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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN REVIEW BOARD  

VILLAGE HALL - COMMITTEE ROOM 
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE 

 
FEBRUARY 26, 2015, 7:00 P.M. 

 
 
Chairman Pro tem Davenport called the February 26, 2015 meeting of the Architectural Design 
Review Board to order at 7:00 p.m. and asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Pro tem Davenport, Mrs. Acks, Mr. Casey, Ms. Englander, Mr. Riemer 
 
ABSENT: Chairman Matthies, Mr. Larson  
 
STAFF: Village Planner Chrisse 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Ken Lerner, 4933 Whiffen Place, Downers Grove; Mr. Scott Lazar, 

808 Maple Ave., Downers Grove 
 
REMARKS FROM THE CHAIR - None 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – JANUARY 22, 2015 
 
 THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 22, 2015 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON 
MOTION BY MR. CASEY, SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS.  MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.  
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
A. Historic Preservation Ordinance 
 
 i.  Lessons Learned-District Nomination – Planner Kelley Chrisse introduced Mr. 
Lerner who was going to give a presentation on his experience with creating a historic district.   
 
 Mr. Ken Lerner, 4933 Whiffen Place, Downers Grove, shared his presentation on the 
attempts to save the Edwards House located at 942 Maple Avenue that, unfortunately, was not 
successful due to not having the required 51% vote necessary.  Mr. Lerner presented a timeline 
that he created that reflected the steps taken for that process.  The timeline depicted the 
communication that occurred amongst the neighbors, the neighborhood meetings held, and the 
detailed process for nominating a historic district.  He reported the village’s 42-page historic 
preservation application was a bit confusing.  A historical survey of the Maple Avenue area and 
a number of forms and flyers used during the process also followed.   
 
 Mr. Lerner elaborated on the issues that he ran into, including:  getting property owners 
in the village to respond in a timely manner; organized resident opposition to the district; and the 
questions of property restrictions raised during the neighborhood meetings and to whom those 
restrictions would apply.   
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 Board members very much appreciated the presentation.  Questions from the board 
members included how many of the 10 to 15 organizers lived within the proposed district, 
wherein Mr. Lerner estimated about half.  Given that gathering ownership information can be a 
moving target, one member acknowledged that Mr. Lerner’s group organized very quickly and 
did the best they could to obtain the necessary information.  Asked how the park district and 
church group responded to the proposal, Mr. Lerner described how he worked with the park 
district board but could not recall their response.  There was no input from the church groups and 
he did not know why.  However, he believed some business owners along Maple Avenue were in 
support of the proposal.   
 
 Responding to another member question, Mr. Lerner explained that putting the historic 
district together initially was, partially, to stop further redevelopment of the property and to 
preserve the house.  He elaborated that timing was an issue but at the same time it gave residents 
an opportunity to express their concern about development along Maple Avenue versus 
preservation.  If the district were in place, he recalled there would have been an extra set of 
procedures under the ordinance to be able to demolish the home, e.g., proof of hardship.  Asked 
if he thought single-family owners were a higher percentage of residents in favor of the district 
versus the owners of a nearby condominium development, Mr. Lerner believed consent came 
from the majority of the single-family owners.    
 
 Asked if two years would be enough time to educate the residents and form a district, 
Mr. Lerner could not say for sure but believed having more time for this process and having a 
streamlined ordinance, with only the necessary requirements to preserve the historic character of 
the area, would have made the process easier.  Per additional questions, Mr. Lerner did not know 
the exact percentage of who supported the district but estimated about 25%, as identified in the 
survey.  Asked if consensus east of Washington Street would have been more successful, 
Mr. Lerner could not respond confidently.   
 
 Chairman Pro tem Davenport pointed out that it took Mr. Lerner a two month process to 
get where he did and the process had to stop, which he believed gave the board a sense of what 
goes into the preservation process.  He also appreciated Mr. Lerner’s presentation and the fact 
that many facts were presented at the council meeting he attended which he believed benefited 
the council members.  Ms. Chrisse agreed and stated the next steps the council will take will be 
reviewing the Certificate of Appropriateness process, and, of course, Mr. Lerner’s input, if he 
decides to attend those meetings.  
 
