President, 

reported that the Friends had recently presented a successful travel program at the Lisle 

Public Library and were exploring the possibility of a program at the Westmont Public 

Library, while program facilities are unavailable at the Downers Grove Public Library.  

She indicated that Friends of the Library groups with whom they have collaborated are all 

facing similar challenges in attracting members and supporters. 

 

9. Unfinished Business. 

a. Building Renovation Project. Report. Ashton reported that progress continues to be 

rapid, with the large May payments, exceeding $680,000, indicating the level of 

activity.  Library staff members and members of the public continue to deal 

effectively with the disruption involved in the construction.  This effort is greatly 

assisted by the careful and considerate efforts of the contractors and their workers, 

who have made many adjustments for the challenges of working in an occupied, 

operating public building.   

 

b. Policy on Donor Recognition. Ashton presented the proposed policy, discussed by the 

Board at a previous meeting.  He indicated one substantive change, reducing the 

minimum amount for Memorial and Tribute Books to $25.00 as is the present 

practice. It was moved by Eblen and seconded by Humphreys THAT the proposed 

Policy be adopted.  Roll Call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus,  DiCola.  

Nays: None.  Abstentions: None. 

 

c. Downers Grove Public Library Foundation Minutes, May 19, 2014.  The Board 

received the Minutes as a report. 

 

10. New Business. 

a. Resolution of Appreciated for Martha Krause (attached).  

 

b. Resolution of Appreciation for Pamela Strom (attached).  The Board acted upon the 

two resolutions with a single motion.  It was moved by Humphreys and seconded by 

Eblen THAT the Resolutions be approved.  Roll Call: Eblen: Greene, Humphreys, 

Loftus, DiCola.  Nays: None.  Abstentions: None. 



c. State of Illinois Non-Resident Library Card Program participation and fee.  It was 

moved by Greene and seconded by Loftus that the Library continue its participation 

in the program, with a mathematically computed fee of $270.00 per household, 

effective August 1, 2014.  Roll Call: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, DiCola.  

Nays: None.  Abstentions: None. 

 

d. Policy on Library Meeting Room Use.  Ashton and Assistant Director for Public 

Services Bonnie Reid presented the revised policy proposal.  The Board discussed the 

proposed changes at length, with particular emphasis on the status of the Meeting 

Room as a limited public forum.  The Board also expressed interest in the operational 

issues associated with potential private uses of the room.  Ashton and Reid agreed to 

undertake further research and consider possible further modifications, based on 

Board comments. 

 

11. Report of the Director.  Ashton summarized his written report (attached). 

a. Board President DiCola on Fox News 

 

b. April Circulation statistics 

 

c. Rotary GroveFest plans.  Ashton indicated that he had given the Rotary Club a 

preliminary commitment to allow the Library building to serve as one of several 

emergency weather shelters during the time of the festival, June 20-22.  Board 

members expressed serious reservations about this, particularly during construction 

work, and directed Ashton to discuss the matter with the Library’s insurance advisers 

and Rotary planners. 

 

d. Response to Village of Downers Grove newspaper article. 

 

e. Other recent media coverage. 

 

12. Board Member Comments and Requests for Information.  None. 

 

13. Adjournment.  President DiCola adjourned the meeting at 8:29 p.m.                                



A RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR MARTHA KRAUSE 

Whereas, Martha Krause joined the staff of the Downers Grove Public 

Library as a Reference Librarian in June 1981, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause has pursued steady growth in skill and knowledge 

of library collections and services, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause has provided exemplary customer service to 

thousands of Downers Grove residents, helping them find the books and the 

information they need, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause has selected thousands of books in many different 

subject areas for the Downers Grove Public Library collection, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause has served capably from time to time as Shelving 

Supervisor and as Acting Head of Reference, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause has actively engaged with the many technology-

driven changes in the library field, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause provided leadership in the adoption and use of 

electronic books and other resources, and 

Whereas, Martha Krause will retire from the Downers Grove Public Library 

in June 2014 after thirty-three years of service, 

Therefore Be It Resolved, That the Board of Trustees of the Downers Grove 

Public Library gratefully acknowledges Ms. Krause’s service, congratulates 

her on the occasion of her retirement, and enthusiastically wishes her all 

the best. 

Adopted Unanimously, May 28, 2014 

 

 

Kathleen DiCola, President   Wendee Greene, Trustee 

 

Thomas Read, Secretary    David Humphreys, Trustee 

 

Susan Eblen, Trustee    Daniel Loftus, Trustee 



A RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR PAMELA STROM 

Whereas, Pamela Strom joined the staff of the Downers Grove Public 

Library as a Circulation Clerk in September 1993, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom provided welcoming service to thousands of 

Downers Grove Public Library patrons, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom reinforced the library’s friendly reputation by 

greeting many customers by name, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom undertook many complex, detailed tasks 

successfully, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom has adapted successfully to the many changes in 

library procedures and technology, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom for several years fulfilled a demanding library 

schedule while also serving as a substitute teacher, and 

Whereas, Pamela Strom will retire from the Downers Grove Public Library in 

May 2014 after twenty years of service, 

Therefore Be It Resolved, That the Board of Trustees of the Downers Grove 

Public Library gratefully acknowledges Ms. Strom’s service, congratulates 

her on the occasion of her retirement, and enthusiastically wishes her all 

the best. 

