VILLAGE OF GLENCOE

675 Village Court, Glencoe, Illinois 60022
p: (847) 835-4114 | info@villageofglencoe.org | Follow Us: @VGlencoe

www.villageofglencoe.org

Virtual Meeting Information

The April 27, 2022 Plan Commission meeting will be held virtually via telephone and videoconference
(individuals may participate either by telephone or by video conference) pursuant to Governor Pritzker’s
ongoing Executive Order. In addition, at least one representative from the Village will be present at Village Hall
in compliance with Section 7(e) of the Open Meetings Act.

Individuals may call the following to participate in the meeting:

By Telephone: By Zoom Video Conference:
Phone Number: 1 (312) 626-6799 Zoom video conference link: Click here

Webinar ID: 852 1224 2494

Video conference participants using a computer will be prompted to install the Zoom client; participants using
smart phones or tablets must download the Zoom app from their app store.

Public Comment Submittal Options

Option 1: Submit Comments by E-Mail Prior to Meeting

Public comments can be submitted in advance of the meeting by e-mail to
glencoemeeting@villageofglencoe.org. Public comments received by 6:00 p.m. or one hour before the start of
the meeting on the day of the meeting will be read during the meeting under Public Comment. Any comments
received during the meeting may be read at the end of the meeting. All e-mails received will be acknowledged.

Public comment is limited to 400 words or less. E-mailed public comments should contain the following:

e The Subject Line of the e-mail should include the following text: “April 27" Plan Commission Meeting
Public Comment”

e Name of person submitting comment (address can be provided, but is not required)

e QOrganization or agency person is submitting comments on behalf of, if applicable

e Topic or agenda item number of interest, or indicate if the public comment is on a matter not listed on
the Commission meeting agenda

Option 2: Submit Comments by Phone Prior to Meeting

Individuals without access to e-mail may submit their comments through a voice message by calling

(847) 461-1100. Verbal public comments will be read aloud during the meeting and will be limited to three
minutes.
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1.

AGENDA
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE
PLAN COMMISSION

Virtual Meeting
Wednesday, April 27, 2022 - 7:00 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

Bruce Huvard, Chairman, Public-at-Large Representative

Gail Lissner, Vice Chair, Village Board Representative

Marc Gale, School District 35 Representative

Lisa Brooks, Park Board Representative

Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative

Scott Novack, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative

Michael Pope, Glencoe Public Library Representative

James Thompson, Public-at-Large Representative

Greg Turner, Public-at-Large Representative

Peter Van Vechten, Historic Preservation Commission Representative

2.

CONSIDERATION OF THE FEBRUARY 23, 2022 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

CONSIDERATION OF A PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SUBDIVISION AND ASSOCIATED VARIATIONS
FROM THE SUBDIVISION CODE FOR FRONT LOT LINE LENGTH, LOT AREA, AND LOT WIDTH AT 538 GREEN
BAY ROAD

PUBLIC COMMENT
Individuals interested in addressing the Plan Commission on non-agenda items may do so during this time.

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS

ADJOURN

The Village of Glencoe is subject to the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. Individuals with disabilities who plan to attend this
meeting and who require certain accommodations in order to allow them to observe and/or participate in this meeting, or who have questions regarding
the accessibility of the meeting or the facilities, are requested to contact the Village of Glencoe at least 72 hours in advance of the meeting at (847) 835-
4114, or the lllinois Relay Center at (800) 526-0844, to allow the Village of Glencoe to make reasonable accommodations for those persons.
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VILLAGE OF GLENCOE
PLAN COMMISSION

Virtual Meeting
Wednesday, February 23, 2022 - 7:00 p.m.

1. CALL TO ORDER

The February 23, 2022 meeting of the Plan Commission of the Village of Glencoe, Cook County was
called to order virtually at 7:02 p.m. Chairman Huvard provided the legal basis for holding a virtual
meeting.

2. ROLL CALL

The following Commissioners were in attendance:

Gail Lissner, Vice Chair, Village Board Representative

Lisa Brooks, Park District Representative

Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative

Michael Pope, Glencoe Public Library Representative

John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative

James Thompson, Public-at-Large Representative

Greg Turner, Public-at-Large Representative

Peter Van Vechten, Historic Preservation Commission Representative

The following Commissioners were not in attendance:
Bruce Huvard, Chairman, Public-at-Large Representative
Marc Gale, School District 35 Representative

The following Village staff were also in attendance:
Taylor Baxter, Development Services Manager

Lee Brown, Village Planner

Dave Mau, Public Works Director

3. CONSIDER THE JULY 28, 2021 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

Commissioner Turner made a correction to the minutes, changing one word on Page 2 from “contract”
to “contrast”. Commissioner Turner moved to approve the minutes. Commissioner Brooks seconded and
the motion passed unanimously.

4. CONSIDERATION OF EXTERIOR APPEARANCE REVIEW FOR A PROPOSED WALL SIGN AT 45 GREEN
BAY ROAD

Taylor Baxter provided background information on the proposal. The proposal is a new 37.3-square-foot
wall sign for a Coldwell Banker location on the corner of Scott Avenue and Green Bay Road. Vice Chair
Lissner stated that the sigh meets zoning requirements and opened the floor for questions.
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Commissioner Turner asked about how allowable sign area is calculated. He asked what the allowable
size would be if limits were based only on the front of the building. He said that the essence of the rule
could be considered to be based on the wall on which a sign is to be displayed. Mr. Baxter said that if
this were only a 20-foot-wide store frontage, the allowable signage would be 30 square feet. He added
that the code implies that the frontage measurement should be based on the property line and that one
sign is allowed per street frontage. He said that the 150-square-foot limit would be based on the entire
street frontage of the lot. He confirmed that the proposed sign would be approximately 20% larger than
what would be allowed if the building was only the 20-foot-wide diagonal section.

Commissioner Brooks asked about the code’s restrictions on dark sky best practices. Mr. Brown said that
there had not been any discussion of dark sky requirements in the sign code itself. He said that 75 foot-
candles is fairly bright and might not be considered as part of best practices for dark sky requirements,
but that what is most important is what light leaves the site. He said that we do not have a standard for
dark skies and that this could be part of a code update in the future. Mr. Baxter added that he did not
know the exact brightness of the light, but that the applicant had stated that it would not exceed 75
foot-candles. The applicant was not present to answer questions about this topic.

Commissioner Van Vechten added that a standard office illumination is 40 foot-candles. He stated that
he had concerns about the size of the sign on the storefront. He said that the fact that the sign was
being relocated may afford the opportunity to observe how it looks at night. He asked about what is
included in calculating the allowable square footage and reiterated that the sign looks large, but there
are some large signs in other locations nearby to the south. Mr. Baxter clarified that the frontage was
measured form the east property line to the corner and then along Green Bay Road to the edge of this
suite, totaling approximately 100 feet. If the building frontage alone were used, the allowable square
footage would be well over 37 square feet. Vice Chair Lissner added that the sign had already been
removed from its previous location.

Mr. Brown added that the sign would be a halo-lit, channel-letter sign. He said that the previous location
had gooseneck illumination, which would put more lighting onto the background than the current
proposal with lighting behind the channel letters. The proposal would not have the large, white field
that would be produced by gooseneck lighting.

Commissioner Satter said that he agrees with Commissioner Van Vechten that the sign looks big, but it
may just be a function of the space and that the fagade may be larger than it appears. He said that the
sign is well below what would be allowed under the zoning code, and that even if just the diagonal area
is considered, the sign is only around 20% larger than what would be proposed. He expressed his
support for the sign.

Vice Chair Lissner asked about public comments. Mr. Baxter said that there were no written comments.
No attendees provided any comments on the sign.

Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked if there are plans for an awning. Mr. Baxter said that there were no
awning plans at this time and any new awnings would come to the Commission for review.

