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REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
OF THE 

DOWNERS GROVE PUBLIC LIBRARY 
JULY 13, 2011 

 
MINUTES 

 
ROLL CALL 
 
President DiCola called the meeting to order in the Library Children’s Program Room at  
7:33 p.m.  Trustees present:  Eblen, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola.  Trustees absent: Greene.  
Also present:  Library Director Bowen; Assistant Director Carlson.  Visitors: Downers Grove 
Mayor Martin Tully; Friends of the Library President Joann Hansen; resident Gordon Goodman,  
5834 Middaugh Ave. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Trustees reviewed the minutes of the regular meeting of June 22, 2011.  It was moved by Loftus 
and seconded by Read THAT THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF JUNE 
22, 2011 BE APPROVED AS WRITTEN.  Ayes:  Eblen, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola.  
Abstentions: none.  Nays:  none.  Motion carried.   
 
PAYMENT OF INVOICES 
 
Trustees reviewed the list of invoices submitted for payment.  It was moved by Read and 
seconded by Eblen TO APPROVE PAYMENT OF OPERATING INVOICES FOR JULY 
13, 2011 TOTALING $46,461.77 AND ACKNOWLEDGE PAYROLLS FOR JUNE 2011 
TOTALING $164,875.91.   Ayes:  Eblen, Humphreys, Loftus, Read, DiCola. Abstentions:  
none.  Nays:  none.  Motion carried.   
 
OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Resident Gordon Goodman handed out a brief summary of the history of Solon Gordon and his 
activities with the Friends of the Library (FOL) and talked about his request to consider moving 
the FOL Solon Gordon Garden Fund plaque on the wall of the southwest corner of the building 
to a more visible location in the Garden Walk and his offer to donate a large stone to hold the 
plaque, similar to the plaque commemorating the current Garden Walk. He reported that after 
talking with Director Bowen, President DiCola, and FOL President Joann Hansen, he learned 
that it might be difficult to move the plaque and that the FOL Solon Gordon Garden Fund had 
not been supporting the maintenance of the Garden Walk for some time so he suggested that 
perhaps a new sign honoring Solon Gordon and the FOL would be appropriate. He offered to 
donate the stone and new plaque to honor Solon Gordon, early president of the FOL, for a more 
visible placement in the current Garden Walk.  Goodman said he was comfortable leaving the 
new wording up to the board, but he would like the phrase “Rest, Relax, Read” on the original 
plaque to be included on the new plaque.  
 
President DiCola said she liked the idea of a new plaque and coordinating it with the current 
Garden Walk plaque by placing it on a stone. 
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OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON OTHER LIBRARY BUSINESS 
 
Downers Grove Mayor Martin Tully, 6200 Fairview Ave, introduced himself and thanked the 
trustees for serving on the library board.  He spoke about his goal of fostering cooperation, 
collaboration, and communication among the various Downers Grove boards and that he has 
been visiting all the major boards in town to promote these goals and to champion a “super 
retreat” for the boards to share common challenges and visions and to achieve common goals.  
He mentioned that Sean Durkin is the new Village liaison for the library board, and thanked the 
trustees again for their service.    
 
President DiCola asked a few questions about the “super retreat” and Mayor Tully responded 
that the retreat is open to the public and the park district will host it.  Each board will have the 
opportunity to say what they do and what their top priorities, challenges, and goals are.  There 
will be networking over shared issues and experiences. The mayor remarked with humor that the 
retreat will be held this fall or next spring, depending on whether there are more storms to 
prevent him from visiting all the boards this summer. 
 
Resident Goodman wanted to acknowledge the library board’s cooperation and communication 
with the Village by mentioning that in the past the library board met on Tuesdays, and when the 
Village council wanted to meet on Tuesdays, the library board changed to Wednesdays so that 
board members could attend both meetings.   
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 

- None 

NEW BUSINESS 
 

-  Discussion of a request to relocate the Solon Gordon Memorial Fund plaque in the 
Garden Walk area 

The trustees agreed that it was a good idea to place a new plaque honoring Solon Gordon and 
FOL on a stone to coordinate with the plaque and stone commemorating the current Garden 
Walk.  President DiCola directed the Administration to find a similar rock and plaque to be 
placed in the Garden Walk, and to develop wording for the plaque with Goodman and FOL 
President Hansen.   
 

- Begin discussion of the FY 2012 Budget and Financial Plan 

The library has a ten year financial plan that details the budget the library expects to need each 
year to maintain the current level of services and provide the resources for needed capital 
expenditures to maintain the building and adapt to future needs.  Bowen is not proposing any 
significant changes from last year’s plan, other than to add some of the savings that the library 
has achieved to the budgets for RFID and the redesign of the second floor to provide more 
resources for those projects.  He suggested that the board discuss the big questions – raises for 
staff and the property tax levy required to pay for them – so he has direction on how the budget 
needs to be adjusted, before discussing the budget in detail.   
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Bowen reviewed the proposed budget, provided in the board packet and projected on a screen at 
the meeting.  For the current year, Bowen projects that the library’s revenue will be slightly more 
than was estimated when the current budget was adopted.  The increase comes mainly from a 
little new construction that was added to the tax rolls.  The projected expenditures for the current 
year were assumed to be 99% attained when the budget was adopted, but, midway through the 
year, Bowen is projecting that the library will spend just over 97% of its budget.  Savings come 
from no increase in the cost of health insurance in 2011 and reduction of payrolls--from not 
filling some part-time positions and eliminating others completely-- and generally “watching our 
pennies.”  The library does not spend money that it does not need to spend.  Bowen expects to 
end 2011 with a fund reserve of $3,511,179.  In the last plan it was projected that the library 
would end 2011 with $3,169,469, or $314,000 less than the current projection. This means that 
the library will carry a larger fund reserve into 2012. 

The operating budget that was projected for 2012 in last year’s financial plan was $4,589,636, 
but the actual budget Bowen is requesting for FY2012 is $4,620,396.  The reason for the increase 
is that is that he has increased the amount budgeted for the implementation of an RFID materials 
management system in 2012 from $300,000 projected last year, to $350,000 (to allow self-
checkout units to be added at the same time).  Without the RFID project, the operating budget 
that Bowen is requesting is $319,000 less than was originally projected for FY2012 in last year’s 
budget. 

For 2012 Bowen has cut a few more staff hours and made other reductions in the operating 
budget, where possible. He did a very careful review of how much the library spent in 
maintenance and repairs last year and in the first half of the current year, and he adjusted the 
budget in this area to accommodate the increased spending that is occurring as the building ages. 
He also revised the equipment replacement schedule to insure that it reflects current needs. For 
example this year the library replaced a microfilm reader/printer with a new microfilm 
reader/printer/scanner.  The new machine gives patrons the ability to scan microfilm and fiche 
directly onto a flash drive rather than only printing copies. At the same time the library retired 
two old reader/printers because the overall use of microforms is dropping, due to the availability 
of full-text articles in online databases.  Replacements for these machines are no longer in the 
schedule, and the annual maintenance contract fees have been subtracted from the appropriate 
line.  Bowen also increased some contingency funds because of the uncertainty of how the 
library system merger will play out.  This will be available to help pay for extra expenses in the 
event the library has to take on a greater share of SWAN fees, or contribute toward delivery 
service.  Bowen will discuss these things in more detail at future meetings, but he wanted the 
board to realize from the onset that no additional “fat” has been added into the budget. 

Bowen pointed out the following on the proposed budget as key to the discussion he suggested 
the board have regarding raises for staff and the property tax levy required to pay for them:  

• The fund reserve that will be available for each year of the 10-year financial plan as 
projected in last year’s plan and as projected in the proposed FY 2012 plan vary due to 
the increase from $300,000 to $350,000 for RFID and the increase from $300,000 to 
$500,000 for the redesign of the library. 
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• Both the last financial plan and the proposed plan assumed staff raises of 2% in 2012. 

• Both this plan and last year’s plan assumed a property tax increase of 2% in 2012. 

• The plan includes the 10% annual increase of IMRF that began two years ago to bring the 
pension fund back to full funding. 
 

• Both plans project the cost of health insurance to increase 15% each year.  Health 
insurance can make a huge difference in the future. If increases are less than projected, it 
will help the fund reserve.  
 

When staff increases of 1.5% were approved for 2011 (and 2010) the Board expressed a desire to 
try to increase salaries more in the future, if possible. An unfortunate reality is that if the 
property tax increase is not slightly more than the salary increase each year, the library will 
quickly run out of money.  Even cutting collections, programs, and essential services like 
computers would not free up much money; and the library does not have much control over the 
cost of maintenance contracts and other costs related to maintaining the building.  

The assessed valuation of the Village declined slightly last year. The drop in property values 
combined with the library’s 1.5% increase in the amount of the property tax levy resulted in an 
increase in the library tax rate.  (The actual increase to the average tax payer was about $3.00.)  
Bowen has not seen anything from the Downers Grove Township assessor, but he would be 
surprised if the assessed valuation does not remain flat next year. This means that any increase in 
the amount of the property tax levy will result in an increase in the tax rate. Again, the actual 
increase in dollars would be small.  

Trustee Loftus asked how the staff is feeling about their salaries, and if the library might lose 
staff due to salaries.  Bowen replied that the library’s salary scale is at the low average for the 
best libraries similar to Downers Grove, and that these libraries have increased their salaries by 
small percentages similar to Downers Grove in the last few years.  He said staff, like most people 
these days, are just happy to have jobs, but they do certainly appreciate any salary increases that 
can be managed.  Trustee Humphreys reiterated the desire for the Downers Grove Public Library 
to “stay a best library,” and the need to balance this desire with the current economy.   President 
DiCola asked about the impact on the budget if the 2012 salary increase was changed from 1.5% 
to 2.0%.   Bowen will provide the exact numbers at the next meeting.  He reminded the trustees 
that salary increases are not just for one year, but have an ongoing impact on the budget.  
Salaries are currently 48% of the total budget while personnel costs, i.e., salaries and benefits, 
are 64% of the budget.   
 

REPORT FROM THE ADMINISTRATION 
 
Several staff changes are occurring. Sarah Goers, a Children’s Services librarian is leaving to 
take another position, and Rachel Andrews, one of Children’s Services long-time library 
assistants is leaving because her husband has taken a new job out of state.  The Downers Grove 
Library children’s department has always been under-staffed compared to other libraries, so both 
of these positions will be filled. Nadine Walsh, head of Circulation, is retiring at the end of 
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August.  Joslyn Jones, a part-time reference librarian, is leaving to take a new full-time position. 
Several part-time reference librarians have left this year and, as always, the library has looked at 
the need to fill these hours.  In the case of these part-time reference positions, the library has 
decided to give a current part-time librarian additional hours to help cover essential shifts, and 
are tentatively eliminating the rest of the hours worked by these positions. These hours are 
tentatively eliminated because this is an experiment to see if the library can cover the schedule 
adequately without those hours.  

Bowen has started working with the library’s insurance broker to shop the property and liability 
insurance a little early this year.  The renewal takes place October 1, and he thought that it would 
be a good idea to get the insurance in place by the end of August, if possible.  

The State has released the application for next year’s Per Capita Grant. The deadline for this 
application is early October, and Bowen will try to get it to the Board for approval in August.  
He can write the request pretty generally, so that the new director will be able to use it as he or 
she wishes.  The use of grant funds can be changed, simply by sending the State Library an 
explanation of the change. Funding for the grant always uncertain, but the use of the grant is very 
flexible. 

Carlson was happy to report that computer classes for patrons will begin the first of August in 
the library’s new computer training room on the second floor.  The equipment and furnishings 
for the room were funded by a State grant.  Computer classes have been taught in the library’s 
meeting room for many years which required setting up classroom laptops several times every 
week.  The new training room will allow the library to offer more of the very popular and always 
wait-listed computer classes, as well as saving setup time and making the library’s meeting room 
more available for other library programs and community meetings.    

TRUSTEE ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The regular meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

JUNE 6, 2011, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the June 6, 2011 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. and 
asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Rabatah, 

Mr. Waechtler  
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Webster 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien 
 
VISITORS: Mr. John Wendt, 1701 Concord Dr., Downers Grove; Mr. Matt Schmitz, 

4817 Linscott Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Mike Davenport, 6636 Blackstone Dr., 
Downers Grove; Mr. Wayne Cerve, 1134 Franklin St., Downers Grove; and Ms. 
Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Ave,. Downers Grove 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.  The 
meeting’s protocol followed. 
 
File PC-10-11 (cont’d. from 4/25/11 mtg.) A petition seeking approval of the Final Plat of 
Subdivision to consolidate two lots into one lot for the property located on the east side of Saratoga 
Avenue approximately 150 feet north of Franklin Street and on the west side of Prince Street 
approximately 150 feet north of Franklin Street commonly known as 4825 Saratoga Avenue and 
4824 Prince Street, Downers Grove, Illinois (PIN’s 09-08-107-006, -014); Jeffrey Crane, Petitioner; 
Jeffrey and Melanie Crane, Owners 
 
Chairman Jirik announced that the petitioner withdrew his application.   Planning Manager Jeff 
O’Brien, on behalf of staff, did not expect a re-application. 
 
An unidentified resident asked if the Village would notify residents if the applicant’s were to re-
apply for the consolidation.  Mr. O’Brien stated the residents would receive notification via mail, 
newspaper and signs on the property. 
 
Another unidentified resident asked when the above petition was withdrawn to which Mr. O’Brien 
stated it was withdrawn late Thursday afternoon (June 2nd). 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MAY 2, 2011 MINUTES  
 
A correction was noted on page 1, under the first “Roll Call.” Mr. Waechtler noted his last name 
was misspelled and that it should be corrected as “Waechtler.”  Staff would run a global change to 
correct the misspelling.   
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MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS CORRECTED, 
SECONDED BY MR. BEGGS.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0. 
 
