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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

JANUARY 9, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the January 9, 2012 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. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, 

Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Webster 
ABSENT:  Mr. Waechtler 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Director Tom Dabareiner; Planning Manager 

Jeff O’Brien and Planner Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: David Shaw with Shaw Gussis, 321 N. Clark St., #800, Chicago, IL; Dan Durkin and 

George Koliarakis with A.C. Alexander, 5940 W. Touhy, Niles, IL; Robert 
Hamilton, Gewalt Hamilton Assoc., 850 Forest Edge Dr., Vernon Hills, IL; Shirley 
Klaus, 6296 Woodward; Michelle Schele, 6215 Pershing Avenue; Don and Cathy 
Weiss, 7050 Newport, Woodridge, IL; D’Anne Gordon, 6237 Pershing Avenue; 
Ricardo Castaneda, 6208 Woodward Ave; Curt VanLoon, 6211 Pershing; Richard 
Ooms, 6218 Pershing Ave.; Eric Olson, 5721 Pershing; Rick and Karen Britton, 
6299 Woodward; Oma Selle, 6157 Pershing; Alma Scott; Dave Soto; Gary ___; 
Barry Dixon, 6291 Woodward; Mimi Williams, 6524 Stair St.; Philip Casseras, 
6210 Pershing; Karolle Krajewski, 6154 Pershing; Juan Perce, 6207 Pershing; Guy 
Bronson, 5904 Downers; Ed Dunn, 5341 Lane Place; Tom Smith, 5316 Washington; 
Jim Nehls; Frank Freda, 2140 63rd St.; Eric Riggs, 2148 63rd St.; Shelly Weiss, 
2134 63rd St.; Mr. Jim Neil, 6237 Chase; Jan Gordon, 6237 Pershing Avenue; Shirley 
Simpson, 6298 Pershing; and Rick Ooms, 6218 Pershing 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance and directed 
the public’s attention to the available informational packets. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE DECEMBER 5, 2011 MINUTES  
 
MR. WEBSTER MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS PREPARED.  
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0. 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the meeting.   
 
PC-39-11  (Continued from 12/05/2011)   A petition seeking a voluntary annexation with 
rezoning to B-2 General Retail Business, final plat of subdivision approval for lot consolidation and 
special use approval for a drive-through use for a new Walgreen’s store, for the properties located at 
the northwest corner of 63rd Street and Woodward Avenue, commonly known as 2134, 2136, 2138 
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and 2140 63rd Street and 6298 Woodward Avenue Downers Grove, IL (PIN #’s 08-13-419-044, -
054. -043, -042, -041, 053) David Agosto, Petitioner; Patel Trust, Jeremy Youngman, DGNB Trust 
97-031, Frank Freda and Weiss Loving Trust, Owners. 
 
The Chairman swore in those individuals who were not sworn in at the last hearing and reviewed 
why the continuation took place, i.e, for the petitioner to supplement the record, if necessary, due to 
the issues raised during the original public hearing.  He clarified that tonight’s hearing would focus 
on taking commentary from staff, the petitioner, and public on any new material entered into the 
record with the commissioners.   
 
Referring to the outstanding issues listed on Page 14, paragraph 4, of the minutes, the Chairman 
opened up the hearing based on those open issues and briefly summarize them for the public.  
Specifically: 1) was the project a signficant deviation from the comprehensive plan; 
2) limiting/assuring the development with the site plan presented to the commission; 3) sound 
issues; 4) home values; 5) on-site truck turning patterns; 6) exiting on Woodward Avenue -- site 
distance relative to traffic movements -- safety posed by ingress/egress on sloping part of the hill 
relative to inducing traffic movements, cross-movements on the hill, consideration to not have any 
ingress/egress on Woodward, and how petitioner plans to keep vehicles out of the neighborhood; 7) 
illumination/spillage from the sign and how much would it affect residents across Woodward Ave; 
8) solution for neighbor’s driveway; and 9) how many stores have 24/7 hours of operation.   
 
Mr. Damir Latinovic, village planner, gave a presentation on how the proposal would not deviate 
from the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and that, in fact, the site was no longer suitable for single- 
family residences due to the heavy traffic along 63rd Street, the nearby commercial development, 
and the site’s proximity to Interstate 355.  Details followed on how the area under discussion had 
changed, with Mr. Latinovic using various, similar B-2 examples around the Village:  the 3800 
Highland Avenue site; the northeast corner of 67th Street and Main Street; and the addition made to 
the medical building located at 68th and Main Street.  Mr. Latinovic pointed out that the proposal 
was lower in intensity compared to the three examples cited.  Referring to the traffic impact study 
submitted by the petitioner, the proposed use would generate about 10 additional vehicles exiting 
onto northbound Woodward Avenue.  However, he pointed out that the petitioner did not use a 50% 
discount that is acceptable for retail uses that draw traffic from the existing busy road network, 
thereby reducing the number of 10 cars down to five cars during the PM peak hour.   
 
Regarding the impact of the school traffic, Mr. Latinovic noted that pharmacy’s peak traffic will not 
coincide with the school bus traffic or the morning rush hour.  He reviewed the type of use that 
could be placed on the site, i.e., a 20,000 sq. ft. low intensity office/medical use building with 101 
parking spaces, which would meet the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and could have 9 
cars exiting onto Woodward Avenue during peak hour.  This example would be similar to the 
proposed Walgreens but the traffic generated would coincide with the morning rush hour and the 
school bus traffic.  Mr. Latinovic reiterated that the proposal was compatible with the area and 
would not negatively affect the surrounding residences.  
 
Mr. Latinovic reported that staff was also recommending several operational conditions that would 
further offset the retail-specific impact of the proposed use, such as the special use only being 
approved only for the retail pharmacy, locking in the use to this specific site plan.  Per the 
suggestion that a planned unit development would be better suited for the site, Mr. Latinovic 
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explained Planned Developments are better suited for properties much larger in size and typically 
has multiple lots, buildings, and uses. 
 
Discussion followed on how truck traffic, hours of operation, delivery hours, and illumination 
issues would be addressed, as discussed at the prior meeting.  The speed limit pavement markings 
on Woodward Avenue, north of 63rd Street, as submitted by the petitioner, have been included as 
one of the conditions for the special use ordinance.   
 
Modifications to the site plan were reviewed by Mr. Latinovic:  1) the center left-turn lane was 
removed; 2) the first 25 feet of the fence along the north property line was removed and same on the 
west property line; 3) the neighbor’s driveway issue had been resolved with the petitioner giving the 
land affected to the adjacent neighbor; and 4) the building was slightly relocated to the west to 
allow for truck turning movement and exiting onto 63rd Street.  Mr. Latinovic, again, reviewed how 
the proposal met the Comprehensive Plan and recommended approval subject to staff’s conditions 
in its staff memo. 
 
Mr.  Hose asked for clarification of Condition 5:  the hours of operation and the drive-through 
window.  He asked whether there was any contemplation of extended hours or different hours for 
the drive-through at some point, wherein Mr. Latinovic responded there was not at the moment and 
that the petitioner would have to come before the Plan Commission to revise the drive-through 
hours. 
 
As to the far northwest corner of the site being vacant, Mr. Latinovic explained the area was 
designated green space.  There were no plans for development there and any expansion would 
require the petitioner to return to the Plan Commission to amend the site plan.  Per Mrs. Rabatah’s 
question on when the new constructed homes were built on 63rd Street, staff reported the county 
would have the specific information.  However, he estimated they were built in the late 1990s or 
early 2000s.   
 
As to the county working with the Village on its Comprehensive Plan, Mr. Jeff O’Brien, explained 
that the Village has a mile and one-half planning jurisdiction outside of its boundaries and the 
county usually makes its comprehensive plan consistent with the Village, as with any other villages.  
Examples followed on the collaboration that takes place between the county and the Village 
regarding certain developments.   
 
Chairman Jirik, referring to the 9 cars versus the 10 cars traveling on Woodward Avenue, asked 
Mr. Latinovic to further explain how he arrived at his calculations, wherein Mr. Latinovic discussed  
that staff looked at what could be constructed on the site and the number of cars being generated 
from a larger medical office use was estimated based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual, which was how the 9 cars were arrived at, i.e., 10% of the total traffic 
generation during the peak PM hour for that use.  Because the proposed use already existed on 63rd, 
it was to be expected that much of that traffic that was using Walgreens in the past would continue 
to do so.  He reminded the commissioners that the Comprehensive Plan was a general guideline and 
the low-intensity office use and the proposed Walgreens were very similar but the proposed 15,000 
sq. foot Walgreens would have less of an impact than with a larger low-intensity intensity office 
building.   
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Asked if site specific conditions were considered by staff which could result in the vehicle numbers 
to be higher, Mr. Latinovic deferred the question to the petitioner.  The Chairman also concurred 
with staff that traffic appeared to be the main concern for this proposal.     
 
Chairman Jirik raised the point that the proposal was for B-2 zoning with a special use for a drive-
through; however, under the straight B-2 zoning, he stated a wide variety of other uses could occur 
and he questioned staff as to what could happen.   
 
In response, Manager O’Brien stated typically a medical office could be constructed by-right, but it 
would require staff reviewing other “tools” to limit the use, especially if it was a significant traffic 
generator.  In this case, because of the special use ordinance being granted, however, it allowed 
only that specific use to be tied to the proposal, and that staff was conditioning the approval on the 
site plan and this use specifically.   
 
Chairman Jirik re-emphasized that his concern had to do with the traffic analysis and leaving the 
Village open to higher traffic-generating B-2 zonings that were not prohibited, which could 
invalidate the assumptions.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the burden was always on the petitioner and confirmed with the chair that the 
proposed conditions in the Speical Use ordinance had the same protection as a planned unit 
development.   
 
Asked how the total traffic movement on the site was factored into the proposal, Mr. Latinovic 
stated the traffic engineer and developer could best answer the question but offered that staff had 
recognized that the proposal is not a low intensity office use, but it is a smaller retail pharmacy than 
what a low-intensity office building could be and with much of the traffic being pass-by traffic.  
The concern as to whether the proposal was adding more vehicles, staff did feel that in the 
immediately vicinity there would be impacts, which was why operational conditions were added to 
have traffic exit 63rd Street, which the petitioner has agreed to. 
 
Chairman Jirik invited the petitioner to speak and asked that he make his presentation based upon 
the list of concerns.  No objections were heard. 
 
Mr. David Shaw, attorney for the petitioner, stated he had no additional information to add to staff’s 
analysis of the Comprehensive Plan and the plan is meant to be used as a guideline and it urged that 
when a proposal is being reviewed that the Village Council review it with a certain amount of 
flexibility.  He believed the impact of the traffic matched up favorably.  The parking field was 
smaller and the proposal was more of a transient use where destination traffic would be generated 
throughout the day during business hours.   
 
For the record, Chairman Jirik noted it was the petitioner’s duty to defend his proposal regarding 
questions posed to him as it relates to the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Mr. Beggs, noting the definition of “low-intensity office” in the Comprehensive Plan, pointed out 
that there was no category for Low Intensity Office in the Village’s zoning ordinance.  However, he 
viewed Walgeens as a retail use because of the variety of items it sold.  Reviewing the definition of 
Low Intensity use, he stated it referred to medical, dental, legal and accounting uses which is  not 
retail.  He asked why should the Village change from non-retail to retail in this case.  
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Mr. Shaw responded that the Comprehensive Plan was not an absolute but only a guideline and is 
basically making suggestions based upon conditions at the time it was prepared. As reviewed by 
planners at the time, the Walgreens plan was originally submitted for consideration.  He explained 
that the traffic analysis and the intensity of the use was not based upon a 15,000 sq. foot pharmacy 
but what the chain pharmacy typically generates, which includes a significant retail component, 
including a convenience store. Therefore, the traffic count estimates in the traffic report include 
traffic generated by retail component.  But, as to the overall general nature of the location and the 
proposed use, Mr. Shaw stated it did not significantly deviate from the intensity of the use, the 
nature of the use, or the traffic impact as proposed in the Comprehensive Plan.   He believed it may 
be more beneficial due to the real estate and sales tax component.  Mr. Shaw suggested that, given 
the changing conditions of the intersection, leaving the single-family zoning would be more 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan than what was being proposed.   
 
In response, Mr. Beggs asked about the impacts of placing a 7-11 or similar convenience store in 
the same location.  He asked if the traffic would be lower.   
 
Mr. Shaw stated he did now know if the traffic volume would be lower than proposed Walgreens.  
He indicated a different analysis would have to take place because there are other considerations 
when developing a convenience store.  Mr. Shaw believed that traffic was just one of the criteria to 
be considered.   
 
Mr. Beggs asked if there was any data to justify the statement that the proposed Walgreens would 
generate less traffic than a larger office building.   Mr. Shaw deferred to the question to the traffic 
engineer but did not know the absolute traffic counts.   
 
Traffic engineer, Mr. Robert Hamilton, Chairman of Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Vernon Hills, 
Illinois, was introduced.  Mr. Hamilton reminded the commissioners that the prior engineer 
appearing before this Plan Commission was Bill Grieve and he was currently substituting for him.  
Referring to Exhibit A of the traffic report, Chairman Jirik asked where the 10 unaccounted workers 
went for the day, wherein Mr. Hamilton explained they did not “make it out in the peak hour” and 
are therefore not represented in the peak hour count, and that he does not get 100% of the workers 
in or out during the peak hour.  Mr. Hamilton stated the numbers were based on “empirical counts” 
and if one of the figures was unbalanced, it typically meant that the true peak was later.  Asked if 
the use was consistent with light office use, Mr. Hamilton stated the use was not “identical” in terms 
of the traffic generation.   Mr. Hamilton proceeded to explain that the traffic will come from either 
pass-by traffic where the vehicle is already on the road, or from the residents who come from the 
neighborhood.  He did not expect to create new trips in the area.  However, Chairman Jirik pointed 
out that the 150 trips were new to the property today that were not there prior with single family 
homes being there.  Mr. Hamilton concurred.     
 
Asked how many total trips the site would generate on a typical day, Mr. Hamilton referenced 
Exhibit 5 in the traffic report, noted there were 1,300 total trips, with half being neighborhood and 
half being pass-by.  He could not provide total Light Office movements because he was not asked 
prior.   
 
Chairman Jirik asked if there would be any other traffic generation from other accessory uses such 
as a Red Box.  Mr. Hamilton clarified that the data that was used was from a typical pharmacy, 
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which would have similar uses, i.e., ice machine, propane tanks, Red Box -- which was not 
distinguished in the figures but is included.   
 
As to the estimate about the 9 cars traveling down Woodward Avenue, Mr. Hamilton, again, 
reminded the Chairman that the traffic and assignment of directions was empirical and he was 
dealing with the two sources of traffic.  The percentage of traffic currently on the highway was very 
close to the percentage of traffic distribution that the store would generate.  Mr. Hamilton spoke 
about the radius of attraction that drivers use.  Asked what the total daily movements were for north 
and south on Woodward Avenue, Mr. Hamilton stated to take the 1,300 and multiply it by 10%.  
Asked what his expert opinion of the impact of prohibiting those movements, Mr. Hamilton stated, 
from a municipal perspective, he generally recommended against it because those restrictions 
mostly impacted neighborhood residents.   
 
Mr. Cozzo commented that if less people were making a turn off of Woodward Avenue  exit that it 
could be wise to restrict the turn northbound since it inconvenienced few drivers and to remove it 
from the discussion.  Mr. Hamilton stated, from his experience, it proved frustrating for the 
neighbors, and cited some examples.   
 
Regarding the question to staff on assuring that the development and use was consistent with the 
plan presented to the commission, Chairman Jirik asked the petitioner if he would be opposed to 
constructing the project as a PUD, wherein Mr. Shaw stated he would not be opposed.   
 
Addressing the drive-through speaker, Mr. Dan Durkin, AC Alexander Architect and Engineers, 
referenced a note in the commissioners’ packets from E.F. Bavis Associates explaining that the 
conversation that takes place between the pharmacist and the driver would be through a telephone at 
74 decibels adjacent to the car.  At approximately 30 feet from the drive-through the sound levels 
become indistinguishable in the surrounding area.  The property line was 42 feet from the drive-
through window.  There were no issues with the sound.   
 
Chairman Jirik noted 61 decibels appeared to be a high ambient and he did not believe 61 as being 
ambient conditions for this property.  He found the information unresponsive to the question.  The 
Chairman believed the ambient for this neighborhood, to be 40 to 50 decibels.   
 
Mr. Durkin also stated that if the decibel level was found to be disturbing, the sound level could be 
adjusted by Walgreens.    
 
Chairman Jirik asked about the acoustic qualities of the fence along the north property line. 
 
Mr. Durkin stated it would be a six-foot tall wooden fence with trees and bushes in front of it.  
Asked if the petitioner would be adverse to an 8-foot fence with the obligation that it be suited as an 
acoustic barrier, Mr. Shaw reported that the area was already three feet below grade which had an 
impact on the ambient noise.  The closest home was also 140 feet away.  Mr. Durkin stated he could 
investigate the acoustic qualities of what is normally required by the village and report back.   
 
Chairman Jirik reminded Mr. Durkin that the drive-through pharmacy area would be an area of 
commotion and one could not control the noise coming from vehicles.  Additionally, the Chairman 
pointed out that the wall of the building would push the sound outward and magnify it.    
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Regarding home values, Mr. Shaw stated he had no specific information on home values and while 
he could have commissioned an appraiser, he believed credibility and applicability in such 
circumstances, became very subjective.  He believed that those homes immediately adjacent to the 
proposal would be at one impact level, while those further away would be at another impact level.  
He believed that because of the changing nature of this intersection, the increased traffic and the 
commercial uses across the street, the value of the property as single family was already diminished. 
 
As to truck-turning traffic on the site, Mr. Hamilton summarized that the auto template used was a 
wheelbase 62 feet with the primary movement being eastbound on 63rd and traveling 
counterclockwise around the building, back into the dock with departure to the east or west on 63rd.    
He distributed a copy of WB62 auto-turns to the commission.  Mr. Hamilton added that the east 
drive aisle was narrower now.  Asked if there was consideration given to the geometric design of 
the Woodward Ave exit, Mr. Hamilton responded that there was not.   
 
Addressing the issue of sight distance onto Woodward Ave, the ingress/egress, the hill, slope, 
crossing lanes for northbound traffic, and general safety, etc., Mr. Hamilton reported that safety was 
looked at from the perspective of whether drivers have the ability to see and stop.  He reviewed how 
elevations are taken and determine how far away a driver can be expected to see, noting that the 
calculations are speed dependent.  Details followed, noting that the listed 290 feet gave a driver 
adequate time to identify and decide to stop from a speed of 40 miles per hour.  Posted speed, 
however, was 25 miles per hour.  Mr. Hamilton distributed an exhibit depicting the Walgreens 
driveway to the approaching driver’s location, 290 feet away.  It was a safe location.   
 
Chairman Jirik raised discussion about the illumination spillage from the sign and how it would 
affect the residents across Woodward Avenue.  Mr. George Koliaraneis, engineer with AC 
Alexander, Niles, Illinois, reported he had a photometric plan in the packet submitted to the 
Commission and the spillage from the lighting at the property line would be zero.  No signs would 
be located on the north and west sides of the building.   
 
Regarding the neighbor’s driveway to the north, Mr. Shaw stated he reached an agreement with 
Mrs. Klaus, i.e, when the property closes, he will simultaneously deed the 4-foot portion of the 
parcel under discussion, to the neighbor so it will not be an encroachment.   
 
Lastly, the concern about how many of the Walgreens in the area ran 24/7 operations, Mr. Shaw did 
not have that information but stated the existing Walgreens was not 24/7 and the proposed 
Walgreens would not be a 24/7 operations. 
 
Chairmn Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment, reminding the public that redundant 
information would be limited.   
 
Mr. Barry Dixon, 6291 Woodward Avenue, stated from the plan he reviewed he did not see a fair 
comparison of retails uses on the site and asked if the commission or the petitioner could provide 
more similar impacts within the site itself.   
 
Mr. Eric Olson, 5721 Pershing Ave was sworn in by Chairman Jirik.   Mr. Olson stated he could not 
find the latest land use plan on the Village’s web site but did locate the 2009 plan and noticed that 
as of two or three months ago, the area was designated as residential.  He pointed out that when the 
change occurred from residential, the neighbors were not notified of that change.  Chairman Jirik 
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discussed the meetings that were made public regarding the Comprehensive Plan, which changed 
the future land use designation to low-intensity office.    
 
Ms. D’Ann Gordon, 6237 Pershing, stated the back of her kitchen will be looking at the proposed 
building. She asked about the difference between the Low Intensity Office use versus retail.  Her 
understanding was that retail was not part of the Low Intensity Office use and asked if 1,300 
vehicles on a daily basis qualified under Low Intensity office space.  She also believed the hours for 
office use were more of a 9AM to 5PM Monday-Friday versus 8AM to 10PM seven days per week.  
She noted her concern that the petitioner could come back to request a 24-hour operation in the 
future based on the applicant’s previous testimony.  She did not thing the proposed use was a light 
intensity use.   
 
Mr. Jim Nehls, 6237 Chase, stated there were six traffic lights between Fairview and Interstate 355 
and only two of them entered into residential areas -- Woodward and Chase.  He stated that two 
years ago this commission agreed upon the use for the area and now the commission was trying to 
change the area less than three months later.  He believed the neighborhood was unique, just like 
Hobson Triangle, and the development would destroy the north side of 63rd Street.  He cited two 
new homes that were constructed in recent years.  Mr. Nehls asked the commission to make the 
right decision. 
 
Mr. Ricardo Castaneda, 6208 Woodward Avenue, along with other members of the public, were 
sworn in by the Chairman.   
 
Mr. Castaneda recalled at the last meeting the neighbors were led to believe that the developer did 
some research in other areas and for some reason he decided to locate the Walgreens where it was 
being proposed.  He cited that Village staff was becoming lobbyists for the petitioner and not 
considering the neighbors.  He recalled the available land at the Meadowbrook Shopping Center and 
the litigation taking place and the petitioner not taking the time to investigate it further.  
Mr. Castaneda stated he investigated the litigation further.  He stated that he posed as a person 
seeking to open a business in the center and he spoke with the center’s leasing agent.  Mr. 
Castaneda stated the leasing agent assured him there was not any pending litigation.  He went on to 
say the leasing agent would provide an affidavit of such after a lease was signed.  Mr. Castaneda 
reiterated he was not proposing to open a business at Meadowbrook.  Mr. Castaneda also voiced 
concern that when the site gets developed, who will guarantee him that he will not have water issues 
within the easement on his property.   
 
Mr. Frank Freda, Jr., 2140 63rd Street, discussed the sound/noise on 63rd Street, as he has no air 
conditioning.  He doubted that there will be more sound coming from a single speaker until 10 PM 
that will be louder than the traffic going past on 63rd Street at 10 PM or the noise from the bar 
across the street.   
 
Ms. Michelle Shele, 6215 Pershing Avenue, pointed out there had been no discussion regarding the 
garbage trucks that would be servicing this site early in the morning.  
 
Mr. Rick Britton, 6299 Woodward, resides across the street and said he was looking for an answer 
but assumed that his property value would be reduced based on Walgreens being his neighbor. 
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Mr. Eric Riggs, 2148 63rd Street, owns one of the four new homes and paid $300,000 for a nice 
home but he was concerned about Walgreens moving in and the property value subsequently. 
 
Mr. Guy Brownson, 59th and Springside, said he travels the area often and in reviewing the graph 
for truck traffic, he walked through the traffic patterns.  He discussed the difficult sight lines when 
making a left turn at the light from north on Woodward Ave to west on 63rd Street.  Having two turn 
lanes of traffic, there were times when a driver could not see between the inner lane and the outer 
lane.  He believed the left-turn lane into the Walgreens lot needed to be striped and the area re-
graded on 63rd Street so a truck could wait for traffic to clear.    
 
Ms. Mimi Williams, 6524 Stair Street, said she visited the Belmont Walgreens between noon and 
3:00 PM and saw a very large truck there. 
 
Ms. Jan Gordon, 6237 Pershing Avenue, was concerned about the site’s driveways being close to 
the intersections and asked if the petitioner was planning to widen the turning lane so that traffic 
does not back up into the intersection and traffic light.   
 
Mr. Guy Brownson, 5904 Downers Drive, voiced concern about the southbound traffic sliding into 
someone exiting/entering the lot when traveling over the hill.  He reported that the 3800 Highland 
Walgreens had a traffic light which stopped the traffic. Another site had a level grade and a driver 
could see traffic approaching.  He did commend the developer for giving a portion of the land to the 
neighbor. 
 
Ms. Oma Selle, 6157 Pershing, asked what police department would be enforcing the speed limits 
since the property was being annexed.  She asked how installed speed limit signs would be helpful 
when no one observes them anyway.  Mr. O’Brien explained the Village would have jurisdiction to 
the north property line of the subject site once the parcel was annexed into the Village.   
 
Mr. Eric Olson, 5721 Pershing, commenting about the 290-foot sight line, estimated it was about 
four and one-half houses and he did not believe a person could see four and a half houses over the 
hill.  The Chairman noted that the information was part of the packet, which would be on-line. 
 
Mr. Don Weiss, 7050 Newport Drive, Woodridge, explained that he used to own the 2134 63rd 
Street address and it was almost impossible for a driver to turn left out of the driveway.  He 
discussed how his father used to maneuver the driveway and to add a semi-truck was ludicrous.  He 
discussed the overall congestion of the intersection due to the vehicles traveling to I-355.  He 
believed adding a Walgreens would make the intersection more dangerous and eventually cost 
someone their life.  He stated the petitioner could wait a few months and locate the Walgreens in the 
Meadowbrook Shopping Center where better parking was available and less congestion.   
 
Village Manager, Jeff O’Brien, reported that the Village provided accident data for this intersection 
in the packet.  He noted there were approximately 20 accidents at the intersection in 2011.  He 
noted the report contained information on injuries – most of the accidents did not have any injuries.  
He further reviewed the top five intersections for traffic accidents.  Most of those intersections were 
subject to 40 or more accidents per year.  He noted that 20 accidents per year is pretty typical for a 
signalized intersection like Woodward.    
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Ms. Michelle Schele, 6215 Pershing Avenue, stated she had concerns about the traffic survey being 
a one-day survey.  It was on a Friday, which was light.  The weather was not listed and the 
pedestrians were not listed.  She suggested doing the survey on a warm sunny day in the summer. 
 
Ms. Shirley St. Vincent, 6298 Pershing, stated it was her mother’s property on Woodward Avenue 
is being considered as part of the proposal and that her father owned the 2134 63rd Street address in 
the past. She stated the entrance to her father’s driveway was much closer to the intersection and 
said it was not a sharp turn and it was not dangerous.  As far as coming out on Woodward Avenue, 
she stated her mom was located at the top of the hill and there was no visibility problems at all.  
 
Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Avenue, stated she did not live in the area but began driving 
through it once a week about a year and a half ago.  She stated it occurred to her that something was 
already affecting the traffic on Woodward Ave-- there was a new Costco located at Fountain Road -
- and it was only in this small section that four traffic lanes did not exist on Woodward Avenue.  
Whether the Walgreens was constructed or not, she said the traffic issues were already occurring.   
 
Mr. Rick Britton, 6299 Woodward Avenue, was concerned about getting out of his driveway safely. 
 
Ms. Karen Britton, 6299 Woodward Avenue, emphasized the inconvenience of the proposed 
Walgreens driveway being directly across from her driveway.  She voiced concern about backing 
out of her driveway safely. 
 
Mr. Rick Ooms, 6218 Pershing, clarified it was not the traffic on Woodward Ave but the traffic on 
63rd Street which was his concern.  Referring back to the highest accident intersections, he pointed 
out that all of the intersections cited had double turn lanes, which were hazardous, and the drivers 
coming off of Woodward Avenue were fighting with drivers to get to Belmont Avenue, or 63rd 
Street or the Interstate. 
 
Ms. Karen Britton, 6299 Woodward, stated the front of her home faces the Walgreens property and 
she was of the understanding that there would be no signage illuminated on the building.  Lighting 
engineer Mr. Koliaraneis with AC Alexander, responded the photometric plan showed the 
illumination at the property line would be zero, including signage.   Asked if there would be a 
monument sign across from her home, staff confirmed there would be a monument sign at the 
corner and a wall sign on the east side of the building which will be illuminated.  Ms. Britton 
confirmed with the petitioner that the parking lot lights would be on 24/7.  She also confirmed with 
staff that the proposal had no impact on the residents, which the Chairman reminded her that they 
testified and it was their position.   Ms. Britton stated her position, as a resident, was quite different. 
 
Mr. O’Brien clarified that staff’s position was that impact from the lighting for the proposed 
Walgreens and a low-intensity office use (as contemplated by the Village’s Comprehensive Plan) 
would be similar.   
 
Mr. Curt Van Loon, 6211 Pershing, stated that Walgreens usually had signage on both sides of its 
buildings wherein office buildings had nothing similar.   
 
Mr. O’Brien, explained that an office use does have the same sign standards as retail uses.  He noted 
in many cases, office users choose to have signs that tend to be toned down from typical retail users.  
He went on to reiterate that an office use could still have some measure of an illuminated sign and 
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fall under same regulations as a retail store.  From a visual impact with the lighting, whether an 
office building or a Walgreens, staff had to assume that an office would take the worse case 
scenario and install similar letters and the impact would probably be about the same.   
 
Per Mr. Van Loon’s question about the height of the parking lot light fixtures, Mr. O’Brien stated 
they were 30 feet from the ground to the light fixture.  It was noted that there was a grade difference 
on the site.   
 
Ms. Michelle Schele, 6215 Pershing Avenue, recalled at the last meeting there were 26 pharmacies 
within a five mile radius, but really there were 28 pharmacies, which broke down to 18 in a three-
mile radius and out of those 18, six pharmacies were be 24 hours.   
 
Chairman Jirik asked the commissioners if they had any questions for the public; none followed. 
 
Asked if the petitioner had any rebuttals to the public or information he wanted to provide, 
Mr. Shaw had none.   Asked if he had a closing statement, Mr. Shaw explained that he wanted to 
address the staff’s report due to the intimation of a prejudice being projected.   
 
Mr. Shaw explained that when he filed the petition, Village staff did review the proposal very 
thoroughly and while he could not agree to everything, compliance was made.  He believed staff 
supported the project because it met the Comprehensive Plan and was in the best interest of the 
Village.   He stated staff did do their job very well.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened the floor for commissioners to deliberate.   
 
Mr. Webster commented that his only apprehension was going from low intensity office to a B-2 
retail use.  He was not convinced and understood the Comprehensive Plan was intended to be 
flexible but he was not sure he supported the argument for the project.   
 
Mr. Cozzo asked a question about the zoning of the Auto Zone at 63rd and Belmont which was B-2 
and designated for Corridor Commercial in the Comprehensive Plan, per Mr. O’Brien.  The area 
that was light blue was designated Low Intensity Office.  The area shown as red was Corridor 
Commercial. The future land uses designated had no direct correlation to current underlying zoning.   
Mr. O’Brien explained that all office uses require a B or higher zoning district and both the blue and 
red required a B zoning.  The Village’s current Low Intensity Office uses fall within one of four 
zoning categories.   Mr. O’Brien explained that the office at 3800 Main Street was zoned R-4 
because that office was a court-ordered zoning decision.  The office at 6700 Main Street was zoned 
B-2.  The two sites at 68th and Main Street (NW and SE corners) were zoned B-1 and part of a 
PUD.   Per Mr. Cozzo’s understanding, then, the light blue color was consistent with the B-1 or B-2 
(and the comprehensive plan), to which Mr. O’Brien concurred.   
 
However, Mr. Beggs disagreed, stating that there was now a category of the zoning ordinance 
which was B2 and it covered different types of uses.  He explained that the Comprehensive Plan 
attempts to differentiate amongs the uses which were presently in the B-2 category.    
 
The Chairman, having worked on the Comprehensive Plan, explained that, personally, when the 
plan was being reviewed it was not to establish the zoning but to establish guideline for future land 
uses that were coherent, beneficial, and would support the orderly development of the Village.  He 
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further explained that residential, along a high speed corridor, was not beneficial and that low 
intensity office could also act as a buffer.  He questioned the commissioners whether it fit the area 
and was it appropriate.   
 
Contrarily, Mr. Hose acknowledged that the Comprehensive Plan stated Low Intensity Office, but 
also noted these uses require a B1 or B2 zoning in most cases.  The zoning required a medical, 
dental clinic or lab is B-2, and the zoning required for a 7-11, grocery stores, or meat markets is B-1 
-- things that would potentially generate a higher amount of traffic as a Walgeens store.  While he 
did not mind going to the B2 zoning, the issue he had was whether it was a large departure from 
light intensity office.  He believed the proposal was not a large departure but yet it was a departure 
because it would bring with it traffic at different hours than a traditional office setting.  He believed 
it was consistent with moving in a commercial direction that the Comprehensive Plan contemplates. 
 
Adding to the discussion , Mr. Beggs directed commissioners’ attention to the first paragraph at the 
top of page 35 of the Comprehensive Plan which discussed residential character, specifically single-
family detached residential neighborhoods being “one of the Village’s most cherished attributes and 
one of its most defining characteristics.”  Thinking about the properties neighboring the proposal, 
Mr. Beggs believed the commission had to think about the point of what the Plan considers as its 
most valuable asset, which was why he drew a closer distinction than Mr. Hose.  He considered the 
proposal as a retail store, which was not the same character as the low intensity office buildings he 
was familiar and he did not believe size nor traffic was significant and it was the type of occupation 
that was being conducted.   
 
Mr. Quirk added that when he thought of low intensity office and what differentiated it, he 
explained it was the hours of operation and the individuals using them, specifically pre-dinner and 
post-dinner hours.  To him, office space and low intensity translated to individuals coming to work 
and not having much traffic activity to and from it during the day.  It was having more of a 
professional staff.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah added that when the comments were made about the low-intensity offices, she did not 
see the comparisons.  Additionally, it was mentioned that the petition was more retail-related than 
office.  She pointed out that the density in the area was very different and the neighborhood was 
very different in relation to the proposed site.  Mrs. Rabatah understood there was commercial on 
the south side but this was not the south side.  She lived in the area and agreed with one of the 
neighbors that expressed concern about the double traffic turning lanes from northbound Woodward 
to westbound 63rd Street and the backups occurring even during non-peak hours.  She believed the 
proposal needed to be site-specific.  She voiced concerns about the hill and travelled the 
neighborhood to avoid the congestion on 63rd Street. She questioned the development during icy 
conditions and also questioned a future 24/7 operations coming before the commission.  She was 
not comfortable with the proposal.  
 
