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SECTION 7 - BUILDING TOP

The building top should be an expression of form, ornament and detail asit meetsthe sky. The
roof should give distinction to the entire building. To create an attractive roof, certain design
features can be used to create good storefronts:

Roofs

v" Distinctive corners and cornices can create visual interest.

v Per the Downers Grove Zoning Ordinance, mechanical equipment must be screened from
street level view.

Fig. 37: Encouraged: cornice detailing Fig. 38: Encouraged: stone cornice detailing

Fig. 39: Cornices should have detailing and Fig. 40: It isimportant to provide details at the top
should be in scale with the rest of the building. of buildings. In this example, the parapet does not
New cornices should not cover origina features. have any detail or cornice. Buildings without

detail at the top should be avoided

Design Guidelines 1/30/2009 14 of 15
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Section 8 — Definitions

Concrete masonry unit (cmu) — A precast masonry unit, typically measuring 8” D x 8” H x 16”
L, made mainly of portland cement, gravel, sand and water molded into various shapes.

Cornice— A continuous projection that crowns awall or other construction, or dividesit
horizontally for compositional purposes.

Divided lights— A window with a number of smaller panes of glass separated and held in place
by muntins or a single pane of glass with muntins placed on the surface of the glassto
give the appearance of many smaller panes of glass.

Exterior Insulating Finishing Systems (EIFS) — A multi-layered exterior finish system that
provide exterior walls with an insulated finish surface and waterproofing in an integrated
composite material system.

Knee wall — A short wall upon which awindow may sit.

Lintel — A horizontal member above a window opening

Massing —The three-dimensional bulk of a building: height, width and depth.

Pattern Book — The Village of Downers Grove Pattern Book is a document that contains the
different patterns and components that create the fabric and context of Downtown
Downers Grove and identifies the elements necessary for retaining and enhancing its
character as new development, improvements, and changes are considered.

Sill — A horizontal member beneath a window opening.

Streetwall — A continuous built form of buildings at or near the front property line, with no or
very small side yards.

Utility Brick — A brick which islarger in size than a standard brick. A standard brick measures
3%”Dx2¥%2"HXx8”L.

Design Guidelines 1/30/2009 15 of 15
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING

5101 WALNUT AVENUE
JANUARY 16, 2017 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the January 16, 2017 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge
of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Ed Kalina, John Luka, Daiva Majauskas
(7:15 p.m.) Jim Wilkinson

ABSENT:  Members Irene Hogstrom

STAFF: Community Development Director Stan Popovich, Senior Planner Rebecca
Leitschuh

VISITORS: John Houseal with Houseal Lavigne Associates, 188 W. Randolph, Chicago; Amy
Gassen, 5320 Benton, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss, Downers Grove;
Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St.,
Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - NOVEMBER 14, 2016

MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 14, 2016 WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. LUCA,
SECONDED BY MR. WILKINSON. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

INTRODUCTION OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Mr. John Houseal, with Houseal Lavigne Associates, recalled for the commissioners how the
Downtown Development Regulations were approached, i.e., built on the understanding of the
previously approved plan for the downtown which created three previously defined districts: 1) the
Downtown Core, 2) the Downtown Edge, and 3) the Downtown Transition. Characteristics of each
district followed.

Mr. Houseal discussed that tonight’s discussion would focus on the content/breakdown of
guidelines with the next meeting to discuss the procedures by which regulations would be
administered or relief granted. Community Development Director, Mr. Popovich, added that with
the regulations, the goal was to have the this Ad hoc Committee and the Plan Commission review
the regulations and if the Village Council accepted the findings then staff would draft regulations to
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incorporate into the village’s zoning ordinance. Input and discussion from tonight’s meeting was
important.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN CORE

A review of the Down Core Area followed on the overhead, noting there were many two- and three-
story buildings at the sidewalk line, a few one-story buildings, and no setbacks between buildings.
Referring to the plan diagram, Mr. Houseal summarized that according to the current plan, building
height could be two to three stories. Buildings along the sidewalks had no setbacks and mixed-use
was recommended (retail or commercial on ground floor with residential or office on the upper
floors).

Per Mr. Houseal, the new maximum building height proposed for the Core area would be 40 feet or
three stories, based off of a 12- to 15-foot first floor and a 10- to 12-foot upper floor. Setbacks
would remain the same. Proposed uses for the ground floor included commercial, retail,
entertainment, and restaurant-type uses. Proposed uses for the upper floors included multi-family
residential, office, or service uses. No residential uses would be permitted on the ground floor.

Staff clarified that current drive-thrus were grandfathered in and if the use changed they would have
to be removed within a certain period of time. If the use remained with a new tenant, the drive-thru
could be used. However, Mr. Houseal recommended that the village continue to not allow drive-
thrus in the Core area. He pointed out that parking would probably be the largest driver of
development intensity in this area and recommended no changes to the village’s parking standards
either, as they were very good. (Ms. Majauskas arrives.)

Reviewing the use table depicted on Page 6, Mr. Popovich asked for comments regarding a 24-foot
high, two-story minimum building height. No negative comments followed. Further review of the
table followed. As for a constructing a building that came to the lot line but had an opening/
courtyard or an outdoor dining area, Mr. Houseal stated the space could be factored in but the key
was to have some sort of built structure next to the sidewalk, such as a fence.

Discussing office use, Mr. Popovich stated that office was a permitted use on the ground floor.
However, Ms. Majauskas preferred to change that, believing that office should be allowed on the
second floor only. Mr. Wilkinson asked if there was an option to promote retail without prohibiting
office use, should vacancies start occurring, wherein Mr. Houseal suggested making retail and
restaurant use permitted uses as of right and make office use a special use with the appropriate
standards.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss Street, Downtown Management, appreciated the comments, stating
the downtown businesses “were pleading” with her about this, commenting that Anderson’s
Bookstore was thinking of leaving because Berkshire Hathaway moved next to Caldwell Banker
which has hurt Anderson’s sales significantly. She stated that pedestrians stopped walking at
Caldwell Banker and would not travel beyond that point. Ms. Kunze thought the idea of a special
use may be fine and could also give the village an opportunity to think about the use if retail could
not be obtained. At the same time though, Ms. Kunze asked whether the change would discourage
the outdoor cafes currently. Mr. Popovich explained that as with any existing cafes, the building
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line would not have to be moved and outdoor seating can be placed in the right-of-way with the
proper license agreement. Anything new, however, would have to meet the 0 to 5-foot setback
requirement. The Cellar Door was used as an example by staff.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, Downers Grove, asked if there was consideration for roof-top
parking, citing a grocery store using it in Glenview, to which Mr. Houseal indicated other cities
were doing that same thing and that currently, in the village, it was not prohibited. Mr. Popovich
indicated that the maximum height for such scenario would be to the “flat part of the roof” with the
screening of mechanicals or cars being required. Asked if there was consideration to have a single-
family use above a store/restaurant, Mr. Popovich explained that single-family use would need
multiple units above to be considered a multi-family unit in the district and so it would be permitted
in the village’s code.

Asked if outdoor rooftop seating could be permitted currently or in the future, Mr. Popovich
explained it could with the proper building code compliance.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE -1

Mr. Houseal recalled this area was initially one sub-area under the Downtown Edge, but now
delineated as Downtown Edge 1 (DE-1) and Downtown Edge 2 (DE-2). He recalled members had
talked about having the greater intensity located closer to the Core area and the slightly less
intensity located toward the Transitional area. Two districts were then created: DE-1 and DE-2,
which were very similar districts except for their allowed height difference. An overview of the two
districts were shown on the overhead. Current building height, setbacks and uses for the Downtown
Edge were described.

Mr. Houseal then shared that the proposed building height maximum for the DE-1 District would be
72 feet to allow six stories, approximately 12 feet per floor. Proposed setbacks would be 0 feet.
Proposed side yard setbacks would be a minimum of 5 feet or minimum of 10% of lot width,
whichever was greater. Proposed side yard setback for properties adjacent to the Downtown Core
District would be 0 feet. Proposed rear yard setbacks would be 10 feet throughout the entire district
and special setback standards would apply if a building abuts the residential districts.

A variety of proposed uses followed. Mr. Popovich also added that since this district was so close

to the Core district, staff wanted to incorporate some of the characteristics of the Core to this district
and for the DE-2 district, characteristics from the Transition/residential area would be incorporated.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE —2

Mr. Houseal noted that this district was a bit further away from the Downtown Core area and was
less intense. He pointed out that this area was where setback requirements were beginning to
emerge and height was coming down. Much of the bulk standards were the same as DE-1 except
the height was being decreased to 1 to 5 floors with maximum of 60 feet. Setbacks were proposed
at 10-feet throughout the entire district to allow for some landscaping and trees. Proposed rear
setbacks were the same as DE-1. A wide range of uses still existed.

Ms. Majauskas expressed concern about what was not written in the comprehensive plan. While
she appreciated all the new developments that would come, she voiced concern that another parking
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lot was being removed and questioned how businesses were suppose to remain and thrive when no
one could park. Convenience and accessibility were important. Mr. Houseal explained the
challenge was that buildings occupy the majority of the site and cannot provide the parking for all
of their uses. In order for any downtown to be successful, he explained the municipality has to
provide public parking whether surface or structure. He pointed out that it is typically the Village
that needs to identify locations for future parking.

However, one member believed surface lots were moving toward development and an additional
parking structure was needed for the downtown area, but the ideal uses had to draw people to the
downtown. Agreeing, Mr. Houseal cited other cities that had full parking structures and that more
were being constructed. He elaborated that if businesses could get their employees to park in a
parking structure versus in front of their business, it would free up a significant amount of parking.

Mr. Kalina asked if the DE-1 on Forest Avenue could be pushed 100 to 200 feet north, or even to
Franklin Street. Mr. Popovich indicated the Village Council delineated the subareas, but staff
would follow up. Referring to zoning and its impact on a parking structure in the DE-1 area,
someone asked if the structure would have to conform to the existing, as proposed, or could the
village seek an exception. Mr. Houseal explained the village could seek a variation with the
hardship being that it is not a typical standard DE-1 use because the village is providing parking for
the entire downtown so the village cannot be bound by existing zoning regulations because it is a
benefit for the entire three districts, not just the village’s private use. So it becomes a hardship
because no one else is in the same situation and it is entirely unique.

Dialog followed regarding some map discrepancies between the pages of the comprehensive plan
relating to buildings located at Rogers and Washington which Mr. Houseal would fix. Additionally,
there were concerns about building setbacks at the northwest corner of Maple and Washington and
that if the nearby church removed its parking lot there could be a six-story building on the corner
with three of the corners being “quaint.” Staff pointed out that two newer developments on Maple
Avenue were located nearby and were at the property line currently. Another member voiced
concern that a six-story building could be constructed katty-corner from a residential home at the
southeast corner Maple and Washington. Mr. Popovich pointed out that if the committee thought
the church property and the property north of it should be in DE-2 district, they could discuss it.
After discussing the matter, members believed there should be a setback due to the height and
recommended the church parking lot designation should be changed from DE-1 to DE-2.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Linda Kunze, with Downtown Management, appreciated the comments about parking and
agreed parking was still an issue in the downtown. She expressed the challenges of keeping
business owners when they complain that they have no customers or the customers complain about
parking. While the village was helpful, Ms. Kunze believed it was time for the village to consider
taking some older homes and converting them to a parking structure. She also voiced concern that
some of the mayors attending conferences were not even being encouraged to build parking decks
due to the new variety of ride-sharing occurring with services like Uber, etc.

Mr. Rich Kulovany agreed that the above corner should be redrawn to be included in the DE-2

district because the Main and Maple development was 70 feet in height and the roof at Marquee on
Maple was 59-1/2 feet. The proposal would allow for a slight step down.
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REVIEW DOWNTOWN TRANSITION

Mr. Houseal referenced this district and noted those areas where no front setbacks existed, those
areas where setbacks were required, and those areas that had 25 ft. front setbacks. Current height
requirements were referenced. Proposed for this district were buildings with a maximum height of
36 feet or three stories in height. Also proposed was a 20-foot front street setback throughout the
district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10-foot setback.
Proposed side setbacks would be five feet or 10% of lot width. Special side setbacks would apply
when abutting against a residential district. Proposed rear setbacks would be 20 feet throughout the
entire district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10 foot required
setback. Proposed uses include single, multi-family, office, service, home occupation and
institutional but on a residential scale and with residential compatibility. No retail or restaurant uses
would be allowed.

