
AGENDA 
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE 

PLAN COMMISSION 
 

Village Hall Council Chambers 
675 Village Court 

Wednesday, June 26, 2019 – 7:30 p.m. 
 

 

 
 
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 Illinois Relay Center at (800) 526-0844, to allow the Village of Glencoe to make reasonable accommodations 
for those persons. 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
Bruce Huvard, Chairman, Public-at-Large Representative 
Barbara Miller, Vice-Chairman, Village Board Representative 
Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative 
Dev Mukherjee, School District 35 Representative  
Dudley Onderdonk, Glencoe Park District Representative 
John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative 
Laura Solon, 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 MAY 29, 2019 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 

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

4. REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SUBDIVISION FOR THE HOOVER ESTATES 
SUBDIVISION (1801 GREEN BAY ROAD) 

5. ADJOURN 



                                                                                                               
MINUTES 

VILLAGE OF GLENCOE 
PLAN COMMISSION 

 
Village Hall Conference Room 

675 Village Court 
Wednesday, May 29, 2019 – 7:30 p.m. 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
The May 29, 2019 meeting of the Plan Commission was called to order at 7:30 p.m. in the Village 
Hall Council Chambers.  
 

2. ROLL CALL 
The following Commissioners were present: 
 
Bruce Huvard, Chairman, Public-At-Large Representative 
Barbara Miller, Vice-Chairman, Village Board Representative 
Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-At-Large Represent  
Dudley Onderdonk, Glencoe Park District Representative 
Laura Solon, Glencoe Public Library Representative 
James Thompson, Public-At-Large Representative 
Peter Van Vechten, Historic Preservation Commission Representative 
 
The following Commissioners were absent: 
 
Dev Mukherjee, School District #35 Representative 
John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative  
Greg Turner, Public-At-Large Representative 
 
The following were also present: 
 
David Mau, Public Works Director 
Nathan Parch, Community Development Administrator 
Lee Brown, Village Planner 
 

3. CONSIDER THE MARCH 27, 2019 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
The minutes from the March 27, 2019 Plan Commission meeting were approved. 
 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT  
There were no comments from the public. 
 
 



 

5. PLAN COMMISSIONER TRAINING/REFRESHER 
Being the first meeting of the Plan Commission following the appointment of five new members, 
Mr. Brown and staff provided an overview of the following topics: 
 

• A brief history and structure of the Glencoe Plan Commission 
• The role of the Commission in Village governance 
• The responsibilities of a Commissioner 
• The role of Chair, Commissioner and staff 
• Important elements of running an effective public meeting 
• The dangers of Ex Parte communications  
• The Plan Commission Statement of Ethics 
• A Model Public Meeting Process 
• The Village Subdivision Ordinance, including the Subdivision Review General Standards 

and Design Standards 
• Tree Preservation  
• Natural Resources and Environmental Protection 

 
6. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Commissioner Onderdonk reported on progress and direction of several capital projects planned 
and/or being considered by the Glencoe Park District, including the establishment of a dog park 
site selection committee and the final work and planned grand opening of Woodlawn Park.  
Commissioner Onderdonk also invited members of the Commission to attend a planned 
discussion and walking tour of downtown Glencoe for the Municipal Design Review Network run 
by the Chaddick Institute of DePaul University on July 18. 
 

7. SCHEDULE NEXT MEETINGS OF THE PLAN COMMISSION 
The next Plan Commission meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, June 26, 2019 at 7:30 p.m., 
which will likely to include a review of the proposed Hoover Estates Subdivision request. 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 P.M. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Lee Brown, FAICP 
Village Planner 

 
 



 

 

 

 

M E M O R A N D U M June 20, 2019 

TO:  Bruce Huvard, Chair; Glencoe Plan Commission Members 
FROM:  Lee M. Brown, FAICP, Village Planner 
SUBJECT: Hoover Estate Subdivision 
 
Request 
This is a request from the applicant, Glencoe Developers, LLC, for approval of a preliminary plat of 
subdivision of the 12.1 acre “Hoover Estate” at 1801 Green Bay Road. The subdivision would result in the 
creation of 29 lots, each consistent with the existing RB Single Family Zoning District, with supporting 
public right of way and roadway.  The request is considered under the Glencoe Subdivision Code.  
 