 Dialog followed by the chairman pro tem that this board will probably have to look at 
how property owners are counted, for example, in a condo building – does one vote count or 
does 20; wherein, Ms. Chrisse explained that property ownership was determined by PIN in this 
instance, but other ways to determine what constitutes a property could be discussed.     
 
 The Chairman Pro tem invited the public to comment: 
 
 Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple, Downers Grove, explained that the condos are individual 
residents that share a common area but he did not know whether they would be treated as “less 
than any other individual residence.”  He believed that could be an issue.   
 
 Member comments followed that this matter could be discussed more in depth.  
Ms. Chrisse added that there could be a point of distinction/specific terminology between a 
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parcel and a principle structure.  Continuing, the chairman pro tem believed the process for the 
Maple Avenue home was heated and a bit skewed and he asked members to keep that in mind for 
the future.  Normally, he said the process and turnout would probably have been different.  He 
agreed it was probably beneficial to review some of the restrictions within the ordinance, i.e., 
landscaping, painting, etc., and review what the board wanted to accomplish – to keep the 
process simple as well as to discuss the restrictions between contributing and non-contributing 
properties.   
 
 Closing the discussion, Ms. Chrisse added that members should strive to strike a balance 
between changes to the ordinance which may lessen some restrictions and maintaining the 
village’s Certificate Local Government (“CLG”) status.  The chairman pro tem concurred but at 
the same time pointed out the board would need to determine if the loss of CLG status is 
acceptable.  At the same time, the chairman pro tem reiterated that the financial benefits that 
come with CLG status would be lost.   
 
 Mr. Lerner thanked the board and asked members to contact him with questions. The 
chairman pro tem asked staff if it could make Mr. Lerner’s presentation available to the council 
members. 
  
 ii. Council Comments – Ms. Chrisse reported that on February 3, 2015 Planning 
Manager Stan Popovich explain the nomination process for both landmark and historic district to 
the village council members.  Council comments from that meeting included that the applicant 
should be from the district and a property owner themselves that can nominate the property, not 
someone else.  Another comment was that people should be able to opt-out of certain districts 
(examples followed).  There was concern/comments regarding financial hardships; what was 
meant by “significant number of structures” in the current ordinance; encouraging more 
landmarks versus districts; concern about lack of interest/lack of incentives; and a desire to have 
more public outreach.  Further comments/concerns included the restrictions on non-conforming 
properties and requiring a threshold higher than the 51% owner consent.   
 
 Per a question, Ms. Chrisse offered to contact the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency as 
to what large triggers, if any, the village could lose on its CLG status.  She reminded members 
that the state preferred preservation, yet there were a number of communities, such as Downers 
Grove, that were in the middle and trying to strike a balance by having a more voluntary process 
versus forced.  Members shared that the outreach communication had to be one of the benefits of 
historic preservation and not its restrictions.  Dialog followed on how Highland Park’s 
educational component was working well. 
 
 Given the circumstances of the Edwards house, the chairman pro tem reminded the board 
that it would be wise to resist being reactionary to the current preservation ordinance in light of 
the latest events and he hoped the board would take its time to get the ordinance right, reminding 
the board that minimum thresholds were being discussed even for a property/district to have 
consideration.  Additionally, he reminded members that another review level took place at the 
council level.  On that note, one member raised the question that the board may want to look at 
what discretion it has to not grant a historic district at 51% but a different percentage, wherein, it 
was pointed out by the chairman pro tem that this board was only advisory to the Village 
Council, who could vote in favor of or against an application.   
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NEW BUSINESS  
 