Mr. Popovich then raised the topic of minimum lot area per dwelling unit and asked whether the
village should be concerned with how many units are in a development if a developer can provide
parking. Mr. Luka indicated that the village should care about it because the village did not want
100 square foot units being constructed. Then conversation followed regarding the rage with tiny
houses among the Millennial market as well as the range of unit sizes being constructed by
developers for the merging of the Millennials and the retirees, who both wanted walkability, rent-
ability (not own homes) and to have nearby amenities. One member cautioned that the village
should ensure that its rentable units were a saleable size in order to convert them to ownership units,
if necessary, since it would give the village more options to people.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Kulovany recommended under “Usage” to add Inns and Bed & Breakfasts. Regarding the
Millennial comments, Mr. Kulovany stated he was an Uber driver and shared some of the
conversations he had while driving Millennials, who basically do not support owning cars in the
city when a person can get to work for a relatively cheap fare. Millennials also rent cars and rent
units because they do not want to fix anything. He stated that Millennials have a different mind set.

Further discussion followed how the Millennial demographics will change once children come into
the picture and, as a demographic group, will eventually move out to the suburbs.

REVIEW DESIGN GUIDELINES

Mr. Popovich depicted various buildings in the village on the overhead, pointing out that their
design was based off of the village’s Pattern Book. He described how the various buildings are
broken up, the materials used on them, and the rhythm of the buildings, i.e., window patterns,
corner treatments, and cornice/roof lines. He stated that EFIS, CMU brick, and vinyl siding are not
encouraged in the village. Per a question, projecting signage or awnings can encroach into the
right-of-ways but not balconies. Staff administers these guidelines.

Mr. Houseal explained that the intent of the guidelines is to use them for the different types of
components or features the village anticipates addressing. However, once the district regulations
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are put into place, they are to be used as a reference. He recommended crafting design guidelines
for each of the separate districts discussed above so developers know what to produce.

Asked if he has seen developers go green on their own or whether they need incentives,
Mr. Popovich explained that he has seen developers go green when detention or stormwater
practices are required. Details followed. Mr. Houseal also shared what he has seen in the field.

Of the three residential developments being constructed in the village, a question was asked whether
the village had to change any of the designs wherein Mr. Popovich indicated that the designs were
“tweaked” a bit, citing some of the design changes that were made at the Main and Maple project.
Mr. Popovich inquired whether the guidelines should continue to be used as guidelines or whether
they should be converted to regulations. He explained that currently, they are guidelines, whereby
staff can enforce them. If they are regulations that require specific compliance, a review board
would be needed. A review board could require developers spend more time to go through the
process to receive approval from the board.

Members seemed to favor keeping the guidelines in place versus regulations. Mr. Houseal believed
the guidelines needed to be drafted for each of the districts and the guidelines appeared to be
successful currently. He reiterated that the guidelines were not meant to dictate architecture or
dictate building design but to guide development to ensure the desired downtown character and
sense of place is met.

PUBLIC COMMENT —
No additional public comment was provided.

Mr. Popovich closed the discussion by summarizing that he will revise the guidelines according to
the changes discussed tonight and then at the next meeting he will discuss uses and procedures. The
next meeting will be scheduled for February 20, 2017 at the Public Works Building.

ADJOURNMENT

THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA,
SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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DRAFT
VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING

5101 WALNUT AVENUE
FEBRUARY 20, 2017 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the February 20, 2017 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive
Plan Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:06 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the
Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Chairman Gorman, Ms. Acks, Ms. Hogstrom, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Wilkinson

ABSENT:  Members Kalina and Luka

STAFF: Community Development Director Stan Popovich

VISITORS: John Houseal with Houseal Levigne Associates, 188 W. Randolph, Chicago; Amy
Gassen, 5320 Benton, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss, Downers Grove;
Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St.,

Downers Grove; Graham Mosey, 4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove; Steve Kuhn,
4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES — JANUARY 16, 2017

A typographical error was noted on page 5, second paragraph. On the same page, under Public
Comment, fourth line, delete the word “fair” and insert “fare”. MINUTES OF THE

JANUARY 16, 2017 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON,
SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Community Development Dir. Stan Popovich referenced a memo prepared for members, a copy of
the functional sub-areas and some emails. He reviewed the latest updates to the plan. However, he
pointed out that tonight’s meeting would focus on the development regulations and how they would
impact the development throughout the downtown area and how each of the sub-areas would
function in terms of setbacks and bulk requirements. Those changes, he clarified, would be made at
the village council level.

Mr. John Houseal, with Houseal Associates, reviewed what changes were made between the

boundaries and what changes could not be made, i.e., those between the three primary districts.
Ms. Acks, referring to the northwest corner of Maple and Main, voiced concern that a six-story
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building could be located there, creating a canyon. She further expressed her concern that the
parking along the railroad tracks, north of Burlington, could be removed and replaced with six-story
buildings and block out the downtown. She believed a cap in height should be required.

Mr. Houseal explained that the ad hoc committee could reduce the height at the northwest corner of
Maple and Main (up to Grove Street) if desired. Ms. Acks, along with others, preferred to expand
the northwest corner of Main and Maple, as well as the two parcels along the tracks (east and west
of Main Street) to become part of the Downtown Core.

Mr. Popovich reviewed the other changes that were made from the last meeting. The group also
discussed cell towers in the downtown area.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Graham Mosey, 4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove, referenced his emails as well as another
neighbor’s email and shared his frustration that this committee was having its conversation and
putting forth recommendations to council only to find out that the village council has made its
decisions on district lines. Mr. Mosey stated his business has been in the village for forty years and
the reason he purchased his business on Forest Avenue was because years ago the concept was to
take off the load from the Downtown Central Business District and to bring it to secondary areas,
such as Forest Avenue or Warren Avenue and to bring in service businesses, excluding retail, so
that the downtown could have a vibrant retail area. He voiced frustration that council removed part
of a footprint from Main Street at the corner of Maple and Main where parking existed and some
very good opportunities existed for retail but instead residences were being constructed.

He said he was before this group because the footprint was being reduced, the real estate was being
compromised with less services, less businesses and less opportunities for more multi-family high
density to be developed in the downtown. Mr. Mosey summarized how Forest Avenue changed
over the years and the variety of building types currently found on Forest Avenue. For the village
to say that development could not increase in height was irresponsible and to make such changes on
Forest Avenue would be economically impacted. He stated it was unfortunate that this committee
did not have a say in such changes.

Mr. Mosey further explained he purchased his property with the knowledge that he could develop
on Forest Avenue but that the proposed change hindered it and made it economically not feasible.
He praised the downtown when a nearby business owner purchased three bankrupt properties with
the idea that at some point all of the businesses could be doing a nice development on Forest
Avenue. He was in the process of contacting other nearby property owners about this proposed
change.

In response, Ms. Majauskas asked Mr. Mosey what he did want, wherein he stated he would not
change anything on Forest Avenue. As an aside, he noted that prior to the changes being proposed,
he and another property owner and tenant were discussing a proposed development with enclosed
self parking for not only the building but “free range parking.” His development would have been a
mixed-use building.

Ms. Linda Kunze, Downtown Development Corporation, reiterated what the above speaker had said

and also liked the comments that were made in Mr. Hinkel’s letter to this committee — that some of
the new Internet companies are hiring more employees because they want to be downtown and have
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access to Chicago as well as access to nearby amenities in the village. She supported having more
offices on Forest Avenue.

Mr. Mosey returned and explained that people will begin to ask what was the reason for the village
council to make such a proposal and he stated his job was to get in front of council to find out what
was the reason and to make council responsible for that reason. Of the remaining businesses on
Forest Avenue, Mr. Mosey explained they were tired because they could not afford to redevelop
individually. He honestly thought that Forest Avenue would not have been discussed or
compromised they way it had been and believed Forest Avenue should have been left alone.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, understood that Mr. Mosey’s contention was tall buildings
constructed on Forest Avenue as well as across the street and that the shorter buildings did not
match the character of what already existed. Mr. Mosey returned and stated it did not match the
character nor was it economical when considering the setbacks and the lower height because the
ability for parking was being taken away — the taller the structure, the more ability there was to park
internally. The lower buildings had no ability for parking. Mr. Mosey commented that the east side
of Main Street could be compromised at some point as well, given that parking was an issue there.

Continuing, Mr. Mosey stated the downtown was slowly being “strangled”” which made the
transition area more important. However, now the transition area was being “strangled” especially
on Forest Avenue. Asked if he needed 70 feet to make it feasible, Mr. Mosey indicated not
necessarily so and proceeded to explain what his conversation was with staff from 20 years ago.

RECOMMENDATION OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Mr. Popovich summarized for those in attendance all of the committees and commissions the plan
was reviewed by, including village council. Next steps were explained as well as the motions the
committee should consider forwarding to the Village Council: 1) motion to review the northwest
corner of Maple and Main Streets, running up to Grove Street — to bring the properties into the
Downtown Core; 2) motion to review two properties on Main Street, north of Burlington, located on
the east and west sides of Main; and 3) motion to review Franklin Street, 7 blocks south on the east
side of Forest Avenue.

MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON TO RECOMMEND THE DEVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS REGARDLESS OF WHAT THE ZONING MAP LOOKS LIKE.

SECONDED BY MS. HOGSTROM.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

MOTION BY MS. ACKS THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF MAPLE AND MAIN STREETS, UP TO GROVE STREET AND TO
CONSIDER BRINGING THE PROPERTIES INTO THE DOWNTOWN CORE.
SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.
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Discussion then followed regarding the two parking lots located on the east and west sides of Main
Street along the railroad tracks. Comments followed that the parcels should be an expansion of the
Downtown Core area from Main to Washington. Other comments followed that the train station
should be included in the Downtown Core also.

Discussing the west side of Main Street, consensus was to leave it as Downtown Edge 1.

MOTION BY MS. ACKS THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION CONSIDER THE
EXTENSION OF THE DOWNTOWN CORE TO THE AREA OF THE TRAIN STATION
AND THE PARKING LOT NEXT TO IT (BETWEEN MAIN AND WASHINGTON,
BURLINGTON AND THE TRAIN STATION).

SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS.
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 4-1 (NAY: MR. GORMAN)

Asked what members thought about Forest Avenue (east side) up to Franklin Street and it being
currently depicted as Downtown Transition, Mr. Wilkinson felt it should remain in character with
what currently existed. On the Main Street side he noted the various businesses that were currently
there and said they could be incorporated into the type of development Mr. Mosey discussed above,
i.e., service organizations that could be anchored. The Franklin to Forest to Main area should be
kept as is. The taller buildings can be constructed with the caveat that parking be created
underneath the building.

Ms. Majauskas, however, pointed out that with the new condo building in the area now, the village

began to make the area “big buildings”, other than the houses that were businesses, and so, to cut it
off mid-block did not make sense. Further dialog followed.

MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION CONSIDER A
RECOMMENDATION TO CONSIDER DOWNTOWN EDGE 2 ZONING FOR THE EAST
SIDE OF FOREST AVENUE UP TO FRANKLIN.

SECONDED BY MS. ACKS.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

Mr. Popovich reviewed the next steps the comprehensive plan would follow. He thanked all of the
members for volunteering their time and effort on the village’s comprehensive plan.

ADJOURNMENT

THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:14 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON,
SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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restaurants and shops. He thought the idea was to increase density, particularly in
Edge-1. So he would go either with no density standards, or close to the Chairman’s
recommendations. He sees that as a reasonable compromise.

Mr. Maurer said he would also agree with keeping it at 800 or above. There are a lot of
units coming on line, and there will be a big difference when three of the buildings
currently under constructions are completed and filled.