Adopted Unanimously, May 28, 2014 

 

 

Kathleen DiCola, President   Wendee Greene, Trustee 

 

Thomas Read, Secretary    David Humphreys, Trustee 

 

Susan Eblen, Trustee    Daniel Loftus, Trustee 

 



DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

MAY 28, 2014 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 11 

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 

 

a. Board President DiCola on Fox News.  President DiCola represented the Library very 

effectively in a live interview on Fox Chicago, May 22, 2014.  See the interview at 

www.myfoxchicago.com/story/25587522/report-downers-grove-one-of-the-best-places-

to-raise-a-family. 

 

b. April circulation statistics.  Attached. 

 

c. Rotary Grove Fest plans.  The Library will be in a new role as an officially designated 

shelter in the event of severe weather during Grove Fest, June 20-22.  At least one staff 

person will be on site to unlock the building and provide supervision if there is any need 

for shelter.  The Library will be listed as a $500 sponsor of Grove Fest, without a cash 

outlay. 

 

d. Response to Village of Downers Grove newspaper article.  The May 15-21 TribLocal 

carried a story entitled “Downers Grove outspends budget.”  A reader of this story might 

form the mistaken impression that Library funds would be employed to fill a Village 

shortfall.  In cooperation with Village staff, the Library published a clarification on the 

home page of its web site, www.dglibrary.org, with the caption, “Our Financial Friends at 

Village Hall.”  This posting has now been replaced by more current items. 

 

e. Other recent media coverage attached. 

http://www.myfoxchicago.com/story/25587522/report-downers-grove-one-of-the-best-places-to-raise-a-family
http://www.myfoxchicago.com/story/25587522/report-downers-grove-one-of-the-best-places-to-raise-a-family
http://www.dglibrary.org/
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 1 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 2 

MAY 28, 2014 MINUTES 3 
 4 
 5 
Call to Order 6 
Chairman White called the meeting to order at 7:02 PM.  7 
 8 
Roll Call 9 
Present: Mr. Domijan, Ms. Earl, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. McCann, Ms. Souter, Mr. Zaba,  10 