Mr. Hose then proceeded to discuss that by placing any commercial development at the location, the 
Comprehensive Plan raised the idea of adding more traffic to it.  Asked if Mrs. Rabatah thought 
there would be any type of commercial development more fitting for the particular location, given 
the traffic issues she voiced, Mrs. Rabatah explained that she did not see any development but she 
did frequent the Walgreens at Belmont and 63rd  and saw the traffic issues there and saw no 
difference with the problems that already existed in the proposed location, i.e., several vehicles 
traveling in and out of the site.  She stated she was not opposed to the Comprehensive Plan placing 



APPROVED 2/6/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  JANUARY 9, 2012 13

Low Intensity Office at the site; however, she challenged how worse it would be placing a 
Walgreens at the site, given the grading of the hill and the two turn lanes turning west onto 63rd.   
 
Asked if the proposal were an office building with the same physical characteristics of the site and 
the same statistics being presented, would her opposition be the same, wherein Mrs. Rabatah 
responded the proposal would have to come before this commission and the specifics would have to 
be heard.  She stated she could not answer the question.   
 
Chairman Jirik pointed out that the petitioner had two options:  1) to propose a change to the 
Comprehensive Plan, or 2) propose a development which is in conformance with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Chairman reminded the commissioners that the petitioner chose the 
second option where the petitioner’s position was that, basically, the development resembled Low 
Intensity Office.  After much research, Chairman Jirik personally believed the proposed Walgreens 
generated much more traffic than a low intensity office building and the hours were greater.  Also, a 
drive-through window existed as well as other on-site services (Red Box, propane cylinders, etc.).  
He believed the proposal was retail and commercial and the petitioner did not make the case.  He 
further stated he asked himself if mitigation could be considered for the development, given the 
close proximity of the neighbors and, while he had some ideas, he did not feel they would have 
been enough to create a low intensity office feel for the neighbors.   
 
The Chairman entertained a motion for the petition.   Mr. Quirk asked if he could vote, given his 
absence at the December meeting. After questioning him as to reading the prior minutes and 
understanding the petition, the Chairman allowed Mr. Quirk to vote on this petition. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 39-11 MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION DENY THE PETITION.   
 
SECONDED BY MR. WEBSTER.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. BEGGS, MR. WEBSTER, MR. COZZO, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. QUIRK, 

MRS. RABATAH, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: MR. HOSE 
  
MOTION TO DENY PASSED.  VOTE:  7-1 
 
Mr. Hose stated he voted negatively because the Low Intensity Office Use defined in the 
Comprehensive Plan requires B1 or B2 zoning.  While he agreed traffic was an issue, the traffic 
study showed that traffic from Walgreens would be similar enough to a low intensity office use.  He 
did not believe it warranted denial of the zoning.  He believed traffic calming steps would mitigate 
such concerns.  Also, he stated the commission saw studies about the visibility and stopping 
distance and his questions were answered with respect to those.  As to the drive-through and special 
use, they went “hand in glove.”   
 
A change in the agenda followed: 
 
PC-03-12  A petition seeking approval of a special use for a business/professional office for a 
property in the DT, Downtown Transition district.  The property is located on the west side of Main 
Street approximately 450 feet south of Maple Avenue and is commonly known as 5338 Main Street, 
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Downers Grove, Illinois (PIN 09-08-313-022) Patrick A. Tallon, Petitioner; North Star Trust 
Company #MBOB 3065, Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on File PC-03-12.  
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this matter.   
 
Mr. O’Brien presented staff’s report.  He indicated the owner of 5338 Main Street was requesting 
approval of a special use for a professional office in the existing building.  He explained the 
property is zoned DT, Downtown Transition.  He noted the property was rezoned in 2006 from R-4 
to DT.  A music studio, for voice lessons, was established in the building shortly after the rezoning.  
He noted the use is permitted in the DT.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained there is currently an attorney’s office in the building.  This use was 
discovered when the applicant applied for a commercial occupancy permit for a new tenant – a 
photographer.  Professional offices are special uses in the DT district. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the proposal is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan because it is zoned for 
commercial use.  Further, the property has been used as commercial since 2006-07.  He went on to 
explain the property serves as a transition from heavy commercial uses of the downtown core and is 
compatible with surrounding structures and uses. 
 
Mr. O’Brien noted staff believes the proposal meets the standards for granting a special use.  He 
explained the office use is similar to previous music studio.  He reiterated that no changes to the site 
that would affect surrounding properties.  As such, staff is recommending approval of the request 
with the condition outlined in the staff report. 
 
No questions followed. 
 
Petitioner/owner, Mr. Patrick Tallon, stated he agreed with staff’s recommendations.  In 2006 he 
purchased the property and used it as a voice studio and law office.  The business grew and was 
relocated near the Tivoli.  The current building is still used with his and his wife’s law practice and 
it averages one client arriving per month.   Currently Mr. Tallon believed the proposal met the 
village’s requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and the use conformed with the law, i.e., small 
business office, low traffic.  He requested approval of the petition.   
 
The public was invited to speak.  No public comment received.  Mr. Tallon had no closing 
statement. 
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked if the uses would be limited to the current user.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that future users would not be limited.  He went on to state the term 
“professional office” is defined by the zoning ordinance.  He noted this term includes attorney 
offices, general business offices, accountants and similar professional uses.  Any of these types of 
uses would be permitted as part of this special use.  He indicated that more intense office uses such 
as medical and dental offices are defined separately and would not be allowed as part of this special 
use.   
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Chairman Jirik asked for public comments.  No comments were received.  The chair declared public 
participation closed.   
 
Chairman Jirik asked for additional comments from the Commission.  There being none, he asked 
for a motion.  
 
MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A 
POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE COUNCIL FOR A SPECIAL USE 
FOR A PROFESSIONAL OFFICE IN THE DT DISTRICT SUBJECT TO THE 
FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS DATED JANUARY 9, 2012. 

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

MR. QUIRK, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0 
 
PC-02-12 A petition seeking a text amendment to Article XV, Signs, of Chapter 28 of the 
Municipal Code.  The purpose of the request is to amend certain sign regulations regarding the 
amortization date for nonconforming signs.  Village of Downers Grove, Petitioner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this matter.   
 
Mr. O’Brien presented staff’s report.  He indicated the Village was requesting approval of an 
extension of the sign ordinance’s amortization date.  He explained the date is currently May 4, 
2012.  The new date would be May 5, 2014.  The change in the day would ensure the deadline falls 
on a weekday.   He provided background on the sign ordinance and compliance levels.   Mr. 
O’Brien explained that 75% of signs comply with the sign ordinance, which means that 565 signs 
still need to be updated to comply with Village regulations.   
 
Mr. O’Brien indicated the Village was requesting the extension to account for the economic 
conditions that were not foreseen when the original update was adopted.  He also indicated that 
enforcing the deadline with the current number of nonconforming signs would overburden the 
Village staff and court system.   
 
Mr. O’Brien indicated the proposed amendment was consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive 
Plan and original goals of the updated sign ordinance.  He stated staff was recommending approval 
of the extension. 
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked if staff knew where the nonconforming signs are located. 
 



APPROVED 2/6/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  JANUARY 9, 2012 16

Mr. O’Brien explained staff spent time reviewing sign permit files and inspecting properties in 
November and December 2011.  He indicated staff knows what properties are noncompliant.  He 
explained staff knows the nature of the nonconformity too.  He went on to note that Ogden Avenue 
has the most nonconformity. 
 
Mr. Beggs stated the Village first adopted a sign ordinance in 1965.  He indicated the Village 
reviewed numerous requests for bigger and taller signs almost immediately after the original 
adoption.  He provided an example of an early variation request. 
 
Mr. Quirk asked how staff was notifying owners of violations. 
 
Mr. O’Brien explained if the extension was approved, notices would be sent to owners shortly after 
the Council approval.  He noted owners would receive letters detailing violations and explaining 
that they had two years to comply.  Staff would follow up with a final, formal notice in 2013 to 
those would were still not in compliance.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated owners in the Ogden Avenue TIF district would be given a reminder about the 
OASIS program.  However, the Economic Development Corporation was already making owners in 
this area aware of the program. 
 
Mr. Webster asked how the Village had previously been informing owners.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that owners were notified when the ordinance was originally adopted in 
2005.  He stated the Village also proactively seeks sign compliance when owners apply for sign 
permits.  He noted the sign ordinance contains provisions that owners must bring all signs into 
compliance when applying for a permit.  Mr. O’Brien stated that bringing signs into conformance 
with the ordinance is a standard condition for redevelopment or incentive agreements with the 
Village.  He noted that these practices helped reduce the number of nonconforming signs. 
 
Chairman Jirik asked if there would be future extensions. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the staff did not believe additional extensions would be entertained or necessary 
given the current and anticipated levels of compliance. 
 
Chairman Jirik went on to say he thought it was important that businesses were treated fairly and 
that those who continued to wait to comply would not be rewarded with future extensions.  He 
thought that would help ease concerns of businesses that already complied. 
 
Chairman Jirik asked for public comments. 
 
Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Ave, encouraged the Plan Commission to adopt the amendment.  She 
noted that the ZBA would see a sharp increase in the number of sign variation requests if the 
extension was not adopted.  She went on to say this increase in cases would punish others looking to 
pursue development, redevelopment and home improvements. 
 
There being no further comments from the public, Chairman Jirik declared public participation 
closed. 
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Chairman Jirik asked if there were any other thoughts or comments from the Board.  There being 
none, he asked for a motion.  
 
MR. WEBSTER MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A 
POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE COUNCIL RECOMMENDING 
APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE SIGN ORDINANCE EXTENDING THE 
AMORTIZATION DATE TO MAY 5, 2012. 
 
SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK.   
 
ROLL CALL: 
AYE: MR. WEBSTER, MR. QUIRK, MR. BEGGS,  MR. COZZO, MR. HOSE, MR. 

MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0 
 
Staff confirmed there was no January 23rd meeting.  A review of the upcoming February 6th  agenda 
followed.  Mr. O’Brien said he sent out a link from the Village attorney discussing some of the 
changes in the state’s FOIA and Open Meetings Act and that the commissioners will need to take 
the on-line training course.  Mr. Beggs had asked Mr. O’Brien if there could be a general meeting 
on this topic but was told that he had taken the training.  The Village administrator also confirmed 
the on-line training had to be completed.  The chairman asked to have the topic on the agenda each 
month.  It was noted that January 1, 2013 was the deadline to receive a training certificate.  
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 11:00 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MR. BEGGS.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE 
OF 8-0. 
 
/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 
 

February 6, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the February 6, 2012 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. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. 

Waechtler and Mr. Webster 
ABSENT:  Mr. Quirk 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Director Tom Dabareiner, Planning Manager 

Jeff O’Brien; Planners Damir Latinovic and Stan Popovich 
 
VISITORS: Jennifer Oko, 1525 Thornwood Drive, David S. Silverman, Ancel Glink Diamond 

Bush DiCianni & Krafthefer, P.C., Dan Bolin, Ancel Glink Diamond Bush DiCianni 
& Krafthefer, P.C. 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance and directed 
the public’s attention to the available informational packets. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE JANUARY 9, 2012 MINUTES  
 
Chairman Jirik pointed out that Mr. Hose provided some suggested changes to the minutes.  The 
proposed changes were on the dias for Commissioners’ review.   He asked if any members of the 
Commission had any comments regarding the changes. There being none, Chairman Jirik invited a 
motion to approve the minutes with the changes proposed by commissioner Hose. 
 
MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES WITH THE CHANGES 
SUGGESTED BY MR. HOSE.  SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0. 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the purpose and procedures for the meeting. 
 
File PC-07-12 A petition seeking final plat of subdivision approval to consolidate two existing lots 
into one lot. The property is located on the south side of Thornwood Drive approximately 106 feet 
east of Plymouth Street, commonly known as 1525 Thornwood Drive, Downers Grove, IL (PINs 
09-18-205-003 and 09-18-205-004) Timothy and Jennifer Oko, Petitioners/Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this matter.   
 
Planner Damir Latinovic informed the commissioners that Michael Davenport, the architect for the 
petitioner emailed him a letter of support for the petition late last week and that the copy of the 
letter was placed on the dais for review. He explained the petition was for a final plat of subdivision 
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to consolidate two separate parcels (both 50 feet wide by 175 feet deep lots) into one lot at 1525 
Thornwood Drive.  The property was zoned R-4 Single Family Residential. A single family home 
and a detached garage are currently located on the property.  The petitioner is planning to construct 
an approximately 500-sq. ft. addition to the existing single-family home.  The zoning ordinance 
requires consolidation of the lots.   The property is similar to other adjacent single-family lots.  The 
new lot would be 100 feet wide by 175 feet deep and meet all minimum dimension requirements. 
 
Mr. Latinovic indicated staff has not received the plans for the home addition, but that the addition 
will have to meet all bulk requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. The petitioner is awaiting the 
decision of the Village Council to apply for the building permit.  He went on to explain staff 
believes the proposal is consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and complies with the 
Village’s Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance.  Mr. Latinovic explained new easements 
along the side and rear lot lines would be platted. 
 
Mr. Latinovic indicated public notice was provided according to Village requirements, and staff had 
not received any public comments on the proposal.  Mr. Latinovic stated staff recommended the 
Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to staff’s one 
condition listed in its staff report.  
 
Per question by Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Latinovic confirmed there is a detached garage on the property.  
 
The Plan Commission briefly discussed how the zoning requirements for the addition related to the 
approval of the lot consolidation. 
 
There being no further comments for staff, Chairman Jirik invited the petitioner to the podium. 
 
Petitioner and owner, Mrs. Jennifer Oko, 1525 Thornwood Drive, Downers Grove, IL 60516, stated 
their intention was to construct an addition to the existing home to modernize it and her 
understanding is that per the Zoning Ordinance the lot consolidation is required.  
 
Per a question from Mr.Waechtler, Mrs. Oko clarified that the addition will be constructed on the 
front side of the building to fill in the void by the old attached garage. 
 
No further questions were directed to the petitioner.  Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to 
public comment.  None received.  The public comment portion was closed. 
 
Chairman Jirik asked for additional comments or deliberation from the Commission.  There being 
none, Chairman Jirik asked for a motion. 
 
MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A 
POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE COUNCIL REGARDING FILE 
NUMBER PC 07-12 SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM 
TO OKO’S RE-SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY NELSON SURVEYORS, 
LLC.  DATED DECEMBER 30, 2011, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  
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SECONDED BY MR. HOSE,  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. WAECHTLER, MR. HOSE, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MR. MATEJCZYK, 

MRS. RABATAH, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0 
 
Community Development Director Tom Dabareiner introduced David S. Silverman and Dan Bolin 
of Ancel Glink Diamond Bush DiCianni and Drafthefer, P.C.  Mr. Silverman and Mr. Bolin 
presented the information on Illinois planning and zoning law and procedures.  Information about 
Illinois ethics rules was also provided.  Mr. Silverman and Mr. Bolin provided a hand-out - Plan 
Commission Workshop: Law and Ethics – for the Commission to review during the presentation..  
 
Following the presentation, Mr. O’Brien reminded the commissioners to complete the required 
Open Meeting Act and FOIA certification training.  He stated a copy of the Village’s new Zoning 
Map was provided to the commissioners which reflects the areas recently annexed by the Village. 
Mr. O’Brien updated the commissioners on next month’s agenda.  He clarified that the February 27 
meeting date has been canceled, but that there will be a meeting on March 5.  
 
Commissioner Waechtler thanked the staff for the quality of staff reports and especially the area 
maps, which makes it very easy to identify and visit project sites. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:29 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE 
OF 8-0. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

Damir Latinovic, AICP 

Planner 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

MARCH 5, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the March 5, 2012 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:02 p.m. and 
asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Rabatah 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien and Planner 

Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Messrs. Tim Hejny and Chris Lavoie with CM Lavoie & Associates, 1050 W. Route 

126, Plainfield, IL; Mr. Ron Detmer, 6580 Davane Lane; Ms. Lara Whitt, 402 Lynn 
Gremer Ct.; Messrs. Ken and Keith Neuman with Greenscape Ventures, 4355 
Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, IL; Mr. Bob Johnson, 400 67th Court; Ms. Kathy 
Cummings, 411 67th Ct.; Mr. John Hoth, 402 67th Ct.; Mr. Ken Nemec, 6631 St. 
James Ct.; Mr. Jaswinder Chawla, 1930 Sweetbriar Lane, Darien, IL; William Wax, 
402 Lynn Gremer Ct. 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance and directed 
the public’s attention to the available informational packets. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 6, 2011 MINUTES  
 
MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS PREPARED.  
SECONDED BY MR. BEGGS.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0. 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the meeting.   
 
PC-05-12  A petition seeking rezoning approval from R-1 Single Family Residence district to R-3 
Single Family Residence district and Final Plat of Subdivision approval to re-subdivide five existing 
parcels into 14 new lots.  The property is located on the west side of Fairview Avenue 
approximately 365 feet south of 66th Street, commonly known as 6622, 6700 and 6650 Fairview 
Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PINs 09-20-211-012, -013, -018; 09-20-408-020, -021) C.M. Lavoie 
and Associates, Inc., Petitioner; Greenscape Homes, LLC., Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Damir Latinovic, planner for the Village of Downers Grove, referred to the location of the 
parcels under discussion on the overhead noting that while there were three properties:  6622, 6700 
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and 6650 Fairview Avenue, there were actually five existing parcels with two vacant homes on the 
northern properties.  The home one the southern property was occupied.  The property was currently 
zoned R-1 Single Family and R-3 Single Family (the southern rental parcel) and the petitioner was 
asking to rezone the R-1 portion into R-3 and requesting the approval of final plat of subdivision to 
subdivide the property into 13 new lots with one detention lot (NW corner of site).  All lots would 
have a minimum lot area of more than 10,500 sq. feet and be 75 feet in width.    
 
All single-family homes would have to meet all requirements of the zoning ordinance.  Staff 
believed the proposal was consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, which called for 
quality housing and a variety of dwelling units throughout the Village.  The Plan also recommended 
new developments be sensitive to the surrounding area.  The lots were consistent with the sizes of 
other R-3 lots in the area.  Mr. Latinovic noted the proposed development met the requirements of 
the Village’s Subdivision Ordinance.  He stated no exceptions were being requested. 
 
Mr. Latinovic stated some trees would have to be removed to accommodate the project, but 33 of 
the trees would be preserved, according to the petitioner’s tree preservation plan.  He stated the 
Village would collect a fee-in-lieu from the petitioner for 20 new parkway trees.   
 
Mr. Latinovic went on to note five-foot wide utility easements will be located along the side lot 
lines and 10-foot easements would be reserved along the rear lot lines.  These easements would 
accommodate all utility structures.  Mr. Latinovic explained Lot 14 would contain the stormwater 
detention area.  The applicant will be required to park and school donations prior to the Village 
executing the plat of subdivision.  Mr. Latinovic stated these donations would total approximately 
$53,993.06.    
 
A review of the street, parkway and sidewalk widths followed.  Mr. Latinovic said one stop sign 
was planned at the intersection of Fairview for traffic exiting Atwood Court.  Lot 14 will collect all 
stormwater run-off from the property and drain into the public storm sewer on Fairview Avenue.  A 
homeowners association will be created for the proposed subdivision and will have responsibility 
for maintenance of the detention facility.   
 
Mr. Latinovic reviewed the standards for approval for zoning map amendments.  He explained how 
the proposal met each of the standards. Mr. Latinovic re-emphasized how the proposal met the goals 
of the Comprehensive Plan and requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance.  He stated staff 
recommended the Plan Commission to forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council, 
subject to the conditions on pages 5 and 6 of the Staff Report. 
 
Per Mr. Matejczyk’s question, Mr. Latinovic confirmed that the areas to the north and south of the 
proposal would remain R-1 and the proposed subdivision would be zoned R-3.  He indicated the 
adjacent subdivisions to the west were zoned R-3.  As to the history of the R-1 area to the south, 
Mr. Latinovic could not confirm when the area was developed, but believed it was annexed as R-1 
zoning, similar to when other parcels came into annexation from the County.   
 
Chairman Jirik observed that two-thirds of the area was zoned R-3 already.  He suggested the 
proposed zoning was a continuation of the existing development pattern.  Mr. Latinovic concurred 
there was a predominance of the R-3 zoning and the change was not shifting a balance but was 
consistent with the trend of development.  
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Petitioner, Mr. Ken Neuman, owner of Greenscape Homes, LLC, recalled a few years ago a number 
of different zoning classifications were considered for the area, including town homes, with a higher 
density.  He stated he reviewed the minutes from and the concerns raised during those hearings.  
Mr. Neuman discussed how the surrounding zoning was considered for the proposal and how the 
development would be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood.  In response to the residents’ 
concerns and the surrounding area, the proposal before the Commission was a standard proposal for 
single-family residences.  The entire parcel, he noted, was purchased from the Fairview Ministries 
bankruptcy.   
 
Mr. Neuman further discussed the three homes already under construction in his other development 
(Green Acres Subdivision).  He stated the homes will be approximately 3,000 sq. foot homes with 
masonry fronts and most of them would have 3-car garages.  He provided details about the proposed 
building material.   Mr. Neuman described how the project met the Village’s codes and 
requirements.  As to stormwater detention, Mr. Neuman explained that the detention area aligns 
with the property to the west.  Due to input received from residents and staff, he stated he purchased 
another parcel from the church in order to better align the stormwater detention basin with the 
neighboring pond.   
 
Per a question from Mr. Beggs, Mr. Neuman explained how he came up with the subdivision’s 
name.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened the meeting up to pubic comment.    
 
Mr. Bob Johnson, 400 67th Court, noted he resides south of the property and asked about the details 
of the location of the swale and storm sewer, what trees would be preserved, and easement details.   
 
In response, Mr. Tim Hejny, with C.M. Lavoie and Associates, Inc., stated that some of the 
easements were expanded along the south property line to accommodate the swales and storm 
sewer.  A silt fence would be installed along the property line, with some form of construction fence 
around it during development.  He said the developer was not proposing fences for the final 
development.  However, private owners may install them after the project is complete.   
 
Mr. Johnson explained the topography of his lot behind the property and was concerned about the 
petitioner protecting his trees on his property.  Mr. Hejny noted there would be fences to protect 
neighboring trees and they would be inspected after every storm 
 
Mr. Johnson expressed concern about the building setback line being 40 feet off Fairview to which 
Mr. Hejny confirmed that the current setback met the proposed zoning planned for the subdivision.  
Mr. Latinovic interjected and explained to Mr. Johnson that every zoning district had different 
setbacks and with the proposed subdivision, the current zoning regulations and setbacks applied.  
He noted the R-1 district, the zoning for 400 67th Court, requires a 40-foot front setback while the 
R-3 zoning district, the current and proposed zoning for the subdivision, requires a 30-foot setback.   
 
Mr. Johnson asked about the construction sequencing, wherein the Chairman explained that the 
Commission does not review the construction phasing for the project.  Mr. O’Brien filled in those 
timeline details for the resident. 
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Mr. Jas Chawla, 1936 Sweetbriar Lane, Darien, IL, inquired as to when the development would 
begin and expressed concern about increased traffic on Fairview.  Mr. Chawala asked if a traffic 
signal would be installed because it was difficult to turn onto Fairview.  Mr. Hejny stated 
construction would begin within several weeks to a couple of months if the Village approved it.  He 
stated there would not be a significant increase in traffic because there was only a net gain of 10 
homes after the three existing homes were razed.  He went on to explain there were no plans for a 
traffic signal on Fairview because the traffic from the proposed development did not warrant one.    
Mr. Chawala included what protection would his home have from the construction.  Mr. Hejny 
explained where construction traffic would park and that the Village had strict rules governing 
construction activities. 
 
Ms. Kathy Cummings, 411 67th Court, Downers Grove, voiced that the area was a nice five-acre 
parcel with trees that absorbed the stormwater.  She expressed concern about replacing the trees 
with concrete, flooding issues, and the environment impact.  She preferred to have the lot zoned R-1 
like her own street.   
 
Mr. Ken Nemec, 6631 St. James Court, Downers Grove, resides adjacent to the existing detention 
area. He confirmed he met with Mr. Neuman and thanked him for being very cooperative with the 
information.  However, Mr. Nemec said he did have a concern about the tree line that bordered the 
west part of the lot of the development and the plans for that area.  He agreed the trees in the 
neighborhood made the area nice.  He also confirmed with Mr. Neuman that the drainage would not 
flow into the detention area on St. James Court.   
 
In response, Mr. Hejny, stated that he would do everything possible to maintain as many trees as 
possible, but indicated there would be some utilities located and draining along the west property 
line.   To date, it was difficult for him to determine to what extent the trees would be removed until 
the specific homes and grading were determined for each lot.  Currently, there were no final plans 
for each lot’s specific grading.  Chairman Jirik, however, stepped in and explained that a property 
owner had a right to do whatever he/she wanted with the trees on their property and that most 
developers understood the value of trees and worked to identify quality trees and preserve them due 
to their value to a project.   
 
Per another question by Mr. Nemec regarding building location on a lot, Mr. O’Brien stepped in and 
explained that the foundations depicted on the drawings were for illustrative purposes.  They are 
only used to identify the top and bottom of proposed foundations.  
 
Mr. Johnson, 400 67th Court, returned and voiced concern about flooding since a nearby stream 
flowed east through two properties.   Mr. Hejny explained that he was aware of the drainage 
conditions.  He explained the proposed development’s stormwater would be conveyed west, then to 
the detention pond and finally to the storm sewer along Fairview Avenue.   
 
Mr. John Hoth, 402 67th Court, discussed the flooding that occurs on both sides of his house after it 
rained.  He asked the petitioner where he planned to pick up grade to fill the back area.  Mr. Hejny 
explained that the surface water would be conveyed to the detention basin through a series of 
underground storm sewers.  The developer was not proposing to raise the grade.   
 
There being no further comments, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.  No further 
Commissioner questions to the public followed.    
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In response to the concerns of storm water, Mr. Ken Neuman, explained the detail of stormwater 
drainage for the proposed development.  He indicated the run-off would be captured by a series of 
underground pipes, routed through the detention pond and then to the storm sewer in Fairview 
Avenue.  Regarding the protection for the residents while construction was occurring, Mr. Neumann 
explained that the detention area will be installed first, followed by installation of the roadway.  A 
chain link fence will surround the construction site and silt fence will be installed inside of the chain 
link fence.   He estimated construction to commence mid-July and take two years to complete.  Mr. 
Neuman provided more detail about tree preservation.  He noted that pipes would zigzag through 
the trees to protect them.  He went on to say houses would be set at the front setback line to keep 
backyards as large as possible.   Mr. Neuman recapped his petition and asked for the Commission’s 
recommendation. 
 
Per Mrs. Rabatah’s question to staff, the Fire Department reviewed the proposal.  Mr. O’Brien 
indicated the Department would review the placement of fire hydrants and water pressure when the 
plans are submitted for permit review.  He went on to explain the village would maintain the cul-de-
sac. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-05-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSTIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNICL, SUJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO 
THE FINAL PLAT OF ATWOOD RESUBDIVISION PREPARED BY C. M. 
LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES. INC., DATED DECEMBER 02, 2011, LAST REVISED 
FEBRUARY 8, 2012, PROPOSED SITE IMPROVEMENTS FOR ATWOOD 
SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY C. M. LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES. INC., DATED 
DECEMBER 11, 2011, LAST REVISED FEBRUARY 7, 2012, EX07 TREE 
REMOVAL PLAN, PREPARED BY C. M. LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES. INC., DATED 
OCTOBER 26, 2011, LAST REVISED FEBRUARY 8, 2012 AND BOUNDARY & 
TOPOGRAPHY SURVEY PREPARED BY C. M. LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES. INC., 
DATED OCTOBER 26, 2011, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO 
CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

2. THE HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE 
COVENANTS DOCUMENT FOR THE ATWOOD SUBDIVISION SHALL BE 
RECORDED WITH THE PLAT OF SUBDIVISION. 

3. THE FINAL PLAT OF ATWOOD RESUBDIVISION SHALL BE REVISED TO 
INDICATE THE DEPTH OF PROPOSED PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE 
EASEMENTS ALONG REAR LOT LINES OF LOTS 9-13. 

4. UPON COMPETITION OF ALL REMAINING PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR 
THE ENTIRE ATWOOD SUBDIVISION, THE PETITIONER SHALL SUBMIT 
RECORD DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL BY THE VILLAGE COUNCIL. ALONG 
WITH THE RECORD DRAWINGS, THE PETITIONER SHALL SUBMIT A 
GUARANTEE SECURITY IN THE AMOUNT OF 20% OF THE TOTAL COST OF 
THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH SHALL EXPIRE NO EARLIER THAN 
TWO YEARS AFTER ACCEPTANCE OF SUCH PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS BY 
THE VILLAGE COUNCIL. 
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5. THE PETITIONER SHALL PAY $53,993.06 FOR PARK AND SCHOOL 
DONATIONS ($25,024.93 FOR THE PARK DISTRICT, $19,480.93 FOR SCHOOL 
DISTRICT 58 AND $ 9,487.20 FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT 99) PRIOR TO VILLAGE 
EXECUTING THE PLAT. 

6. A FEE IN LIEU PAYMENT FOR 20 NEW PARKWAY TREES ($500 PER TREE, 
TOTAL PAYMENT $10,000) MUST BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF 
THE CONSTRUCTION PERMIT. 

7. THE APPROVAL FROM THE DOWNERS GROVE SANITARY DISTRICT SHALL 
BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF CONSTRUCTION PERMITS. 

8. THE APPROVAL FROM THE DUPAGE COUNTY FOR IMPACT FEES AND THE 
DUPAGE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT FOR THE REMOVAL OF 
EXISTING WELLS ON THE PROPERTY SHALL BE SUBMITTED PRIOR TO 
ISSUANCE OF THE CONSTRUCTION PERMITS. 

 
MR. BEGGS SECONDED THE MOTION.   
 
For the record, Chairman Jirik stated the proposal met the Standards for Approval and was 
responsive and satisfied the fulfillment of review of the standards.  He agreed with staff’s analysis 
of this proposal. 
 
ROLL CALL:   
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. BEGGS, MR. HOSE, MR. QUIRK, MRS. RABATAH, 

CHAIRMAN JIRIK  
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED. VOTE:  6-0 
 
PC-06-12 A petition seeking final plat of subdivision approval to re-subdivide three existing 
lots into two new lots.  The property is located at the southwest corner of Fairview Avenue and 
Lynn Gremer Court, commonly known as 403 and 401 Lynn Gremer Court and 6568 Fairview 
Avenue Downers Grove, IL (PINs 09-20-213-017, -018, -019) C.M. Lavoie and Associates, Inc., 
Petitioner; Greenscape Homes, LLC., Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this petition.   
 
Mr. Latinovic described the petition and location of the project, referring to an aerial photo on the 
overhead.  The proposal was re-subdivide three lots into two new lots.  The property was part of the 
larger Green Acre subdivision originally approved in 2004.  He explained the original development 
included an extension of Davane Lane and the creation of Lynn Gremer Court.  Lots 12, 13, and 14, 
were originally designated for stormwater detention.  The current owner purchased the remaining 
ten lots and redesigned the shape of the detention.  Mr. Latinovic noted the redesign of the pond 
allowed the petitioner to gain another buildable lot.  He noted the petition is building three homes 
around the cul-de-sac.  He indicated the petitioner was requesting a final plat of subdivision to 
create two new lots:  Lot 1 and 2.  Lot 1 would become a buildable lot while Lot 2 would become 
stormwater detention.   
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Mr. Latinovic stated all requirements of the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances would be met.  He 
noted the owner was not seeking any exceptions.  Mr. Latinovic explained where public utility 
easements would be located on Lot 1.  He stated a homeowners association would be created for the 
subdivision.  He explained the applicant was currently completing the public improvements that 
were required as part of the original development. 
 
Mr. Latinovic stated the proposal was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; the lots were 
compatible in size to other surrounding properties.  He noted staff recommended that the Plan 
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to the conditions 
listed on page 4 of staff’s report.  
 
Regarding the detention area, Mr. Matejczyk asked for clarification for the height of the retaining 
wall.  Mr. Latinovic explained a retaining wall was installed to allow for a deeper basin.  Mr. 
Matejczyk expressed concern about the wall’s height.  Mr. Latinovic explained the Building Code 
required a fence or barrier if the drop was more than three feet.  In this case, there was a double wall 
with five feet between walls and a fence would be installed along the south side of the pond, where 
the grade difference was more than three feet.   
 
Mr. Hose inquired about a previous conservation agreement with regard to a wetland that was 
removed.  Mr. Latinovic stated the wetland was located in another part of the Green Acres 
subdivision and did not affect this petition.  Chairman Jirik noted the Commission should avoid 
discussing this matter because it did not affect the subject properties.   
 
Mr. Ken Neuman, owner of Greenscape Homes, LLC explained the retaining wall mentioned earlier 
was in place and was a two-step wall.  He noted it was located next to the new lot as well as 
designed to act as a buffer to Lot 6 (to the west), which was part of the original Green Acres 
subdivision.  Mr. Neuman explained the height of the wall would be five feet along the southwest 
corner.  A fence would surround this area.  He was working with the current property owner of Lot 
6 regarding the installation of that fence.  For the record, he stated that Lot 2 of the original Green 
Acres development contained no wetlands and the designation was subsequently removed.  
 
