VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
PLAN COMMISSION
VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE
June 27, 2016
7:00 p.m.
AGENDA
1. Call to Order
a. Pledge of Allegiance
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Minutes – June 6, 2016
4. Public Hearings
a. (continued from June 6, 2016) 16-PLC-0023: A petition seeking
approval of a Special Use to allow an office use to provide more than 4.5
parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area and a Rezoning from M1, Light Manufacturing to O-R-M, Office-Research-Manufacturing. The
property is located on the northwest corner of Warrenville and Finley Road,
commonly known as 2200 Warrenville Road (PINs 08-01-400-004, and 006). Adam Stokes, Agent of Nicolson Porter & List, Inc. and Arbor Vista
LLC, Petitioners; Arbor Vista LLC, Owner.
b. 16-PLC-0019: The purpose of the request is to consider an update to the
Downtown Focus Area Plan for the draft updated Downers Grove
Comprehensive Plan, which, if adopted will become the official plan for the
Village as required by Section 1.12 of the Municipal Code. Village of
Downers Grove, Petitioner.
5. Adjournment
THIS TENTATIVE REGULAR AGENDA MAY BE SUBJECT TO CHANGE

DRAFT
VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING
PUBLIC HEARING
JUNE 6, 2016, 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Rickard called the June 6, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Plan Commission to order
at 7:00 p.m. and led the Plan Commissioners and public in the recital of the Pledge of Allegiance.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Chairman Rickard, Mr. Cozzo, Ms. Gassen, Ms. Hogstrom, Ms. Johnson, Mr. Quirk,
Mrs. Rabatah, Mr. Thoman

ABSENT:

Mr. Cronin; ex-officios Mr. Livorsi, Ms. Lupesco, Mr. Menninga

STAFF:

Community Development Director Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Grady Hamilton, Johnny Carlson, David Paino, Tim Shogren and Mary Lucas with
Trammel Crow Company; Aaron Roseth with ESG Architects; Scott Wilson, Jared
Kenyon, and Tom Runkel with Kimley-Horn; John Polivka, 6016 Washington St.;
Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett; Julia Miller, 5329 Main St.; Elizabeth Friend; 5239
Main St.; William Hunnewell, 5329 Main St.; Larry Bejnarowicz, 5329 Main St.;
Barb Webster, 5223 Carpenter St.; John and Kathleen Tully, 5329 Main St.; Jim and
Sandy Blake, 5340 Lane Pl.; Ed and Mary O’Donnell, 5329 Main St.; Jim and
Dolores Mulnenn, 5329 Main St.; Michael Hansen, 5329 Main St.; Bob Peterson,
6861 Camden Rd., Geoff Anderman, 5409 Washington; Jim Knight, 1101 Maple
Ave., Bob Loizzi, 5329 Main St.; Brad and LuAnn Costell, 5910 Grand Ave.; Rich
Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd.; Michael Drew, 6200 Joliet Rd. Countryside; George
Antos, 6200 Joliet Rd., Countryside; Andrew and Johana Graves, 1308 Gilbert Ave.;
Don Renner, 1304 Maple Ave.; Dick Muchel, 5239 Main St.; Halley Conners, 1010
Curtiss St.; John LeDonne, 1930 55th Place; Todd Parsons, 417 67th St.; Charlotte
Loizzi, 5329 Main St., Gail Bieschke, 5329 Main St.; Lillian and Michael Moats,
1100 Maple Ave.; Tom and Sue Weiler, 709 Maple Ave.; Theresa Schulz,
1307 Maple Ave.; Diane Bach, 5225 Main St.; Shannon Tully, 5413 Main St.;
George Zerphy, 5748 Woodward Ave.; Charles Hannon, 940 Maple Ave.; Christine
Martin, 701 Maple Ave., Jenny Levine, 5831 Dunham Rd.; Larry Vendor, 5329
Main St.; Jim Knight, 1101 Maple Ave.; Jeff Anderman, 5409 Washington St.;
Rayna Gallt, 5439 Carpenter St.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
APPROVAL OF MAY 2, 2016 MINUTES – Page 6, under Standard No. 2, Mr. Quirk asked to
delete the last sentence relating to increasing the stormwater fees. MOTION BY MR. THOMAN,
SECONDED MR. QUIRK, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS AMENDED. MOTION
CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0-1. (MRS. RABATAH ABSTAINS.)
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:
Chairman Rickard explained the protocol for the public hearings and swore in those individuals that
would be speaking on the petitions below.
FILE 16-PLC-0023: A petition seeking approval of a Special Use to allow an office use to provide
more than 4.5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet of floor area and a Rezoning from M-1, Light
Manufacturing to O-R-M, Office-Research-Manufacturing. The property is located on the northwest
corner of Warrenville and Finley Road, commonly known as 2200 Warrenville Road (PINs 08-01400-004, and -006). Adam Stokes, Agent of Nicolson Porter & List, Inc. and Arbor Vista LLC,
Petitioners; Arbor Vista LLC, Owner.
Per the chairman, the applicant has requested to continue the above-referenced public hearing and
staff also recommended a continuance.
MOTION BY MR. THOMAN TO CONTINUE FILE 16-PLC-0023 TO A DATE CERTAIN,
THAT DATE BEING JUNE 27, 2016. SECONED BY MRS. RABATAH.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF 8-0.