Commissioner Satter moved to approve the proposal. Commissioner Mihalopoulos seconded. The
motion passed with seven in favor and one in opposition.

RESULT: ACCEPTED
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AYES: Lissner, Mihalopoulos, Pope, Satter, Thompson, Turner, Van Vechten

(7)

NAYS: Brooks (1)
ABSTAIN: None (0)
ABSENT: Huvard, Gale (2)

5. CONSIDERATION OF A PROPOSED COMBINATION PLAT FOR 484 AND 486 MADISON AVENUE

Mr. Baxter provided background information on the proposal, explaining that the property is three
underlying parcels that have been considered a single zoning lot for approximately 20 years. There are
two addresses on the property because there were two homes on the property as recently as the 1990s.
One home was demolished, and Village records indicate that they have been considered a single lot
since then. The applicant could build one single-family home on the property, but Village Board approval
is needed to formally combine the property. The Plan Commission’s role is to provide a
recommendation to the Village Board. He explained that the applicant has requested combined
preliminary and final plat review, rather than two separate rounds of review. The Plan Commission has
the discretion to approve or deny this request. He added that staff does not oppose this combined
review, as this is a relatively straightforward request. He stated that the underlying parcels do not meet
minimum zoning standards, but the proposed combined parcel does meet zoning requirements and that
staff is of the opinion that the proposal meets the Subdivision Code’s standards for review. He told the
Commission that some neighbors had expressed stormwater concerns, and that the applicant has
proposed new stormwater management infrastructure. The Village Engineer’s preliminary review did
not present any stormwater concerns, as the project would likely result in improved conditions both on
site and on neighboring properties.

Applicant Steve Aisen said that the property probably should have formally been combined years ago,
and that this seems like the logical next step.

Commissioner Satter asked if someone could build two houses on the property. Mr. Baxter said that this
has been treated as a single zoning lot for many years, and that to go from a single zoning lot back to
two zoning lots, with some exceptions, typically requires Village Board approval to go back to two zoning
lots from one zoning lot. Mr. Brown agreed, saying that if non-conforming lots are held in common, they
automatically become a single zoning lot. If they were held separately they could still be considered
separate zoning lots. To build two houses, there would need to be a variation granted to allow two non-
conforming zoning lots. Commissioner Satter asked if this had ever been challenged in the court system,
and Mr. Brown said that this requirement had held up to legal challenge elsewhere. Commissioner
Thompson added that in his experience, the sale of one non-conforming lot could make the lots
unbuildable.

Commissioner Van Vechten provided some historic background on the property. These were laid out as
smaller lots, allowing for more affordable housing. He said that one of the houses on the property was
demolished in 2001 and that the garage is a remnant of this lot. He asked if there is any precedent of
granting single-step review and Mr. Baxter responded that he knew of one instance on Sheridan Road in
2019 that was granted combined review. Mr. Brown said that there were other examples before and
after the Subdivision Code was updated.

Commissioner Brooks expressed concerns about the single round of review, with regard to sufficient

opportunity for public comments. She said that this has been an issue at times with the Park District and
that the perception of not providing enough opportunity is something to be avoided. Vice Chair Lissner
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mentioned that there is a sign on the property. Mr. Baxter said that the sign was up for a month and
letters were sent out a couple weeks before the meeting.

Commissioner Pope said that the sign on the property is large and that neighbors do not seem to have
objections, other than about stormwater concerns. He said that neighbors had seen the sign and not
objected, and that the proposed house would be an improvement. Commissioner Brooks asked about
written comments. Mr. Baxter said that two comments expressed stormwater concerns and that one
stated no objection to the project. He read the three comments that had been received and stated that
the proposed project would likely lead to improved conditions on the property with regard to
stormwater.

Commissioner Satter asked how long the wait would be if the Commission did not approve the
consolidation of plat review into one round. Mr. Baxter said that it would be a delay of up to two
months. Commissioner Satter said there weren’t likely to be any requirements that needed to be
satisfied in the plat review process, or whether those would be handled at the time of permitting. Mr.
Baxter agreed with this assessment and said that he would be surprised if there were any significant
changes that the Plan Commission would review in a second round.

Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked about tree review. Mr. Baxter said that plan review would include
deposits for tree removal and that a full review would take place as part of that process.

Commissioner Turner asked if consolidating the review process would preclude the Village Board from
returning the matter to the Commission for further consideration or take additional public comment
and Mr. Baxter responded that this is correct. Commissioner Turner asked the applicant to talk through
how the proposed easement would work. Mr. Aisen said that they would be trying to save all the tress
they could, although some trees would need to come down. He said that significant drainage
improvements are proposed, specifically detention storage, storm inlets, and improvements to the
southwest corner for the improvement of conditions on nearby properties.

Commissioner Van Vechten compared this process to that from the Hoover Estate, which share a
concern from neighbors about stormwater issues. He said that his concern is with consolidating the plat
review process due to unresolved issues. He said that until a determination that the proposed solution
will work, and that is communicated to neighbors, that this issue remains open and that this makes him
uncomfortable with consolidating the review process.

Mr. Mau provided background on stormwater improvements that have been made near this property.
He said that significant improvements had been made. The subject property has virtually uncontrolled
runoff, which means it is not surprising that there are wet back yards in the area. Any improvements
would need to meet stormwater regulations, and a new system all but eliminating runoff would be
required.

Commissioner Thompson asked if there is knowledge of why the process was designed to require formal
consideration of this combination if the lot is already considered a single zoning lot. Mr. Brown
responded that the two-step process is a standard process across the nation, but the fact that the
Village included two steps for simple consolidations was because multi-lot consolidations could create
enormous lots that should go through the review process. Commissioner Thompson asked if there are
standards in the code to consolidate the process into one round. Mr. Brown said that the intent is to
ensure that the default is a two-step process, but the Commission is allowed the opportunity to reduce
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it to a one-step process if there are not concerns. There is not a standard built into the code, but rather
it is at the discretion of the Commission with the agreement of the Village Board. Mr. Aisen added that
because the properties have long been considered one zoning lot, in his opinion it would be a waste of
Village resources to go through this process again, as it would not change the course of the
development. The request is in effect a pin consolidation, as the applicant does not need a plat of
consolidation for the proposed redevelopment.

Mr. Donald Spitzer-Cohn, a resident of property near the proposed development, provided public
comments, asking who is responsible for potential flooding. He also expressed concerns about the
potential size of the house. He reiterated that his main concern is about stormwater. Mr. Aisen
responded that the development could take place regardless of the plat of consolidation and that the
stormwater management system would improve conditions for nearby properties. Commissioner Satter
said that stormwater concerns are in fact part of Plan Commission review. Mr. Baxter responded that
stormwater management is one of the criteria that the Commission should consider, but the question is
whether there would potentially be any changes to the stormwater management plan based on the
actions of the Plan Commission. The applicant could apply for a building permit for a single-family house
without going through this process. Commissioner Satter said that some Commissioners might want to
see more information about stormwater design elements, but that he did not personally feel this need.

Commissioner Mihalopoulos asked about what could be built on the property as it stands today. Mr.
Baxter responded that as it stands today, only one house could be built, as this is currently considered
one lot and that dividing the lot would require a variation because the underlying lots are non-
conforming.

Susan Spitzer-Cohn, a nearby resident, asked about the use of the proposed stormwater easement. Mr.
Aisen responded that the plan is to intercept and collect the water at the back of the property and run it
through pipes into the Village system. He said that he did not know the size of the pipes that would be
used. Mr. Spitzer-Cohn asked who would be responsible for communicating these things with the
neighbors and what would happen during construction. Mr. Aisen responded that they follow all Village
rules for site management and that he would be happy to communicate with neighbors through the
process.

