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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

VILLAGE HALL COMMITTEE ROOM 
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE 
AUGUST 3, 2016 - 7:00 P.M. 

 
 
Chairman Gorman called the August 3, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan 
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge 
of Allegiance.   
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Irene Hogstrom, Ed Kalina, John Luka, 

Daiva Majauskas, Mark Thoman, Jim Wilkinson 
 
ABSENT:  Member Marge Earl 
 
STAFF:  Community Development Director Stan Popovich  
 
VISITORS: Devin Lavigne and Ian Tobin with Houseal Lavigne Associates; Don Rickard, 4735 

Main St., Downers Grove; Miles and Amy Boone, 117 2nd Street, Downers Grove 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – JULY 14, 2016 
 
MINUTES OF JULY 14, 2016 WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. KALINA, 
SECONDED BY MS. HOGSTROM.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0.  
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW – (Section 3) 
 
Mr. Devin Lavigne, with Houseal Lavigne Associates, reported that this section pertains to the 
village’s land use plan which describes the various land uses that are desired in the community and 
will be used to form zoning decisions.  The plan acts as a policy guide.  Mr. Lavigne stated he was 
looking for comments on the land use map and the various land use classifications, but more 
specifically, he asked members to closely review the Office and Corporate Campus classification, 
since there appeared to be a large surplus of empty corporate office space/office buildings along the 
east/west tollway.  However, it was pointed out by one member that the occupancy rate for 
corporate office space was over 93% in Downers Grove and there was going to be more 
development coming, seeing that the east/west corridor at I-88 and I-355 was the most sought after 
corridor for office space.   
 
General discussion followed that Downers Grove’s stock of office buildings was newer and more 
compatible for tech firms than some of the older buildings located in Oak Brook and elsewhere. 
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Asked if there was going to be a “Downtown Center” area identified on the land use map, Mr. 
Popovich explained that due to a council member vacancy and the matter being held off at the 
village council level, this matter would not be discussed until September.  However, staff 
envisioned that the center would remain as Downtown Mixed Use and then refer back to the Sub-
Area Plan for a specific map.   
 
Adding to the discussion about the Downtown and the idea that Millennials seem to prefer housing 
with a lot of “amenities”, Ms. Majauskas stated she did not see a lot of amenities in the downtown 
area, i.e., shoe stores, bars, or hip cafes and asked how the village planned to attract that specific 
demographic to move into the four buildings planned for the Downtown plan when those amenities 
were not being offered.  She emphasized that the village needed a reason for those Millennials to 
come to the downtown versus them traveling to other vibrant towns such as Oak Park or Naperville.  
She cited examples.   
 
Mr. Thoman commented that the transit-oriented development aspect was problematic for the 
village in that most of the existing buses were commuter buses to the train or to/from Joliet to 
Yorktown.  He still voiced his thoughts that although people liked to consider the village urban 
development, it was still a suburb.  He preferred to see stronger language in the Downtown 
Commercial Mixed Use area speak about compatible heights and compatible vistas to attract the 
single-home buyer “who wants to believe they’re still living in Mayberry.”   
 
Still, other comments followed that HUD released a recent report on the housing ownership 
percentage which dropped to a 51-year low, or approximately 40% of the U.S. population renting its 
housing and the village should not ignore that.  It was pointed out that suburbs that had high 
ownership ratios with medium to high household income, and included five-, six- or seven-story 
rental units in the downtown, included such communities as Wheaton, Arlington Heights, and 
Mt. Prospect.  However Mr. Thoman pointed out that the seven-story buildings in Wheaton were 
located on the ring of the downtown.   
 
Conversation was raised that the village had to consider a 50/50 housing stock, adapt to it, and 
consider the new millennium, which included Millennials, middle agers and seniors, all living 
within a building (aging in place).  Dialog continued that the amenities had to be available to draw 
the residents; however, dialog also followed that “amenities” was a broad term and what did it 
really include, i.e., access to the city, forest preserve system, bike routes, etc.?   Other comments 
followed that the village eventually would have to find out what works and what does not, within 
the next two years when all the units come on-line.  
 
Asked if there were anymore issues with the sections of the land use plan, comments included: 
 

� clarification of a small parcel near the corner of Ogden Avenue and Downers Drive (south 
side of Ogden, northeast of the park site; pg. 26), which staff identified as a water tower, i.e., 
identified as a “utility”.   

� Did the committee want to distinguish a different kind of mixed use around the Belmont 
Station? (Staff felt it would be good to keep it as a long-term goal.)   