FILE 16-PLC-0021: A petition seeking approval of a Planned Unit Development, a Rezoning from
DB (Downtown Business) to DB/PUD (Downtown Business/Planned Unit Development) and a
Special Use to construct a mixed-use 115-unit apartment building. The property is located on the
northeast corner of Main Street and Maple Avenue, commonly known as 946 Maple Avenue, 1000
Maple Avenue and 5245 Main Street (PINs 09-08-306-017, -018, -019, -020, -027, -028, -029, and 030). Trammell Crow Chicago Development, Inc, Petitioner; Robert E. King and Lynda A. King,
Co-Trustees under Declaration of Joint Trust, and Chicago Title Land Trust Co, Trust Number
8002349926, and the Village of Downers Grove, Owners.
Community Development Director Stan Popovich reviewed the applicant’s request and referred to
the site on the overhead, locating the three properties involved: a village parking lot, a commercial
building, and a non-conforming single-family residence. Proposed was a six-story, 115-unit
apartment building 70 feet in height with retail on the first floor facing Main Street, with a
lobby/common area and a second floor that included a number of amenities. Director Popovich
reviewed the site plan for the proposal, noting there would be three levels to the parking garage,
eight on-street parallel parking spaces on Maple Avenue with two designated spaces for a loading
zone. Further details and amenities of the plan followed. Building elevations were further
discussed, with Director Popovich explaining how the village’s design guidelines played into the
design of the proposed building. Building materials and building planes for the building were
described and met the guidelines, as stated by staff.
The engineering site plan was reviewed in detail as well as the on-street parking spaces. A
landscape plan was also reviewed.
Director Popovich summarized that an outside consultant was used to review the petitioner’s traffic
study which found that the intersections of Main/Maple, Main/Grove and Washington/Maple were
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currently operating at an acceptable level of service. The only level of service not acceptable was
the westbound Maple at Washington intersection, based on the amount of traffic traveling through
the village during the evening rush hour. Per staff, the construction of this building and the
construction of the Marquis on Maple would have no bearing on the unacceptable level of service.
The public works department reviewed the study and had no concerns as well.
Director Popovich explained that the Main/Maple parking lot was constructed immediately prior to
the construction of the parking deck to provide additional parking downtown during construction of
the deck. He noted the parking lot was always intended to be a temporary parking area and that it
would return to a redevelopment site, as identified in various Villlage plans, including a 2003 study,
a 2006 RFP for redevelopment and the village’s 2011 Comprehensive Plan. The village was not
concerned about losing the parking spaces because enough on-street parking and parking deck
spaces existed. This was confirmed with the Public Works Director. Staff supported the request to
remove the 29 parking spaces.
Staff continued to elaborate on how the site met the village’s comprehensive plan, met the village’s
bulk standards, and met the objectives for a planned unit development. Staff believed the proposal
was consistent with the surrounding and existing zoning districts, which called for a mixed-use
development, and recommended that the Plan Commission forward a positive recommendation to
the village council subject to staff’s conditions.
Questions from the commissioners included clarification of who reviewed the parking study on the
village’s behalf, the height of the Marquis on Maple development, whether proper remediation was
done on the site since one of the properties was a prior gas station, and whether the village
“relaxed” the lot area per dwelling unit on any prior developments in the village. Director Popovich
cited those developments. He further located the three feet of right-of-way that the applicant was
dedicating on Maple Avenue and noted the location of the garbage collection area.
Chairman Rickard invited the applicant to speak.
Mr. Grady Hamilton, with Trammel Crow Company, introduced his team and reviewed some of the
local developments his company worked on, including a development in Park Ridge. He explained
the reasons why the high-end development had to be developed the way it was being proposed, i.e.,
due to the lifestyle of those who move into such developments.
Mr. Aaron Roseth, ESG Architects, Minneapolis, MN, confirmed the many projects his firm was
involved with, including Trammel Crow Company. He explained how his company identifies good
architecture, good scaling and creates a beautiful sense of place. He further discussed the changing
demographics of the renting population to-date and the amenities they look for in detail.
Mr. Roseth pointed out the seven-foot grade difference that exists at Main Street where the building
begins and then turns the corner to Maple Avenue, stating the goal was to keep the retail on Main
Street as vibrant as possible. Positives about the building’s scale, the positioning of the front door
on the corner of the building, and the building’s interaction with Main Street were mentioned.
Questions for the petitioner included how the building was going to function mechanically (MagicPacs positioned in recessed facades, painted to match; some units on roof top); the reason for the
synthetic grass, landscaping; and the building material. Mr. Roseth explained the building’s first
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two levels would be concrete; the first level lid would be concrete also with the five upper stories
being wood frame construction. Sound proofing requirements would exceed village code.
Mr. Roseth described how the building’s density was determined, pointing out that smaller units
were now the trend because the amenities allowed for it. Square footage of the units were
explained as well as how the development related to the overall makeup of the Chicagoland area.
Parking stall width was another discussion topic, with Director Popovich confirming that the
village’s requirement was 9 feet by 18 feet in length. The proposed spaces were 8 feet-six inches
due to the spaces being assigned to specific units and the fact that they were allowed to be six
inches less on width and length if they were low turnover spaces. The building’s security was
explained as well as hours of operation for the common area amenities. Snow removal for the pool
deck was also addressed.
Asked if young families would be living in the building, Mr. Carlson envisioned there would be
some young families living there for 6 months or 12 months, possibly having a home built nearby.
The typical demographic was the young professional without older children or the empty nester
renting the three-bedroom. Lease renewals were estimated to be about 60%. Outside lighting, to be
code compliant, would include lighting scones, lit entryways, signage, and lit pool deck area (per
code). Signage would meet village code. As to the type of retail he envisioned, Mr. Carlson stated
the Glen Ellyn development included a coffee shop, a high-end yoga studio, and a restaurant. For
this development, his goal was to attract a restaurant. As far as adding any awnings, per the
village’s design guidelines, Mr. Carlson felt there was no need for the awnings, except for the main
entrance. Regarding the south elevation, Mr. Carlson confirmed there would be no vehicle
headlights coming through the garage façade.
The chairman invited the public to speak.
Mr. John Polivka, 6016 Washington, voiced concern about traffic backup to Summit Street
regarding this development and not being able to travel westbound or make a left turn. He
suggested removing some of the parking on Maple Avenue and creating a dedicated right-turn lane.
He asked if there were projected numbers for those visiting the development.
Ms. Diane Bach, Spice Merchants, 5225 Main Street, voiced concern about losing the 29 parking
spaces for her customers and other businesses’ customers who travel long distances. She asked how
the 10 allotted parking spaces would be accessed, their size, would there be signage for them, and
their hours of access, etc. She asked if there were additional traffic studies done after the 2011
parking study. She asked if the recent April study was a one-day study or over a specific time
period.
Ms. Kathleen Tully, 5329 Main Street, stated she attended the petitioner’s prior presentation at
Lincoln Center. Her concern was about water detention after storms, “dangerous” traffic congestion
in the immediate vicinity, the amount of rental units on Maple Avenue overall, and the loading/
unloading of garbage. She asked if the village was going to conduct its own traffic study and also
asked if the pool could be placed on top of the roof to avoid looking at wet towels hanging over the
balcony.
Ms. Shannon Tully, 5413 Main Street, has her business across the street from the proposed
development. She supported the development since there was a need for rental units in the village.
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She voiced concern about traffic congestion especially during rush hour, the stacking of cars from
the Main/Maple intersection going back toward Washington. She inquired as to how many
elevators would be in the building, were there proposed regulations for moving in and out, was
there going to be a coded entry to a certain public door. She also suggested relocating the pool to
the building’s roof top.
Ms. Theresa Schulz, 947 Maple and 1307 Maple (residence), also agreed there was a parking
detriment in the village and traffic issues existed, especially going west on Maple. She suggested
installing a stop sign at Maple and Brookbank since it was a school bus stop. She voiced concern
about moving trucks especially during the first year or two when the residents start moving in. She
asked how the 40% of tenants who do move annually be managed.
Mr. Don Renner, 1304 Maple Avenue expressed concern about density, traffic flow, a change in
character and the proposal being rental. He voiced concern about how the building would look 20
years from now.
Mr. George Zerphy, 5748 Woodward Ave., said he recently moved from the Main/Maple area after
living there for four years. Traffic increased while he lived there and he questioned the feasibility
of the 2011 traffic study as a benchmark for today. Since his new home is a short drive away, when
he does travel to the downtown area he uses the parking lot because of its ease of access. He
believed losing it would be a detriment. He suggested another review of the traffic and parking
issues would be in order and that the proposed building belonged in Naperville. He stated the target
market for the proposal was in Naperville and not Downers Grove. The building would change the
character of the area and the village.
Mr. William Honnewell, 5329 Main Street, president of Morningside Grove Condominium
Association, expressed concern about traffic congestion during the rush hours; the safety of
pedestrians in the area; water drainage from the building; and not a lot of parking for the businesses.
Mr. Bob Peterson, 6861 Camden Road, 1301 Warren Ave (business), shared his comments about
the poor parking situation in the village; the fact that a number of developments were coming in but
not providing enough parking; and that architects, when designing their buildings, are not providing
adequate elevator space for tenants moving in/out, not creating an area where people can wait for a
taxi, and not enough parking space for the moving trucks.
Mr. Charles Hannon, 940 Maple Ave., said while he welcomed the upscale development, he
believed the proposed height of the building was an issue since the building would hinder views
from his building (Marquis on Maple) and would cause shadow issues. Adding more traffic,
parking issues and loading/unloading of trucks to the area, in addition to his building, would also
impede traffic. He suggested the commission ask the developer to reduce the number of units to a
more “modest” amount, similar to his development, possibly have five floors, and “do the deal”
without the parking lot. He questioned the demand for such apartments in the village, in general.
In response, Director Popovich confirmed the development did meet the village’s height regulations
of 70 feet and the proposal was just under 70 feet.
Mr. Tom Weiler, 709 Maple Avenue, echoed the same objections as Mr. Renner, above, i.e.,
increased traffic on Maple Avenue, the development’s density, and the change in the neighborhood
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character. He voiced concern about the quick “domino affect”, given that the Marquis on Maple
was the only building of its type between Avery-Coonley and the railroad tracks. He did find it
ironic that someone from the Marquis voiced concern about the development’s scale, height, traffic,
and units being obscured when it was the same concerns voiced by the community on his building.
He questioned what the village wanted to do with the parking lot. He believed the development
should have been zoned to Downtown Transitional versus Downtown Business along Maple
Avenue. The area would look like a “canyon.”
Ms. Barbara Webster, 5223 Carpenter St., was sworn in by the chairman. Ms. Webster reminded
the business owners that the tenants residing in the development would be patronizing their
businesses and probably walking to the train and not using their vehicles.
Mr. Jim Weiss, 436 68th Street was sworn in by the chairman. Mr. Weiss said he has noticed that
kids walk and shop the downtown stores, usually making small purchases, but he has also seen that
in Naperville, where there is more parking available for their downtown. He believes there will be a
negative effect with the proposal.
Ms. Kathy Nybo, 5253 Blodgett, emphasized that she wanted to live in the “village” of Downers
Grove, where the community is friendly. She did not want to be another City of Aurora or
Naperville. She did not understand why the village had to incorporate an under-utilized parking lot
into an over-developed proposal, and believed something in-between existed. Height was also an
issue and she believed the area would become a “tunnel” due to the tall buildings. She questioned
why the village could not have more townhomes that are more in scale to what the town looks like.
While the proposal called for a mixed-use development, she pointed out there were only two retail
spaces.
She reminded the public that the parking and traffic figures were based on speculation but agreed
issues would exist once the developers are “long gone.” She supported keeping the Main/Maple
parking lot. She also pointed out that the renderings were reflecting seven trees and the developer
was only installing two, which was not a good tradeoff for the size and density of the building.
Lastly, she reminded the commissioners that the village’s motto was a “balance of progress and
tradition” and asked that the commissioners keep traditions in mind when making a decision
tonight.
Ms. Linda LaLond, business owner at 5226 Main Street, described her business and stated that all of
the area’s businesses have patrons who utilize the Main/Maple parking lot to run in and purchase
their wares/service and do not park at the parking deck to shop their stores. Losing the parking lot
would be detrimental to her business and other businesses.
Ms. Christine Martin, 701 Maple Ave., did not support the building and believed the developer
would always win. She voiced concern about other developments in the future and the area losing
the charm of Downers Grove. She found the proposed building to be sterile, generic, and looked
like something found in every other town. She believed the Village of Hinsdale kept its vision by
keeping its buildings low. Lastly, she found it disgraceful that the developer of the Marquis on
Maple installed a wall up against the older home owners residing next to the Marquis on Maple and
never compensated them.
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Ms. Jenny Levine, 5831 Dunham Rd., echoed Ms. Martin’s comments. She shopped the downtown
area and used the Main/Maple parking frequently to avoid parking on Main Street. If she cannot
find a parking space, she will travel to Naperville to shop, which she does not prefer. She asked the
village to consider the parking and traffic issues before further developments take place.
Mr. Larry Bernowitz, 5329 Main St., (Morningside building) stated he moved to the village so he
could walk the downtown area and he agreed crossing at Main/Maple would become a challenge.
Other issues voiced included parking and the fact that if the development had a restaurant, parking
would have to be allocated.
Mr. John Tully, 5329 Main St., believed the development should be on a full commercial street and