A.  CLG Annual Report - Village Planner Chrisse referenced the CLG Annual Report that 
would be forwarded to the IHPA, the information it contained, and the plans this board intends to 
pursue.  She explained that the IHPA is using the report as a gauge to ensure that the village is 
pursuing preservation efforts in the community.  Examples of those efforts followed.   However, 
she stated one area the board was lacking was in the area of designation which could be part of 
the public outreach component.  Regarding the report, the chairman pro tem asked staff to 
elaborate its activities and future activities so the village did not lose its CLG status.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 Mr. Scott Lazar, 808 Maple Avenue, agreed with the members’ comments about making 
the ordinance more attractive to its residents.  Coming from the opposition of the Maple Avenue 
home, he voiced that there was not opposition to the idea of a historic district; instead, it was to 
the ordinance directly.   He stated part of a historic district is pride but the process for the 
Edwards House was different.   In doing the process over again, he recommended that members 
review the ordinance with the welfare of the residents in mind and not the physical homes, 
because rifts within the neighborhood currently existed, which was unfortunate.   Also, he 
described that the effort was driven from people outside the neighborhood and it would have 
been better by someone who lived in the neighborhood.  He stated the lead person should own 
the house, not just like historic homes.  Mr. Lazar pointed out there was the perception of “the 
winner takes all” attitude instead of focusing on three or four contiguous houses, and that the 
trust was lost by the residents because the entire ordinance was not included in the packet 
provided by the organizers, which was not a good first impression.  The sense of urgency created 
for 942 Maple was also overreaching.  There were flaws in the survey and residents were scared 
-- noting that 51% of the residents could compel 49% of the residents.   
 
 Mr. Lazar also added that the chairman pro tem’s prior comment that “this is a 
democracy” did not sit well with residents, pointing out that it was slightly more than half and 
the winner take all perception made residents anxious.  As to Mr. Casey’s point about starting 
with a broad district and contracting or expanding it to see what results occur, Mr. Lazar stated 
the statement was perceived as hurting the creditability of the process in such a short timeline.  
However, he stated that some of the issues raised by Mr. Lerner regarding the ordinance itself 
were on point.   
 
 Mr. Lazar asked the board to consider the following:  that the districts do not have to be 
contiguous and to have council member Bob Barnett give his perspective on the topic since he 
lived in the neighborhood and witnessed the process.  (Mr. Lazar distributed a table summarizing 
Council comments from the February 3, 2015 Village Council meeting regarding the historic 
preservation ordinance).   Referring to those comments, he stated there appeared to be four 
themes from the discussion:  1) opting-out/exempting properties; 2) thresholds – he preferred 
making the threshold more attractive to residents; 3) incentives (but asking if a district is formed, 
is it a good use of taxpayers’ money?); and 4) nominations being generated by someone who 
actually lives in the district or owns a landmarked property.   
 
 Mr. Lazar said he was trying to understand that with so much passion, why wasn’t there 
more interest in individual landmarking?  He pointed out the problem was that if you could not 
get individuals to landmark, how could you expect a neighborhood to do the same? 
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 If the historic district had gone through, Mr. Lazar explained he would have preferred to 
see the following:  exempt minor exterior modifications to a structure, such as anything that does 
not require a permit or is not permanent, from COA requirements and to provide incentives.  He 
referenced that some of the language within the Certificate of Appropriateness was ambiguous 
and probably called for a review by this board.   
 
 However, one board member stated that those topics -- landscaping and paint color --
were heavily discussed and incorporated into the existing ordinance for a reason:  so no one 
painted some outlandish color or razed their entire property lot of trees.   
 
 As to the incentives, Mr. Lazar explained that currently a resident can receive a tax freeze 
when he/she spends 25% or more of the structure’s appraised value and then a four year pro-
ration.  However, he stated that anything less has no incentive.  Mr. Lazar believed other creative 
incentives existed and needed to be explored by this board.   
 
 Mr. Ken Lerner returned to the podium and acknowledged staff’s future activities 
planned.  He stated a number of inexpensive examples existed for public outreach and were used 
by other communities which the board could copy.  He also mentioned the board could partner 
with outside agencies, such as the Pierce Downer Heritage Alliance.  He liked the idea of themed 
districts and shared examples from other communities.   
  