Commissioner Brooks asked the Spitzer-Cohns whether they are confident that nearby neighbors are
aware of this process and have had an opportunity to comment on the process so that they would not
feel the need to have a second round of review. Ms. Spitzer-Cohn said that she had not been walking
regularly because the weather was bad and she did not know what neighbors’ opinions on the subject
were. Mr. Mau added that the other adjacent neighbors to the south were in attendance at this
meeting. Mr. Baxter added that a second round of review would likely lead to two months of delay for
the applicant, but that would not likely delay the issuance of a building permit because this property is a
single zoning lot.

Mr. Spitzer-Cohn asked again who would be responsible if the stormwater plans don’t work. Mr. Mau
responded that there are licensed engineers reviewing the plans, but the developer is responsible for

the system and passes this responsibility on to future owners.

Commissioner Pope made a motion to approve the application and to combine the review process into
one step. Commissioner Turner seconded the motion.
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RESULT: ACCEPTED

AYES: Brooks, Lissner, Mihalopoulos, Pope, Satter, Thompson, Turner (7)
NAYS: Van Vechten (1)

ABSTAIN: None (0)

ABSENT: Huvard, Gale (2)

6. COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
There were no comments on non-agenda items.

7. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS

Vice Chair Lissner provided an update on the recent discussion by the Village Board of outdoor dining in
Downtown Glencoe and the use of the public right-of-way. The Village Board discussed structures,
parking, and carry-out policies, which had been working well during the COVID pandemic. There was
discussion of whether to continue these policies, with the Board’s opinion being split. The Board is
continuing to discuss this topic, including fees and appearance review standards.

The applicant for the Coldwell Banker sign, who missed the appearance review for the sign, asked if it
had been approved and Mr. Baxter confirmed that it was.

8. ADJOURNMENT

Following a motion by Commissioner Satter and a second by Commissioner Turner the meeting was
adjourned at 8:35 p.m.

Page 8



VILLAGE OF GLENCOE

MEMORANDUM

675 Village Court, Glencoe, Illinois 60022
p: (847) 835-4111 | info@villageofglencoe.org | Follow Us: @VGlencoe

www.villageofglencoe.org

DATE: April 8, 2021
TO: Village of Glencoe Plan Commission
CC: David Mau, Public Works Director

Lee Brown, Village Planner
James Tigue, Village Engineer

FROM: Taylor Baxter, Development Services Manager

SUBJECT: Staff Memo - Preliminary Plat of Subdivision and Associated Variations — 538 Green Bay Road

Project background and applicant’s request

The applicant proposes to subdivide a 26,400-square-foot zoning lot comprised of three underlying parcels into two new
lots to replace the existing single-family home with two new single-family homes. Per the zoning code, the three parcels
function as a single lot for zoning purposes. The property does not have direct street frontage, but instead accesses
Green Bay Road via an easement across Park District-owned property to its east. The property is in the RC single-family
residential zoning district and could currently be redeveloped with one single-family home of up to 6,907 square feet.

The applicant has also proposed the transfer of the northernmost 6,400-square-foot part of the subject property to the
owners of the property to the north at 550 Green Bay Road. This would create a buffer between the proposed
subdivision and the property that would be most impacted by it. Because it does not create or increase a zoning non-
conformity, and because it involves only the adjustment of a property line between adjacent zoning lots, this transfer is
not subject to Plan Commission or Village Board review. Once this transfer is complete, the lot area will be 20,000
square feet.

The proposed subdivision requires three variations from the requirement in the Subdivision Code that new subdivisions
meet the requirements of the Zoning Code. First, the subdivision of a lot without direct street frontage requires a
variation, as the minimum street frontage for a lot is 20 feet. The second and third variations relate to the potential
need for an access easement across the northmost lot to the southernmost lot, as depicted in the proposed Preliminary
Plat. In the RC district, the minimum lot area is 10,000 square feet and the minimum average lot width is 60 feet. At 62.5
feet by 160 feet, the proposed lots meet these requirements. However, the zoning code requires the exclusion of access
easements from the calculation of “lot area”, which in turn is used to determine average lot width. With the access
easement in place as proposed, the lot area and average lot width of the northmost lot would technically be 9,477.8
square feet and 59.23 feet, even though the lot would be 62.5 feet by 160 feet.

Principal building setbacks in the RC district are typically:

Front: 30-50 feet, depending on the average of other front setbacks on the block frontage

Page 9



Corner: 8 feet on each side, with a combined setback of at least 25% average lot width
Rear: 20% of lot depth or 30 feet, whichever is greater.

However, per the Zoning Code, “In the case of a lot that does not have a front lot line equal to at least 50 feet, the front
yard line shall be established by the Board of Trustees so as to conform as closely as practicable to the intent and purpose
of this Code to require uniform setbacks and appropriate spacing between buildings. Such front yard line shall be marked
on the plat for any lot hereafter divided and shall be established prior to the issuance of a building permit for all other
lots.” Because the proposed lots do not have any street frontage, the Village Board, with the recommendation of the
Plan Commission, may determine the appropriate front setback as part of this subdivision process.

There is not currently a storm sewer connection on the property. This may result in uncontrolled stormwater runoff
onto neighboring properties, which often suffer from standing water following rain events. The applicant is proposing
stormwater detention infrastructure on both proposed lots with connection to the Village’s storm sewer along Green
Bay Road.

This subdivision review will include four public meetings. The Plan Commission will first review the preliminary plat and
proposed variations and will make a recommendation to the Village Board. At a later meeting, the Village Board will
approve or deny the preliminary plat. A final plat and associated variations would then return to the Plan Commission
for review and a recommendation, with a final decision then being made by the Village Board.

In 2021, the applicant proposed rezoning the subject property from RC to RD, along with a Special Use Permit, for the
construction of a six-unit multifamily residential building. After a recommendation of denial by the Zoning Commission,

the applicant withdrew the application prior to a final decision by the Village Board.

Applicable zoning code standards

Standard Required Current Lot Lot after property | Proposed lots Proposed lots w/
transfer w/o easement easement
Lot size 10,000 sq ft (min.) | 26,400 sq ft 20,000 sq ft 10,000 sq ft 10,000 sq ft (south)
9,477.7 sq ft (north)
Average lot 60 ft (min.) 165 ft 125 ft 62.5 ft 62.5 ft (south)
width 59.23 ft (north)
Lot frontage 20 ft 0 ft 0ft 0 ft 0 ft

Standards for review

Subdivision Criteria
The Subdivision Code provides the following standards for subdivision plat review. Staff analysis of each standard is
provided in italics.

(1) The subdivision is consistent with the zoning code.
The proposed subdivision requires three variations from the Zoning Code. An analysis of these variations is
provided below.

(2) The subdivision will not create a nonconforming building, nonconforming use or nonconforming lot, nor will the
subdivision create, increase or extend any existing nonconformity.
The applicant has not proposed any buildings or uses that are non-conforming. The proposed new lots require
three variations, an analysis of which is presented below.

(3) The subdivision will accommodate development on a lot that will comply with required setbacks and will not
result in the substantial loss of existing trees or the significant alteration of the existing topography on the lot.
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The subdivision will accommodate development in a way that will comply with required setbacks. The applicant
has not proposed any setback variations. There is no substantial change to the topography on the lot proposed.
The applicant has not yet provided a full tree preservation and removal plan, but has stated that a 23-inch black
cherry tree in marginal condition to the rear of the existing house will likely be removed. A 26-inch white ash tree
near the east property line may need to be removed, depending on the location of the access easement.

(4) The subdivision will not substantially modify or threaten the integrity of natural resources, including without
limitation existing steep slopes, floodplains, wetlands, mature trees or the use of public open spaces.

There are no floodplains, wetlands, or steep slopes that would be impacted by the proposed subdivision. The
subdivision would be unlikely to have a significantly greater impact on the nearby parks than the potential
construction of a new, larger single-family home on the property. As noted above, there may be tree removal
associated with the subdivision. However, the applicant has not yet provided a full tree removal and protection
plan. Tree removal could also take place for the construction of a new single-family home on the property.