not on Maple Avenue. He voiced concerns of increased traffic, suggested reconsideration of the
traffic study after the Marquis development has been completed, the walking of pets and no more
car shows.
Mr. Jim Knight, 1101 Maple Ave., moved into his area to specifically walk the downtown area and
mingle with people. He discussed how parking has now overflowed into the residential area of
Maple Avenue. Concerns included: where would service people park for those tenants who need
them, the building was too large, and if this was the village’s gateway, then the village should
change the zoning because the home on the other side of the Marquis was for sale.
Ms. Rayna Gallt, 5439 Carpenter St., was sworn in by the chairman. Ms. Gallt shared the same
concerns as previously mentioned, i.e., the parking, the neighborhood characteristics, the tranquility
of the area that drew her to the village. She would like the area to remain as is.
Ms. Julia Miller, 5329 Main St. (Morningside Square) also agreed with the previous statements
made regarding traffic, parking, and neighborhood character change. She voiced concern that more
green space was being lost in the village resulting in water issues. Also, the intersection of
Main/Maple was a safety concern with drivers not paying attention when pedestrians were crossing.
Lastly, if children were going to be living in the building, the safety of the children and school bus
pickup/drop-offs had to be taken into consideration. She stated that emergency vehicles have also
had difficulty maneuvering the intersection with car traffic and train traffic, not to mention the oil
tankers coming through the area.
Ms. Sally Conness, 1846 Grant Street and 1010 Curtis (business address) shared the importance of
maintaining the character of the downtown but also voiced concern about the traffic and parking,
pointing out she had customers who struggle with on-street parking in the area and that not
everyone wanted to use the parking garage. To allow more retail, people and vehicles only to
remove the parking, did not make sense. She questioned the demand for the demographics.
Mr. Jeff Anderman, 5409 Washington, strongly encouraged the village to do an independent traffic
study of the area due to the fact: 1) the study was paid for by the developer; 2) the residents’
provided their feedback; 3) there were changes that came with the Marquis building; and 4) the
county had traffic changes planned for 55th and Main Streets. Mr. Anderman’s understanding was
that there was an exception being made as far as density and it raised concern as to whether the
villages was being consistent with past practices.
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Mr. Bob Peterson, 6861 Camden Road, stated he assisted the move-in/move-out of the first tenant
of Stations Crossing who was told that her building would be sound-proof. Apparently the building
was not, as he shared the short story of what that tenant heard one day.
Ms. Johanna Graves, 1308 Gilbert, voiced concern about water run-off from the building and
drainage and requested the village conduct a stormwater study as part of the proposal.
(Chairman Rickard called for a five-minute break at 9:40 p.m.; meeting reconvened at 9:45 p.m.)
Chairman Rickard asked the petitioner to respond to the questions/comments raised by the public.
Mr. Grady Hamilton, with Trammel Crow Company, returned to the podium, explaining that the
village’s comprehensive plan directed his team how to evaluate properties and the zoning ordinance
guides the development as to pertains to its bulk standards. Mr. Hamilton discussed the investment
that was being made and how the owner would maintain the building long-term.
Traffic engineer, Tim Shogren, with Kimley-Horn, explained the background of his company and
the experience his company brought to this project. Acknowledging that traffic was subjective, he
explained how the state and federal government require a certain protocol but that the village
required something more substantive in its traffic study – including the study of traffic over various
days and evenings, pedestrian and bike activity and parking. The third party traffic consultant, he
stated, reviewed Kimley-Horn’s methodology and approach and concluded that the proposed
project would have no material impact on traffic operations in the study area. Details followed.
Other nearby developments were taken into consideration, as requested by village staff.
Responding to the question of the 10 on-street parking spaces, Mr. Hamilton stated eight spaces
would be located on Maple Avenue with two being marked for periodic loading/unloading while
two striped spaces would be located on Main Street. There was no public parking within the
development’s parking structure. There was also the possibility of having valet parking with the
restaurant, if necessary.
Mr. Shogren further explained the methodology used in relation to the traffic traveling westbound
on Maple Avenue and its impact on vehicle access to and exit from the proposed building. He
stated there were a number of recommendations in the traffic study to address the issue, which he
summarized in detail. He further addressed how the spaces for loading/unloading were determined
and how they would be managed using on-site management staff. Mr. Hamilton also elaborated on
the move-in schedule and the moving trucks that typically are used in such scenarios.
As far as the number of required parking stalls needed, Mr. Hamilton stated 162 parking stalls were
being provided for the 115 units and were more than enough spaces for residents, staff and visitors,
citing the Park Ridge and Glen Ellyn developments as examples. Residents would have FOB
access to the parking garage, as well as their guests, once registered by the tenant.
Mr. Jared Kenyon, civil engineer, addressed how his firm followed the DuPage County’s and the
village’s ordinance requirements for the stormwater and drainage study. Details followed.
Addressing operations, Mr. Hamilton confirmed the proposed building would have two elevators,
one of which would be a freight elevator. Garbage would be collected inside the trash enclosure
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within the parking garage and then moved out by the on-site management for the garbage hauler.
Regarding HVAC issues, Mr. Hamilton indicated that many of those issues would be handled by the
on-site maintenance supervisor and, if necessary, access to the parking garage could be scheduled
by the on-site supervisor if additional service visits were required. Regarding the pool area, it
would be kept in a first-class manner and towels over railings would not be allowed nor would loud
noise. Pets would be walked in the neighborhood and the building would include the pet spa.
Per Mr. Hamilton, long-term ownership of such developments was a major investment by investors,
due to the caliber of the project and due to the locations of where they existed. He explained that
the demographics of the tenants were desirable and were the type of persons who favored walking
over driving to the downtown area. Lastly, Mr. Hamilton shared that security cameras would be
positioned throughout the entire development as would on-site management staff.
Mr. Popovich reconfirmed that the proposed building’s height met the village’s bulk regulation; a
third-party traffic consultant (KLOA) who did review the traffic study, had some comments, and the
study was returned to the developer who was asked to revise its study. Per Director Popovich, there
was no required green space for the downtown, which was stated in the ordinance. Valet parking
was allowed under the municipal code. Mr. Popovich briefly touched upon the evolution of the
village’s comprehensive plan (approved in 2011 and currently under review by an ad hoc
committee). The development was a catalyst site. The surrounding zoning of the property
(Downtown Business) was also explained by Mr. Popovich. Mr. Hamilton also clarified that the
proposed development provided code compliant parking, whereas some of the other prior projects
were seeking parking and density variances. He added that the investment his firm makes coming
into such projects is guided by the village’s comprehensive plan and having many discussions with
staff to ensure a good project that complies with the village’s requirements.
Hearing no further comments, Chairman Rickard closed the public hearing and invited the
commissioners to deliberate.
Per Ms. Johnson’s question, Director Popovich explained some of the nearby projects that have
been approved or were under construction: the Marquis on Maple with 55 condo units, 904-910
Curtiss Street with 48 apartment units, and 5100 Forest with 89 apartment units.
Chairman Rickard agreed there would be some type of traffic impact to the area and asked for
staff’s interpretation of the traffic study, wherein Director Popovich agreed there would be an
increase in vehicles but he also explained that peak times, levels of service and other variables were
taken into consideration for the study. Based on that information, he stated that there was no real
changes in level of service based on the proposed development nor the Marquis on Maple
development, and it was at the “acceptable” level of service. The only issue was the westbound
Maple Avenue (at Washington) which was and would continue to operate at a “poor” level of
service. Another study variable considered by the consultant, the third party reviewer and staff was
including regional growth.
Mr. Quirk brought the discussion back to three considerations: 1) the special use (apartment use);
2) the zoning map modification to overlay the PUD; and 3) the establishment of the planned unit
development, each consideration with their respective requirements.
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Reviewing the criteria for the planned unit development, Mr. Thoman agreed with many of the
residents’ comments regarding the density of the project and its height, stating it was one full story
taller than the Marquis project. To him, the commissioners overlooked the community’s response
to that project, which basically “broke the block” as far as the height of the facade. This
development he believed could have had its height stepped down to the Main Street side of the
development with a more reasonable facade within a two-block area of downtown. He did not
believe the project was consistent with the comprehensive plan, citing page 106-107 of the plan.
The density was too high and the business community voiced numerous comments that its patrons
relied heavily on the existing parking lot. Mr. Thoman voiced concern about bringing a six-story
building onto Main Street. Mr. Thoman noted we are not an urban area; we are a suburban area.
He did not support the proposal.
Mr. Quirk appreciated the ‘loaf of bread’ analogy that Mr. Carlson used earlier. He noted the
development could move forward by right with the same size building if the developer lowered the
number of units but increased the number of bedrooms with the same size building. He thinks the
building is great. He was a bit concerned how it would look relative to other buildings but it isn’t a
huge issue. Mr. Quirk thought tapering back a small component of the building on the west side to
transition better could work. He supported the project but sympathized with the residents regarding
the traffic issues. He felt this was a really good project and would complement the direction the
Village is going.
Mrs. Rabatah shared her concerns about the traffic study stating it offered no practical aspect to
make any decisions, as it was highly numerically oriented. Mr. Popovich noted you could draw
conclusions from the numerical approach that all traffic studies are completed by. There is
empirical data provided in the highly technical document. Mrs. Rabatah noted traffic concerns were
raised not only by the residents but from some of the commissioners. She saw a disconnect
between the study and from what the residents and commissioners were saying.
The chairman shared his own experience regarding traffic since he lived on Main Street. He
pointed out the proposal could be approved by-right with less units and more bedrooms and that the
applicant was not requesting much relief. He agreed that if the density was right and the
development was five stories tall it would be more acceptable since that appeared to be the standard
for the area. Mr. Popovich proceeded to cite some of the existing buildings in the village that were
70 feet in height.
In general, Mr. Quirk stated that he rarely saw drivers entering or exiting Station Crossing. He
stated the area was already congested, in general, and that based on the other multi-family projects
in the village, he believed that providing parking for vehicles was not going to increase the overall
traffic count that much.
Ms. Johnson noted the amount of everyday traffic and the loss of parking. Ms. Gassen, agreed that
reducing the development by one story would help with the density issue and possibly help with the
parking. The opportunity would be now.
However, Mr. Popovich, recalled the 7-foot grade difference for the building, noting that on Main
Street the height reflected 70 feet while on the Maple Avenue side it was approximately 63 feet. He
noted the Marquis on Maple height was about 56 feet without the cornice. The proposal met the
village’s height regulation.
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Mr. Cozzo believed the proposal did meet the comprehensive plan because the corner site was never
intended to stay a parking lot and the 29 parking spaces were going to be lost regardless. Instead,
the project self-contained the units’ parking, it met village code, and it removed 29 parking spaces
that were never intended to be parking. However, it also provided 10 parking spaces and it was a
catalyst site to the downtown business area. The village’s forefathers for the downtown business
area also determined that 70 feet in height should be the standard. Mr. Cozzo explained how the
development met the village’s ordinances and regulations and said the only criteria that was not
being met was the density. The congested traffic would always exist. He did not see the proposed
development substantially changing the character of the downtown area and supported the proposal.
While he preferred the height to be reduced it was not a reason to vote against the proposal.
Ms. Hogstrom also preferred lowering the height by a floor. At the same time, Mr. Thoman pointed
out how there was discussion tonight regarding the consistency of density within the downtown
area, which was one of the goals in the comprehensive plan. For now the proposed building was
not consistent with any other building on Main Street, but he believed it would eventually become
consistent on the side of Maple Avenue.
Addressing the standards for the PUD, Item E specifically, Mr. Quirk believed the 29 parking
spaces were not the issue and patrons would eventually adjust and find parking to shop. Further
dialog followed that the proposal would make an impact, but whether it was negative or not, could
not be determined. Mr. Cozzo pointed out that one resident said there was the potential for the
businesses to gain another 115 new customers in the downtown area. However, he also pointed out
to the commissioners that the proposal did not meet the density requirement and that factor could be
an argument for denial if they chose. Mr. Thoman returned to Item D under the PUD and said he
did not understand what the public benefit would be if the developer presented their proposal under
conventional zoning regulations as opposed to the PUD. It was a moot point if there was only a
difference of opinion regarding the density issue.
Turning to the zoning map amendment request, commissioners reviewed each of the seven
requirements in detail and had no concerns other than it did not meet the density requirement under
the comprehensive plan. Special Use requirements were reviewed with no issues raised.
Mr. Popovich explained the breakout of the impact fees for the development. Mr. Quick asked that
breakouts for impact fees be included in future development proposals.
Ms. Gassen asked her fellow commissioners if they wanted to include any additional conditions to
address the residents’ concerns. Addressing the public, she added that the Plan Commission had no
say in what the proposed building should look like. No additional conditions were voiced and
again, Ms. Gassen reiterated that she did not know if there was enough argument to deny the project
and had wished it was more sensitive to the community. Ms. Hogstrom concurred.
WITH RESPECT TO FILE 16-PLC-0021, MR. COZZO MADE A MOTION THAT THE
PLAN COMMISSION FORWARD A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION TO THE
VILLAGE COUNCIL SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING STAFF CONDITIONS:
1. THE SPECIAL USE, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND REZONING SHALL
SUBSTANTIALLY CONFORM TO THE STAFF REPORT, RENDERINGS,
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2.