 Mr. Scott Lazar returned and also suggested setting up an informational booth at the 
various festivals and farmers markets to conduct outreach activities.    
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 MS. ENGLANDER MOVED TO ADJOURN THE MEETING.   MR. RIEMER 
SECONDED THE MOTION.  THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:52 P.M.   
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
           Celeste K. Weilandt 
        (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
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DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

REGULAR MONTHLY MEETING 

WEDNESDAY MARCH 25, 2015, 7:30 P.M. 

LIBRARY MEETING ROOM 

 

MINUTES 

1. Call to order.  President Kathleen DiCola called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m. 

 

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

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

DiCola. 

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

Assistant Director for Public Services Bonnie Reid, Friends of the Library President 

Joanne Hansen, Downers Grove resident Tammy Wichert. 

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

for their presence. 

 

4. Approval of Minutes. 

a. Regular Monthly Meeting, February 25, 2015.  It was moved by Greene and seconded 

by Loftus THAT the Minutes of the February 25 meeting be approved as submitted.  

Roll call: Ayes: Eblen, Greene, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola.  Nays: None.  

Abstentions: None. 

 

5. Approval of invoices and financial reports.  It was moved by Loftus and seconded by 

Greene THAT operating invoices totaling $92,307.74, credit memos totaling $2,794.93 

be approved, and February 2015 payrolls totaling $212,180.19 be recognized.  Roll call: 

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

none. 

 

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

 

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

 

Ms. Tammy Wichert addressed the Board, voicing several concerns and requests for 

policy changes: 

a. Cell phone use on the second floor is disruptive and should be prohibited. 

b. Use of public computers should be limited to Downers Grove residents and persons 

holding library cards from other libraries. Guest cards should not be issued. 

MIN 2015-6214 Page 6 of 19



c. Public computer use should be more closely monitored to prevent people from 

viewing inappropriate material.   

d. Staff members at the Computer Help Desk are not performing effectively.  Older 

women act as if patron requests are bothering them. Younger staff members are doing 

their own on-line searching and are afraid to confront inappropriate behavior. 

e. The Library should have walk-up computers available so that patrons can place their 

own reserves, since staff do not want to do this. 

 

President DiCola thanked Ms. Wichert for her comments.  She directed Library staff 

to review Ms. Wichert’s concerns and prepare a response for the Board. 

 

8. Unfinished Business. 

a. Library Building Renovation Project, Proposed Strategy for Additional Work.  

Requested Action: Approval.    

 

Ashton presented the proposed strategy, directing Shales McNutt Construction and 

Product Architecture to proceed with public bidding of additional lighting and 

acoustical work. The Board declined to proceed. Board members stated that they 

needed additional information about the three lighting proposals. This included more 

details about the nature, appearance, and performance of the proposed fixtures, better 

assurance that the proposed designs will in fact light the areas in question effectively, 

and consideration of both initial and operating costs in selection of fixtures and 

designs. The Board was also concerned that the proposed solution for Conference 

Room A was excessively expensive. 

 

Ashton agreed to confer with Product Architecture and Shales McNutt Construction 

to secure answers to these concerns for future Board consideration.  

 

9. New Business. 

a. Integrated Library System software changeover.  Requested Action: Receive Report.   

 

Ashton and Assistant Director Reid discussed the planned changes and the Library’s 

preparations for them. Board members expressed confidence that the disruption 

association with this transition will be well-managed and that the changes will be 

worthwhile. 

 

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

a. Food for Fines, March 14-22.  This program generated 782 pounds of food for the 

West Suburban Community Pantry, in lieu of $584.25 in fines. 
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b. Building Maps.  Responding to customer suggestions, the Library has produced 

detailed interior floor plan maps for use in the building. These were included in the 

Board packet. 

 

c. Statements of Economic Interest.  Board members are reminded to complete this 

required filing. 

 

d. Recent media coverage.  Attached. 

 

e. Other.  Ashton reported that the Library has responded to the complaint filed by a 

Library patron accompanied by a service dog, with the Illinois Attorney General’s 

Disability Rights office. He distributed copies of the response. 