Mr. Popovich reviewed Chairman Rickard’s proposed figures, with the Core area at 900
square feet per unit, Edge-1 at 700 square feet per unit, and Edge-2 at 800 square feet

per unit. In response to Chairman Rickard, Mr. Popovich said that the Transition Area is
handled through a floor area ratio of 2.5, and not square footage per unit.

There was consensus by the Commission members to the figures proposed by
Chairman Rickard.

Mr. Popovich moved the discussion to the Design Guidelines and the Plan
Commission’s Recommendations. He asked for clarification as to the issues they are
attempting to address in reviewing the Design Guidelines.

Mr. Kulovany recalled two issues, one being not enough citizen input early in the
process, and the second whether the Village has the proper tools if a developer
chooses to follow the Building Code rather than the Design Guidelines. Mr. Kulovany
reiterated his thoughts expressed at the last meeting that he didn’t think this should be a
Plan Commission decision, but should rest with the elected Village Council. He thinks it
is a more serious policy issue that should be determined by the elected officials.

Regarding insufficient citizen input, Mr. Popovich asked whether that referred to the
development of the Design Guidelines or the implementation of the Design Guidelines.
Mr. Kulovany said he thinks it refers to both, and he noted the amount of frustration
that’s been expressed about Main and Maple. People have expressed that they never
hear about these developments until it's “too late.” Meetings of the Plan Commission
are published about important issues and only a few people attend. He said he also
thinks that developers would like to have more input early on as he thinks they would
like to be welcomed by the community. He thinks they have to at least consider
providing a format that would allow earlier input. He is recommending that there be

public discussion, and not to decide in advance what the foregone conclusion would be.

Mr. Popovich replied that what he is hearing is public participation, but asked if it is
about the building design, regulations and appearance, or are they trying to get more
public involved when a project is coming forward so they can comment on it. Design
Guidelines tend to be very material oriented. Are they trying to get more people actively
involved to see what is changing, or actively involved in designing buildings?

Mr. Kulovany responded it's actually more to review a mechanism where there is a
review process earlier on that could be opened to the public before a developer invests
a lot of money in plans at the schematic stage. He referenced the amount of frustration
by the community about what Walgreens is proposing at 63 and Woodward, and the
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Village and Staff had no tools to say “wait, if you could take your durable materials a
little higher up we think that would be better for the Village.” He noted that even the
Village Council had nothing they could say about it as it was really up to Walgreens. Mr.
Kulovany said his feeling is that the Staff and even the Village Council need more tools
to be able to go back to a developer with guidelines that have more teeth in them, or
some type of design review.

Mr. Popovich asked are whether he was referring specifically to the downtown area or
Village-wide. Mr. Kulovany said he’s referring mostly to the downtown area and to
catalyst sites.

Chairman Rickard said he sees several themes that people are concerned about in the
downtown area. He said one of the complaints is lack of public input. People come to
public hearings when developments are in the final engineering phase, and people feel
as though everything is locked in and it is much more difficult to suggest changes at that
point. People are trying to digest and consume a large, complicated proposal when they
are often hearing about it for the first time. They are trying to understand the situation,
don’t have time to get their thoughts and questions together, and it often results in them
getting aggravated. He also agrees that it would be nice to get some input, or at least
get a look at a proposal earlier on, except he thinks another idea to consider is, instead
of coming to the Plan Commission at the final engineering phase, there instead be an
intermediate step. He said he wasn’t recommending another committee or design
review, but something similar to the Village Council’s First Reading or Workshop
sessions. A developer could come in with their application and preliminary site plans,
floor plans, etc. They would not as yet have spent money for studies for traffic, civil
engineering, stormwater, etc. That would introduce everybody to the project, and the
public would start to get a wide view of it, similar to First Readings. It would give the
developer some type of assurance moving forward once they obtain everyone’s
thoughts and comments on the concept, and there would not be any major bumps down
the road. If there were comments, the developer would better be able to incorporate
them at that level. He doesn’t think it would add additional time to the petitioner, as it
would be during their normal course of work. He thinks that is worth considering and
would give everyone more time to get their heads around these proposals as well.

Mr. Popovich said that Staff has the ability to provide for neighborhood meetings. He
asked if this is something the Plan Commission would want to consider in terms of
mandating neighborhood meetings either prior to or after submittal to Staff to encourage
public participation. Chairman Rickard said that would be helpful, but he is looking to
find something that would allow the Commission members the ability to look at the
proposal earlier as well. It would also give the petitioner a better opportunity to address
the comments before completing their projects. This would be especially beneficial to
the Commission for larger projects that are difficult to digest in the 72 hours they have to
review a petitioner’s proposal.

Ms. Johnson asked if the Chairman felt these sessions would be delivered by size of the
project, and if so, what size is he considering.
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Ms. Gassen agreed that Main and Maple was a lot to digest. She asked how much
detail they are supposed to determine tonight, in terms of what projects should have
early input. Mr. Popovich replied he wasn’t looking for that, but just wanted to
understand the issue brought forward. Ms. Gassen noted that she agreed that the issue
of public input is one of the biggest complaints they are receiving, because the public
generally sees the projects for the first time when they are pretty much finished. Often
it's shocking to the public, and she thinks if they saw the proposals earlier it might help
solve the problem.

Chairman Rickard said with regard to the actual Design Guidelines, he reviewed them
and made several comments on them. When he finished, he realized how minor his
comments were. He wasn’t suggesting changes as much as further clarifying some
items. He didn’t find anything wrong with the Design Guidelines themselves. People
seem to complain more about issues such as bulk, rather than the design itself. His
comments were geared more toward base materials, durability, etc.

Ms. Gassen agreed that for the most part Design Guidelines are sufficient. They could
review them to create different Guidelines for specific areas. She said that the Plan
Commission doesn't typically refer to them and it might be useful if they referred to them
more.

Mr. Kulovany said that almost every petitioner refers to the Comprehensive Plan and
takes its direction from that. He’s not sure that the Design Guidelines have the same
depth and breadth to them. A document from 2008-2009 should be reviewed again.
More specifically, he said there was a huge uproar about the Main and Maple building,
specifically concerns about having 70’ at the curb. Trammell Crow put one setback in.
He said another later recommendation to the developer came from the Plan
Commission for another setback, and the developer replied not when it comes up at the
eleventh hour, because by the time the project comes to the Plan Commission, they
already have $115,000 invested. If this request for an additional setback came earlier
on in the process, it would have been positively considered. The developer said that
Glenview has many public meetings and input. He thinks this is up to the Village Council
to determine whether this should be studied in more detail.

Mr. Maurer commented that he likes the way many of the Design Guidelines are written.
The photographs show recognizable historic structures from Downers Grove and
suggest that is the direction they want to go; however, there is nothing in the language
that specifically calls out a style they must meet. He thinks they are dancing a fine line
between what is planning and what is architectural design review. He cares greatly
about both of those issues, but tends to think that their focus is less on the direct
aesthetics than it is on how big and how much.

Mr. Kulovany agreed that it speaks more to the form than the architecture. He’s not
suggesting that they get in the business of architecture, because in some ways it might
preclude some other great ideas from architects and developers. He thinks the Village
has been fortunate in that it has had cooperative developers who want to be good
neighbors. But there is also the scenario of the developer who doesn’t particularly care
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about the Village's Guidelines, and constructs what they want. That is why he thinks
these considerations should be looked at.

Mr. Popovich then referred to Mr. Kulovany’s comment as to whether the Village and
Staff have the proper tools at their disposal to enforce specific standards. Mr. Kulovany
said that the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Historic Preservation took some time for
thoughtful people to really discuss and examine the issue of historic preservation. He
thinks that the Village is at a threshold with the opportunity to do that for possible
downtown design through an Ad Hoc Committee.

Chairman Rickard agrees with that idea. He is comfortable with the Design Guidelines
with some minor updates and leaving the process with Staff reviewing and interpreting
the Guidelines. He thinks having another committee study whether it makes sense to
get into binding architectural design is a big discussion and needs to happen. At this
time he is comfortable with the process as it is.

Mr. Kulovany said the differential is that what happens downtown in the next 8-12 years
will impact the way this Village looks for the next 50-100 years.

Mr. Maurer agreed because they are talking about the big developments that will be
there for a very long time.

Mr. Popovich then asked if the recommendation is to have someone study the
Guidelines closer.

Chairman Rickard said for the Design Guidelines, he thinks where it talks about the
base segment of the building design on page 7, he would add something like “base
level building materials should be durable, requiring little maintenance, and withstand
street level pedestrian traffic and abuse.”

Mr. Maurer added that maybe they can include a term such as “of a higher quality
material” in addition to durable.

Mr. Popovich said he didn’t think they would be getting into specifics regarding the
Guidelines, but instead asked the question as to whether it's the application of the
Guidelines or the Guidelines themselves. That is the primary question. They can
always tweak the Guidelines. He asked whether the recommendation of the
Commission is to review all the Design Guidelines, or the potential application of the
Design Guidelines, or both, or neither.

Mr. Kulovany said he thinks the recommendation is both. The consensus seems to be
that the Guidelines are good, but may need some tweaking. The overall issue of the
kind of Village input, the tools available to Staff—he believes those issues require more
study and perhaps an Ad Hoc Committee if the Village Council deems it wants to
develop such a study.

Ms. Gassen asked whether Staff wanted specific recommendations on the Guidelines,
and Mr. Popovich said those could be taken off line.
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Chairman Rickard commented that suggestions made at the last meeting were to
further explore the dynamics of regulations versus guidelines. He said what he is
hearing is a consensus to stay with the Guidelines and not create any new regulations
that are binding and might trigger some additional process. All Commission members
agreed.

As for Historic Preservation, Mr. Popovich said that one comment was to provide more
links to historic preservation tax credits on the website. He asked if there were any
additional comments on any other items discussed at previous meetings.

Chairman Rickard said he had no further comments. The remainder of the Commission
had no further comments.

Chairman Rickard then called upon anyone in the audience who wished to speak on the
topic. He then swore the audience member in.

1.Scott Richards of 1130 Warren Avenue, Downers Grove (Oak Tree Towers) said he
has lived in the Village for about fifteen years, and lived in Lombard prior to that. He
said that a good point was raised in terms of trying to reach the citizens. Many times
when he attends meetings the information is over his head. He mentioned living in
Lombard because they are in a different type of governing with Districts, and the public
being represented by the Trustee elected for their specific District. He felt it worked
much better than the system in Downers Grove because people thought they were part
of the process and could participate better. He thinks the citizens of Downers Grove
don’t attend because it's a done deal, or the Village is going to do what it wants to do
and will not listen to the public input.

Mr. Richards said he feels as though Downers Grove’s downtown is in jeopardy with all
of the huge projects that are going on right now. It doesn’t seem as though anyone
really cares about protecting what the Village has or in trying to capitalize on what the
Village has in terms of its historic heritage. It is an old town that has an interesting
downtown with some stores that are worth going to. One town that excels is Geneva in
that it has a variety of well-maintained stores, with a feeling of universal connection in
appearance. He thinks Glen Ellyn and Hinsdale have those same qualities, while
Downers Grove does not have that feeling. There is not much in Downers Grove’s
downtown to draw people in. There are gyms opening up, realtors opening up next door
to each other taking up viable space that should be going for stores. Those businesses
could be anywhere in a strip mall in town and they would do fine.

He says one example of his feelings of losing the downtown is the monster at Main and
Maple and people are still asking how that got through. It overwhelms the downtown,
and he can’t believe the two buildings got passed. Another aspect in town is parking
which is ridiculous anymore. He often gives up after going around the block several
times to find a parking space. Most people moving into the new buildings will probably
have two cars. It's frustrating, and yet they keep building, building and building big. He
is not against development but doesn’t understand the direction the Village is going with
massive development in a three-block downtown area. He never sees enough attention
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paid to traffic impact on these projects. He doesn’t understand why nobody in this town
seems to worry about traffic generated by these buildings. Mr. Richards said he feels as
though the developer is in the driver’s seat in Downers Grove, and they are telling the
Village what to do. He thinks that is wrong. This is their home and as residents they
have a right to some input as to what is and what is not allowed. If a developer chooses
to go somewhere else that’s fine because the Village does not have to take the first
thing that comes in for consideration. Other towns stand their ground. He would like to
see our downtown saved. There is some architectural interest in the buildings. He
believes a developer should work with the town and not against it. Developers leave
once the money is in their pocket and residents live with what they’ve left behind. Tax
dollars are important but should not be the only thing that decisions are based upon.
The Village needs to be in the driver’s seat again.