3.

4.

5.

ARCHITECTURE PLANS PREPARED BY ESG ARCHITECTS, INC, DATED MAY 23,
2016, AND ENGINEERING AND LANDSCAPE PLANS PREPARED BY KIMLEY HORN
AND ASSOCIATES, INC, MAY 23, 2016, EXCEPT AS SUCH PLANS MAY BE MODIFIED
TO CONFORM TO THE VILLAGE CODES AND ORDINANCES.
THE PETITIONER SHALL CONSOLIDATE THE THREE LOTS INTO A SINGLE LOT
OF RECORD PURSUANT TO SECTION 20.507 OF THE SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY SITE DEVELOPMENT OR BUILDING PERMITS.
PRIOR TO ISSUING ANY SITE DEVELOPMENT OR BUILDING PERMITS, THE
PETITIONER SHALL MAKE PARK AND SCHOOL DONATIONS IN THE AMOUNT OF
$668,116.88
($604,035.78 TO THE PARK DISTRICT, $47,088.75 TO ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL DISTRICT 58, AND $16,992.35 TO HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 99).
THE BUILDING SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH AN AUTOMATIC SUPPRESSION AND
AN AUTOMATIC AND MANUAL FIRE ALARM SYSTEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
VILLAGE’S REQUIREMENTS.
PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF ANY BUILDING OR DEVELOPMENT PERMITS, THE
PETITIONER SHALL PAY TO THE VILLAGE A $1,000 FEE-IN-LIEU PER VILLAGE
APPROVED PARKWAY TREE SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION BY THE VILLAGE
FORRESTER.

SECONDED BY MR. QUIRK ROLL CALL:
AYE: MR. COZZO, MR. QUIRK, MRS. GASSEN, MRS. HOGSTROM, MRS. JOHNSON,
CHAIRMAN RICKARD
NAY: MR. THOMAN, MRS. RABATAH
MOTION CARRIED. VOTE: 6-2
Mr. Thoman explained he voted Nay given the discussion above. While he believed the corner
needed to be developed, it needed to be downsized. He was concerned as to what kind of profile it
would present to Main Street that was out of character with the rest of Main Street. Mrs. Rabatah
echoed Mr. Thoman’s comments but also agreed it was beautiful development.
Mr. Popovich provided a quick update for the upcoming June 27th meeting.
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 11:20 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. THOMAN,
SECONDED BY MRS. RABATAH. 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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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
MEMO
Plan Commission
To:
Scott Williams, Planner
From:
Subject: 16-PLC-0023, Special Use & Rezoning

Date:

2200 Warrenville Avenue
June 27, 2016

The petitioner has requested to continue the Special Use & Rezoning petition. Staff is recommending that
the Plan Commission honor this request and continue the public hearing to the August 1, 2016 Plan
Commission meeting.
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
MEMO
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Plan Commission
Stan Popovich, AICP
Director of Community Development
16-PLC-0019, Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan Update
June 27, 2016

The Village Council created the Comprehensive Planning Ad Hoc Committee (committee) to update the Village’s
2011 Comprehensive Plan. As part of this directive, the Committee is also charged with developing updated
zoning regulations for the downtown. The first step of this process was for the committee to review the
downtown focus area plan within the existing Comprehensive Plan.
The Committee discussed the downtown focus area plan at great length during their May and June meetings and
developed an updated focus area plan based on these discussions. As the next step in the process, the downtown
focus area plan is being presented to the Plan Commission for their review and comment. Once the Plan
Commission has reviewed the focus area plan, the plan will be presented to the Village Council. Based on
Council direction on the plan, the committee will begin updating the existing downtown development regulations.
Key Updates to Downtown Focus Area Plan
�

Addition of Downtown Policy Recommendations. The Committee has modified some existing policy
recommendations and has created new recommendations including the use of stormwater best
management practices, wayfinding improvements, centralized garbage collection areas, and the increased
promotion of downtown.

�

Downtown Catalyst Sites. The Committee has revised the text of the catalyst sites to identify sites that
have been developed or are in the process of being developed. The updates include the removal of 5122
Main Street as a catalyst site and the additions of the Masonic Temple parking lot on Curtiss Street and
the AT&T parking lot on Forest Avenue as catalyst sites.

�

Development of Downtown Subareas. The downtown is often referred to, and treated as a single place.
In fact, the downtown is comprised of several distinct areas with different forms, uses, conditions,
characteristics and potential. The committee has developed three subareas of the downtown; the core, the
edge and the transition. Each subarea is described with the type of land uses and built form that would
be appropriate in those areas. The subarea plan is designed to have more intense uses and downtown
form in the core while the transition area should provide less intense uses and a built form that is more
compatible with the adjacent residential neighborhoods. The functional subareas are also mapped to
create a clear delineation of their boundaries. This section and the three proposed subareas will be used
as the principal guide to the development of downtown zoning regulations.

�

Development Concept. A downtown development concept has been prepared. The concept plan locates
existing buildings and identifies where infill development could take place throughout the downtown
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core, edge and transition areas. The concept plan does not limit new development to just the identified
catalyst sites, but shows development that could occur on properties throughout the downtown core, edge
and transition areas.
Staff Recommendation
Staff recommends the Plan Commission hold an open discussion of proposed focus area plan. As part of the
Comprehensive Plan, this focus area plan is the vision for downtown. The Plan Commission should discuss if
this is the right vision and plan for downtown. Key questions that should be discussed during the Plan
Commission meeting include:
�

�
�
�
�
�

Are three subareas appropriate?
�
As shown, the core is larger buildings with more intense uses in an urban fabric
�
The edge is mid-sized buildings with intense uses in a mix of urban and suburban fabric
�
The transition is smaller buildings with less intense uses in a suburban fabric
Are the subareas appropriate for the streets they are located on?
�
Are the subarea boundaries appropriate?
�
What feel and character do we want for the downtown and the downtown street corridors?
Are the proposed uses for the subareas appropriate?
Are the catalyst site descriptions appropriate for the type of development the Village wishes to attract at
these locations?
What works well in the downtown currently and what should be replicated?
What doesn’t work well in the downtown currently and should not be repeated?