(5) The proposed development of the subdivision will not result in an increase in the storm water release rate from
the subdivision.

The proposed development would comply with the Village’s stormwater management requirements, which would
not allow for an increase in the stormwater release rate. Instead, an improvement over existing conditions is
likely. Currently, the applicant is proposing stormwater detention infrastructure on both proposed lots. Any
building permits on the property would receive a full engineering review.

(6) The subdivision will be served by adequate sewer or water service, electric service, natural gas and other public
or private utilities available within the village.

The properties will have access to all necessary utilities.

(7) The subdivision will dedicate easements or rights-of-way necessary to provide for current and future extension
of public utilities and services.

These proposed easements are shown on the Preliminary Plat.

(8) The existing public street system, and any proposed extension of that system, is sufficient to meet the projected
traffic demand that will be created by the subdivision.

The existing public street system is adequate to meet the demand of one additional single-family residence on the
property.

(9) The design of the proposed street improvements meets minimum village standards and does not exceed village
standards in a manner that threatens the health, safety or welfare, such as by inducing excessive speed of travel
or modifying traffic patterns in a manner inconsistent with street design capabilities or by unnecessarily
displacing pervious open spaces.

There are no new streets proposed as part of this subdivision.

(10) The subdivision will extend, or does not inhibit the extension of, the existing village street system and recognizes
the interconnection of adjacent neighborhoods.

The subdivision does not inhibit the extension of the existing Village street system.

(12) The subdivision will provide appropriate access and turning movements for vehicles, and the proposed access is
not so large so as to be inconsistent with the character of the neighborhood surrounding the subdivision.

There are no proposed or required changes to the access driveway from Green Bay Road. The applicant has had
ongoing discussions with the Park District about potentially relocating the access easement to the south so that it
would meet the midpoint of the two proposed lots. The Preliminary Plat shows the current location of this
easement and driveway.

(12) The development of the subdivision can be accomplished in a manner that does not unduly disrupt or damage
public services or facilities.

The development of the subdivision would be unlikely to disrupt or damage public services or facilities.

The Subdivision Code allows the Village Board to grant variations from its provisions, including from the requirement
that new subdivisions meet the requirements of the Zoning Code. The applicant has requested the following variations:
(1) A variation from the requirement that new lots have a front lot line at least 20 feet in length. Because there is no
street frontage, there is technically no front lot line, requiring a variation for subdivision.
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(2)

(3)

A variation from the requirement that new lots meet minimum lot area requirements. Both proposed lots are
62.5 feet by 160 feet, or 10,000 square feet, which is the minimum lot size in the RC zoning district. However,
the definition of the Zoning Code excludes access easements from its definition of “lot area”. Depending on the
final location of the access easement across Park District property, an access easement across the northmost of
the proposed lots of up to 522.2 square feet may be needed to provide access to the southernmost lot. Because
of this, regardless of its actual size, the northernmost lot as currently proposed would technically have a lot area
of 9,477.7 square feet, requiring a variation. The northernmost 6,400 square feet of what is currently 538 Green
Bay Road is not included in lot area calculations, as it is proposed to be transferred to the property owners to the
north to provide a buffer area.

A variation from the requirement that new lots meet average lot width requirements. Both proposed lots are 2.5
feet wider than the minimum 60-foot average lot width required in the RC zoning district. However, the Zoning
Code has multiple definitions dealing with the width of a lot. “Lot width” is the width of the lot at the front
setback line, which, for both proposed lots, is 62.5 feet. “Average lot width” is determined by dividing lot area by
maximum lot depth. As noted above, “lot area” does not include access easements. Reducing what is technically
the northmost lot’s lot area by 522.2 square feet would then reduce the lot’s average lot width to 59.3 feet,
necessitating a variation, although the lot is consistently 62.5 feet in width.

If the proposed lots had frontage on Green Bay Road, no variations would be needed for this subdivision.

Requested Variations

The Subdivision Code provides the following standards for justification for proposed variations:

(1)

(3)

The requested variation is in keeping with the overall purpose and intent of this chapter;

The proposed variations would result in a two-lot subdivision and public improvements that are in keeping with
the character of the surrounding neighborhood, the RC zoning district, and the Green Bay Road corridor, in
compliance with the overall purpose and intent of this chapter. From a use and appearance perspective, there
would be little to no difference between what could be built on the property with the grant of the variations and
what could be granted on a property of the same size and width that had direct street frontage. The two new lots
would likely appear to passers-by to be typical, conforming single-family residential lots on Green Bay Road.

The grant of the requested variation will not impair the public health, safety or general welfare and will not
contravene the goals of the comprehensive plan nor the intent of this chapter;

A two-lot subdivision with two new single-family homes, both of which would be relatively modest in size
compared to typical new development in Glencoe, would be unlikely to impair the public health, safety, or
general welfare. Without a lot frontage variation, any subdivision would be prohibited, while the average lot
width and lot area variations would allow for a subdivision with appropriate access from Green Bay Road and
buffering from nearby property.

The Comprehensive Plan calls for decision-makers to balance the preservation of Glencoe’s existing character
with the fact that it “specifically encourages development of housing for residents who would like to continue
living in Glencoe, but no longer need a large house or a large lot” (p. 28). Without the approval of the proposed
lot frontage variation, what is currently a 26,400-square-foot lot would not be subdividable, leaving what would
likely be a large, new single-family home on a large lot as the only redevelopment option. The development of
two single-family homes of not more than 3,400 square feet would increase housing options near Downtown and
transit while maintaining the character of the RC district and the Green Bay Road corridor. Likewise, the proposed
lot width and lot area variations are only necessary because of the need for an access easement across the
northmost lot and the transfer of part of the subject property to create a buffer area.

The grant of the variation will not adversely impact adjacent properties; and
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The grant of the proposed variations is unlikely to adversely affect adjacent properties. If the property were to
remain a single, 26,400-square-foot lot, it could be developed with a 6,907-square-foot home. At 20,000 square
feet in area, it could be developed with a home of up to 5,386 square feet. While the requested variations are
needed to build two homes of not more than 3,400 square feet in size, the resulting lots and the homes they
could support would not substantially differ from what could be built on two fully conforming RC lots.

(4) The situation of the applicant is not of a general or recurring nature for similarly situated properties within the
village or within its jurisdiction.
The subject property is unusual in the Village and similar variation requests are unlikely to recur with any
frequency. While there are a small number of other “landlocked” lots in the Village, they tend to be small and
located behind other houses, rather than being a relatively large lot with street access through a property that
will remain permanently undeveloped.

Front Setback Determination

The Preliminary Plat shows the proposed lots with 30-foot front setbacks. As mentioned above, the Village Board has the
ability to determine the appropriate front setback for these lots. Because the subject property sits behind an 80-foot-
deep Park District parcel, a reduced front setback may be appropriate. However, adequate room for vehicular access
and utilities is needed.

Public notice

Public notification signage has been on the property for at least 30 days prior to the meeting. Notification letters were
sent to residents within 300 feet of the subject property on April 1, 2022. Email notification was provided to individuals
that provided comments on the 2021 rezoning and Special Use Permit application.

Staff recommendation

The Plan Commission’s role in plat review is to hold a public meeting, evaluate the Preliminary Plat proposal and
requested variations based on the standards found in the Subdivision Code, and provide a recommendation to the
Village Board. The Plan Commission should also consider whether a 30-foot front setback is appropriate for the
subdivided lots.

Staff is of the opinion that the Preliminary Plat meets the standards for review for new subdivisions. The creation of two
smaller lots in place of one larger lot in this location will allow for new housing that is more modest in size than typical
new construction in Glencoe, allowing more people to live within close walking distance of Downtown, transit, parks,
and trails. Reflecting the Zoning Commission’s determination in the Fall of 2021 that multi-family development is not
appropriate on this site, single-family homes that could be built on the newly subdivided lots would be in keeping with
the existing character of the area.