There being no further comments, Chairman Rickard closed the public hearing.

Ms. Gassen moved with respect to 16-PLC-0019 that the Plan Commission
forward the recommendations from Staff’'s Memo dated August 28, 2017, and
include the new density figures and other suggestions noted at this meeting. Ms.
Hogstrom seconded the Motion.

All in favor. The Motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Rickard noted that this might be Ms. Hogstrom’s last meeting and he thanked
her for her volunteer work for the Village. He wished her the best of luck.

Ms. Hogstrom moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Mr. Maurer.
The Motion passed unanimously.

Chairman Rickard adjourned the meeting at 8:00 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Tonie Harrington,
Recording Secretary
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FILE 16-PLC-0019 (Continued from June 26, 2017): The purpose of this request is to
consider updates to the downtown development regulations. Village of Downers Grove,
Petitioner.

Community Development Director Stan Popovich presented the framework for the
downtown development regulations, noting that the Plan Commission’s last meeting on
this topic was held on June 26, 2017. He reviewed the summary of the previous
meeting and Staff’s report. Discussion for this meeting will include a review of the
existing design guidelines and their use, a review and comment on the CPC design
guidelines recommendations, and historic preservation in the downtown area.

Mr. Popovich discussed Table 1 in Staff's report covering existing multi-family
developments in the downtown and their densities. Table 2 describes density
calculations in other communities, and Mr. Popovich noted that some communities do
not use density calculations, but might use floor area ratios instead. He noted that in the
DC area Staff finds the 800 square feet per dwelling to be appropriate.

Mr. Popovich then referenced the bed and breakfast recommendation from the Plan
Commission, noting that Staff concurs that bed and breakfasts can be created as a
subgroup because they are unique, while inns should fall under the lodging
classification.

In the DC district, the Commission suggested allowing offices as special uses on the
first floor, but permitted uses on the second floor or above. Mr. Popovich noted that
there are many offices already located in the DB and DT zoning district that would be
impacted by a change in zoning classification. Staff recommends continuing to allow
offices as permitted uses in the DC, DE-1 and DE-2 districts. He further noted that some
blocks in the DT area have older homes that have been converted to office use. He then
explained that Staff's recommendation is to prohibit any new auto-oriented uses in the
downtown area to encourage a pedestrian oriented downtown. Existing drive-through
uses can continue as a lawful non-conforming use. If a lawful non-conforming drive-
through business closes and reopens within six months, the drive-through can continue
to be used. If no business reopens after six months, the drive-through would have to
close as well.

Mr. Popovich explained Staff's recommendation to allow apartment/condo uses as a
permitted use to encourage these uses in the downtown as identified in the
Comprehensive Plan. The developments would have to comply with all the bulk
regulations and design guidelines. Otherwise a variance would have to be approved. As
for areas specified on Gilbert Avenue, and Rogers Street, Mr. Popovich said they would
have to be examined further to determine their impact to existing and proposed uses,
and to determine what zoning would be appropriate.

Ms. Hogstrom said the tables are very helpful. With regard to Gilbert Avenue and
Rogers Street, she asked what would happen if a building changed from a multi-family
unit to single-family. Mr. Popovich said they would be considered a lawful non-
conforming use, and could maintain their existing multi-family use but could not expand
it. If they were to convert to a single-family home they would lose their lawful non-
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conforming designation. Article 11 of the Zoning Ordinance discusses lawful non-
conforming uses.

In further response, Mr. Popovich said if a multi-family building were demolished, it
would have to go back to single-family construction.

Ms. Hogstrom asked for further clarification that if property on Gilbert were sold to a new
party it would still remain multi-family. Mr. Popovich said that was correct.

Ms. Gassen asked about requiring buildings to conform to design guidelines. Mr.
Popovich said Staff reviews projects internally to assure that design guidelines are met.
Builders are required to meet bulk requirements, density, setback and design guidelines
as determined by Staff. With the Marquis on Maple Staff found that they met all bulk
regulations and design guidelines. Main and Maple, and 5100 Forest requested relief
from the Zoning Ordinance in terms of density. Ms. Gassen said her concern is that
there could be a situation where a building that is being constructed might impact
neighboring properties, and if she understands this correctly, the public would not know
about it until it is under construction. She thinks it is often not an issue, however, there
are situations when there might be a concern to other people.

Mr. Kulovany said he agrees with those comments, saying that when Main and Maple
was being presented there was not much notice to the community. At least it went to the
Plan Commission and two Village Council meetings.

Ms. Gassen added that there could be some kind of compromise where neighbors were
notified or a neighborhood meeting was scheduled to inform them of what was being
proposed.

Chairman Rickard asked if there was a map of potential redevelopment sites available.
Mr. Popovich said it is hard to say because there are a lot of smaller lots in the
downtown area owned by one person, and they would have to be consolidated into one
lot. With a consolidation they would not have to come before Council if they met all the
standards. Marquis on Maple was one lot. The Main and Maple project was a
consolidation, and 5100 Forest was one lot as well. Some other lots have been
identified in the Comprehensive Plan as catalyst sites.

Mr. Boyle said he would lean toward community involvement earlier on. You would not
want to stifle a possible development, but at the same time you would not want to have
something built before the community has any opportunity for involvement.

Mr. Popovich said there are certain requirements that have to happen in terms of
notification. For rezoning anything other than residential, they have to have a
neighborhood meeting. In all public hearing cases, notice would be made to property
owners within 250’ of the site for the public hearing.

Chairman Rickard said the special use request would trigger the public hearing.
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Mr. Popovich said it sounds as though the Plan Commission would prefer to see this as
a Special Use and the consensus was that was correct.

Mr. Popovich then discussed design guidelines, using a photo of an “idyllic” downtown.
There are similar elements to the “ideal” downtown area such as base elements,
cornices, etc. The Village's existing Design Guidelines were established in January of
2009 based on a pattern book from 2008, and Staff administers guidelines. He
explained how Staff looks at the guidelines and how they apply to proposed buildings in
terms of materials, entrances, building features, etc. He showed photographs of Acadia
on the Green, Burlington Station, Main and Maple with design variations depicting the
rhythm of the buildings. He described the variety of rooflines and cornices used in the
downtown area. Staff also encourages fagade elements such as light fixtures, awnings,
benches, landscaping, outdoor cafes, etc. He also displayed examples of downtown
buildings in other communities. Staff does not review renovations of interior spaces. The
Comprehensive Plan Committee recommended maintaining the current system with
Staff reviewing the design elements, and ultimately bringing it to the Plan Commission
and Village Council.

Mr. Kulovany referenced the third paragraph of the Design Guidelines which states:
“The Design Guidelines are not intended to dictate architecture or building design, but
rather guide development to ensure the desired Downtown character and sense of
place while facilitating appropriate new development and exterior renovations.” He said
he thinks Staff does a fine job in working with developers and providing their input as to
how things should look. His question concerns what recourse the Village has if a
developer says they are not interested in following the design guidelines but will build
according to Code. Mr. Popovich replied that in most cases developers want to work
with Staff and present something that will be supported by Staff. If someone did not
meet the design guidelines, Staff would note that in its report. It could be dealt with as a
special use by saying that the developer does not meet the intent of the Comprehensive
Plan. It’s difficult because many communities have design guidelines but don’t codify
them into regulations. Most applicants do want to get a positive Staff recommendation.

Mr. Kulovany said his concern is what would prevent a developer from saying, in the
middle of the downtown, that this is what he wants to build. He doesn’t think this should
be the purview of the Plan Commission, but he is not comfortable at this point saying
that the guidelines should just be guidelines, and he is also not comfortable with saying
these should be mandatory. He thinks this is something the Village Council should look
into further. Some communities have a combination of guidelines and requirements.

Ms. Rollins asked whether the guidelines are discussed for some of the other key focus
areas, as that would probably help some of the other catalyst areas in the
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Popovich said they are applied primarily to the downtown
area, which is pedestrian oriented versus auto-oriented.

Ms. Leitschuh said when people do come in with something unacceptable, Staff does
have conversations about the design guidelines and in some cases the developers
incorporate some of the design elements.
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Chairman Rickard said he has some thoughts similar to Mr. Kulovany. He referenced a
building near his home saying he has a concern with a developer who comes in with
something that is unacceptable design-wise. He asked if there is any recourse on the
part of the Village to force them into compliance. Mr. Popovich said that they can look at
the Comprehensive Plan and say that they have to meet the Comprehensive Plan that
has specific text related to design. The developer has to market an attractive product.

Chairman Rickard asked if it would be a reach to take wording from the Comprehensive
Plan to correlate it to the design of a building. He thinks that it is reasonable to deny
some developments if it can be tied into the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Popovich said
Staff would have to craft arguments that would be defensible. Design Guidelines are
considered a policy of the Village. He said about the Forest Avenue building was
approved but the builder changed materials during the project. Staff works on behalf of
the Plan Commission and the residents. There has to be an understanding that the
Village wants to facilitate redevelopment; however, it also has to be understood that the
developer’s bottom line is to come up with a product that will sell.

Mr. Kulovany said his point is that this needs more study to really determine what is the
right mix for Downers Grove. How do we get developers to want to build here as
opposed to other suburbs, and how do we get the public’s input as to the downtown as
well.

Ms. Hogstrom asked about the Marquis materials used on the bottom of the building,
and Mr. Popovich said the finish on the first floor is a limestone block.

Mr. Boyle said he thinks the buildings downtown look amazing. One thing he mentioned
was the complex just south of the Lemon Tree grocery, where he felt they could
promote natural materials as much as possible. Cedar starts to degrade. Mr. Popovich
said there is an International Property Maintenance Code that Staff follows that would
require maintenance of the building. Code Enforcement officers will go out to tell people
they have to maintain certain aspects of their property. Mr. Boyle also noted the
pathway to the parking garage that could benefit from some additional maintenance,
particularly as a way to promote the parking garage as having connectivity with the
downtown community. Mr. Boyle also referenced the northeast corner space at Main
and Curtiss. Mr. Popovich said the tenants will be making some improvements to the
facade. Mr. Boyle asked whether Staff will have a chance to review that. Mr. Popovich
said Staff has looked at it and will review it again.

Ms. Gassen said it would be nice if there was more input in some of the designs that
come to the Village. She asked if the Plan Commission would be making suggestions
regarding guidelines. Mr. Popovich said if they think there are specific elements that
should be included in design guidelines, then that should be noted. Ms. Gassen said
she has some general categories such as decorative lighting fixtures, using warmer
colored lamps, landscaping, and special recommendations for buildings with historic
significance. She also suggested providing a link regarding tax credits available for
some of the buildings. She suggested placing another link to the design guidelines
besides just the Architectural Design Review Board page.
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Mr. Popovich then reviewed the Historic Preservation Ordinance that was adopted in
2015. He noted that there are several buildings in the downtown that are historic
properties, such as the Main Street train station. He asked if there were any other ideas
on historic preservation in the downtown.

Ms. Gassen asked whether the Architectural Design Review Board will be reviewing
these updates, and Mr. Popovich said they would not at this point. The Village Council
will determine whether they will review this.

Mr. Kulovany said the new Comprehensive Plan does a great job in promoting historic
preservation downtown. He doesn’t know what more the Plan Commission can add.
There is a gap for commercial properties with the 10% federal investment tax credit for
buildings over 1936 and the 20% only comes into play if you have a national historic
registry district. So it's going to have to be individual landmarking.

Ms. Gassen said really all they have right now is the 10%.