Attachments
Proposed Downtown Focus Area Plan
Existing Downtown Focus Area Plan
Ad Hoc Committee meeting minutes
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Key Focus Areas Downtown
Downers Grove’s Downtown is generally comprised of commercial, residential, office and civic uses and
is notable for its historic buildings including the Tivoli Theatre and the Masonic Temple. The
boundaries of the Downtown Core are clearly demarcated with little room to expand beyond its current
area. While no longer the primary economic engine for Downers Grove, the Downtown continues to
play an important function for the Village. The Downtown is the symbolic heart of the community and
has traditionally been the focus of commercial, social, and civic life as well as an important connection
to the regional transportation network.
The Downtown is bisected by the BNSF railroad tracks and adjacent commuter parking lots. Main Street
is the central business corridor in Downtown and has a coordinated streetscape from Franklin Street to
Maple Avenue. In recent years, several new developments have occurred in Downtown providing new
housing, parking and retail opportunities. These additional households increase the market demand for
retail, restaurants, and services in the dDowntown. Recommendations in this subarea plan take into
consideration both the history of Downtown as well as these recent developments.

Key ConceptsDowntown Policy Recommendations










The An improved Downtown wayfinding system should be a priority for Downtown. Wayfinding
should enhanced and expanded to include key destinations, public parking facilities, Village Hall,
historic landmarks, Downtown parks and recreation facilities, and Metra. Wayfinding can not
only direct pedestrians and motorists to destinations in the Downtown, but can help promote
the Downtown’s unique amenities to commuters and visitors.
Downtown’s urban environment contains a lot of concrete and asphalt, which contributes to
excessive stormwater runoff. Where possible, best management practices should be
constructed in order to improve stormwater management. Grove Street’s permeable pavers
serves as a good example of how this could be implemented in downtown.
Developing boundaries for the Downtown’s transition areas should be a priority for the
Downtown. Opportunities to expand the boundaries of the dDowntown are limited, including
significant east-west expansion, however there are opporutnitiesopportunities for future
development
intensification. The priority for the dDowntown should be on infill development and
redevelopment of key sites in order to maximize the Downtown’s potential while strategically
evaluating opportunities to expand the boundaries.
Infill development and redevelopment should be pedestrian-oriented in order to complement
the historic building pattern of the Downtown. Retail shops with attractive display windows and
restaurants with sidewalk cafes maintain visual interest and generate foot traffic.
Prohibit new and redevelop existing, non-pedestrian-oriented businesses including the strip
commercial center on north Main Street and auto-oriented businesses, including drive-thru uses
which should be relocated outside of the Downtown. Office uses should be encouraged to
occupy space above the ground floor.






















To maintain the Downtown’s unique identity and character, the Village should consider policies,
programs and tools to identify and facilitate the protection of historic buildings and sites and
encourage adaptive reuse of historic structures.
The Village should maintain a commitment to quality architecture through the development of
tools and design guides for the Downtown properties.
As key properties redevelop, a sense of enclosure should be maintained to provide comfort to
pedestrians. A sense of enclosure is attained through the combination of street widths and
building height in proportion to the historic building pattern of the Downtown.
The importance of public uses (churches, Village Hall, parks, library, post office, and social
services) cannot be overstated for the continued success of the Downtown. Preserving key
streets as commercial corridors (e.g. Main Street) while also providing areas for public uses
encourages visitors to make several stops during a trip to Downtown and encourages them to
stay longer.
Consider dedication of surface parking for shoppers and parking deck use for commuters. The
Village should also consider parking counters at public lots and the Parking Deck that will
provide drivers with real time information on the number of available parking spots as they
navigate the Downtown.
Reinforce the Downtown as the primary focal point in the community by working with the
Park
Downtown
District
to
promote
the
activation
of
the
Downtown’s
gathering
spaces
with
special
events,
Mgmt
public art, and other temporary outdoor uses.
Guided by the findings of the 2011 Parking Study, explore suitable locations on the north side of
the railroad tracks for expanded parking, including the potential for a new parking deck. Not
only would this provide businesses on the north end of the Ddowntown and north side
commuters with a parking option, but it could serve as a catalyst for north side investment by
allowing new development to buy into the parking deck and allow them to fully utilize their
property. On either Forest Avenue or Main Street between Franklin Street and Warren Avenue
may represent a potential location.
Identify areas for centralized garbage collection for businesses in the Downtown Core. A
centralized dumpster area should be well screened and can remove this unsightly, yet necessary
component of business operation to open up alleyways and the rear of buildings for storefronts
and rear entrances.
Encourage outdoor seating areas for restaurants and entertainment uses by streamlining the
permitting process and reducing restrictions on sidewalk seating. Additionally, the Village should
identify opportunities to expand sidewalks where appropriate and utilize existing set backs on
buildings to create plazas and larger outdoor areas. The Village could consider a pilot program to
expand outdoor seating into on-street parking spaces as some other communities dohave done.
Promote business initiated/focused special events, such as Encourage businesses to hold
sidewalk sales, in order to to increase energy and activity in Downtown.
on the street and to help attract people to the Downtown.
With bus and train service, the Downtown is, and should remain, a multi-modal environment
that fosters a sense of energy and vitality. As a complement to public transportation, active
transportation and the use of bicycles should also be supported and encouraged. However, the
Downtown should first remain a “walkable” area. The Village should support the installation of





additional bike parking at both public and private facilities in the Downtown’s periphery to allow
cyclists to park and secure their bikes and become “pedestrians” in the Downtown.
The Village should explore the feasibility of constructing a pedestrian grade separated crossing
near the Metra station. This significant capital investment would increase the safety of
commuters and residents as they cross the railroad tracks. The Village should look into funding
sources to help finance its construction, including grants from Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF), the Illinois Commerce Commission, federal grants, and Metra.
Ensure that adequate parking is provided for motorcycles and scooters in the Downtown.
The Village should review circulation patterns, roadway capacities, and parking availability in the
downtown after the completion of the Marquis on Maple development and the mixed-use and
residential developments currently planned at Catalyst Sites #8, 13, and 16.

Downtown Catalyst Sites
8. Gilbert & Forest
This site presents an opportunity to create a pedestrian-oriented, rather than automobile-oriented,
development on a parcel that is highly visible given its proximity to the railroad tracks. Redeveloping
this site into a more transit-oriented development (TOD) that is sensitive to nearby residential areas
would be an optimum use. By fronting new development on this site towards Forest Street, uses will
have an orientation towards Downtown and would provide a terminating vista on Burlington Avenue
from the east. The size and location of this site provides an opportunity to use part of the site for
expansion or reconfiguration of commuter parking Lot D.The Burlington Station development has been
approved by the Village, which adds 89 one- and two-bedroom units to the Downtown. The location of
this development will create a terminating vista at the end of Burlington Avenue when looking west
from Main Street. This development will serve as a great example of transit-oriented development in
the Downtown.

9. Main & Warren
This site presents an opportunity to redevelop an auto-oriented strip center and a one-story building
into a multi-story, mixed-use development. Complementing this development, this site could
accomodateaccommodate a parking structure catering to the Downtown employees, shoppers and
commuters along Forest Avenue.

10. Washington & Warren
This area provides an important transition from residential areas to the north to the Downtown.
Complementing recent multi-family residential development along Warren, Tthis site provides an
opportunity to provide additional multi-family, office, mixed-use or parking.

11. AT&T Switching Station Parking Lot
This parking lot next to the AT&T Switching Station holds redevelopment potential. This site is ideally
located for residential or for parking on the north side of the tracks to serve commuters and businesses.

The parking lot is underutilized during the middle of the workday. The Village should explore how much
of the lot is used by AT&T and see if it would be feasible to acquire.

5122 Main Street
This one-story building it outdated in terms of aesthetics and function. The majority of the leasable
space is below grade and is only accessible from inside the building. Since the construction of the
Downtown parking garage, this building’s most distinguishing feature (the arcade connection from Main
Street to the rear) no longer serves any practical purpose. An ideal redevelopment scenario for this site
would be the construction of a two- to three-story building with storefronts accessible from Main Street.
The fact that this building is under Village control removes a significant barrier to redevelopment.

12. Post Office Operations
The post office provides an important civic function and a vital traffic-generator for the Downtown.
Consideration should be given to splitting the retail and service functions from the delivery operations in
order to minimize truck traffic Downtown. Removing the truck operations/parking would also create a
potential redevelopment site on the west side of the post office site. The retail function of the post
office should remain Downtown.

13. Curtiss & Washington
Parcels on the northeast corner of Curtiss Street and Washington Street have been approved for
redevelopment. This will include 48 apartments between two buildings at the northeast corner of this
intersection. The north half of this catalyst site remains an ideal location for a mixed-use TOD
development with residential above retail or for a dense multi-story residential development.c ould be
assembled to create a 1.5 acre redevelopment site. Proximity to the train station makes this site an
ideal location for a mixed-use TOD with residential above ground floor retail. The Proximity to the train
station makes this site an ideal location for a mixed-use TOD with residential above ground floor
commercial uses.