Staff is also of the opinion that the proposed variations meet the standards for approval. As the size and width of the
proposed lots are identical to conforming lots, and because they could be developed with single-family homes of a
similar size to conforming lots, the approval of the variations would result in a development indistinguishable from one
on a typical lot with direct street frontage that did not require variations.

Motion

If the Plan Commission determines that the proposed Preliminary Plat and variations meet the standards of review
found in the Subdivision Code, staff recommends a motion to recommend approval to the Village Board. This motion
may include a recommendation for required front setbacks on the new lots and any conditions of approval determined
to be appropriate by the Commission. If the Plan Commission determines that the proposed Preliminary Plat or
variations do not meet the criteria for review found in the Subdivision Code, staff recommends a motion to recommend
denial to the Village Board.
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A. P. SURVEYING COMPANY, P.C.
LAND — SURVEYORS
2121 PARKVIEW COURT,WILMETTE, IL. 60091
TEL: (847) 853-9364; FAX: (847) 853-9391
E-MAIL: apsurveying @ yahoo.com

21-8604-S
MARCH 12, 2022

ORDER NUMBER :
DATE :

REVISION DATE: APRIL 14, 2022

BOARD OF TRUSTEES

APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF
GLENCOE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS THIS DAY OF

BY:
VILLAGE PRESIDENT, GLENCOE, IL

ATTEST:
VILLAGE CLERK

VILLAGE ENGINEER

APPROVED ON THIS DAY OF , 2022 BY THE VILLAGE
ENGINEER OF THE VILLAGE GLENCOE , COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

VILLAGE ENGINEER

VILLAGE COLLECTOR

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)Ss
COUNTY OF COOK )

I, VILLAGE COLLECTOR FOR THE VILLAGE OF
GLENCOE, ILLINOIS, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THERE ARE NO DELINQUENT OR
UNPAID CURRENT OR FORFEITED SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS, OR ANY DEFERRED
INSTALLMENTS THEREON THAT HAVE BEEN APPORTIONED AGAINST THE TRACT
OF LAND INCLUDED IN THIS PLAT OF SUBDIVISON.

DATED THIS DAY OF . A.D., 2022

VILLAGE COLLECTOR

PLAN COMMISSION CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)SS
COUNTY OF COOK )

APPROVED BY THE VILLAGE OF GLENCOE PLAN COMMISSION

AT A MEETING HELD THE DAY OF . A.D., 20 .

. A.D., 2022.

MCGUIRE SUBDIVISION

BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 4 (EXCEPT NORTHWESTERLY 40 FEET AND NORTHEASTERLY 80
FEET OF SAID LOT 4), LOT 5 (EXCEPT NORTHEASTERLY 80 FEET OF SAID LOT 5) AND
NORTHWESTERLY 33 FEET OF LOT 6 (EXCEPT NORTHEASTERLY 80 FEET THEREOF), IN BLOCK 21 IN
GLENCOE, A SUBDIVISION OF SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD
PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

KNOWN AS : 538 GREEN BAY RD, GLENCOE, IL.

PERMANENT INDEX NUMBER : 05-07-216-012-0000

: 05-07-216-013-0000

AREA= 20,000 SQ FT OR 0.46 ACRE

PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT

A PERPETUAL EASEMENT, DESIGNATED FOR OVERHEAD, UNDERGROUND, AND SURFACE
PUBLIC UTILITIES AND DRAINAGE, ARE HEREBY RESERVED FOR, AND GRANTED TO,
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE, COMMONWEALTH EDISON COMPANY, COMCAST CABLE
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. (CABLE TV), NICOR GAS, AND AT&T ILLINOIS (TELEPHONE)
THEIR SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNEES, IN ALL PLATTED EASEMENT AREAS, STREETS, AND
OTHER PUBLIC WAYS AND PLACES SHOWN ON THIS PLAT. SAID EASEMENTS SHALL BE
FOR THE INSTALLATION, MAINTENANCE, RELOCATION, RENEWAL AND REMOVAL OF ANY
AND ALL PUBLIC UTILITIES, DRAINAGE LOCALITIES AND RELATED APPURTENANCES IN,
OVER, ACROSS, ALONG AND UPON THE SO DESIGNATED PROPERTY.

SAID EASEMENT SHALL INCLUDE THE RIGHT TO ENTER THE SUBDIVIDED PROPERTY FOR
ALL SUCH PURPOSES. AND THE RIGHT WITHOUT LIABILITY TO CUT, TRIM, ALTER, OR
REMOVE ANY VEGETATION, ROOTS, STRUCTURES OR DEVICES WITHIN THE DESIGNATED
EASEMENT PROPERTY AS MAY BE REASONABLY REQUIRED INCIDENT TO THE RIGHTS
HEREIN GIVEN. WITHOUT CONSENT OF GRANTEES, NO BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES OR
OTHER OBSTRUCTION SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED, PLANTED, OR PLACED IN ANY SUCH
EASEMENT AREA, STREETS, OR OTHER PUBLIC WAYS OR PLACES, NOR SHALL ANY OTHER
USES BE MADE THEREOF WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH THE EASEMENTS RESERVED AND
GRANTED HEREBY.

SUCH EASEMENTS SHALL FURTHER BE FOR THE PURPOSES OF SERVING ALL AREAS
SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS WELL AS OTHER PROPERTY, WHETHER OR NOT CONTIGUOUS
THERETO, WITH GAS, ELECTRIC, TELEPHONE, CABLE T.V., WATER MAINS, SANITARY AND
STORM SEWERS, AND SHALL INCLUDE THE RIGHT TO OVERHANG ALL LOTS WITH AERIAL
SERVICE WIRES TO SERVE ADJACENT LOTS, BUT SUCH AERIAL SERVICE WIRE SHALL NOT
PASS THROUGH PERMANENT IMPROVEMENTS ON SUCH LOTS.

SUCH EASEMENTS SHALL SURVIVE THE VACATION BY PROPER AUTHORITY OF ANY
STREETS AND OTHER PUBLIC WAY AND PLACE SHOWN ON THIS PLAT, UNLESS
OTHERWISE EXPRESSLY MENTIONED IN THE ORDINANCE OF VACATION.

PUBLIC UTILITY AND ACCESS EASEMENT.

A PERMANENT AND PERPETUAL NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMNT IS HEREBY GRANTED TO THE
VILLAGE, NORTHSHORE GAS COMPANY, COMCAST CABLE, COMMONWEALTH EDISON
COMPANY, AT&T AND WIDE OPEN WEST THEIR SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS, IN ALL AREAS
DESIGNATED RELOCATION, RENEWAL AND REMOVAL OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, DRAINAGE
FACILITIES AND RELATED APPURTENANCES, IN, UNDER, ACROSS, ALONG AND/OR UPON
THE SO DESIGNATED PROPERTY, IT SHALL INCLUDE THE RIGHT TO ENTER THE
SUBDIVIDED PROPERTY AND SUCH AREAS FOR ALL SUCH PURPOSES, AND THE RIGHT,
WHITHOUT LIABILITY, TO CUT, TRIM, ALTER AND/OR REMOVE ANY VEGETATION, ROOTS,
STRUCTURES OR DEVICES WITHIN THE DESIGNATED EASEMENT PROPERTY AS MAY BE
REASONABLY REQUIRED INCIDENT TO RIGHT HEREIN GIVEN, WHITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN
CONSENT OF GRANTEES, NO BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES OR OTHER OBSTRUCTIONS SHALL
BE CONTRUCTED, PLANTED OR PLACED AN ANY SUCH EASEMENT AREAS, NOR SHALL
ANY OTHER USES MADE THEREOF WHICH WILL INTERFERE WITH THE EASEMENTS
GRANTED HERE BY. SUCH EASEMENTS SHALL FURTHER BE FOR THE PURPOSE OF
SERVING ALL AREAS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS WELL AS OTHER PROPERTY, WHETHER OR
NOT CONTIGUOUSTHERETO, WITH GAS, ELECTRIC, TELEPHONE, FIBER-OPTIC AND/OR
CABLE TV, WATERMAINS, SANITARY AND STORM SEWERS, SUCH EASEMENTS SHALL