Mr. Chris Lavoie, CM Lavoie & Associates, stated his office did the design for the original 
development.  He proceeded to explain the history behind the conservation easement when Rosol 
Construction was the developer.   Mr. Lavoie explained that when he did the original design for the 
development, the detention area (Lots 12, 13 & 14) was originally proposed to go to the pond on the 
property on the east side of Fairview Avenue (Fairview Ministries property).  The Village required 
stormwater easements on Lots 12, 13 and 14 in the event the developer and Fairview Ministries 
could not come to an agreement for use of the pond.  Mr. Lavoie provided details for the current 
detention area.  
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked if a cross-section for the retaining wall existed, Mr. Neuman said it was not 
included in the plans.  He indicated the horizontal differential between the two walls was six feet 
face-to-face.  Mr. Tim Hejny clarified the separation was five to six feet.  Mrs. Rabatah, however, 
read the plans differently, looking at the drop, and was not sure how high the concrete was 
protruding above the grade at the west wall.  She indicated she was concerned with safety.   
 
Mr. O’Brien clarified the walls were already installed.  He stated staff reviewed the plans for the 
pond and both walls met the Village’s Building Code.   Mr. O’Brien stated he thought a fence 
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would be installed to provide additional safety once the basin was complete.  He stated the area 
adjacent to Lot 1 has a two and one-half foot maximum drop, which is acceptable per the Village’s 
codes.  
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. William Wax, 402 Lynn Gremer Court, opposed “cramming” another house on an irregularly 
shaped lot next to a detention pond.  He voiced safety concerns for the children with regard to the 
proximity and depth of the detention basin.  He said the homes being constructed were smaller than 
the existing homes and the shape of the lot would not allow for a very large home.   
 
Mr. Latinovic explained the dimensions of the lot, noting they met the subdivision requirements.  
He noted the building envelope was 60 feet by 132 feet.   
 
Mr. Beggs noted that the original subdivision would have allowed three homes to be built; now only 
one home was proposed on two lots.   
 
There being no further public comment, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.  No Commissioner 
questions to the public.   
 
Mr. Ken Newman called attention to the fact that the new Lot 1 was the largest lot on Lynn Gremer 
Court.  He noted the home sizes for the other homes under construction on the street.   He also 
indicated the proposed building materials were consistent with the neighboring properties.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-06-12, MRS. RABATAH MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATOIN TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO STAFF FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO 
FINAL PLAT OF FIRST RESUBDIVISION OF GREEN ACRES OF DOWNERS 
GROVE SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY C. M. LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES. INC., 
DATED DECEMBER 12, 2011, LAST REVISED FEBRUARY 7, 2012 EXCEPT AS 
SUCH PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES 
AND ORDINANCES.  

2. THE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE 
COVENANTS DOCUMENT FOR THE SUBDIVISION SHALL BE RECORDED 
WITH THE PLAT OF RESUBDIVISION. 

3. WATER SERVICE STUBS FOR LOTS 13 AND 14 SHALL BE DISCONNECTED 
AT THE MAIN PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 
FOR LOT 1. 

4. UPON COMPETITION OF ALL REMAINING PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS FOR 
THE ENTIRE GREEN ACRES SUBDIVISION, THE PETITIONER SHALL 
SUBMIT RECORD DRAWINGS FOR APPROVAL BY THE VILLAGE COUNCIL. 
ALONG WITH THE RECORD DRAWINGS, THE PETITIONER SHALL SUBMIT 
A GUARANTEE SECURITY IN THE AMOUNT OF 20% OF THE TOTAL COST 
OF THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH SHALL EXPIRE NO EARLIER 
THAN TWO YEARS AFTER ACCEPTANCE OF SUCH PUBLIC 
IMPROVEMENTS BY THE VILLAGE COUNCIL. 



APPROVED 3/26/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  MARCH 5, 2012 9

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

CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
Mr. O’Brien confirmed that there would be a Plan Commission meeting on March 26, 2012.  
Agenda details followed.  Commissioners were reminded to complete the Open Meetings Act 
training.  He pointed out the American Planning Association materials for the Commissioners were 
placed on the dais.   
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:47 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. QUIRK, 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   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 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

MARCH 26, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the March 26, 2012 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. Hose, Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster (at 

7:04pm) 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Rabatah  
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Jeff O’Brien, Damir Latinovic and Stan Popovich 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, Downers Grove; Mr. and Mrs. Qani 

Osmani, 1018 Palmer St., Downers Grove; Dr. Kathleen Goeppinger, President, 
Midwestern University, 555 31st St.,  Downers Grove; Mr. Kevin McCormick, 
Midwestern University, 555 31st St, Downers Grove; Dwight Todd, DWL Architects, 
2333 North Central Ave, Phoenix, AZ; Damienne Souter, 605 Prairie; and Mr. Jim 
Laverty, 1016 Palmer St., Downers Grove 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance and directed 
the public’s attention to the available informational packets. (Mr. Webster arrives 7:04 p.m.) 
 
APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 5, 2012 MINUTES  
 
Mr. Hose, noted on page 7, fourth paragraph, final sentence, insert the word “not” between the 
words “did” and “affect”.   MR. HOSE MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, 
AS CORRECTED.  SECONDED BY MR. BEGGS.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0. 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
PC-11-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Planned Development designation and a 66-foot 
tall Auditorium and Office Building for Midwestern University. The property is located on the 
south side of 31st Street, approximately 1,281 feet west of Meyers Road, Downers Grove, IL 
commonly known as 555 31st Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 06-32-200-015, 06-32-400-026); 
Midwestern University, Petitioner and Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above matter. 
 
Mr. Jeff O’Brien, summarized Midwestern University’s (the “University”) petition.  He noted they 
were requesting two items:  1) to establish a planned development for the University’s main campus 
at 555 31st Street, and 2) to approve a new auditorium and classroom building.  He presented an 
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aerial photograph highlighting the campus and the location of the new auditorium.   He provided a 
brief history of the University’s uses and improvements to the campus.   Mr. O’Brien pointed out 
that staff recommended that the University establish a planned development in 2010.  He noted 
large developments, such as the University, have multiple uses and do not fit neatly into the 
Village’s existing zoning categories.  He indicated the proposed planned development also allowed 
the University flexibility and the ability to gain faster approval and provided predictable parameters 
for future development on the property. 
 
Mr. O’Brien discussed that the new two-story auditorium would include seating for up to 2,500 
people.  The building would have a total of 114,000 sq. feet and provide classrooms and office 
space in addition to the auditorium.  Mr. O’Brien explained the auditorium (western) portion of the 
building would be 33 feet in height while the eastern portion would be 66 feet in height.  He 
discussed the Comprehensive Plan as it relates to Midwestern’s property.  He noted the property 
was designated Institutional/Public, which included operation of educational facilities.  He stated 
the Plan recommended the Village support operational improvements to educational facilities as 
long as the improvements minimized the impacts to the surrounding neighbors.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained the proposed planned development supported the University’s operations, 
but also provided more definitive development patter for the neighbors.  He noted the neighboring 
residents would know where expect development.  He presented the master site plan for the 
University.   
 
Mr. O’Brien, noted the planned development contained four components:   
 

1) The designation of permanent open space;  
2) Established setbacks for the University.  He explained the current setbacks versus the 

planned development’s setbacks;  
3) Established height maximums; and  
4) Identified major and minor developments.  Mr. O’Brien explained major developments, 

such as new buildings, development in flood plains, etc. require Plan Commission and 
Village Council review of buildings.  He indicated developments such as building 
additions, new parking lots, etc. could be approved by staff.  

 
Mr. O’Brien noted no future buildings were proposed.  As such, the next new building proposed by 
the University would require Plan Commission and Village Council review and approval. 
 
Mr. O’Brien reviewed the site plan for the proposed Auditorium and Classroom Building.   He 
explained the building setback was 193 feet from the western property line (near Lyman Woods) 
and the taller portion of the building was set back 329 feet from the western property line.  He noted 
the building would be over 300 feet from the nearest residential property (to the north).  Mr. 
O’Brien explained 1,783 parking spaces were required for the campus based on previous traffic and 
parking studies.  He noted the University has 2,753 spaces on site.  He reviewed the bulk 
regulations for the development and indicated the proposal would meet the zoning ordinance.   
 
Mr. O’Brien provided an overview of the traffic generation from the campus.  He noted that traffic 
currently operates at an acceptable level of service except for the left turn movement out of the site 
on westbound 31st Street.  He noted there would be an expected increase in traffic of about five over 
the next three years.  Mr. O’Brien reported that all traffic movement would be moving at an 
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acceptable level of service except for the previous-mentioned left-turn movement.  He noted that the 
signal warrants were met for the University.  He stated the University is working with the Village 
and DuPage County DOT to design the intersection.   
 
Mr. O’Brien briefly reviewed the stormwater and utilities the site.  He noted the Fire Department 
reviewed the plans and could still provide emergency access to the buildings.  He stated staff 
received one phone call from a resident concerned about the overall density, traffic generation and 
noise generation from the campus.  He stated the Forest Preserve and Park District were provided an 
opportunity to review the plans and did not object to the request.  He indicated the Forest Preserve 
District provided a letter stating such that was included in the Plan Commission’s packet.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained staff found that all standards for approval were met for the planned 
development and the proposed auditorium/classroom building.  He stated staff recommended the 
Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council with the conditions 
listed in the staff report.   
 
Mr. Webster asked staff to confirm building’s height.  Mr. O’Brien stated the Village measured 
height only to the main roof surface, not including penthouses, parapet walls or mechanical units.  
He stated these items were not included to encourage screening of rooftop mechanical units.   
 
Mr. Beggs asked why the presentation included the proposed buildings when the Commission was 
not being required to review the items.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained the buildings were in the presentation for illustrative purposes only.  He 
noted staff was trying to demonstrate the proposed setbacks were more advantageous for the 
neighbors than the current zoning ordinance setbacks.  He stated the Village preferred to see the 
development focus itself in the current core campus area.  He indicated staff would like to get an 
idea of what uses would occur in the future.   Mr. O’Brien felt the plan was well balanced between 
the needs of the University and the needs of the surrounding residents.  He further explained the 
planned development would allow University to build faster – without a public hearing – for some 
smaller buildings.    
 
Mr. Waechtler’s asked if the Village’s traffic engineer reviewed the traffic study. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the traffic engineer did not review the traffic study.  He stated planning staff was 
trained to read the traffic impact study for sites such as Midwestern University.  He indicated if 
significant changes were proposed to the public infrastructure,  the study would be reviewed by the 
traffic engineer, planning staff and DuPage County.   Mr. O’Brien explained that the development 
warranted a traffic signal and the petitioner was working with the County to determine on the 
intersection design. 
 
Following on Mr. Beggs’s questions, Mr. Hose inquired whether the Plan Commissioners would be 
reviewing a master plan of future multiple buildings. 
 
Mr. O’Brien confirmed they would and pointed out the conditions on page 4 of the staff report that 
would be added to the planned development ordinance.   
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Chairman Jirik also clarified for Mr. Hose that anyone whom seeks a planned development 
basically was setting out the terms and conditions of the development of their own site, whether it 
was a subdivision, shopping center, etc.    
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked if there was adequate stormwater detention capacity on site.   Mr. O’Brien 
stated there was adequate capacity.  He explained the basin under the Basic Science Building was 
sized to accommodate future campus developments.  
 
Dr. Kathleen Goeppinger, President of Midwestern University, 555 31st Street, Downers Grove, was 
pleased to come before the Commission and explained the new building being added to the 
University campus.  She reported the proposed auditorium will be able to be broken down into five 
separate lecture halls and accommodate larger events such as graduation ceremonies for the 
students.  The office/classroom building will provide more office space for current staff.   
 
Dr. Goeppinger stated she wrote a letter to the 300 neighbors with one inquiry received and that 
individual was satisfied with her concerns answered.   
 
Mr. Beggs inquired about the relationship of the new Lacey Road building with the proposed 
improvements to the main campus. 
 
Dr. Goeppinger explained that the Lacey Road building was for third and fourth-year students in 
dental medicine, while the first and second-year students attended class on-campus.   
 
Mr. Waechtler inquired if the new auditorium would be available to other organizations while not in 
use.   
 
Dr. Goeppinger explained it would be on a case-by-case basis for community events.  She reminded 
the Commissioners that the University was a not-for-profit organization so charging for tickets 
would be a problem and would limit the use of the auditorium.   
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if the proposed building would create any on-site traffic issues. 
 
Dr. Goeppinger believed there would only be traffic issues during construction, and, after doing 
some studies, the traffic would be manageable.   
 
Mr. Beggs asked if the University was pleased with the planned development proposal. 
 
Dr. Goeppinger stated she believed the Village provided a good recommendation to the University 
and she was willing to work with the Village and its guidelines.  At the same time, Dr. Goeppinger 
explained that the University would be returning to the Commission again and reaching out to her 
neighbors to ensure that they know what the University is doing.   
 
As an aside, Mr. Waechtler commended the University for its thorough security process.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Dr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, Downers Grove, was pleased to see the proposal for several 
reasons, including having a specific ordinance adopted by the Village Council stipulating the way 
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the University will develop; having a planned development; having continued access for Lyman 
Woods; supporting the University’s concept of a “core” campus; and having a natural area in the 
planned development.  He fully supported the new auditorium and was glad to hear the question 
about using the auditorium for additional community events, citing an upcoming musical 
association event, which will be free to the public.   
 
Hearing no further comments, the Chairman closed the public comment portion of the hearing.  
Commissioners had no additional questions.  
 
Dr. Goeppinger did not make a closing statement. 
 
Chairman Jirik reported that staff’s finding of fact, pursuant to the planned development approval 
request,  was thorough, complete, competent and he concurred with the findings that the proposal 
was satisfactory in meeting those requirements.  Mr. Waechtler agreed and believed that the 
University’s detailed information and schematics were very helpful.  He commended planning staff 
and its director Tom Dabareiner and the University for their work.   
 
WITH RESPECT PC-11-12, MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL ESTABLISHING A PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ON THE SUBJECT 
PROPERTY AND APPROVE THE AUDITORIUM AND CLASSROOM BUILDING, 
SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM 
TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED MARCH 26, 2012 AND WITH CAMPUS 
MASTER SITE PLAN AS PREPARED BY DWL ARCHITECTS & PLANNERS, 
INC. DATED JANUARY 25, 2012 EXCEPT SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO 
CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

2. MINOR DEVELOPMENTS THAT REQUIRE ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL 
ONLY: 

A. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON APPROVED BUILDING PADS 
IDENTIFIED IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER 
PLAN WHERE THE OVERALL BUILDING HEIGHT IS NO MORE THAN 
50 FEET. 

B. CHANGES TO SQUARE FOOTAGE OF PRE-APPROVED BUILDING 
PADS PROVIDED THE OVERALL DEVELOPMENT FLOOR AREA 
RATIO (FAR) AND BULK REQUIREMENTS ARE MET AS IDENTIFIED IN 
THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER PLAN.  

C. ADDITIONS TO EXISTING BUILDING THAT MEET SETBACK AND 
HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS AS IDENTIFIED BY THE PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 

D. DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS. 
E. REMOVAL AND/OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING SURFACE PARKING 

LOTS WHICH MEET SETBACK AND HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS AS 
IDENTIFIED BY THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER 
PLAN. 

3. MAJOR DEVELOPMENT THAT WOULD REQUIRE PLAN COMMISSION 
REVIEW AND VILLAGE COUNCIL APPROVAL: 
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A. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON APPROVED BUILDING PADS 
IDENTIFIED IN THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER 
PLAN OR BUILDING ADDITIONS WHERE HEIGHT IS OVER 50 FEET. 

B. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON BUILDING PADS NOT IDENTIFIED ON 
THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 

C. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ON AREAS IDENTIFIED AS PERMANENT 
OPEN GREEN SPACE.  

D. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WITHIN SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 
INCLUDING FLOODWAYS, FLOOD PLAINS, WETLANDS AND 
LOCALIZED POOR DRAINAGE AREAS. 

E. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THAT DOES NOT MEET THE SETBACK, 
HEIGHT OR OTHER BULK RESTRICTIONS IDENTIFIED ON THE 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER PLAN. 

F. ANY PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT DEEMED BY THE COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR THAT DOES NOT MEET THE SPIRIT AND 
INTENT OF THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT CAMPUS MASTER PLAN. 

4. THE AUDITORIUM AND CLASSROOM BUILDING SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY 
CONFORM TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED MARCH 26, 2012 AND WITH 
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING PLANS AND STORMWATER REPORT 
PREPARED BY MACKIE CONSULTANTS, LLC DATED JANUARY 25, 2012, 
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS, ELEVATIONS AND SITE PLANS PREPARED BY 
DWL ARCHITECTS & PLANNERS, INC. DATED JANUARY 25, 2012 EXCEPT 
SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

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

6. THE PROPOSED AUDITORIUM AND CLASSROOM 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. 

 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. COZZO, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. BEGGS, MR. HOSE, MR. WEBSTER, 

CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
Chairman Jirik called to order the following: 
 
PC-14-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the north side of Palmer Street, approximately 230 
feet west of Main Street, commonly known as 1018 Palmer Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-20-
111-015); Qani Osmani, Petitioner; Qani and Vezire Osmani, Owners 
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Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this petition. 
 
Planner, Mr. Damir Latinovic, reported the petition before them was due to changes made to the 
Village Ordinance that now required owners to consolidate their multiple lots prior to constructing 
any additions or doing new construction on their property.  Currently the property was zoned R-4 
Single-Family Residential with an improved single-family residence and detached garage and was 
located on two parcels:  Lot 21 was 50 feet wide by 155 feet deep; the western parcel was 16.66 feet 
wide by 155 feet deep. 
 
Petitioners were requesting to combine the two parcels into one lot in order to construct a new 
single-family home after demolishing the existing structures.  The request was consistent with the 
Village’s Comprehensive Plan and was also in character with surrounding lot sizes.  The request 
met the Village’s Subdivision Ordinance and no exceptions were being requested at this time.  The 
two parcels, when combined, comprised of a lot 66 feet wide by 155 feet deep and exceeded the 
minimum lot area dimension requirements for the R-4 District.  Per Mr. Latinovic, the new single- 
family home would also meet the Village’s bulk requirements of the zoning ordinance.   
 
Neighbors within 250 feet were notified by staff via individual notices, the newspaper notice and a 
posted sign on the property with only one person inquiring about the general nature of the project.  
Staff believed the proposal met the requirements of the Village and recommended that the Plan 
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council, subject to staff’s one 
condition in its report. 
 
Regarding the identification of the 16.66 feet, Mr. Latinovic stated it probably had to do with the 
previous owners acquiring the 16 feet from their neighbor.  He confirmed the current owners did 
have possession of the 16 feet.  
 
The Petitioner, Ms. Vezire Osmani, 5774 Eleanor Avenue, confirmed she was requesting to 
consolidate two parcels into one existing lot for a future single-family residential home.  No 
questions followed from the commissioners.  
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   
 
Mr. Jim Laverty, 1016 Palmer Street, asked how soon demolition would take place and he 
encouraged the Commission to move forward with the request as the current dwelling was 
uninhabitable and a safety risk.  He asked the Commission to consider single-family homes for this 
block as the remainder of the block was of the same housing stock. 
 
Chairman Jirik explained that the Commission currently was only considering consolidation of the 
two lots and not approving the demolition of the buildings or construction of a new house.  He 
could not compel the petitioner to begin the demolition.   
 
Ms. Osmani responded to Mr. Laverty that after receiving approval at the Plan Commission level, 
she would be applying for a demolition permit and expected to begin demolition soon. 
 
Mr. Waechtler commented on the overall improvement to the neighborhood under discussion but 
added there was another home on the block that was in very poor condition.   
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Mr. Laverty concurred and proceeded to discuss his own home which was purchased new on Lot 
22.  He was excited to have more construction coming to the area.   
 
Hearing no further comments, public comment was closed.  Commissioners had no questions.   
 
Ms. Osmani stated she and her husband specifically sought the neighborhood because they did not 
want to be in the typical subdivision and wanted to improve a neighborhood.  They were excited to 
bring their children to the area.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-14-12,  MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDAITON TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM 
TO OSMANI ESTATES SUBDIVIDISION PLAT PREPARED BY 
PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYING, INC., DATED MARCH 8, 2012 EXCEPT 
AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE 
CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE  .  ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE: MR. WAECHTLER, MR. HOSE, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MR. WEBSTER, 

CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
Mr. O’Brien announced that there were four agenda items on the April 2, 2012 agenda.  He 
reminded the Commissioners to take their Open Meetings Act training.  Mr. O’Brien said he was 
providing Commissioners with a welcome letter from the American Planners Association. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:20 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. COZZO, 
SECONDED BY MR. WEBSTER   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 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

APRIL 2, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the April 2, 2012 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, Mrs. Rabatah, 

Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster  
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Hose, Mr. Quirk 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien and Planner 

Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Mr. David Olsen, 5601 Dunham Road, Ms. Darlene Benson, 5400 Walnut; 

Mr. Francis Bauer, 2800 Maple; Ms. Eugenia Gorski, 2800 Maple; Ms. Agnes 
Cerhlak, 2800 Maple; Ms. Francis Wilke, 2800 Maple; Mr. Frank Burla, 
2800 Maple; Mr. Robert Mitchell, 2800 Maple; Mr. Kevin Greyhill, 2435 
Wisconsin/5230 Walnut; Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Ave; Mr. Gordon 
Goodman, 5834 Middaugh; Attorney Dan McCormick, 5205 Washington, Downers 
Grove 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance and directed 
the public’s attention to the available informational packets.  
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
PC-09-12  A petition seeking a text amendment to Article IX, Section 28.903, M-1 District Special 
Uses, of Chapter 28 of the Municipal Code.  The purpose of the request is to add “vocational and 
trade schools” to the list of permitted special uses for the M-1, Light Manufacturing district. 
Christian Tyler, Petitioner; Trust Agreement dated 4/14/94, known as Trust #1, Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Planning Manager, Mr. Jeff O’Brien, clarified that PC-09-12 and PC-10-12 were related items with 
the first petition being a request for a text amendment.  The petitioner was requesting to add the use 
“vocational and trade schools” to the list of special uses in the M-1 Light Manufacturing zoning 
district.  The petitioner owns a business Downers Grove - a spa training school at 340 Burlington 
Avenue.  The applicant is proposing to relocate the business to Ellsworth Business Park at 5413 
Walnut Street.   
 
Mr. O’Brien indicated trade schools and vocational schools were permitted uses in B1, B2 and B3 
business districts and special uses in the Downtown Business District.  He indicated the proposed 
use was less intense than most other uses in the M-1 zoning district.  Referring to the map on the 
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overhead, Mr. O’Brien pointed out the concentration of M-1 zoning districts on the map, noting the 
Ellsworth Business Park contained most of this classification.  He stated the request is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”).  He pointed out the Plan recommended establishing 
vocational schools in the business park to assist with training.  Mr. O’Brien noted the properties 
zoned M-1 are located near other business zoning districts, which allowed trade schools as of right.   
Mr. O’Brien believed that no major impact would occur to the surrounding uses by adding the 
special use to the zoning ordinance, stating it allowed the Village to have the ability to guide the 
locations of future vocational schools in the M-1 district.   
 
In addition to the above petition, Mr. O’Brien stated the definition for a vocational/trade school 
would be added to the Zoning Ordinance.  He recommended that the Plan Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to the Village Council with the addition of the definition stated on page 2 
of staff’s report.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked what other types of vocational/trade schools the Village anticipated.  Mr. 
O’Brien explained that many already existed in the community but for the Ellsworth Business Park, 
staff envisioned the industrial trade schools.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked if the definition could include that “a school will provide someone with the 
skills that they can transfer to the workforce.”  Mr. O’Brien said the language could be added.   
 
Mr. Beggs, however, stated he had a difficult time reconciling the land use map with the outline that 
was being presented by staff.  Mr. O’Brien reported that the text amendment would affect 
everything currently zoned M-1 regardless of the future land use map.  He indicated there are some 
discrepancies between the future land use map and the zoning map.  He explained the future land 
use map only indicates desired future development, but that the zoning classification still governs 
land use. 
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked about the text amendment’s verbiage as it related to transferring to a bachelor’s 
degree.  Mr. O’Brien explained that the text amendment was worded in a general manner.   
 
Chairman Jirik recalled during the development of the Comprehensive Plan that the focus was to 
maintain a manufacturing base in the M-1 district.   He could understand offering a facility that 
offered manufacturing/industrial training, and one could support the allowed uses in the M-1 
district, but he did not see how this petition addressed that.   
 
Mr. O’Brien responded staff was recommending adding the use as a special use versus a permitted 
use so the Village could have some control over the location of a particular use.   
 
Chairman Jirik then proceeded to read text from the Comprehensive Plan and commented that the 
text amendment appeared to be a “second” deviation away, as it was not a manufacturing use and it 
did not support the use in the M-1 zoning, which was a concern.    
 
Mr. O’Brien brought up the fact that within Ellsworth Business Park there were two land use 
classifications.  He stated staff was updating the zoning ordinance based on the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  This update may include new zoning districts within the business park.  He 
mentioned there could appear some incompatibility.  He indicated that adding vocational schools as 
a special use, it allowed the Village oversight.    
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Mr. Beggs agreed that trade/vocational schools were oriented toward manufacturing and producing 
goods-type activities.  However, the Chairman did not feel a day spa would be appropriate in an M-
1 zoning classification and he questioned whether the Commission wanted to move in that direction, 
i.e., non-manufacturing/non-support in the M-1 zoning. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated that by keeping the definitions as broad as possible provided flexibility, since 
uses change.  He noted staff typically helps applicants draft language for text amendments.   He 
stated staff developed a broader definition because a variety of schools already existed.  Mr. 
O’Brien reminded the commissioners that the school in question would have adult training and, 
given the location, there would be minimal impacts with the specific proposal as compared to a 
facility centrally located within the business park.   
 
Mr. Waechtler stated his concern was the Commission setting a precedent, even though there would 
be a special use attached to the proposal.   
 
Mr. Dan McCormick, 5205 S. Washington Street, Downers Grove, on behalf of petitioner, Christian 
Tyler, addressed the commissioners and added that for purposes of this particular petition, to think 
of the request as not a request for a beauty school, but a vocational school.  Additionally, given the 
current uses, Mr. McCormick stated a vocational school would be more consistent with an M-1 
zoning as opposed to a bank use, and the Village had the ability to control a special use.  He was 
open to answer questions. 
 
Mr. Waechtler said he would not agree with the comparison of a bank to a spa academy. 
Mr. McCormick clarified he was referring that a bank was not really an industrial use and was more 
of a retail-related use.   
  
As to the definition’s specific wording, Chairman Jirik noted that it introduced the word 
“occupational” versus the words “trade and/or vocational training.”  He asked staff for clarification 
of the word “occupational.”   Wherein, Mr. O’Brien, referring to Mrs. Rabatah’s earlier comment, 
explained that at this type of facility one received training and could enter directly into the 
workforce versus going to another post-secondary educational facility.  He stated there was no 
specific purpose for the word “occupational” and did not object to revising the definition. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. Frank Burla, 2800 Walnut, Downers Grove, resides in the Cameo buildings, which has 108 
residential units and 108 vehicles.  He voiced concern about the definition of trade school and stated 
a beauty school/spa was not a training school, by definition.  In addition, the fact that the school 
would offer beauty services to the public off the street to enhance the qualifications of the students 
did “not exactly make it a trade school.”   
 
Hearing no other comments, public comment was closed.  No comments were received from the 
commissioners.  Mr. McCormick stated he had no response to the public comments nor had a 
closing comment. 
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if staff was aware of any vocational or trade schools that offered a transfer 
program to a bachelor’s degree. Mr. O’Brien was not aware of one personally.  Dialog followed 
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regarding the fact that the Commission was voting on the petitioner’s text amendment, which was to 
add the use “Vocational and Trade Schools” to the Special Use list.  Staff was recommending, as a 
condition of approval, to add the definition to the zoning ordinance.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-09-12, MRS. RABATAH MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, APPROVING THE TEXT AMENDMENT, BUT REVISING 
STAFF’S RECOMMENDED LANGUAGE TO READ AS FOLLOWS: 
 

 “VOCATIONAL AND TRADE SCHOOLS – SCHOOLS OFFERING VOCATIONAL AND TRADE 
TRAINING, THE COURSES OF WHICH ARE NOT GENERALLY TRANSFERABLE TOWARD A 
BACHELOR’S DEGREE BUT PROVIDE A SKILL TRANSFERABLE FOR USE IN THE WORK FORCE.”   

 
SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK.   
 
Mr. Beggs stated he had not heard any evidence  to justify the further definition which staff was 
proposing and why it should lead to a bachelor’s degree or not.  He could not support the petition.   
 
Mr. Webster suggested striking the words referring to the bachelor’s degree.   
 
Chairman Jirik offered that the words could also be revised as: “Vocational and trade Schools – 
Schools offering vocational and trade training, the courses of which would promote employment in 
a manufacturing or industrial setting.”   
 
Mr. Beggs supported that revision, as did other commissioners.   
 
Mr. Webster pointed out that Mrs. Rabatah’s intention was accurate in saying that the school leads 
to a workforce skill.     
 
Chairman Jirik offered additional verbiage to replace the reference to the “not generally 
transferable” wording.  He suggested adding, “which maintain the integrity of the M-1 use” and 
adding, “skills generally sought in the manufacturing or industrial workforce” to match the 
definition with the activities in the M-1 District even though the application was not an industrial 
use.  Commissioners thought that suggestion was too narrow. 
 
Mrs. Rabatah then amended the definition to read as follows, with Mr. Matejczyk agreeing with the 
change:  
 

“VOCATIONAL AND TRADE SCHOOLS – SCHOOLS OFFERING VOCATIONAL AND TRADE 
TRAINING, THE COURSES OF WHICH ARE NOT NECESSARILY TRANSFERABLE TOWARD A 
BACHELOR’S DEGREE BUT PROVIDE A SKILL TRANSFERABLE FOR USE IN THE WORK FORCE.”   

 
ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE: MRS. RABATAH, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. COZZO, MR. WAECHTLER, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
  
NAY: MR. BEGGS 
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MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 6-1 
 
Mr. Beggs stated he voted Nay because the definition, to him, seemed to be indefinite and 
speculatively and he did not hear the evidence to support it.  However, he agreed to add the 
requested amendment in the text but did not agree with the definition. 
 
PC-10-12   A petition seeking approval of a special use for a spa training academy (vocational 
school) in the existing building.  The property is zoned M-1, Light Manufacturing district. The 
property is located on the east side of Walnut Avenue approximately 420 feet north of Maple 
Avenue and is commonly known as 5413 Walnut Avenue Downers Grove, Illinois (PINs 08-12-
305-011 and 08-12-305-013).  Christian Tyler, Petitioner; Trust Agreement dated 4/14/94, known as 
Trust #1, Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this petition.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that this was the second part of the request to locate the spa training facility 
in the existing building at 5413 Walnut on the east side of Walnut, north of Maple Avenue.  The 
school would be teaching massage therapy, nail technology, and other aesthetic services.  No major 
changes were planned for the exterior of the building or the site.  The site was zoned M-1.  He 
stated some walk-in traffic to the school was expected, along with ancillary services. 
 
Mr. O’Brien explained the Comprehensive Plan designated the site for office/corporate campus and 
was part of the Ellsworth Key Focus Area Plan.  He noted the area plan recommended establishing 
vocational schools in the business park.   He noted staff believed the proposed location was 
compatible, given the current land use designation, the surrounding residential uses, and its location 
on the perimeter of the manufacturing area.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the only change proposed for the property’s exterior was the addition of a six-
foot screened fence along the east property line, which is required by the Village’s zoning 
ordinance.  He presented photographs and survey of the property.  He noted there are 34 parking 
spaces were on-site and the vocational school use required 12 parking spaces, based on the number 
of students.  Mr. O’Brien explained there would be 15 full-time students and 10 part-time students.   
He compared the proposed site to the current business location.  He indicated current location at 
Burlington and Fairview, had 39 parking spaces.  Mr. O’Brien stated staff took several counts at the 
current site and the business used approximately 20 of those parking spaces.  He noted staff 
expected the same use at the new location.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated proper notification about the request was published.  He noted staff received 
phone calls from the residents regarding parking overflow into the Cameo parking lot.  He also 
indicated there were general concerns about massage therapy in the derogatory sense.   Another call 
concerned the impact on nearby salons and spas. 
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the proposed use complied with the standards under Section 28.1902, the 
Comprehensive Plan’s designation as Office and Corporate Campus, the recommendations of the 
Ellsworth Business Park for vocational schools.  He stated there would be no negative impacts from 
the proposed use.  Mr. O’Brien stated staff recommended that the plan commissioners forward a 
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positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to staff’s conditions listed on Page 4 of its 
report. 
 
Mr. Cozzo asked how many handicap spaces would be provided at the new location.  Mr. O’Brien 
confirmed two spaces.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked Mr. O’Brien to compare the traffic impacts between the proposed use and the 
previous occupant of the property.   Mr. O’Brien stated the impact of the school would be very 
similar to that of an office.  He noted that traffic might peak a little later in the morning and a little 
earlier in the evening for a school use versus an office use.    
 
Mr. Beggs asked about the Comprehensive Plan’s suggested designation for the area as being 
Office/Corporate Campus.  He pointed out further in the plan Office/Corporate Campus had to do 
with large buildings – similar to the Esplanade Development or the Highland Landmark 
Development.  He believed there would be momentum to change an area to a large office/corporate 
campus in the future.  Because the special use would be located on the edge of the manufacturing 
district, he asked whether staff was looking at the district in today’s terms.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that the proposal had to be considered now and for the future.  The 
Comprehensive Plan was recommending that there would be a single development to create and 
redevelop the area into an Esplanade-type development, which was the vision for the area, but 
whether it would happen was another question.   Mr. O’Brien stated that staff was always looking at 
the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance and to apply them to the 
zoning requests.  He believed the proposed use was a balance between the two and would not affect 
future development of the office park.   
 
Noting that the site was already zoned M-1, but that the Comprehensive Plan recommended the site 
for Office/Campus, Chairman Jirik interpreted that the Comprehensive Plan called for the 
continuation of Office/Campus over the manufacturing, given staff’s above reasons.  Additionally, 
per staff’s introductory comments on this petition, Chairman Jirik voiced concern about the use 
becoming Commercial/Retail and saw no mechanism for administrative oversight on that concern.   
 
