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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

VILLAGE HALL COMMITTEE ROOM 
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE 

JUNE 1, 2016 - 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Gorman called the June 1, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan 
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge 
of Allegiance.   
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Marge Earl, Irene Hogstrom, Ed Kalina, John 

Luka (arrives 7:03 pm) , Daiva Majauskas, Mark Thoman, Jim Wilkinson 
 
STAFF:  Community Development Director Stan Popovich  
 
VISITORS: Devin Lavigne with Houseal Lavigne Associates; Amy Gassen, 5320 Benton, 

Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St., Downer Grove; Rich Kulovany, 
6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove 

 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MAY 4, 2016 
 
MINUTES OF MAY 4, 2016, WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. THOMAN, 
SECONDED BY MS. HOGSTROM.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0-1. 
(Majauskas abstains) 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 
 
A. Downtown Focus Area Plan:    Mr. Popovich explained that Houseal Lavigne reworked the 
Downtown Focus Area Plan with new drawings.  Next steps were explained.  (Mr. Luka arrives.)   
 
 Mr. Devin Lavigne provided a brief overview of how he and Director Popovich approached 
the issues discussed at the last meeting and how they were incorporated into the current plan being 
presented tonight.    
 
 Key concepts of the Downtown Sub-Area Plan were reviewed in detail which included 
1) improving the way-finding system in the downtown area; 2) incorporating green infrastructure 
(permeable pavers, etc.) wherever opportunities exist; and 3) developing boundaries for the 
downtown transition area (by using the functional sub-area map identifying the Downtown Core, 
the Downtown Edge, and the Downtown Transition areas.).   
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 In addition, Mr. Lavigne stated the following additions were added to the plan in response to 
previous committee comments:  1) the parking deck should include real-time counters identifying 
available parking spaces; 2) reinforce that the Downtown is the focal point of the community; 
3) identify areas to incorporate a centralized, well-screened garbage area for the businesses in the 
Downtown Core area; 4) encourage outdoor seating for restaurants/streamline the permitting 
process; 5) identify opportunities to expand sidewalks/create plazas, where appropriate, utilizing 
existing setbacks on buildings; 6) promote bike parking on the perimeter of the downtown so 
cyclists become pedestrians in the downtown area; and 7) investigate the feasibility of constructing 
a grade-separated crossing near the Metra station, possibly using grants from the railroad, ICC, etc. 
 
 Director Popovich invited committee comments regarding the above key concepts.   
 
 Ms. Earl questioned the location of a recently approved downtown redevelopment site 
located at the intersection of Rogers Street and Prospect Avenue, and what sub-area it fell into, i.e., 
Downtown Transition? Downtown Core?  After some discussion, Mr. Lavigne recommended that 
the committee modify the boundary of the Downtown Sub-Area to include the site.    
 
 Adding to the discussion, Mr. Lavigne reminded the committee there were two pieces to the 
scope of work for the project:  an update to the comprehensive plan and also developing a 
regulatory strategy to the downtown.   He explained how the sub-areas could be considered:  in built 
form and in land uses.  Examples followed for the Downtown Core, noting that at some point, the 
village could add language in the plan that addresses drive-throughs.   
 
 As a general comment, Ms. Majauskas voiced that the downtown was a “mish-mosh” of 
buildings with no vision for the downtown or to invite the community to walk the downtown.  She 
cited examples of other communities that offered inviting elements to their downtowns.   Other 
members shared how “flat” the signage was in the village’s downtown area and it was suggested 
that the Downtown Core sign ordinance or design guidelines be revisited to include such things as 
fenestration of buildings, use indoor rooms as an extension of outdoor rooms, etc.   Design 
guidelines from other communities were further mentioned as well as getting input from the 
Downtown Management group. 
 
 Per a question, Mr. Lavigne explained the purpose for creating the three sub-areas was to set 
a table for a third zoning district in the downtown area and to change some of the zoning, which 
would improve the transition in some areas and develop the downtown area more intensely with 
minimal impact on adjacent neighborhoods.  Asked if landscaping could accomplish some of that, 
Mr. Lavigne described how that could be addressed in Downtown Edge Sub-Area.    
 
 Overall, members voiced positive comments about the delineation of the three sub-areas but 
mentioned that a branding element could be beneficial for the entryways to the downtown.  Dialog 
followed on how “fluid” the boundary lines were for each of the three downtown sub-areas and 
whether they could be revised in a few years should the economy pick up, wherein Mr. Lavigne 
indicated that the Downtown Edge sub-area would be available to pick up such developments.   
 
 The importance of on-street parking, through the eyes of the businesses, was then discussed.  
Businesses did want on-street parking in downtown Downers Grove.  However, more dialog 
followed regarding the challenges of traveling to the downtown area, in general, the fact that 
vehicles were cutting through residential side streets to avoid the downtown, and the fact that no 
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“ring road” existed to get around the downtown.   However, a comment was made that the village 
could not have it both ways – it either has to have a street that moves or it has to have a slower area 
where people can park and mingle.   Comments followed that another parking deck might be in 
order since it could help with retail development north of the railroad tracks.   
 