QUIRVIVE THE VACATION RV PROAPER ATITHARTITV NEF ANV QTREET ANN NTHER PITRT I
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MORTGAGEE CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)ss
COUNTY OF COOK )

» AS MORTGAGEE, UNDER THE
PROVISIONS OF A CERTAIN MORTGAGE DATED s
A.D., 20 AND RECORDED IN THE RECORDER’S OF DEEDS OFFICE

OF COUNTY, ILLINOIS ON THE
DATE
DAY OF LA.D. 20

AS DOCUMENT NO. HEREBY CONSENTS TO
AND APPROVES THE SUBDIVISION OF THE LAND AND THE GRANTING
OF THE EASEMENT(S) DEPICTED HEREON.
DATED THIS DAY OF

PRINT MORTGAGEE NAME:

AD.,20 .

BY: ATTEST:

ITS: ITS:
THE FOLLOWING NOTARY CERTIFICATE SHOULD BE INSTALLED BELOW THE
MORTGAGEE CERTIFICATE ON ALL SUBDIVISION PLATS

WHERE THE LAND WILL BE MORTGAGED AT THE TIME THAT THE PLAT IS RECORDED.

NOTARY’S CERTIFICATE
STATE OF )
)Ss
COUNTY OF )
THE UNDERSIGNED, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN THE COUNTY AND STATE AFORESAID,

NOTARY’S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)ss
COUNTY OF COOK )

THE UNDERSIGNED, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN THE COUNTY AND STATE AFORESAID,
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT

OF AND

OF
‘WHO ARE PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME PERSONS WHOSE NAMES
ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT AS SUCH

AND

RESPECTIVELY, APPEARED BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND ACKNOWLEDGED
THAT THEY SIGNED AND DELIVERED THE SAID INSTRUMENT AS THEIR OWN FREE
AND VOLUNTARY ACT AND AS THE FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT

OF SAID - AS MORTGAGEE, FOR THE USES AND
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL

DAY OF .20

NORTH

SCALE + 1 INCH = 25 FEET
TAX BILL RECIPIENT:

STEVEN & MARYELLE MCGUIRE
538 GRENN BAY ROAD

GLENCOE, ILLINOIS. 60022

THIS PLAT SUBMITTED FOR RECORDING BY:
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE
675 VILLAGE COURT
GLENCOE, ILLINOIS. 60022.

SPACE FOR COUNTY STAMPS.

OWNER’S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS
COUNTY OF COOK )

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THE , AN ILLINOIS
CORPORATION, AS TRUSTEE UNDER A TRUST AGREEMENT DATED

AND KNOWN AS TRUST NO. IS THE OWNER
OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED ABOVE AND NOT INDIVIDUALLY BUT AS SUCH
TRUSTEE, HAS CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SURVEYED AND PLATTED AS SHOWN
HEREON, FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH AND AS ALLOWED
AND PROVIDED BY STATUTES, AND THE SAID CORPORATION, NOT INDIVIDUALLY BUT
AS TRUSTEE, DOES HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGE AND ADOPT THE SAME UNDER THE
STYLE AND TITLE AFORESAID.

DATED AT , ILLINOIS, THIS DAY OF LAD.,20 .
. AS TRUSTEE UNDER TRUST NO.
BY: ATTEST:
TITLE: TITLE:
NOTARY’S CERTIFICATE
STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)SsS
COUNTY OF COOK )
I . ANOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE SAID COUNTY
PRINT NAME
IN THE STATE AFORESAID, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT .

, AND . R
OF SAID OWNER, WHO ARE PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME PERSONS
WHOSE NAMES ARE SUBSCRIBED TO THE FORGOING INSTRUMENT AS SUCH

AND RESPECTFULLY, APPEARED
BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY ACKNOWLEDGED
THAT THEY SIGNED AND DELIVERED THE SAID INSTRUMENT AS THEIR OWN FREE AND
VOLUNTARY ACT AND AS THE FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT OF SAID OWNER FOR THE
USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET FORTH.
GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL

THIS DAY OF , 20

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES ON ,20_

LAND SURVEYOR CERIFICATE

I, JACK A. ZLOTEK, AN ILLINOIS LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I
HAVE SURVEYED AND SUBDIVIDED THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED PROPERTY:

BEING A RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 4 (EXCEPT NORTHWESTERLY 40 FEET AND
NORTHEASTERLY 80 FEET OF SAID LOT 4), LOT 5 (EXCEPT NORTHEASTERLY 80 FEET OF
SAID LOT 5) AND NORTHWESTERLY 33 FEET OF LOT 6 (EXCEPT NORTHEASTERLY 80 FEET
THEREOF), IN BLOCK 21 IN GLENCOE, A SUBDIVISION OF SECTION 7, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH,
RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

1 FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON IS NOT SITUATED IN A SPECIAL
FLOOD HAZARD AREA AS IDENTIFIED BY THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
AGENCY, AS PER FIRM MAP COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 17031C009RK EFFECTIVE AS OF
09/10/2021 (ZONE X).

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY SHOWN ON THE PLAT HEREON DRAWN IS
WITHIN THE VILLAGE OF WINNETKA, ILLINOIS, WHICH AS ADOPTED A VILLAGE PLAN
AND IS EXERCISING THE SPECIAL POWERS AUTHORIZED BY DIVISION 12 OF ARTICLE 11 OF
THE MUNICIPAL CODE, AS HERETOFORE AND HEREAFTER AMENDED.

DATED THIS DAY OF ,A.D., 2022.

ILLINOIS LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR NO. 3186
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April 6, 2022

Honorable Bruce Huvard, Chairman
& Plan Commissioners

Village Of Glencoe

675 Village Court

Glencoe, lllinois 60022

Subject: PROPOSED TWO LOT SUBDIVISION OF 538 GREEN BAY ROAD, GLENCOE,
ILLINOIS 60022

Chairman Huvard & Commissioners:

| have been engaged by Steven R. McGuire to represent him in securing approval of a two-lot
subdivision of the property at 538 Green Bay Road in Glencoe (“Subject Property”) he has
owned since 1987. We look forward to presenting the details of this very simple plan to you at
the April 27t Plan Commission Hearing at which we are seeking preliminary approval.

PROPERTY HISTORY, CHARACTERISTICS & CURRENT STATUS

The McGuires have been interested in selling the Subject Property for several years now but the
unique circumstances of the 165’ x 160’ parcel has made securing a reasonable return on
investment impossible. The only access to the Subject Property is across 80’ of Glencoe Park
District property through a 20’ wide easement from Green Bay Road that was recorded in 1924.
A copy of that easement document is attached as Exhibit |,

It is our understanding that a much earlier owner of the Subject Property gifted the Glencoe
Park District the 80’ x 165’ parcel that separates the Subject Property from Green Bay Road and
took the easement back to preserve access and further development of the property. Little did
they know that generous act would bring with it a challenge in using the ample property in
accordance with the current Zoning Code of the Village.

We have no information or knowledge as to what led to this donation, but the easement was
created and has been maintained to allow for use, enjoyment, and development of the Subject
Property in keeping with the character of the neighborhood and zoning code of the Village.