File PC-09-11  A petition seeking: 1) Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to add recycling 
collection drop-boxes use to the list of special uses for the B-2, General Retail Business district; and 
2) Special Use approval for recycling collection drop-boxes for the property located on the north 
side of 75th Street approximately 1850 feet west of Lemont Road, commonly known as 1520 75th 
Street, Downers Grove, Illinois 60516 (PIN’s 09-30-201-015, -028); The Salvation Army, c/o 
Mitchell J. Melamed, Petitioner; The Grove Associates, c/o Robin Realty and Management, Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-09-11. 
 
Placing the site plan on the overhead, Mr. Jeff O’Brien summarized that the petitioner, the Salvation 
Army, was requesting a text amendment and a special use for their store in the Grove Shopping 
Center at 1520 75th Street.  Three (3) donation boxes were being requested by the petitioner to be 
placed in the parking lot, which were not allowed by the Village’s zoning ordinance.  Because the 
Salvation Army was a second-hand store, Village ordinance required its business to be conducted in 
an enclosed building.  Box dimensions were reviewed.  The boxes would occupy two parking stalls.  
The current location of the boxes were about 150 feet from the store’s entrance and were used to 
collect household goods such as clothing.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that the commissioners will be considering a text amendment to the B-2 
Special Use list and to grant a special use.  Staff felt this request should be placed in the special use 
category versus a permitted use category given the other uses in the B-2 district.  He noted that most 
of the special uses in the B-2 district we uses that had some outdoor component to them.  Mr. 
O’Brien reviewed the B-2 special use list.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that staff was made aware of the proliferation of donation boxes throughout 
the community last summer.  He noted staff inventoried approximately 55 boxes on 28 various 
commercial properties.  Because the boxes were not allowed by code, property owners were 
notified to remove them.  Most were removed, however, the Salvation Army specifically requested 
some relief to place their boxes permanently.  Per staff, the Salvation Army was working with staff 
through this process since June of last year. 
 
Continuing, Mr. O’Brien summarized that the Future Land Use Plan designates the property as 
commercial and the site is surrounded by commercial except for the north side, which has 
residential.  Staff believes that granting the special use to allow donation boxes in the B-2 District 
would create unsightly conditions and be difficult to regulate, given the Village’s previous 
experience.  He indicated the boxes would meet the Village’s bulk standards. 
 
To date, staff has received written correspondence in support of the request from the owner of  the 
Downers Park Plaza (northeast corner of Lemont Road and 75th Street).  Mr. O’Brien noted the 
owner also requested that the same type of boxes be allowed on his property in the future.   
 
Staff recommended that the text amendment be specific to second-hand stores on-site so that future 
boxes are not placed throughout the Village.  Mr. O’Brien summarized some of the challenges the 
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donation boxes presented, i.e., boxes placed on properties without proper permission; difficulty in 
locating proper owners and getting them to respond to complaints;  debris collecting around the 
exterior of the boxes, etc., which was why the staff recommendation was being tied to existing 
second-hand stores.   
 
Based on staff’s findings, the zoning ordinance allowed for second-hand stores and for donation 
collection centers to be located inside a building for a reason.  Staff believed the donation boxes had 
the potential to create unsightly conditions and become a nuisance to enforce property maintenance 
codes.  Staff felt the request did not meet the general provisions for the B-2 zoning district or the 
standards for the special use listed in Section 28.1902 of the zoning ordinance and the zoning 
ordinance provided the opportunity to operate a second-hand store without the use of an exterior 
donation box.   
 
Mr. O’Brien noted that staff recommended denial of the request.  However, he explained that 
should the Plan Commission be in support of the request two motions should be made:  one for the 
text amendment and one for the special use with staff’s proposed operational conditions:  1) that no 
more than three (3) donation collection boxes be permitted on the site; 2) that the boxes be 
monitored daily and kept free of debris and rubbish; 3) that the special use shall sunset when the 
Salvation Army vacates its tenant space at 1520 75th Street; and 4) that the location of the drop-
boxes remain substantially consistent with their current location. 
 
Mr. Matejczyk confirmed with staff that if the request was granted it would only apply to second-
hand stores.   He further asked as to the number of existing second-hand stores, to which 
Mr. O’Brien reported a few were scattered around the Village and probably less than a dozen.  As to 
eye glass donation boxes, Mr. O’Brien noted he would have to look into that issue.   
 
Mr. Waechtler asked staff to provide further details of Section 28-1802 to which Mr. O’Brien 
explained that the section focused on authorized variations, wherein there was no variation 
associated with this request.    
 
Mr. Beggs asked what the difference was between the kinds of goods these donation boxes accepted 
and those accepted by organizations that pick up donations at a residence.    Mr. O’Brien agreed the 
goods were identical.  He explained the main difference was that the donations were being dropped 
off on vacant properties or in parking lots of a shopping center with little to no monitoring of them.  
Mr. O’Brien noted in the worst cases some of the boxes had a tendency to become full and have 
extra donations gather around them.   
 
Mr. O’Brien went on to explain that the zoning ordinance does not contain provisions for these type 
of boxes.  As such, since they were not specifically listed in the zoning district, they were 
considered prohibited.  Currently, there was no specific allowance for an exterior donation box in 
any of the current districts in the Village.  However, second-hard stores were permitted in the B-2 
and B-3 Districts, provided they were entirely operated within a building. 
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked if the boxes were better regulated, would the maintenance issues decrease. 
Mr. O’Brien explained that when the boxes were not monitored daily they ran the risk of becoming 
overloaded especially over weekends.  He noted that most of the boxes staff identified were not 
associated with second-hand stores.  However, Mr. Matejczyk explained that if the boxes were 
associated with a second-hand store, there would be a responsibility of the owner to maintain the 
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boxes so no such issues arises.  Mr. O’Brien could not confirm whether it would be easier to 
monitor or not but he did believe it would be easier to go to the owner if an issue arose.  Asked 
whether there was a history of boxes on a site with a second-hand store becoming over-filled, etc., 
Mr. O’Brien was not aware of any specific code violations.  Instead, he noted most of the concerns 
came from unattended donation boxes.   
 
Mr. Beggs recalled seeing a donation box at the gas station located at Saratoga and Ogden which 
became a problem, along with overloaded boxes in the Jewel parking lot.   
 
Mr. O’Brien was of the opinion that when a box was located on the same premises as its operator, 
the circumstances were better, seeing that the operator could resolve the matter quickly; however, 
he still had concerns with the staff time associated with monitoring the boxes and enforcing the 
property maintenance regulations.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah confirmed with Mr. O’Brien that the donation boxes at 63rd and Woodward were not 
legally located and that the space between the two boxes were allowing for individuals to drop off 
larger items.  She asked staff that since the mechanism to pick up goods already existed, could the 
Salvation Army use another method to collect goods other than the donation boxes.    
 
Mr. O’Brien clarified that the mechanism of the home pick-up was one method to collect donations.  
He noted that the Village allowed the second-hand store to receive donations during regular 
business hours, provided the collection of donations took place within the building.   He indicated 
the Village wanted to make sure the operator has control over when and where the items were 
donated and in the manner in which they were received.  
 
Dialog followed that the text amendment language clarified that drop boxes could only be located 
on sites where the same second-hand store existed and no such boxes could be located at a gas 
station.  Per another question, Mr. O’Brien stated that existing and new second-hand stores could 
apply for a donation box request. 
 
Chairman Jirik asked for clarification of the use in the text amendment text, specifically, “accessory 
to” and whether it was the controlling language that required it to be on the same zoning lot of 
record, wherein Mr. O’Brien confirmed it was.  He noted staff was trying to make the language as 
less burdensome as possible.   
 
Chairman Jirik, in observing the size of the zoning lot of record, felt that the further away the boxes 
were located, the more difficult it was for the business operator to manage them.  Asked if there was 
consideration on requiring the boxes to be a certain number of feet from the physical structure, Mr. 
O’Brien stated this was discussed with the applicant but there were challenges to the building.  As 
to locating the boxes within a certain number of feet, Mr. O’Brien stated it was staff’s opinion that 
as long as the boxes were in a “relatively” close distance to the building it was fine but also that the 
landlord could determine the location of the boxes so as not to interfere with the other tenants. 
 
Regarding staff’s Recommendation No. 2, the Chairman suggested that the wording be more 
broader, such as “left free of materials left outside the boxes.”  Mr. O’Brien was fine with the 
suggestion.  As to “daily monitoring” text, Chairman Jirik suggested enforcement by using a daily 
inspection log for verification/complaint purposes.  Regarding Recommendation No. 3, the 
Chairman recommended the wording “…that it shall sunset if the Salvation Army terminates the 
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lease.”  Lastly, the Chairman suggested “the Village Council may choose to revoke the special use 
…” since the language could be harsh on the operator for the offenses of others.   
 
For clarification purposes, Chairman Jirik, explained that the operator who has the special use 
would be required to make the daily inspections of the boxes, not the Village.   
 
Mr. Beggs stated he did not see a definition of a “drop box” wherein Mr. O’Brien said the term was 
not defined.  Dialog followed that staff could attempt to write a definition wherein, the Chairman 
supported the definition being drafted prior to the application going to the Village Council.   
 
Mr. Quirk asked what mechanism would the Village have if a dumpster or box was overflowing. 
Mr. O’Brien explained that the business owner would contacted to remove the waste but that 
sometimes a timing issue existed.  In the case of non-perishable items, the owner was given 24 
hours to make removal arrangements or the Village would pursue other enforcement methods such 
as tickets and fines.  Mr. Quick felt this matter may be better addressed by issuing a permit rather 
than a special use.  He did not believe in imposing many restrictions on charitable organizations.   
 
Regarding staff’s Recommendation No. 4, Mr. O’Brien confirmed that a June 6, 2011 letter in 
staff’s packet was actually a letter dated March 1, 2011 from the Salvation Army’s Director of 
Operations.  Staff was asked whether the Salvation Army was asking for two donation boxes or 
three. Mr. O’Brien clarified the Salvation Army was trying to maintain the current number of boxes. 
 
On behalf of the petitioner, Mr. Mitch Melamed, 330 N. Wabash, Chicago, Illinois, an attorney with 
Aronberg, Goldgehn, Davis & Garmisa, discussed the Salvation Army’s long history in the 
Chicagoland area and his many years of volunteering with the Salvation Army.  Mr. Melamed 
explained how the Salvation Army’s retail stores support their own programs with other branches 
supporting addiction services and emergencies services, which are federally funded.  Due to 
decreased federal funding, he explained that the Salvation Army’s retail stores are looked upon to 
support those programs and their employees.  As to the site under discussion, Mr. Melamed 
explained that the current donation boxes have existed on the site since 2008 when the Salvation 
Army was located on the site.  Unsightly boxes were a concern to the Salvation Army as well as 
individuals “dumping” goods in the evening and shopping for goods overnight.  As a result, the 
Salvation Army decided to have donation centers within a store along with a separate entrance to 
address such issues.  Because this site did not allow for an interior donation center, Mr. Melamed 
said he worked initially with staff and the landlord to locate the boxes in front of the store but they 
did not work due to the glass storefronts and the setback of the Salvation Army’s entrance in 
relation to the neighboring tenants.   
 
Mr. Melamed stated he was not aware of any complaints at this location and the major for this 
branch of the Salvation Army was very particular about unsightliness.  As to the suggestion of a log, 
Mr. Melamed believed it would be over-burdensome for the Village because if the Salvation Army 
was not addressing the complaint then a fine should be imposed.   He suggested that if the Village 
had alternatives to the donation boxes, the Salvation Army was open to discussing them with the 
Village.   
 
Regarding the concerns raised by staff, Mr. Melamed stated the Salvation Army was a not-for-profit 
organization and that other communities also required that the donation boxes be on-site with 
varying distance requirements.  He noted that daily monitoring log was unnecessary because trucks 
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worked through the night to pick up items from the donation boxes.  Typically, he said large 
furniture items were not placed near donation boxes, mainly because individuals wanted the tax 
donation receipt for such items.  Snowplow maintenance around the boxes was not a problem.  Mr. 
Melamed pointed out locating the boxes closer to the retail store would create a detriment to the 
shopping center itself and the other tenants.   Mr. Melamed reiterated that no log was necessary but 
verbiage stating the area “had to be kept clean”, or similar language, would allow the village to 
enforce it if it was not.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk, referencing the text amendment language that “no more than three donation 
collection boxes shall be present on a site”, asked if the number was an arbitrary number, wherein 
Mr. Melamed believed the text amendment should include a definition of the total size/gross 
area/square footage of the boxes.   Asked whether the Salvation Army’s business and/or needs 
would be increasing, Mr. Melamed explained that over the past two years resale doubled in the 
Chicagoland for the Salvation Army due to the economy and the items being sold there.  Mr. 
Melamed proceeded to explain how the items in the drop boxes were processed during the day 
through the rear of the store.  He also explained that an interior donation center would not be 
possible given the configuration of the store and the store’s size.  Store hours of the Salvation Army 
were briefly discussed, noting that holiday weekends were the Salvation Army’s best days.   Mr. 
Melamed stated the Salvation Army was very sensitive to the community’s concerns. 
 
Mr. Beggs announced he had concerns with authorizing a special use just because the Salvation 
Army was a “good organization” and that in authorizing such use, it would have to be administered 
with equal measures to many organizations.  Mr. Melamed agreed with his concerns and explained 
that many communities have taken the special use and utilized it by an individual decision.  He 
recommended that the commissioners ask themselves if this particular situation warranted a special 
use, citing various examples, including a library drop box.   
 
The Chairman pointed out that Mr. Melamed stated he was willing to monitor the boxes yet 
objected to any documentation that the Village could use should an issue arise in the future.  
Mr. Melamed clarified he misspoke and said it “should be unnecessary from a Village’s perspective 
to have to have a log to enforce the maintenance of boxes and the area surrounding them.”    
 