Mr. Kulovany said that Staff is also doing a great job in working with developers and he
was not referring to Staff when he mentioned the difficult developer. Mr. Popovich said
before a case is brought to the Plan Commission it has typically been in Staff’'s hands
for a couple of months for review to ensure compliance with all planning documents. In
some cases staff will work with developers for some time before the developer creates a
final plan for a formal submittal.

Chairman Rickard said he would never suggest that buildings have to be a certain color
or architectural style. He has had some experience with architectural boards as a
petitioner and in some cases they are nightmares. The question is how do you codify
architectural style that everyone would agree with. Another question is the enforceability
of design. Main and Maple has been a case in point where people have said to him that
they don’t approve of the bulk. He hasn’t heard anyone come up with exactly what they
would want to see.

Mr. Popovich said that Staff will come back with an additional report on what was
discussed this evening. The August 28" meeting will focus on finalizing the report to the
Village Council. This should go before Council sometime in September. He hasn’t had
any feedback from Council so far.

There being no further question or comments, Chairman Rickard called for a Motion to
Continue the Public Hearing.

Ms. Hogstrom moved to continue the Plan Commission Public Hearing to August
28, 2017. Ms. Gassen seconded the Motion.
All in favor. The Motion carried.

Mr. Popovich gave an update on several projects in the Village. He noted that there

would be a National Planning Conference in Naperville in September. He will check to
see if funding is available, and asked if anyone is interested to let Staff know.
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Ms. Gassen moved, seconded by Mr. Kulovany to adjourn the meeting.
All in favor. The Motion carried.

Chairman Rickard adjourned the meeting at 8:43 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Tonie Harrington,
Recording Secretary
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
PLAN COMMISSION MEETING

MINUTES FOR JUNE 26, 2017

Chairman Rickard called the June 26, 2017 meeting of the Plan Commission to order at
7:02 p.m. and led in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL:

PRESENT: Chairman Rickard, Mr. Boyle, Ms. Gassen, Ms. Hogstrom,
Mr. Kulovany, Mr. Maurer, Mr. Quirk, Ms. Rollins

ABSENT: Ms. Johnson, Ex. Officio members Davenport, Livorsi & Menninga

STAFF: Director of Community Development Stan Popovich
Village Sr. Planner Rebecca Leitschuh

VISITORS: Jim Wilkinson, 1125 Black Oak, Downers Grove
Scott Richards, 1130 Warren, Downers Grove

Chairman Rickard reviewed the procedures to be followed for the meeting, explaining
that the Plan Commission is a recommending body. He noted that the Village of
Downers Grove is the Petitioner for the public hearing on the Agenda. This Public
Hearing will span a total of three meetings, and at the end of the third meeting the Plan
Commission will make its recommendation to the Village Council. He asked anyone
who intended to speak during the Public Hearing to rise and be sworn in.

PUBLIC HEARING

FILE 16-PLC-0019: The purpose of this request is to consider updates to the
downtown development regulations. Village of Downers Grove, Petitioner.

Community Development Director Stan Popovich presented the framework for the
downtown development regulations, noting that the Village previously approved the
Comprehensive Plan over a series of many meetings. The Comprehensive Plan
Committee (hereinafter "CPC") developed the regulatory framework in the beginning of
2017, and the Plan Commission is charged with reviewing, commenting on and making
a recommendation to the Village Council on the regulatory framework as part of its
review over the next three months. For those meetings, the Plan Commission will meet
for a second session each month so as not to delay any other petitions brought before
the Commission. Director Popovich reviewed the background on updating the
Comprehensive Plan (“the Plan”) and developing regulatory framework.
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Mr. Popovich explained the differences between the Plan, downtown regulatory
framework, and the development of downtown regulations. The Plan is a long-range
document, which is visionary. It is not legally binding, and in this particular case focuses
on the downtown area including the physical, economic, social and environmental
aspects of the downtown. Development regulations regulate day-to-day activities.
Development ordinances are used on a daily basis to implement the visionary
Comprehensive Plan. Once the Village Council approves the regulatory framework,
which acts as a bridge between the regulations and Comprehensive Plan, Staff will draft
regulations with the Village Attorney and present them to the Plan Commission for
review and the Council for final consideration and approval.

The Village Council adopted the Plan on June 13, 2017 and it is the official policy of the
Village with no proposed revisions. Mr. Popovich reviewed the membership of the CPC
representing various boards and commissions of the Village. The Plan Commission will
review the CPC’s regulatory framework, and provide comments and recommendations
to the Village Council. Finally the Village Council will review the CPC’s regulatory
framework, review the Plan Commission’s comments and recommendations regarding
the regulatory framework, and approve the regulatory framework, or direct either the
Plan Commission or the CPC to make revisions to the framework.

Director Popovich reviewed the downtown Key Focus area, and key concepts related to
that area. He reviewed materials included in the Plan Commission members’ packets
including the key concepts for the downtown focus areas, the downtown catalyst sites,
and downtown functional subareas as to boundaries, etc.

Mr. Popovich referred to the downtown Core Area with an existing maximum height of
70 feet, and a proposed height of 40 feet or three stories. That would allow for a fifteen
foot first floor and twelve feet for the other two stories. He said that the minimum height
requirement was 32 feet and is proposed to be changed to 24 feet or two stories.

The existing Build-to zone is 0’-10’ to the lot line with a proposed 5’ setback area.
There is no change to parking, and the minimum lot area per dwelling unit also has no
change recommended.

Mr. Boyle asked how this works with zoning. Mr. Popovich replied that if approved, it
would be a regulation. If a proposal for 41 feet in height were submitted, the petitioner
would have to get a variance or change the plan. He said that the framework is first
review to see if this is the way the Village would like to proceed.

Chairman Rickard noted this would affect what property owners in this area can do, and
limits them to half of what they would be able to build. He asked whether they were
notified by public notice or general notice about these proposed changes. He was
surprised that some of those property owners were not present at the meeting. Mr.
Popovich said this is published as framework, as it is not law at this point. It will be
published to property owners later as a specific notification.
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Ms. Rollins asked whether there has been any feedback from business owners, and Mr.
Popovich said they had feedback from owners at Forest and Warren.

In response to Mr. Quirk, Mr. Popovich said that the 800 square feet would allow 54
units per acre. If the Plan Commission sees this as an opportunity to provide for more
density, then they should include that in their recommendation. With an 8,000 square
foot lot, a developer could put in ten units. Mr. Quirk asked whether there is an
opportunity to increase that size. Mr. Popovich said he would welcome that discussion
if that were the direction the Plan Commission would want to pursue.

Mr. Popovich moved the discussion on to the Downtown Edge 1, which is the area
immediately around the Core area, and would have a more urban setting around the
downtown. The transition to the neighborhood areas and the Edge should be open
green space and contain more open spaces. He referred to the area having a height of
70 feet with a proposal to increase it to 72 feet, or six stories in height. This would be a
12’ floor. The minimum height is 32 feet with 24’ proposed. He explained that there is
no setback for existing properties at this time, with a proposed setback of 5’ or 10% of
the lot width. Properties on Main Street or immediately adjacent to the Core have no
setback. The rear yard setback exists at 0’ and is proposed to be 10’ with additional
setbacks for lots abutting a residential zoning district. He said that the Build-to-zone
has no change, and no change in the parking. The Floor Area Ratio also shows no
change. He noted that the minimum lot area per dwelling unit exists at 800 square feet
with a proposed 3,000 square feet. Downtown Edge 1 also has a Build-to-zone of 10%
at the front lot line for a 590' side lot.

Mr. Quirk asked about density again, and verified that it would be reduced. Mr.
Popovich said that was correct. They are moving out from the Core providing a little
more space. He thinks 800 is a good number. In further response to Mr. Quirk, Mr.
Popovich said there is a comprehensive list of everything downtown that is multi-family
and staff can provide that list to him. The Marquis on Maple has 54 units at 800 square
feet with no request for increased density.

Ms. Gassen commented that the downtown Core isn’'t about density anymore. They are
not encouraging more residential units in that area. Mr. Popovich replied that the Core
discourages residential use on the first floor, and is limited in height. It can be
residential on the above floors. Ms. Gassen said it would make sense to restrict the
type of building in the Core.

Mr. Kulovany said he thought the essence was to let the downtown be more quaint and
smaller with the largest density at Edge 1, and a reduction of the density as they got
closer to residential neighborhoods. Mr. Popovich replied that was correct.

Chairman Rickard commented that he thought the minimum lot area for Downtown
Edge 1 was something closer to 2,000 square feet while leaving the transition area
alone. He doesn’t know if that’s the right number. It seems restrictive. The heightened
area is where they’re looking for the bulk of the density to go. Mr. Popovich said if you
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want to go to the amount of units based on the size of the lots, not a lot of the properties
are as big as the Marquis site.

Mr. Kulovany asked whether they would consider the Marquis and Main and Maple
higher density. He said it might be interesting to see what these developers have done
in other communities.

Mr. Popovich then moved to the description for Downtown Edge 2, noting that the
maximum height is 60-70 feet, with a proposed height of 60’ or 5 stories. The minimum
height for that area is 32 feet with no change proposed, since it is close to the transition
area. The side yard existing setback varies from 0’-5" with 5’-10% of the lot width
proposed. The rear yard setback is 0’-20’ with 10’ proposed. There is no change in
parking, the FAR, or the minimum lot area per dwelling unit. There is also no build-to-
zone in this area.

Regarding Downtown Transition, Mr. Popovich said that the existing maximum height is
35’-70’, and is a mixture of multi-family, single-family residential, etc. The proposed
height is for 36’ or three stories. He showed the area map, saying the existing minimum
height is 32°, and there is no proposal to change the minimum height. The street yard
setback proposed is to change to 10’ from 0’-20’. The side yard is 5’ with 5'/10% of the
lot width proposed. There is no change in parking or the Floor Area Ratio.

Mr. Kulovany asked whether this is part of the Comprehensive Plan now. Mr. Popovich
replied that it is the current map as it now stands. Mr. Kulovany then commented about
bed and breakfasts and inns that would not compete with the downtown restaurants.
He suggested adding those into the area. Mr. Popovich said the Commission could
make that recommendation.

Regarding the Downtown Transition District, Mr. Popovich explained that the existing
maximum height is 35’-70’, with a proposed height of 36’ or three stories. He showed
the area map saying the minimum existing height is 32 feet. The proposed street yard
setback is 10’ from the existing 0’-20’. The side yard setback varies from 0’-5’ with a
proposal for a side yard of 5/10% of the lot width. The rear yard setback proposal is for
10’ from the 0’-20’ existing. As for Core uses in the downtown, the ground floor would
be an active space consisting of retail, entertainment, food service, while upper floors
could be used as multi-family residential or office space. No residential uses would be
permitted on the ground floor.

Downtown Edge 1 uses are commercial, retail, office, entertainment, service, restaurant
and residential.

Downtown Edge 2 also includes commercial, retail, office use with residential single-
family and multi-family permitted, as well as home occupations, institutional use, civic
use, bed and breakfasts. He noted that staff would have to review the definitions of
lodging, inn, hotel, etc., and how they could be worked into this area. Mr. Kulovany said
that they would not be looking for something like a Hampton Inn to move into that area,
which Mr. Popovich agreed was not the intention.
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Ms. Hogstrom noted that in the downtown transition, art galleries and studios are not
permitted and she asked why they were excluded. Mr. Popovich replied that they were
going to consider more residential uses there. If the Plan Commission feels it is not an
intensive use, it could be put back in. Ms. Hogstrom said that she thought some group-
type uses are perfect for a downtown transition.

Ms. Gassen asked why apartments/condos were transitioned, and Mr. Popovich
responded that based on the direction of the Comprehensive Plan, if they were to meet
all the bulk requirements, including parking, height and density, they would be
permitted. The intent was to encourage redevelopment. Ms. Gassen said she
understands the concern to meet all the requirements, however is a little bit unclear
about second floor only apartments. Ms. Leitschuh asked what she was referring to.
Mr. Kulovany replied she’s referring to the second floor only as a mixed-use
development. Mr. Popovich said the intention of the Core is not to have residential on
the first floor. They want something commercial on the first floor that will attract traffic.

Mr. Kulovany suggested that the actual zoning wording would have to be a great deal
more detailed.