Ch. White 11 
Absent:  None 12 
A quorum was established. 13 
 14 
Chairman White welcomed Mr. Wesley Zaba as the new member of the Zoning Board of 15 
Appeals, bringing the Board to its full count of seven members.   16 
 17 
Staff:  Stanley Popovich, Acting Community Development Director 18 
  Kelley Chrisse, Planner 19 
  Patrick Ainsworth, Planner 20 
  Stan Balicki, Assistant Director of Public Works 21 
     22 
Also Present: George Huber, Industrial Kinetics 23 
  Graham Grady, Taft, Stettinius & Hollister, 111 E. Wacker Dr., Chicago 24 
   25 
Minutes of April 23, 2014 meeting 26 
 27 
Ms. Earl moved, seconded by Mr. Domijan, to approve the minutes of the April 23, 2014 28 
meeting.    29 
 30 
AYE:  Ms. Earl, Ms. Souter, Mr. McCann, Ch. White 31 
NAY:  None 32 
Abstain: Mr. Domijan, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Zaba 33 
The Motion passed 4:0:3.  34 
 35 
Chairman White explained that it was his understanding that Board members need not abstain on 36 
the vote for the minutes.  37 
 38 
Chairman White announced that there would be a Staff presentation before the discussion of 39 
items on the Agenda and asked Mr. Popovich to make that presentation. 40 
 41 
Sign Ordinance Review 42 
 43 
Stanley Popovich, Acting Director of Community Development, provided a brief overview of the 44 
amended Sign Ordinance. He reviewed the square footage allowed for signs in various 45 
commercial areas in the Village, including the Ogden Avenue commercial district, the downtown 46 
business district, and the shopping centers in the Village.  He explained that single tenant 47 
properties are allowed a specific number of square feet of monument signage, in addition to wall 48 
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signage, or they may combine that into one sign.  He further explained how square footage is 1 
determined and that it includes white space on the signs.  Mr. Popovich, using an overhead 2 
projection, showed where wall signs could be located on stores in commercial districts.   3 
 4 
In response to Mr. Domijan’s question on placement of signs, Mr. Popovich explained that 5 
directional signs are also allowed but are not included in the total square footage.  He displayed 6 
photos of some nonconforming signs, e.g. wall signs on walls without frontage and roof signage.  7 
He then showed an example of conforming signage. 8 
 9 
With regard to monument signs, there is one monument sign allowed per tenant frontage, with 10 
the maximum number of monument signs being two signs.  He explained how the size of the 11 
monument sign is determined by showing a variety of examples on the overhead for both 12 
conforming and nonconforming monument signs.  In addition, he noted that landscaping is 13 
required around the monument signs.   14 
 15 
Mr. Popovich then discussed shopping center monument signs, explaining that the tenant panels 16 
do not count toward the overall amount of signage allowed for each tenant.   17 
 18 
With regard to commercial Tollway signs, the maximum height allowed is 20 feet with a 19 
maximum area of 225 square feet.  These signs do not count toward the total square footage 20 
allowed for signage.  21 
 22 
Mr. Popovich then discussed the Downtown Business, Downtown Transition and Fairview 23 
Concentrated Business Districts.  Businesses are allowed one square foot of signage for every 24 
one lineal foot of tenant frontage.  The area of the sign is calculated the same as it is for general 25 
commercial signs.  Each business is allowed one wall sign. Illuminated box signs are prohibited 26 
in these districts.  Downtown businesses are allowed a monument or shingle sign.  He reviewed 27 
sizes of other types of signs in the Downtown Business District, and displayed photos of 28 
businesses in that District.  He said that illuminated monument signs are allowed in these three 29 
districts.  30 
 31 
As for awnings, they are only allowed to have business name, address and logo on them.  The 32 
Village does not regulate the patterns on or color of awnings, but the bottom of awnings must be 33 
eight feet above the grade.  Window signage coverage of 25% is allowed throughout the Village, 34 
where up to 25% of each window can be covered in lettering or advertising for each business, 35 
which is not counted in the total square footage.   36 
 37 
Institutional signs have a different requirement (schools, churches, libraries, etc.).  They are 38 
allowed a 20 square foot monument sign, with the same setbacks as the general commercial area.  39 
The difference is that they are allowed four lines of changeable copy instead of two lines of 40 
changeable copy.  They are also allowed one wall sign of 20 square feet and religious symbols 41 
are allowed.  Signage can be lit externally.   42 
 43 
Restaurant menus can be displayed on the exterior of the building, provided that they are 4 44 
square feet or less, which does not count toward the total amount of signage allowed.  A-frame 45 
boards are restricted to 6 square feet in the Downtown Business District and require a license 46 
agreement with the Village.   Directional signs are permitted and do not count toward total 47 
square footage.  Projecting signs do count toward total square footage.  He reviewed all other 48 
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types of signage that might appear, such as second floor signage, door signs, window signage on 1 
second floor businesses, etc.  2 
 3 
Mr. Domijan asked about language added for illuminated signage such as neon lighting and 4 
electronic message signs.  Mr. Popovich said that the code has not changed with the passage of 5 
the new Zoning Ordinance and enforcement issues continue as they relate to neon signs outlining 6 
windows.  Exposed neon cannot be used.  Electronic message signs are prohibited in the Village.  7 
The ordinance was written so that any sign more than two feet behind the window is not 8 
considered signage, as this is defined as a display.  Home occupations are allowed two square 9 
feet of signage next to the door, where illumination is prohibited except by a porch light.  The 10 
end of the amortization period was May 5th of this year and Staff has begun enforcement.   Staff 11 
is working with everyone who has submitted for permit or applied for a variation, wherein 12 
enforcement proceedings will be suspended.  Mr. Popovich indicated that the compliance rate 13 
now is about 91%.  14 
 15 
Council approved the new Zoning Ordinance May 20, 2014, and Staff is making some minor 16 
scrivener’s corrections and clarifications.  The new Ordinance will be in effect at the time of the 17 
next meeting.  The new ordinance has created some additional options for granting minor relief, 18 
such as zoning exceptions.  Once all final changes are made, the entire Zoning Ordinance will be 19 
on the Village website.   20 
 21 
Meeting Procedures 22 
 23 
Chairman White explained the function of the Zoning Board of Appeals, and reviewed the 24 
procedures to be followed during the public hearing, verifying with Staff that all proper notices 25 
have been published with regard to the cases on the Agenda. He called upon anyone intending to 26 
speak before the Board on the Agenda items to rise and be sworn in, as the public information 27 
portion of the meeting is an evidentiary hearing.   Chairman White explained that members of 28 
the Zoning Board of Appeals all have had the opportunity to review the documents for the 29 
petition prior to the meeting. In order for a requested variation to be approved there must be a 30 
majority of four votes in favor of approval.  Chairman White added that the Zoning Board of 31 
Appeals has authority to grant petitions without further recommendations being made to the 32 
Village Council.   He noted that Staff would make its presentation first, followed by comments 33 
by the Petitioner.  If anyone in the audience wishes to speak either in favor of or in opposition to 34 
a petition, they will be able to do so following the Petitioner’s presentation.  When the public 35 
participation portion of the meeting is closed, the Board will deliberate on the information 36 
provided and vote to either approve or deny the petition.  37 
 38 