Three other background notes:

1. Unfortunately, the McGuires had been living for years being told and believing there was
no path forward to get the variation needed to complete a simple two lot subdivision.
That misunderstanding of their options led them down a rabbit hole in which they were
advised pursuing a rezoning of the Subject Property to the R-D multifamily zoning
district, and the development of a six-unit condominium building, might fly. After 2 years
of time and expense planning for this project, and great upset of the neighborhood, it
quickly went down in flames facing strong neighbor opposition in the Fall of 2021.
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It was only near the end of that process that | was asked to help and my experience and
expertise in these matters led to this application. The McGuires have always had a right
to seek approval of this subdivision and the variations that must be granted to allow it to
proceed.

2. On the McGuires behalf since last fall when the condominium plan died, | have been
working with neighbors, Village Staff and other stakeholders on a plan that would allow
the McGuires to liquidate the property at the reasonable return they are entitled. In doing
so two new homes will be built complimenting the neighbors’ holdings and increasing the
tax base. | truly believe we have something that will work without real community
objection, but we will see if that holds true.

For your information, we have extended an invitation to meet with all neighbors to review
our plan in advance of the April 27™ hearing. At this time the leadership of the
community group that organized opposition to the condominium plan has suggested that
is not necessary. ‘

3. One by-product of that work was an agreement in which the McGuires are selling the
north 40’ of the Subject Property to their neighbors at 550 Green Bay Road that will
allow for a buffer they deemed so important. That part of the Subject Property is not part
of this application, and that sale is not contingent on the approval of the subdivision.

OUR PROPOSAL

We are seeking approval of a two-lot subdivision of the remaining 125" by 160’ parcel at 538
Green Bay Road into two lots each measuring 62.5' x 160’, or 10,000 square feet. The lot width,
depth and size exceed the minimum requirements of the R-C zoning district.

We fall short and need relief from the Plan Commission as part of the plat approval process on
the frontage on a public street requirement and potentially a lot size/or lot dimension variations
because of how the access to the lots will be achieved working from the current location of the
easement over the Glencoe Park District property.

| will leave it to the Village Staff to explain the nuances of the relief that may be needed related
to the access question.

We have made a request of the Glencoe Park District to allow us to move the existing easement
to the south, so it splits the two new lots. That would eliminate the need for the lot size/lot
dimension variations on our new north lot. We do not yet have an agreement/commitment from
the Park District as of this writing but are meeting with the Park Board on April 19" explore this
possibility. We will provide an update on this matter in advance of the meeting.

TECHNICAL STANDARD & REQUIRED JUSTIFICATIONS

We are required as part of our application to provide a written response describing how the
proposed subdivision meets the standards for review found in Sec. 31-1.6 and Standards for
Variations from Sec. 31-1.8.
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Our plan is such that | will offer comments only where we fail to meet the standards described
below:

§ 31-1.6 REVIEW OF SUBDIVISIONS.

(a) No subdivision or plat of vacation shall be applied for except after a pre-application
review by the plat officer in accordance with the standards and procedures set forth
in § 31-1.20 of this chapter.

(b) All applications for approvals of plats of subdivision or plats of vacation shall be
reviewed by the plan commission and the board of trustees in accordance with the
standards and procedures set forth in §§ 31-1.21, 1.22 and 1.23 of this chapter, and
the following additional general standards.

(1) The subdivision is consistent with the zoning code.

The subdivision will not create a nonconforming building, nonconforming use or
nonconforming lot, nor will the subdivision create, increase or extend any existing
nonconformity.

COMMENT: The Subject Property's limited access to the public street via a 20'
easement over Park District property is highly unusual and probably viewed as a
legal nonconforming condition. The use of that easement (as may be relocated) for
two new homes instead of the existing one home likely extends an existing
nonconformity. The variations we are seeking are designed

(2) The subdivision will accommodate development on a lot that will comply with
required setbacks and will not result in the substantial loss of existing trees or the
significant alteration of the existing topography on the lot.

(3) The subdivision will not substantially modify or threaten the integrity of natural
resources, including without limitation existing steep slopes, floodplains, wetlands,
mature trees or the use of public open spaces.

(4) The proposed development of the subdivision will not result in an increase in the
storm water release rate from the subdivision.

(5) The subdivision will be served by adequate sewer or water service, electric service,
natural gas and other public or private utilities available within the village.

(6) The subdivision will dedicate easements or rights-of-way necessary to provide for
current and future extension of public utilities and services.

(7) The existing public street system, and any proposed extension of that system, is
sufficient to meet the projected traffic demand that will be created by the subdivision.

(8) The design of the proposed street improvements meets minimum village standards
and does not exceed village standards in a manner that threatens the health, safety
or welfare, such as by inducing excessive speed of travel or modifying traffic
patterns in a manner inconsistent with street design capabilities or by unnecessarily
displacing pervious open spaces.
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(9) The subdivision will extend, or does not inhibit the extension of, the existing village
street system and recognizes the interconnection of adjacent neighborhoods.

(10)The subdivision will provide appropriate access and turning movements for vehicles,
and the proposed access is not so large so as to be inconsistent with the character
of the neighborhood surrounding the subdivision.

(11)The development of the subdivision can be accomplished in a manner that does not
unduly disrupt or damage public services or facilities.

§ 31-1.8 VARIATIONS.

Upon application to the plat officer, variations from the provisions of this chapter may be
authorized by the board of trustees in accordance with the provisions of this section.

(a) Statement of justification. In applying for a variation from the provisions of this
chapter, the applicant shall demonstrate in writing that each of the following criteria
is satisfied:

(1) The requested variation is in keeping with the overall purpose and intent of this
chapter.

COMMENT: The Subject Property is being divided into two single family lots that but
for the unusual practical difficulty and hardship of the access is in keeping with the
overall purpose of the chapter.

(2) The grant of the requested variation will not impair the public health, safety or
general welfare and will not contravene the goals of the comprehensive plan nor the
intent of this chapter.

COMMENT: It is my understanding that the Comprehensive Plan may have called
for or encouraged multi-family development along the Green Bay Road Corridor but
compliance with the Zoning Code in terms of land use is the preferred use here.

(3) The grant of the variation will not adversely impact adjacent properties.

COMMENT: We do believe that any real or perceived adverse impacts on adjacent
properties are completely mitigated by the sale of the north 40’ to the neighbor.

(4) The situation of the applicant is not of a general or recurring nature for similarly

situated properties within the village or within its jurisdiction.

COMMENT: Not general or recurring, never to be seen again.
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We very much appreciate the opportunity to present this plan for your consideration on April 27™
and will respond immediately to any questions or requests for additional information from any
party interested in this application.

Sincerely,

TRy Comins,

Peter B. Cummins

Cc: Taylor Baxter
Steven McGuire

Page 20 atproperties.com o



.

ul.. T. U__LLQ.)_ ..:.-

i % 'ind other good knd vafuable cousidarations i band yeid, Couvey

m——hnd Wartrantaereme.... anto

PANY, a rorporstion.of Mol gc \hetprosiaions 3 t agiecaient

dated lknm,'!’r}ty-fé.r_gﬁtvm da; olm«-"ﬂt?‘?@wmﬂl} knbwn a8 Traet Number
- =
Y :
. . -)'3950 3 s, the following described real eatate in the Catnty of WCOUR-—— and State of Iinoi,

1y wit, E
- rpe Nortn Sasterly RARBYY (40) feet of thas part of Lot Four (%)
and Tive (5) snd ol tne North Epsterly ong-uslf of Lot Bix (o) ly~
ng Soull westerly of the South Teaterly line i Jiencoe A};:r.ue in

Bloz¥ Twenty-one (:1) in 3lencoe, Leinz & avrip of land Zlohty (4)

feen wide meapured @t Tl nt apgles to and -adjoinin the Bouth Vealt- ' L
. . Z0% Bfi. 2z ‘
4 .