Chairman Jirik explained his understanding was that applicant would monitor the boxes to ensure 
cleanliness and if the Village saw a pattern where cleanliness was not being maintained, then the 
Village would pursue enforcement.  He thought one way to resolve the complaint was for the 
applicant to document its daily monitoring so that the Village could validate such activity, given the 
past history of  the lack of attention.  Chairman Jirik’s understanding was that the Army would 
gladly pay attention voluntarily.   He also believed a special use would allow the Village to require 
the Salvation Army to main such a record should issues arise.  
 
Citing another concern, Chairman Jirik stated that the Major for that branch of the Salvation Army 
could be transferred and organization’s priorities could change.  He emphasized the Commission’s 
charge was to protect the Village and provide the tools should an unfortunate event occur.  In 
response, Mr. Melamed stated the Salvation Army was not opposed to keeping a log.   
 
Responding to Mr. Waechtler’s question on the current number of boxes on site (three), if the 
Village wanted two on-site, it was not an issue.  As to the library drop box, Mr. Waechtler 
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commented that the Village’s secured library boxes were not comparable to the applicant’s stand-
alone donation boxes.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. Mike Davenport, 6636 Blackstone Drive, Downers Grove, commented about a Chicago 
Tribune article he read which discussed the proliferation of drop boxes in general and that most of 
them were for-profit.  He supported the Salvation Army in general and believed the application 
before the commissioners was immaterial to the good work the organization provides.  He believed 
the current ordinance did not allow the boxes that have been in use for the past couple of years.  At 
the same time, the boxes were unsightly and recycling containers.   Should the Commission decide 
to allow the boxes, Mr. Davenport conveyed that a number of items would need to be clarified, such 
as the definition of what is a drop box, a defined box size, and why were three boxes allowed.  
Lastly, a definition was needed for “an accessory to” in staff’s recommendation.  Mr. Davenport 
stated that when a change to the ordinance was being made, it was creating more work for the 
Village because it had to be enforced, monitored, and dealt with.  He did not see how the change 
would benefit the Village. 
 
Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Avenue, Downers Grove, stated she was very familiar with the 
shopping center and its donation boxes.  In the last six months, because of these boxes, she has had 
to call at least twice due to the addition of more boxes.  She agreed this matter would cause more 
work for staff during a time when the Village is trying to reduce the work for staff.   By legalizing 
one box, she stated it caused people to assume they were legal and more boxes would appear.  
Ms. Earl pointed out that a regular Salvation Army box truck, manned by one person, sits near the 
Ultra Foods and takes donations.  She questioned why the donation boxes were needed for the off-
hours if the truck was available.   
 
Mr. John Wendt, 1701 Concord Drive, Downers Grove, also opposed the application due to how the 
boxes will look in the community and the fact that they will continue to proliferate.  Concern was 
raised that it will become a precedent.  Mr. Wendt discussed his positive visit to a West Lafayette, 
Indiana Salvation Army location which had no donation boxes on site.  He noted there was always a 
box truck/trailer parked in the lot and the three boxes would become a trailer forever.  About two 
weeks ago on a Sunday evening in Darien he observed individuals unloading a stove and 
refrigerator out of a moving truck and placing the items next to the donation boxes.  It looked 
“seedy” and he was afraid it would happen to the Village. 
 
There being no further comments, Chairman Jirik closed public comment. 
 
Commissioners had no questions for the public.   
 
In response to questions raised, Mr. Melamed said it was unclear to him if the boxes, under his 
client’s application, were present before the ordinance and, if so, he questioned how they could be 
removed, or, if the boxes were grandfathered in somehow.   Regarding the mention of a Salvation 
Army donation truck, he queried whether it was a permitted use under the Village’s ordinance, 
which he stated could result in being an ultimate solution.  He believed that if the boxes were 
working and were not causing issues in this particular location, he did not believe in tying them to 
problems existing elsewhere.  Mr. Melamed stated he has not heard any comments on his client’s 
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location.  He understood the boxes were there prior to the change in the ordinance, which he 
believed may have a direct impact.   
 
Responding to Mr. Melamed’s question, Mr. O’Brien explained that the ordinance permitted 
second-hand stores “wholly within a completely enclosed building.”  He noted the change in the 
zoning ordinance in July, 2008 was a provision which added a clause to the Rules of Construction 
stating the use, whether it be special or permitted, if not specifically listed in the ordinance was 
considered to be prohibited.  In this case, activities outside the second-hand store, including a truck, 
would be considered outside and not in a wholly enclosed building.    His understanding was that 
the Village issued the temporary use permit for the donation boxes with the understanding that the 
Salvation Army would pursue the application process, which was why the Village had 
documentation to continue to monitor the boxes. 
 
Mr. Melamed stated his understanding, then, would be that a donation truck would be prohibited 
under the ordinance, which Mr. O’Brien agreed.  Mr. Melamed believed it could then be a very 
good solution by having a truck on location but leave by the end of the day, leaving nothing in the 
area.  If the Plan Commission did not believe the boxes were appropriate for a special use, 
Mr. Melamed questioned whether he would have to re-apply again. 
 
In considering the text amendment process and its proper notification, the Chairman pointed out that 
the Plan Commission can consider “refinements and enhancements” but if a matter is substantially 
changed, new public notification must be done.  In view of the above dialog, Chairman Jirik felt 
that changing from donation boxes to an on-site truck was a substantial change and he suggested 
that the commissioners continue the hearing to a date certain to allow staff, the petitioner and others 
to consider the option.  However, he did not feel continuing the matter was a remedy, given the 
consideration may require republishing, because it was substantially different.   
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if the petition could be voted upon and then the issue of a truck at the store 
location become a matter between the petitioner and staff; wherein, the Chairman clarified the 
petitioner would need relief for that matter also.   
 
Further dialog followed on the timing of the issue, applicant fees and other options.  Mr. Matejczyk 
agreed many issues were raised and needed to be reconsidered by the petitioner and staff and return 
to the Commission.   
 
Mr. Beggs, however, preferred that the Commission stay on track of what it has been asked to 
consider.  In response, however, the Chairman explained he had some questions about comments 
raised by the petitioner and asked the petitioner his intent, i.e., to proceed with the petition as 
proposed, or reconsider the petition.   
 
Mr. Melamed stated he wanted to move forward as proposed and stated the only reason the truck 
comment arose was because it was raised by someone from the public.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah voiced concern about the boxes becoming too unsightly.  While she understood the 
enforcement of them, she raised concern about the boxes multiplying  and there being no definition 
of a collection box.  Additionally, she stated the Salvation Army had a pick-up truck for donations.  
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Mr. Matejczyk agreed the presence 55 collection boxes was unacceptable and needed to be 
eliminated; however, the service provided a public good and he did not want to see it removed from 
the community.   
 
Further dialog followed among the commissioners that if the donation truck worked, then why were 
donation boxes being filled up.  Mrs. Rabatah commented that individuals can call the Salvation 
Army to pick up donations.  She went on to say some may use the collection boxes to get rid of 
items rather than pay for them to be thrown out with their garbage.  She suggested that the Village 
review what other communities were doing.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk felt the real issue was that the boxes were poorly regulated.  Mr. Waechtler agreed 
with the earlier comments made by Mr. Beggs and stated many other not-for-profit charities, who 
do not have collection boxes, were working very well given the current economy. 
 
Regarding the text amendment, Mr. O’Brien confirmed the comments about the definition of an 
exterior collection box which he believed could be drafted if the commissioners were ready to 
accept the petition.  However, given the specific language in the zoning ordinance regarding all 
activities have to operate within the building, if there was a desire to pursue a truck, he said it would 
require staff to publish a re-notice.    
 
Mr. O’Brien proceeded to draft an initial definition of a donation box for the text amendment:  “A 
receptacle approximately six feet by four feet used to accept donation of household items such as 
clothes, small tools, small electronic appliances and the like for charitable organizations.  Such 
receptacle must be placed on the same lot as an existing business associated with a 501.c.3 
organization.  Donation collection boxes may not be permanently affixed to the ground.” 
 
Refinements followed.  Mr. Beggs, again, emphasized that if consideration for a definition of a 
collection box was necessary, it should not be drafted hastily.  After some dialog, the Chairman 
summarized that issued at hand:  the identification and size of a collection box; the eligible 
businesses; the ability to leverage the store; enforcement of the boxes; the proliferation of boxes; 
and the tightness of the definitions so that the village was not taken advantage of. 
 
Mr. Quirk asked if this was a situation where every time a similar petition arose, it would have to 
appear before the Commission, wherein, the Chairman confirmed it would, for Village protection, 
and it would depend upon how the language was drafted.    
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if staff’s recommendation could be denied; the Chairman confirmed it could.  
Asked if there was recourse to the petitioner to change its petition if the Commission denied the 
request, the Chairman stated the donation boxes would be illegal under the ordinance.  Lastly, the 
Chairman emphasized to the commissioners that if the request was forwarded to the Village Council 
as a denial, the commissioners had to have very clear findings of fact as to why the request was 
denied.   
 
Mr. O’Brien felt that continuing the matter provided some time to resolve the issues raised in the 
above discussion and give him time to work with the petitioner.  Commissioners voiced their 
thoughts.  A question was asked if the text amendment referred strictly to a 501.c.3 only or any 
thrift store, wherein Mr. O’Brien clarified it would put the matter in the special use category and 
anyone who wanted to apply, whether for profit or not, would require appearance before the Plan 
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Commission and the Village Council.   As to a comment made about many unresolved issues 
existing, the Chairman challenged whether the unresolved issues were within the scope of what was 
published or unresolved but unacceptable no matter how one tried to resolve them.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-09-11, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION CONTINUE THE PETITION, TO A DATE CERTAIN, THAT DATE 
BEING AUGUST 1, 2011, TO DISCUSS THE OUTSTANDING ISSUES RAISED:   
DEFINITION, RESTRICTING BOX DIMENTIONS, RESTRICTING ELIGIBLE 
BUSINESSES.  SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. QUIRK, MR. COZZO, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: MR. BEGGS, MRS. RABATAH, MR. WAECHTLER 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  4-3 
 
Replying to a question about the next meeting on this petition, Chairman Jirik stated that any new 
information presented will have to go through the hearing process again and commissioners will 
have to be cognizant of the constraints that were published and what was noticed to the public.  
Mr. O’Brien offered to provide a full staff report of what issues were raised and highlight them.  He 
also clarified that the Commission, at its next meeting, could make a recommendation on both the 
text amendment and the special use when forwarding the petition to the Village Council regardless 
of recommending approval or denial.   
 
The Chairman commended the commissioners for being respectful toward each other on this matter.  
 
Mr. O’Brien briefly announced the Comprehensive Plan will be discussed before a Village Council 
committee meeting on June 14, 2011, as recommended by the Plan Commission.  He noted the next 
regular Plan Commission meeting is July 11th.  He noted there were several items for that agenda.   
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:30 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. COZZO, 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE 
VOTE OF 7-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
           Celeste K. Weilandt 
 (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

JULY 11, 2011, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the July 11, 2011 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. and 
asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Matejczyk, Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Waechtler, 

Mr. Webster 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Quirk 

 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Director Tom Dabareiner; Planning Manager 

Jeff O’Brien; Planners Stan Popovich and Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Ms. Beth Simmons, Hamilton Partners, 1901 Butterfield, Downers Grove; 

Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Avenue, Downers Grove; Mr. Keith Rafacz, 226 6th 
Street, Downers Grove;  Glen Columbo, DT Builders; Mr. Russ Whitaker III, 
Rosanova & Whitaker, Ltd., 23 W. Jefferson St., Naperville; Mr. Troy Triphahn, 
Corporate Design Development, 2675 Pratum Ave., Hoffman Estates; Cynthia and 
Leonard Senicka, 43 Mockingbird Lane, Oak Brook; Mr. Adam Campbell, 
Speedway, 600 Speedway, Drive; Mr. Henry Succop, 214 6th St., Downers Grove; 
Dale and Julie Albrecht, 4236 Lindley St., Downers Grove; Mr. Tony Disanza, 
Panera, LLC, 3630 S. Geyer Rd., Sunset Hills, MO; Mr. Bob Gundmonson, Cowhey 
Gudmundson Leder, Ltd., 300 Park Blvd., Itasca; Mr. David Olson, The Jenkins 
Group, 300 Park Blvd, Itasca; Mr. Rob Steckelberg, 4238 Lindley St. Downers 
Grove; Mr. George Marks, 336 Ogden, LLC, 180 N. LaSalle, Chicago, IL; Ms. 
Amelia Coppolillo, 4237 Lindley St., Downers Grove; Tom Runkle, Hitchcock 
Design; and Tim Sjogren, Traffic Analysis and Design Company 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.  The 
meeting’s protocol followed. 
  
APPROVAL OF MINUTES - No minutes 
 
PC-23-11  A petition seeking approval of the final plat of subdivision to consolidate four existing 
lots into one lot for the property located at the northeast corner of the Fairview Avenue and Ogden 
Avenue, commonly known as 336 Ogden Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-04-110-025); Eric 
Styer, Soos & Associates, Inc. Petitioner; 336 Ogden, LLC, Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-23-11. 
 
Planner Stan Popovich summarized the petitioner is seeking approval of a final plat of subdivision 
to consolidate four lots into one lot for a commercial property at 336 Ogden Avenue, which is 
currently vacant.  The lot measures 175 feet wide by 175 feet deep and is made up of three 50-foot 
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wide lots and one 25-foot wide lot.  The Future Land Use Plan (“FLUP”) designates the property as 
commercial.  Mr. Popovich noted staff believes the plat of subdivision is consistent with the FLUP 
and meets all of the zoning ordinance requirements and the bulk and setback regulations.  As to the 
Subdivision Ordinance, the proposed 175 ft. by 175 ft. lot meets all dimension requirements for the 
B-3 Zoning District.  A 10-ft. utility easement on the north property line as well as a pedestrian 
access easement on the south and west property lines is for proposed sidewalks.   A stormwater 
management easement will also be provided. 
 