 Ms. Earl recalled how the village previously discussed the idea of relocating the downtown 
train platform to where the village hall was currently located in order to alleviate some of the 
congested traffic in the downtown area, but she believed it was only moving the problem further 
down the track and would hurt the downtown area because no one would want to stop and shop in 
the downtown area.  Some members believed the issue needed to be revisited again.  A last 
comment was made by Chairman Gorman that a “T” intersection at the Washington Street crossing 
and tracks could be created instead of the current intersection, and thereby forcing commuters to 
travel around the downtown area via Washington Street rather than remain on Main Street.   
 
 Returning to the parking issue again and its turnover on the street, it was suggested to 
shorten some time restrictions in order to get those who park longer to use the parking deck or 
peripheral edge.  Another suggestion was to insert language into the plan to encourage parking for 
Vespas/motorcycles. 
  
 Turning to the topic of catalyst sites, Mr. Lavigne walked through the changes made from 
the last meeting.  Concern was raised that parking was being removed for the Main/Maple parking 
lot.  However, Director Popovich pointed out that the lot was created as a temporary lot while the 
parking deck was being constructed and it was never intended to be permanent parking.  Surplus 
parking existed on the south side.   
 
 It was then pointed out by Ms. Majauskas that she was seeing many smaller multi-family 
developments being constructed in the downtown area with only one parking space being allotted.  
She shared concern about the shortage of parking spaces.  However, another member shared how 
some of the parking spaces in the Acadia were being purchased by outside individuals since some 
residents in the building did not want to pay for them and commuters wanted them.  Further dialog 
followed regarding the lack of parking spaces and low parking ratios for the area in general.   
 
 Staff was also asked to work on the order of the sub-areas and key focus areas in the plan, 
for consistency purposes.   
 
B. Chapter 4:  Moving to Chapter 4, Mr. Lavigne summarized that the chapter focuses on the 
residential areas plan which encompasses all of the recommendations and policies related to 
residential land use.  Questions were raised regarding the clarification of “unique character” and 
“identity” of housing stock and what those terms meant exactly.  One member pointed out that 
while it was easy to talk about historic preservation, she questioned how it gets accomplished.  
Members shared one example of how that would occur.  Another point raised was the fact that 
preservation becomes difficult when the value of the lot exceeds the value of the structure on the lot 
and it becomes a tear-down because of it.   
 
 Mr. Lavigne pointed out that other tools existed in the pattern book to promote housing 
diversity.  However, one member explained that teardowns over 10 to 20 years would offer 
diversity anyway because people used different architects, liked different varieties of homes, etc. 
and so diversity would occur naturally over time.   
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 After distinguishing the difference between diversity of housing stock as compared to 
diversity village-wide, Mr. Lavigne suggested inserting the word “community-wide” in front of the 
word “diversity.”  Members then began discussing various topics including those towns that limit 
the issuance of demolition permits, lot coverage, tree preservation, and towns that have restrictions 
for impervious surfaces.   
 
 Conversation followed whether the Residential Area section was the proper place to insert a 
stronger policy recommendation for private tree planting and tree planting on public rights-of-ways.  
Mr. Lavigne said he would review the name of the section.  Someone suggested adding language 
that states parkway trees are for the public and a resident should not be allowed to veto its planting 
in the village’s right-of-way.   
 
 On the topic of housing affordability, Ms. Earl pointed out that the idea of housing 
affordability had to be looked at from the regional perspective, noting that Downers Grove backed 
up to other communities that offered affordable housing.  She also clarified that it was also a matter 
of what type of housing a person wanted.  For example, a starter home in the village or a two-story 
home on a large lot located in Plainfield.   It was also pointed out that affordable housing included 
rental property. 
 
 On the topic of cut-through traffic, test driving through neighborhoods was a concern and it 
was suggested to include some language about that in the plan.   
 
 Last minute comments included encouraging green building initiatives in residential areas. 
 
C. Chapter 5:  Deferred to next meeting. 
 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The chairman opened up the meeting to public comment:  
 
Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, walked through his slide presentation as it related to the new 
historic preservation ordinance.  He discussed many developers tear down historic homes because 
they want modern amenities and they justify the reason that it makes economic sense to tear down 
the home.  However, Mr. Kulovany explained that people can purchase a home, renovate its 
interior, and landmark it as long as the front facade remains intact.  He stated that the Friends of the 
Edward House would like to see language in the plan that promotes historic preservation, since 
there was not a large percentage of historic homes remaining in the village.  In addition, he pointed 
out the benefits of keeping the older homes:  the lumber is usually old growth hardwood, a 
foundation exists, and less construction mess and noise pollution occurs as compared to new 
construction.   
 
Ms. Amy Gassen, 5320 Benton Avenue, commented that she has heard from old residents that they 
want to downsize, live in a one-story home, yet want a small garden and to be able to walk to the 
downtown.  She asked that to be considered when providing residential options.  As to limiting 
driveways to be impervious, her concern was that garages would be pushed to the front of the lot 
and she did not believe the village should encourage that.   
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No further public comment was received. 
 
Regarding an earlier comment about lot coverage and impervious surfaces, a suggestion was made 
by a member that it may be beneficial to use a calculation of whichever is less.   It was also pointed 
out that another benefit with rehabbing a historic home as opposed to razing it and constructing 
new, was that an owner would not have to pay an impact feet to the school district or the park 
district.   
 
Due to the July 4th holiday, Director Popovich said he would send an email to everyone to see what 
next meeting date worked best.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. ON MOTION BY MRS. EARL, 
SECONDED BY MR. LUKA.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 9-0. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
            Celeste K. Weilandt 
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
 