erly iine of Jiencoe Raad. _
SUBJEDOT 10 taxgs 107 1e2é and 81l specinl. GESESEMUNLE Sovied aiter
1925} i ALSCGuc i BUOJ QY L0 TXUET Deed dates Tebruary,l,iGu,secuss
ing 3=;_1toon.oo and !._m_cmat!,....‘and,plse . Subjeoct to-axn ppacnent —

20 feet wide tar a youdway to provide ingress gnd egress 30 and —

o

srom Gluncoe RGad ontoe Tast until such time B ingx~ae and enyase

r d to apnd Lrpm apnothel L a +5 be built along ~he Westeriy
15.R7R¥ 9RY 52049857 RESET  BoRvEVEL. : bkl
TL HAVE AND TQ HOLD the said premises with the appurtenances upan the triste antd lur the uses and puor
yoses herein and in sald trust agreement set farth.
Falt power and authority i8 hereby grauted fo.Matd (ruatee 10 iMpTOYe, TANIKE, protect and subdivids saind g
t ides or any part theread, 1o dedicate parks, atreets, highways o1 allev, and 1o vacute any whdiviaon ot part theresl,
{ - and 1o resubdivide said property =4 often as desived, to centmct ta seil o grant optibng To purehnse, tu sell oo owny
\e1dhis, tu convey either with of without consideratiod, 1o donate, fn dedicate, lo morigage, predge or athermise en
cumber, satd property, or augy part fhereol, to lease said propeety, or 20y part therend, from tme 1o time, i pes e Py
Lion of reversion, by leascs fo commence in practenti or in Tutara, and upon any terms and for any period or periods of o
b time, not exceeding in the case of any single demite the term of 198 years, and Lo renew or extemil Raves wpon Any <
teems and foc any period of periods of time and to amend, change or mddify leares and b terine and provicuns ‘
thereof at any tite or times bereafter, to coniract to make leades and to geant optioes 1d lease atd options Lo renew e
3 Teases 1ad optiens o purchase {he' whole or any pari of the revervion ahd to contract o jpecting the manner of nxing E
the amoant of prescnt of [utdre rentals, 1o partition or o exchanye sait] praperty, o any pafl therrod, for other 1esl -
or per:opal proprriv, to grant easements or charges of any kind, 1o reieasé, sonvey of acegn any right, title Ar
interest A of abau) or caNcmant Q;lpm’_ltq,m o rald pesmlper of any s therend, aned to deal nith said properiy and
every part theyeoi m alt other ways and for such other consideratinny av it wuwdd he lawlnl {orany perion awning
the same to deal with the <ame, whethier simitar 1o or diffarent from the waye ahove sgeeificd, at any tme or tinwes
tereafter. A .
In no case shall any parly desling with sgid trastee in relation vy sand premuises, ar to whon said premiges or any
S part thereof shall he canveyed, contracted 1o e wold, leasad of mortgaged by sail srustee, be obliged tn sce b the
* application of any purchase money, rent, of mgney borgawed br advanced on sald premises, nr be obliged ta see thay
e terms of this trust have been comphed with, or e ubliged 1o inguire iute the neceanity or capedieney ofeany at
. of said trustee, of be obliged or privilegegy 1o inqgire_intu any of the tarms of saiid truat agreement; and every deed,
trust decd, mortgage, lease o, other ingtrumend eecutcd by sard trustec in relation tn sail real entate shall bLe con-
(iuswve evidence m favor of Shety person relyhng upoa of clstming under aty such eonyeyance, ledse of other insiru-
3 ment, () thst at the time of the delivery thereod the trust cteated by this Tndenture and by xaid Lrust agrogmient
was in full force and efleet, (b) that such conveyance or other lastrument was expeuted in accordance with the trusly,
eonditions and limitatiens contained i .thia Indentore and in gaid trust agreement n some amendmem thereol "
and biading vpon sl penehiciarics thereunder and (c) that s2i trastee was duly authorized and empowered 10 exe-
L s Tute and deliver every such depd, frust 4 leise, motrgage or aihec instruinent.
i’ & The Interest of each a_'nd-'iw'n beneficlary _lm'ﬂ-dn and ol alf persona claiming under theni or any of them shall
1 , be only in the catain wpits and procetds arising from the sale gr other dispurition of 34id real estate, and such
' : Iaterest n herehy dec be , aud no beneficiney hereunder shall bave any titls or interest, legal
= o ot eqeitable, ia or o sl réal estate as such, bat only au intersst in tbe sarnings, availy and procecds theree, a8 afore:
g eaid. 3
1§ tbe Htle toany af the above Jasds is now OF beresfter regivterer, the Regirtrar ni Titlew is hereby dhrected
Wt 10 fegister ot note in the cértificate of title or duplicate thereof; or. emortal, the wordy “in trest” oz “upen
eandition,” ep"“wM ﬁnﬁlllbl\'l\." ot words of ‘alniitar impors, in accordance with slie statule ia soch case made mIe *

. . i ” o ~ | “profided.
- 4 S M r Aaf the said grantor B hiéreb - e and releasesm.guy and all right or henefil under and by
; ok | L itue of any and all ststutes of |Lm m._mﬂﬂnt {or \be exceaption of homesteads from sale ;n e

e
e

il . :
s Witnest - of, the Mrm bl B Herestoda set.fmemsrees DR S L L mmmerrmhand B and
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VILLAGE OF GLENCOE

FORMS & APPLICATIONS

675 Village Court, Glencoe, Illlinois 60022
p: (B47) 835-4111 | info@villageofglencoe.org | Follow Us: @VGlencoe

www.villageofglencoe.org
Last Updated: July 12, 2017

Subdivision Application

Property information (if more than one parcel is involved in the request please include the information for all parcels.

Site Location/ Address: 538 G(CC’J BA?& ;?O-'\C/(
Size of Property: 135, X 1¢o I

Current Zoning: R C

Current Use of Property: OUE STrGLLE fﬂl i S /g;‘f/;'
: . - ! [
Description of Request: .Dtvlb;(,‘-;) iré "I—NO o O\\J} (o ﬁp'/;;r\v,-r GZ" 5 X 16s /C‘f-s

Application for: %Subdivision [] Consolidation

Number of Lots: a

Brieﬂydescribetherequest:"TE SU\)J{V;JL _L)\Q ‘)N\(Q‘ oty o /OTS, Aﬁ)f&,’h/ 4’0
F‘fq we YProanw ~eem

ij‘(- ou Q {Dt“\'(, 8"@@‘]" rt"/,'u{[cf'w—r,

Please attach a separate narrative description addressed to the Plan Commission stating how this request meets the
general standards noted in Section 31-1.6 of the Village’s Subdivision Regulations.

Current Property Owner Information

Legal Name: Aﬂéil:![tlﬂ Hg(-;,'[@ Q gredﬁ) p Mc/;m'/\i
Primary Contact: C%w:ﬂ\ CUMV[;'V)

Address: 36, G!‘(’e.} B’U pgﬁ,cp

City, State, Zip: w‘.kmewmf 3 "JéLLfkm S G0og3

phone: __ YT =70 (7T

E-mail; [\)e‘\? "M @ICaMgsT. Yet

Owner’s Signature: ‘{ qﬂ\{A\/}l o !;JYV[/\ &) Qf/ﬂaj}.l&fvﬁb'
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Applicant Informatlon

Legal Name: \'\(\JBTLEU MG .Y‘{ & S‘f’(jv(u P M/d.vu

Primary Contact: ?’7?.91 GI’WM(J

Address: 35 (’fm\ B’H ’B\ﬁho

City, State, Zip: ‘J\) Nbf@ﬂ/f/\ i 'TZ(, LJc)i) éﬁﬁf 3
Phone: /;‘%/7 *07[/5 167(}2?

E-mail: W*J'erC\)rdM.\,s @,CJMC/'T)T: Ve

Applicant’s Signature: Aay | /{h A N E Y
“" 2 l/% T2 7 Z e ot
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