Mr. Popovich indicated after proper notification of this proposal, staff received two general inquiry 
phone calls.  Staff recommends approval of the proposal with the conditions listed on Page 3 of the 
staff report. 
 
Per Mr. Webster’s question, Mr. Popovich stated the petitioner was not seeking any variances for 
the project.   
 
Mr. George Marks, 600 W. Jackson Blvd., Chicago, Illinois, stated he represents 336 Ogden LLC, 
owner of the property, and was available to answer questions.   
 
Mr. Beggs inquired about the location of the parking lot, wherein Mr. Marks indicated that plans 
submitted depict the parking lot at the south and west ends of the site.   
 
For clarification purposes, Mr. Marks stated the building will be located in the northeast corner of 
the site.   
 
Asked if there would be another proposal after the consolidation, Chairman Jirik clarified, and 
Mr. Beggs emphasized, that the only item being considered tonight was the consolidation. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.  No comments.  Public comment was 
closed. 
 
Mr. Marks had no further closing statement. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-23-11, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 
THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE 
PLAT OF CONSOLIDATION PREPARED BY GENTILE & ASSOCIATES, INC. AND 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED 
TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  
 
MRS. RABATAH SECONDED THE MOTION. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE:  MR. MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, MR. BEGGS, MR. WAECHTLER, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
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MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
PC-25-11  A petition seeking approval of the final plat of subdivision to consolidate two lots into 
one for the property located on the north side of 6th Street, approximately 210 feet east of Florence 
Avenue, commonly known as 226 6th Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-09-312-018); Keith and 
Michelle Rafacz, Petitioners and Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-25-11. 
 
Village Planner, Damir Latinovic, reported the property was located at 226 6th Street and consisted 
of two lots (30 feet by 132 feet deep) of record zoned R-4 Single Family Residential and was 
currently improved with a single family residence.  The petitioners are seeking approval of the final 
plat of subdivision to consolidate the two lots into one, making the total size of the lot 7,920 square 
feet.  The petitioner applied for a permit to demolish the existing structure in order to construct a 
new single-family residential structure.   
 
The FLUP designated the property for residential use and staff believes the consolidation is 
consistent with that use.  Consolidating the two lots would exceed the minimum lot dimension 
requirements for the R-4 District.  The property would meet all requirements of the Subdivision 
Ordinance, since the petitioner was not seeking any exceptions nor seeking any changes and the 
new lot would be consistent with the surrounding lots.  Five-foot utility easements are proposed on 
the two side lot lines and a 10-ft. public utility easement on the rear property line.   
 
Staff has not received any comments on this proposal to date.  Based upon the proposal meeting the 
Subdivision Ordinance, the Zoning Ordinance, and other planning documents, staff recommends the 
Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council, with staff’s one 
condition listed on Page 3 of its report.   
 
Per Mr. Matejczyk’s observation that a majority of the lots on either side of 6th Street were 
consolidated, Mr. Latinovic noted the lots were not necessarily consolidated.  He stated the Village 
previously allowed residents to construct structures on multiple lots of record.  He agreed there 
were many existing 30-foot lots and individuals used to purchase multiple 30-ft. lot.  He indicated 
the code was amended in 2006 to require to consolidation of those lots.   
 
Per a question, Mr. Latinovic estimated the widths of the 5th Street lots were 30-ft. lots of record but 
individuals could have purchased five or ten feet from neighboring lots or the lots could be 25-ft 
lots. 
 
Petitioner, Mr. Keith Rafacz, 226 6th Street, Downers Grove, homeowner, introduced Mr. Glen 
Columbo of DT Builders, his builder.  He indicated he and his builder were present to answer any 
questions. 
 
Mr. Waechtler pointed out a typographic error on the second line of Mr. Rafacz’s letter, which Mr. 
Rafacz was made aware and was agreeable to the correction.  No further questions/comments 
followed. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   
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 Mr. Henry Succop, 214 6th Street, Downers Grove, discussed the topography of the area, expressed 
concern about water run-off, but had no objections about a home being constructed.  He asked who 
“signed-off” on this proposal and shared more concerns.  In response, Village Manager, O’Brien, 
explained how the water will have to drain from the property and meet the Village’s stormwater 
requirements.  Mr. Succop, again, voiced concern about water running down a hill.  Mr. O’Brien 
offered that Mr. Succop can view the engineering plans and explained how the engineering plans 
are reviewed and modified, if necessary.   
 
There being no further comments, Chairman Jirik closed public comment. 
 
The petitioner was invited to respond to the public comments made or provide a closing statement.  
Mr. Rafacz provided neither. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-25-11, MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 
THE  FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL PLAT OF 
CONSOLIDATION FOR 226 SIXTH STREET,  PREPARED BY LAMBERT & 
ASSOCIATES ATTACHED TO STAFF REPORT DATED JULY 11, 2011, EXCEPT AS 
SUCH PLAN MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES.    
 
SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK. 
 
Mr. Beggs confirmed that he was voting on the consolidation of two 30-ft. wide lots to match the 
surrounding area and not determining the future use of the joined lots, which the chairman also 
confirmed was not the commission’s purview tonight.   
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE:  MR. WAECHTLER, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. BEGGS, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
PC-17-11  A petition seeking a special use approval for a service station and a final plat of 
subdivision approval to consolidate two existing parcels into one lot for the property located at the 
northeast corner of Ogden Avenue and Lindley Street, commonly known as 898 Ogden Avenue, 
Downers Grove, IL (PINs 09-05-119-016, -017); Corporate Design and Development Group, LLC, 
Petitioner; Speedway, LLC, Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-17-11. 
 
Mr. Stan Popovich discussed that the petitioner was requesting a special use approval for a service 
station, along with a final plat of subdivision to consolidate two existing parcels into one lot along 
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with the abrogation of utility easements for the redevelopment of the Speedway gas station at the 
above-noted address.  The B-3 zoned parcel consisted of two lots and a vacated alley that split the 
two lots.  The southern lot has access to Ogden Avenue and Lindley Street, while the northern lot 
had access onto Lindley; however, there was no existing curb cut on the northern lot.   
 
Mr. Popovich walked through the site plan for the commissioners explaining that the site currently 
included a large canopy, a small convenience store, and a paved area.  The proposed plan was to 
demolish the existing building and canopy and construct a new 3,936 square foot convenience store 
and canopy.   
 
Proposed materials for the convenience store included split-face concrete block and anodized 
windows on the south and west elevations with a hip roof including shingles.  Six fuel dispensing 
stations will be located under the canopy and a trash enclosure will be located to the northwest of 
the convenience store, which will be surrounded by a solid six-foot fence and landscaping 
surrounding same.   
 
Per Mr. Popovich, the existing fuel tanks would be removed and replaced with new fuel tanks and 
be located slightly northwest of the proposed canopy.  The petitioner was proposing 27 parking 
spaces where 18 were required per code.  The building and canopy met all zoning, setback, and 
height requirements.   
 
The existing gas station was constructed in the 1980’s.  Mr. Popovich noted, that at that time, the 
northern lot was rezoned to a B-3 zoning district with certain restrictive covenants to include a 25-
foot parking setback from the west property line, a 35-foot building setback from the west property 
line, a 40-foot setback along the north property line (due to the nearby residents), and a 20-foot 
setback from the east property line.  Those restrictive covenants would be maintained and the 
proposed project met those requirements.   Further details followed on the fence and landscaping 
restrictive covenants.  All requirements from the 1980’s would be maintained.   
 
Mr. Popovich pointed out that the proposed building will sit slightly to the north of the existing 
building and no traffic would be encountered on the north or east side of the proposed building.  
Overhead utility lines were relocated along the east and north of the site and currently no utilities 
existed in the alley.  Staff recommended that those easements be abrogated since the petitioner is 
providing a 10-foot easement along the north and east property line to accommodate the existing 
utilities.   
 
The Future Land Use Plan (“FLUP”) called for the site to be a commercial property and staff 
believed the proposal was not only consistent with the FLUP, but also consistent with the Zoning 
Ordinance and the Subdivision Ordinance.   The blanket stormwater management easement over the 
proposed two water detention areas was pointed out on the site plan, noting the larger pond would 
be on the east side of the canopy and the smaller pond northeast of the building.   
 
Two curb cuts currently existed on Ogden Avenue and the petitioner was proposing to close the 
western curb-cut and relocate the eastern curb cut 14 feet west to line up with the Washington Street 
intersection.  The curb cut on Lindley Street would be relocated about 18 feet to the north to line up 
with the drive aisle between the canopy and the convenience store, and would remain as a “No 
Right Turn.”  The petitioner would be required to install appropriate No Right Turn signage.  
Existing sidewalks would be maintained and replaced where needed.   
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The Fire Prevention Division reviewed the proposal and believed the relocated curb cuts would 
adequately allow for access to the proposed building.  A sprinkler and automatic alarm system, 
however, would be required. 
 
Staff spoke to various neighbors regarding the project, some of which expressed concern about the 
debris carrying through the existing landscaping.  Mr. Popovich stated he did speak to the two 
abutting neighbors along Washington Street, who viewed the plans and were pleased that the traffic 
would not be to the rear of their buildings and that the alley would remain to the east of the subject 
site.   
 
Staff recommended a positive recommendation for the proposal, subject to the conditions listed in 
its report, based on the proposal meeting the Subdivision Ordinance and the above-discussed village 
requirements.  The special use was consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and the Special Use 
standards were met.  Staff believed the proposal would be an improvement over the existing 
building.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk confirmed with staff the full access curb cuts along Ogden Avenue.  Asked if the 
turn restriction onto Lindley would have a physical barrier besides the sign, Mr. Popovich stated 
there was nothing proposed currently and the access was a full access in but a left-turn only out.  
Per a question regarding the blotted out stop signage on Lindley, Mr. Popovich stated that a new 
“No Right Turn” sign, along with a stop sign, would be posted.  He was not sure why the current 
stop sign was blotted out.   
 
Per Mr. Beggs’ question about the Ogden Avenue curb cut aligning up with the Washington Street 
intersection, Mr. Popovich stated it was an IDOT request.  Mr. Beggs believed the alignment would 
encourage drivers to drive “clear across” Ogden Avenue, which he did not believe was a good plan 
due to the heavy traffic there.  Mr. Matejczyk also agreed with Mr. Beggs’ point.  Chairman Jirik 
commented that this was an IDOT requirement.  Mr. O’Brien also stated the matter was IDOT’s 
jurisdiction and the agency preferred to keep the access/intersection lined up but he could mention 
the concerns.   
 
Chairman Jirik confirmed with staff that the proposal was the same use, same owner, and that for 
the residential periphery it was a benefit because the activities were being pulled away from the 
residential neighbors and, simultaneously, providing buffering.  The use was an enhancement to 
which staff concurred.   Regarding the exit onto Lindley, Chairman Jirik asked staff’s opinion on 
whether there was a benefit to reshaping it to further communicate the No Right Turn without 
creating a hazard, wherein Mr. Popovich suggested speaking to the Public Works Department.  
Regarding the dumpsters, the chairman asked staff to provide the details of the fencing, i.e., 6-ft 
solid wood fence with landscaped screening.  Lastly, in reviewing the site plan, Chairman Jirik 
asked if there were concerns about an encroaching home to the north, wherein Mr. Popovich stated 
the home encroaching onto the Speedway property was about 3 to 4 feet and it was recorded as such 
on the plat.   
 
Mr. Webster confirmed with staff that there were two signs proposed on Ogden Avenue and that the 
commission would not be reviewing those signs, which were compliant with Village Code.    
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Mr. Troy Triphahn, with Corporate Design and Development Group, 2675 Pratum Avenue, 
Hoffman Estates, Illinois, introduced himself and Mr. Adam Campbell, with Speedway, LLC.  
Mr. Triphahn appreciated staff’s thorough discussion of the project.  He further noted that the 
current 2,000 sq. ft. building had 8 pump islands resulting in 16 vehicles being serviced, along with 
three curb cuts.   In place of the existing building would now be a 3,900 sq. ft. building with a 
canopy and include six pumps fueling 12 vehicles at a time.  Addressing the curb cuts, 
Mr. Triphahn confirmed he did consult with IDOT to keep the original three current curb cuts; 
however, he stated IDOT did require the reduction of curb cuts as well as the Village.  IDOT 
communicated to Mr. Triphahn that the only way the improvement would occur was if the curb cut 
was aligned with Washington Street, thereby creating better sight lines.   
 
Mr. Triphahn proceeded to discuss the internal circulation of the site, noting the proposal was 
eliminating vehicles to circle around the rear, reducing noise and lighting, but also creating more 
green space.  Regarding current stormwater conditions, Mr. Triphahn did state there were some 
flooding issues but with the redevelopment, it allowed the petitioner to address such issues to meet 
the Village’s stormwater requirement as well as IDOT’s requirements.  The redevelopment of this 
site allowed LED lighting on the building and less light pollution to the nearby neighbors.   Details 
of the site’s landscaping followed.  Along the northeast property line, Mr. Triphahn said the existing 
shade trees and evergreen trees would remain as they already separated the site from the residential 
use.  The two canopy signs would face Ogden Avenue. 
 
In closing, Mr. Triphahn believed the project was great and stated it would be a nice asset for the 
Village as well as the Ogden Avenue Corridor.  Construction was expected to begin in September, 
2011.  He asked for the Commission’s support on the project. 
 
Mr. Matejczyk liked the project but asked the petitioner if he would have any issues of redoing the 
curb radius on the Lindley exit to discourage the right turners, to which Mr. Triphahn said the 
matter could be discussed but he did have concerns about obstructing the visibility of south-bound 
traffic to enter the site as well as fueling trucks entering the site at that location.  He was open to 
discussing the matter with Public Works and Manager Jeff O’Brien.   Chairman Jirik also suggested 
seeking advice from the Parking and Traffic Commission.  
 