••••••••••••••••••••••• 39 
 40 
ZBA 02-14  (Continued from April 23, 2014):  A petition seeking a sign variation to 41 

maintain an existing wall sign on the east elevation.  The property is 42 
currently zoned M-1, Light Manufacturing.  The property is located 270 feet 43 
east of Katrine Avenue and is located on the south side of Curtiss Street.  44 
This property is commonly known as 2535 Curtiss Street, Downers Grove, IL 45 
(PIN 08-12-302-006); Scott Blaszak/Industrial Kinetics, Inc., Petitioner; 46 
George H. Huber Jr./ MT&GII, LLC., Owner. 47 

 48 
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 1 
Staff’s Report 2 
 3 
Village Planner Patrick Ainsworth said this is a sign location variation for the property located 4 
on the south side of Curtiss Street, 270 feet east of Katrine Avenue in the Ellsworth Industrial 5 
Park, which is zoned M-1, Light Manufacturing.  The property houses two tenants, one on the 6 
east half of the building and a separate tenant on the west half.  Mr. Ainsworth explained that the 7 
petitioner is requesting a sign variation to maintain the wall sign on the east façade of the 8 
building.  Per Section 28.1502.02(a) of the Sign Ordinance, wall signs are permitted only on 9 
building facades that front a public right-of-way.  As such, wall signs would only be permitted 10 
on the north façade of this building.   11 
 12 
He further explained that the building has approximately 200 feet of frontage along Curtiss 13 
Street.  The petitioner using the eastern 125 feet of the 200-foot frontage is allowed 187.5 square 14 
feet of total signage based on tenant frontage.  The existing wall sign measures 56 square feet 15 
and there is an existing monument sign measuring 17 square feet.  The tenant has an 8.5 square 16 
foot tenant panel on the monument sign bringing the petitioner’s total signage to 64.5 square 17 
feet.  Staff is working with the petitioner currently to bring the existing monument sign into 18 
compliance with the Sign Ordinance.  Although the petitioner occupies the majority of the tenant 19 
frontage facing Curtiss Street, there is little physical area on the north elevation to locate a wall 20 
sign that is a similar size to the existing wall sign that is currently mounted to the east elevation.  21 
Therefore the petitioner is requesting a variance to allow the existing wall sign to remain in its 22 
current location.  He then showed photographs of the building in question, the existing signage 23 
and the monument sign. 24 
 25 
Mr. Ainsworth said that upon review, Staff concluded there are unique circumstances associated 26 
with this property that warrant granting the requested variation for the following reasons:  1) 27 
based on the design of the building, the north façade does not provide space for a wall sign; 2) 28 
the only facades that have space for the maintenance of the existing wall sign are the east and 29 
west elevations, neither of which have frontage; and 3) the variation would not be applicable to 30 
other properties within the Ellsworth Industrial Park as all other properties have space for wall 31 
signs on facades that have frontage.  Based on the analysis of the Village’s Standards for 32 
Granting Variations, Mr. Ainsworth said that Staff finds there is a physical hardship associated 33 
with this property and recommends approval of this request.   34 
 35 
Mr. Ainsworth then summarized all nine Standards for Granting Variations as shown on Staff’s 36 
report ZBA-02-14, 2535 Curtiss Street dated May 28, 2014, pp. 2-4.  He further stated that there 37 
are unique circumstances associated with this property that present a physical hardship for the 38 
petitioner to install a code-compliant wall sign, that all standards for granting the variation have 39 
been met, and Staff recommends approval of the requested 56 square foot wall sign variation. 40 
 41 
Chairman White asked if someone were to come in and build a new building with this same 42 
configuration what would happen. Mr. Ainsworth replied that for new construction it must be in 43 
full compliance and would have to meet the existing Sign Ordinance regulations.  44 
 45 
Mr. Domijan asked why if the petitioner’s wall sign would be compliant if installed on the west 46 
elevation.  Mr. Ainsworth replied that both tenants share the monument sign.  The neighbor does 47 
not have a wall sign; however, because of the two separate addresses for the building, the only 48 
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alternative is the east façade. Mr. Popovich said that the other tenant could possibly make the 1 
same argument to install a wall sign on the west facade.   He added that the sign was installed in 2 
2007 as part of the building permit, but had to come into compliance by 2014.  3 
 4 
There being no further questions, Chairman White called upon the Petitioner to make its 5 
presentation. 6 
 7 
Petitioner’s Presentation: 8 
 9 
Mr. George Huber, applicant and owner of the company and the building explained that the front 10 
of the building is a glass product that cannot support a sign.  The bulk of traffic arriving comes 11 
from Belmont going west.  He said that work on the monument sign should be done in the 12 
foreseeable future.  The front portion of the building was built in 1960.   13 
 14 
Chairman White called upon anyone in the audience who wished to speak either in favor of or in 15 
opposition to the Petition.  There being none, he closed the public portion of the meeting, then 16 
asked the Board if they had any further comments or questions. 17 
 18 
Board’s Deliberation: 19 
 20 
Ms. Majauskas said this makes sense, as there is nowhere else on the building to put the sign.   21 
 22 
Ms. Earl said she agreed with Staff’s analysis that the Standards have been met, and she agrees 23 
with granting the variation.   24 
 25 
Mr. Domijan said he had an opposing position because there probably is a solution that doesn’t 26 
necessarily have to be on the building, and it also opens up the possibility of what would happen 27 
to the western side of the building.  Although he agrees that most of the Standards have been 28 
met, he thinks they are in dangerous water here.  He thinks other businesses will reply to this 29 
variation with similar requests of their own.  30 
 31 
Ms. Majauskas said she drives there every day and trucks come from the west.  They will not see 32 
the sign, and she agrees that this is the location for the sign.  She does not think this request is 33 
applicable to other properties. 34 
 35 
Chairman White said it seems clear with this building that the sign request is appropriate. 36 
 37 
Ms. Souter asked what would happen if the sign were to come down and have to be replaced.  38 
Mr. Popovich said that the variation stays with the land.   If they demolish the building and 39 
completely rebuild, then the building and signage will have to comply with the existing 40 
ordinances. 41 
 42 
Ms. Majauskas made a motion for case ZBA-02-14 to grant the requested variation. Ms. 43 
Souter seconded the Motion.  44 
AYES: Ms. Majauskas, Ms. Souter, Ms. Earl, Mr. McCann, Mr. Zaba, Ch. White 45 
NAY:  Mr. Domijan 46 
The Motion to grant the variation passed 6:1.   47 
 48 
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 1 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2 