Ms. Leitschuh commented that special uses should be assumed as allowed in that
district. Staff would look at the evaluation that would go before the Plan Commission
other than the actual result of that process. Chairman Rickard added it would be on a
case-by-case basis depending upon what is surrounding it.

Discussing the Prospect and Rogers area, Mr. Popovich said there are some properties
that are going to remain fairly close to the existing use, while others might be rezoned to
a transition area.

Mr. Quirk asked about finite changes from the current zoning to the downtown
transition. He said it looks as though the downtown transition will move into an R-4
district. He asked whether north of the tracks between Warren and Rogers, extending
down to Prospect would be zoned as R-4. Mr. Popovich replied that the area between
Prospect and Rogers would be removed from the transition area and changed to an R-6
zoning. Similarly adjacent to Immanuel Residences the idea was to stop the downtown
transition and convert those homes back to a single-family home classification. There
are some properties that will remain close to original zoning classification, while others
may change to downtown transition. Once a framework is established they will have to
do additional research on the individual lots.

Mr. Popovich replied further about Prospect and Rogers saying they meet the 800
square feet at the 54 units per acre, which is the allowable density. Single family is
determined by lot area coverage, and not square footage of living space. He said that
right now this framework appears to be appropriate, and the Village Council will have to
make that decision. This is not becoming law in September, but is a framework of what
the Zoning Ordinance could look like. At that point notifications would have to be made
to property owners and surrounding properties.

5
Plan Commission Meeting June 26, 2017



INF 2017-7501

Page 101 of 115

APPROVED MINUTES

Chairman Rickard said that to date he’s only heard two property owners who appeared
with concerns, and those concerns had already been addressed in the Plan. Mr.
Popovich said that Staff has reached out to Downtown Management, the Economic
Development Corporation, and any groups interested in the downtown area to get the
word out to all organizations. Chairman Rickard said he expects they will be hearing
from many more people before this is over.

Mr. Popovich said the Acadia building has entrances on the first floor to the residential
portions above commercial uses.

Chairman Rickard referred to the Land Use Chart under Business, Professional Offices
and Core. He asked whether those are permitted on the second floor and above. Mr.
Popovich said there was some discussion about allowing offices on the first floor, which
could be done now. Some offices would have a lot of traffic going in and out. The
intensity could be similar to some restaurants. Ms. Leitschuh noted that some people
had strong opinions regarding office uses, while others didn’t. Chairman Rickard said
he expected to see a “special use” on the first floor and “permitted uses” on the second
floor and above.

Mr. Popovich said Downtown Management was concerned about the ability of property
owners to fill a vacant space. It became more difficult to determine the activity of one
office versus another office in terms of foot traffic. Mr. Kulovany recalled the Comp Plan
meeting where discussion included the idea of people moving down the street and
looking at retail stores, then suddenly finding themselves in front of a real estate office.
The concern was that could cause the public to stop at that office use. Someone
mentioned that Anderson’s felt they were losing business because people weren’t
moving beyond Coldwell Banker to the bookstore.

Ms. Rollins said she noticed on the use table that the drive-thru facility had been a
special use and then was eliminated. She questioned whether banks wanted to have
the drive-in option. Mr. Popovich said drive-ins tend to create open spaces and remove
street walls. The desire was to create a pedestrian oriented downtown area. Ms. Rollins
said that the drive-in seemed to fit as a special use in a transition area.

Mr. Quirk asked how many uses currently exist in the Core and Transition that would
not be permitted there. He said he could think of the Toon Funeral Home, and the
automobile repair facilities that would not be permitted. Mr. Popovich replied the funeral
home is not a permitted use in that district. The funeral home was permitted at some
point. Ms. Leitschuh said the question is whether to allow a new funeral home in that
area. The existing business would be grandfathered in as a lawful non-conforming use.

Mr. Kulovany asked whether the essence of downtown transition is pedestrian rather
than auto oriented. Mr. Popovich responded that the impetus is behind making it
pedestrian friendly. He noted that at one time there were gas stations in the downtown
area and now there aren’t any. He explained that as they get closer to the Core they
want less green space and more density. Mr. Kulovany asked if that would be what is at
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the south side of Maple where there are businesses that look like residences. Mr.
Popovich said that area is proposed to be Edge 2. If you look at Forest, south of
Franklin, there are some single-family homes converted to offices that have some
greenspace as well. If there is a business in that area, they don’t want it to be high
intensity, with no storefronts. Mr. Kulovany asked if someone could come to the Plan
Commission for a variance on uses. Mr. Popovich noted use variances are not
permitted. Mr. Popovich said they would have to come to the Plan Commission for a
text amendment, which would change the Ordinance and the District. He explained that
there is always room for change.

Mr. Quirk asked what category yoga studios or gyms fall into. Mr. Popovich said it would
be personal improvement services and they are permitted in the downtown area. The
transition includes barbershops and beauty salons that must be on the ground floor and
not exceed 2,500 square feet. Personal improvement services/physical therapy would
be a gym. He doesn’t think those fall under medical or health practitioners.

Mr. Leitschuh gave a definition of what is included in personal improvement services as:
uses that provide a variety of services associated with personal grooming, instruction
and maintenance of fitness, health and well being. Typical uses include barbers, hair
and health salons, health studios, martial arts studios, and businesses purporting to
offer fortune telling or psychic services.

Mr. Popovich said they tried to figure out the key concepts and how uses fit into the
Comprehensive Plan.

Mr. Kulovany asked about medical/dental health practitioners and physical therapists
and whether they would fall into personal improvement. As for massage therapists, Mr.
Popovich said they would be as an ancillary use to a salon to avoid inappropriate
activities. Chairman Rickard said there’s a sign on the east side of Main Street for
massages all the time. Mr. Popovich said that could be done if they are a chiropractor,
where massage is not the principal use. Mr. Kulovany asked if they would ever consider
a therapeutic massage therapy as a permitted use.

Mr. Maurer asked if a methadone dispensary falls under medical health practitioners.
Mr. Popovich said that it does. Mr. Maurer responded that between Forest and Main,
west of Rogers, according to the current Code he could more easily walk into a
methadone clinic than he could to get his dog’s heartworm treatment. Mr. Popovich
said veterinary clinics are a special use.

Mr. Popovich said that there have been five traffic studies done as part of the
Comprehensive Plan on a neighborhood basis, but not one done for downtown. He was
not sure if one was planned at this time for the downtown. In response to an inquiry, Mr.
Popovich said he thought Acadia on the Green was sold out, the 922 Warren site has
one more unit to sell, and he doesn’t know about any of the new ones under
construction. The Village does not see changes in apartment rental occupancy. He said
that there is some discussion about a pedestrian crossover at the railroad tracks;

Plan Commission Meeting June 26, 2017



INF 2017-7501

APPROVED MINUTES

however, that is not something that has been discussed with BNSF and is not likely to
be seen in the near future.

Mr. Popovich addressed the subject of fagade improvements for the downtown, which
was a program in about 2007-2008. One of the high priority action items that the
Council will review is the future of the downtown because the TIF is expiring and the
special service area is expiring as well. The question arises as to what will happen
downtown with items such as flowers and improvements.

Chairman Rickard asked about design issues, verifying that they will discuss that at the
July 24t meeting.

Ms. Hogstrom asked if All Creatures Great and Small and Yoga have been advised
about their potential site as a parking deck. Mr. Popovich said that is only a concept at
this point and is merely an idea of looking at a parking deck north of the downtown. He
said that similarly there are ideas about other areas in the Village that need attention
such as 75" and Lemont, 63" and Belmont, etc., but no decision has been made for
those areas at this time.

Chairman Rickard then called for anyone in the audience who wished to ask a question
or make a comment.

1. Scott Richards or Oak Tree Towers at 1130 Warren Avenue asked whether they
are locked into six stories as maximum in the Village. He said he hoped they were. Mr.
Popovich replied that the downtown business district has a 70’ height limit with a 60’
height limit in the transition area. Mr. Richards said he has lived in the Village about
fifteen years now and he’s worried about what he is seeing as far as the well-being of
the town. He thinks they are hell bent on choking it. He keeps hearing “increased
density, increased density”. He asked when they’ll get to the point where enough is
enough is enough. His biggest concern is traffic and very seldom does he hear the
Board discussing traffic. He thinks they are at a point where it will be detrimental to the
whole town’s well being. It's hard to find parking downtown right now, with so many
trains going through every day and shutting the downtown down every year for festivals.
This is the only town he knows of that actually does that. He doesn’t want to see losing
the character of Downers Grove, the town itself. He thinks the Village is going in the
wrong direction. He referred to the “monstrosity” going up at Main and Maple that looks
more like a hospital than high end housing, and said that he understands people are
trying to get out of their contracts for that building because of the other building going up
immediately adjacent to it. He doesn’t understand why no one seems to worry about
any of this. He is dismayed at what he sees being discussed, and would like to see
more concern about traffic. People will just stop going into the downtown area because
of the traffic.

2. Jim Wilkinson, 1125 Black Oak and a member of Transportation and Parking
Commission, said there is a traffic study being proposed for downtown. They just
completed the fifth study for the unincorporated area on the west side. There is no
timeline right now but one study is proposed. He noted that the 2-hour parking signs do
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not agree with the Ordinance and that has to be addressed. In addition new equipment
will be installed downtown to monitor the traffic flow in the area. Regarding the parking
garage, the Commission struggled with that issue as well so as not to restrict the height
in the area so that a parking garage could be built. He said the dilemma is how to put in
a parking structure in an established area. They also have touched on surface lots. He
asked that they consider where the parking garage could go, which obviously would be
the north side of town. He said the parking garage would have to fit in with the imitations
or descriptions they have such as in DE1 or DE2. As for drive-thrus, such as U.S.
Bank, it really isn’t a drive-thru but is more of a mini-parking lot and a cut-through for
pedestrians. That has been grandfathered in at that location.

Someone on the Commission explained that if U.S. Bank was to close and another
bank came in within a six-month period they could use the drive-thru. More than six-
months out and the drive-thru would no longer be permitted without receiving approval.

Mr. Wilkinson said they have been talking about building upward. But he asked what
about going down for parking in a basement level. Mr. Popovich said the building code
restricts how deep you can go. It is not a zoning regulation. Some of the buildings under
construction have below-grade parking.

Mr. Wilkinson also commented that at some point it would be good to have a grocery
store downtown which would also require parking.

Mr. Wilkinson replied to a question that TAP often gets requests from residents
regarding changes in parking in neighborhoods, such as high school students parking in
residential neighborhoods. He said with regard to multi-family housing if there is only 1.4
parking spaces per unit, but two drivers/cars in the unit, that will affect street parking.
The construction at Main and Maple has resulted in the loss of parking spaces on Main
Street to accommodate some of the workers who are involved in the construction on
Maple. He also referred to the 2-hour parking in the downtown with employees parking
on the street all day on a Saturday. Mr. Popovich said one of the issues as well is
enforcement of employees parking on the street.

Mr. Kulovany said that Yorktown shopping center is about 3-4 blocks long and people
will park and walk in the mall. But they won’t walk a block from the parking garage to
the downtown stores. It is a behavior change. Mr. Kulovany asked whether TAP has
looked at synchronized lights on Main Street. Mr. Wilkinson said that has not come
before them for review. It might be part of Public Works, and they also would have to
work it through with the railroad.

Mr. Kulovany then asked whether TAP is involved in Metra, and Mr. Wilkinson said they
are not. He said that they were asked if they favored a pedestrian overpass at the
railroad tracks.

Mr. Popovich said that from 1997 to present there were about 600 additional residential
units added downtown, with 500 additional public parking spaces, and 400 private
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parking spaces. Other dynamics that could affect parking would be the change to
driverless cars.

Chairman Rickard said he spends more time than he likes to admit in the parking deck.
During normal business hours the deck is fairly well filled. There’s a change after
working hours and on the weekends. He thinks some of the issue with using the parking
deck is laziness.