Per Mr. Waechtler’s questions, Mr. Adam Campbell, 600 Speedway Drive, Ohio, stated the 
operation will be 24 hours and the only intercom system will be located at the gas dispensers and 
nothing audible on the rear of the building. 
 
Mr. Beggs raised the earlier discussion about IDOT’s relocation of the curb cut and it being safer to 
align with Washington Street.  He restated his point about a vehicle being placed in danger when 
exiting and crossing directly across the street.  He believed the times that drivers were 
simultaneously traveling north on Washington Street to enter the gas station while the vehicles 
exiting the gas station wanting to travel straight south in order to see vehicles directly in front of 
them, was “miniscule”.  He believed IDOT’s argument faired better when a 90-degree intersection 
existed.   In response, the Chairman believed IDOT was more concerned with two vehicles trying to 
make a westbound move on Ogden Avenue and both vehicles seeing each other.  If the access point  
was off-set, they may not see each other.  He did not see two vehicles trying to cross Ogden Avenue 
as one of IDOT’s greater concerns because they were two different kinds of movements.  To that 
point, Mr. Beggs noted that the proposal did not take into consideration the center turn lane.   
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Mr. Webster appreciated the petitioner bringing the LED lighting technology to the Village, the 
petitioner sharing his photometric plan, providing the landscaping, and for redeveloping the site.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Ms. Amelia Coppolillo, 4237 Lindley Street, Downers Grove, was sworn in and stated her property 
is adjacent to the gas station and encroaching.  She stated her plat of survey from the 1970’s did not 
list the encroachment and a mistake must have been made on the petitioner’s survey.  She stated she 
lived next to the station for the past 23 years and the property has not been maintained.  She did not 
receive return calls from the district manager regarding the overgrown brush nor a response to her 
letter.  She stated the dumpsters are open, have rodents, and that the public uses the dumpsters.  She 
asked that the new dumpsters include locks.  Ms. Coppolillo asked about the fence’s material.  She 
discussed the site had skateboarders, loiterers at all times of the day, and children’s safety was a 
concern.   She stated Speedway, as a company, was more concerned about their business and not 
what the neighbors go through.  She stated that since the corporate office does not see the 
skateboarders or the homeless individuals, she suggested that Speedway install cameras.  Other 
noise and maintenance concerns were voiced.     
 
Mr. Dale Albrecht, 4236 Lindley Street, Downers Grove, stated he was concerned about the 
reduction of curbs because it would cause more traffic on Lindley Street which was a narrow street.  
He also heard the noise.   
 
Mr. Rod Steckelberg, 4238 Lindley Street, Downers Grove stated it was a racecar track and having 
the fuel trucks travel onto Lindley Street was not a very good idea and to say that trucks would not 
turn right to avoid the light on Main Street was a mistake.  Mr. Steckelberg also heard noise and 
agreed the children’s safety was a concern.   
 
Ms. Amelia Coppolillo, 4237 Lindley Street, asked the Commissioners to keep in mind that Good 
Samaritan Hospital was about two to three blocks away which provided much traffic and that 
Lindley Street was a very busy street already and also a small street. 
 
Hearing no further comments, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.  He asked the petitioner to 
respond to the comments/concerns raised. 
 
Mr. Triphahn responded that while he could not address the current and previous maintenance 
issues, he could ask Mr. Campbell to return to Speedway so that the correct individual can address 
the concerns.  Additionally, he stated he could place into the development plans notes that the 
landscaper be required to clean up the particular areas mentioned during construction and keep the 
high quality trees but remove low laying brush and the low quality trees.  Mr. Triphahn noted that 
the noise level should be addressed because it will now occur between the building and the street 
and be shifted to the front of the building with the cashier having better visibility of the activity in 
front.  He added that the rear of the site will be green space instead of asphalt and that should deter 
any future problems.  The trash enclosure will be better located and will include board-on-board 
material surrounded by evergreens.  The enclosure will also be visible to the station attendant. 
 
With the new layout of the site, Mr. Triphahn explained that a larger fuel tankers can maneuver the 
site but that the layout of the site and diesel pumps will preclude semi-trailers from refueling at the 
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site.  He explained that the diesel fuel will be available for box-truck styles or for lawn mowers, etc.  
He pointed out the locations of the diesel pumps on the site plan (further away from the residents). 
 
Responding to the Chairman’s questions, Mr. Triphahn explained that the fencing at the northern 
property line will be the existing and he was not sure of its current condition.    
 
Asked if he was adverse to installing a new solid wood fence abutting the residences, Mr. Triphahn 
stated they can inspect it and replace it or repair it depending on the condition.  He noted they 
planned to have the brush cleaned up.  Mr. Popovich also described the fence as an old fence, worn 
over time, but he did not see any major holes in it. 
 
Regarding the landscaping, the Chairman discussed with staff that landscaping usually provides a 
green space but, in this case, a neighbor expressed no interest in having the green space.  
Mr. Popovich explained that in the restrictive covenants it was recorded against the property that the 
petitioner had to provide landscaping in accordance with the plan approved in the 1980’s, but staff 
believed there was the ability to clean up part of the area to make it look nicer and safer.  While he 
did not walk the entire fence line, Mr. Popovich said the portions he did walk had no significant 
holes.  He could not confirm whether it could create an adequate barrier for the residents.  Mr. 
O’Brien also added that the Village did not want landscaping encroaching onto sidewalks or 
creating a hazard and, so, in this case, he surmised it would be best to remove invasive species and 
trim underbrush. 
 
Regarding no lighting in the rear of the site, Mr. Popovich explained that typically there is no 
lighting except for the emergency lighting over the rear door, due to nearby neighbors.  Mr. 
Triphahn, however, interjected and stated a light would be over the rear door as well as to the left of 
the trash enclosure and near the parking area but then decreasing at the property line.  He then 
confirmed with Chairman Jirik that the dry bottom detention pond to the east would be grass.  
Describing how he planned to secure the dumpster, Mr. Triphahn explained that the cashier would 
be able to view the dumpster from the west side of the proposed building and two gates in front of 
the dumpster would exist but not necessarily with a lock.    
 
Asked if Speedway had a standard protocol for its employees to walk the site for maintenance 
purposes, Mr. Campbell stated there were employees that monitor the site for children, loiterers, 
check the lighting, etc., which should be done approximately six times per day.  
 
Returning to the Lindley Street exit, Mr. Triphahn stated that the people who exit Lindley currently 
will exit Lindley in the same manner in December.  Regarding the tanker on the site plan, it was to 
show it could successfully circulate the site and would not be a regular nuisance on Lindley Street. 
 
Mr. Triphahn closed by thanking the Commission for its consideration of the project and supporting 
the project.  He believed the concerns raised would be followed by the new development. 
 
Chairman Jirik summarized what he was trying to accomplish by explaining that the project had the 
potential to remedy some of the issues, which the petitioner had no objection to pursue, and at the 
same time the Commission’s challenge was to optimize the benefits without making the project 
unfeasible.  He believed the petition was moving forward fine, but there were some issues raised.   
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Mr. Matejczyk, addressing the northbound traffic issue on Lindley, thought it would be beneficial to 
install a physical barrier to enforce the No Right Turn.  Per Mr. Waechtler’s question about security 
cameras on the current site, Mr. Campbell stated he could not speak to that issue but stated that 
cameras would be installed on the new building.   Mrs. Rabatah wondered if Speedway could 
require that the diesel tankers enter and exit onto Ogden Avenue to avoid Lindley.  Mr. Campbell 
explained tankers should be entering on Ogden, deliver the fuel, and then exit on Lindley.  He did 
not believe enough room existed on the lot for a truck to circulate around and exit the same way it 
entered.   
 
Mr. Beggs suggested it may be more important to forget about the traffic coming south on Lindley. 
A discussion ensued.  The Chairman then suggested that before the petition moved forward that 
Village resources provide input as to the enhancements that will further discourage turning 
movements onto Lindley to the north, as opposed to an absolute decision.  As another suggestion, 
Mr. O’Brien believed that if there were physical modifications the Commission wanted to explore, 
it should be included as a condition of the motion.  The Chairman thought was also a good 
suggestion.   
 
Another option, as suggested by Mr. Beggs, was to access the station from the south -- from Ogden 
Avenue -- which might be improved if the petitioner was to undertake widening that portion of 
Lindley Street from the driveway south on Ogden Avenue, since there was testimony that Lindley 
was a narrow street.  Mr. Beggs clarified he was not suggesting that the Village pay for this work.  
Instead, he was suggesting that if the petitioner felt that access from Ogden Avenue was valuable 
enough to improve access to that driveway, then he should pursue it.  Mr. Webster appreciated the 
discussion about discouraging the right turn, but believed if someone wanted to avoid the light, they 
would turn right anyway.  He supported having the option of being included as a condition in the 
recommendation and let staff, the Village Council and public works remedy the matter, since it 
sounded more like a traffic management issue.   
 
Overall, the Chairman agreed the above matter was the last piece of the equation and was traffic-
related, since the other issues were being addressed and moving along in the petition.  General 
comments followed that there was a benefit to the area and it was a better configuration of the site. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 17-11, MR. WEBSTER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDAITON TO THE 
VILALGE COUNCIL, THE REQUEST FOR SPECIAL USE AND FINAL PLAT TO 
CONSOLIDATE THE PARCELS AND TO ABROGATE THE UTILITY EASEMNTS, 
SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT DATED JULY 11, 2011 AND WITH PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 
PLANS, ARCHITECTURAL PLANS, ELEVATIONS, SITE PLANS AND 
LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS PREPARED BY CORPORATE DESIGN & 
DEVELOPMENT GROUP, LLC DATED APRIL 25, 2011 AND MODIFIED ON 
JUNE 13, 2011 EXCEPT SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO 
VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES. 

2. A NO RIGHT TURN SIGN SHALL BE LOCATED AT THE LINDLEY ROAD EXIT 
DRIVE.  
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3. A DESCRIPTION OF BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR STORMWATER 
THAT ARE INCORPORATED INTO THE SITE DESIGN AND HOW THEY WILL 
FUNCTION SHALL BE PREPARED AND SUBMITTED.  THE APPLICABLE 
DESIGN CRITERIA SUCH AS SOIL TYPE, VEGETATION, AND LAND COVER 
CONDITIONS DRAINING TO THE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE ALONG 
WITH APPROPRIATE CALCULATIONS SHALL BE INCLUDED.   

4. THE PROPOSED BUILDING SHALL HAVE A MANUAL AND AUTOMATIC 
FIRE DETECTION SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE 
PROTECTED.   

5. THE PROPOSED BUILDING SHALL HAVE A COMPLETE AUTOMATIC 
SPRINKLER SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE 
PROTECTED. 

6. ALL PROPOSED SIGNAGE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE VILLAGE’S SIGN 
ORDINANCE.   

7. THE LINDLEY STREET DRIVEWAY SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AS SUCH 
THAT IT PRECLUDES IN SOME PRACTICAL WAY, BEYOND SIGNAGE 
NORTHBOUND TURNS ONTO LINDLEY. 

8. THE PETITIONER SHALL REPAIR/RENOVATE/REPLACE THE EXISTING 
FENCE ALONG THE NORTHERN PROPERTY AND BRING IT UP TO CODE; 
AND 

9. THE PETITIONER SHALL CLEAN UP THE LANDSCAPING ALONG THE 
NORTHERN (RESIDENTIAL) PROPERTY LINE TO CREATE A MORE 
DEFENSIBLE LANDSCAPE AREA.  
 

SECONDED BY MR. BEGGS.   
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. WEBSTER, MR. BEGGS, MR. MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WAECHTLER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
(The Plan Commission took a short break at 9:30 p.m. and reconvened at 9:39 p.m.) 
 
PC-18-11 A petition seeking a special use approval for a drive through for the property located at 
the northeast corner of Ogden Avenue and Cumnor Road, commonly known as 160 Ogden Avenue, 
Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-04-112-038); Panera, LLC, Petitioner; J.J. Brothers, LLC, Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-18-11.   
 
Mr. Popovich discussed the petitioner was seeking approval of a special use for a drive-through 
window at an existing Panera Bread restaurant, zoned B-3 General Services and Highway Business, 
and located at the northeast corner of Cumnor Road and Ogden Avenue.  The existing building sat 
at a 45-degree angle to the two streets.  There are two access points to the commercial shopping 
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area in which the restaurant was located -- one east on Ogden Avenue and one further north along 
Cumnor Road -- which would remain as is.  No new access from Cumnor or Ogden is proposed. 
 
Proposed was a 550 sq. ft. addition, clad in EIFS and brick material to match the existing building, 
which would be added to the existing southwest side of the building.  To accommodate the new 
window (southwest facade), a new food preparation line will extend out from the existing food 
preparation line and new restrooms will be provided within the new addition.  A 12-ft. drive-
through lane was proposed with access to start at the northwest corner of the property and run 
counter-clockwise around the building, allowing for eight stacked cars.  Cars would continue to the 
east and then exit east of the building.  Staff was requiring that the petitioner include an automatic 
voice control on the menu board to reduce noise levels.  Operational hours remained the same, i.e., 
6:30 a.m. to 9:30 p.m.    
 
Mr. Popovich reported that five parking stalls would be eliminated with the creation of the new 
drive-through lane but parking for the entire commercial shopping center would not be affected by 
the removal of the parking spaces.  Eight existing trees and various shrubs would be removed and 
be replaced with new landscaping.  Staff explained where the required landscaping would be 
located around the drive-through, i.e., the northwest corner and the southeast corner to provide 
buffering for the vehicles entering/exiting the drive-through lane.   
 
Staff believed the proposal complied with and was consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and met 
the requirements of the Future Land Use Plan.  No new curb cuts were planned for this site and 
internal circulation would basically remain the same.  Utilities and sidewalks would also remain in 
their locations.  The Downers Grove Sanitary District provided conceptual approval of the petition 
and there would be installation of some new stormwater drains.   
 