ZBA-05-14 A petition seeking multiple monument sign variations.  The property is 3 
currently zoned B-3, General Services and Highway Business.  The property 4 
is located on the south side of Butterfield Road, approximately 500 feet east 5 
of Downers Drive, commonly known as 1201-1213 Butterfield Road, 6 
Downers Grove, Illinois (PIN 06-30-401-012); FL Cedar 2, LLC, 7 
Petitioner/Owner. 8 

 9 
Chairman White said that Staff has recommended continuing the variation petition until the June 10 
25, 2014 meeting with the concurrence of the petitioner.  11 
 12 
Ms. Earl moved, seconded by Ms. Majauskas, to continue Case ZBA-05-14 to the June 25, 13 
2014 meeting.  All in favor.  14 
The Motion passed unanimously. 15 
 16 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 17 
 18 
ZBA-06-14 A petition seeking a height variation for the construction of a salt dome.  The 19 

property is currently zoned M-1, Light Manufacturing.  The property is 20 
located at the northeast corner of Walnut Avenue and Curtiss Street, 21 
commonly known as 5101 Walnut Avenue, Downers Grove, Illinois (PINs 08-22 
12-300-001, -002, -003, and -008 and 08-12-112-003 and -004); Village of 23 
Downers Grove, Petitioner; Village of Downers Grove and Downers Grove 24 
Sanitary District, Owners.  25 