� Add language about the cottage industry, i.e., a small brewery was mentioned. 
� Should language be added to the definition of Office/Corporate Campus – reconfigure the 

area and expand the envelope at the corner of Warrenville and Belmont/Finley Rd. to make 
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it more adaptable for 21st century corporate headquarters or commercial properties, where 
the layout is open, no cubicles, high traffic and there is an increased parking ratio rather than 
the typical four and one-half spaces per 1,000 square feet?  (Staff mentioned that the 
language should mention that new office development should keep up with the trends in 
development and trends in employee density.)   

� Should there be language to encourage and allow energy/water/wind efficient buildings to 
be constructed?  (Members favored that suggestion.) 

� Regarding a building located at Fairview Station (Maple and Fairview Avenues) that is 
designated as Mixed Use, would there be additional mixed use around the station?  (Staff 
suggested reconciling the paragraph.) 

� Referring to an area along Warren Avenue between the railroad tracks and Warren is it 
confirmed as all Light Intensity Office?   

 
 PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The chairman invited the public to speak.  No comments followed.  
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW (Section 9) 
 
Belmont / Ellsworth – Mr. Lavigne walked through the changes for this focus area.  Per a question 
on what a “unified streetscape” meant, Mr. Lavigne offered to show some photographs or cross-
section of the street.  Continuing, he stated that with the underpass improvement and because more 
traffic was traveling that way, opportunities for lot consolidation existed which could draw 
investors to the area.  He asked to think about expanding the area into the current residential area to 
allow other mixed uses, in general.  However, Ms. Majauskas suggested not dividing up the area 
and possibly keeping the area multi-family and not necessarily retail, as she did not see retail as a 
big draw.  She also saw the area as a cut-through.  Mr. Lavigne explained the reasoning behind the 
two cul-de-sacs depicted in the plan, i.e., access restrictions, or possibly using a round-in or right- 
out design.   
 
Staff discussed with Mr. Lavigne the idea of adding new graphics and possibly an overlay regarding 
the potential for corporate campuses along Maple as well as something around the mixed-use at the 
Belmont Station.  A question was also raised regarding the unincorporated area behind the golf 
course up to Ogden Avenue. 
 
Butterfield Road – Mr. Lavigne reviewed the changes for this focus area – adding pedestrian/bike 
accommodations and crosswalks, to the area.  The Red Roof Inn would remain but be moved into 
Catalyst Site 21.  It was suggested to promote more hospitality businesses near the Red Roof Inn.  
Someone pointed out that the proposed train line running along I-88 to Highland Avenue, as 
discussed in concept by CMAP, was missing.  Mr. Lavigne would confirm if the train extension was 
in CMAP’s vision.   
 
Ogden Avenue – Ms. Majauskas voiced concern that there were a number of issues associated with 
Ogden Avenue, such as the various sizes/ shapes of the lots, the buildings were much older, and 
petitioners were constantly asking for zoning changes.  Consolidating the lots would improve the 
street so that larger buildings could be placed on the lots.  A solution would be to establish a 
minimum lot size and grandfather the older lots.  Good examples within the village were cited, 
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especially examples of commercial expansion into residential neighbors throughout the corridor.  
Mr. Popovich recalled elsewhere in the plan there was mention of expanding the lot depth of Ogden 
Avenue and, while it was a good idea to consolidate the smaller lots, the village had to still support 
the businesses that existed.  Other challenges were discussed as well as a discussion about reducing 
the number of curb cuts on Ogden Avenue.  Ms. Hogstrom saw an opportunity to add “street” trees 
on Ogden Avenue, which would beautify Ogden.   
 
Staff proceeded to discuss the various catalyst sites (west end of Ogden) that had activity on them:  
Site 23, Site 27, and Site 26.  Since Catalyst Site 32 on the east end of Ogden was developed with 
Fresh Thyme, Mr. Popovich suggested moving the catalyst sites kitty-corner to the northeast corner 
of Florence and Ogden (the former Downers Grove Yamaha) since there appeared to be some 
interest in redeveloping the block.  Asked what the committee wanted to keep as Site 31:  Luxury 
Motors development or Five Guys development, or both, the committee, after a short dialog, agreed 
that Five Guys development should be removed.  Dialog then turned to having gateway signage on 
the east end, possibly utilizing the area behind Panera.   
 
Fairview – Mr. Lavigne spoke about this site as a neighborhood center with a different feel.  
Gateway features were pointed out.  Member comments included:  1) adding some “fun” restaurants 
to the area versus the Belmont corridor; 2) when some of the old industrial uses move out, 
opportunity existed to redevelop the area; and 3) make the area more walkable/bike-friendly.   
 