The Fire Prevention District had no concerns but the building would be required to have sprinklers 
and an alarm system.  A couple of general phone calls were received on this project. One resident 
asked whether new curb cuts would be installed and there was concern for traffic congestion at the 
intersection of Cumnor Road and Ogden Avenue. 
 
Regarding the criteria for meeting the standards for special use, staff believed the use was a 
desirable service to the area and the proposal would not be detrimental to the health, safety and 
general welfare of the community.  The use complied with the regulations of the Zoning Ordinance 
and a drive-through was a permitted special use in the B-3 Zoning District.  Staff recommended the 
Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation subject to the conditions listed on page 4-5 in 
staff’s report.   
 
Discussion followed about the menu volume control and whether it was new, wherein Mr. Popovich 
explained that menu volume has been a concern in the past and staff was trying to be proactive by 
asking the petitioner to include it.  Mr. Matejczyk supported the feature.   Asked what staff was 
trying to accomplish by adding landscaping near the drive-through lane, Mr. Popovich said it was to 
provide additional screening and buffering.  The landscaping along the sidewalk would provide a 
better delineation between the sidewalk and the drive-through to create a buffer between the 
pedestrians on the sidewalk and the vehicles.  Mr. Beggs voiced concern that the landscaped 
buffering and a six-inch curb between a pedestrian and a vehicle was not enough protection for a 
pedestrian.  He thought a physical barrier should be considered.   
 



APPROVED 8/1/11 

PLAN COMMISSION  JULY 11, 2011 13

Regarding the sweep of the drive-through lane and the 15-foot distance from the sidewalk along 
Ogden Avenue to the nearest lane of traffic on Ogden, Chairman Jirik stated there would be 
headlights splashing right into the oncoming traffic.  He suggested accomplishing this safety issue, 
along with the above issue, and avoiding the conflict simultaneously.  Mr. Beggs concurred.    
Another concern raised was snow removal, wherein Mr. Popovich stated the owner would have to 
plow onto the corner green space or where other piles were located within the shopping center.   
 
Mr. Russ Whitaker, III, attorney with Rosanova & Whitaker, Ltd., 23 W. Jefferson St., Naperville, 
IL, on behalf of Panera, LLC, introduced himself and stated that Panera LLC operated on the site 
since 1999.   A brief history of the company followed.  He discussed that due to the region’s climate 
a drive-through was a “must have” for many operators in the northern climate.  He appreciated 
working with staff on the proposal and staff’s thorough presentation.  He was open to answering 
questions. 
 
Per Mr. Beggs’ concern about protecting the pedestrian, Mr. Whitaker stated it could be something 
to consider and he was amenable to the suggestion.  Chairman Jirik reminded the petitioner what the 
commission was trying to accomplish with the Ogden Avenue Master Plan, i.e., aesthetics, physical 
barriers to provide control/safety, and to come up with something tasteful and practical.   
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if there were issues with vehicle stacking. 
 
Mr. Tony Disanza, Panera LLC, 3630 S. Geyer Road, Sunset Hills, MO, responded that in previous 
drive-throughs there has not been more than 7 or 8 vehicles stacking at peak times (11:00 a.m. to 
2:00 p.m.) and the total time from taking an order to picking it up was about 3.5 minutes.  
Mr. Waechtler noted that 7 vehicles were depicted on the diagram but having 8 or 9 vehicles would 
place them in the parking lot.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.  No comments followed.  Public 
comment was closed.  Petitioner also had no closing statement. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 18-11, MRS. RABATAH MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION MAKE A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL REGARDING THE ABOVE PETITION SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT DATED JULY 11, 2011 AND WITH PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 
AND LANDSCAPE PLANS PREPARED BY CORE STATES GROUP, DATED MAY 
4, 2011 AND REVISED ON JUNE 16, 2011; ARCHITECTURAL PLANS PREPARED 
BY FREDERICK J. GOGLIA, DATED JANUARY 4, 2011; AND SIGN DRAWINGS 
PREPARED BY MANDEVILLE SIGN, DATED JULY 15, 2010 AND REVISED ON 
JUNE 20, 2011 EXCEPT SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO 
VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES. 

2. A DESCRIPTION OF BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR STORMWATER 
THAT ARE INCORPORATED INTO THE SITE DESIGN AND HOW THEY WILL 
FUNCTION SHALL BE PREPARED AND SUBMITTED.  THE APPLICABLE 
DESIGN CRITERIA SUCH AS SOIL TYPE, VEGETATION, AND LAND COVER 
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CONDITIONS DRAINING TO THE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE ALONG 
WITH APPROPRIATE CALCULATIONS SHALL BE INCLUDED.   

3. THE PROPOSED ADDITION SHALL HAVE A MANUAL AND AUTOMATIC 
FIRE DETECTION SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE 
PROTECTED.   

4. THE PROPOSED ADDITION SHALL HAVE A COMPLETE AUTOMATIC 
SPRINKLER SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE 
PROTECTED. 

5. ALL PROPOSED SIGNAGE SHALL COMPLY WITH THE VILLAGE’S SIGN 
ORDINANCE.   

6. A MINIMUM THREE-FOOT WIDE LANDSCAPING BED, CONTAINING 
SHRUBS OR ORNAMENTAL GRASSES, SHALL BE INSTALLED BETWEEN 
THE DRIVE-THROUGH LANE AND ADJACENT SIDEWALKS FOR THE 
ENTIRE LENGTH OF THE DRIVE-THROUGH LANE. 

7. THE MENU BOARD SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH AUTOMATIC VOLUME 
CONTROL; AND 

8. THE PETITIONER SHALL PROVIDE A PROPOSAL, BASED ON THE DRIVE-
THROUGH, TO ALLEVIATE THE SAFETY CONCERNS EXPRESSED ABOVE, 
WITH REGARD TO PEDESTRIAN SAFETY ON THE SIDEWALK AND THE 
HEADLIGHTS POTENTIALLY FLASHING ONTO THE ADJACENT STREET, 
AND THAT SUCH CONSIDERATION SHALL BE  PROVIDED PRIOR TO 
VILLAGE COUNCIL CONSIDERATION. 

 
SECONDED BY MR. WEBSTER.   
 
Mr. Beggs called attention to the fact that the standards for approving the special use must provide 
for the safety of the community and if the Village Council was not comfortable with what the 
petitioner will present, Council should not approve the proposal.   Mr. O’Brien conveyed that staff 
understood what the Plan Commission was looking for, i.e., a plan indicating increased screening 
and a physical barrier.   Commissioners concurred they were comfortable with staff’s 
understanding. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE:  MRS. RABATAH, MR. WEBSTER, MR. BEGGS, MR MATEJCZYK, 

MR. WAECHTLER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY:  NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.   VOTE:  6-0 
 
PC-21-11 A petition seeking a special use approval for an automobile dealership for the property 
located at the southeast corner of Fairview Avenue and Ogden Avenue, commonly known as 333 
Ogden Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-04-300-050); Cynthia and Leonard Senicka, Petitioner; 
Cynlo Ltd Liability Co., Owner 
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Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-21-11. 
 
Mr. Stan Popovich reviewed the staff report and explained that the petitioner was seeking approval 
of a special use for an automobile dealership at 333 Ogden Avenue, where an existing auto repair 
shop was located.  The property, zoned B-3 General Services and Highway Business, was located at 
the southeast corner of Fairview Avenue and Ogden Avenue.  The repair shop would remain as is.  
The petitioner plans to upgrade the building through the OASIS program, which is the Ogden 
Avenue Site Improvement Strategy program.  No interior renovations are taking place.  The 
petitioner’s original proposal included the removal of the northern curb cut on Fairview Avenue and 
to add additional green space along Ogden Avenue, with a new sidewalk, and to bring the existing 
sidewalk on Fairview Avenue into better compliance.  Petitioners will also provide code-compliant 
signage.  After staff review, staff was now requiring that the westernmost curb cut on Ogden 
Avenue closest to the Ogden/Fairview intersection be closed and that three feet of landscaping be 
added south of the sidewalk on Ogden.  To date, 23 parking spaces exist.  With the new proposal, 
22 parking spaces will exist. 
 
Per Mr. Popovich, the Future Land Use Plan designated the property as Commercial and the 
dealership was consistent with the Future Land use designation.  No use changes were expected.  
The proposed automobile dealership was a permitted Special Use in the B-3 Zoning District and the 
petitioner was adding green space to the site.  The proposal complied with the Special Use 
Standards of Approval.  Lastly, the proposal complied with the Ogden Avenue Master Plan, as 
noted above.  No new utilities were being proposed.  Fire Prevention reviewed the plans and 
believed enough access to the site existed.   
 
After publishing the property notices, staff received general inquiries but no significant concerns 
were voiced.   Staff recommended a positive recommendation for this project along with staff’s 
conditions in its report.    
 
Per a question, Mr. Popovich understood that the proposal was for a used car dealership and it was 
zoned for same.  He stated the additional sidewalks and landscaping improvements that were to 
occur were not present on the site currently.   Also, six cars would be displayed for viewing while 
the remaining vehicles would be sold over the Internet or be used by the auto repair shop.    
 
Dialog was then raised by Mr. Beggs on his recollection of the commission reviewing the Draft 
Comprehensive Plan some time ago which discussed locating car dealerships to the western end of 
Ogden Avenue versus the eastern end.  He believed the proposal best fit into the current master plan 
and cited those dealerships located in close proximity of the proposal.  He further queried staff how 
this proposal fit in with the comprehensive plan.  Mr. O’Brien agreed the proposal probably fit in 
with the current Ogden Avenue Master Plan although he recalled that the relocation of the 
dealerships to the western side of Ogden were for larger dealerships.  To the point, he stated he 
viewed this application as the petitioner taking advantage of a village grant program through a TIF 
program.  Staff viewed the proposal by looking at the overall use of the property, its impact, and the 
fact that the proposal was not a large operation, as far as the comprehensive plan was concerned.   
 
The Chairman also noted that the current use was auto-related already and the proposed change was 
basically adding a sales component to an existing auto business.  It was also pointed out by 
Mr. Webster that new facades and landscaping were being added, which was a positive benefit.   
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Petitioner, Cynthia Senicka, 43 Mockingbird Lane, Oak Brook, IL appreciated staff’s presentation. 
In answering a previous question, Ms. Senicka stated the dealership would be selling pre-owned 
vehicles only.  She was basically trying to diversify her business, provide the community with good 
vehicles, and beautify the property. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting for public comment.  No comments followed.  Public 
comment was closed.  Ms. Senicka provided no closing statement. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC FILE 21-11, MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT DATED JULY 11, 2011 AND WITH PRELIMINARY SKETCH 
PREPARED BY STAFF EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO 
CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES. 

2. THE WESTERNMOST CURB CUT ALONG OGDEN AVENUE AND THE 
NORTHERNMOST CURB CUT ALONG FAIRVIEW AVENUE SHALL BE 
CLOSED PER IDOT STANDARDS. 

3. THE PROPOSED PARKING ALONG FAIRVIEW AVENUE SHALL BE AT LEAST 
EIGHT FEET FROM THE WEST PROPERTY LINE. 

4. AN ADDITIONAL THREE FEET OF LANDSCAPING SHALL BE PROVIDED 
SOUTH OF AND ALONG THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF THE SIDEWALK ON 
OGDEN AVENUE, EXCEPT FOR THAT AREA SOUTH OF THE REMAINING 
CURB CUT. 

 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH:   ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE:  MR. BEGGS, MRS. RABATAH, MR MATEJCZYK, MR. WAECHTLER, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 6-0 
 
 
PC-22-11  A petition seeking a Final Planned Development Amendment to Planned Development 
#31, Esplanade, for the construction of a five-story addition to both the south and north side of the 
existing parking garage and the construction of a new six-level parking garage for the property 
located on the west side of Lacey Road approximately 530 feet south of Woodcreek Drive, 
commonly known as 3500 Lacey Road, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 06-31-300-007 & 05-36-400-
017); Hamilton Partners / 3500 Lacey Road, LLC, petitioners; 3500 Lacey Road, LLC Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-22-11. 
 
Mr. Popovich summarized the petitioner was seeking a Final Planned Development Amendment to 
Planned Development #31, Esplanade, for the construction of two additions to the existing parking 
garage with a side-yard setback variation on one addition and a new six-level parking garage with a 
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side yard setback.  The property is currently zoned ORM, Office, Research and Manufacturing and 
is located at 3500 Lacey Road, approximately 500 feet south of Woodcreek intersection.   
 
The petitioner was requesting approval of two additions to the existing deck (Phase A and B) and a 
new garage (Phase C) to the north but would not begin construction at this time.  However, the 
petitioner indicated that Phase A and C would probably occur first followed by Phase B.  No 
expansion of the office building was planned.  Should no construction within a year, Mr. Popovich 
conveyed that the petitioner would be required to get the plan development reviewed and renewed 
annually by the Village Council.  The petitioner was fine with this process.   
 
Mr. Popovich reviewed the current building, parking spaces, green space, and ponds on the site, 
noting that the existing building had a parking ratio of 2.5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of 
gross floor area (1,646 existing spaces for 658,370 square feet of building) which met current tenant 
needs but he noted that should tenants or the use change, the proposal may not meet future parking 
needs, which was why the additions were being requested at this time.  Mr. Popovich reviewed the 
history of the building, as it was originally constructed, and the appropriate parking ratio that was 
provided.   
 
The new garage will accommodate the general office uses for the foreseeable future.  Petitioner’s 
traffic study indicted there would not be any impact on the traffic flow on Lacey Road and the two 
intersections would continue to operate accurately.   
 
Mr. Popovich reviewed the expansion area for Phase A in detail which was the construction of a 62-
foot by 330-foot addition to the south side of the existing garage and it would provide 207 parking 
spaces.  A variation was being requested to allow this addition to be located eight feet from the 
south property line where 22 feet was required.   Phase B was a five-story, 62-foot by 167-foot 
addition to the northeast corner of the existing garage and would provide parking on all levels and 
providing 134 parking spaces.  Both additions (A and B) would match the color and texture of the 
existing garage.   
 