Mochel & Curtiss
Redevelopment of this site would serve to complete the transformation of Mochel Drive by
complementing recent construction projects, and replicating the height, bulk and density of neighboring
buildings. Such a development could reinforce the entrance to the parking garage.

14. Masonic Temple Parking Lot
The parking lot west of the Masonic Temple has development potential to add more housing units and
commercial space in the downtown. Currently, the lot is underutilized and has a drive-thru structure
that is no longer in use. Any building constructed on this site should be set back as to not disrupt the
view of the Masonic Temple, which is a landmark within the Downtown.

15. Grove & Main
An underutilized, one-story building and the neighboring surface parking lot provides a redevelopment
opportunity for a stronger relationship to the historic building pattern of Downtown. A multi-story
building oriented towards Main Street maintains the streetwall and provides a sense of enclosure.
Parking could be provided in the rear of the building where access presently exists, with a pedestrian
arcade or alley providing access to Main Street. A building with a high-quality of architecture would
provide a terminating vista for Grove Street.

16. Maple & Main
This intersection is the southern gateway into the Downtown. Except for the historic building on the
southwest corner, the condition, setback and/or orientation of the buildings surrounding this
intersection do not contribute to creating a true gateway. The Village-owned surface parking lot on the
northeast corner is a key site for infill development which would create a strong presence as a gateway
into Downtown. The recently-constructed parking garage likely offsets any lost public parking resulting
from development of the surface lot.

Potential Redevelopment of Sites 15 & 16
The south end of Main Street, including its intersection with Maple Avenue represents some of the
Downtown's best opportunities for improvement. While the north end of the Downtown has
experienced significant redevelopment, the south end has seen only a modest amount of reinvestment.
Despite its proximity to the new parking deck, the south end of the Downtown lacks the density found in
other parts of the Downtown and the gaps in the streetwall and retail storefronts are detrimental to its
character and vibrancy. Highlighted on this page are examples of different alternatives for some of the
key sites in the south end of the Downtown, illustrating potential catalytic develop-ments that seek to
improve Downtown's appearance and function.
The one-story commercial building currently occupied by Subway and medical offices, along with its
associated parking (Site 15), represents one of the most underutilized sites in all of Down-town. The site
has the capacity to accommodate a multi-story mixed use development, with a pedestrian arcade
connecting to the Village's parking deck along with on-site parking that could be provided behind the
building. At the time of this plan, the Village was reviewing a proposed development at the northeast
corner of Main Street and Maple Avenue that would have a mix of retail and residential on site. This
would build density on the south end of the Downtown Core.
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Downtown’s Subareas
Downtown Downers Grove is often referred to, and treated as, a single place. While it is true that
Downtown is a unique destination in the community, it is actually comprised of several distinct areas,
with different form, uses, conditions, characteristics and potentials. The Downtown Subarea Plan
addresses the specific needs of each “Functional Subarea” area and establishes recommendations for
the improvement and enhancement of each area in the future, including appropriate uses and
intensities.

Downtown Core
The Downtown Core is focused around the intersection of Curtiss Street and Main Street. It represents
the largest concentration of the shopping and dining opportunities that exist in Downtown. While the
Core is fully developed, there are opportunities for improvement, redevelopment, and use
intensification.

Land Uses
Residential. Residential uses should not be considered a required component of the Downtown Core,
however they can be a component of mixed-use buildings.
Retail. Retail uses should be promoted within all areas of the Downtown Core.
Entertainment. Entertainment uses, including restaurants, bars, and theatres and any other should be
promoted within all areas of the Downtown Core. Opportunities for al fresco dining, including sidewalk
seating, should be promoted throughout.
Office. Office uses should be encouraged as an upper floor component of mixed-use buildings within the
Downtown Core.
Service. Commercial service uses that generate frequent customers and contribute to the energy and
activity in Downtown and on the sidewalk should be integrated into the mix of ground floor uses in the
Downtown Core.
Public Uses. Public uses that generate visitors and activity should be considered appropriate within the
Downtown Core. Public uses consisting of primarily office functions should be treated like office land
uses.

Built Form
The built form of the Downtown Core should consist of buildings at or near the sidewalk and front
property line. A zero-foot side yard setbacks should be strictly enforced to help establish and maintain a
continuous streetwall. Parking should be provided on-street, in public lots, the Parking Deck, or in the
rear of buildings accessed by side streets and rear alleys. Drive thrus and other auto-oriented
developments should not be allowed in the Downtown Core.

Downtown Edge
The Downtown Edge is an area that exhibits some characteristics of the Downtown Core, but its urban
fabric and built form are not currently as compact. Although the Downtown Edge is fully developed,

there are significant opportunities for improvement, redevelopment, and use intensification
representing a unique opportunity to expand the Downtown Core.

Land Uses
Residential. Residential uses should be encouraged as a component of mixed-use buildings within the
Edge. Dense residential development, including multi-story residential buildings should be also be
considered appropriate.
Retail. Retail uses should first be directed to the Downtown Core before developing within the Edge.
Service. Commercial service uses that generate frequent customers and contribute to the energy and
activity in Downtown and on the sidewalk should be directed to the Downtown Core before developing
within the Edge. Other types of commercial service uses should be considered appropriate in the Edge.
Office. Office uses should be encouraged as a component of mixed-use buildings within the Edge,
however like residential, office uses on the ground floor should be permitted.
Public Uses. Public uses should be considered appropriate within the Edge.

Built Form
The built form of the Edge should consist of mix of larger buildings at, or near, the sidewalk and front
property line and standalone buildings with yards and open spaces. While a continuous streetwall is
desirable in some areas, particularly in areas adjacent to the Core Downtown, some larger sites could
develop with large yards and open spaces around buildings. Parking should be provided on-street, in
public lots, the Parking Deck, or in the rear of buildings accessed by side streets and rear alleys. Surface
parking lots should be screened and landscaped around the perimeter.

Downtown Transition
The areas outside of the Downtown Edge but within the Downtown Study Area comprise the Downtown
Transition area. This area plays an important role in helping transition between more intensive uses in
the Downtown Core and Downtown Edge into the neighborhoods that surround Downtown.

Land Uses
Residential. All types of residential uses are appropriate in the Downtown Transition Area. Mixed-use
buildings may be appropriate within the Transition area, provided the ground floor use is residentially
compatible.
Retail. Retail uses should not be encouraged in the Downtown Transition area.
Service. Commercial service uses that generate frequent customers should not be encouraged in the
Downtown Transition area. Other types of commercial service uses with primarily an office function may
be appropriate, but should be considered on a case-by-case basis.
Office. Low intensity and professional office uses, including lawyers, accountants, doctors, should be
considered appropriate in the Downtown Transition area.
Public Uses. Public uses should be considered appropriate within the Downtown Transition area.

Built Form
The built form of the Downtown Transition area should consist of buildings that are smaller than what is
found in the Core and Edge subareas. These buildings should not have a street wall and should be
setback from the front lot line in a manner that creates a front yard with some open space or a small
side yard setback. This subarea should be denser and have taller buildings compared to the surrounding
neighborhoods outside of the downtown.

Surrounding Neighborhoods
Several attractive and stable residential neighborhoods surround the Downtown Study Areas. Some
neighborhoods are experiencing an increase in owner reinvestment and the character of the homes
adds to the charm and overall "setting" of Downtown Downers Grove. Development within the Edge
should strive to mitigate any negative impacts associated with development, including traffic and
parking. Furthermore, an improved and revitalized Downtown Downers Grove would positively affect
nearby neighborhoods provided they are connected and accessible to Downtown.
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Downtown Core
Downtown Edge
Downtown Transition

WASHINGTON

BURLINGTON

To Chicago
Via Fairview

KEY FOCUS AREAS

Downtown Development Concept
FRANKLIN

A north-side parking garage would
address parking needs and allow
other sites to develop more intensely

Parking could be relocated to
allow the Metra parking lot to
redevelop as a mixed-use building
with a public plaza to preserve
views and provide open space

MAIN

FOREST

SARATOGA

Redevelop “strip-mall” site and other
auto-oriented development to
traditional downtown buildings

Relocate Metra Station platform to
allow Main Street to remain open
during boarding and alighting

Live/work rowhouses add
density, employment, and
character to Downtown

WARREN

To Aurora
Via Belmont

To Chicago
Via Fairview

WARREN

BURLINGTON NORTHERN SANTA FE RAILROAD

Vacant bank site should redevelop
incorporating the principles of TOD

BURLINGTON

Improve railroad right-of-way to serve as a
pedestrian walkway through the downtown

MAIN

HEL

WASHINGTON

MOC

GILBERT

CURTISS

Municipal complex with rennovated and
expanded police station

New parking structure at Library would address
parking needs downtown and allow some of the
existing commuter lots to be redeveloped

Multi-family development at
Washington and Curtiss

GROVE

Maple/Main Alternative
This area could be expanded with
shared-use parking for Fishel Park to
accommodate special events
MAIN

GROVE

E

PL

MA

Map Legend
Propsosed Buildings

E

PL

MA

Traditional downtown buildings that
hold the corners and serve as a new
gateway development in the Downtown

