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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING 
5101 WALNUT AVENUE 

JANUARY 16, 2017 - 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Gorman called the January 16, 2017 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan 
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge 
of Allegiance.   
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PRESENT: Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Ed Kalina, John Luka, Daiva Majauskas 

(7:15 p.m.) Jim Wilkinson 
 
ABSENT:  Members Irene Hogstrom 
 
STAFF:  Community Development Director Stan Popovich, Senior Planner Rebecca 

Leitschuh 
 
VISITORS: John Houseal with Houseal Lavigne Associates, 188 W. Randolph, Chicago; Amy 

Gassen, 5320 Benton, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss, Downers Grove; 
Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St., 
Downers Grove 

 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – NOVEMBER 14, 2016 
 
MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 14, 2016 WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. LUCA, 
SECONDED BY MR. WILKINSON.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.  
 
INTRODUCTION OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
 
Mr. John Houseal, with Houseal Lavigne  Associates, recalled for the commissioners how the 
Downtown Development Regulations were approached, i.e., built on the understanding of the 
previously approved plan for the downtown which created three previously defined districts:  1) the 
Downtown Core, 2) the Downtown Edge, and 3) the Downtown Transition.  Characteristics of each 
district followed.   
 
Mr. Houseal discussed that tonight’s discussion would focus on the content/breakdown of 
guidelines with the next meeting to discuss the procedures by which regulations would be 
administered or relief granted.  Community Development Director, Mr. Popovich, added that with 
the regulations, the goal was to have the this Ad hoc Committee and the Plan Commission review 
the regulations and if the Village Council accepted the findings then staff would draft regulations to 
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incorporate into the village’s zoning ordinance.  Input and discussion from tonight’s meeting was 
important. 
 
REVIEW DOWNTOWN CORE 
 
A review of the Down Core Area followed on the overhead, noting there were many two- and three-
story buildings at the sidewalk line, a few one-story buildings, and no setbacks between buildings.  
Referring to the plan diagram, Mr. Houseal summarized that according to the current plan, building 
height could be two to three stories.  Buildings along the sidewalks had no setbacks and mixed-use 
was recommended (retail or commercial on ground floor with residential or office on the upper 
floors).    
 
Per Mr. Houseal, the new maximum building height proposed for the Core area would be 40 feet or 
three stories, based off of a 12- to 15-foot first floor and a 10- to 12-foot upper floor.   Setbacks 
would remain the same.  Proposed uses for the ground floor included commercial, retail, 
entertainment, and restaurant-type uses.  Proposed uses for the upper floors included multi-family 
residential, office, or service uses.   No residential uses would be permitted on the ground floor.  
 
Staff clarified that current drive-thrus were grandfathered in and if the use changed they would have 
to be removed within a certain period of time.  If the use remained with a new tenant, the drive-thru 
could be used.  However, Mr. Houseal recommended that the village continue to not allow drive-
thrus in the Core area.  He pointed out that parking would probably be the largest driver of 
development intensity in this area and recommended no changes to the village’s parking standards 
either, as they were very good.  (Ms. Majauskas arrives.)   
 
Reviewing the use table depicted on Page 6, Mr. Popovich asked for comments regarding a 24-foot 
high, two-story minimum building height.  No negative comments followed.   Further review of the 
table followed.  As for a constructing a building that came to the lot line but had an opening/ 
courtyard or an outdoor dining area, Mr. Houseal stated the space could be factored in but the key 
was to have some sort of built structure next to the sidewalk, such as a fence. 
 
Discussing office use, Mr. Popovich stated that office was a permitted use on the ground floor.  
However, Ms. Majauskas preferred to change that, believing that office should be allowed on the 
second floor only.  Mr. Wilkinson asked if there was an option to promote retail without prohibiting 
office use, should vacancies start occurring, wherein Mr. Houseal suggested making retail and 
restaurant use permitted uses as of right and make office use a special use with the appropriate 
standards.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Ms. Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss Street, Downtown Management, appreciated the comments, stating 
the downtown businesses “were pleading” with her about this, commenting that Anderson’s 
Bookstore was thinking of leaving because Berkshire Hathaway moved next to Caldwell Banker 
which has hurt Anderson’s sales significantly.  She stated that pedestrians stopped walking at 
Caldwell Banker and would not travel beyond that point.  Ms. Kunze thought the idea of a special 
use may be fine and could also give the village an opportunity to think about the use if retail could 
not be obtained.   At the same time though, Ms. Kunze asked whether the change would discourage 
the outdoor cafes currently.  Mr. Popovich explained that as with any existing cafes, the building 
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line would not have to be moved and outdoor seating can be placed in the right-of-way with the 
proper license agreement.  Anything new, however, would have to meet the 0 to 5-foot setback 
requirement.  The Cellar Door was used as an example by staff. 
 
Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, Downers Grove, asked if there was consideration for roof-top 
parking, citing a grocery store using it in Glenview, to which Mr. Houseal indicated other cities 
were doing that same thing and that currently, in the village, it was not prohibited.   Mr. Popovich 
indicated that the maximum height for such scenario would be to the “flat part of the roof” with the 
screening of mechanicals or cars being required.  Asked if there was consideration to have a single-
family use above a store/restaurant, Mr. Popovich explained that single-family use would need 
multiple units above to be considered a multi-family unit in the district and so it would be permitted 
in the village’s code. 
 
Asked if outdoor rooftop seating could be permitted currently or in the future, Mr. Popovich 
explained it could with the proper building code compliance. 
 
REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE -1 
 
Mr. Houseal recalled this area was initially one sub-area under the Downtown Edge, but now 
delineated as Downtown Edge 1 (DE-1) and Downtown Edge 2 (DE-2).  He recalled members had 
talked about having the greater intensity located closer to the Core area and the slightly less 
intensity located toward the Transitional area.  Two districts were then created:  DE-1 and DE-2, 
which were very similar districts except for their allowed height difference.  An overview of the two 
districts were shown on the overhead.  Current building height, setbacks and uses for the Downtown 
Edge were described. 
 
Mr. Houseal then shared that the proposed building height maximum for the DE-1 District would be 
72 feet to allow six stories, approximately 12 feet per floor.  Proposed setbacks would be 0 feet.  
Proposed side yard setbacks would be a minimum of 5 feet or minimum of 10% of lot width, 
whichever was greater.  Proposed side yard setback for properties adjacent to the Downtown Core 
District would be 0 feet.  Proposed rear yard setbacks would be 10 feet throughout the entire district 
and special setback standards would apply if a building abuts the residential districts. 
 
A variety of proposed uses followed.  Mr. Popovich also added that since this district was so close 
to the Core district, staff wanted to incorporate some of the characteristics of the Core to this district 
and for the DE-2 district, characteristics from the Transition/residential area would be incorporated. 
 
REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE – 2 
 
Mr. Houseal noted that this district was a bit further away from the Downtown Core area and was 
less intense.  He pointed out that this area was where setback requirements were beginning to 
emerge and height was coming down.  Much of the bulk standards were the same as DE-1 except 
the height was being decreased to 1 to 5 floors with maximum of 60 feet.  Setbacks were proposed 
at 10-feet throughout the entire district to allow for some landscaping and trees.  Proposed rear 
setbacks were the same as DE-1.  A wide range of uses still existed.   
 
Ms. Majauskas expressed concern about what was not written in the comprehensive plan.  While 
she appreciated all the new developments that would come, she voiced concern that another parking 
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lot was being removed and questioned how businesses were suppose to remain and thrive when no 
one could park.  Convenience and accessibility were important.  Mr. Houseal explained the 
challenge was that buildings occupy the majority of the site and cannot provide the parking for all 
of their uses.  In order for any downtown to be successful, he explained the municipality has to 
provide public parking whether surface or structure.  He pointed out that it is typically the Village 
that needs to identify locations for future parking.     
 
However, one member believed surface lots were moving toward development and an additional 
parking structure was needed for the downtown area, but the ideal uses had to draw people to the 
downtown.  Agreeing, Mr. Houseal cited other cities that had full parking structures and that more 
were being constructed.  He elaborated that if businesses could get their employees to park in a 
parking structure versus in front of their business, it would free up a significant amount of parking.   
 
Mr. Kalina asked if the DE-1 on Forest Avenue could be pushed 100 to 200 feet north, or even to 
Franklin Street.  Mr. Popovich indicated the Village Council delineated the subareas, but staff 
would follow up.  Referring to zoning and its impact on a parking structure in the DE-1 area, 
someone asked if the structure would have to conform to the existing, as proposed, or could the 
village seek an exception.  Mr. Houseal explained the village could seek a variation with the 
hardship being that it is not a typical standard DE-1 use because the village is providing parking for 
the entire downtown so the village cannot be bound by existing zoning regulations because it is a 
benefit for the entire three districts, not just the village’s private use.  So it becomes a hardship 
because no one else is in the same situation and it is entirely unique.   
 
Dialog followed regarding some map discrepancies between the pages of the comprehensive plan 
relating to buildings located at Rogers and Washington which Mr. Houseal would fix.  Additionally, 
there were concerns about building setbacks at the northwest corner of Maple and Washington and 
that if the nearby church removed its parking lot there could be a six-story building on the corner 
with three of the corners being “quaint.”  Staff pointed out that two newer developments on Maple 
Avenue were located nearby and were at the property line currently.  Another member voiced 
concern that a six-story building could be constructed katty-corner from a residential home at the 
southeast corner Maple and Washington.  Mr. Popovich pointed out that if the committee thought 
the church property and the property north of it should be in DE-2 district, they could discuss it.  
After discussing the matter, members believed there should be a setback due to the height and 
recommended the church parking lot designation should be changed from DE-1 to DE-2.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Ms. Linda Kunze, with Downtown Management, appreciated the comments about parking and 
agreed parking was still an issue in the downtown.  She expressed the challenges of keeping 
business owners when they complain that they have no customers or the customers complain about 
parking.  While the village was helpful, Ms. Kunze believed it was time for the village to consider 
taking some older homes and converting them to a parking structure.   She also voiced concern that 
some of the mayors attending conferences were not even being encouraged to build parking decks 
due to the new variety of ride-sharing occurring with services like Uber, etc.  
 