The Phase C proposal was for the construction of a new six-level, 203,634 sq. foot parking garage 
and would replace the existing surface parking lot and open green space and would net 548 parking 
spaces.  A variation was being requested to allow the new garage to be 10 feet from the north 
property line where 24 feet was required.    
 
The Future Land Use Plan (“FLUP”) designated the property as Office and Research and staff 
believed the proposed additions and the new proposed parking garage was consistent with the 
FLUP.  Additionally, the property and permitted use request within the zoned ORM, Office, 
Research and Manufacturing met the village’s zoning requirements and overall bulk standards. 
 
As to engineering details, Mr. Popovich reported the petitioner was proposing to maintain the two 
existing curb cuts on Lacey Road.  The new entrance to the Phase C parking garage would use the 
current drive aisle that services the existing surface parking lot.  A new 20-foot wide geogrid fire 
lane south of the building would provide emergency access to the north entrance to the building and 
along the south.  The Fire Prevention Division was requesting a second geogrid east of the garage. 
 
Phase B will utilize the existing drive aisle.  For Phase A, two levels of the building will be open 
with three levels above ground.  Staff is requiring that the petitioner provide a construction plan 
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prior to construction to identify how emergency services and delivery vehicles can access the 
loading dock and rear of the office building during the construction of Addition A. 
 
Turning to parking spaces, all proposed parking spaces will be 8 feet-6 inches wide by 18 feet deep, 
which is an acceptable change from the Village’s zoning ordinance.  Documentation was provided 
by the petitioner that the parking spaces would be occupied by less than two vehicles.  Pedestrian 
access would remain the same to the existing garage.  A new landscaped plaza will be created in the 
Phase C addition.  The plaza would provide access to two levels of the garage.   
 
Mr. Popovich reviewed the following:   the relocation of the sanitary sewer line; the new easement 
to be provided; the relocated water main; the stormwater structures that will be relocated; the 
existing detention basins (to remain), and the stormwater proposal, which would meet the 
stormwater ordinance and best management practices.   
 
The Fire Prevention Division reviewed the proposed plans and were fine with Phase A provided that  
no parking be permitted within the drive aisle.  Phase B had no concerns.  And lastly, the Fire 
Prevention Division was requiring a 20-foot wide geogrid fire lane to be installed on the east side of 
Phase C.   
 
Notices were sent to property owners and a public hearing sign was posted, in addition to the 
published legal notice.  The petitioner did meet with the Downers Grove Forest Preserve District 
regarding the proposal and staff forwarded the petitioners proposal to the Forest Preserve as well.  
In response, the Forest Preserve District provided in writing (on dais) its objection to the variation 
and voiced concerns about constructing buildings close to its property.  Staff believed there would 
be no impact of the additions on forest preserve property and the variation would not adversely 
affect the property itself.  Additionally, the village’s Demolition and Construction Site Management 
Plan required fencing around the property.  No further public comments were received.   
 
Staff believed the proposal met the standards for approval of a Final Planned Development 
Amendment, and the construction of the additions and new garage were desirable and would not be 
detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of the community.  The proposal met the 
village’s zoning requirements and was consistent with the surrounding developments and newly 
approved Midwestern development to the north.  Staff recommended a positive recommendation to 
Village Council, subject to the conditions listed on page 7 of its report.    
 
Mr. Webster confirmed with Mr. Popovich that the zoning to the south of the site continued the 
Office, Research, and Manufacturing zoning but the forest preserve owned an adjacent strip of land. 
Mr. Waechtler seemed to recall that the Plan Commission approved similar variation requests even 
when forest preserve land was adjacent to a development, wherein, Mr. O’Brien recalled the 
Midwestern University development at 31st Street was adjacent to Lyman Woods and had a height 
issue but a variation was granted.  Chairman Jirik called attention to the fact that the proposal on the 
table was not encroaching anything of high quality and if someone could define the terms “harm” or 
“impact” one could have grounds to challenge the variation.   He characterized the letter from the 
forest preserve as having no justification or proof provided.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked staff for clarification on the size of the parking stalls, wherein Mr. O’Brien 
explained per the Zoning Ordinance, that if a petitioner could provide documentation that the 
proposed parking spaces would primarily be used by only one or two cars during the day that the 
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width of the stalls could be reduced to 8’-6”.   
 
Petitioner, Beth Simmons, Hamilton Partners, 1901 Butterfield Rd., Dowers Grove, construction 
manager, discussed she is representing Bendel Kennedy, owner of 3500 Lacey LLC.  Ms. Simmons 
introduced David Olson,  architect with the Jenkins Group; Bob Gundmonson, civil engineer with 
Couhey Gundmonson  Leder; Tom Runkle landscape designer with Hitchcock Design Landscape; 
and Tim Sjogren the traffic engineer from Traffic Analysis and Design Company   
 
Ms. Simmons explained that the 3500 Lacey proposal has been important in their development due 
to the cross roads location of major intersections, its strong architecture, and the ability to recruit 
corporate headquarters.   The request for the parking expansion, she explained, was an insurance 
policy for the location.  The site was very limited to parking expansion and with the turnover in real 
estate, the plan was proactive in that it maximized parking locations on the site and can quickly 
respond to the market.   She reiterated there was no need to construct presently but she had to be 
ready for the mixed use of office, if it ceases being a corporate facility.  She noted her team was 
working with staff  regarding the geogrid to align it with the landscaping as well as the contour of 
the land.   She confirmed she did meet with the forest preserve and a fence would be provided as 
part of the construction plan.  She closed by asking for the commission’s support on the proposal. 
 
Asked if Hamilton Partners had anything to do with the sale of the property of Midwestern 
University, Ms. Simmons stated in the affirmative and explained the sale of the northern property 
was the reason she was before this commission for the parking.  She stated there was always the 
possibility of building a new garage off the north end of the property, but since that land was sold to 
Midwestern University, there was no shared agreement between the two properties and now she was 
creating a plan to have parking specific to this site.  Mr. Beggs expressed concern that if the 
petitioner were to build on the north side of the proposal, what would the impact be on 
Midwestern’s building?  He wanted to know how the buildings worked together, wherein 
Ms. Simmons explained both her engineer and Midwestern’s engineer were speaking to try to 
determine at the property line if there could be shared grading or utilities.  She discussed the 
different look that Midwestern had at its property line and the general difference in topography 
between the two properties, the service drive, and that the coordination was difficult because of this.  
She also pointed out that Midwestern was constructing what was exactly intended for their parcel of 
land in the original PUD #31.  She reiterated that the new parking deck on her site was well needed 
in order to increase parking and no other land existed to construct.   
 
Ms. Simmons further explained that the setback from Lacey Road was very deep as she did not 
want to block the view to the Midwestern building from either direction nor the 3500 Lacey 
building.  Mr. Beggs appreciated her pointing out the large setback which he had not noticed prior.   
 
Ms. Simmons discussed the various phases, noting Phase A was the best priority for an addition and 
the least expensive.  Phase B she may not want to construct; while Phase C would have to be 
constructed to get the increased parking counts.   
 
Chairman Jirik summarized that in order for the petitioner to get the most out of her building, she 
had to invest the money for the necessary parking.  Mr. Webster also pointed out that one gets used 
to the seeing the openness of these developments when all along the plan is usually for the land to 
become more dense.  He believed the project was very forward-thinking.   
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Mr. Dave Olson, architect with the Jenkins Group, briefly explained the proposed parking structure 
in relation to Midwestern as it related to height.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened the meeting to public comment.  No comments.  Public comment was 
closed.  Ms. Simmons had no closing statement to provide.  
 
Clarification followed from staff on why the second geogrid on the east side was being requested in 
staff’s recommendation, as well as why the fire department was requiring it, i.e., to actually depict 
the lane on the site plan and so that the Fire Prevention District could have access on three sides of a 
building.  The sprinkler system’s location was briefly explained.   
   
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-22-11, MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTON THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL REGARDING THIS PETITION SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT SHALL 
SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED JULY 11, 2011 
AND WITH THE PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING PLANS AND STORMWATER 
REPORT PREPARED BY COWHEY GUDMUNDSON LEDER, LTD. DATED JUNE 
6, 2011; ARCHITECTURAL PLANS AND ELEVATIONS PREPARED BY THE 
JENKINS GROUP DATED JUNE 6, 2011; AND LANDSCAPE DRAWINGS 
PREPARED BY HITCHCOCK DESIGN GROUP DATED JUNE 6, 2011 EXCEPT 
SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

2. A 20-FOOT WIDE GEOGRID GRASS PAVE FIRE LANE SHALL BE INSTALLED 
ALONG THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF THE EAST FAÇADE OF PHASE C.  

3. THERE SHALL BE NO PARKING PERMITTED WITHIN THE SERVICE DRIVE 
UNDERNEATH THE PHASE A PARKING GARAGE ADDITION.  NO PARKING 
SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON BOTH SIDES OF THE SERVICE DRIVE. 

4. A CONSTRUCTION STAGING PLAN AND NARRATIVE WITH SPECIFIC 
ACCESS PROVISIONS FOR EMERGENCY, DELIVERY AND SERVICE 
VEHICLES WHILE MAINTAINING A SAFE CONSTRUCTION OPERATION 
SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE VILLAGE PRIOR TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
PHASE A. 

5. STORMWATER AND UTILITY EASEMENTS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE 
VILLAGE THROUGH A PLAT OF EASEMENT PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A 
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY FOR EACH PHASE OF DEVELOPMENT.  IF 
THE ABROGATION OF EASEMENTS IS REQUIRED, THIS SHALL BE 
COMPLETED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE PLAT OF EASEMENT. 

6. ALL THREE PHASES SHALL HAVE A MANUAL AND AUTOMATIC FIRE 
DETECTION SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER 
ACCEPTABLE TO THE VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE 
PROTECTED.   

7. ALL THREE PHASES SHALL HAVE A COMPLETE AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER 
SYSTEM INSTALLED THROUGHOUT IN A MANNER ACCEPTABLE TO THE 
VILLAGE.  ALL AREAS OF THE BUILDING SHALL BE PROTECTED. 
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SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. BEGGS, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, MR. 

WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK.   
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
Mr. O’Brien reported on the upcoming agenda.  He encouraged commissioners to attend the Illinois 
Chapter of the American Planning Association’s state conference in October, being held in 
Evanston, Illinois, since there was money in the budget to do so.  Details followed.  Staff would 
forward the conference information to the commissioners. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 11:30 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE 
VOTE OF 6-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
           Celeste K. Weilandt 
 (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

APRIL 27, 2011 MINUTES 
 
 

Call to Order 
Chairman White called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM.  
 
Roll Call 
Present: Mr. Benes, Mr. Domijan, Ms. Earl, Mr. Enochs, Mr. Isacson,  
  Ch. White  
Absent:  Ms. Majauskas 
A quorum was established.  
 
Staff:  Damir Latinovic, Jeff O’Brien 
 
Also present:   
 Christine Greve, Anna Bielski, 7804 Williams, Downers Grove, IL 
 Richard Klockow, 7808 Williams, Downers Grove, IL 
 Theresa Jones, 2 New Castle Ct., Woodridge, IL 
 Donovan Davis, 11308 Glenbrook Circle, Plainfield, IL 
 Richard Scott, ARA Food Service, 533 Prairie Ave., Downers Grove, IL 
 
 
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.  He then 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.   Chairman White explained that there are seven members on the Zoning 
Board of Appeals, and for a requested variation to be approved there must be a majority of four 
votes in favor of approval.  He added that the Zoning Board of Appeals has authority to grant 
petitions, without further recommendation to the Village Council.  
 
Minutes of October 27, 2010  
 
Mr. Isacson moved to approve the minutes of the October 27, 2010 Zoning Board of 
Appeals meeting as presented.    Mr. Domijan seconded the Motion. 
AYES: Mr. Isacson, Mr. Domijan, Mr. Benes, Ms. Earl, Mr. Enoch, Ch. White 
NAYS: None 
The Motion passed unanimously.  
 

••••••••••••••••••••••• 
ZBA-01-11   A petition seeking a side yard setback variation for the property located on the west 
side of Williams Street approximately 177 feet north of Plainfield Road, commonly known as 
7804 Williams Street, Downers Grove, IL 60516 (PIN 09-28-310-025), Anna Bielski, 
Petitioner/Owner. 
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Petitioner’s presentation: 
 
Ms. Christine Greve, 7804 Williams Street, Downers Grove, Illinois, said that they are 
petitioning for a variation regarding placement of a patio enclosure along the side of the building.  
In order to place the sunroom in the back yard and meet the setback, they would have to go down 
into their basement, and through the garage to get out to what would be the back yard patio area.  
Placing it along the side makes more sense.  They are qualified for a 6’-wide enclosure, but are 
requesting an additional 3’ to make it a more reasonable space. 
 
Mrs. Earl asked if there were pictures, and was informed that the petitioner has provided a packet 
of pictures for the Board’s review. 
 
Ms. Greve noted that she also has letters from neighbors, including the home directly to the south 
of them.  The way the house is configured, there is no access to the back yard from the main 
living area.  Other homes in the immediate area have access directly from the main living area.   
 
Mr. Benes inquired whether this was the only home built in this fashion.  Ms. Greve said within 
the 200’ radius, their home appears to be the only one without direct access to the back yard.  
They currently have an existing cement patio in the back yard.  They would use only 9’-wide 
area of that patio.  
 
Mr. Domijan asked for clarification of a few of the photographs.  Ms. Greve referred to photos 
#7 and #9, which show the area they intend to use.  She said the home was like this when they 
moved in.  They are asking for less than half of the variance allowed. 
 