A commissioner asked about the 600 additional units, and asked how many are
currently under construction. Mr. Popovich said that there are about 300 currently
under construction. Mr. Maurer noted then that half of the residential units added over
the last 20 years are under construction right now.

3. Mr. Richards who resides at Oak Tree Towers said that their residents have been
allowed to use the AT&T south side parking. If something happens to that, there will be
about 30 residents of Oak Tree without parking availability.

Mr. Popovich said Staff would obtain additional information about densities and uses in
the downtown and allowable densities in other communities.

Mr. Kulovany asked what the reasoning is behind the Council wanting greater density
downtown. Mr. Popovich said if there are more people downtown more businesses
would remain open. They want to keep a quaint feel to the downtown, with density
around the edge of residents who would frequent the downtown businesses.

Ms. Hogstrom said that they recently approved demolishing a building for St. Joseph'’s
parish at Franklin and Main to allow for an additional surface parking area. There could
be an opportunity for residents to use those parking areas during off hours.

Chairman Rickard called for a Motion to continue the meeting.

Mr. Kulovany moved to continue the meeting for Case 16PLC-0019 to July 24,
2017, seconded by Ms. Gassen.

All in favor. Motion carried.

Chairman Rickard said he might not be present for that meeting.

Mr. Quirk moved, seconded by Mr. Kulovany to adjourn the meeting.
All in favor. The Motion carried.

Chairman Rickard adjourned the meeting at 9:05 PM.
Respectfully submitted,

Tonie Harrington,
Recording Secretary.
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING

5101 WALNUT AVENUE
FEBRUARY 20, 2017 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the February 20, 2017 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive
Plan Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:06 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the
Pledge of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Chairman Gorman, Ms. Acks, Ms. Hogstrom, Ms. Majauskas, Mr. Wilkinson

ABSENT:  Members Kalina and Luka

STAFF: Community Development Director Stan Popovich

VISITORS: John Houseal with Houseal Levigne Associates, 188 W. Randolph, Chicago; Amy
Gassen, 5320 Benton, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss, Downers Grove;
Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St.,

Downers Grove; Graham Mosey, 4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove; Steve Kuhn,
4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES — JANUARY 16, 2017

A typographical error was noted on page 5, second paragraph. On the same page, under Public
Comment, fourth line, delete the word “fair” and insert “fare”. MINUTES OF THE

JANUARY 16, 2017 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON,
SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Community Development Dir. Stan Popovich referenced a memo prepared for members, a copy of
the functional sub-areas and some emails. He reviewed the latest updates to the plan. However, he
pointed out that tonight’s meeting would focus on the development regulations and how they would
impact the development throughout the downtown area and how each of the sub-areas would
function in terms of setbacks and bulk requirements. Those changes, he clarified, would be made at
the village council level.

Mr. John Houseal, with Houseal Associates, reviewed what changes were made between the

boundaries and what changes could not be made, i.e., those between the three primary districts.
Ms. Acks, referring to the northwest corner of Maple and Main, voiced concern that a six-story
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building could be located there, creating a canyon. She further expressed her concern that the
parking along the railroad tracks, north of Burlington, could be removed and replaced with six-story
buildings and block out the downtown. She believed a cap in height should be required.

Mr. Houseal explained that the ad hoc committee could reduce the height at the northwest corner of
Maple and Main (up to Grove Street) if desired. Ms. Acks, along with others, preferred to expand
the northwest corner of Main and Maple, as well as the two parcels along the tracks (east and west
of Main Street) to become part of the Downtown Core.

Mr. Popovich reviewed the other changes that were made from the last meeting. The group also
discussed cell towers in the downtown area.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Graham Mosey, 4925 Forest Ave., Downers Grove, referenced his emails as well as another
neighbor’s email and shared his frustration that this committee was having its conversation and
putting forth recommendations to council only to find out that the village council has made its
decisions on district lines. Mr. Mosey stated his business has been in the village for forty years and
the reason he purchased his business on Forest Avenue was because years ago the concept was to
take off the load from the Downtown Central Business District and to bring it to secondary areas,
such as Forest Avenue or Warren Avenue and to bring in service businesses, excluding retail, so
that the downtown could have a vibrant retail area. He voiced frustration that council removed part
of a footprint from Main Street at the corner of Maple and Main where parking existed and some
very good opportunities existed for retail but instead residences were being constructed.

He said he was before this group because the footprint was being reduced, the real estate was being
compromised with less services, less businesses and less opportunities for more multi-family high
density to be developed in the downtown. Mr. Mosey summarized how Forest Avenue changed
over the years and the variety of building types currently found on Forest Avenue. For the village
to say that development could not increase in height was irresponsible and to make such changes on
Forest Avenue would be economically impacted. He stated it was unfortunate that this committee
did not have a say in such changes.

Mr. Mosey further explained he purchased his property with the knowledge that he could develop
on Forest Avenue but that the proposed change hindered it and made it economically not feasible.
He praised the downtown when a nearby business owner purchased three bankrupt properties with
the idea that at some point all of the businesses could be doing a nice development on Forest
Avenue. He was in the process of contacting other nearby property owners about this proposed
change.

In response, Ms. Majauskas asked Mr. Mosey what he did want, wherein he stated he would not
change anything on Forest Avenue. As an aside, he noted that prior to the changes being proposed,
he and another property owner and tenant were discussing a proposed development with enclosed
self parking for not only the building but “free range parking.” His development would have been a
mixed-use building.

Ms. Linda Kunze, Downtown Development Corporation, reiterated what the above speaker had said

and also liked the comments that were made in Mr. Hinkel’s letter to this committee — that some of
the new Internet companies are hiring more employees because they want to be downtown and have
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access to Chicago as well as access to nearby amenities in the village. She supported having more
offices on Forest Avenue.

Mr. Mosey returned and explained that people will begin to ask what was the reason for the village
council to make such a proposal and he stated his job was to get in front of council to find out what
was the reason and to make council responsible for that reason. Of the remaining businesses on
Forest Avenue, Mr. Mosey explained they were tired because they could not afford to redevelop
individually. He honestly thought that Forest Avenue would not have been discussed or
compromised they way it had been and believed Forest Avenue should have been left alone.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, understood that Mr. Mosey’s contention was tall buildings
constructed on Forest Avenue as well as across the street and that the shorter buildings did not
match the character of what already existed. Mr. Mosey returned and stated it did not match the
character nor was it economical when considering the setbacks and the lower height because the
ability for parking was being taken away — the taller the structure, the more ability there was to park
internally. The lower buildings had no ability for parking. Mr. Mosey commented that the east side
of Main Street could be compromised at some point as well, given that parking was an issue there.

Continuing, Mr. Mosey stated the downtown was slowly being “strangled”” which made the
transition area more important. However, now the transition area was being “strangled” especially
on Forest Avenue. Asked if he needed 70 feet to make it feasible, Mr. Mosey indicated not
necessarily so and proceeded to explain what his conversation was with staff from 20 years ago.

RECOMMENDATION OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Mr. Popovich summarized for those in attendance all of the committees and commissions the plan
was reviewed by, including village council. Next steps were explained as well as the motions the
committee should consider forwarding to the Village Council: 1) motion to review the northwest
corner of Maple and Main Streets, running up to Grove Street — to bring the properties into the
Downtown Core; 2) motion to review two properties on Main Street, north of Burlington, located on
the east and west sides of Main; and 3) motion to review Franklin Street, 7 blocks south on the east
side of Forest Avenue.

MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON TO RECOMMEND THE DEVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS REGARDLESS OF WHAT THE ZONING MAP LOOKS LIKE.

SECONDED BY MS. HOGSTROM.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

MOTION BY MS. ACKS THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF MAPLE AND MAIN STREETS, UP TO GROVE STREET AND TO
CONSIDER BRINGING THE PROPERTIES INTO THE DOWNTOWN CORE.
SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.
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Discussion then followed regarding the two parking lots located on the east and west sides of Main
Street along the railroad tracks. Comments followed that the parcels should be an expansion of the
Downtown Core area from Main to Washington. Other comments followed that the train station
should be included in the Downtown Core also.

Discussing the west side of Main Street, consensus was to leave it as Downtown Edge 1.

MOTION BY MS. ACKS THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION CONSIDER THE
EXTENSION OF THE DOWNTOWN CORE TO THE AREA OF THE TRAIN STATION
AND THE PARKING LOT NEXT TO IT (BETWEEN MAIN AND WASHINGTON,
BURLINGTON AND THE TRAIN STATION).

SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS.
MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 4-1 (NAY: MR. GORMAN)

Asked what members thought about Forest Avenue (east side) up to Franklin Street and it being
currently depicted as Downtown Transition, Mr. Wilkinson felt it should remain in character with
what currently existed. On the Main Street side he noted the various businesses that were currently
there and said they could be incorporated into the type of development Mr. Mosey discussed above,
i.e., service organizations that could be anchored. The Franklin to Forest to Main area should be
kept as is. The taller buildings can be constructed with the caveat that parking be created
underneath the building.

Ms. Majauskas, however, pointed out that with the new condo building in the area now, the village

began to make the area “big buildings”, other than the houses that were businesses, and so, to cut it
off mid-block did not make sense. Further dialog followed.

MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON THAT THE PLAN COMMISSION CONSIDER A
RECOMMENDATION TO CONSIDER DOWNTOWN EDGE 2 ZONING FOR THE EAST
SIDE OF FOREST AVENUE UP TO FRANKLIN.

SECONDED BY MS. ACKS.

MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

Mr. Popovich reviewed the next steps the comprehensive plan would follow. He thanked all of the
members for volunteering their time and effort on the village’s comprehensive plan.

ADJOURNMENT

THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 8:14 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. WILKINSON,
SECONDED BY MS. MAJAUSKAS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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VILLAGE OF DOWNERS GROVE
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AD HOC COMMITTEE MEETING
PUBLIC WORKS BUILDING

5101 WALNUT AVENUE
JANUARY 16, 2017 - 7:00 P.M.

Chairman Gorman called the January 16, 2017 meeting of the Downers Grove Comprehensive Plan
Ad Hoc Committee meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. and led the meeting with the recital of the Pledge
of Allegiance.

ROLL CALL

PRESENT: Chairman Dave Gorman, Carine Acks, Ed Kalina, John Luka, Daiva Majauskas
(7:15 p.m.) Jim Wilkinson

ABSENT:  Members Irene Hogstrom

STAFF: Community Development Director Stan Popovich, Senior Planner Rebecca
Leitschuh

VISITORS: John Houseal with Houseal Lavigne Associates, 188 W. Randolph, Chicago; Amy
Gassen, 5320 Benton, Downers Grove; Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss, Downers Grove;
Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden Rd., Downers Grove; Don Rickard, 4735 Main St.,
Downers Grove

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - NOVEMBER 14, 2016

MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 14, 2016 WERE APPROVED ON MOTION BY MR. LUCA,
SECONDED BY MR. WILKINSON. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 5-0.

INTRODUCTION OF DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS

Mr. John Houseal, with Houseal Lavigne Associates, recalled for the commissioners how the
Downtown Development Regulations were approached, i.e., built on the understanding of the
previously approved plan for the downtown which created three previously defined districts: 1) the
Downtown Core, 2) the Downtown Edge, and 3) the Downtown Transition. Characteristics of each
district followed.

Mr. Houseal discussed that tonight’s discussion would focus on the content/breakdown of
guidelines with the next meeting to discuss the procedures by which regulations would be
administered or relief granted. Community Development Director, Mr. Popovich, added that with
the regulations, the goal was to have the this Ad hoc Committee and the Plan Commission review
the regulations and if the Village Council accepted the findings then staff would draft regulations to
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incorporate into the village’s zoning ordinance. Input and discussion from tonight’s meeting was
important.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN CORE

A review of the Down Core Area followed on the overhead, noting there were many two- and three-
story buildings at the sidewalk line, a few one-story buildings, and no setbacks between buildings.
Referring to the plan diagram, Mr. Houseal summarized that according to the current plan, building
height could be two to three stories. Buildings along the sidewalks had no setbacks and mixed-use
was recommended (retail or commercial on ground floor with residential or office on the upper
floors).