 26 
Mr. Patrick Ainsworth reviewed Case ZBA-06-14 seeking a height variation to construct a new 27 
37.22 feet tall salt dome where a 35 foot tall building is allowed per Section 28.1105(p) of the 28 
Zoning Ordinance.  It is located in the Ellsworth Industrial Park M-1 Light Manufacturing 29 
District.  The Downers Grove Sanitary District owns the property adjacent to the Village’s 30 
Public Works facility that is leased to the Village of Downers Grove, who is the applicant.   31 
 32 
Mr. Ainsworth explained that the Village plans to demolish the existing salt dome and construct 33 
a larger salt dome in the exact same location.  The proposed dome will accommodate 6,700 tons 34 
of rock salt to use to clear local roads and public properties during the winter months.  He 35 
explained how the height is determined for commercial buildings in a non-residential district, 36 
and noted that the new salt dome would have a height of 37.22 feet.  He said that the proposed 37 
salt dome will have to increase in height in order to get the capacity needed while honoring the 38 
terms of the original property lease agreement going back to 1996.  In addition, salt delivery 39 
takes place twice a year, once in the summer and once in the winter.  The winter delivery is the 40 
most difficult, such as this past year when river areas were frozen and delivery of the salt was 41 
delayed.  He showed slides depicting the hardships to the property, one of which is the 42 
topography from the existing salt dome down to St. Joseph’s Creek.   43 
 44 
Mr. Ainsworth said that Staff supports this request.  Staff finds that there are unique 45 
circumstances and physical hardships associated with this property that warrant the requested 46 
variation to be granted for the following reasons:   47 
 48 
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1) There is a physical hardship with regard to the topography of the subject property and to the 1 
proximity of existing stormwater facilities.  This forces the applicant to build a taller salt dome 2 
rather than a shorter and wider dome in the location of the existing salt dome.  The physical site 3 
conditions also forces the applicant to design the proposed structure to a height that exceeds the 4 
allowable building height in order to accommodate an adequate amount of rock salt for the 5 
winter months.   6 
 7 
2) If the variation were granted, it would not be applicable to other similar properties since this 8 
property is directly associated with delivering a unique public service to the community and 9 
there are physical hardships associated with the subject property.  The proposed structure is 10 
directly tied to the pubic heath, safety and welfare of the entire community.   11 
 12 
3) The Village’s lease with the Sanitary District requires the Village to follow an approved site 13 
plan.  The site plan requires the salt dome to be located in is current location.  As such the 14 
Village cannot relocate the salt dome elsewhere on the site without renegotiating the lease.   15 
 16 
Staff has also analyzed the Village’s Standards for Granting Variations, as stated in its report 17 
ZBA-06-14, 5101 Walnut Avenue, dated May 28, 2014, pp. 3-5, and finds that there are unique 18 
circumstances and physical hardships associated with this property and Staff recommends 19 
approval of this request.   20 
 21 
Mr. McCann asked about the salt usage figure for last year, and how the 6,700-ton figure was 22 
obtained. 23 
 24 
Mr. Ainsworth referred to Mr. Stan Balicki, Assistant Director of Public Works, to answer the 25 
question. 26 
 27 
Assistant Director Balicki replied that last year the Village estimated salt usage in excess of 28 
6,700 tons of salt--closer to 7,000 tons.  The winter began with a full salt dome and by winter’s 29 
end they had exhausted all of that salt, plus whatever else they could purchase to address the 30 
community’s needs.  They have purchase records going back 25 years and the average is about 31 
4,900 tons of salt.  Mr. Balicki said in that time period there have been 3-4 winters that the 32 
Village purchased in excess of what this proposed structure would actually hold.  So, in essence, 33 
this would be the upper end of what the Village might need. 34 
 35 
Mr. McCann inquired about the size of the present structure as compared with the proposed 36 
dome and the construction materials of the proposed dome.  Mr. Balicki replied it is about 75 37 
feet in diameter, whereas the new one would be about 100 feet with a concrete foundation and 38 
wood beams.  In further response, he said that this is standard construction for these types of 39 
domes.  The plans for the existing dome show the same construction.  The drawings presented to 40 
the Board are preliminary drawings that were based on Staff input and site constraints.  Mr. 41 
McCann asked if the contractor accounted for the building code for Downers Grove to which Mr. 42 
Balicki believed that they did. 43 
 44 
Mr. Popovich reiterated that the Village requires petitioners to submit preliminary drawings to 45 
the ZBA due to the expense of finished drawings.  Mr. McCann said it appears as though this 46 
variation could probably be avoided if the contractor can vary the angle of the roof slightly to 47 
comply with the height maximum.   48 
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 1 
Chairman White stated that the Board has historically been strict in its interpretation of meeting 2 
the standards for approval and granting variation requests.  His preference is for the Village to 3 
modify the proposed construction to comply with the code requirements, as opposed to granting 4 
a variation.  He asked for further explanation regarding the “hardship.” 5 
 6 
Mr. Balicki responded that it is possible to revise the construction of the structure to comply with 7 
code requirements, however, the capacity of the dome would be decreased and it would likely 8 
increase the cost to customize the design of the dome.  Chairman White questioned the need to 9 
accommodate 150% of what the Village normally needs.  He suggested modifying the size of the 10 
dome to stay within code requirements and still accommodate more storage than is currently 11 
available in the existing structure. 12 
 13 
Mr. Popovich reiterated the need to keep the dome in the same location per the lease with the 14 
Sanitary District and how this is a unique circumstance where the Village needs additional salt 15 
storage to provide services for the public health and welfare of the community.  The Village is 16 
the only entity to provide that service to all local roads.  The proposed salt dome is anticipated to 17 
provide salt storage for the Village in 99% of the winters.  Additionally, there are areas that have 18 
not been annexed into the Village and the additional storage capacity proposed will 19 
accommodate potential increases in service demand for the areas that could be annexed in the 20 
future.  The lease, topography change and capacity are important considerations in how the dome 21 
is constructed. 22 
 23 
Mr. McCann said he thinks this is unique but the drawing provided appears to be a standard 24 
drawing.  He suggested that minor changes could be made to the construction of the structure to 25 
meet code requirements and eliminate the need for the variation without impacting capacity.  Mr. 26 
Popovich replied that the capacity of the building is likely to be reduced if the construction were 27 
modified. 28 
 29 
Chairman White concurred with staff that the existing structure is not sufficient.  The Village 30 
cannot move it and is stuck with the site requirements.  His concern is that the Board does not 31 
know the difference in the capacity of a 35-foot dome versus the 37.22-foot tall proposed 32 
structure. 33 
 34 
Mr. Domijan compared the overall physical height of the existing and proposed structures:  35 
approximately 45 feet or a four-story building for the existing dome, whereas the proposed dome 36 
will be approximately 60 feet or the equivalent to a six-story building.  Mr. Domijan expressed 37 
concern with the large size of the structure, although staff pointed out that the height of the 38 
structure is not determined to the ridge of the roof, as the comparison implies.  Mr. Domijan 39 
questioned the ability to relocate the dome to accommodate code requirements.  He understands 40 
the need for the salt capacity, particularly given the extreme winter this year. 41 
 42 
Ms. Souter asked why the current one is so rounded and the proposed one isn’t.  Mr. Balicki said 43 
the current structure is a geodesic dome, but he has not seen a geodesic dome that would hold 44 
that much salt.  Mr. Balicki described the ways in which salt can be loaded: via conveyor into the 45 
entrance door or loaded with loaders that operate within the dome.  He wanted to point out that 46 