On behalf of the petitioner, Attorney Dan McCormick, 5205 S. Washington, Downers Grove, 
introduced himself.   
 
Mr. Waechtler voiced his concern about the petitioner not being present to answer questions and 
recommended in the future that the attorney’s petitioners appear.   
 
Mr. McCormick noted it and continued.  Rather than repeat himself again given the above petition, 
Mr. McCormick explained that parking would not be an issue because at the peak there would be 
four or five spaces available, while the school’s spring/summer session would have less spaces 
occupied.  In the fall, approximately 25 to 30 spaces would be occupied.  Any public visiting the 
property would be on an appointment-basis, which would be regulated by the students in attendance 
that day.  To Mr. Beggs’s earlier question, the school would teach manicures, pedicures, facials, 
massages, and other skin care treatments.   Because ample parking was provided, Mr. McCormick 
stated that parking was not expected to overflow on the street.  He stated that his client agreed with 
staff’s recommendations for approval. 
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Addressing operating hours, Mr. McCormick discussed that the school will be open from 8:00 AM 
to approximately 7:30 PM.  He explained his client currently renting and would like to own his 
building, which was why he was looking at this site.   
 
Chairman Jirik asked if there would be a retail component.   
 
Mr. McCormick stated he did not believe so, but would have to confirm with his client.  He stated 
any retail would be purely ancillary. 
 
Chairman Jirik pointed out that if the Commission approved no retail, the business could not sell 
any items.   
 
Mr. McCormick confirmed there would be public services available for a fee to aid the educational 
process. 
 
Chairman Jirik confirmed with Mr. McCormick that there was ample parking currently.  He asked if 
the petitioner could provide additional parking if needed.   
 
Mr. McCormick stated both he and his client would be open to exploring options for additional 
parking.    
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked how many hours a student received training. 
 
Mr. McCormick could not answer that, but would have his client available to answer it at the 
Village Council meeting.   
 
Mr. Beggs asked if the services rendered to the public were at reduced rates because students were 
providing the services. 
 
Mr. McCormick stated he did not know the rate structure.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked if Universal was a nationally accredited and recognized school, and whether 
Mr. McCormick was familiar with the accreditation criteria.   
 
Mr. McCormick stated the school was accredited, but he was not familiar with the specific criteria.  
He explained that his client told him it took a year to receive accreditation.  He noted the 
accreditation process would have to take place prior to opening in the proposed location.    
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if there were other University Spa Training Academies. 
 
Mr. McCormick stated there were not and Universal was not a franchise.  He noted Universal had 
been in business for five years. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. Francis Bauer, 2800 Maple, Downers Grove, said he surveyed the current Burlington Avenue 
training school on March 19th starting at 11:00AM, noting 30 cars were parked.  At 2:30 PM, 32 



APPROVED 5/7/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  APRIL 2, 2012 8

cars were present; on March 20th, same AM time, 38 cars were present; on March 21st, 28 cars 
present; and on March 22nd, 35 cars were present.  Today there were only 28 cars.   
 
Mr. Robert Mitchell, 2800 Maple, Downers Grove, assumed that the owner was purchasing the 
property to increase his business.  Considering that there were 34 parking spaces and 25 students, 
not including staff, he estimated that approximately nine people could come in for their 
appointments, maxing out the parking.  Mr. Mitchell voiced concern about weekend hours and the 
owner adding more students to make more money.  He voiced concern that eventually the owner 
will open earlier and close later.  Other concerns included more traffic congestion on Walnut 
Avenue.   
 
Ms. Frances Wilkes, 2800 Maple, voiced concern about increased parking congestion, especially 
with the ice rink operating.  She stated she frequented similar types of academies for services where 
certain products could be purchased that the students used on a person’s hair.   
 
Ms. Darlene Benson, 5400 Walnut, resides in the Terrace and agreed with her fellow neighbors 
regarding parking, traffic congestion, and illegal turns.  She voiced concern about the term “trade 
school” and was concerned that “chop shops” could operate there.   
 
There being no further comments, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.  No commissioner 
questions followed.   
 
In response to the public comments, Mr. McCormick agreed with Ms. Wilkes and her comments 
about the parking for the ice rink, but noted that the proposed location was unoccupied.  
Mr. McCormick stated the prior engineering business had a number of engineers and surveyors 
working there so the same type of traffic would be moving in and out of the site. He did not believe 
his client’s use of the building was going to increase the traffic anymore than what was there prior.  
As to the selling products, again, he stated they would be ancillary and he would have to confirm 
with his client.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked how many employees worked for the previous engineering firm. 
 
Mr. O’Brien said he did not know.  He explained the Village’s parking calculation for the new use 
(.33 spaces per student plus 1 space for each employee). 
 
Chairman Jirik asked if the Commission could require a higher parking ratio for the proposal given 
the request was for a special use.   He felt it would be appropriate to know the maximum number of 
students and staff that could be present, along with customers, because it was a worst-case scenario.   
 
Mr. O’Brien stated the Commission could require a higher parking ration.  He indicated that he was 
out at the current academy during the day and counted cars at two different times – once in the 
morning and once in the afternoon.  He noted that there were 15 cars parked in the morning and 17 
parked in the afternoon.  He noted there were cars parked in the on-street spaces, but did not know 
whether they were at the academy or train-related parkers.    
 
Mr. Cozzo questioned the Village’s criteria for schools and wanted to see how the school operated 
to see whether the requirement worked or not.   
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Chairman Jirik also voiced concern about the formula, assuming one-third of a car per student, and 
that if the owner did not run shifts, then the formula was already deficient.  He wanted to ensure that 
the special use had adequate parking and the fact that the public testimony received cast doubt on 
the viability of the standard method for the specific use.   
 
Mr. Beggs raised the fact that if the use violated the requirement, then it was a problem the Village 
had to address.  He noted the Village requires businesses to meet the parking standards, or, adopt 
some other program that expanded the parking so that the regulations could be met.   
 
Mr. O’Brien proceeded to explain the Village’s parking requirements came from the Institute of 
Traffic Engineers and the American Planning Association – two primary sources for parking 
requirements.  He agreed with Mr. Beggs that if a use were in violation, the Village would take 
measures to enforce the zoning ordinance.  As an example, he explained how the process would 
work for the use in question.  He stated if the Village learns of violations that could be tied to the 
school; the Village would seek measures to reduce the number of students attending the school or 
require more parking to be constructed.  Mr. O’Brien went on to indicate the final parking 
calculation would be determined when plans for the build-out are submitted.  Staff would confirm 
the student and staff count based on the building’s layout and occupancy.   
 
Mr. Waechtler stated he could not make a decision tonight because the petitioner was not present to 
answer questions.  He noted the concerns included hours of operation, retail sales and commercials 
sales, and parking issues.  He recommended the Commission continue the petition to a date certain, 
citing that other petitioners had representatives to answer questions.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-10-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION CONTINUE THE HEARING TO A DATE CERTAIN, THAT DATE 
BEING MAY 7, 2012, IN ORDER FOR THE PETITIONER TO BE PRESENT.   
 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.   
 
Chairman Jirik noted for the petitioner’s attorney that at the next meeting the hearing would be 
reopened with only new information being presented. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, 

MRS. RABATAH, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
  
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
PC-12-12 A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the west side of Middaugh Avenue approximately 
770 feet south of 55th Street, commonly known as 5612 Middaugh Avenue, Downers Grove, IL 
(PIN 09-18-202-034, -035); David M. Leder & Cindy J. Johnstone, Petitioners; Joseph and Marilyn 
McCormick, Owners. 
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Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on this petition. 
  
Damir Latinovic discussed the location of the R-4, single-family residence, noting it consisted of 
two adjacent lots (60 feet by 305 feet deep).  The existing structure was to be razed following with 
construction of  a new single-family home.  The request was for a final plat of subdivision to 
consolidate the two lots into one lot, making the total lot size 120 feet by 305 feet deep which 
exceeded the minimum lot dimension requirements for the R-4 District.  The proposed lot would 
also meet the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance.   New utility easements (five feet wide) 
were proposed along the side property lines as well as a 10-foot wide public utility easement along 
the rear property line.   
 
Mr. Latinovic indicated the proposal was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and was 
consistent with the lot sizes in the area.  He stated the proper notification was provided to residents 
within 250 feet of the site and proper signage was placed on the property. To date, no calls were 
received on this proposal.   He stated staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to the Village Council, subject to the one condition in its staff’s report.   
 
Mr. Waechtler commended Public Works staff for positioning the proper signage on the property. 
 
On behalf of the petitioners, Mr. Dan McCormick, 5205 S. Washington Street, Downers Grove, was 
present and explained that his clients were the contract purchasers for the lot.  For the record, he 
stated he is not related to the current owners.  He stated his clients loved the area but the current 
house was in disrepair.  He indicated they were proposing to raze the house and construct new.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. David Olsen, 5601 Dunham Road, Downers Grove, stated he resides behind the proposed 
property and had concerns about drainage in the rear of the property due to the terrain sloping down 
to his family’s property.    
 
Chairman Jirik explained the proposal before the Commission was to consolidate two lots into one 
and the permitting process, which included drainage, would address the drainage issues and grading 
issues to ensure those activities would not have detrimental effects.   
 
Mr. Latinovic added that the Village has not received the plans for a new home yet and the next step 
for the petitioners was to apply for a building permit and submit engineering plans identifying 
grading.  He explained the plans would have to meet Village codes, included the stormwater 
ordinance, which required that surrounding properties not be negatively affected any more than 
what currently existed.  Per a question, Mr. Latinovic stated that when the permit application is 
submitted plans could be reviewed at the Community  Development Department.  He noted the 
contractor was also required to notify surrounding property owners prior to construction. 
 
Mr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, appreciated the signage on the property and did speak to 
Mr. O’Brien about the petition prior.  He supported the consolidation of the lots, which were more 
appropriate to construct in the neighborhood.  He appreciated the generous size of the lot and that it 
offered more space between the neighbors.  Mr. Goodman added that the flooding in the same block 
used to be very severe to the north and the Village previously addressed many of the issues that 
occurred there.  He asked to see more attention on how the Village upgraded the neighborhoods that 
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have been zoned R-4 and specifically asked that the Plan Commission and the Village review the 
zoning on the south side of 55th Street, south of Blanchard up to 59th Street, calling attention to the 
fact that the current development reflects R-3 but the zoning was R-4.  He did not want to see 
people combining three lots and dividing them into four lots in the R-4 zoning.   
 
Hearing no further public comment, public comment was closed.  Commissioners had no questions 
on the commentary.  Mr. Dan McCormick had no responses to the public comment and waived his 
right to a closing statement.   Commissioners did not deliberate any further. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 12-12, MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL, INCLUDING STAFF’S FOLLOWING CONDITION:  
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO FINAL PLAT OF 
SUBDIVISION OF LEDER JOHNSTONE SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY 
INTECH CONSULTANTS, INC., DATED FEBRUARY 29, 2012 EXCEPT AS 
SUCH PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES 
AND ORDINANCES.  

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

MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
(The commissioners took a short break at 9:14 p.m.; reconvened at 9:20 p.m.) 
 
PC-13-12 A petition seeking approval of a Special Use to allow the construction of three principal 
buildings on a single parcel.  The property is located on the north side of Wisconsin Avenue, 
approximately 490 feet west of Belmont Road, Downers Grove, IL commonly known as 2300 
Wisconsin Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 08-12-407-006); David MacNeil Petitioner; MacNeil 
Real Estate Holdings, Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Damir Latinovic addressed the commissioners and discussed that the site was a five-acre vacant 
parcel zoned M-1 Light Manufacturing on the north side of Wisconsin Avenue, west of Belmont 
Road.  Reviewing the plans on the overhead, he explained that the petitioner was seeking a special 
use in order to construct three principal structures on the site with a surface parking lot surrounding 
the buildings.  He noted each building would consist of multiple units approximately 1,650 sq. feet 
in size that could be combined to larger spaces.   
 
Mr. Latinovic explained there were two construction phases planned for the development.  He noted  
Phase I (summer 2012) would include the construction of Buildings 1 (8,250 sq. ft.) and 2 (43,160 
sq. ft.), the construction of 118 parking spaces, and a surface stormwater detention pond.   He noted 
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Phase II (spring 2013) would include the construction of Building 3 (39,840 sq. ft.) and an 
additional 29 parking spaces.  He explained the detention pond would be converted to an 
underground facility in Phase II because Building 3 was to be constructed where the previously- 
pond would be located.  Mr. Latinovic noted the total building square footage would be 91,250 sq. 
feet with up to 147 parking spaces.  The uses would be split between light industrial, office, and 
warehouse.    
 
Mr. Latinovic indicated Village staff was recommending a condition that Phase II begin by May 1, 
2014 and if that deadline was not met, the petitioner would have to request an extension from the 
Village Council for the special use.  He went on to discuss the elevations for the three buildings, 
noting that the maximum height would be 21 feet (most surrounding buildings were between 20 and 
25 ft. in height).  Each unit had the option to include an overhead garage door that would replace 
one parking space.   
 
Mr. Latinovic provided an overview of the parking calculations/ratios for the three buildings.   He 
explained each tenant would be required to obtain a separate building permit. As such, staff would 
review the uses to ensure there would be enough parking.   
 
Mr. Latinovic confirmed that staff reviewed the traffic based on what was being proposed as to 
what was previously there.  He explained the proposed development is expected to generate 136 
trips in the AM peak and about 141 trips in the peak PM hour based on the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual.  He compared the proposed development to the existing traffic 
counts on Belmont Road.  He noted that based on 2008 data received from the County, there are 
approximately 1,549 cars traveling south on Belmont Road in the AM peak hour, south of Ogden 
Avenue.  He noted 1,635 cars travel on Belmont Road in the peak PM hour.   Mr. Latinovic noted 
the total trips generated from the proposed development could increase the existing peak hour 
traffic on Belmont Road by 8.5 percent.  He explained staff expected that half of those trips 
generated by the proposed development would be traveling west on Wisconsin Avenue towards 
Walnut and Interstate 355.   Therefore, staff believed the peak hour traffic generated from the site to 
Belmont Road would be less than a five percent increase than what currently existed.    
 
Mr. Latinovic stated the proposal would be required to meet all stormwater requirements.  He noted 
one of the two curb cuts on the site would be closed but relocated to the east.  He explained there 
would still be two access points to Wisconsin Avenue.  He stated the Fire Prevention Division 
reviewed the site and requested that the buildings include a full fire alarm system and sprinkler 
system. 
 
In closing, Mr. Latinovic stated that staff believed the proposal was consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and its goals, met the requirements of the Village’s Zoning Ordinance, and 
met the Standards for Special Use approval.  He explained the buildings would provide small and 
flexible spaces for contemporary uses and had similar impacts as other light industrial uses in the 
Ellsworth Business Park.  The proposal was located close to Interstates 355 and 88.  He noted the 
Village notified surrounding owners and did not receive any inquiries.    
 
Mr. Latinovic stated staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the Village Council, subject to the conditions on page 5 of staff report.   
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Mr. Matejczyk voiced concern about the high density of the proposal and possible parking 
difficulties when all of the units become full.  He suspected the traffic generated would be higher, 
given his own experience around factories.   
 
Mr. Latinovic agreed office uses could generate more traffic, but explained the development would 
include storage and warehouse uses that would co-exist with the office space.  Those uses generated 
less traffic than office uses.   Mr. Latinovic reminded the commissioners that staff would review 
each proposed tenant build out for parking figures.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked how many trucks would be traveling to Walnut. 
 
 Mr. Latinovic stated it was unknown what types of uses would exist and staff’s estimate only 
identified general trips and not necessarily the types of vehicles.  He also reminded the 
commissioners that Cameo Apartments was established after the industrial uses.  He noted truck 
traffic was to be expected in light industrial areas.  As to restrictions on the types of uses within the 
development, Mr. Latinovic stated the only restriction would be based on the parking requirements.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked whether staff’s traffic estimation considered the Belmont underpass project.  
She asked how much increased traffic would make staff uncomfortable.   
 
Mr. Latinovic stated he expected future traffic on Belmont Road to be higher as compared to 2008 
due to the underpass even without this proposed development.  The trip generation, however, will 
remain the same and staff therefore expects it to be less than five percent because there would be 
more traffic on Belmont Road.  Adding 130 cars in the peak hour translated to less than five percent 
for today’s standard.  
 
Mr. Kevin Greyhill, 2435 Wisconsin Street and 5230 Walnut Avenue, Downers Grove, on behalf of 
the petitioner/owner for Dave MacNeil, MacNeil Automotive a/k/a Weather Tech, discussed that 
originally, in 2007 and 2008, the owner wanted to combine his properties to make one main 
manufacturing and office headquarters.  Mr. Greyhill explained due to the economy in 2008, the 
cost of construction for his proposal would have been too significant the development was not 
pursued.  He noted the existing building was razed and the site, now up for sale, had not seen an 
offer for three years.  Mr. Greyhill explained this new proposal was being put forth to offer small 
businesses a place to start.    
 
Mr. Greyhill stated that he did not know what types of uses would encompass the building and 
stated the parking would be addressed by staff during building permit review.  Should the office 
units fill out first, it would be up to the owner, as the seller of the units, to offer the remainder units 
as warehouses due to the parking requirements.  Mr. Greyhill believed more of the units would be 
used for warehousing and light-industrial uses due to the surrounding trades and the central location 
of the buildings.    
 
Per a question, Mr. Greyhill explained the buildings would be constructed of pre-cast material with 
neutral colors and bronze caps.   
 
Mr. Waechtler suggested that color elevations would be helpful and should be submitted prior to 
going before the Village Council. 
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Chairman Jirik opened the meeting up to public comment.  No comments were received, as such, 
the Chairman closed public comment. The petitioner had no closing statement at this time.   
 
Per a question by Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Latinovic explained that the parking for this site would dictate 
what type of uses go into the site and the fact that the Comprehensive Plan called for contemporary 
buildings and developments that fit today’s needs of a changing market.  Staff believed this 
development met those goals.  As to staff determining the parking availability, Mr. Latinovic 
explained that each future tenants will have to submit a full building plans reflecting the total 
number of parking spaces available and the proposed uses so the Village could determine if the 
parking requirements are satisfied.  He stated future tenants would not have to appear before the 
Plan Commission.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked if the petitioner would be eligible for an extension if they did not meet the 
recommended deadlines.  Mr. O’Brien confirmed they would be eligible.  He added that the special 
use requirements allow petitioners to provide a construction schedule for projects with multiple 
phases.  He noted this schedule could be no longer than two years.  He stated the Village Council 
could grant more than one extension if requested by the petitioner.  Mr. O’Brien indicated the 
petitioner provided staff with a construction schedule, which is why there is a recommended 
condition.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-13-12, MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO STAFF’S FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT, ENGINEERING PLANS PREPARED BY ENGINEERING RESOURCE 
ASSOCIATES, INC. DATED FEBRUARY 24, 2012 AND ARCHITECTURAL 
PLANS PREPARED BY FERGON ARCHITECTS, LLC., DATED FEBRUARY 21, 
2012, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE 
VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES. 

2. THE APPLICANT SHALL OBTAIN AN EXTENSION OF THE SPECIAL USE 
FROM VILLAGE COUNCIL IF THE CONSTRUCTION OF PHASE II DOES NOT 
COMMENCE ON OR BEFORE MAY 1, 2014. 

3. THE PROPOSED SIDEWALK ON THE PRIVATE PROPERTY SHALL BE 
CONNECTED TO THE EXISTING PUBLIC SIDEWALK ALONG WISCONSIN 
AVENUE. 

4. ALL NEW SIGNAGE ON THE PROPERTY SHALL CONFORM TO THE SIGN 
ORDINANCE. A SEPARATE SIGN PERMIT IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO 
INSTALLATION OF ANY NEW SIGNAGE ON THE PROPERTY. 

5. PRIVATE FIRE HYDRANTS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITHIN 100 FEET OF THE 
FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION AND NO GREATER THAN 300 FEET 
APART. 

6. THE BUILDINGS SHALL HAVE FIRE SUPPRESSION AND DETECTION 
SYSTEMS IN A MANNER SUITABLE TO THE FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU 
CHIEF. 

 
SECONDED BY  MR. BEGGS.   ROLL CALL: 
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AYE: MR. COZZO, MR. BEGGS, MR. MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, MR. 
WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 

  
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
Mr. O’Brien said he would be sending the commissioners an email tomorrow regarding their Open 
Meetings and FOIA training.  He indicated there would not be a second April meeting and the next 
meeting would be May 7th. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:55 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.  MOTION CARRIED 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 
 

MAY 7, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the May 7, 2012 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. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, 

Mrs. Rabatah (at 7:15 pm), Mr. Waechtler 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Webster 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien and Planners 

Stan Popovich and Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Gary Pece and Ms. Laura Neiberg, for Advocate Good Samaritan, Downers 

Grove; Mr. Matt Meyers with Poblocki Sign Company; Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 
Florence Ave., Downers Grove; Ms. Frances Wilkes, 2800 Maple, Downers Grove; 
Ms. Agnes Gezrlinkl, 2800 Maple, Downers Grove; Mr. Robert Mitchell, 
2800 Maple, Downers Grove; Mr. Michael Schimmel, 2060 N. Oakley, Chicago, IL; 
and Mr. Michael Lynch, 2 Lindenwald Pl., Downers Grove. 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
For the general public’s interest, the chairman announced that the petition for the beauty school, 
located on Walnut Avenue, was withdrawn by the petitioner.  He directed the public’s attention to 
the available informational packets.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE MARCH 26, 2012 MINUTES 
 
MINUTES OF THE MARCH 26, 2012 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY 
MR. WAECHTLER, SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK.  MOTION CARRIED BY 
VOICE VOTE 7-0. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 2, 2012 MINUTES 
 
MINUTES OF THE APRIL 2, 2012, WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. COZZO, 
SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK.   
 
A brief dialog was raised as to the time recorded in the minutes when a commissioner arrives late to 
a meeting.   
 
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0-1 (MR. HOSE ABSTAINS). 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
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PC-16-12  A petition seeking approval of a Planned Development Amendment to permit a third 
monument sign on the property where two monument signs are permitted.  The property is located 
at the northeast corner of Highland Avenue and 39th Street, Downers Grove, IL commonly known 
as 3815 Highland Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PINs 06-32-107-002; 06-32-306-003, -008, -009, 
-014, -020, -022, -025, -030, -031, and -035); Laura Neiberg, Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital, 
Petitioner; Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital, Owner 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Stan Popovich, reported that the petitioner, Good Samaritan Hospital, was 
seeking an amendment to allow a third monument sign, where two signs were permitted by code.  
The four-sided sign was proposed to be located at the corner of 39th Street and Highland Avenue 
and fell under the hospital’s redesign of monument and directional signage throughout the campus.  
The petitioner believed the new proposed signage would assist the public with finding their 
destination, including the location of the emergency room.  Details followed on what routes people 
would use to the emergency room.  A video briefly followed on the approaches one would take 
traveling north and south on Highland Avenue, viewing the new sign.   
 
Per Mr. Popovich, the petitioner was before the commissioners because the sign ordinance only 
allows properties with corner frontage to have two monument signs and because Good Samaritan 
Hospital did not fit into a specific standard zoning district.  Staff also believed the planned 
development model allowed the Village and Good Samaritan Hospital to recognize the hospital’s 
uniqueness, size, diversity of buildings, and mix of uses.  No other changes to the campus, besides 
the sign amendment, were being proposed at this time.   
 
Mr. Popovich reviewed the Village’s Comprehensive Plan as it related to the petition and stated that 
the proposal did meet the intent of the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.  Staff also believed the new 
sign would assist patients in finding the most direct route to the various designations within the 
hospital campus and provide safe movement along adjacent streets of 39th and Highland Avenue.  
Staff believed the hospital’s unique size, scale and use of the hospital warranted the third monument 
sign.   
 
Lastly, Mr. Popovich reported that the sign location would have to be confirmed by Public Works 
during the permitting process to ensure the sign and foundation did not impact the nearby storm 
sewer and would have to comply with the Village’s setback regulations. The Fire Department, 
nearby residents (within 250 feet of all corners of the site), and the Downers Grove Reporter were 
notified of the proposal with no objections received.  The forest preserve was also notified and had 
no objections.   
 
Standards for approval were referenced, with staff believing all standards were met by the 
petitioner.  Staff reviewed the reasons for its support of the petition and asked for the commission’s 
support of the petition, subject to the two conditions listed in staff’s report.   
 
Asked if there was going to be proposed signage for the cars coming from the north, Mr. Popovich 
explained that the four sides of the monument would be used for directions and upon entering the 
main entrance off of Highland Avenue, additional on-campus signage would be provided.  Further 
clarification followed.  A review of the monument’s illumination also followed.  
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Mr. Matejczyk asked if the sign could be seen while traveling south on Highland Avenue.  (Mrs. 
Rabatah arrives).   
 
Regarding concerns about the monument’s location as it relates to the storm sewer, Mr. Popovich 
indicated that the Public Works Department was not concerned about it, as it was a matter of 
locating the existing manhole and placing the sign so that it is clear of the storm sewer.  He noted 
that moving the sign to clear the storm sewers would still allow the sign to be visible.  Should there 
be any sewer damage in locating the monument sign, Mr. Popovich stated it would be Good 
Samaritan’s responsibility for any damage costs.  He believed the lighting on the monument sign 
would be readable to the public. 
 
Mr. Matt Meyers, with Poblocki Sign Company, Milwaukee, Wisconsin, provided renderings of the 
monument sign being proposed, calling attention to the fact that the sign example depicted earlier, 
which had a light pole next to it, was an example to show that the light pole was much brighter than 
what the proposed lighting would give off.  Details of the sign’s illumination were pointed out.   
 
Mr. Gary Pece, 3815 Highland Avenue, project manager for the proposal, discussed that over the 
past 35 years the hospital had increased in size and complexity and the signage was necessary to 
direct patients and visitors to their destinations and to the emergency room.   Additionally, the new 
sign would save drivers time by not having them drive past 39th Street up to the hospital’s main 
entrance and then winding down through the campus back to the emergency department entrance.  
The signage would eliminate confusion for patients and visitors trying to locate the various on- 
campus buildings for their appointments.  He asked the commissioners to support the proposal.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk confirmed with Mr. Pece that the hospital was also revising its internal campus 
signage.   
 
Mr. Beggs raised dialog regarding the various parking decks and parking areas within the campus, 
wherein Mr. Meyers explained that the parking lot areas were designated with the new parking 
signage throughout the hospital campus.   
 
Mr. Waechtler suggested adding, if possible, a panel on the proposed monument signage to direct 
people to the parking areas.   
 
Chairman Jirik noted that the point of the proposed monument sign was to direct individuals to the 
services they were seeking and then, once near their destination, to direct them to parking; staff 
concurred.   
 
Per a question about the lighting for the “emergency room,” Mr. Meyers explained that the lighting 
would be red in order to view it better at night and from a distance, as used in other Advocate 
campuses.  Clarification followed by Messrs. Pece and Meyers that all campus signs included 
photovoltaic cells and that during the evening, the emergency letters would be illuminated as red 
while during the day the letters would be illuminated white with a red background.  For the record, 
Mr. Waechtler stated that the type of monument sign being discussed was exceptional for Good 
Samaritan Hospital and should not be used for future petitioners. 
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Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to pubic comment.  None received.  Public comment was 
closed.   
 
The petitioner waived his right for an optional closing statement.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk was pleased to see this type of application being applied to the campus as well as 
seeing revised in-campus signage.  He commended the petitioner; other commissioner concurred. 
Mr. Quirk, however, stated his concern was the illumination of the sign, its proximity to the 
residents, life/safety, as well as its legibility and branding, wherein the chairman pointed out some 
of the non-issues of the area and the geometry of the nearby roads.  Mr. Waechtler discussed the 
campus expansion in general and the importance of signage and supported the proposal.   
 
Chairman Jirik, referring to Mr. Quirk’s “life/safety” comment, agreed that there was a life/safety 
issue at hand and that Mrs. Rabatah’s earlier comments about the difficulty navigating the campus, 
were worth merit because time lost could be the difference between life and death.  He agreed that if 
the proposal improved getting someone quicker to the hospital, it was a positive, and the less people 
driving the “red” route, the better it was for everyone.  The green route was simpler.  The Chairman 
also reminded the commissioners about the various services provided by the hospital, which could 
become confusing.  He was comfortable with the additional messaging being added.   
 
Lastly, Chairman Jirik referenced staff’s findings of fact relative to the Standards for Approval of 
Planned Development and agreed they were robust, accurate and an appropriate characterization in 
support of the petition. 
 
Per Mr. Waechtler’s question, Mr. Pece stated the new parking lot, which was recently added, was 
being used 100 percent. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-16-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL TO PERMIT A THIRD MONUMENT SIGN ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, 
SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE FINAL PLANNED DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT SHALL SUBSTAN-
TIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED MAY 7, 2012 AND 
WITH SIGN DRAWINGS AS PREPARED BY POBLOCKI SIGN COMPANY 
DATED FEBRUARY 6, 2012 EXCEPT SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO 
CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES; AND  

 
2. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A PERMIT, THE PETITIONER SHALL 

PROVIDE THE VILLAGE WITH A SITE PLAN THAT ACCURATELY 
IDENTIFIES BOTH THE LOCATION OF THE EXISTING STORM SEWER 
AND THE PROPOSED MONUMENT SIGN.  THE PLAN SHALL CLEARLY 
IDENTIFY THAT THE MONUMENT SIGN AND ITS FOUNDATION WILL BE 
LOCATED IN SUCH A MANNER SO THAT THE SIGN DOES NOT 
NEGATIVELY IMPACT THE EXISTING STORM SEWER WHILE MEETING 
ALL SIGN AND ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS.      

 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.   ROLL CALL: 
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AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MR. HOSE, 

MR. QUIRK, MRS. RABATAH, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 8-0 
 
 
PC-17-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate four existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located at the northwest corner of Meadow Lane and 
Brookbank Road, commonly known as 5310 Meadow Lane, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-07-404-
009, -015, -024); Michael and Sara Schimmel, Petitioners/Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Damir Latinovic, directed commissioners’ attention to an aerial photo of the 
site which was located in Denburn Woods Subdivision, zoned R-2 single family residence, and was 
located at the northwest corner of Meadow Lane and Brookbank Road.  Currently, there were four 
parcels which made up the property and totaled approximately 65,285 sq. feet in area.  Formerly, a 
single-family home existed on the property but burned down in late 2011.  The survey was 
referenced, noting the existing foundation of the prior home, would be used by the petitioner for the 
construction of the new home.  In order for the petitioner to construct a new home on the 
foundation, the four lots required consolidation.   
 
Per staff, the new home will meet all requirements of the Village’s bulk requirements and the 
consolidation will be consistent with the goals of the new Comprehensive Plan.  The new lot will be 
consistent with other Denburn Woods homes and exceed all minimum lot dimension requirements 
and will meet and exceed minimum dimension requirements under the Subdivision Ordinance.  No 
new easements are required as there were existing easements in place.   
 
The public notice was properly published and signage was properly installed on the property.  To 
date, no comments were received from nearby residents.  Staff recommended that the commission 
make a positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to the one condition in its staff 
report. 
 
Confirmation followed that the four lots had to be consolidated before the new home could be 
constructed.  The Chairman also clarified that the Recorder of Deeds and the zoning lot of record 
would then match.   
 
Per other questions, Mr. Latinovic stated that the construction fence that is currently on the property 
is for public safety and staff expected no additional demolition to be done; however, it depended 
upon the petitioner’s final plans for the new home, which staff had not seen to date.   
 
Petitioner, Mr. Michael Schimmel, 2060 N. Oakley Avenue, Chicago, Illinois, discussed that he and 
his wife purchased the property at 5310 Meadow Lane and were aware of the multiple lot issues and 
aware of the necessary consolidation.  Mr. Schimmel provided some history about the property, 
explaining that it was a family friend who owned the property prior.  Those family members had 
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asked him if he had wanted to purchase the property, which he and wife did.  A private survey, as 
well as a survey for insurance, was completed to ensure the soundness of the existing foundation.  
Further details followed regarding the demolition, the steps taken to protect the foundation, and the 
steps being followed through the Village’s planning process, as it related to the lot consolidation.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   
 
Mr. Michael Lynch, 2 Lindenwald Place, Downers Grove, stated his concern was the existing 
driveway on the north side of the property that services his house and one other home, and it’s his 
understanding that in 1994 when the original home was constructed, the property line went through 
the house and he did not see the need to have four lots consolidated into one lot when he has a 
permanent ingress/egress easement on the property and his sewer line is also located in an easement 
on the subject property.  By combining the lots, Mr. Lynch voiced concern that it changed the 50 ft. 
by 125 ft. rectangle where he connected to the sewer which entered the petitioner’s lot.  He 
preferred that it be preserved for the record as a separate PIN, along with his ingress/egress, and Mr. 
Baran’s ingress/egress, as reflected by the same PIN number.  He was not sure if the commission 
was aware of the 1957 agreement as it related to the utilities and sewer.  Mr. Lynch proposed that 
there be two lots -- one for the home and one for the common area shared by the two other property 
owners -- and hoped the commissioners would consider it that way.   
 
Mr. Latinovic noted that the existing easements would not change; however, the petitioner could 
always split the property into two PINs.  He explained the proposed consolidation would not affect 
the existing utility and access easements.  Mr. Latinovic and the Chairman agreed that the petitioner 
could sell the second lot but could only do so after a subdivision.  However, the proposal before 
them was for a consolidation of all parcels into one lot.  
 
There being no further comments, public comment was closed.  
 
For better clarification, Mr. Latinovic explained to Mr. Waechtler that if the petitioners wanted to 
create multiple PINs, they would have to request it from the County.  However, if they wanted to 
create multiple lots of record on their property, the petitioners would have to come before the Plan 
Commission for approval of a subdivision.  Mr. Latinovic also noted that if a second lot of record is 
created it would not be buildable, to date, due to the number of existing easements on the property.   
 