Per Mr. Houseal, the new maximum building height proposed for the Core area would be 40 feet or
three stories, based off of a 12- to 15-foot first floor and a 10- to 12-foot upper floor. Setbacks
would remain the same. Proposed uses for the ground floor included commercial, retail,
entertainment, and restaurant-type uses. Proposed uses for the upper floors included multi-family
residential, office, or service uses. No residential uses would be permitted on the ground floor.

Staff clarified that current drive-thrus were grandfathered in and if the use changed they would have
to be removed within a certain period of time. If the use remained with a new tenant, the drive-thru
could be used. However, Mr. Houseal recommended that the village continue to not allow drive-
thrus in the Core area. He pointed out that parking would probably be the largest driver of
development intensity in this area and recommended no changes to the village’s parking standards
either, as they were very good. (Ms. Majauskas arrives.)

Reviewing the use table depicted on Page 6, Mr. Popovich asked for comments regarding a 24-foot
high, two-story minimum building height. No negative comments followed. Further review of the
table followed. As for a constructing a building that came to the lot line but had an opening/
courtyard or an outdoor dining area, Mr. Houseal stated the space could be factored in but the key
was to have some sort of built structure next to the sidewalk, such as a fence.

Discussing office use, Mr. Popovich stated that office was a permitted use on the ground floor.
However, Ms. Majauskas preferred to change that, believing that office should be allowed on the
second floor only. Mr. Wilkinson asked if there was an option to promote retail without prohibiting
office use, should vacancies start occurring, wherein Mr. Houseal suggested making retail and
restaurant use permitted uses as of right and make office use a special use with the appropriate
standards.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Linda Kunze, 933 Curtiss Street, Downtown Management, appreciated the comments, stating
the downtown businesses “were pleading” with her about this, commenting that Anderson’s
Bookstore was thinking of leaving because Berkshire Hathaway moved next to Caldwell Banker
which has hurt Anderson’s sales significantly. She stated that pedestrians stopped walking at
Caldwell Banker and would not travel beyond that point. Ms. Kunze thought the idea of a special
use may be fine and could also give the village an opportunity to think about the use if retail could
not be obtained. At the same time though, Ms. Kunze asked whether the change would discourage
the outdoor cafes currently. Mr. Popovich explained that as with any existing cafes, the building
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line would not have to be moved and outdoor seating can be placed in the right-of-way with the
proper license agreement. Anything new, however, would have to meet the 0 to 5-foot setback
requirement. The Cellar Door was used as an example by staff.

Mr. Rich Kulovany, 6825 Camden, Downers Grove, asked if there was consideration for roof-top
parking, citing a grocery store using it in Glenview, to which Mr. Houseal indicated other cities
were doing that same thing and that currently, in the village, it was not prohibited. Mr. Popovich
indicated that the maximum height for such scenario would be to the “flat part of the roof” with the
screening of mechanicals or cars being required. Asked if there was consideration to have a single-
family use above a store/restaurant, Mr. Popovich explained that single-family use would need
multiple units above to be considered a multi-family unit in the district and so it would be permitted
in the village’s code.

Asked if outdoor rooftop seating could be permitted currently or in the future, Mr. Popovich
explained it could with the proper building code compliance.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE -1

Mr. Houseal recalled this area was initially one sub-area under the Downtown Edge, but now
delineated as Downtown Edge 1 (DE-1) and Downtown Edge 2 (DE-2). He recalled members had
talked about having the greater intensity located closer to the Core area and the slightly less
intensity located toward the Transitional area. Two districts were then created: DE-1 and DE-2,
which were very similar districts except for their allowed height difference. An overview of the two
districts were shown on the overhead. Current building height, setbacks and uses for the Downtown
Edge were described.

Mr. Houseal then shared that the proposed building height maximum for the DE-1 District would be
72 feet to allow six stories, approximately 12 feet per floor. Proposed setbacks would be 0 feet.
Proposed side yard setbacks would be a minimum of 5 feet or minimum of 10% of lot width,
whichever was greater. Proposed side yard setback for properties adjacent to the Downtown Core
District would be 0 feet. Proposed rear yard setbacks would be 10 feet throughout the entire district
and special setback standards would apply if a building abuts the residential districts.

A variety of proposed uses followed. Mr. Popovich also added that since this district was so close

to the Core district, staff wanted to incorporate some of the characteristics of the Core to this district
and for the DE-2 district, characteristics from the Transition/residential area would be incorporated.

REVIEW DOWNTOWN EDGE —2

Mr. Houseal noted that this district was a bit further away from the Downtown Core area and was
less intense. He pointed out that this area was where setback requirements were beginning to
emerge and height was coming down. Much of the bulk standards were the same as DE-1 except
the height was being decreased to 1 to 5 floors with maximum of 60 feet. Setbacks were proposed
at 10-feet throughout the entire district to allow for some landscaping and trees. Proposed rear
setbacks were the same as DE-1. A wide range of uses still existed.

Ms. Majauskas expressed concern about what was not written in the comprehensive plan. While
she appreciated all the new developments that would come, she voiced concern that another parking
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lot was being removed and questioned how businesses were suppose to remain and thrive when no
one could park. Convenience and accessibility were important. Mr. Houseal explained the
challenge was that buildings occupy the majority of the site and cannot provide the parking for all
of their uses. In order for any downtown to be successful, he explained the municipality has to
provide public parking whether surface or structure. He pointed out that it is typically the Village
that needs to identify locations for future parking.

However, one member believed surface lots were moving toward development and an additional
parking structure was needed for the downtown area, but the ideal uses had to draw people to the
downtown. Agreeing, Mr. Houseal cited other cities that had full parking structures and that more
were being constructed. He elaborated that if businesses could get their employees to park in a
parking structure versus in front of their business, it would free up a significant amount of parking.

Mr. Kalina asked if the DE-1 on Forest Avenue could be pushed 100 to 200 feet north, or even to
Franklin Street. Mr. Popovich indicated the Village Council delineated the subareas, but staff
would follow up. Referring to zoning and its impact on a parking structure in the DE-1 area,
someone asked if the structure would have to conform to the existing, as proposed, or could the
village seek an exception. Mr. Houseal explained the village could seek a variation with the
hardship being that it is not a typical standard DE-1 use because the village is providing parking for
the entire downtown so the village cannot be bound by existing zoning regulations because it is a
benefit for the entire three districts, not just the village’s private use. So it becomes a hardship
because no one else is in the same situation and it is entirely unique.

Dialog followed regarding some map discrepancies between the pages of the comprehensive plan
relating to buildings located at Rogers and Washington which Mr. Houseal would fix. Additionally,
there were concerns about building setbacks at the northwest corner of Maple and Washington and
that if the nearby church removed its parking lot there could be a six-story building on the corner
with three of the corners being “quaint.” Staff pointed out that two newer developments on Maple
Avenue were located nearby and were at the property line currently. Another member voiced
concern that a six-story building could be constructed katty-corner from a residential home at the
southeast corner Maple and Washington. Mr. Popovich pointed out that if the committee thought
the church property and the property north of it should be in DE-2 district, they could discuss it.
After discussing the matter, members believed there should be a setback due to the height and
recommended the church parking lot designation should be changed from DE-1 to DE-2.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. Linda Kunze, with Downtown Management, appreciated the comments about parking and
agreed parking was still an issue in the downtown. She expressed the challenges of keeping
business owners when they complain that they have no customers or the customers complain about
parking. While the village was helpful, Ms. Kunze believed it was time for the village to consider
taking some older homes and converting them to a parking structure. She also voiced concern that
some of the mayors attending conferences were not even being encouraged to build parking decks
due to the new variety of ride-sharing occurring with services like Uber, etc.

Mr. Rich Kulovany agreed that the above corner should be redrawn to be included in the DE-2

district because the Main and Maple development was 70 feet in height and the roof at Marquee on
Maple was 59-1/2 feet. The proposal would allow for a slight step down.
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REVIEW DOWNTOWN TRANSITION

Mr. Houseal referenced this district and noted those areas where no front setbacks existed, those
areas where setbacks were required, and those areas that had 25 ft. front setbacks. Current height
requirements were referenced. Proposed for this district were buildings with a maximum height of
36 feet or three stories in height. Also proposed was a 20-foot front street setback throughout the
district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10-foot setback.
Proposed side setbacks would be five feet or 10% of lot width. Special side setbacks would apply
when abutting against a residential district. Proposed rear setbacks would be 20 feet throughout the
entire district except for properties fronting on Main Street, which would have a 10 foot required
setback. Proposed uses include single, multi-family, office, service, home occupation and
institutional but on a residential scale and with residential compatibility. No retail or restaurant uses
would be allowed.

Mr. Popovich then raised the topic of minimum lot area per dwelling unit and asked whether the
village should be concerned with how many units are in a development if a developer can provide
parking. Mr. Luka indicated that the village should care about it because the village did not want
100 square foot units being constructed. Then conversation followed regarding the rage with tiny
houses among the Millennial market as well as the range of unit sizes being constructed by
developers for the merging of the Millennials and the retirees, who both wanted walkability, rent-
ability (not own homes) and to have nearby amenities. One member cautioned that the village
should ensure that its rentable units were a saleable size in order to convert them to ownership units,
if necessary, since it would give the village more options to people.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Kulovany recommended under “Usage” to add Inns and Bed & Breakfasts. Regarding the
Millennial comments, Mr. Kulovany stated he was an Uber driver and shared some of the
conversations he had while driving Millennials, who basically do not support owning cars in the
city when a person can get to work for a relatively cheap fare. Millennials also rent cars and rent
units because they do not want to fix anything. He stated that Millennials have a different mind set.

Further discussion followed how the Millennial demographics will change once children come into
the picture and, as a demographic group, will eventually move out to the suburbs.

REVIEW DESIGN GUIDELINES

Mr. Popovich depicted various buildings in the village on the overhead, pointing out that their
design was based off of the village’s Pattern Book. He described how the various buildings are
broken up, the materials used on them, and the rhythm of the buildings, i.e., window patterns,
corner treatments, and cornice/roof lines. He stated that EFIS, CMU brick, and vinyl siding are not
encouraged in the village. Per a question, projecting signage or awnings can encroach into the
right-of-ways but not balconies. Staff administers these guidelines.

Mr. Houseal explained that the intent of the guidelines is to use them for the different types of
components or features the village anticipates addressing. However, once the district regulations
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are put into place, they are to be used as a reference. He recommended crafting design guidelines
for each of the separate districts discussed above so developers know what to produce.

Asked if he has seen developers go green on their own or whether they need incentives,
Mr. Popovich explained that he has seen developers go green when detention or stormwater
practices are required. Details followed. Mr. Houseal also shared what he has seen in the field.

Of the three residential developments being constructed in the village, a question was asked whether
the village had to change any of the designs wherein Mr. Popovich indicated that the designs were
“tweaked” a bit, citing some of the design changes that were made at the Main and Maple project.
Mr. Popovich inquired whether the guidelines should continue to be used as guidelines or whether
they should be converted to regulations. He explained that currently, they are guidelines, whereby
staff can enforce them. If they are regulations that require specific compliance, a review board
would be needed. A review board could require developers spend more time to go through the
process to receive approval from the board.

Members seemed to favor keeping the guidelines in place versus regulations. Mr. Houseal believed
the guidelines needed to be drafted for each of the districts and the guidelines appeared to be
successful currently. He reiterated that the guidelines were not meant to dictate architecture or
dictate building design but to guide development to ensure the desired downtown character and
sense of place is met.

PUBLIC COMMENT —
No additional public comment was provided.

Mr. Popovich closed the discussion by summarizing that he will revise the guidelines according to
the changes discussed tonight and then at the next meeting he will discuss uses and procedures. The
next meeting will be scheduled for February 20, 2017 at the Public Works Building.

ADJOURNMENT

THE MEETING WAS ADJOURNED AT 9:10 P.M. ON MOTION BY MR. LUKA,
SECONDED BY MRS. ACKS. MOTION CARRIED BY VOICE VOTE OF 6-0.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Celeste K. Weilandt
(As transcribed by MP-3 audio)
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