 

Ashton commented on several active and ongoing service initiatives, with excellent 

public response. These included use of the Media Lab by a local business to develop a 

promotional YouTube video, a range of STEM-related activities, in and out of the 

Library, by Children’s staff, and productive Library staff participation in Teen Tech 

Week at Downers Grove North High School. 

 

Ashton distributed Library statistical reports for January and February 2015. 

 

11. Board Member comments and requests for information. 

 

Trustee Read inquired about the requirement for changes to patrons’ Library Account 

PIN numbers. He also questioned the necessity of the extensive letter to the Attorney 

General regarding the service dog complaint. President DiCola commented that the entire 

letter had been in response to specific queries from the Attorney General. 

 

Trustee Greene expressed her thanks to Dale Galiniak for his assistance with a video 

content problem. Greene also requested that staff provide further information regarding 

the degree to which Ms. Wichert’s comments are representative of customer opinion.  

Ashton agreed to provide additional information at the next Board meeting. 

 

President DiCola also requested additional information on the effectiveness of the cell 

phone policy and the effectiveness of monitoring of inappropriate computer use. She 

inquired about the issue of patrons’ belongings being left unattended in the building.  

Ashton agreed to provide further information at the next Board meeting.  

  

12. Adjournment.  President DiCola adjourned the meeting at 8:46 p.m.                     
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DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY  

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

MARCH 25, 2015 

 

AGENDA ITEM 10 

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 

 

a. Food for Fines, March 14-22.  As of this writing on March 20, collections were slightly 

less than in 2013, the previous Food for Fines experience.   Public response has been very 

positive.  Totals will be reported as soon as they are available. 

 

b. Building Maps.  In response to several requests, the Library has developed the attached 

interior map.  These have been produced in tear-off pad form for easy distribution at 

public desks. 

 

c. Statements of Economic Interest.  If any Board members or staff members have not 

completed this required report, they are encouraged to proceed as quickly as possible. 

 

d. Recent media coverage.  Attached. 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
FEBRUARY 25, 2015 MINUTES 

 
 
Call to Order 
Chairman White called the meeting to order at 7:03 PM.  
 
Roll Call 
Present: Ms. Earl, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. McCann, Mr. Zaba, Ch. White 
Absent:  Mr. Domijan, Mr. Mosey 
A quorum was established. 
 
Staff:  Kelley Chrisse, Planner 
  Stan Popovich, AICP, Planning Division Manager 
       
Also Present:  Jodi Smelser and Maddie Oxendine from Hilton Displays, 125 Hillside Drive  
 Greenville, SC 29607 
  
Minutes of December 17, 2014 meeting 
 
Mr. McCann moved, seconded by Ms. Earl to approve the minutes of the December 17, 
2014 meeting as presented.   
AYE:  Mr. McCann, Ms. Earl, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Zaba, Ch. White 
NAY:  None 
The Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Meeting Procedures 
 
Chairman White explained the function of the Zoning Board of Appeals, and reviewed the 
procedures to be followed during the public hearing, verifying with Staff that all proper notices 
have been published with regard to the case on the Agenda.  He called upon anyone intending to 
speak before the Board on the Agenda items to rise and be sworn in, as the public information 
portion of the meeting is an evidentiary hearing and comments made during this portion of the 
meeting are considered testimony.  Chairman White explained that members of the Zoning 
Board of Appeals all have had the opportunity to review the documents for the petition prior to 
the meeting.  In order for a requested variation to be approved there must be a majority of four 
votes in favor of approval.  Chairman White added that the Zoning Board of Appeals has 
authority to grant petitions without further recommendations being made to the Village Council.   
He noted that Staff would make its presentation first, followed by comments by the Petitioner.  
He said that if anyone in the audience wishes to speak either in favor of or in opposition to a 
petition, they would be able to do so following the Petitioner’s presentation.  When the public 
participation portion of the meeting is closed, the Board will deliberate on the information 
provided and vote to either approve or deny the petition. 
 