Mr. Schimmel spoke and thanked both of his neighbors for attending the meeting and added that if 
he were to split the lots again, or divide the lot at a future date, he would return to this Commission 
where Mr. Lynch’s concerns could be addressed.  Again, he reminded the commission that he was 
petitioning to take all of the parcels and PINs that comprised his property he purchased and 
consolidate them into one lot and one tax bill.   
 
Mr. Cozzo confirmed with staff if the property became one or two lots, the easements remained the 
same.  Staff concurred.  Mr. Quirk asked whether the petitioner could only consolidate the two 
affected lot lines, wherein Mr. Latinovic confirmed that they could. He further explained that the 
new lot lines, if so desired, could be redrawn to create two lots, where one lot would be the 
foundation meeting the setbacks, while a second lot would be the north lot with all of the easements, 
etc.  However, as noted, the petitioner was seeking one lot of record and one PIN number at this 
time for the entire property. 
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WITH RESPECT TO PC-17-12, MR. HOSE MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF PATRICK’S PLAYGROUND SUBDIVISION 
PREPARED BY INTECH CONSULTANTS, INC., DATED MARCH 7, 2012 
EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE 
VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. COZZO.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. HOSE, MR. COZZO, MR. BEGGS, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. QUIRK, 

MRS. RABATAH, MR. WAECHTLER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0. 
 
Mr. O’Brien confirmed that there will be a few items on the June 4th agenda.  Again, he reminded 
the commissioners to take their Open Meetings and FOIA training.  Some compatibility issues were 
mentioned regarding the training.  Staff was also thanked for providing planning magazines on the 
dais.  Mrs. Rabatah mentioned she had a minor change to the March 26th minutes.   Staff would 
correct.   
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:32 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. QUIRK, 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0. 
 
/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 
 

JUNE 4, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the June 4, 2012 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. and 
asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Hose, Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Waechtler, 

Mr. Webster 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Beggs, Mr. Matejczyk 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien and Planners 

Stan Popovich and Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Ray Rahn, 4911 Washington; Mr. Gil Schroeder, 7020 Webster St.; Mr. Kevin 

Comer, 824 Franklin St.; Mr. Ricardo Ginex, 5424 Carpenter St.; Mr. Mark Ginex, 
4100 N. LaSalle St., #1411, Chicago, IL; Mr. Greg Mast, CBRE, 20 N. Martingale, 
Schaumburg, IL; Mr. Justin Bretzke, Hertz Corp., 1728 Ogden Ave.; Mr. Dan 
Russell, 4112 Elm Street; Mr. Greg Ginex, 629 Gierz Street 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE MAY 7, 2012 MINUTES 
 
MINUTES OF THE MAY 7, 2012 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY 
MR. WEBSTER, SECONDED BY MR. COZZO.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE of 7-0. 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
PC-08-12  A petition seeking Special Use approval for an Automobile Dealership for Hertz Rental 
Car. The property is located at the southwest corner of Ogden Avenue and Drendel Road, 
commonly known as 2561-2565 Ogden Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 08-01-304-007, -008, -
009, -010, -011); Hertz Local Edition, Petitioner; Page Development, LLC., Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.   
 
Village Planner, Damir Latinovic, directed commissioners’ attention to a photo of the 1.13 acre-site 
on the overhead, noting the site (zoned B-3 General Services and Highway Business District) is part 
of the Drendel Commons shopping center (11,600 sq. feet) located at the southwest corner of 
Drendel Road and Ogden Avenue.  The site has 50 parking spaces on-site.  Petitioner, Hertz Rental 
Car, was requesting Special Use approval to relocate to 2561 and 2565 Ogden Avenue, which the 
Village’s zoning ordinance lists in the B-3 District as a special use.   
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The petitioner planned to modify the interior of the existing store to create some office spaces and a 
lobby area.  No exterior changes were planned.  The petitioner was required to submit a formal 
parking study analysis, which concluded that enough parking existed on the site to accommodate 
the use and that the proposed use was similar or less intense than a general retail use in the B-3 
District.   
 
Mr. Latinovic reported that currently, Hertz’s fleet (101 vehicles)is 95% rented on an average day 
according to the parking study.  About 60% of the vehicles are stored off-site at various car 
dealerships and body shops.  Average mid-day parking demand for Hertz would be 3 to 4 parking 
spaces, which includes rental vehicles and employee vehicles.  The petitioner indicated, however, 
that it will place a cap of 8 rental vehicles they can have on-site.  Any vehicles above that will be 
relocated to other Hertz sites.  A total of three employees will work at this location with one 
employee using a rental car and two employees parking their cars on-site.  Current parking demand 
for this site met Village requirements.    
 
Mr. Latinovic reviewed the petitioner’s parking analysis, noting it covered parking counts on Friday 
and Saturday (March 2-3, 2012), respectively.  Current peak parking demand was reviewed and 
parking calculations were explained, concluding that based on the parking analysis completed, there 
was enough parking for the proposed use. However, staff recommends including a condition that 
stated the petitioner was allowed to have no more than 10 rental vehicles at any time on-site.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Latinovic explained that the petition was consistent with the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan and said the plan describes this area of Ogden Avenue as a catalyst site for the 
Village, where the plan prefers automobile uses that benefit the local residents and those from a 
wider region and benefit from a location near the interstate highways.  Mr. Latinovic reported that 
proper public notification was made with no comments received from any adjacent residents.  The 
four standards for Special Use were also met and the proposed use was desirable.  It was considered 
in the interest of public service and convenience and would not have any detrimental effects on the 
surrounding uses nor impact the health, safety and general welfare of the residents.  The proposal 
met all zoning ordinance requirements.   
 
Staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village 
Council subject to the three conditions in its staff report.  
 
Asked if the conditions for recommendation addressed the number of employee parking the 
petitioner could have, Mr. Latinovic stated it did not and only the number of rental vehicles on site 
would be limited by the condition.  Of the three employees, one would be using a rental car.  Asked 
where the rental vehicles would be parked at night, i.e., in front or in the rear, Mr. Latinovic stated 
there would be no limitation where they were parked as the shopping center would be closed during 
the evening when the largest number of rental vehicles would be parking on site.  Additionally, 
vehicles would be detailed/washed in the interior space where the garage door was located.   
 
Mr. Webster voiced concern that the floor plan did not provide enough space for that washing area, 
wherein Mr. Latinovic explained that the petitioner provided a general floor plan which is not to 
scale and was meant to be flexible and confirmed that such activities would occur indoors.  He 
envisioned that certain walls would be relocated for that purpose.  Regarding signage, there was no 
formal proposal and staff was not too concerned as the signage would have to meet the Village’s 
sign ordinance. 
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Regarding staff’s Recommendation No. 2, Chairman Jirik asked for clarification about the word 
“stored”, wherein Mr. Latinovic explained it meant “parked on site” and the petitioner was aware of 
the number of vehicles that were allowed.  Asked if staff felt a need to be more specific about the 
washing/cleaning/detailing activities being required indoors, Mr. Latinovic stated that staff felt 
comfortable, based on the petitioner’s business model, that it was not an issue since there was space 
for only one car and it was indoors.  
 
Petitioner, Mr. Justin Bretzke, Area Manager with Hertz Corporation, 1728 Ogden Ave., Downers 
Grove, explained he was before the commission seeking a Special Use for a car rental operation 
closer to Interstate 355 and to meet corporate standards.  Their current building was outdated and 
the company wanted to move into something more modern.  It provided the separate bay for 
washing cars and other indoor amenities.  He was aware and agreed with staff’s points.  Mr. Bretzke 
reviewed the business operations and explained how the vehicles were stored off-site.  All 
maintenance on the vehicles was done through local vendors or through the regional maintenance 
facility in Des Plaines. 
 
Asked to address Page 6 of Mr. Benes and Associates parking study report under “alternative 
scenario”, Mr. Bretzke summarized it came down to occupying both spaces versus the one space 
(2565 Ogden Ave.), as originally planned.  Normal hours of operation were 7:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. 
weekdays; 9:00 a.m. to Noon on Saturdays; and 9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Sundays.  A majority of 
the cars were rented between 7:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and then between 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.  
The mid-day peak hours worked well for the other tenants, as the Hertz business was not busy 
during that time.  Mr. Bretzke stated he had not heard from any of his tenants about the proposal. 
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   None received.  Public comment closed. 
Mr. Bretzke waived his closing statement.   
 
Messrs. Webster and Waechtler appreciated the petitioner having a traffic study to review.  
Chairman Jirik believed the use was very appropriate and stated the service was very much needed, 
given the other businesses in the area.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC 08-12, MR. HOSE MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION MAKE A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT DATED JUNE 4, 2012 AND THE ATTACHED PLANS AND 
DOCUMENTS, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM 
TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES;  

2. NO MORE THAN 10 RENTAL VEHICLES CAN BE STORED ON THE 
PROPERTY AT ANY TIME; AND 

3. AT THE TIME OF BUILDING PERMIT REVIEW, FIRE ALARM AND 
SPRINKLER PLANS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO VERIFY THE EXISTING 
SYSTEMS MATCH THE OCCUPANCY AND THE INTERIOR REMODELING 
PLAN. 

 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.  ROLL CALL: 
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AYE: MR. HOSE, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. COZZO, MR. QUIRK, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 7-0 
 
 
PC-18-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
lots into one lot. The property is located on the west side of Elm Street approximately 400 feet south 
of 40th Street, commonly known as 4112 Elm Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-05-113-020); 
Daniel Russell, Petitioner; Daniel and Cornelia Russell, Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Stan Popovich, reviewed the above petition noting that the petition was for a 
consolidation of two parcels (each lot 50 feet wide by 150 feet deep) into one lot of record.  A 
single-family home currently existed over the common property line and the owner was proposing 
to add an addition at the southwest corner of his home, which would be over the common property 
line also.  The consolidation of the two lots would allow the addition to be constructed.  The 
proposed lot was presented, noting the five-foot easements on the north and south sides and an 
additional five feet on the rear lot line to provide 10 feet of easement.  The Comprehensive Plan 
identified the property as a “Single Family Modified Grid” which was the transition between the 
Traditional Grid and a curvilinear subdivision development.  The area was considered in transition 
but typical adjacent properties were 50 feet x 150 feet deep.  Staff believed the property was 
consistent with the neighborhood and area and the lot consolidation was consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.   
 
All R-4 zoning district bulk requirements were met by this lot and the proposal provided for 
adequate public utility and drainage easements.  Proper public notification was provided and, to 
date, only one phone call was received by staff concerning a general inquiry about the property.   
Due to the above requirements being met, staff recommended the Plan Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to the one condition in its staff report. 
 
A correction was noted on page 2 of staff’s report; staff was aware of it.  No questions followed.  
 
Petitioner, Mr. Dan Russell, 4112 Elm Street, Downers Grove, explained that the addition was to 
accommodate his mother-in-law.  It will include an extension of a bedroom, new bathroom, dining 
room and screened-in porch.   
 
Mr. Waechtler stated it was nice that Mr. Russell was adding an addition for is mother-in-law. 
 
Public comment was invited by the Chairman.  None followed.  Public comment was closed.   
Mr. Russell waived the closing statement.  Commissioners had no further comments. 
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WITH RESPECT TO PC-18-12, MR.WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL PLAT 
OF SUBDIVISION OF RUSSELL SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY MORRIS 
ENGINEERING, INC., DATED MAY 18, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. WAECHTLER, MRS. RABATAH, MR. COZZO, MR. HOSE, MR. QUIRK, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 7-0 
 
 
PC-19-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
lots into one lot. The property is located on the south side of Gierz Street approximately 840 feet 
east of Stanley Avenue, commonly known as 629 Gierz Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-08-213-
002); Gregory Ginex, Petitioner; James and Elaine Bryar, Owners 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Latinovic stated the petitioner was seeking a lot consolidation at 629 Gierz Street, which was 
zoned R-4 Single family Residential District.  The survey was placed on the overhead, noting an 
existing home was on the site with detached garage.  The property was made up of two 25-foot wide 
by 125-foot deep lots.  The petitioner planned to raze the home and construct new but was seeking 
to consolidate the two lots to permit the construction.  The petitioner would provide Village-
required easements along the sides and rear lot lines.  Staff had not received the plans for the new 
home but stated the new home would be required to meet all requirements of the zoning ordinance. 
 
The proposal met all the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and was consistent with the 
“Traditional Grid Neighborhood.”  Proper public notification was provided and to date, only one 
phone call was received by staff concerning a general inquiry about the property.   Due to the above 
requirements and ordinances being met, staff recommended the Plan Commission forward a 
positive recommendation to the Village Council subject to the one condition in the staff report. 
 
No questions followed.  The petitioner was invited to speak. 
 
Petitioner, Mr. Greg Ginex, 629 Gierz, Downers Grove, stated he and his wife plan to raze the 
existing home and construct new.  He asked that the Plan Commission support the proposal.   
 
No questions followed from the commissioners.  The public was invited to speak.  No comments 
received.  Public comment was closed.  Mr. Ginex had no closing statement. 
 



APPROVED 7/2/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  JUNE 4, 2012 6

Mrs. Rabatah commented that the proposal was not presenting any unique conditions. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-19-12, MRS. RABATAH MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION MAKE A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF G &MS SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY 
INTECH CONSULTANTS, INC., DATED MAY 4, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH 
PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MRS. RABATAH, MR. HOSE, MR. COZZO, MR. QUIRK, MR. WAECHTLER, 

MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 7-0 
 
PC-20-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate three existing 
lots into one lot.  The property is located on the north side of Franklin Street, approximately 133 
feet east of Washington Street, commonly known as 824 Franklin Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 
09-08-113-011); Kevin Comer, Petitioner and Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Popovich explained that the petitioner was seeking a consolidation of three parcels into a single 
lot of record.  The property was currently zoned R-4 Single Family and was 66.66 feet wide by 147 
feet deep with a single-family home and detached garage.  The three lots were noted on the 
overhead.  The petitioners were planning to add on to the existing home and without the 
consolidation of the three lots, the petitioner would not be permitted to construct the addition.  
 
The Comprehensive Plan identified the area as the “Traditional Grid” residential area and the 
property was similar to other lots in the area, which was consistent with goals of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  The lot complied with all bulk standards and met the Village’s Subdivision Ordinance.  The 
proposal will meet the required public utility and drainage easements.  Per Mr. Popovich, proper 
public notification was provided and, to date, staff had not received any phone calls or comments 
concerning this property.   Due to the above Village requirements and ordinances being met, staff 
recommended the Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council 
subject to the one condition in its staff report. 
 
A question was asked how lots 4 and 6 ended up configured the way they did, wherein 
Mr. Popovich stated he did not know when it would have occurred.   
 
Petitioner, Mr. Kevin Comer, 824 Franklin, Downers Grove stated he was planning to add a two 
bedroom addition to the house and attach the garage. 
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No questions followed.  The public was invited to speak.  None received.  Public comment was 
closed.  Mr. Comer had no closing statement.  No comments received from the commissioners. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-20-12 MR. WEBSTER MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL PLAT 
OF SUBDIVISION OF COMER’S CONSOLIDATION PREPARED BY NEKOLA 
SURVEY, INC., DATED MAY 10, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. WEBSTER, MR. QUIRK, MR. COZZO, MR. HOSE, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WAECHTLER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0. 
 
Village Planning Manager, Mr. O’Brien stated the next meeting was scheduled for July 2, 2012 but 
he wanted to confirm who would be attending.  If there was to be no quorum, he would schedule the 
meeting for the following week -- July 9th.  He asked those in attendance that if there was a conflict, 
to contact him this week.  A quick review of the next agenda followed.  Mr. O’Brien reminded 
commissioners about their Freedom of Information training and Open Meetings Act training and to 
not use the current version Internet Explorer due to compatibility issues.   
 
Mr. Waechtler thanked staff for sending the commissioners the planning publication.  It was noted 
that the Walgreens proposal at 63rd  and Woodward was being presented tomorrow night at the 
Village Council meeting. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:05 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK.  MOTION CARRIED 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 2, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the July 2, 2012 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. and 
asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Jirik, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Webster 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Quirk, Mr. Waechtler 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien and Planners 

Stan Popovich and Damir Latinovic; Public Works Asst. Dir. Stan Balicki 
 
VISITORS: David and Megan Altholz, 4711 Northcott, Downers Grove, Jenna Niebauer, 4705 

Northcott, Downers Grove; Brad Kreifels-Morerson, 4717 Northcott, Downers Grove; 
Matthew Horner, Greenscape Homes, LLC, 4355 Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, IL 60555 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 4, 2012 MINUTES 
 
MINUTES OF THE JUNE 4, 2012 MEETING WERE APPROVED, AS PRESENTED, ON 
MOTION BY MR. HOSE.  SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  MOTION CARRIED BY 
VOICE VOTE OF 4-0-2. (MR. BEGGS AND MR. MATEJCZYK ABSTAIN) 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
File PC-37-11  A petition seeking special use approval to permit an automobile service station for 
fuel sales at a public facility.  The property is located at the northeast corner of Walnut Avenue and 
Curtiss Street, commonly known as Downers Grove Public Works Building, 5101 Walnut Avenue, 
Downers Grove, Illinois (PINs 08-12-300-001, 08-12-300-002, 08-12-300-003, 08-12-300-008 and 
08-12-112-003); Village of Downers Grove, Petitioner and Owner.   
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.   
 
Mr. Jeff O’Brien, summarized that the Village was requesting to open its alternative fueling facility 
at the Public Works facility for the general public, located at the northeast corner of Curtiss and 
Walnut Avenue,  The site was currently zoned M-1 Light Manufacturing and was approximately 
3.8-acres in size.  Mr. O’Brien reported that a Special Use was required to open such facilities to the 
public and that compressed natural gas (“CNG”) would be sold with the possibility of other 
alternative fuels being sold in the future.   
 
He explained the pumps already existed and were being opened to the public due to a grant received 
by the Village in 2010 from the U.S. Department of Energy.  Currently, the pumps fueled the 
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Village’s fleet of vehicles, along with other public agencies’ fleets, under intergovernmental 
agreements. 
 
No major changes were planned for the site, except for the installation of a credit card reader on the 
pump, and limiting fuel pumping to when staff is at the facility, which is generally between the 
hours of 4:30 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. Monday through Friday and from 7:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. on 
Saturdays and Sundays.   
 
Mr. O’Brien reviewed how the petition complied with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance and noted that the Public Works building was an existing facility and it would 
have minimal impact on the surrounding area.  The M-1 zoning district permitted service stations as 
a Special Use.  Mr. O’Brien provided an overview of the traffic impacts.  He noted typical gas 
stations with convenience stores generate 13 to 15 trips per fueling position, whereas, the proposed 
trips for the CNG fuel were estimated at less than one trip per fueling position during peak hours.  
Two pumps would be available to the public.  No new truck traffic would be generated to the site 
because the natural gas would be delivered via underground pipeline.  
 
Overall, Mr. O’Brien explained that the standards for the Special Use were met for this petition.  He 
noted the facility existed and the only change would be a minor increase in traffic to the site.  
However, staff was of the opinion that the impact would be offset because the pumps provided a 
“public good” by providing an alternative fueling source to the community, which is not currently 
being provided by the private market.  The proposal also met the performance standards of Section 
28.1018.  Staff recommended approval of the Special Use with the conditions listed in its report.    
 
Mr. Stan Balicki, Assistant Director of Public Works - Operations, was introduced.  
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked staff to explain what safety issues and/or training would take place with the 
pumping of CNG, wherein Mr. O’Brien explained that the Village was requiring anyone who used 
the Village’s facility enter into an operating agreement and receive some form of training to fuel 
their car and to shut off the pumps.  Again, he reminded the Commissioners that the hours of 
operation would be limited to the hours that staff was on duty.   
 
Mr. Balicki responded by explaining the process for filling up a vehicle was similar to the use of a 
gas grill.  As to basic training, he explained that the Village would have to work with the staff of 
private fleets and provide safety measures, etc.  An access key would also be provided to specific 
users.  As far as the general public using the fuel pump, Mr. Balicki explained there were basic 
instructions located on the pump itself.  Additional shut-off mechanisms existed should a vehicle 
just take off and not properly disconnect the hose.  Mr. Balicki clarified that the grant required the 
Village provide public access to the pumps.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained the Village was merely complying with the terms of the grant and it was not 
the Village’s intent to compete with private fuel providers.  He noted the Village would likely have 
to re-evaluate public access if CNG became readily available at private gas stations. 
 
Mr. Beggs voiced concern about the appropriateness of the Village spending its tax money for the 
business of selling fuel and did not believe it was this Commission’s jurisdiction. He would exclude 
that portion from his consideration.  
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Mr. Matejczyk asked whether an out-of-state individual would have to enter into an operating 
agreement prior to filling up. 
 
Mr. Balicki explained it was dependent upon the true public access versus a limited shared access of 
the station.  He could not confirm how training would be provided to individuals, other than 
providing instructions at the pump.  Mr. Balicki explained that the pump could be deactivated at any 
time but deactivating depended upon what other Village operations were on-going and if staff was 
present.  Since other corporate fleet operators were interested in the fueling, Mr. Balicki surmised 
that the larger trucks (Class 7/8 or cargo vans) would be using the facility and probably not 
passenger vehicles.  He was not aware of anyone with a mobile storage sphere that would be fueling 
up.   
 
Asked if the Village would need additional approval to sell E85, gasoline, or another fuel, 
Mr. O’Brien responded that the condition staff was recommending be limited to alternative fuels, 
excluding E85, gasoline, and diesel, as those fuels could be currently purchased at a gas station.  
The Village’s goal was not to compete with private market and there were no plans to advertise the 
CNG fuel.  Most residential phone inquiries received, Mr. Balicki stated, were from people who 
were interested in purchasing a CNG vehicle but wanted to hold off until a location to fuel was 
determined.  Mr. Balicki reported that there were 25 stations within a 25-mile radius of the Village.  
He went on to explain only five of those stations provided public access and the nearest locations 
were in Des Plaines, Cicero and Chicago.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah expressed concerns about traffic eventually becoming an issue around the facility if 
there was suddenly an interest in the CNG fuel.   
 
Mr. Balicki discussed the reluctance of stations using CNG fuel in the region, as a whole.  Instead, 
he pointed out that the fuel was being used more by fleets versus individual vehicle owners, since 
geographic location of CNG stations was limited for individual drivers.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked if the fuel was being subsidized by the Village.   
 
Mr. Balicki emphasized that the CNG fuel has been a financial positive for the Village.  Details on 
the savings followed. 
 
Chairman Jirik then confirmed with Mr. Balicki that the fueling equipment and nearby instructions 
would eventually become a matter of standard practice to ease concerns.  Mr. Balicki added that, 
eventually, staff would collaborate with individual stations who sell CNG to the public to refine the 
training/safety instructions.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment and swore in Ms. Niebauer. 
 
Ms. Jenna Niebauer, 4705 Northcott Avenue, felt the above petition was a waste of taxpayer money 
and felt traffic would eventually become an issue in the future.  
 
There being no further public comments, public comment was closed.   
 
Chairman Jirik confirmed with staff that the Village was receiving a grant to assist with the CNG 
fueling and that the Village was not subsidizing the fuel by the taxpayers.  Additionally, the Village 
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was promoting a clean fuel.  Wherein, Mr. Balicki summarized that the process would be a positive 
toward the operation of the facility and that the price of the fuel would cover all costs associated 
with fueling at the facility.   No further questions followed by the commissioners. 
 
Mr. O’Brien had no further comments and waived the Village’s right to a closing statement.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 37-11, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION MAKE A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL REGARDING THIS PETITION SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE FACILITY SHALL ONLY BE OPEN TO THE PUBLIC WHEN PUBLIC 
WORKS STAFF IS ON DUTY. 

2. THE SALE OF FUEL TO THE PUBLIC SHALL BE LIMITED TO ALTERNATIVE 
FUELS SUCH AS COMPRESSED NATURAL GAS.  NO GASOLINE, DIESEL OR 
E85 MAY BE SOLD TO THE PUBLIC. 

3. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT DATED JULY 2, 2012 AND REPORT ATTACHMENTS EXCEPT SUCH 
PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   
 
Mr. Beggs, while starting to support the proposal, expressed concern about precedent-setting in 
Ellsworth Park and believed it was up to the Village Council to debate the issue.  However, he still 
voiced concern about the Village getting into retail sales.  Chairman Jirik, personally, believed that 
if the private sector grew for CNG, eventually the Village would probably exit the process.  Also, 
the Village was not profiting from the process and neither were the taxpayers subsidizing it, leaving 
it to the market to decide.   
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE:  MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WEBSTER, MR. BEGGS, MR. HOSE, MRS. RABATAH, 
 CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  6-0 
 
 
File PC-22-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two 
existing parcels into one lot. The property is located on the east side of Northcott Avenue 
approximately 165 feet south of Chicago Avenue, commonly known as 4711 Northcott Avenue, 
Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-07-104-011); David and Megan Altholz, Petitioners/Owners.  
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Damir Latinovic, reviewed the petition before the commissioners, again 
reminding them, the petition was for a lot consolidation similar to others in months prior.   An aerial 



APPROVED 8/6/12 
 

PLAN COMMISSION  JULY 2, 2012 5

photo of the property was presented on the overhead.  Currently the R-3 zoned property consisted of 
two parcels which sat vacant.  One parcel was 60 feet wide while the adjacent one was 15 feet wide 
to the north of the first parcel.  Total square footage equaled 15,175 sq. feet.  The petitioner was 
seeking a final plat of subdivision to combine the two parcels into one lot. 
 
The lot, as summarized by Mr. Latinovic, was affected by the Locally Poor Drainage Area (the 
“LPDA”) and the petitioners were working with the Village staff and engineer to design a home that 
meets all of the requirements of the Village’s Stormwater Ordinance.  It would be during the 
building permit review process that the requirements of the Stormwater Ordinance for construction 
within the LPDA would be reviewed closely. The new home will meet all requirements of Village’s 
Stormwater Ordinance prior to issuance of the building permit. 
 
No changes to the property were noted on the proposed final plat.  The proposed lot will be 75 feet 
wide by 202 feet deep.  The proposal will meet all requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and the 
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  No exceptions were being requested at this time.   New 
easements will be platted, five feet along the side lot lines and a 10-foot easement along the rear lot 
line.   
 
Per Mr. Latinovic, proper notification was sent to the surrounding neighbors and published 
accordingly in the newspaper as well as on-site.  A couple of phone calls were received from 
neighbors concerning new construction within the LPDA.  Staff believed the proposal met the 
above requirements of the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances and was consistent with the 
Village’s Comprehensive Plan.  Staff recommended approval of the petition, subject to the one 
condition listed in its staff report.  
 
Mr. Matejczyk, who lives in the area, discussed the history of the area, noting a survey was done 
some years ago by a neighbor.  At that time, the surveyor discovered that the outflow for the low 
area existed between the 1539 Chicago Ave and 4700 Northcott Ave addresses.  Additionally, some 
filling was done in the area, which resulted in, as he understood it, flooding.  He asked staff to 
explain the restrictions for the LPDA as his concern was about flooding too. 
 
Mr. Latinovic reported that the Stormwater Ordinance is updated periodically.  He asked that more 
specific questions from the public are directed to the Village’s engineer who will review the project 
when they apply for the building permit.  He explained that the petitioner’s home would be 
constructed on caseons with no basement to reduce the amount of fill placed on the property. The 
home will have to meet the maximum height restriction. Per the Ordinance, the petitioner will have 
to provide on-site compensatory storage 110% of the fill placed on site and the home will be 
elevated above the flood level elevation.   
 
Chairman Jirik invited the petitioner to speak. 
 
Mr. David Altholz, 4711 Northcott, introduced himself and his wife, Megan.  He reported that when 
he and his wife purchased the property they found out the property consisted of two separate lots 
and they wanted to construct a home that took advantage of the full 75 feet width.  He confirmed he 
and his wife were aware that it was an LPDA area and were working with their engineer and 
Village staff on construction of a home that would not impact the surrounding homes with 
stormwater as is required by the Stormwater Ordinance.   
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No commissioner questions followed.  Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   
 
Mr. Brad Kreifels-Morerson, 4717 Northcott, stated his home was the home that flooded.  He 
voiced concern on where the water would go and how it would dissipate.  He did not see how the 
home was similar to the homes in the area since he knew of no other homes placed on caseons. 
 
Ms. Jenna Niebauer, 4705 Northcott, supported the consolidation if it was workable, but expressed 
concern about flooding and the movement of water.  She currently used a pump in her yard in order 
to keep her neighbor from flooding.  A few years prior she considered purchasing the petitioner’s 
lot but was told by engineers that it was not possible to build on it.   
 
Per Chairman Jirik’s request, Mr. O’Brien walked through the steps an owner takes when 
constructing a single lot development in a LPDA prior to building permit and noted that two 
engineering requirements would be considered:  1) how much fill is being placed in the LPDA; and 
2) is there compensatory storage being provided in the LPDA.  Details followed.   
 
Hearing no other public comment, Chairman Jirik closed public participation.  Commissioners had 
no further questions.   The petitioner waived his closing statement.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk stated he looked forward to having a nice home constructed on the property but 
stated it would be a challenge from an engineering perspective. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-22-12, MR. HOSE RECOMMENDED THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT OF SUBDIVISION SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM 
TO 4711 NORTHCOTT SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY HAEGER 
ENGINEERING LLC., DATED MAY 23, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY 
BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. HOSE, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. BEGGS, MRS.  RABATAH, MR. WEBSTER, 
 CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 6-0 
 
 
File PC-23-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two 
existing parcels into one lot. The property is located on the south side of Otis Avenue approximately 
175 feet west of Fairview Avenue, commonly known as 415 Otis Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 
09-05-420-009); Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, Petitioners/Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
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Village Planner, Mr. Stan Popovich, walked through the petition, summarizing that the petitioner 
was seeking a plat of subdivision to consolidate two lots (30 feet wide x 132 feet deep) into one lot 
of record, creating a total lot of 7,920 sq. feet.  The existing single family home and detached 
garage would be razed for future construction of a single-family home over the common lot line.  
The proposal was in line with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance since the 
square footage was within the R-4 requirements for lot width and depth.  Appropriate easements 
were proposed to meet the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance. 
 
Per Mr. Popovich, proper notification was sent to the surrounding neighbors and published in the 
newspaper and on-site.  Two telephone inquiries were received by staff seeking general information 
about the proposal.  Staff believed the proposal met the requirements of the Subdivision and Zoning 
Ordinance and was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  Staff recommended that the Plan 
Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village Council including staff’s one 
condition listed in its staff report. 
 
No questions followed.  The petitioner was invited to speak. 
 
Mr. Matthew Horner, Greenscape Homes, stated he plans to demolish the existing home and garage 
on the two lots, combine the two lots, and then construct a new home.   
 
No questions followed.  Chairman Jirik invited the public to speak.  No public comments followed.  
Chairman Jirik declared public participation complete.  Mr. Horner waived his closing statement.  
No commissioner comments followed and a motion was entertained by the chairman. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-23-12, MR. HOSE MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF POLLOCK SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY 
HARRINGTON LAND SURVEYING, INC. AND ATTACHED TO THE STAFF 
REPORT, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO 
THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH:  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. HOSE, MRS.  RABATAH, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. BEGGS, MR. WEBSTER, 
 CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 6-0 
 
 
Mr. O’Brien said he expects to have one item on next month’s agenda but he would confirm first.  
He reminded commissioners to take their Open Meetings Act and FOIA training and would confirm 
if training was necessary for both.  Also, he referenced the checklist in the commissioners’ packets, 
which was for their personal use.  Mrs. Rabatah appreciated the checklist.  Chairman Jirik also 
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agreed the checklist was put together very nicely and emphasized the importance of using the 
checklist’s objective criteria for a clearer/cleaner record to send to the Village Council.   
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:27 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WEBSTER, 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  MOTION CARRIED 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 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

AUGUST 6, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the August 6, 2012 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. Davenport, Mr. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, 

Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Waechtler 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Quirk, Mr. Webster 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien; Planners Stan 

Popovich and Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Sean Fleming, 4634 Roslyn Road, Downers Grove; Mr. Joseph Wojdyla, 

7437 Main Street, Downers Grove; Edward Kalina, Engineering Solutions Team, 
4925 Forest, Downers Grove 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE JULY, 2012 MINUTES 
 
A change was noted on page one, last paragraph, delete the word “open” and revise to “opened”. 
 
THE MINUTES OF THE JULY, 2012 MEETING, WERE APPROVED, WITH NOTED 
REVISION, ON MOTION BY MR. MATEJCZYK.  SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.  
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0-1 (MR. WAECHTLER ABSTAINS) 
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
PC-26-12 A petition seeking approval of a Zoning Ordinance Map Amendment to rezone the 
property from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-4, Single Family Residential.  The property is 
located on the west side of Roslyn Road approximately 192 feet north of Chicago Avenue, and is 
commonly known as 4634 Roslyn Rd, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-04-311-043); Sean and 
Elizabeth Fleming, Petitioners/Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik called to order the above petition and swore in those individuals who would be 
speaking on the petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Stan Popovich, explained the petitioners were seeking a Zoning Ordinance 
map amendment for the 60 ft. wide by 460 ft. deep property.  The Zoning Ordinance map 
amendment is to rezone the property from R-1 Single Family Residential to R-4 Single Family 
Residential.  Currently, a home with a detached garage existed on the eastern portion of the lot.  An 
above ground pool and deck also existed but were not shown on the survey.  Mr. Popovich 
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explained the owners wanting to become more consistent with their neighbors’ properties, 
specifically those properties along Roslyn Road between Chicago and Traube Avenues, and to take 
advantage of some of the R-4 district’s setback requirements.  Thirty-two (32) of the existing thirty-
five (35) lots on Roslyn Road between Chicago and Traube Avenues were zoned R-4.   
 
Per Mr. Popovich, the owner was seeking to add an addition to the detached garage and the current 
R-1 zoning setbacks were more restrictive.  The Comprehensive Plan depicted the area as a 
“traditional grid” area with uniform layouts and lot widths, with many of the lots being split in half.  
Staff believed the proposal met the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and the accessory 
structures were permitted in the proposed R-4 district.  Staff also believed that the lot was annexed 
into the Village as R-1 and was never rezoned.   
 