when they discuss the capacities of the structure, they are maximum capacity.  From a practical 47 
standpoint that is not necessarily what they will be able to fill based on how the salt is loaded.  48 
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Ms. Souter asked if the salt is kept in the center, away from the walls.  Mr. Balicki replied if it is 1 
done with front-end loaders, they would load the back first, toward the front entrance, and then 2 
work their way up.  There is no roll-up door, due to the location of the entrance on the south.   3 
 4 
Mr. McCann asked if there is a regulation to the slope of the roof.  Mr. Popovich said that is a 5 
Building Code issue as to how it is designed and supported.  In terms of height, it is consistent 6 
with measuring the slope of the roof and measuring height.   7 
 8 
Ms. Majauskas asked if this were a standard dome, would the Village have to go to a custom 9 
dome if they started changing heights and structure.   Mr. Balicki indicated that the Village needs 10 
covered storage that will hold as much salt as possible and is not familiar with the various 11 
options on salt dome construction.  He stated that there are few companies that build these and 12 
for that reason a similar design is used. 13 
 14 
Chairman White asked if the geometry of the dome could be changed to accommodate 6,700 15 
tons of salt and comply with the height limitation.  Or, if that cannot be done, he inquired about 16 
what capacity below 6,700 tons would be acceptable.  He questioned the need for a variation 17 
when the Village Council could amend the height of salt domes in the zoning ordinance.  To 18 
which Mr. Popovich replied that a text amendment would be required which would only apply to 19 
this particular property.  Relief requests for unique circumstances are handled through the 20 
variation process to this Board.  21 
 22 
Ms. Earl believes this is a unique situation where she does not believe there are other private salt 23 
domes in the Village and, therefore, the request for relief is not applicable to other properties.  24 
Additionally, this backs up to the sewage treatment plant, where she does not think the increased 25 
height will create a negative impact on surrounding views. 26 
  27 
Mr. Domijan compared this structure to an accessory structure and expressed concern about the 28 
height.  Ms. Majauskas disagreed that the proposed salt dome is not similar to a pavilion or other 29 
accessory structure, in that the purpose of the dome is to provide public safety services to nearly 30 
50,000 residents in the winter months.  31 
 32 
Ms. Earl asked if there is any requirement that the salt all be stored in the same spot.  Mr. Balicki 33 
said they would have to be building salt domes in either residential or commercial areas, which is 34 
not desirable from an operational standpoint.  During the winter months they are on 24-hour 35 
status.  Having more than one location would increase the cost of services. 36 
 37 
Mr. Majauskas asked if there could be a condition on this area that it can only be used for a salt 38 
dome.  Mr. Popovich said they could place such a condition on this if they choose. 39 
 40 
Mr. Domijan said that they are asking the public to follow these rules and guidelines, and he is 41 
concerned that not enough evidence has been presented to show that other options have been 42 
considered trying to comply with the code restrictions.  Mr. Domijan does not believe that the 43 
salt dome has to be in the same location.  Mr. Balicki explained the site restrictions and that all 44 
the seemingly available property is owned by the Sanitary District, which is governed by the 45 
lease agreement between the Village and the Sanitary District.  There was some discussion about 46 
the complications of an intergovernmental agreement.   47 
 48 
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Ms. Souter asked if there is a timing issue for the next winter.   Mr. Popovich said it is time 1 
sensitive. 2 
 3 
Ms. Majauskas expressed concern about additional costs that may be incurred with a custom 4 
designed salt dome.  5 
 6 
Chairman White said not knowing the storage capacity of a 35 tall dome, he is unable to vote on 7 
this request.  He also doesn’t know whether the geometry can be modified slightly, and he is 8 
open to continuing this.  He agrees that facility with increased storage is needed; however, he 9 
would like additional information before voting. 10 
 11 
Mr. Ainsworth said that the number 6,700 was significant for a reason.  There was an open bid 12 
system to find companies who would provide the lowest estimate for the best design that would 13 
meet the Village’s needs.   14 
 15 
Mr. Ainsworth said from the Staff’s perspective, this is a very unique situation in terms of what 16 
the Village is providing to the community, and the fact that Public Works has determined the 17 
amount of salt necessary to best serve the community.   They cannot make changes to the 18 
location, as this has been part of a lease agreement that cannot be changed.   This capacity will 19 
allow them to service the land in the Village’s planning jurisdiction that could be annexed.  It is 20 
also unique from the point of the topography of the site.    21 
 22 
There being no further discussion and no one wishing to make any additional public comments, 23 
Chairman White closed the public participation portion of the meeting. 24 
 25 
Board Deliberation; 26 
 27 
Ms. Majauskas said she is in favor of this. The Village has to be given some leeway as 28 
taxpayers’ money is being spent and this is a service to the entire Village.  She doesn’t see it 29 
being analogous to anything else.  The Village Staff has come in and made this request because 30 
they thought it to be the most cost effective and most feasible.  In all the years she has been on 31 
the Board she’s never seen the Village come in with another variance request. 32 
 33 
Mr. McCann said this is a battle that they have with a lot of the applications.  He hears a lot 34 
about the uniqueness of this but not the hardship.  It seems as though the existing foundation has 35 
to be excavated anyway so they could go down a bit further.  The plans submitted are boilerplate 36 
plans.  He doesn’t see that anyone called the company and asked for plans with a 35 foot height 37 
limit instead of 37.5 feet.  He’s not even sure there are plans yet, other than standard plans from 38 
the company.  He doesn’t see why they can’t go down further on the foundation and wall and 39 
then be in compliance.  He is concerned about the applicability of this variance to the average 40 
homeowner.  Ms. Majauskas replied that this does not set a precedent for residents to request 41 
height variations because this request is specific to providing a public service. 42 
 43 
Chairman White is convinced that the salt dome must be in this location but does not feel that the 44 
hardship has not been fully established.  Mr. McCann said he understands the questions raised, 45 
but above everything, he agrees that there isn’t enough information to make a decision.  He 46 
believes there is a way to bring it into compliance, but at this time there is not enough 47 
information. 48 
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 1 
Ms. Majauskas said the Staff sees this as so unique, and asked whether that outweighs the 2 
hardship.  Chairman White said it does not.  He said a unique need is not enough to justify 3 
ignoring the question of hardship. 4 
 5 
Mr. Popovich communicated that a delay in a decision tonight will create a timing issue for the 6 
construction contract and, ultimately, the completion of the project in time to receive salt before 7 
winter.  Mr. Popovich replied that if additional information is required, they could continue the 8 
public hearing to the June 25th meeting.  Chairman White said he would prefer to continue it 9 
instead of deny it, however, he does not have the power to make that Motion. 10 
 11 
Mr. Domijan said they could put a Motion to Continue or a Motion to Approve.  12 
 13 
Discussion ensued regarding how much salt a compliant dome would hold and cost to customize 14 
the dome.   15 
 16 
Mr. McCann moved to deny the petition, seconded by Mr. Domijan.  17 
 18 
Ms. Majauskas expressed concern about how this Motion would affect the Village if denied 19 
because a denied application cannot reapply for six months, which will affect the construction of 20 
the proposed dome before the next winter.   21 
 22 
Mr. McCann offered to withdraw his motion if the Board would rather continue the petition to 23 
grant time to collect additional information.  The Board agreed that a continuance would be 24 
preferred.  Mr. McCann withdrew his motion to deny the petition. 25 
 26 
Mr. Zaba moved to continue the case until the June meeting, seconded by Ms. Majauskas. 27 