Mr. Rich Kulovany agreed that the above corner should be redrawn to be included in the DE-2 
district because the Main and Maple development was 70 feet in height and the roof at Marquee on 
Maple was 59-1/2 feet.  The proposal would allow for a slight step down.   
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REVIEW DOWNTOWN TRANSITION 
 
Mr. Houseal referenced this district and noted those areas where no front setbacks existed, those 
areas where setbacks were required, and those areas that had 25 ft. front setbacks.  Current height 
requirements were referenced.  Proposed for this district were buildings with a maximum height of 
36 feet or three stories in height.  Also proposed was a 20-foot front street setback throughout the 
district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10-foot setback.  
Proposed side setbacks would be five feet or 10% of lot width.  Special side setbacks would apply 
when abutting against a residential district.  Proposed rear setbacks would be 20 feet throughout the 
entire district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10 foot required 
setback.  Proposed uses include single, multi-family, office, service, home occupation and 
institutional but on a residential scale and with residential compatibility.  No retail or restaurant uses 
would be allowed.  
 
Mr. Popovich then raised the topic of minimum lot area per dwelling unit and asked whether the 
village should be concerned with how many units are in a development if a developer can provide 
parking.  Mr. Luka indicated that the village should care about it because the village did not want 
100 square foot units being constructed.   Then conversation followed regarding the rage with tiny 
houses among the Millennial market as well as the range of unit sizes being constructed by 
developers for the merging of the Millennials and the retirees, who both wanted walkability, rent-
ability (not own homes) and to have nearby amenities.  One member cautioned that the village 
should ensure that its rentable units were a saleable size in order to convert them to ownership units, 
if necessary, since it would give the village more options to people.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Mr. Kulovany recommended under “Usage” to add Inns and Bed & Breakfasts.  Regarding the 
Millennial comments, Mr. Kulovany stated he was an Uber driver and shared some of the 
conversations he had while driving Millennials, who basically do not support owning cars in the 
city when a person can get to work for a relatively cheap fare.  Millennials also rent cars and rent 
units because they do not want to fix anything.  He stated that Millennials have a different mind set.   
 
Further discussion followed how the Millennial demographics will change once children come into 
the picture and, as a demographic group, will eventually move out to the suburbs.   
 
REVIEW DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 
Mr. Popovich depicted various buildings in the village on the overhead, pointing out that their 
design was based off of the village’s Pattern Book.  He described how the various buildings are 
broken up, the materials used on them, and the rhythm of the buildings, i.e., window patterns, 
corner treatments, and cornice/roof lines.  He stated that EFIS, CMU brick, and vinyl siding are not 
encouraged in the village.  Per a question, projecting signage or awnings can encroach into the 
right-of-ways but not balconies.  Staff administers these guidelines.   
 
Mr. Houseal explained that the intent of the guidelines is to use them for the different types of 
components or features the village anticipates addressing.  However, once the district regulations 
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are put into place, they are to be used as a reference.  He recommended crafting design guidelines 
for each of the separate districts discussed above so developers know what to produce.   
 
Asked if he has seen developers go green on their own or whether they need incentives, 
Mr. Popovich explained that he has seen developers go green when detention or stormwater 
practices are required.  Details followed.  Mr. Houseal also shared what he has seen in the field. 
 
Of the three residential developments being constructed in the village, a question was asked whether 
the village had to change any of the designs wherein Mr. Popovich indicated that the designs were 
“tweaked” a bit, citing some of the design changes that were made at the Main and Maple project.  
Mr. Popovich inquired whether the guidelines should continue to be used as guidelines or whether 
they should be converted to regulations.  He explained that currently, they are guidelines, whereby 
staff can enforce them.  If they are regulations that require specific compliance, a review board 
would be needed.  A review board could require developers spend more time to go through the 
process to receive approval from the board. 
 
Members seemed to favor keeping the guidelines in place versus regulations.  Mr. Houseal believed 
the guidelines needed to be drafted for each of the districts and the guidelines appeared to be 
successful currently.  He reiterated that the guidelines were not meant to dictate architecture or 
dictate building design but to guide development to ensure the desired downtown character and 
sense of place is met.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT –  
No additional public comment was provided. 
 
Mr. Popovich closed the discussion by summarizing that he will revise the guidelines according to 
the changes discussed tonight and then at the next meeting he will discuss uses and procedures.  The 
next meeting will be scheduled for February 20, 2017 at the Public Works Building.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA, 
SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
 (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
 