Bulk regulations were reviewed for this property.  Staff noted that the front yard setback in the R-1 
zoning had a 40-foot setback while in the R-4 zoning it was 25 feet for the front yard.  Side yard 
setbacks differed in that the R-1 had a 7-foot requirement while the R-4 had a 6-foot requirement.  
Lastly, the rear and side yard setback for an accessory structure in the R-1 was 6 feet versus 5 feet 
in the R-4 district.  All proper notification was sent out on this petition and several inquires were 
received via telephone with neighbors asking for clarification of the zoning.  No issues were raised 
by the neighbors, however. 
 
Mr. Popovich continued by stating that each of the standards for approval for the amendments to the 
Zoning Ordinance were met and he recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the Village Council. 
 
The Chairman opened up the meeting to commissioner comments and/or questions.   
 
Per Mr. Matejczyk concern about the area already having a number of R-4 zoning lots and that 
more lots may be converting over to R-4 as piece-meal, he questioned staff whether the entire area 
should be zoned R-4.   
 
Mr. Popovich agreed the neighborhood was zoned R-4, he did not envision there being more lot 
splits, in terms of new lots being created, because of the Village’s Subdivision Ordinance 
requirements.  He stated, however, that there might be a time where staff reviews the Zoning 
Ordinance map more thoroughly and there may be a time to create new districts or reorganize some 
of the ase lists which the Plan Commission would have to review.   
 
Because the Village allowed for lots to be annexed as R-1 lots initially, Mrs. Rabatah asked whether 
the Village looked beyond that to see what the zoning should be, wherein Mr. Popovich stated it 
was up to the petitioner/land owner to make a change in zoning.  Details followed.   
 
The Chairman also reminded the commissioners that the Village’s Future Land Use Map addressed 
intent as it related to good planning, orderly development, etc, and that the Village wanted to see 
zoning move forward; however, it was up to the owner of the property to move zoning forward.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk could find no disadvantage for the owner to change over to R-4 zoning and assumed 
the remaining R-1 lots would want to come before the Plan Commission, which he felt was a waste 
of time and energy for now.   
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Per Mr. Hose’s question, there were no formal plans drawn for the addition to the garage since the 
applicant wanted to see the outcome from this commissions meeting and to receive Village Council 
approval first. Mr. Beggs believed the zoning was appropriate for the lot.  For clarification 
purposes, Chairman Jirik explained that the existing 2.3 foot setback would become legal non-
confirming and should the structure received fifty percent or more damage, it would require 
removal.  New construction would then have to meet the current setback requirements.  
 
Applicant, Mr. Sean Fleming, 4634 Roslyn Road, Downers Grove, stated his application did stem 
from the fact that he possibly wanted to construct a new garage when he found out his lot did not 
conform with the rest of the neighborhood.  He had no plans for the garage to date, as he wanted to 
see if his application would be approved for rezoning.  Should the rezoning occur, he stated he did 
plan to remove the existing garage and construct a new garage with the new five-foot setback.  His 
current lot was already very narrow with the R-1 zoning and he wanted to gain every possible foot. 
 
No further questions followed.  Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.  No 
comments were received.  Public comment was closed. 
 
Mr. Fleming offered no closing statement at this time.  Mr. Hose appreciated staff’s input on this 
matter and believed the solution brought the owner’s home in line with the rest of the neighborhood 
without diminishing property values.  Mrs. Rabatah agreed, citing that the standards were met.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-26-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
CONCIL TO APPROVE THE ABOVE PETITION.  SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.   
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MR. HOSE, 

MRS. RABATAH, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
 
PC-27-12  A petition seeking approval of an Amendment to Planned Development #18 to allow a 
second driveway access on Main Street for Bohemian Garden Restaurant. The property is located at 
the northwest corner of 75th and Main Streets and is commonly known as 980 75th Street, Downers 
Grove, IL (PIN 09-29-110-012); Bohemian Garden Restaurant, Petitioner; John Wojdyla, Owner. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the following petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Damir Latinovic, reported that the property was located at the northwest corner 
of Main Street and 75th Street and was zoned B-2 General Retail Business and was part of Planned 
Development No. 18.  The Bohemian Garden Restaurant sat on the site and was approximately 
7,800 square feet in size with 80 surface parking spaces.  An aerial photo was presented with Mr. 
Latinovic pointing out the current accesses to the site via 75th Street through a cross-access 
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easement with the property to the west (right in/right out) and a full access to Main Street with a 
limited egress for right turn movements only.   
 
The petitioner was seeking an amendment to Planned Development No. 18 to allow a second 
(service) drive, 15 feet in width, onto Main Street, which would be located on the northeast corner 
of the site and would only be used for trash collection by garbage trucks.  A physical chain barrier 
would prevent access and use for any other vehicles.  Signage would be posted stating the same.    
 
Mr. Latinovic continued to report that currently garbage trucks enter and circulate around the 
building but that the petitioner indicated the trucks were causing damage to the parking lot and 
interfered with customer parking and its circulation.  A history of the site and its access followed.  
Per staff, no bulk changes to the building were being requested at this time and staff did not expect 
any change in trip generation to or from the site by the new service drive.  Other service drives for 
surrounding properties on Main Street were also pointed out.  The character of the area would not 
be changed by this petition.   
 
Staff believed the proposal was consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, the drive would 
improve the site and its functionality, and it was consistent with the Plan’s goal for reinvestment in 
commercial properties.  All required public notification for the petition was met and staff received 
no comments from any nearby neighbors concerning this petition.   
 
Mr. Latinovic reminded the commissioners that Planned Development approval requests did require 
evaluation, per Section 28.1607 of the Zoning Ordinance, and staff believed all thirteen standards 
were met.  Specifically, staff believed the new drive would simplify trash pick-up, reduce the 
impact on traffic circulation around the site and for the customers.  There would be no negative 
impacts to the neighbors or the main thoroughfares and the petition was consistent with the goals of 
the Comprehensive Plan.  Staff recommended a positive recommendation to the Village Council 
subject to the three conditions in its staff report.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked for more clarification about the restrictions and signage to the access drive, 
wherein, Mr. Latinovic stated the petitioner can also provide details on the barrier but he answered 
there would be a chain that could be unhooked to allow access for the trucks.  Signage next to the 
drive for traffic wanting to enter would convey that the drive was a service drive for garbage trucks, 
only.  Mr. Matejczyk voiced concern about the trucks waiting on Main Street and tying up traffic in 
order to gain access to the drive. 
 
Mr. Hose queried staff whether a chain would be sufficient barrier to keep the general public out, 
wherein Mr. Latinovic explained that the width of the drive was narrow enough and that it would be 
challenging for a vehicle to get past parked vehicles on the north side of the building to use the 
drive for exiting. Similarly signage would assist preventing any vehicles to use it for access into the 
parking lot.  Due to the signage being proposed, staff did not expect any conflicts as only garbage 
trucks would have access to the drive.  
 
Responding to Mr. Beggs’s idea about a barrier being installed similar to the existing barrier on the 
southern driveway and it being recorded, staff stated the commission could request something 
similar.  Staff expected that the proposed drive was simply to allow garbage trucks to pull in and out 
and confirmed that restriction would be recorded in the amended restrictive covenants.  Proposed 
signage would state something to the effect: “No public access.” However, Mr. Latinovic stated that 
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additional signage could be included from the interior of the site for those vehicles trying to turn out 
of the drive or attempting to make a left-turn into the neighborhood.   
 
Concern was raised that a truck would have to back up onto Main Street after a pick up.  Mr. 
Latinovic explained that depended upon if the garbage truck was front or rear loading.  Another 
concern was whether the trucks would be blocking the sidewalk wherein, staff stated the truck 
would have to be entirely on the property when loading the garbage dumpster. Sight line concerns 
were also raised, wherein staff explained this part of Main Street was not heavily traveled and there 
no visual obstructions existed.  As to the existing configuration of the garbage enclosure, the 
petition would not change it.  Lastly, Chairman Jirik suggested that trucks back into the drive since 
it provided better sight lines when pulling away from the drive, from a public safety point of view, 
and that at the same time the sound from the truck when it is driving in reverse would be positioned 
away from the nearby residents across the street. 
 
Asked if there was an advantage to having a barrier located just to the west of the dumpster so that a 
vehicle attempting to exit could not make the exit, staff liked the suggestion and suggested the 
petitioner address it in his presentation. 
 
Petitioner, Mr. Joseph Wojdyla, 7437 Main Street, son of property owner, John Wojdyla, explained 
that he and his father were considering the drive access for a couple of years due to the weight of 
the garbage trucks, their damage to the parking lot, and for customer safety.   
 
Commission questions included whether the petitioner was opposed to having the same no-left turn 
restriction out of the site as his current access drive to which Mr. Wojdyla stated he had none and 
offered to install a sign for it.  He reiterated that the proposed drive was not wide enough and a sign 
could be installed.  He also noted that the trucks would not be traveling past the residences and the 
neighbors should not have any objection to the petition.   
 
Asked if the petitioner would be opposed to a physical barrier west of the dumpster enclosure, Mr. 
Wojdyla stated he believed a chain would be sufficient and be cost effective but if there was another 
cost-effective way to prevent a truck from using the driveway, he was not opposed to it.  Chairman 
Jirik clarified that the commissioners’ idea was to have the truck pull in and out without the use of a 
chain and not enter into the parking lot whatsoever, so that no maintenance existed for the owner.  
The suggestions for bollards or a curb were made. Mr. Wojdyla was open to the suggestions.   
 
Jeff O’Brien, summarized that the commissioners appeared to be in favor of installing bollards west 
of the garbage enclosure.  Mr. Wojdyla was fine with the suggestion but believed removing the one 
parking space was unnecessary then.  He supported placing the posts in the middle, along the fence 
line, which would prevent cars from using it as a drive.   
 
Mr. Waechtler also suggested that Mr. Wojdyla give Village staff some flexibility to position the 
bollards in the best possible location.  As to delivery trucks utilizing the access drive, Mr. Wojdyla 
confirmed that delivery trucks would utilize the new access drive by parking along Main Street, as 
they currently do, and bringing the deliveries up the service drive with hand trucks. Currently they 
use a small paved path in the parkway.  Mr. Wojdyla clarified for Mr. Waechtler that beer trucks, 
which were semi-trucks, do not have enough room to back into the access drive.  Asked if the 
sidewalk would be reinforced, Mr. Joseph Wojdyla confirmed that it would with thicker concrete 
for a truck’s weight.   
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Asked what was to keep the garbage truck from making a left turn after collecting the garbage, 
Mr. Wojdyla stated signage could be installed and also contacting the garbage company.  Mr. 
O’Brien stated there was signage internal to the lot that stated No Left Turn.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.  No public comment received.  Public 
comment was closed.  Mr. Joseph Wojdyla offered no closing statement. 
 
Commissioners appeared to be in consensus on recording no left turn movements out of the site and 
that a physical barrier was in order and eliminating the need to have to chain and unchain the access 
drive and restrict the public from exiting through it.  Mr. Waechtler asked for better clarification of 
the word “signage” in staff’s Condition No. 2.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-27-12, MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT #18 FOR A SECOND 
DRIVEWAY ACCESS TO MAIN STREET FOR BOHEMIAN GARDEN 
RESTAURANT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE PLANS 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED AUGUST 6, 2012 EXCEPT AS 
SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

2. ACCESS TO THE SERVICE DRIVE SHALL BE CONTROLLED THROUGH A 
MOVEABLE PHYSICAL BARRIER AND SIGNAGE.   

3. PRIOR TO OBTAINING DEVELOPMENT PERMITS, AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT SHALL BE RECORDED WITH THE DUPAGE 
COUNTY RECORDER’S OFFICE. 

4. THE AMENDMENT TO THE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT SHALL INCLUDE A 
PERMANENT RESTRICTION PROHIBITING NORTH-BOUND MOVEMENTS 
FROM THE NEW ACCESS DRIVEWAY TO MAIN STREET. 
 

SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.   
 

Mr. Cozzo suggested revising Condition No. 2 to read as follows:  “Access to the service drive shall 
be controlled through a permanent physical barrier to the west of the current dumpster.”  Mr. Hose 
was fine with Mr. Cozzo’s revision.  Dialog followed regarding clarification of Condition No. 2. 
 
AMENDED CONDITIONS: 

1. THE AMENDMENT TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT #18 FOR A SECOND 
DRIVEWAY ACCESS TO MAIN STREET FOR BOHEMIAN GARDEN 
RESTAURANT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE PLANS 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT DATED AUGUST 6, 2012 EXCEPT AS 
SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

2. ACCESS TO THE SERVICE DRIVE SHALL BE CONTROLLED THROUGH A 
PERMANENT PHYSICAL BARRIER TO THE WEST OF THE CURRENT 
DUMPSTER.   
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3. PRIOR TO OBTAINING DEVELOPMENT PERMITS, AN AMENDMENT TO THE 
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT SHALL BE RECORDED WITH THE DUPAGE 
COUNTY RECORDER’S OFFICE. 

4. THE AMENDMENT TO THE RESTRICTIVE COVENANT SHALL INCLUDE A 
PERMANENT RESTRICTION PROHIBITING NORTH-BOUND MOVEMENTS 
FROM THE NEW ACCESS DRIVEWAY TO MAIN STREET. 

 
ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE:  MR. BEGGS, MR. HOSE, MR. COZZO, MR. MATEJCZYK, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WAECHTLER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
Commissioners were notified that next month’s meeting would be one week later due to the Labor 
Day holiday.  Agenda items were briefly reviewed.   
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:20 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WAECHTLER, 
SECONDED BY MR. COZZO.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
            Celeste K. Weilandt 
 (As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
 



Approved 10/01/2012                                                            

PLAN COMMISSION  SEPTEMBER 10, 2012 1

VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

SEPTEMBER 10, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Jirik called the September 10, 2012 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. Hose, Mr. Matejczyk, Mrs. Rabatah, 

Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Quirk 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien; Planners Stan 

Popovich and Damir Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence, Downers Grove; Mr. Chris Thulin, T6 Construction, 

900 Ogden Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 
Weaver Parkway, Warrenville; Mr. Jim Parthun, 4601 Seeley, Downers Grove; 
Mr. Bob Spendoria, 4612 Seeley, Downers Grove 

 
Chairman Jirik led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE AUGUST 6, 2012 MINUTES 
 
A question of clarification was raised by Mr. Waechtler on the type of barrier that was being 
discussed on page 5, i.e., a “moveable, physical barrier” versus “fixed bollards”/permanent posts, 
wherein Manager Jeff O’Brien stated permanent posts would be added since the condition existed in 
the Planned Development Ordinance and the change was made by Mr. Cozzo at the prior meeting.   
 
THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 6, 2012 MEETING, WITH CORRECTION, WERE 
APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. MATEJCZYK, SECONDED BY MR. HOSE.  MOTION 
CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0.  
 
Chairman Jirik reviewed the protocol for the public hearing.   
 
PC-28-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate three existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the south side of Lake Avenue approximately 116 
feet west of Fairview Avenue, commonly known as 407 Lake Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-
05-416-011); Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, Petitioners/Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Stan Popovich, Village Planner, discussed the petitioner was consolidating three parcels (30’ 
feet x 132 feet) into one lot with the entire parcel being just under 12,000 square feet and was 
currently zoned R-4 Single-Family residential.  A single-family home, with attached garage, existed 
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on the site but would be razed by the petitioner.  A new home was planned for the site but without 
the consolidation, the new home could not be constructed.   
 
Most of the existing lots on the block were 30 feet wide and the lot under discussion was 90 feet 
wide.  However, adjacent lots and parcels were anywhere between 60 and 90 feet wide, primarily 60 
feet along Lake Avenue.  Staff believed the request to consolidate the three lots was consistent with 
the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Per staff, the property complied with the Zoning Ordinance and the Subdivision Ordinance and the 
new home would have to comply with the Zoning Ordinance for the bulk standards.  Easement 
requirements were pointed out.   
 
Public notice of this application was sent to property owners within 250 feet of the property and was 
properly published in the Downers Grove Reporter with proper signage posted on the property.  
Some general inquiries about the property were taken by staff.  Staff recommended approval of the 
petition, subject to staff’s one condition in its memo.  
 
Per Mr. Matejczyk’s question regarding the area containing many small lots with consolidations 
over the years, Mr. Popovich surmised from his calculations that many of the 60-foot wide lots were 
two 30-foot wide lots, since moving down the block the lots were all multiples of thirty.  He 
envisioned if more redevelopment were to occur, more consolidations would likely follow. 
 
Mr. Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, explained he 
purchased the three parcels and confirmed that after looking at the DuPage County map site, most 
of the properties were 30 feet wide down the street.  He stated he did apply for building permit and 
will comply with all Village zoning codes and requirements.   
 
No questions from the commissioners followed.   
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.  No public comment followed.  Public 
comment was declared closed by the chairman and the petitioner waived his closing statement. 
 
Since there was no discussion, the Chairman entertained a motion. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC- 28-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION MAKE A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL REGARDING PC-28-12, SUBJECT TO STAFF’S CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF MATZ’ SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY 
HARRINGTON LAND SURVEYING, INC., DATED JUNE 13, 2012 AND 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. HOSE. 
 
Mr. Beggs pointed out that while there was no commissioner deliberation it meant that the case was 
very simple.  Others concurred.  
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ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. HOSE, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0 
 
 
PC-30-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the west side of Seeley Avenue approximately 250 
feet north of Chicago Avenue, commonly known as 4620 Seeley Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 
09-06-411-029); Christopher Thulin, T6 Construction, Petitioner; Scott and Erin Guth, Owners. 
 
Chairman Jirik swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.   
 
Village Planner, Damir Latinovic, discussed that the 4620 Seeley Ave property was zoned R-1 
Single-Family Residence with a single-family home and an attached garage on it.  The property was 
comprised of two 50-foot x 300-foot deep parcels and the petitioner wanted to consolidate the two 
parcels in order to construct a new single-family home after the current home was razed.  The new 
lot would be 100 feet wide x 300 feet deep with a total of 30,000 square feet in lot area.  All 
required easements would be provided and no public improvements were required.  Per Mr. 
Latinovic, the new home will have to meet all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Per staff, the proposal met the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan.  Notification was provided 
to owners within 250 feet of the property and proper signage was posted on the lot along with 
proper publication in the local newspaper.  Several phone calls were received regarding general 
inquiries about the consolidation. 
 
Staff believed the proposal was consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and met all 
requirements of the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.  Staff recommended a positive 
recommendation by the Plan Commission, subject to the one condition in its report. 
 
Mr. Beggs confirmed that the consolidation would not change the use classification in any way in 
the area, wherein Mr. Latinovic confirmed it would not, stating it would remain R-1 Single Family 
with a single family residential use.  Per Mrs. Rabatah’s question, Mr. Latinovic explained that 
many of the existing properties appear to be 100 feet wide and many were on existing 100-foot wide 
lots of record.  He surmised that the previous property owner purchased two half lots and had two 
50-foot parcels, which was why the petitioner had to consolidate them into one lot.  
 
Petitioner, Mr. Chris Thulin, owner of T6 Construction, confirmed that he was requesting to 
consolidate the two parcels into one lot to construct a new single-family home but he was not the 
owner of the lot.  After a question from Mr. Waechtler, he clarified there was a “sold” sign on the 
lot in order for people to know the parcel was not for sale.  
 
Chairman Jirik opened up the meeting to public comment.   
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Mr. Jim Parthun, 4601 Seeley, Downers Grove, asked if there was going to be housing variations or 
topography changes, wherein Chairman Jirik responded that the request in front of the board was to 
remove a boundary line on the property but variation changes, if any, would require the petitioner to 
return back to the Plan Commission or Zoning Board of Appeals.  An explanation of the permitting 
process followed.  Mr. Latinovic filled in some of the details of that process and confirmed that 
residents could view building plans through a FOIA request if there were concerns.  
 
Mr. Bob Splendoria, 4612 Seeley, Downers Grove, was sworn in by the chairman.  Mr. Splendoria 
stated he was contiguous to the north of the subject property and was the former president of the 
Denburn Woods Homeowners Association.  Mr. Splendoria stated he did meet with Mr. Thulin 
regarding the development of the proposed property and, after looking at the plans, believed it 
would be a great improvement to the street and to the Village.  However, he was concerned about 
the condition of the property as it exists and he asked that the council consider expediting the 
review of the plans, permits, etc. to raze the home in order to avoid future safety hazards.   
 
There being no further public comment, Chairman Jirik closed public comment.   
 
Mr. Waechtler, noting Mr. Splendoria’s concern about the current building on the property, asked 
about the demolition process, wherein Mr. Latinovic explained that two permits were involved:  1) a 
demolition permit; and 2) a new construction permit.  Details followed.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk also agreed about the condition of the building and hoped that the review process 
can be expedited quickly and to get some fencing installed around the building.   
 
Mr. Thulin waived his right to a closing statement.  
 
Mr. Waechtler commented that the proposal was another example of an improvement “and pleasant 
addition” for the Village.  Mr. Beggs, again, confirmed with staff, that the proposal would not 
change the use and zoning classification of the area, to which staff agreed.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO PC-30-12, MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL FOR THIS PROPSAL, SUBJECT TO THE CONDITION BELOW: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE SEELEY 
AVENUE RESUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY STEINBRECHER LAND 
SURVEYORS, INC. DATED AUGUST 15, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY 
BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

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

MR. WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN JIRIK 
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NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0 
 
Chairman Jirik announced that he received a phone call stating that he will not be reappointed to the 
Plan Commission and shared that this was his last meeting.  He stated he served approximately 21 
years and would have gladly served another 21 years.  He enjoyed everyone and stated he was 
proud of all those who have served on the Plan Commission, commenting everyone was respectful 
of each other and listened to each other even when differences existed.   Chairman Jirik also 
thanked everyone for their hard work and appreciated everyone’s patience when staying late into 
the night to reach consensus and not to compromise.  He asked that the commission “carry on this 
good work.”  (Applauding followed.) 
 
Mr. O’Brien, on behalf of Village staff, thanked the Chairman for his hard work, citing some of the 
significant projects he had seen come through the Village in the seven years while he was with the 
Village, e.g., the redevelopment of the downtown, the development of a comprehensive plan, etc. 
Mr. O’Brien stated Chairman Jirik will be missed.   
 
Continuing, Mr. O’Brien stated that next month’s meeting will be busy; agenda details followed.  
He also announced that Mr. Greg Hose will be the new chairman next month, along with new 
member Anastasia Urban.  
 
Mr. Waechtler asked whether a procedure for recusal existed when a commissioner arrives fairly 
late to a meeting, or, if such a procedure should exist, wherein Chairman Jirik stated there was no 
rule about recusal because each petition would be case specific.  Examples followed.   
 
Mr. Waechtler asked staff to present this question to the Village Attorney, wherein Mr. O’Brien 
stated the Village Attorney was asked the question and the answer was that the Chairman would ask 
the specific commissioner if they read the material and were competent about the material in order 
to vote.   
 
Mr. O’Brien explained that in the past Chairman Jirik had asked members about their competency 
on a petition.  Mr. Beggs recalled the Village Attorney addressed this matter in a memorandum 
which was distributed.  Mr. Waechtler asked to have a copy of that memorandum.   
 
Mr. Waechtler added that the Chairman had a special quality regarding the consensus portion of a 
meeting, wherein he allowed everyone to participate, speak, and pull the group together.  
Mr. Waechtler agreed that was the Chairman’s strongest point and was a large set of shoes to fill.  
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:00 P.M. ON MOTION BY CHAIRMAN JIRIK, 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
            Celeste K. Weilandt 
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
 
(And thank you Chairman Jirik, for always clarifying those difficult motions.  You will be missed - 
Celeste.) 
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE 
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

OCTOBER 1, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Hose called the October 1, 2012 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. 
and asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Hose, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Matejczyk, Mrs. Rabatah, 

Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster 
 
ABSENT:  Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Urban 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Director Tom Dabareiner; Planning Manager 

Jeff O’Brien; Planners Damir Latinovic and Stan Popovich 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Robert Vogel, 335 Otis Ave., Downer Grove; Mr. Pat Furey, 381 E. Quincy, 

Downers Grove; Mr. John Phifer, 6540 Powell, Downers Grove; Mr. David Welher, 
4808 Wallbank, Downer Grove; Ms. Marilyn Welher and Ms. Linda Kunze with 
Downtown Management Corp., 933 Curtiss St., Downers Grove; Mr. Dan 
McCormick, 5205 S. Washington St., Downers Grove; Mr. Tom Le Cren, 545 
Chicago Ave., Downers Grove; Ms. Rosa Hudson, 5112 Forest Ave., Downers 
Grove; Ms. Alice Dornan, 5125 Blodgett, #31, Downers Grove; Mr. Steve 
and Mrs. Sue Kovanko, 428 Davis, Downers Grove; Mr. Greg Kolinski, Ledcor 
Construction; Mr. Tom Trovato, Presence Health, 3582 Ronald Road; Mr. Keith 
Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 Weaver Parkway; Messrs. Tim Hejny and Chris 
Lavoie with C.M Lavoie & Associates, 978 Wellington Place, Downers Grove; Mr. 
Keith Hoffman, 1410 Golden Bell Ct., Downers Grove; Ms. Barbara Webster, 5223 
Carpenter St., Downers Grove; Ms. Donna Adler, 1224 Gilbert Ave., Downers 
Grove; Mr. Charles Freeburg, 222 W. Adams, Chicago; Mr. Michael Fiandaco, Delta 
Development, LLC, 6756 N. Harlem Ave., Chicago; Atty. Tom Sisul, 5120 Main St., 
Downers Grove; Mr. Chris Dasse, Studio D Architecture, 200 W. Fulton, Chicago; 
Mr. Gregg Stec, with Delta Development; Mr. Tom Powers, Cardinal Fitness, 6248 
Blodgett Ave., Downers Grove; Mr. David Merkle, Chicago Panel & Truss, 85 
Hankes Ave., Aurora; Mr. Mike Keogh, Ledwon Construction, 18W140 Butterfield 
Rd., Oak Brook Terrace; Mr. Steven McCloskey, 1470 Concord Ct., Downers 
Grove; Mr. John Mahoney, 1038 Carol St., Downers Grove; Mr. Frank Hagerty, 
1301 Gilbert Ave., Downers Grove; and Mr. Joe Byczek, 5100 Forest, Downers 
Grove 

 
Chairman Hose led the Plan Commissioners in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.   
 
APPROVAL OF THE SEPTEMBER 10, 2012 MINUTES 
 
THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 10, 2012 MEETING, WERE APPROVED ON 
MOTION BY MR WAECHTLER, SECONDED BY MR. MATEJCZYK.   
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MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0. 
 
Planning Director, Tom Dabareiner, announced that the Village was recently awarded the Daniel 
Burnham Award for best Comprehensive Plan in the State of Illinois.  He thanked the Plan 
Commission, Village staff, residents and citizens’ groups for their involvement in making the best 
plan in the State of Illinois.  Mr. Beggs commented that in the 1950s, the Jaycees conducted a 
Village-wide survey, called Operation Inside, which was very similar to the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  It won the national Jaycees Award for best community development project 
in the country. 
 
Chairman Hose reviewed the protocol for the public hearing process and said there will be a change 
in the agenda order. The Commission will first hear the lot consolidation cases and then the Special 
Use for the Senior Living Facility at 5100 Forest Ave. The last item will still be the proposed 
amendment to Chapter 20 of the Municipal Code. 
 
PC-32-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate two existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the south side of Davis Street approximately 325 feet 
west of Fairview Avenue, commonly known as 425 Davis Street, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-05-
418-007); Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, LLC, Petitioner/Owner. 
 
Chairman Hose swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Stan Popovich reviewed the lot consolidation before the commissioners, noting the parcel was R-4 
Single Family Residential.  Currently, the site consisted of two lots (30 feet x 142 feet wide) with a 
single-family home and detached garage.  The owner was proposing to raze the two structures and 
construct a new home with attached garage in its place but without the consolidation, the new 
construction could not be permitted.  The Village’s Comprehensive Plan noted the lots in the area 
were anywhere from 60 feet to 90 feet wide and staff believed the proposal was consistent with the 
Village’s Comprehensive Plan, the Subdivision Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance.   Utility 
easements were pointed out on the overhead.  Notification was published in the newspaper, a sign 
was posted on the property, and residents within 250 feet were notified.   
 
Staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village 
Council with its one condition stated in the staff report.  It was also brought to Mr. Popovich’s 
attention that in staff’s report, the proposal listed three existing parcels when it was actually two 
existing parcels being consolidated into one parcel. 
 
No comments from the Plan Commission.  Chairman Hose invited the petitioner to speak. 
 
Mr. Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, Illinois, stated he 
was seeking approval for the two lot consolidation located on Davis Street, which lot measured 60 
feet wide by 132 feet deep.  He intended to construct a single-family home and needed the lots to be 
consolidated in order to construct the home.   
 
Chairman Hose invited the public to speak.  No comments received.  Public comment was closed.  
Mr. Neumann waived his right to his closing statement.   
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Mr. Cozzo had nothing but positive comments about the proposal.  Mr. Beggs commented, in 
general, that the approval did not change any level of use of the property. Others concurred. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-32-12, MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMEND A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF BENDIEN’S SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY 
HARRINGTON LAND SURVEYING, LTD., DATED SEPTEMBER 10, 2012 AND 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

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

MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
PC-33-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate three existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located on the north side of Lincoln Avenue approximately 260 
feet east of Fairview Avenue, commonly known as 322 Lincoln Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 
09-04-302-017); Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, LLC, Petitioner/Owner. 
 
Chairman Hose swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.  
 
Mr. Popovich, reviewed the lot consolidation before the commissioners, noting the petition was for 
the consolidation of three lots into a single lot of record.  The parcel was zoned R-4 Single Family 
Residential.  Currently, the site consisted of two lots (25 feet x 142 feet wide) and one adjacent lot 
(11 feet x 142 feet) with a single-family home and detached garage.  The owner was proposing to 
raze the structures and construct a new home over the two common lot lines.  Without the 
consolidation, the new construction could not be permitted.  The Village’s Comprehensive Plan 
reflected that the lot was in a single-family traditional grid area with a 61-foot wide lot.  Other lot 
widths in the area ranged from 50 to 65.  Staff believed the proposal was consistent with the 
Village’s Comprehensive Plan and the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinance.   Lot dimensions and 
utility easements were referenced in staff’s report.  Notification was published appropriately via 
signage, newspaper, and mailings to residents within 250 feet.   
 
Staff did speak to a neighbor to the rear of the subject property who was concerned about 
stormwater drainage.  At that time, staff explained the proposal would have to undergo 
administrative review for a building permit and would have to comply with the Village’s 
Stormwater Ordinance.  Staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the Village Council with its one condition stated in staff’s report.   
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A question was asked how an 11-foot wide lot came about, wherein staff explained the 11-foot lot 
was part of the 25-foot lot to the east.   
 
The Chairman invited the petitioner to speak. 
 
Mr. Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, Illinois, stated he 
was seeking approval for the lot consolidation located at 322 Lincoln Street, which lot measured 61 
feet by 142 feet deep (2-1/2 lots).  He intended to construct a single-family home and needed the 
lots to be consolidated in order to construct the home.  No questions followed. 
 
Chairman Hose invited the public to speak.   
 
Mr. Robert Vogel, 335 Otis Avenue, said he resides west of where the new home will be 
constructed.  He shared his concerns of the home’s size and water run-off.  He commented on the 
waters problems at 318 Lincoln Street and mentioned a private water line the petitioner could hook 
into.  Mr. Vogel discussed some of the personal water issues he experienced on his property. 
 
In response, Chairman Hose explained that the Plan Commission’s charge tonight was to review lot 
lines and any concerns about a home’s size or compliance with the Stormwater Ordinance would 
have to go through the permitting process.  He encouraged Mr. Vogel to track the petition and 
building permit process. 
 
A Commission question was asked if more stringent storm water requirements were adopted in the 
last five years as compared to the past 15 years, wherein Jeff O’Brien, responded that the Village 
follows the DuPage County Stormwater Ordinance which was amended in August 2012. He 
explained the modifications focused on water quality and many projects are required to implement 
Best Management Practices to accommodate the new requirements. 
 
Hearing no further comments, Chairman Hose closed public comment.   Mr. Neumann waived his 
right to a closing statement.  Mr. Beggs reiterated his earlier comment about removing lot lines. 
Mrs. Rabatah added that the petition was compatible with its zoning and land use classifications. 
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-33-12, MR. MATEJCZYK MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMEND A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE FINAL 
PLAT OF SUBDIVISION OF BURKHARDT SUBDIVISION PREPARED BY 
HARRINGTON LAND SURVEYING, INC., DATED SEPTEMBER 17, 2012 AND 
ATTACHED TO THE STAFF REPORT, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT MAY BE 
MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.  

 
SECONDED BY MR. COZZO. 
 
ROLL CALL:  
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AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. COZZO, MR. BEGGS, MRS. RABATAH, 
MR. WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 

 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
PC-34-12  A petition seeking approval of a Final Plat of Subdivision to consolidate three existing 
parcels into one lot. The property is located at the southeast corner of Indianapolis Avenue and 
Douglas Road, commonly known as 505 Indianapolis Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-05-422-
001); Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, LLC, Petitioner/Owner. 
 
Chairman Hose swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.  
 
Damir Latinovic, reviewed the lot consolidation before the commissioners, noting the petition was 
for the consolidation of three lots into a single lot of record.  The parcel was zoned R-4 Single 
Family Residential and currently had a single-family home with an attached garage on the lot.  The 
site consists of three lots of record (one lot 25 feet x 132 feet; the other two lots, 30 feet wide x 132 
feet).  The owner was proposing to demolish the structure and construct a new single-family home.  
Per the Subdivision Ordinance, the petitioner would provide new easements along the lot lines and 
no public improvements are required.  The consolidation would allow the petitioner to construct a 
new home consistent with the size of the surrounding homes.  Staff believes the proposal is 
consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive Plan and the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances.   
Notification was published appropriately via signage, newspaper, and mailings to residents within 
250 feet.  Mr. Latinovic noted a few general inquiries about the proposal were received.   
 
Staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to the Village 
Council subject to the one condition stated in staff’s report.   
 
Per a clarification question regarding the minimum lot area and lot depth requirement, 
Mr. Latinovic explained that the minimum lot dimensions listed are for new lots (new subdivisions) 
and because the petitioner is not creating any new lots and not changing anything, the dimensions of 
the property remained. 
 
Mr. Keith Neumann, Greenscape Homes, 4355 Weaver Parkway, Warrenville, Illinois, stated he 
was seeking approval for the lot consolidation located at 505 Indianapolis Street, which lot 
measured 85 feet wide by 132 feet deep (3 lots).  He planned to construct a single-family home and 
needed the lots to be consolidated in order to construct.  No questions followed. 
 
Chairman Hose invited the public to speak.  No comments received.  Public comment was closed. 
Mr. Neumann waived his right to a closing statement.  No commissioner comments followed.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-34-12, MRS. RABATAH MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITION: 
 

1. THE FINAL PLAT SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE 
NEWQUIST SUBDIVISION PLAT PREPARED BY HARRINGTON LAND 
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SURVEYING LTD. DATED SEPTEMBER 17, 2012 EXCEPT AS SUCH PLAT 
MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES.  

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

MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  7-0 
 
PC-31-12  A petition seeking approval of a Special Use for a multi-family senior housing 
development.  The property is located at the northwest corner of Forest Avenue and Gilbert Avenue, 
commonly known as 5100 Forest Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PIN 09-08-126-005); C.M. Lavoie 
& Associates, Inc, Petitioner; WB Pad Holdings IV, LLC, Owner. 
 
Chairman Hose swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Mr. Popovich, highlighted and discussed the proposal before the commissioners, providing a history 
of the property located at the northwest corner of Forest Avenue and Gilbert Avenue.   The 
petitioner was seeking a special use for the property, which was zoned Downtown Business, for a 
Supportive Living Facility (“SLF”).  SLF is a long-term residence option for seniors regulated by 
the State of Illinois.  Details of the program followed.  Notice for the petition was published in the 
Downers Grove Reporter, mailed to property owners within 250 feet and appropriate signage was 
placed on the property.   
 
Phone calls were received as to what type of residential use was proposed for the site, how 
construction would affect the area and the amount of parking provided.  A neighborhood meeting 
was held by the petitioner on September 25, 2012.   
 
A review of the site plan followed, including a review of the public improvements on the property 
and those proposed, i.e., replacement sidewalks on Gilbert Avenue and on the southern portion of 
Forest Avenue.  Per staff, the petitioner was required to meet the stormwater management 
ordinance, but, as noted, the petitioner would be reducing impervious space and increasing green 
space.  Additionally, there was no required run-off storage on the site, based on the stormwater 
ordinance, but if the special use was approved, Best Management Practices will be required of the 
petitioner. 
 
The Fire Prevention Division reviewed the proposal and had no issues for the site.  Mr. Popovich 
provided the ingress/egress access the trucks would travel on three sides of the building.  The west 
side of the building is accessible via Commuter Lot D.  The parking lot is owned by Immanuel 
Residences but the Village holds a lease agreement for the lot and the access drive, so there is 
access to the west side of the building, should an emergency arise.  The building also included a fire 
alarm and sprinkler system.   
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Mr. Popovich stated the first-floor plan for the five-story building would include the parking garage, 
administrative offices, dining hall, kitchen, gazebo and patio.  The top four floors would include 30 
residential units to each floor (15 studio units and 15 one-bedroom units), with a common room, 
laundry, storage and attendants station.  Details of units followed, along with building elevations.  
Building materials would include autoclaved aerated concrete panels, fiber cement board and 
concrete precast panels with stone and brick finishes.  Some EIFS would be located on the parapet 
of the building.  Metal screens would be used to screen in the ventilation openings of the parking 
garage to give it some appeal.  Due to the grade changes, the building would measure 63 feet tall on 
the south elevation and 56 feet tall on the east elevation.  A short video followed depicting the 
proposed building in the context of the surrounding properties. 
 
Mr. Popovich stated the proposal did not meet the goals and intent of the Comprehensive Plan.  
Specifically, staff’s four concerns included: 1) the proposed site was identified as a Catalyst 
Property #8 in the Downtown Key Focus Area Plan; 2) the terminating vista; 3) the mixed-use 
development; and 4) SLF state approval timelines.  Mr. Popovich explained that the Comprehensive 
Plan identified the propoerty as a catalyst site in the downtown and appropriate for mixed-use, 
transit-oriented development that could draw activity and foot traffic to the area.  Staff did not 
believe the proposed SLF was a catalytic use and did not believe senior housing at the location 
would provide such an activity.  Regarding the terminating vista, he reported the development 
should be oriented toward the downtown and provide a terminating vista on Burlington Avenue.  
Staff believed the building provided a physical terminating vista but it was not the effect considered 
by the Comprehensive Plan, as the development did not strive to move pedestrians down toward it.  
The Comprehensive Plan also called for the site to be reinforced with a mixed-use character and 
include services such as commercial and retail services, usually found on the ground floor of the 
building.  Mr. Popovich noted that the SLF was a single residential use without the vibrancy a mix-
used development provided.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Popovich reported the west side of the site was the dividing line between the 
Downtown Business Area and the Downtown Transition Area and while there was the opportunity 
for the site to become a good commercial redevelopment, he said the transition area should really 
begin on the west side of the property where Immanuel Residences existed.  Staff was concerned 
that if the transitional space continued to weave its way into the Downtown Business District, it 
would dilute available commercial land in the downtown area.  Staff believed the site should remain 
a mixed-use commercial use and keep the transition area west of the property.  Lastly, staff was 
concerned about tying up a catalytic site while waiting for state approval of the proposal’s location.  
Staff spoke to a SLF representative who conveyed there was a SLF certificate but it was for a 
different site in the Village and the certificate had not been transferred to this site.   Staff did not 
feel it was necessary to approve a site if there was the possibility that the State may not support a 
site change.  Staff also was concerned that if the Village Council approved the proposal without a 
certificate, the site could change to a partially completed or partially occupied development.    
 
Mr. Popovich discussed that the Comprehensive Plan identifies a need for senior housing in the 
Village and cited the Residential Policy recommendations.  However, he stated senior housing was 
not an appropriate use in the Downtown Business district at this specific location when the 
Comprehensive Plan identified the site as a catalytic site specifically listed in one of the Key Focus 
Areas.  
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Turning to the Zoning Ordinance of his report, Mr. Popovich referenced the requirements the 
proposal had to meet, noting that two of those requirements were not met:  the lot area requirement 
and the parking requirement.  The proposed development requests double the density allowed on the 
site by the Zoning Ordinance.  The proposed parking also does not meet the requirements, which is 
especially troubling given the existing shortage of parking in the area.   Mr. Popovich explained 
staff was concerned the SLF could one day covert to an apartment complex where additional 
parking needs could not be accommodated by the site or the public parking system.  While the 
proposed building met some of the Downtown Pattern Books recommendations, Mr. Popovich 
stated it fell short in that the building set back on the property and the parking was located in the 
front of the building.   
 
Mr. Popovich reviewed each of staff’s Findings of Fact under the Standards for Approval of Special 
Use and recommended that the Plan Commission forward a recommendation to deny the proposal 
to the Village Council.  However, if the Plan Commission found the proposal consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and surrounding zoning and land use classification, then it could forward a 
positive recommendation, subject to the conditions listed in staff’s report. 
 
Commissioners questions followed: Mr. Matejczyk inquired that if the proposed building were to be 
converted over to multi-family use, would the new owner/operator not have to provide more than 42 
parking spaces?  Also, should a conversation take place wherein the units become apartment units, 
would the Village approve units of 400 square feet?  Mr. Popovich responded that 400 square feet 
per unit for lot area was not allowed in the Zoning Ordinance and that current density requirements 
were one unit per 800 square feet.  Also, if a conversion to other uses were to take place, changes to 
the building would be required via either a text amendment to create additional lot area 
requirements to allow the specific number of units and a text amendment would have to be created 
to change the amount of parking required.   Furthermore, Mr. Popovich clarified that as to the unit’s 
square footage, there were certain building requirements in the building code that identified the 
various square footage for studios and one -bedroom units.   
 
Asked if Acadia on the Green and Station Crossing were catalytic sites with terminating vistas, 
Mr. Popovich stated Acadia on the Green was a catalytic site in that it was a mixed-use 
development with commercial uses and which brought residents to the downtown.  Station Crossing 
was an earlier example of a catalytic site with retail on the first floor, residential on the higher floors 
and internal parking.  Both met parking requirements and both had terminating vistas.   
 
Per Mr. Webster’s question, Mr. Popovich explained that staff had concerns about the transfer of 
the SLF certificate and tying up a catalytic site while waiting for the State to approve the certificate 
for the specific site.  Additionally, while the petitioner completed parking studies and stated the 42 
spaces would be enough for the building, staff noted that if the building were considered multi-
family, 168 spaces would be needed by zoning ordinance and if the building were considered 
assisted living, 48 spaces would be required by zoning ordinance.  Staff’s concern was where would 
visitors park since parking was already at capacity.   The term “dwelling units” was looked at from 
the perspective of the zoning code definition.   
 
On the topic of the SLF certificate, asked if the Village Council does not grant the approval, would 
it stop the ability to transfer the certificate? Wherein, Mr. Popovich stated staff did not want to put 
the Village in the position where the SLF is approved but suddenly the use become an assisted 
living use or a senior apartment use.  He wanted to ensure that if the use was approved that the 
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state’s certificate was in hand before the Village granted approval.  He could not speak on behalf of 
the State’s requirements.  Mr. Webster also agreed that it did not make sense to approve something 
that the Village did not even know was allowed to be built, based on a funding source. 
 
Mr. Waechtler asked the commissioners if they recalled ever moving ahead with a prior project 
without knowing if the site was approved by some type of regulatory body.  Mr. Popovich stated the 
larger picture was looking at what the Village’s award-winning Comprehensive Plan called for, i.e., 
a catalytic site, regardless of the SLF certificate or not.  Staff did not believe the SLF was the type 
of use that was necessary or desirable at the proposed location.  Mr. Waechtler voiced concern that 
the petitioner was going to make a presentation to the Plan Commission without knowing whether a 
certificate was approved by the State or not.  Chairman Hose reminded him that the commission 
could always continue the hearing if more information was needed from the petitioner.    
 
Mrs. Rabatah asked staff to expand upon the “hard line” that was drawn on the zoning map for the 
site, wherein Mr. Popovich explained the hard line was drawn because the site was a former bank 
site and to the west was located the Immanuel Residences which was considered a transitional site 
from a commercial site to a larger multi-family use location.  He emphasized it was the last, edge-
of-downtown site and it was necessary to keep it established as commercial.  The townhomes to the 
south were also a transition.  Per the Chairman’s question, if the site was Downtown Transitional 
Zoning, the argument would be different with different variables.  Examples followed.  Asked 
whether a change to the Downtown Transition area, if proposed, alleviated any of the issues raised 
regarding the density of parking or the density of units, staff felt it did not because special use 
requirements existed.  While the parking requirements would remain the same, he believed a 
number of other issues could be raised by the number of available units. 
 
On behalf of the Petitioner, Mr. Thomas, Sisul, Attorney, 5120 Main Street, Downers Grove, 
introduced himself and welcomed the new chairman. He recognized former Chairman Jirik for his 
many years of service to the Village of Downers Grove.   
 
With regard to staff’s presentation of the proposal, Mr. Sisul stated he disagreed with staff.  
Initially, he explained the petitioner started over two years ago with a location on 63rd Street, but 
Village staff did not feel the location was right for the proposal.  The current location was then 
chosen this past summer and the State was notified of the new location.  Staff was also made aware 
of the nature of the project.   Mr. Sisul corrected staff stating the petitioner’s correct request was for 
“the construction of a five-story supportive living facility” and not “a multi-family senior housing 
development.”  Continuing, Mr. Sisul discussed that the project was the result of a State license and 
the State determined the size of the units and what the project could be used for.   Referring to 
staff’s eight conditions if the proposal was approved, Mr. Sisul, stated the petitioner agreed to all 
eight and suggested that because the process of changing from the 63rd Street site to the current site 
was underway, he suggested that the commissioners make the project contingent upon receiving the 
SLF certificate for the new site.  Details followed on why the 63rd location did not work out.  Mr. 
Sisul said he was disappointed in hearing that people did not want a senior living facility at the 
proposed location.   
 
Commissioners questions/comments followed.  Referring to page 104 of the Comprehensive Plan, 
Mr. Beggs shared that he was trying to decide what it was about the proposal that was more 
important than what was stated in the first paragraph on that page.   
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In response, Mr. Sisul read the paragraph noting that staff characterized the project as an 
automobile-oriented facility but the paragraph statement was non-automobile-oriented.  
Furthermore, Mr. Sisul stated that the seniors within the facility would be patronizing the beauty 
parlor, the barber, etc, because those services would not be on the premises.  As to the site being 
redeveloped into a more transit-oriented development, Mr. Sisul stated the residents of the building 
would be utilizing the bus due to the limited amount of vehicles on the site and also, visitors would 
be arriving and leaving by train.  As to fronting new developments towards Forest Avenue, Mr. 
Sisul stated the prior project’s footprint was very similar to the proposed project.  Regarding 
terminating vistas, he stated the proposed building was much more pleasing than having an empty 
building on the site since 1995.  He believed the site was catalytic in that it would provide a positive 
impact on the neighboring area and create value to the area.  
 
Asked if assisted-living seniors would walk or be somewhat active, Mr. Sisul explained they would 
access the library, visit Main Street, etc., but would need assistance -- not nursing assistance or 
medical assistance.   
 
Mr. Michael Fiandaca, President with Delta Development of Downers Grove, LLC (“Delta”), 
6756 N. Harlem Avenue, Chicago, Illinois, introduced himself.  He explained that “Delta” would be 
partnering with a tax equity purchase investor, with Delta retaining two percent and the tax equity 
purchase investor retaining 98%.  Mr. Fiandaca reported he had very good experience in the senior 
housing area, noting he was present with Delavan Active Senior Corporation and First Active 
Senior Corporation, both non-profit, 501c3 corporations.  He had licenses in Chicago Heights and in 
Blue Island, Illinois.  A further history followed.   
 
Mr. Fiandaca walked through the lengthy process on how to obtain a state license for an SLF and 
how they were awarded.  In 2010 he was awarded two licenses.  Back in 2005, however, he stated 
the Village of Downers Grove was issued a license for the Providence and Saratoga Grove 
development.  Nothing was done with those projects until 2009, when his company decided to 
partner with them and took over the developments.  Due to the lack of activity on the developments, 
the State rescinded the Village’s license and his company had to reapply for the license and repeat 
the state’s interviewing process, etc.  In summary, he stated it was the demonstrated need for this 
type of facility that resurrected the license.   
 
Mr. Fiandaca continued and explained that the facility will be a $24MM project.  The project was 
first attempted at 63rd Street, near First Christian Church; however, Village staff notified him that 
there were zoning issues with the site and after researching further, staff found it could not support 
the proposal at the site.  Following that, Mr. Fiandaca’s company said they found the 5100 Forest 
Avenue location and talked with staff first to ensure that they could support the location, wherein 
staff conveyed to him that it was a better site.  As of September 10, 2012, a contract was signed, the 
company now had site control, and the State had the required documentation.  Mr. Fiandaca 
reported the State representative emailed him stating they should have a “positive answer probably 
by next week.”   
 
Returning to the site’s location, Mr. Fiandaca stated the location was determined due to:  1) the near 
proximity of an independent living facility which had a two-year waiting list; 2) loved ones who 
were independent but needed some assistance and were not ready for a nursing home; and 3) the 
three other similar facilities in DuPage County all had waiting lists.   Based on market studies, 
Mr. Fiandaca stated that within five months, the facility would probably reach capacity due to the 
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demand in the area.  Adding to his statements, he pointed out the operating budget for this project 
will be $4MM and the facility will be a consumer of local goods.  Jobs will be created and visitors 
will be visiting their family and purchasing goods and services.   
 
Per Mr. Waechtler’s question regarding other SLFs Mr. Fiandaca was involved (partnered) in, 
included Downers Grove, downtown Chicago Heights, and Blue Island (overlooking a lake).   
 
Mr. Tom Trovato, Director of Housing Operations, Presence Health, 3582 Ronald Road, introduced 
himself and walked through a PowerPoint presentation discussing his professional background with 
Presence Health, some of the facilities the company manages, and the three types of supportive 
living that currently exist:  1) traditional senior service supportive living; 2) disability supportive 
living; and 3) memory/dementia living.  He explained that supportive living facilities are regulated 
through the Department of Health Care and Family Services and most are paid privately (but with 
some Medicaid component), wherein assisted living and skilled nursing were regulated through the 
Illinois Department of Public Health.  A history of the 2005 Downers Grove SLF followed again.  
As to why the site was attractive, Mr. Trovato stated it was the downtown location, the amenities, 
and the complementary arrangement to nearby independent living facilities.  As to how many 
seniors were to a unit, Mr. Trovato stated it was one individual per unit, unless married or family-
related.   
 
Asked if he could foresee any lack of financing support in the future, Mr. Trovato, explained that 
the inception of the SLF program was created to slow down the burden on the State’s system and 
other states were looking to similar programs.  As he explained, the Department of Family Services 
was more concerned with housing versus the Illinois Public Health Department., which was more 
focused on specific health care, skilled nursing, etc.   Regarding the parking issue, Mr. Trovato 
explained the proposed project was not automobile-oriented, citing the various working shifts of 
CNA staff, dining staff, and administrative personnel, noting there was a 15 to 30 minute stagger 
time for each. 
 
Mr. Chris Lavoie, principal engineer with C.M. Lavoie & Associates, Plainfield, Illinois, also stated 
he was involved initially with the 63rd Street project and worked closely with Illinois Representative 
Bellock.  He publicly thanked her for her assistance on this proposal.  Mr. Lavoie discussed he had 
to make some changes to the site as it related to the Village’s Comprehensive Plan.  He said he 
worked closely with Village staff but had a different perspective than staff, i.e., not concerning 
himself whether the project was going to fail and convert over to a different housing use.  
Mr. Lavoie shared the challenges of the project and how he approached it in a positive way through 
research, contacting appropriate individuals, and conducting parking studies of other facilities.  Like 
Mr. Trovato’s comments on employee parking, he found that there was a staggered time also and 
that additional parking was not necessary, as recommended by Village staff.  Parking requirements 
for the facility ranged anywhere from a .3 to a .35 ratio and all three facilities he studied prior were 
less than that, i.e., .23 to .25 ratio.  Mr. Lavoie commented that it was very difficult for staff to 
analyze something when they had nothing to work from.  He believed the project matched the 
Comprehensive Plan because it was pedestrian-friendly.   
 
Mr. LaVoie confirmed a site plan review was completed by staff and the fire department, and he felt 
the project was a great solution.  He called attention to the fact that the previous project had a 
building setback and was previously approved.  Asked if Mr. LaVoie did a comparison parking with 
Oak Tree Towers, Mr. Lavoie stated he did not as it was a different type of facility and not an SLF.   
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Mr. Fiandaca, with Delta, returned and reminded the commissioners that staff did note that should 
the commission approve the proposal with its conditions, to limit the parking to 10% of the 
residents.  He stated there was no objection to that condition.  
 
Next, Mr. Chris Dasse, with Studio D Architecture, 200 Fulton, Chicago, Illinois, summarized his 
involvement in the project since the 63rd location.  He explained current building design was the 
result of many intense workshops with staff.  Building details followed:  5 stories, 120 units, partial 
parking structure, central and private dining hall, physical therapy, on-site doctor’s office, Internet, 
reading library, multi-purpose rooms, and laundry rooms.  However, he stated the residents would 
not be limited to those amenities and could walk to the downtown services.  Building materials 
included an EIFS cornice at top, Hardi Board cement panel system below, followed under with 
brick and stone.  All building codes would be met.  Regarding the setback from the Forest Avenue 
property line, part of the requirement was that there would be a parking lot; however, it would have 
to be heavily screened with landscaping or fencing so that pedestrians could not seek the parked 
vehicles.  Mechanical units would be within their individual residential units.  However, for the 
central areas, the mechanicals would be located on the rooftop screened by a parapet and fencing. 
 
Mr. Matejczyk voiced concern about the building being so specific to the SLF use and the future 
conversion of it, if it were necessary, wherein Mr. Dasse explained that the units would have to be 
combined and the sanitary stacks would have to be entirely removed (all the way down), assuming 
the entire building was vacant.  Because the structure of the building was steel, Mr. Dasse stated the 
building could be adaptive with building and zoning codes to be addressed at that time.   
 
Mr. Fiandaca returned to state that the financing was predicated on keeping the building as a SLF 
for a minimum of 30 years; currently it was set for 40 years.  Additionally, he stated that within the 
building itself, there would be services for the seniors, such as a possible beauty shop.  Also steps 
were being taken to use the nearby high school students for employment.  
 
Mr. Greg Stec, also with Delta Development, 5630 S. Kensington, LaGrange, Illinois, summarized 
that his company reached out to the District 99 superintendent to discuss student employment at the 
proposed facility, ranging anywhere from culinary arts, activities programming, CNAs, etc.  Details 
follow on how the high schools would be involved.   
 
Mr. Chuck Freeburg, with William Blair, 222 W. Adams, Chicago, reported that he specialized in 
financing SLFs.  A quick review of his professional background followed.  He explained that the 
project’s capital was approximately $24MM of which $18MM was in tax exempt bonds, with 
$6MM in equity -- the equity coming from Warren Buffett’s firm, Berkshire Hathaway and other 
major banks.  Reserves were also in the equation, since the bond buyers and equity investors 
required it.   Mr. Freeburg pointed out that within Illinois there were 137 active SLFs.  None have 
failed and they generally ran a 2% to 4% vacancy, with suburban locations at 2% vacancy.  Per 
Mr. Freeburg, the federal government, along with the State of Illinois, was promoting the program 
to other states.  As to the future of the building, Mr. Freeburg stated the bonds would be paid off by 
then and the Village can revamp the building or raze it.  From reading the Village’s zoning code, 
Mr. Freeburg stated that the current code allowed for multi-family on the upper floors and also 
allowed service businesses on the first floor, which was what the project had, i.e., food, physical 
therapy, laundry, etc.  He reminded the commissioners that assisted living was a business and not 
necessarily housing.  Lastly, Mr. Freeburg asked the commissioners to consider the retail sales 
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generated for this location:  $24,000 as opposed to the revenue side of this business:  $4MM, of 
which a good portion would be sales tax.   
 
Mr. Sisul closed by stating that the zoning was addressed in the report, but the question was whether 
the proposal met the Comprehensive Plan, given the various considerations, and the fact that if retail 
was brought in, where would the vehicles park?  On the other hand, Mr. Sisul stated that the 
proposal was bringing in 120 individuals (or more) to use the downtown services.  Mr. Sisul 
reviewed parts of the Comprehensive Plan to support the proposal (pgs. 3, 4), noting that 
comprehensive plans are used as “documents that guide future developments of communities.  They 
are not themselves development plans.” “They are not a mandate.”   Turning to Page 40 of the 
Comprehensive Plan, he addressed the provisions on Residential Policy Recommendations, again, 
supporting his proposal.  Turning to page 50 of the Comprehensive Plan and addressing “Vacant 
Lands”, he, again, pointed out the verbiage supporting the need for “the Village to promote the 
redevelopment of under-utilized properties.”   Mr. Sisul emphasized that staff started off discussing 
zoning but ended up stating that it was concerned about the Comprehensive Plan and its influence.  
Mr. Sisul believed the project fit the Comprehensive Plan and it fit within the “heart” of the 
properties that were completely compatible with it, without putting additional parking demands 
across the street, etc.  He reminded the commissioners that his team had no objection to staff’s 
conditions if a positive recommendation was made.   
 
Chairman Hose referenced the “Downers Grove Supportive Living Facility Project Summary” and 
the petitioner’s response to the dwelling unit discussion as well as a discussion about the 
International Building Code.   For clarification purposes, Chairman Hose asked if it was the 
petitioner’s contention that the project not be considered a residential development, which was why 
the dwelling unit limitations did not apply.  In response, Mr. Chris Dasse, architect, explained that 
the International Building Code was specific about supportive living and stated that if the building 
had more than 16 occupants outside of its staff, it was considered Institutional use, which had 
higher standards for building codes.  This building was being defined as an Institutional building, 
and, from a zoning code perspective, Mr. Dasse stated it was one business, as mentioned earlier.  To 
add to the response, Mr. Sisul interjected and explained that a SLF did not appear in the Village’s 
zoning code and no provisions applied to it.  It was for that reason that staff was veering toward the 
Comprehensive Plan rather than the zoning issues -- the proposal did not meet the definition of a 
multi-family senior housing development, nor did it meet the definition of an assisted living facility.   
As a result, it was a gray area.  
 
Chairman Hose voiced concern that it may be the Village Council’s purview to change the zoning 
code, but that change would have to be reviewed by the Plan Commission.  He noted a text 
amendment was not before this commission, and the commission was limited by the provisions of 
the zoning code and the Comprehensive Plan.  Again, Mr. Sisul brought up staff’s conditions, one 
of them referring to a text change.  He confirmed the overall zoning was Downtown Business and a 
project involving multi-family senior housing was listed as a Special Use for seniors living in the 
downtown area.  However, he stated times change and zoning codes have to be updated.   
 
Mrs. Rabatah inquired about the neighborhood meeting that took place, wherein Mr. Sisul stated he 
spoke to the one resident that attended it at the Lincoln Center.  Notices were sent out prior.  The 
resident who attended was from Georgian Courts and she voiced concern about the funding of the 
project and conveyed to him she preferred that the project have government support.   
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Chairman Hose opened up the meeting to public comment. 
 
Ms. Donna Adler, 1224 Gilbert Avenue, Downers Grove, thanked staff and the commissioners for 
coming up with a great plan for the Village but it also needed to be flexible. She stated the proposed 
corner was vacant for many years and it needed something.  Realistically, she stated the property 
was “not really a hot commercial spot.”  In her many years of residence, she stated the traffic flows 
toward the train station and it is the focus; Forest Avenue is not.  If such a proposed facility were to 
be constructed, she said family members would visit their loved ones and take them out to the 
downtown for lunch/dinner and shop.  Parking was not an issue with Immanuel Residences nor has 
it ever been.  She supported the project as it was a community project and she loved the idea that the 
Village was on the cutting edge of having a new kind of supportive living facility.   
 
Mr. Keith Hoffman, 1410 Golden Bell Court, Downers Grove, discussed the many years he resided 
in the community.  He was a participant on the Village’s Ad hoc Housing Committee a few years 
back which discussed the need for diversified and reasonable housing.  His own parents were aging 
and this facility would be perfect for them.  Mr. Hoffman noted that when discussing catalyst sites, 
he was not sure the proposed location would receive retail sales.  Also, local jobs were important 
and the proposal would support them. 
 
Mr. Tom Powers, 6248 Blodgett, Downers Grove, resident, stated he has an aging mother and 
mother-in-law and he wanted to see what the project was about.  After listening to everyone, he 
supported the proposal.   
 
Ms. Rosa Hudson, 5112 Forest Avenue, Downers Grove, said she owns the hair salon next to the 
property and stated she did not receive notification for the neighborhood meeting nor did another 
person from the management company – she only received the Village’s hearing notice.  She 
expressed concern that there was no parking on that side of town and the economy turning bad.  She 
believed if there were laws required for building and parking then they should be followed.  She 
believed if visitors were to come to the building, the parking would be insufficient.  She asked that 
this part of town be considered for more viable businesses.   She supported the facility in its location 
but questioned whether it was the best idea for the area.  Ms. Hudson did not believe the project 
would help her business any more and the building would stop the growth heading west.  She asked 
to be notified about future meetings. 
 
Mr. Dan McCormick, 5205 S. Washington St, Downers Grove, stated he is currently the chairman 
for the Downtown Management Corporation, but was speaking as a resident.  He stated he “really 
likes senior citizens” and seeks their advice.  He believed the proposal was a great project but in the 
wrong location.  He spoke to the importance of the Comprehensive Plan and the commissioners’ 
work involved in it and to ignore it went against the plan that was adopted.  Personally, he did not 
believe the project would contribute anything to the vibrancy of the downtown. 
 
Mr. Joe Byczek, for the property owner, Win Trust Financial, 5100 Forest Avenue, Downers Grove, 
commented that having a mixed-development at the site would not occur for many years because 
the property was on the market well before Win Trust took ownership of the property.  The previous 
owners looked at mixed-development plans and straight business plans, with no success.  For over 
the past year he tried to sell or lease the property, with no interest except for one business that 
decided it did not fit its needs.     
 



APPROVED 12/3/12 

PLAN COMMISSION  OCTOBER 1, 2012 15

Hearing no further comments, the chairman closed public comment.  Mr. Sisul had no cross 
examination to the public.   
 
Mr. Cozzo inquired of staff about prior testimony stating the proposal was “Institutional” and “not 
residential.”  And if it was Institutional, was it considered a business or commercial, wherein 
Mr. O’Brien responded that the petitioner’s explanation, included in the packet, was referring to 
something that was found in the International Building Code that an architect uses to design a 
building, its construction for building, and occupancy.  Whether the use was an institutional use, 
residential, or business use, Mr. O’Brien clarified that the Village’s zoning ordinance for the 
Downtown Business District listed one use that could fall under it, which was the Multi-Family 
Residential.  However, listed throughout the ordinance were other names that could be used to 
describe the proposed use in a different district, such as senior living facility or sheltered care 
facility.  However, he stated that use was not available either as a permitted or special use in the 
Downtown Business District.  Staff evaluated the use, using the only classification it could mirror, 
which was Multi-Family Residential.   
 
To clarify further, Mr. O’Brien explained that staff’s analysis was based, in large part, on the 
Comprehensive Plan’s recommendation, which has a specific recommendation for the subject 
property.  Staff also reviewed the Zoning Ordinance, which supports the Comprehensive Plan’s 
goals in the Downtown.  Further clarification followed that the Village’s zoning ordinance, in 
particular, the Downtown Business and Downtown Transitional Districts, were rezoned and revised 
in 2004 and 2005, so the plan was well-aligned with those districts. Given the better economic 
conditions during that time, Mr. O’Brien explained that there was a plan for a mixed-use 
development on the site.  Additionally, he reminded the commissioners that the Comprehensive 
Plan was looking as far as twenty years out, not just short-term benefit.  He agreed the Zoning 
Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan supported a senior housing development in the Village but 
the location was questionable.   
 
To confirm Mr. Beggs’s statement, Mr. O’Brien agreed that the Village’s zoning code did not 
support the density of the proposed development.  Regarding staff’s condition No. 4 in its report, 
Mr. Popovich explained it was to ensure that no more than ten percent of the SLF residents owned a 
vehicle that was primarily parked at the facility, in order to assist in the number of available parking 
spaces.  However, if the petition was approved and moved to Village Council, he stated there would 
have to be a text amendment to allow the proposed density and parking and it would have to be 
stated as one of staff’s conditions.  Mr. Popovich pointed out, more precisely, the text amendment 
would apply District-wide or even Village-wide and not just for this particular project.   
 
Mr. Lavoie added that he would support staff adding the text amendment to the list of staff’s 
conditions. 
 
Mr. Sisul closed by thanking the commissioners for listening to all of the statements made and 
believed the proposal was reviewed thoroughly by all parties.     
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if there were any leads to the property and was there a need for additional 
parking at the site, wherein Mr. Popovich explained that the Zoning Ordinance did not require 
commercial properties in the downtown district to provide on-site parking unless the business was a 
medical or dental office over a certain size.  Therefore, the previously approved development met 
the parking requirements for the entire development and it met the requirement for the number of 
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residential apartments that were proposed.  He stated that proposal came prior to the downtown 
pattern book and the Comprehensive Plan being in place.  As to leads for the site, he stated there 
was approval for a development just prior to the economy’s downturn but stated the comprehensive 
plan was a long-term plan looking twenty years into the future for the area.   
 
Adding to the dialog, Mr. Webster believed the proposal was an amazing project and it was difficult 
to object to a $4MM business operation, but the project appeared not to belong at that location.  He 
believed the downtown would expand but the question was when.  In the years he was here, he did 
not see much change.  In the meantime, he believed the proposal would provide some short-term 
benefits for many people and, therefore, supported the proposal simply because there had been no 
interest in the site for a long time.  He recommended that the Village Council determine whether it 
wanted the revenue or not.  Again, he reminded commissioners that the Comprehensive Plan was to 
be flexible.   
 
Mr. Beggs summarized two points why he could not support the proposal:  First, if the zoning 
ordinance by which he was governed stated the facility could not be placed there due to density, 
then he had no jurisdiction to change it, and he was not here to decide whether the text change was 
in place.  Second, he questioned why he should set aside the principles stated in the Comprehensive 
Plan (as he mentioned earlier).  To him, what was being asked of the Commission was to set aside 
the Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance because of the need for senior housing and enhanced 
revenue.  He reminded the commissioners that they vetted the Comprehensive Plan extensively and 
he was not prepared to go along with the proposal just because it was a good development and 
enhanced Village revenues.   
 
Mr. Cozzo believed the proposal conflicted many commissioners for obvious reasons but his 
determination was based on testimony and if any “compelling reasons” stood out as to why the first 
paragraph of the Comprehensive Plan should be used as a guide and not necessarily as a mandate.  
He believed the Village’s downtown was based around Main Street and while he preferred the site 
to be a mixed-use development, he did not believe it was going to occur because “it was not a hot 
commercial property.”  He agreed, mostly because of the way Main Street and Washington Street 
were configured and the flow of the natural pedestrian traffic in the downtown area.  Looking to the 
first Standard for Approval he stated that it asks whether there is a “need”.  While some individuals 
stated there was no need, testimony he heard tonight indicated that the Village was an aging 
community and that there was a need for the proposal.   He believed the proposal was right for the 
location even though it might not be the most ideal.  However, he stated the focus was to find the 
best fit under the circumstances given.  He supported the project. 
 