AYE: Mr. Zaba, Ms. Majauskas, Ms. Souter, Ch. White 28 
NAY: Mr. Domijan, Ms. Earl, Mr. McCann 29 

The Motion to continue passed 4:3. 30 
 31 
Mr. Popovich asked the Board for the additional information needed, which consisted of answers 32 
to the following questions: 33 
How much salt will a compliant dome hold? 34 
What is the cost of compliant versus non-compliant dome? 35 
Why is 6,700 tons such an important number? 36 
Are there standard domes to house 6,700 tons of salt? 37 
Do other communities have domes like this? 38 
What efforts have been made to bring this structure into the confines of the Village?  39 
What discussion has there been with the company to build within the Code?  40 
What other hardship issues exist to justify the higher dome? 41 
How will this effect the time to construct the dome? 42 
 43 
Mr. Domijan pointed out that one big question is justification of hardship. 44 
 45 
Other Business: 46 

 47 
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Mr. Popovich said the salt dome discussion would be discussed in June, with three or four sign 1 
variations as well.   2 
 3 
Chairman White reminded everyone that if any more than two of the members meet it’s 4 
considered a violation of the Illinois Meetings Act.   5 
 6 
Chairman White adjourned the meeting at 9:32 PM. 7 
 8 
 9 
Respectfully submitted, 10 
 11 
 12 
Tonie Harrington 13 
Recording Secretary 14 
 15 
 16 
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