Potential multi-story, multi-family building

Mixed-use building or office building
wrapped around restored historic mill

Redeveloped commercial/mixed-use
buildings strengthen the overall
downtown and the Curtiss Street
streetwall

Existing Buildings

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
���������������

��������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
��������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
�����������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������
����������������������������������������
��

�������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
��������������������������������
������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
��������������������������������
������������������������������������
��������

�������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
��������������������������������
�������������������������������������
������������������������������������
����������������������������������
�����������������������������������
��������

Page 104

���������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
���������������������������������
��������������

��������������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
��������������������������������
������������������������������
���������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
���������

�������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������
���������������������������������������
���������������������

������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�������

�����������������������������������������
������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
���������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������

������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
���������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
�������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
������������

Downers Grove, Illinois

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
���������������

Page 106

Downers Grove, Illinois

CURRENT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

���������������������������
�������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
�����������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
���������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
������������������������������������������
��������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
������������������������
����������������������������������
���������������������������������
�������������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������
������������������������������������
��������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�����������������������������������������
�����������������������������

Comprehensive Plan

Page 107

Approved 05/04/16

VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
VILLAGE HALL COMMITTEE ROOM
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE
APRIL 6, 2016 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the April 6, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Planning
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Chairman Dave Gorman, John Luka, Carine Acks, Ed Kalina, Irene Hogstrom,
Mark Thoman, Jim Wilkinson, Marge Earl, Daiva Majauskas

STAFF:

Community Development Dir. Stan Popovich and Management Analyst Megan
Miles

VISITORS: Michael Cassa, President, Economic Development Corporation, 5159 Mochel,
Downers Grove; Don Rickard, Chairman, Plan Commission; John Houseal, Devin
Lavigne & Ian Tobin with Houseal Lavigne Associates

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE INTRODUCTION
The chairman invited members to introduce themselves. Community Development Dir. Stan
Popovich discussed that this committee will be reviewing two projects over the next six months,
including the Comprehensive Plan update and the Downtown zoning regulations. A review of the
schedule followed. Once the Ad hoc committee has completed its work, recommendations will be
forwarded to the Plan Commission for review and, ultimately, to the Village Council by December
2016. Agendas will be posted on-line.
INTRODUCTION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
A.
Introduction of objectives, roles and responsibilities, deliverables and schedule:
Dir. Popovich summarized that the goal of the committee is to provide a detailed update to the
village’s five-year Comprehensive Plan (Plan) update. Details followed. The committee will be
also be reviewing 63rd and 75th Streets as new key focus areas to be added to the Plan.
B.
Project initiation workshop: Mr. Devin Lavigne explained how he intended to bring the plan
and its map forward for the members to review. A history on how the village’s comprehensive
plan came about was explained. A break down of the various chapters within the comprehensive
plan followed. Mr. Lavigne discussed that the current comprehensive plan was recognized in 2012
by the American Planning Association in Illinois as the best plan in the state. Further explanation
of the review process followed by Mr. Lavigne.
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Mr. John Houseal explained there was a difference of putting together a comprehensive plan
initially versus a plan update. He further explained how he envisioned the revisions to the
document would be made, including the two new sub-areas. Members were encouraged to provide
their input. Mr. Lavigne emphasized that this committee was a working group and he would be
providing information to the members prior to the meeting in order for members to understand what
would be discussed and to be a target for the meeting.
Mr. Devin Lavigne asked members for their input on how they liked the plan, where the plan could
be revisited, and, if there were other themes to be considered. He and Director Popovich also
emphasized the plan was more of a reference guide versus a book that was read cover to cover.
Members noted active transportation such as sidewalks, bike paths, and in general, easier access to
different areas. Mr. Lavigne agreed this area needed to be reviewed since it had “emerged” over
the past five years. It was suggested a review of the transitional nature of the downtown area,
review of retail in the 63rd Street corridor (at the Woodward intersection). Further comments
included that the plan could facilitate a more vibrant downtown area and the Ogden Avenue
corridor. One member noted re-establishing the implementation steps that follow each of the
chapters; and create a Low Density Office Research Management zoning classification for the
downtown area in order for doctors or lawyers to relocate in such developments.
Mr. Houseal pointed out for members that zoning was not planning; zoning was a tool to implement
planning recommendations, and these two areas would be tracked simultaneously because if a
regulatory strategy were to be created for the village to follow, the downtown or some of its
downtown districts would have to be defined and zoned differently but, at the same time, converge
at some point.
Continuing the input, members also suggested:
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�

a review of pedestrian walkways over or under train stations
consider the types of non-traditional businesses the village wants to attract
the possibility of residential parking permits
the review of the sign ordinance and a review of 63rd Street at the Meadowbrook
Shopping Center
review the Public Transportation chapter since PACE was updating its plan
reviewing historic preservation since the village had new tools now
review the plan in the context of why would someone want to move to the village, why
would a resident want to stay in the village, why would a person shop in the village, why
is the Village desirable?
protecting the village’s urban forests
reviewing neighborhood sustainability/sense of place as the village modernizes
keeping the plan as short as possible with numerous graphics but continue to honor the
TCD3 report
considering a branding plan to tie in various downtown areas
reviewing zoning code as it relates to stormwater and lot coverage plan
considering a use for Hidden Lake
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The chairman summarized that he preferred to keep the information in the plan that the committee
believed should remain, and discuss it thoroughly, as opposed to just pulling it out.
C.

Public Comment: Chairman Gorman opened up the meeting to public comment.

Mr. Cassa encouraged the committee to take advantage of the Economic Development Commission.
If the committee was going to designate a certain part of the village as a particular type of use, such
as office or retail, Mr. Cassa suggested that the committee consider whether there was a demand for
the use. Also, he recommended that the village consider attracting the Millennial workforce to the
local economy and ensure they can live in the village, have transportation and enjoy leisure time. It
was a top priority for other cities.
Mr. Luka agreed the ratio of renters to homeowners was much different than in the years 2007-2008
and Millennials were not interested in home ownership as much as prior generations. Millennials
wanted nice amenities with night life and access. The resident believed there had to be a new
thought process. He did like the village’s comprehensive plan.
Discussion followed on the convergence of the Millennials and the Baby Boomers and how housing
models will be changing in the future to encompass both demographics in vertical housing (multifamily) structures. Home ownership was not a priority for either of the two demographics. Ideas
and conversation flowed on this topic.
INTRODUCTION OF DOWNTOWN ZONING REVIEW
A.
&
B.

Introduction of objectives, roles and responsibilities, deliverables and schedule
Project initiation workshop:

Mr. Houseal reminded the committee that the village was parallel tracking a downtown regulatory
strategy as well. The goal was to define the downtown better: what was the transition and what did
it mean in terms of the sense of place of the transition area? Once that was defined, Mr. Houseal
said it would be easier to draft a regulatory strategy to guide development that invests in the
downtown.
Mr. Houseal proceeded to ask members for their input as to what they saw as issues to the
downtown zoning uses, transitions, or development that has pushed the village to look at the
downtown zoning, land uses, or built form currently. (Dir. Popovich provided a map of the
downtown business zoning district and transition area for members to view.) Dialog followed that
the committee will have to determine, through discussion, whether it wants one downtown district
or possibly smaller individual districts, and look at the transitional zones between commercial and
residential within the downtown districts. The City of Geneva was cited as an example of how it
uses the downtown district and transitions from commercial to residential yet it defines the
transitional zoning first.
Further discussion was raised on whether economic development gets suppressed in transitional
areas so that something better and more useful to the community gets developed. Mr. Lavigne
explained it was more of an appropriateness of character in certain areas. Details followed on how
PLAN COMMISSION
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he would define transitional zones and how he would define specific zones outside the transitional
zone.
Turning the discussion back to members’ input about the downtown area, Ms. Majauskas stated the
downtown lacked “any sort of wow.” It was uninviting and there was no vision. Other comments
included the strip of land with industrial buildings on the south side of Rogers Street, between
Maple and the downtown, impacted both the downtown and the Fairview/Maple area. The EDC
plan recommended the consideration of multi-family or light office uses for the area. Overall, the
area was unattractive.
It was then mentioned how various strategic zoning changes were made to the Village of LaGrange
which eventually changed the downtown area completely in a successful way.
Mr. Lavigne summarized that members should focus on what will make the downtown better, what
uses should exist, the character of the downtown, and to not focus on codes or regulations because
his firm would draft those. Asked if staff kept an inventory of what businesses were working well
and what businesses were moving into the new buildings, Mr. Popovich said that Linda Kunze with
the Downtown Management Corporation would have that information.
Mr. Houseal encouraged members to walk or bike the downtown, and not drive, to get ideas, take
notes, and get to know the areas. Conversation then led to the unattractiveness of the downtown
alleys, parking garages, etc. (Dir. Popovich said he would provide pattern books to the members in
the future.)
Mr. Houseal mentioned that members could contact him anytime through Mr. Popovich and, in
turn, he would disseminate any information to the committee members.
Members were then asked to read Chapters 1 through 3 of the Comprehensive Plan and to hold off
any discussion about the downtown zoning.
C.

Public Comment: No comments.