Mrs. Earl asked how long they have lived in the home, and Ms. Greve said they have lived there 
fifteen years.  She said that none of the neighbors had any objection to the petition and didn’t 
understand why they had to request the variance in the first place.  Ms. Greve added that they 
had a temporary screened-in area, which eventually fell apart.  They want to put in a permanent 
screened-in area because there are elderly people living in the home, one of whom has 
Alzheimers, and the permanent sunroom would allow them to enjoy the outside yet prevent them 
from leaving the premises.    
 
There being no further questions and/or comments from the Board, Chairman White called upon 
Staff to make its presentation.  
 
Staff’s presentation: 
 
Mr. Damir Latinovic, Planner for the Village of Downers Grove, said the property at 7804 
Williams Street is zoned R-3 Single-family residence.  It is a split-level home with a two-car 
attached garage.  The petitioner is seeking a side-yard setback variation to construct a sunroom 
addition on the south side of the house, which would be 4.4’ from the south property line. The 
required setback is 7.5’.  The existing house is 13.4’ from the south property line.  The proposed 
sunroom would be 9’x16’ with a height of 8’.  He described the layout of the rooms inside the 
house.  
 
Mr. Latinovic said that based upon the standards, there is no unique circumstance warranting 
granting the variation, as there is sufficient space in the back yard of the house to construct a sun 
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room which meets all required setbacks.  According to the Village’s standards, Staff believes that 
Standards 1, 2, 4, 5, and 9 have not been met.  Based upon comparison to other lots in the area, 
Staff does not believe that there is sufficient reason to grant the variation, as there are no unique 
circumstances preventing the petitioner from constructing the room on another part of the 
property.  Staff believes allowing the variation would confer a special privilege to the petitioner 
that is not given to other homeowners in the area.  Staff recommends denial of the requested 
variation; however, Mr. Latinovic stated that if the Board approves the request, they should 
consider including the condition on Page 4 of Staff’s report in their approval.  
 
Mr. Enochs asked about the previous temporary structure, and whether Staff has any concern that 
another temporary structure that is movable would be constructed as proposed.  Mr. Latinovic 
said that could not be done because the proposed structure is attached to the house and would 
need a permanent foundation.  The petitioner is looking to create a formal sunroom that would 
blend in on the side of the house.  A temporary movable structure does not have to meet setback 
requirements, as it is not deemed an accessory structure.    
 
In response to Chairman White, Mr. Latinovic said he is not familiar with temporary sunroom 
structures that can be moved or taken down with the season. 
 
Mr. Benes inquired about the Sunroom Specialists spec sheet provided which refers to five pre-
fabricated roof sections.  He asked, since this would be permanently attached to the building, 
whether it meets the Village’s Building Codes.  Mr. Latinovic replied it would have to meet the 
Building Code as the petitioner will have to get a building permit. 
 
Mr. O’Brien responded that the Village does allow pre-fabricated structures to be connected to 
the existing or main building.  They would just have to meet the Village’s Building Codes.  
 
Mr. Benes said that pre-assembled or pre-fabricated roof panels are relatively new,  
similar to modular homes and modular units, which are not allowed.  He said that now they are 
suddenly accepting the pre-fabricated part of the roof structure, which to him doesn’t seem to 
follow the Building Code.  Mr. O’Brien said it is common to see pre-fabricated panels, or roof 
structures on commercial properties. 
 
Mr. Isacson asked for clarification of Standard #2 regarding unique circumstances. He asked if 
the layout of the home on this specific piece of property were to be considered unique, would it 
then apply to someone else.  Mr. Latinovic said variations are given to the property or land, not 
to the structure.  Staff does not look at the existing structure layout or the user of the property 
when considering the standards.  Ultimately the land or property does not need a side yard 
variance.  It would be possible to meet all setbacks if the addition is constructed in the back yard. 
 
Mr. Enochs said that it could then be considered an unfortunate condition of the layout of the 
home, but not a unique circumstance.  Mr. Latinovic said that was correct. 
 
There being no further questions of staff, Chairman White asked anyone who wished to speak 
either in favor of, or in opposition to the petition, to come forward. 
 
Mr. Donovan Davis of 11308 Glenbrook Circle, said he represents 4-Seasons who are bidding to 
do the project.  In regards to the prefabricated roofs, it is very common to have them in 
sunrooms.  They have been using them for 30 years and they are very strong, meeting all of the 
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required codes.  He said this particular room is a 4-season room, which is a permanent structure 
that has double-paned insulated glass.  He explained that they could put in a 6’ addition without a 
variance and from the outside it would be fine; however, the additional 3’ being requested makes 
a difference from the inside.  He noted that the existing patio is already used space, and they 
intend to use a portion of that space for the sunroom.  They are looking for the additional 3’ to 
make the addition more livable and enjoyable.  It’s not a topographical issue, but it is an issue of 
being able to access the space realistically from the house.  There are elderly people in the home 
and to have them go downstairs, through the garage, and upstairs again would be inconvenient 
and tricky for the elderly people.   
 
In response to Chairman White, Mr. Davis said they have R-42 insulation in the roof, which has 
the aluminum extrusion on the inside with a foam panel.  It’s a very strong roof. 
 
Richard Klockow of 7808 Williams, neighbor of Ms. Greve, said he saw the photographs and has 
no objection to the proposal.  He agrees that the exit to the back yard on this house could be a 
problem.  He is looking forward to seeing the addition.  
 
Ms. Greve said she knows the house could be modified; however, they would have to open up a 
wall and build stairs to get back to the ground level.  It would be impractical and wasted space.  
She would be more than happy to turn the house around if she could.   
   
There being no further comments, Chairman White closed the opportunity for further public 
comment, and opened the discussion to the Board’s deliberation. 
 
Board Deliberation: 
 
Chairman White asked the Board’s preliminary thoughts on the petition. 
 
Mrs. Earl said she understood the petitioner’s situation.  There are many split-levels in Downers 
Grove, and many homes with the same floor plan, and there is nothing unique about this home at 
all to warrant the request.  When the variation stays with the land, she cannot see granting it. 
 
Mr. Isacson said he is sympathetic with the problem.  He said that the characteristics are so 
similar to so many other homes, however, that it could cause a precedent.  He understands the 
problem with the access and wishes they could work around it somehow. 
 
Mr. Benes said that this particular home in the Knottingham area was done by one developer and 
the Plan Commission reviewed this when the development was built.  This design makes it 
difficult to use the back yard of this home efficiently.  Very few homes have this type of problem 
regarding access.  He finds nothing wrong with the variation they are presenting, because they 
are within the boundaries of the requirements established by the Village’s Building Codes.  He 
would rather see them build this than try to find another way to build something inappropriate. 
 
Chairman White said looking at the aerial, the location of the garage is different than the house 
in the pictures.  With the homes shown on the aerial, the others do have access from the living 
area into the back yard without having to go through the garage and stairwells.  The difficulty 
from a conceptual point of view is that they have to accept the zoning standards.  He noted that 
in the past, exceptions were made based on homes built in a unique way.  In some ways, what 
they decide tonight reflects what they believe the purpose of the Board should be.  Should it be a 
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judicial function where the facts are reviewed, and accepted academic standards of zoning are 
applied?  There’s no right or wrong answer to the question.  In his opinion, if the problem were 
presented to a zoning class, the only answer would be to deny.  By the strict standards taught in 
school, it would be to deny.   The issue does, however, nicely clarify the philosophical dilemma. 
All of the neighbors say they are fine with the request, yet the Board is the final arbitrator in this 
situation.   
 
Mr. Domijan said that this is a dangerous path, and when they have made exceptions in the past 
it’s been done with preference to those properties where there is a front setback or porch 
atmosphere to foster neighborhood.  In this case they are talking about a unit that is separate 
from the public walkways, and it is enclosed.   
 
Mrs. Earl said it is not as though they cannot build anything.  They can build a 6’ room.   
 
Mr. Isacson said he wants to grant the request and he is sympathetic with the cause.  The Board’s 
responsibility is to interpret whether the request is rational or reasonable.  He could be convinced 
to approve this and would like to find a way to do this 
 
Mr. Enochs said he thinks the layout of the home is a challenge, and he is stuck with the idea of 
the “uniqueness” of the situation and the home. 
 
Chairman White said his understanding of zoning law is that these are not precedential in the 
sense that other people can just come in and request the same thing.  He noted that the variation 
would not be for the entire length of the property, but for the footprint of the sunroom.  If the 
house were to be torn down, the variation would run with the land but only for that portion where 
the sunroom footprint existed.   
 
Mr. Isacson said that one of the things he neglected to see in his initial analysis was the approval 
of the adjoining neighbor.  Many of the homes in the neighborhood have direct access to the 
back yard through the normal living area.  He does support this, but was concerned with the issue 
of how many more people would be coming in for the same request. 
 
Mrs. Earl said they have setbacks for a good reason. 
 
Mr. Enochs asked about the original setbacks, and Mr. O’Brien said they were five feet. 
 
Chairman White said that the Village chose to enlarge the setbacks for policy reasons.  Downers 
Grove is very diverse in terms of housing.  In his opinion, this is a practical matter, and he could 
see a problem with them being lax in interpreting this in favor of the petitioner.  However, the 
Board, based on his experience, has consciously and deliberately chosen to protect the sense of 
neighborhood.  He is totally sympathetic to the argument, and will probably vote yes.  In 
response to Mr. Enochs, Chairman White said there would be an emotional precedent and a 
potential precedent, and there’s no question there could be a problem caused by their 
interpretation.   
 
Mrs. Earl said that when they have strayed from setbacks, usually it has been when the request 
was for a front yard or for interaction with the neighbors.  This doesn’t meet those criteria.  
 
Mr. Benes asked why she says it doesn’t meet the “criteria.”  Criteria by the 8 or 9 standards is 
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an opinion, and her opinion might be different from his.  He also referred to another comment 
made by the Chairman, that if this was put before a zoning class they would deny it.  Downers 
Grove was settled more than 175 years ago and has had subdivision upon subdivision upon 
subdivision since then.  There have also been changes since 1965.  Prior to 1965 this problem did 
not exist and if the house was built before then they would not have to ask for a variation.  The 
Code allows that variation abilities have to be provided to homeowners.  This is what the 
petitioner is asking for.   
 
Mrs. Earl said that she agrees with him; however, in this situation she does not see a unique 
circumstance.  She is seriously concerned about setting a precedent.  
 
Mr. Benes said he can see the point of the petitioner having a problem with having to go up and 
down stairs and through the garage to get to the yard.  He asked Mrs. Earl in her four years on 
the Board how many times she has seem something come up a second time because of a 
variation granted the first time.  That has never happened.  
 
Mrs. Earl responded that when she joined the Board they were hearing four cases a night.  They 
have not had a meeting in six months because they have set precedents.  The Board let it be 
known that they would judge the request on nine standards.  She cannot be sitting there and be 
swayed by emotion.  This is not one of the cases where she can be swayed.  The 6’ room is not 
ideal for them; however, it is doable.   
 
Chairman White asked if anyone feels they have not expressed their perspective on this issue.   
 
Mr. Domijan said there is merit to both sides of the argument.  
 
Chairman White said he has heard comments that the Zoning Board of Appeals is being too lax 
in some cases.  
 
Mrs. Earl commented that she understood Mr. Benes’ comments about not wanting to see homes 
in older areas become teardowns in the Village; however, she does not think that is the case for 
this particular subdivision.  It is a newer subdivision, 45 years old.  
 
Chairman White said that before moving to Downers Grove he was on the Zoning Board of 
Appeals in Woodridge where it was impossible to get a variation approved because they had 
extraordinarily strict standards.  The Village of Downers Grove established its Zoning Board of 
Appeals based on what it wanted to see done.  The question is whether objective standards have 
been met. 
 
Mr. Isacson said he is glad they had this discussion because he’s moved back and forth on the 
issue, which is the reason the discussion is worthwhile.  He said if the Board is thought to be too 
lax, he is willing to accept that. 
 
Mr. Domijan said he believes the Board has been very strict with the Sign Ordinance. 
 
Chairman White said he doesn’t necessarily agree with the comment regarding the Board 
becoming lax in its decisions. It’s more than just this one case.  The question is whether the 
Board is being even-handed for all the neighborhoods in the community.  
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There being no further comment Chairman White called for a motion.   
 
 
Mr. Benes moved that in case ZBA-01-11, the Zoning Board of Appeals grant the petition 
for a variation as presented, subject to the following condition as stated in Staff’s report 
dated April 27, 2011.    
 
 

1. The proposed sunroom addition shall substantially conform to the plans and 
specifications attached to staff report dated April 27, 2011 except as such drawings 
may be changed to conform to Village codes, ordinances, and policies. 

 
 
Mr. Isacson seconded the Motion. 
AYES: Mr. Benes, Mr. Isacson, Mr. Enochs, Ch. White 
NAYS: Mr. Domijan, Ms. Earl 
The Motion to grant the petition carried 4:2. 
 
 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
 

Mr. O’Brien said there are no items for the May meeting as of yet.   
 
Chairman White noted that there has been no workshop for this Board with the Village Council 
for many years.  This is an independent Board that is not reviewed by Council.  He 
recommended that the Board meet with the Council Liaison and Village Attorney to obtain 
guidance, or a comfort level. With the two “Nays” tonight, he wants to be very clear as to the 
direction they should be heading.  He wants to know that they are going in the direction that 
Council wants.  It should also be a public meeting.  He noted that he hasn’t received any 
feedback in several years and thinks it would be prudent to have a workshop.  
 
Mr. O’Brien said he would look into Chairman White’s recommendation and discuss it with the 
Village Manager.   
 
Mr. O’Brien said that the Plan Commission should be making a recommendation on Monday 
concerning the Comprehensive Plan.  It will then go to the Council for its review.  
   
There being no further business, Chairman White adjourned the meeting at 8:26 PM. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Tonie Harrington 
Recording Secretary 
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