•••••••••• 

15-ZBA-0001:  A petition seeking a sign height variation for a monument sign along 
Butterfield Road.  The property is currently zoned B-3, General Services and Highway 
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Business.  The property is located at the northwest corner of Butterfield Road and 
Downers Drive and is commonly known as 1450 Butterfield Road, Downers Grove, IL  
(PIN 06-30-403-027); Hilton Displays, Inc., Petitioner Federal Realty investment Trust, 
Owner.  

Staff’s Presentation: 

Ms. Kelley Chrisse, Planner for the Village of Downers Grove, said that the petition is for a sign 
height variation to install a 14-foot, 5-inch tall monument sign where 10 feet is allowed per 
Section 9.050.B.1a of the Zoning Ordinance.  The property in question is new construction and is 
part of the Finley Square Shopping Center, Planned Development #17.   Ms. Chrisse showed the 
corner lot on an overhead projection, noting that the site is allowed two monument signs because 
of its corner location.   

Ms. Chrisse noted that the topography of the site is sloped, resulting in the proposed sign 
location being five feet below the grade of Butterfield Road.  She showed a site plan that 
depicted compliance with the setbacks for the existing shopping center monument sign, as well 
as the subject monument sign.  She noted that the Starbuck’s currently has compliant wall signs, 
and a sign permit application has been submitted to bring the existing shopping center monument 
sign into conformance.  The requested 14-foot, 5-inch tall monument sign would appear to stand 
9-feet, 5-inches tall as seen from the adjacent roadway. 

Staff recommends approval of the sign height variation, since the topography prevents the 
petitioner from installing a code compliant sign that provides similar visibility as other 
commercial properties along Butterfield Road.  She reviewed the Standards for Granting 
Variations. Staff finds that all standards have been met as noted in Staff’s report, pages 3-4, 
dated February 25, 2015.  Ms. Chrisse noted that should the Board approve the requested 
variation, Staff requests that it be made contingent on the two conditions on page 4 of Staff’s 
report.  

In response to Mr. Zaba, Ms. Chrisse said that the petitioner is an agent on behalf of Starbuck’s, 
and the property owner has approved the request.  The variation will run with the land, should a 
new tenant move into the location at some later date. 

Responding to Chairman White, Ms. Chrisse said that the petitioner has met all other 
requirements.  

Petitioner’s presentation: 

Chairman White explained to the Petitioner that the Board members have received all 
documentation with regard to their petition and are familiar with the case. 

Ms. Jodi Smelser of Hilton Displays, Inc., said she represents Federal Realty Investment Trust, 
owners of the property in question.  She said that Staff provided all of the information necessary 
in its presentation to the Board.  The petitioner is simply requesting the variation to allow 
signage that will be visible from the adjacent roadway, given the grade differential of the site 
from the roadway. 

There being no comments from the public or additional discussion with the petitioner, Chairman 
White closed the opportunity for further public comment.  
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Board’s Deliberation: 

Mr. McCann said this is consistent with other petitions where there is a grade differential 
between the location of the sign and the grade of the adjacent roadway.  He has no problem with 
approving this request. 

Chairman White said that this application would not be applicable to the Village at large.  This 
refers to one geographic location. 

There being no contrary opinion from the Board, Chairman White called for a Motion. 

Ms. Earl moved that in case 15-ZBA-0001, 1450 Butterfield Road, the Zoning Board of 
Appeals approve the petition subject to the conditions on page 4 of Staff’s report dated 
February 25, 2015.  Mr. McCann seconded the Motion. 

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

NAYS: None 

The Motion to approve carried unanimously. 

•••••••••• 

Mr. Popovich said there is no new business.  He explained that the naming of cases before the 
Board has been changed to provide an easier method of case identification and archiving.  There 
is no petition expected for the month of March.   

ADJOURNMENT: 

Ms. Earl moved, seconded by Ms. Majauskas, to adjourn the meeting. 

All in favor.  The Motion carried unanimously.   

Chairman White adjourned the meeting at 7:18 PM. 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Tonie Harrington 
Recording Secretary 
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