Mr. Matejczyk agreed with many of Mr. Cozzo’s comments and agreed the Village’s population 
was aging and many of its residents wanted to remain in the community.  He even questioned 
whether the location was right for the expansion of the Village to the west.  He supported the 
project and saw the need. 
 
Looking to the standards, Mrs. Rabatah also added that the facility provided a service and it was 
desirable.  It was an improvement to the area but, again, location was the question.  The third 
standard she had difficulty with in that she did not know how to place the facility, i.e., was it 
residential or not?  She expressed her conflicts with the zoning code and how to interpret the 
project.  Yet, she stated the site had been vacant, a very nice project was presented, and there was a 
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need in the community.  The Comprehensive Plan was supposed to be flexible but yet it also 
addressed the need for senior living.  She leaned toward supporting the project. 
 
Mr. Waechtler was not sure if the site lent itself to commercial even though it was part of the 
Downtown Business District.  As mentioned earlier, he said much traffic went by the site to go 
home.  He also called attention to Condition No. 7 in staff’s report regarding that if the proposal did 
not get approved by the State, it received denial, which basically was a “safety valve” for the 
Village Council.  He believed the parking ratio needed to be resolved.  While he initially believed 
the project was great but did not belong in the downtown, after considering the site again, he 
realized there was a need for seniors and the project would be good for the Village.  Contrary to 
Commissioner Webster’s comments, he stated that there had been improvement in the downtown. 
 
Lastly, Chairman Hose, said he agreed with Mr. Beggs in that the commission was being asked to 
take a project that did not fit within the zoning code and make it fit within the location.  He did not 
believe the project fit with the density requirement or the parking requirement and it did not fit into 
any other category.  In reading the petitioner’s documentation and hearing testimony, the term 
“resident” kept coming up and, as Chairman Hose stated, if the term kept arising, then it must be 
concluded that the proposal was a residential development.  And if so, then it had to be subject to 
the density requirements in terms of space and parking requirements.  He noted there was no text 
amendment before the commission and if there was, it would be a very different question.  While he 
agreed the Comprehensive Plan was flexible, he did not see how the zoning code, applied to this 
situation, should deviate from it.  He encouraged the petitioner to find another location should the 
Village Council vote the petition down, because there was a need for seniors.  He did not support 
the proposal.   
 
Mr. Webster commented that while the project did not comply with the parking nor the density, he 
stated that Mr. Lavoie did an exceptional job at showing the commissioners that the Village’s 
zoning code did not address this particular project type very well.  It was a new project type and fit 
no where.  Personally, he felt an SLF was assisted living without the nursing aspect.  To the point, 
he stated 120 individuals would not be driving cars here and the commission should recommend the 
project because the technicalities that prevented it from moving forward, and the zoning ordinance,  
were items that could be solved.  Another fact Mr. Webster asserted was that SLFs were not even 
known when the Comprehensive Plan was being discussed and there was no way to foresee how to 
fit it into the plan when there was no category for it.  The commission had to be flexible not only in 
the interpretation of its Comprehensive Plan but also in the application of its documents.  He 
indicated it was up to the Village Council to decide if they wanted to amend the zoning ordinance to 
allow this development.   
 
Mr. Waechtler also agreed the proposal should move forward to the Village Council in order for 
them to refine it, if necessary.  He thanked staff and the petitioner for their hard work on this 
project.   
 
Lastly, Chairman Hose added that he did not think it was proper for the Plan Commission to put 
aside the zoning code or the Comprehensive Plan but, instead, stated a petitioner could make that 
argument with a text amendment.  He did not believe it should be forwarded to the Village Council 
for them to sort it out.   
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Again, Mr. Waechtler thanked staff and pointed out that staff did provide two alternatives:  to deny 
the petition or to approve it with eight conditions.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 31-12, MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL, SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT, ENGINEERING AND LANDSCAPE PLANS PREPARED BY C.M. 
LAVOIE & ASSOCIATES, INC. DATED AUGUST 2, 2012 AND LAST REVISED 
ON SEPTEMBER 11, 2012 AND ARCHITECTURAL PLANS PREPARED BY 
STUDIO D ARCHITECTURE, LLC DATED JULY 2, 2012, EXCEPT AS SUCH 
PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND 
ORDINANCES. 

2. THE BUILDING SHALL HAVE FIRE SUPPRESSION AND DETECTION 
SYSTEMS IN A MANNER SUITABLE TO THE FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU 
CHIEF. 

3. THE PETITIONER SHALL INCORPORATE BEST STORMWATER 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES INTO THE DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING BUT 
NOT LIMITED TO NATIVE LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS. 

4. THE OPERATOR OF THE SLIF SHALL ENSURE THAT NO MORE THAN 10% 
OF THE SLIF RESIDENTS OWN A VEHICLE THAT IS PRIMARILY PARKED 
AT THE SLIF. 

5. THE PARKING LOT SHALL BE SCREENED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
VILLAGE’S PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS. 

6. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING PERMITS, THE PETITIONER 
SHALL SUBMIT MATERIAL SAMPLES OF THE PROPOSED EXTERIOR 
BUILDING MATERIALS AND RETAINING WALLS FOR REVIEW BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT. 

7. PRIOR TO VILLAGE COUNCIL CONSIDERATION, DELTA DEVELOPMENT 
SHALL PROVIDE THE VILLAGE WITH A STATE OF ILLINOIS CERTIFICATE 
NOTING THE STATE’S APPROVAL OF THE SUBJECT SITE.  IF DELTA 
DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT PROVIDE THE STATE CERTIFICATE WITHIN 90 
DAYS, THE PETITION WILL BE CONSIDERED TO BE DENIED. 

8. AT NO TIME SHALL THIS SITE BE CONVERTED FROM A SLIF TO ANY 
OTHER RESIDENTIAL USE WITHOUT PROVIDING THE REQUIRED NUMBER 
OF PARKING SPACES AS DETAILED IN THE VILLAGE’S ZONING 
ORDINANCE.   

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

MR. WAECHTLER 
 
NAY: MR. BEGGS, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
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MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  5-2 
 
Mr. Beggs and Chairman Hose stated they gave their reasons previously as to why they voted Nay. 
 
PC-35-12  A petition seeking a text amendment to Chapter 20 of the Municipal Code.  The purpose 
of the request is to amend regulations regarding for plats of consolidation.  Village of Downers 
Grove, Petitioner. 
 
Mr. O’Brien summarized that, to date, 36 applications for consolidations had been before the 
commission and all 36 had been recommended for approval.  The Village would like to make an 
amendment to the Subdivision Code to make lot consolidations, where there are no creations of new 
non-conformities and where the lots meet the standards, allowed under an administrative review 
process and thereby allowing the director of Community Development to sign the plat of 
subdivision.  If exceptions were requested or the director denied the subdivision, the appeal body 
would be the Plan Commission followed by the Village Council.  Mr. O’Brien stated that the reason 
for this process was because more consolidations were anticipated due to the adoption of the 
stormwater utility and the increase in construction of single family homes.   He noted the 
stormwater utility included a charge for vacant lots, which could lead to more requests to 
consolidate lots to reduce the monthly costs.  The request was consistent with the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. O’Brien explained that in the commercial areas there was the need to 
combine the lots in order to make room for the more modern type of developments.  Staff was 
recommending approval of the amendment. 
 
Turning to page 3, Mr. Beggs noted a typographical error.  He asked staff to expand upon the term 
“through lots,” wherein Mr. O’Brien explained the term was defined in the Zoning Ordinance and 
was a new provision to eliminate new through lots in established neighborhoods.  Turning to the 
bottom of page 2, Mr. Beggs asked to remove extra verbiage.  Other general questions followed 
regarding the processing fees for lot consolidations.   
 
Chairman Hose opened up public comment.  No comments received.  Public comment was closed.  
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 35-12, MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL APPROVING THE TEXT AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 20 OF THE 
MUNICIPAL CODE WITH NOTED CORRECTIONS. 
 
SECONDED BY MR. WAECHTLER.   
 
ROLL CALL:   
 
AYE: MR. BEGGS, MR. WAECHTLER, MR. COZZO, MR. MATEJCZYK, 

MRS. RABATAH, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 7-0 
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Mr. O’Brien reported there was nothing on the November agenda, but he would confirm by the end 
of the week.  Updates followed on the 75th and Lemont Road application for a special use.   
 
Chairman Hose thanked the commissioners for “bearing with him” as the new chairman the first 
night and said he was open to meeting suggestions.  He hoped the commissioners were fine with 
taking turns sharing their thoughts and getting them into the record.    
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 11:49 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WAECHTLER, 
SECONDED BY MR. WEBSTER.  MOTION CARRIED 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 
 

DECEMBER 3, 2012, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
Chairman Hose called the December 3, 2012 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at 7:00 p.m. 
and asked for a roll call:  
 
PRESENT: Chairman Hose, Mr. Beggs, Mr. Cozzo, Mr. Matejczyk, Mr. Quirk, Mrs. Rabatah, 

Ms. Urban, Mr. Waechtler, Mr. Webster 
 
STAFF  PRESENT:  Community Development Planning Manager Jeff O’Brien; Planner Damir 

Latinovic 
 
VISITORS: Mr. Steve Bonanno, 1952 Wisconsin, Downers Grove; Ms. Laura Neibozy and 

James Silvestri with Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital, 3815 Highland Ave., 
Downers Grove; Ms. Robyn Menna Strausser with the Downers Grove Community 
Church, 6600 Fairview Avenue, Downers Grove; Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence 
Ave., Downers Grove; Dr. Steve Rembos for the 3800 Condo Association; and 
resident Ms. Laura West 

 
Chairman Hose led the Plan Commissioners and the public in the recital of the Pledge of 
Allegiance.  A review of the meeting’s protocol followed. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE OCTOBER 1, 2012 MINUTES 
 
A change was noted by the chairman on page 13, second full paragraph.  He did not recall referring 
to the “Illinois Burlington Central” and asked staff if the audio could be reviewed again for 
clarification.  No further changes followed.  THE MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 1, 2012 
MEETING WERE APPROVED, WITH NOTED REVISION, ON MOTION BY 
MR. MATEJCZYK, SECONDED BY MR. COZZO.  ROLL CALL: 
 
AYE: MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. COZZO, MR. BEGGS, MR. QUIRK, MRS. RABATAH, 

MR. WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
ABSTAIN:  MS. URBAN 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-0-1 
 
PC-38-12  A petition seeking approval of an amendment to Planned Development #19 permit to 
increase the time period allowable for placement of a temporary banner. The property is located at 
the northeast corner of Highland Avenue and 39th Street, commonly known as Good Samaritan 
Hospital, 3815 Highland Avenue, Downers Grove, IL (PINs 06-32-107-002; 06-32-306-003, -008, -
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009, -014, -020, -022, -025, -030, -031 and -035). Advocate Health & Hospitals Corp d/b/a 
Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital, Petitioner/Owner. 
 
Chairman Hose swore in those individuals who would be speaking on the above petition.  
 
Planning Manager, Jeff O’Brien spoke before the commissioners, noting that the discussion would 
be about a planned unit development for Good Samaritan Hospital located at the northeast corner of 
Highland Avenue and 39th Street.  Specifically, the petitioner is requesting to increase the display 
time for the banner on Tower 1 to 365 days from 180 days that were approved in 2009.  The banner 
was approved at that time to display awards and accomplishments.  He indicated that no other 
changes were planned for the site or the planned development regulations at this time.   
 
Mr. O’Brien, pointed out that extending the banner request did not further the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and staff believed that hospital already benefitted from 26 weeks to display the banner, 
which is significantly more time than is afforded to other businesses and institutions.  He explained 
that the display of temporary banners can lead to property maintenance issues because vinyl banners 
fray and fade over time.  As to the impact to the Village’s zoning ordinance, Mr. O’Brien stated 
there was no impact to the site.  He indicated the banner was previously permitted with a 180-day 
restriction.  He indicated the extension would allow the banner to remain in place year-round, which 
is effectively permanent.   
 
Proper public notification was confirmed by Mr. O’Brien and a few phone calls were received on 
the petition, but no concerns.  A letter from the Forest Preserve District was referenced indicating 
no concerns for the petition.  Good Samaritan sent letters to its neighbors on October 29, 2012 with 
one response expressing concern, which was included in the Commissioners’ packets. 
 
Mr. O’Brien noted the petition was reviewed in accordance with the Planned Development 
Standards, and, while staff felt the hospital property is unique, he stated that staff did not feel the 
standards were met as outlined in the staff report and there were concerns.  While he agreed the 
hospital property was unique, he felt the Village acknowledged that uniqueness by previously 
allowing the banner in 2009 and increasing the display time did not further the goal of the Village’s 
Comprehensive Plan. The current display time was more than adequate to promote the hospital’s 
awards and accomplishments.  Staff was recommending a denial of the petition.  However, if the 
Commissioners chose to approve the petition, Mr. O’Brien directed their attention to a list of 
recommended conditions in staff’s report and suggested that alternative findings be made.   
 
Commissioner comments were as followed:  Per Mr. Matejczyk’s question, Mr. O’Brien stated that 
the banner could be illuminated but not after 10:00 p.m. and no restrictions existed on the types of 
material for the banner itself.  It was confirmed by Mr. O’Brien that the hospital could install a 
permanent sign on Tower 1 if they desired.  Had the banner be considered a permanent sign, 
Mr. O’Brien stated that the Village’s maximum size for the sign would be 300 square feet.  He 
surmised that the hospital was very close to that maximum, if not already at it.  However, he stated 
the hospital was meeting the sign requirements for their planned development.  Per Ms. Urban’s 
question regarding the frequency of the banners being changed out, Mr. O’Brien stated they were 
changed, at most, twice a year.  Mr. O’Brien reiterated that staff’s concern was that it did not want 
to have non-durable materials becoming permanent signage.   
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Mr. Cozzo asked if staff could provide some examples of how the petition was not compatible with 
the surrounding zoning and land use classifications and the properties it could affect, Mr. O’Brien 
explained that it allowed the hospital to have a much larger sign and up three times longer than any 
other business in the community, as he cited the medical college up the road, as an example of a 
large development that could benefit from a similar sign.  He noted other examples of properties 
where there might be a desire for a large temporary sign. 
 
Ms. Urban asked if the hospital’s directional signage counted against the total square footage of the 
signage allowed, Mr. O’Brien confirmed it did not and stated the hospital was not over their limit 
for total allowable sign area.    
 
Mr. Waechtler asked if other large institutions such as Downers Grove North High School could 
display a banner similar to Good Samaritan’s.  Mr. O’Brien stated they would only be allowed to do 
so if they applied for and received a variation. 
 
Chairman Hose invited the petitioner to speak. 
 
Mr. Jim Silvestri, Director of Public Affairs and Marketing, Advocate Good Samaritan Hospital, 
reminded the commissioners that there was a 36-year history serving Downers Grove and the 
hospital had been nationally recognized for a number of medical care services.  Details followed on 
how the hospital shared its successes with the community -- through local media and using the large 
outdoor banner.  Because the hospital was nationally recognized, Mr. Silvestri explained that it 
placed the hospital in a different category.  Other accolades were summarized by Mr. Silvestri.   
 
Mr. Silvestri reported the plan moving forward then was to notify the Village of the hospital’s 
banner plans and, currently, there were no plans to use the banner for advertisements; contrarily, it 
was about announcing the hospital’s accomplishments and awards the Village could be proud about.  
Mr. Silvestri reiterated that securing the banner was a top concern and installing/removing it was 
costly, which was why the hospital intended to follow steps to maintain it and “get all it can out of 
its investment”.    If allowed to display the banner for 365 days per year, Mr. Silvestri stated the 
hospital would probably rotate more than one banner message during the year because there was the 
potential for so many messages to be displayed.  He agreed that the appearance of the banners was 
highly critical for the hospital and would be of high quality due to the other improvements made 
around the hospital campus.  Should the banner look worn or frayed, it would be removed.   
  
Mr. Matejczyk expressed concerns that the banner was meant as a tool for additional advertisement 
despite Mr. Silvestri’s comments.  He stated he doubted the hospital would be displaying banners 
“out of the kindness of [their] heart.”  
 
Mr. Silvestri stated the hospital was actually sharing with the community some of the high level 
awards it receives versus the different marketing efforts used by the hospital.   
 
Mr. Matejczyk asked how this type of banner information affects the quality of care, Mr. Silvestri 
stated that it reinforces that the hospital does have a high level of care and the external organizations 
are acknowledging the hospital for that, which resonates to the residents and the Village feeling 
pride. Mr. Silvestri clarified that he was seeking to have the “flexibility” to have the banner up for 
365 days.   
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In reviewing the petition more closely, Mr. Beggs stated he was trying to relate the connection 
between the banner and where he travels to receive medical services, wherein Mr. Silvestri noted 
that the banners would probably not influence a decision to go to Good Samaritan nor would the 
banners be used to bring in new patients.  Further dialog followed by Mr. Silvestri regarding the use 
of local media and how the hospital can control what it wants to put out to the public versus the 
local media controlling how it wants to put out information to the public.  The dialog then moved 
toward what criteria would the Plan Commission  use to differentiate who receives such signage and 
who does not, i.e., should it be based upon how important the unit is to the community?   
 
Mr. Silvestri explained that the hospital was different in what it provides to the community, such as 
its services or its means of communication, and should be considered versus, say, a high school, 
which may have different types of communication.  
 
In reviewing Ordinance #5064 of the Village’s ordinance, Mrs. Rabatah, noted that the title calls it 
“an amendment for a temporary sign variation” and throughout the body of the ordinance the word 
“temporary” appears many times.  She asked the petitioner how 365 days was temporary, wherein 
Mr. Silvestri explained it was temporary given the fact that it would not go beyond 365 days.  He 
stated it was a question of how one defines the word “permanent”.  Furthermore, he saw 
“temporary” as having a banner up 365 days and then changing it to another banner after 365 days, 
thereby having had two banners “that were just up a year a piece” which, in his mind, would still be 
temporary.  Again, he stated it went back to the meaning of “permanent” and emphasized the 
banner would not be up for years on end but have a defined shelf-life.  Should the banner be up for 
366 days, or, in violation of the modified ordinance, Mr. Silvestri said it would be removed based 
on how the wording was written, the timeframe it was up, and when the hospital received the award.  
 
Based on that information, Mr. Cozzo clarified it was his understanding that the petitioner was 
asking the commission to change the definition of the word “temporary”  from 180 days to 365 
days, wherein Mr. Silvestri confirmed it was because the banner would be a temporary sign and 
would not be up beyond the 365 days.  However, Chairman Hose called attention to the fact that if 
one banner goes up for 365 days, followed by another banner the following 365 days, then there is 
no time in which a banner is not up on the building.  Mr. Silvestri stated it depended upon when the 
banner was removed, the calendar year, and the fact that a banner swap is not always at the same 
time and can vary by months.   
 
Per Mr. Quirk’s question, Mr. Silvestri stated that other local hospitals also used banners for 
promoting their awards, specifically, the banners used at Edwards Hospital and Hinsdale Hospital.  
To the chairman’s question regarding the length of time the awards have been displayed since 2009 
and whether the 180 days have been maximized out during that year and each year afterward, 
Mr. Silvestri stated since he has been with the hospital it had.  However, prior to that, he was not 
sure.  Asked if there were situations where the hospital would have used more than 180 days in 
what was being communicated through the banners, Mr. Silvestri stated that “potentially” yes with 
what the hospital has won within the past year or two.  Mr. Silvestri estimated that the banners 
would probably be changed out twice per year at the most. 
 
Asked what oversight would occur should the hospital start advertising for medical services to the 
public, Mr. Silvestri explained that the hospital has a good partnership with the Village already and 
would not be providing those types of banners because it was never the intent of the hospital.  For 
Mr. Waechtler’s clarification, Village Planning Manager Mr. O’Brien indicated that there was 
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nothing spelled out in the ordinance specifically as to what could be displayed on the banner, but he 
explained that the hospital’s messages were consistent with the intent of the Village’s ordinance and 
no conflict existed.  Staff would be enforcing the requirements.  Mr. O’Brien stated the current 
practice is for the hospital to notify village staff about 10 days prior to when a new banner would be 
installed. 
 
Agreeing with Mr. Waechtler’s comment, Mr. Silvestri commented that sometimes if a banner is up 
too long it becomes unnoticed, or, “white noise.”  Therefore, he wanted to create a situation where 
the banner was timely and relevant.  Asked if Mr. Silvestri would be limited to one sign during the 
180 day-period, he indicated he would not, but that it would become cost prohibitive to remove the 
banner and reinstall it again.   
 
Chairman Hose opened the meeting up to public comment.   
 
Ms. Marge Earl, 4720 Florence Avenue, was sworn in by the Chairman.  Ms. Earl confirmed 
whether staff could not regulate the content of the signs, wherein Mr. O’Brien responded that the 
Village cannot regulate the content language in the Village-wide sign ordinance nor in this 
particular Planned Development.   
 
Dr. Steve Rembos, represents the 3800 Condo Association across the street from the hospital.  Dr. 
Rembos stated on behalf of his group, there were signage concerns, specifically that the signage 
could do “everything” and it was an intrusive sign.  He commented about a previous time when the 
village notified the association about an unsightly area on their property and asked that it be made 
aesthetically pleasing.  It was done at a cost of about $10,000.00.   Details followed.  As a board, 
Dr. Rembos said his group is noticing that it appears the Village is diminishing the signs along 
Ogden Avenue because of the blight of signs.   
 
He stated the sign in front of his building had to be changed three times.  His association agreed 
with the diminishing of the signs.  Having a banner this size, he did not understand the word 
“temporary” as compared to “permanent.”  He believed this was in direct conflict of what his 
association was told by the Village.  To him it was advertising.  While he supported the hospital, he 
believed it was a disservice to the hospital to feel it was the avenue the hospital had to take by 
saying they must have a mammoth size banner to view for 365 days because there could not be a 
better way to get their message across.   His association disagreed with the proposal and he asked 
that the Plan Commission not support it.  It was a precedent in that businesses could also install a 
banner stating their accomplishments.  He asked that the hospital be respectful of the community. 
 
Hearing no further comments, the Chairman closed Public Comment.  The petitioner was invited to 
ask questions of the public.  No questions to the public followed by the petitioner.   
 
Mr. Silvestri closed by stating the hospital was respectful of the community and it was serving the 
community.  Many positive messages were available to share with the community.  He agreed the 
hospital had other avenues to advertise other messages that were truly marketing/ advertising, but 
this was not one of them.   He stated the hospital worked with the Village to ensure the content was 
“on point” and was committed to upholding that tradition.   He asked that the commissioners 
support the proposal. 
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Commissioners proceeded to discuss the proposal with comments that the proposal appeared to be 
advertising and was setting a precedent.  The 180 days appeared to adequately promote the 
hospital’s awards and the banner was a significant size, which other businesses would envy to use 
365 days per year.  It was a continuous use and the current ordinance did allow for flexibility within 
the current 180 days.   
 
Ms. Urban noted the hospital already has a significant amount of signage.  She indicated the 
flexibility of allowing 1200 square feet was very unique already for the property.   
 
Mr. Quirk felt extending the banner beyond 180 days was not necessary especially when it was for 
informational purposes.  He agreed it may benefit the community by impacting the Village’s 
property values just the same as the schools do, or the railroads, etc. in the community.   
 
However, Mr. Cozzo explained the difference with advertising and the proposal was that the 
hospital could advertise services, which it could provide to someone, but touting awards were 
communicating accomplishments already given or served to other people.  He clarified the hospital 
was not seeking new patients but it could result as a by-product of the banner.  As to the precedent 
comments, he saw making an exception as different than setting a precedent and that the proposal 
before the commissioners was probably one of three “crown jewels” in the community that draws 
attention to the community and, because of that, he was comfortable granting an “exception” 
because it was not setting a precedent.  Saying other businesses could ask for the same, he felt were 
two different comparisons entirely.  He agreed there was a difference between permanent and 
temporary and it was a matter of revising the definition of “temporary”.  Additionally, regarding 
staff’s three conditions to not support the proposal, Mr. Cozzo called attention to the fact that the 
statement addressing the fraying of the banner’s material was really not an issue because the 
hospital would never give the Village any reason to believe they would let a banner fray.  Asked if 
all the standards were met, Mr. Cozzo believed they were not, but the proposal was unique and a 
highly exceptional situation.  
 
Mr. Beggs summarized that the issue came down to whether the banner should be displayed for an 
extended period of time; however, he explained he had to look at the criteria being considered for 
the proposal, one of which was mentioned as the size of the organization.  He questioned, then, 
whether that was a statutory criteria for the Village to allow a sign.  He did not believe it was a good 
criteria.  Additionally, extending the time period another six months did not appear to be a 
distinguishing enough difference in the means of communication.  Mr. Beggs voiced concern about 
setting a precedent and suggested that if the hospital needed a continuous sign to remind the 
community of the benefits that Good Samaritan provides, then the hospital should install a 
monument sign.  Lastly, he voiced concern about adding to more signs in general and did not 
support the proposal. 
 
Mr. Waechtler voiced his comments:  1) the hospital can advertise its accomplishments without a 
365-day a year banner; 2) the approval would open the door for other businesses and institutions; 3) 
a 180-day sign, as presently allowed, provides opportunity to update the community on the 
hospital’s accolades and awards; 4) the sign ordinance was designed to reduce the proliferation of 
signs in the entire Village; and 5) the initial 180 day-approval was generous and should not be 
changed. 
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Chairman Hose summarized his beliefs in that the proposal was a significant deviation from current 
regulations, as cited by Ms. Urban.  He agreed it was also difficult to differentiate between the 
proposal and other advertisers who may seek standard changes in the Sign Ordinance, one of them 
being future requests for planned unit developments, which he felt would not be the direction the 
Village wanted at this time.  The term “temporary” would have to be more than the construction of 
the sign itself, and, while the banner itself may be temporary, at day 366, another sign could be 
installed.  He did not support the proposal. 
 
Mr. Webster concurred with the statements made by Ms. Urban and with the Chairman’s comments 
that the scale and scope was much more than what other businesses are “afforded” and whether they 
were planned developments.  He recalled when this proposal was initially approved, and stated that 
while the hospital had a very large wall, it did not necessarily have to spend large amounts of 
money to fill it up, especially when the message could be done in half the size.  Mr. Webster agreed 
the petition was already a generous approval to the uniqueness and high value of the operation; 
possibly beyond generous.  He reminded the commissioners that for those businesses whom wanted 
to tout their awards temporarily, they were limited to a 4-foot x 8-foot banner. 
 
Lastly, Mr. Cozzo asked staff if any other businesses have requested the same request of 180 days, 
wherein Mr. O’Brien responded, to his knowledge, that there had not been any specific requests for 
banners similar to Good Samaritan’s.  He explained that the Village only permits temporary banners 
up to eight (8) weeks per year.  He noted staff gets many requests for more time – many coming 
from shopping centers with multiple tenants.  Mr. O’Brien also pointed out that the average 
business probably did not know that Good Samaritan received 180 days.  However the Village 
receives complaints from other businesses when it does not enforce the temporary sign ordinance 
regulations.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC-38-12, MR. BEGGS MADE A MOTION THAT THE PLAN 
COMMISSION FORWARD A NEGATIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE VILLAGE 
COUNCIL. 
 
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH.   
 
ROLL CALL:  
 
AYE: MR. BEGGS, MRS. RABATAH, MR. MATEJCZYK, MR. QUIRK, MS. URBAN, 

MR. WAECHTLER, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: MR. COZZO 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE:  8-1 
 
PC-39-12  A petition seeking Special Use approval for a private preschool as part of Downers 
Grove Community Church. The property is located on the southwest corner of Fairview Avenue and 
66th Street, commonly known as Downers Grove Community Church, 6600 Fairview Avenue, 
Downers Grove, IL (PINs 09-20-211-019, -034, -052). Howard Hoekstra, Petitioner; Downers 
Grove Community Church, Owner. 
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Chairman Hose swore in those individuals that would be speaking on the above petition. 
 
Village Planner, Mr. Damir Latinovic, reviewed the location of the R-1 zoned site for the 
commissioners, noting the property did have a one-story church building with surrounding parking 
lot and a single-family home structure that is currently used for office use on the site.  Photos of the 
church followed, with Mr. Latinovic explaining that on Sundays the church is used for religious 
services.  During the week the church is used by different groups for various functions and may 
include anywhere from five to 25 participants for about one or two hours.   
 
The petitioner was seeking special use approval in order to operate a private preschool as part of the 
church and would occupy the space located in the south wing of the building that is currently being 
used for Sunday school.  No changes were being made to the site or the building and the current 
classrooms would be utilized.   Initially, 12 to 15 students are planned to start the school, with those 
numbers expanding to 28 students and two teachers.   The school plans to operate Monday, 
Wednesday and Friday from 9:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.   
 
Per fire code requirements, the building will require an updated fire alarm system.  Staff has 
recognized that there will be minor parking and traffic impacts to the area but, in general, will not 
have a negative impact to the existing parking conditions or traffic configuration in the 
neighborhood, being that the school traffic does not interfere with the rush hour traffic in the area.  
There are 79 existing parking spaces and the church is required to provide 64 parking spaces, per 
code, while the school is required to provide 10 spaces, for a total of 74 required parking spaces.  
Details of the expected trip generation were explained by Mr. Latinovic. 
 
In summary, Mr. Latinovic reported the proposal was consistent with the Village’s Comprehensive 
Plan and the proposed preschool on the property would ensure that the institutional use remained on 
the property for the future.  Staff believed the preschool would not have any negative effects on the 
area.  Staff supported the proposal and confirmed the standards for the Special Use were met.  All 
zoning requirements were currently being met and would continue to do so.  Staff supported the 
proposal and recommended that the Plan Commission support the proposal with the two conditions 
listed in staff’s report. 
 
Per Mr. Matejczyk’s question, the petitioner will be required to install a visual fire alarm system.  A 
concern raised by Ms. Urban was the fact that there was no clear designation for a drop-off area.  
She asked whether the parents would be walking their children to the school area, wherein 
Mr. Latinovic explained that the school would have its own entrance and, at drop off time, the 
parents would have to park and walk their children to the entrance.  At pick up time, the parents 
would probably park again their vehicles and school staff would escort the children to their vehicle.  
 
Clarification was made regarding the zoning classification on the property and the church, i.e., and 
why the special use approval is required for the preschool.   
 
Petitioner, Director Robyn Menna Strausser, for the Downers Grove Community Church, addressed 
the commissioners about the drop-off plan for the children:  the parents will line up and the teachers 
will walk up and assist the children out of their cars and walk them into the school with another 
teacher walking the children to their classrooms.   
 



APPROVED 1/7/13 

PLAN COMMISSION  DECEMBER 3, 2012 9

Asked if the preschool was required to have any state licenses, Ms. Menna Strausser stated that 
because the school fell under a church, the school will teach Christian values and will be exempt.  
While it does not have to run under DCFS, DCFS has asked that the school, prior to operation, 
comply with the fire/safety requirements, have a health inspection, and prove that they are a church. 
 
Per Mr. Waechtler’s questions, a sprinkler system currently exists.  A letter was sent out regarding 
the school, but under DCFS requirements, Ms. Menna Strausser explained that the preschool cannot 
communicate that there will be a preschool until compliance has been met and that it has received 
approval by this commission.   Mr. Waechtler also commented about his visit to the site. 
 
Mr. O’Brien interrupted and confirmed that staff did send out a required notice letter to the 
neighbors within 250 feet of the school. No phone calls were received.   
 
Chairman Hose opened up the meeting to public comment.  No comments.  Public comment was 
closed.   The petitioner waived her right to a closing comment.    
 
Positive comments followed regarding the overall petition.   
 
WITH RESPECT TO FILE PC 39-12, MR. WAECHTLER MADE A MOTION THAT THE 
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE 
VILLAGE COUNCIL APPROVING THE ABOVE PETITION, INCLUDING STAFF’S 
FOLLOWING TWO CONDITIONS:   
 

1. THE SPECIAL USE SHALL SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF 
REPORT, PLANS AND DOCUMENTS ATTACHED TO THIS REPORT EXCEPT 
AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE 
CODES AND ORDINANCES; AND  

2. THE APPLICANT SHALL UPDATE EMERGENCY LIGHTING AND VISUAL 
FIRE ALARM SYSTEM AND OBTAIN A COMMERCIAL OCCUPANCY PERMIT 
PRIOR TO OPENING THE SCHOOL. 

 
SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK. 
 
ROLL CALL:   
 
AYE: MR. WAECHTLER, MR. QUIRK, MR. BEGGS, MR. COZZO, MR. MATEJCZYK, 

MRS. RABATAH, MS. URBAN, MR. WEBSTER, CHAIRMAN HOSE 
 
NAY: NONE 
 
MOTION CARRIED.  VOTE: 9-0 
 
Staff stated the next Plan Commission meeting will tentatively be held on January 7, 2013 with one 
or two items possibly on the agenda.  Mr. O’Brien said the lot consolidation ordinance recently was 
approved  and so commissioners would not be receiving lot consolidation applications unless 
specific issues existed.  Also, the supportive living facility located at Gilbert and Forest was 
withdrawn. 
 



APPROVED 1/7/13 

PLAN COMMISSION  DECEMBER 3, 2012 10

Updates followed on the BP Amoco and Dunkin Donuts proposals at 75th and Lemont Roads with 
Mr. O’Brien stating the commissioners may see the drive-through proposal for Dunkin Donuts 
return again next year.  Details followed.  Mr. Waechtler mentioned an article he read in the 
November 18, 2012 Chicago Tribune regarding homes being rented out.  He asked staff whether the 
Village would be considering a residential rental program such as the Village of Woodridge as a 
preventative maintenance measure.  Mr. O’Brien responded that the Village of Downers Grove was 
not looking at that specifically.  However he stated the Village Council did ask staff to look at a 
vacant properties registry for this year and, while there were some issues with a handful of vacant 
properties, overall, the housing was stable in the Village. 
 
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:15 P.M. ON MOTION BY MRS. RABATAH, 
SECONDED BY MR. WEBSTER.  MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 9-0. 
 
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt  
            Celeste K. Weilandt 
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio) 
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