ADJOURNMENT
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:42 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA
SECONDED BY MS. EARL. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY BY VOICE VOTE OF
9-0.
/s/

Celeste K. Weilandt
Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
VILLAGE HALL COMMITTEE ROOM
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE
May 4, 2016 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the May 4, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge
of Allegiance.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Marge Earl, Irene Hogstrom, John Luka,
Mark Thoman, Jim Wilkinson

ABSENT:

Ed Kalina, Daiva Majauskas

STAFF:

Community Development Director Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Devin Lavigne and Ian Tobin with Houseal Lavigne Associates; Amy Gassen, 5320
Benton, Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St., Downer Grove; Gordon
Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, Downtown Management,
Downers Grove; and Rick Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
MINUTES OF APRIL 6, 2016, WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. THOMAN,
SECONDED BY MS. HOGSTROM. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW
A.
Chapter 1: Mr. Devin Lavigne explained how the plan was basically formatted from the
original plan and mentioned the statistical numbers used in the plan were updated from the latest
census. Asked if there were any questions about the demographic numbers, it was mentioned that it
appeared the village was getting older and more wealthier and not many starter homes existed in the
village. Dialog followed on the changes that were being noticed in the tables, i.e., the number of
increased households, the aging population, and the lack of racial diversity in the village while the
county grew in diversity. Asked whether the trends that have taken place over the past five years
should be highlighted, Mr. Lavigne believed they should and stated the tables could be contrasted
with the 2009 data, along with new text discussing the 2011 Comprehensive Plan and its five-year
update process.
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Page 10 - Past Plans and Studies – Mr. Lavigne will add the 2011 Comprehensive Plan, the
2011 Downtown Parking study, the 2015 Economic Development Plan to Enhance the Sales Tax
Base, the 2015 Downers Economic Development Corporation Strategic Plan, the Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance adoptions and the updated 2015 Historic Preservation Ordinance. The
studies will be added under the Background paragraph.
Vision Statement – The committee was asked whether there were new priorities that needed
to be added. Changes for this section followed:
1. Add the five-year update to this section;
2. Page 20, the paragraph starting with the words, “continued reinvestment in residential
neighborhoods….” add text about the new Preservation Ordinance and how it has lead to
landmarking of historic properties. Add that the village is working to preserve historically
significant structures;
3. Update the text under the Urban Forest to reflect the tree reinvestment that is taking
place since the loss of the ash trees.
4. As a form of recognition, add verbiage about the various TCD-3 neighborhood study
meetings that took place and include village staff, council members and citizens providing their
input on issues of neighborhood safety, traffic issues, etc.;
5. In the paragraph that begins “Highly diverse and sustainable economic
opportunities,” add something about the influx of new residents in the downtown area and the
residential opportunities in the downtown;
6. Revisit the Vision Statement one last time after the 63rd Street and 75th Street plans
have been reviewed; and
7. Under Fairview Station -- which discusses the local transportation improvements –
expand the text to include the new Pace bus routes. Mention that the station is in the process of
being landmarked.
B.

Chapter 2: See above.

C.
Downtown Focus Area Plan: Mr. Lavigne explained how catalyst sites are sometimes
incorporated into comprehensive plans and how they are defined. The village had nine catalyst sites
identified (pg. 105). Members were asked to provide their input regarding the plan’s catalyst sites.
1. Add text about a “well defined edge” of downtown as a key concept and clearly
delineate it.
2. The development of Maple Avenue was discussed, noting it was a “reasonable
transition” from higher density to lower density and could be used as a demarcation from the
downtown area into the residential area.
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Mr. Lavigne then read through Key Concepts and a general dialog followed regarding the various
redevelopment sites that have come into the downtown and those that have left. The committee
discussed redevelopment constraints, the need for more parking, specifically at the Tivoli parking
lot, whether there was a demand for public plazas or more open space, such as a dog park.
Dir. Popovich indicated there was no demand that he saw.
Leveraging a right-of-way in the downtown area was suggested as a way to gain parking due to the
shortage of parking in general. Also mentioned by Mr. Thoman was the fact that a unified plan
needed to be created to address five different garbage vendors.
Mr. Lavigne stated that an opportunity existed to pick up extra parking on Burlington Avenue with
the existing parking lot being reconfigured to a one-way and to insert angled parking on Burlington
with approximately 25 spaces.
Members, staff and the consultants discussed a number of ideas for the comprehensive plan,
including the 48-unit apartment proposal for the 904-910 Curtiss site (Curtiss and Washington);
using the space behind Village Hall for parking, expansion of the police station to come south
toward Curtiss Street with the fleet maintenance portion to remain; and a grade separation for
pedestrians to walk to the opposite of the railroad tracks. (pg. 103)
Lastly, someone suggested adding a striped bike route for the downtown.
Mr. Lavigne pointed out that the Downtown Plan mentioned to “prohibit new and redevelop
existing non-pedestrian-oriented businesses” which, as he explained, basically resulted in removing
drive-throughs and keeping those types of buildings in the corridors and not in the downtown area.
One of the bays of a downtown bank was now being used for trash collection.
Mr. Popovich then discussed the U.S. Post Office stating that staff did not see any real issues with
the mail trucks, but recommended reviewing the matter, possibly relocating the larger mail trucks
somewhere else but keeping the retail aspect.
As far as considering “dedication of surface parking for shoppers and parking deck for commuters,”
Director Popovich said he would review the 2011 parking study to see if there was more discussion
on the topic. Comments followed about a once-discussed Metra parking space exchange.
Other ideas that members expressed they wanted to see in the broad policy included increased bike
racks on the peripheral edge of downtown; a unified garbage dumpster plan, a pedestrian grade
separation and outdoor seating,
Catalyst sites were then reviewed. Sites to be added included the possibility of the Masonic Temple
parking lot, the multi-family building south of that location, and locations for bike racks. A
suggestion was made to review an empty strip of street next to the Tea Shop to become a dedicated
dumpster area. Another suggestion was to encourage property owners north of the Moose Lodge to
allow off-street access to the different parking areas versus having small fenced-off areas. One
person recommended consideration in the zoning ordinance to change the special use for a drivethrough facility to include each stall of the drive-through so that businesses do not use the un-used
stalls for storing a dumpster or park cars etc.
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Another catalyst site suggestion was the AT&T switching station parking lot since no one ever
parked in its lot.
PUBLIC COMMENT
The chairman opened up the meeting to public comment:
Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, suggested consideration for zoning that allows bed and
breakfasts in transition areas. He recommended having more emphasis on historic properties and
the village becoming a destination. He also asked to protect the transition areas and to address the
causing factors that are leading to stormwater issues. As to parking, he agreed more parking was a
real need in the downtown area.
Mr. Gordon Goodman, 5834 Middaugh, was pleased to see that the post office retail space was
going to remain, citing the various activities that take place at those locations. He asked to consider
the post office as a potential historical landmark. He recommended that the village have a policy in
place so that the village’s catalyst sites be developed intact and not cannibalized, citing Catalyst Site
No. 13 (Curtiss & Washington) which had been ruined by the development. He agreed that the
village should acquire properties that are developed in floodways/flood plains in order to address
the village’s surface water management issue and that the new comprehensive plan recognize this as
an important initiative of the community and cooperate with the park district to manage the land as
public land.
In closing, Director Popovich announced that the next meeting was scheduled for June 1 st with the
focus on the Downtown Focus Plan and Chapters 4 and 5.
ADJOURNMENT
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:11 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA,
SECONDED BY MS. EARL. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 7-0.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/
Celeste K. Weilandt
Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
VILLAGE HALL COMMITTEE ROOM
801 BURLINGTON AVENUE
JUNE 1, 2016 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the June 1, 2016 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge
of Allegiance.
ROLL CALL:
PRESENT:

Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Marge Earl, Irene Hogstrom, Ed Kalina, John
Luka (arrives 7:03 pm) , Daiva Majauskas, Mark Thoman, Jim Wilkinson

STAFF:

Community Development Director Stan Popovich

VISITORS: Devin Lavigne with Houseal Lavigne Associates; Amy Gassen, 5320 Benton,
Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St., Downer Grove; Rich Kulovany,
6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove

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

Chapter 5: Deferred to next meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENT
The chairman opened up the meeting to public comment:
Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, walked through his slide presentation as it related to the new
historic preservation ordinance. He discussed many developers tear down historic homes because
they want modern amenities and they justify the reason that it makes economic sense to tear down
the home. However, Mr. Kulovany explained that people can purchase a home, renovate its
interior, and landmark it as long as the front facade remains intact. He stated that the Friends of the
Edward House would like to see language in the plan that promotes historic preservation, since
there was not a large percentage of historic homes remaining in the village. In addition, he pointed
out the benefits of keeping the older homes: the lumber is usually old growth hardwood, a
foundation exists, and less construction mess and noise pollution occurs as compared to new
construction.
Ms. Amy Gassen, 5320 Benton Avenue, commented that she has heard from old residents that they
want to downsize, live in a one-story home, yet want a small garden and to be able to walk to the
downtown. She asked that to be considered when providing residential options. As to limiting
driveways to be impervious, her concern was that garages would be pushed to the front of the lot
and she did not believe the village should encourage that.
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No further public comment was received.
Regarding an earlier comment about lot coverage and impervious surfaces, a suggestion was made
by a member that it may be beneficial to use a calculation of whichever is less. It was also pointed
out that another benefit with rehabbing a historic home as opposed to razing it and constructing
new, was that an owner would not have to pay an impact feet to the school district or the park
district.
Due to the July 4th holiday, Director Popovich said he would send an email to everyone to see what
next meeting date worked best.
ADJOURNMENT
THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. ON MOTION BY MRS. EARL,
SECONDED BY MR. LUKA. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 9-0.
Respectfully submitted,
/s/
Celeste K. Weilandt
Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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