Also mentioned by the chair was the suggestion to eliminate the at-grade crossing at Maple.  
However, he preferred that a traffic study be done first.  Adding to the Maple Avenue dialog, 
Mr. Lavigne described how he wanted to eliminate the high-speed cut-through for the area using a 
deliberate left turn at Douglas and Rogers Streets so that a square footage opportunity becomes 
available for new development.  However, there was concern raised that much traffic would be 
utilizing that left turn and that the village would have to look at making Fairview and, possibly 
Main, as through-streets.  Flooding issues in the nearby parking lot (NW corner of tracks on 
Fairview) were then expressed.  Additional members acknowledged the same problem.  At the same 
time, it was also pointed out by someone that the area may have been designed to collect rain and 
that businesses on the east side needed that parking.    
 
Per a question, Mr. Popovich indicated that staff was receiving calls on the empty gas station site 
located at Fairview Avenue and 2nd Street and the Perma-Seal site.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
The chairman opened up the meeting to public comment regarding the above topics. 
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Miles and Amy Boone, 117 Second Street, own buildings 1519 through 1523 Fairview and asked 
for staff’s clarification about the Comprehensive Plan’s “suggested use” for redevelopment 
concepts and whether they were just being discussed or were going occur, wherein Mr. Popovich 
explained it was a concept currently, citing an example.  Ms. Boone stated the two of them just 
purchased the building six weeks ago and no one discussed this plan with them.  She and her 
husband had a plan and were moving ahead with their plan for the building.  Mr. Popovich stated 
there was nothing stopping them from renovating their existing building and the plan was basically 
a vision for the area.   
 
Ms. Boone shared what the plan was for her building and just wanted to express concern that they 
did not want to spend more money on improvements if the village had a different plan for their 
property.  She asked for staff to explain what the process was should there be changes to the plan, to 
which staff explained the comprehensive plan further detail.   
 
Ms. Boone was asked to share what businesses she had in her building and what she envisioned for 
the area, to which she responded that the tenants included a blind shop, ICL (Illinois Right to Life), 
a Pilates studio, and a chiropractor (weight loss).  The upper story would house a photography co-
op with an art gallery and painters.  Long-term she would like to see a coffee shop/restaurant with 
Tobias especially during the summer where they can incorporate live music with an art show – like 
a cultural event.  Mr. Boone concurred, stating that much foot traffic and train traffic already 
walked the area.   
 
Staff agreed that the Boone’s were great property owners and that they could get the other property 
owners involved and excited about redevelopment of their properties.  Ms. Majauskas proceeded to 
shared some of the small garden shopping districts she saw near Tulane University in New Orleans. 
She agreed Fairview would be “perfect” for the area.    
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW (Section 10) 
 
Mr. Lavigne recalled for the members that the text regarding the Implementation chapter, discussing 
available funding sources, would be returned and better described.  Details followed on what would 
be added and “bulked up” in the text.  Also noted by Mr. Lavigne was that rather than the village 
have an Action Agenda (like many communities) the village would not because it was difficult, as 
the consultant, to choose the village’s priorities.  Therefore, Mr. Lavigne recommended upon 
adoption of the comprehensive plan, that the village form an implementation committee or 
subcommittee to determine the village’s priorities and funding sources, based on what was being 
discussed at this committee.   
 
On that note, Mr. Popovich mentioned to the members that Village Council establishes its high 
priority action items on a two-year schedule and the review of this plan was one of those updates.  
He pointed out that there will be an update to the zoning map to take place after this ad hoc 
committee completes its charge in order to update those areas that were annexed into the village and 
some to match up zoning.   
 
Continuing, Ms. Hogstrom and Mr. Thoman recommended adding language in the Public 
Communication/Outreach section to mention that the village uses social media to update residents 
on various projects as well as videos promoting outreach to the community.  Mr. Popovich 
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commented on some of the videos that have been completed to date and which could be added to 
the section.   
 
On another brief matter, Mr. Popovich discussed what the next steps were for the subcommittee 
since Commissioner Olsen left the village council.  He would follow up the comprehensive plan 
review schedule with Mr. Lavigne, commenting that the goal was to complete this plan by the end 
of the year. Mr. Lavigne thought it could still be accomplished.  Staff would update the members. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW – PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED SECTIONS 
 
Members were then asked if they wanted to add additional information to the previously discussed 
section that they may have forgotten.   
 
Referring to the map on page 26, a member mentioned that the large green space in the NW corner 
was an underutilized parcel wherein it was mentioned that it was owned by the forest preserve but 
that it should have an access off of Finley or Lacey.  Someone also pointed out that nearby was a 
Low Intensity Office zoned next to a Office Corporate Campus parcel which would give access to 
Hidden Lake and Morton Arboretum from that side.   Staff added that it could be zoned Office 
Corporate Campus with the developer, as part of the development, provide access for the parking.   
 
Dialog was also raised regarding an area in the village’s planning area and staff needing to work 
with the forest preserve on who owns the site and whether the owner would want the access or not.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  - None. 
 
Staff would confirm with members whether a September meeting would take place. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:20 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA, 
SECONDED BY MS. ACKS.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
 (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
 