In connection with staff review, we have examined or requested from the applicant the following 
submissions: 
 
(a) Site Plan, including depiction of street right-of-way 
(b) Narrative Statement 
(c) Survey 
(d) Civil engineering plans (preliminary), including  
 Grading and Storm Water Management Plan  
 Utility Plan 
(e) Tree Survey and Preservation Plan 
(f)  Traffic Engineering Report  
(g) Typical building footprints 
 
Completeness of Application 
At this time, for purposes of representing the completion of the application for preliminary plat approval, 
the applicant has submitted a completed certificate of notice. However, as material changes are made to 
the application, after commencement of the public meeting to consider the plat, the filing of each new 
item will restart the filing date of the plat for purposes of any statutory review period. 
 
History of site 
The subject property, having been the estate of H. Earl Hoover and most recently his now deceased 
widow, Miriam Hoover, currently includes three buildings: the principal residence, a horse stable that had 
been converted to an accessory residence for staff, a garage and storage/gardening structure, and the 
entrance monuments and gate. If the subdivision is approved as proposed, the existing buildings would 
be removed. 
 
The property held by the Hoover family had, at one time been larger than the subject 12.1 acres.  Portions 
of the “Turnbull Woods” Forest Preserve, the nine lot subdivision including eight homes on Northwood 
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Drive and one lot facing Green Bay road, and the other home site at 1799 Green Bay Road (surrounded 
on three sides by the subject property) had at one time been held by the Hoovers.  That nine lot 
subdivision was developed based in part on a preliminary plat for the entire property which anticipated a 
loop road through the large estate; the preliminary plat was reviewed by the Plan Commission in 1954.  
The right-of-way for the Northwood Drive extends to the property-line which separates that subdivision 
from the subject property, to allow for a possible extension of Northwood Drive through the subject 
property. 
 
With the exception of the split-off of the residence at 1799 Green Bay Road (which we believe was 
originally the kennels for the Hoovers), the subject property has remained the same since the early 1960s 
when the homes on Northwood Drive were constructed.  
 
Pre-Application Review 
After the passing of Mrs. Hoover in the spring of 2018, the property was sold by the heirs to a development 
group.  That development group had presented its initial concepts to the Village Staff, and after several 
modifications, and a Pre-Application Conference, presented the proposed development to the Committee 
of the Whole (COW) of the Board of Trustees on April 16, 2019.  As the Plan Commission may understand, 
this is an atypical step in the process, and was granted to the petitioners given the importance and 
magnitude of the subject property. The Village Board provided high-level feedback, recognizing that the 
subdivision plan was still in early iterations.  Points of interest and concern raised by the Board included: 
traffic interactions with Green Bay Road; stormwater management; impacts of the development on 
neighboring properties; the expected housing types and styles; potential preservation options for existing 
structures; and, the desired inclusion of sustainable infrastructure for necessary public improvements. 
Taking the feedback they received from the COW, the petitioners subsequently submitted the current 
proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plat, and now seek the Plan Commission Recommendation and Village 
Board Approval. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS OF SUBDIVISION DESIGN STANDARDS (Article III of Glencoe Subdivision Code) 
Zoning 
All of proposed lots meet or exceed the minimum zoning standards. 
The site is zoned RB single-family residential.  The lot requirements of this zone include: 

• Minimum Lot Area: 13,000 square feet 
• Minimum Average Lot Width:  80 feet 
• Minimum Lot Depth 125 feet 
• Frontage on a public right-of-way 

 
Access and Circulation 
The proposed preliminary plat anticipates the dedication of a public road with one point of access at the 
southeast area of the property, approximately opposite the intersection of Westley Road and Green Bay 
Road.   
 
There are two main issues to consider concerning access and circulation: 

• Design and safety of access point on Green Bay Road. 
• Fact that the access road is a “no outlet” road – it is not technically described as a cul-de-sac, since 

it does not end in a circular terminus, and is not addressed by the subdivision code’s “maximum 
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length of cul-de-sac” of 300’. It is, however, a “no outlet” road as no road or pedestrian access to 
Northwood Drive or to any other public or private roads is provided.  A waiver is requested to 
allow this configuration rather than make a connection to Northwood Drive 

 
With respect to the first access and circulation item, the access point across from Westley Road is 
addressed in the traffic study conducted on behalf of the developer by KLOA, and is exhibit 6 from the 
petitioner.  Traffic volumes within the site and entering and exiting the site at the proposed intersection 
are found in that study to be accommodated without adding capacity to existing roadways. 
 
Separate from traffic volume, the proposed intersection with Green Bay Road does require attention. 
Westley Road intersects with Green Bay at approximately a 45-degree angle, just south of where Green 
Bay both narrows and bends.  Westley Road widens significantly at the intersection in order to 
accommodate an alignment of vehicles closer to a 90-degree intersection, but it none-the-less presents a 
less than optimal view of northbound and southbound traffic for the driver on Westley Road attempting 
to enter Green Bay Road.  This issue clearly predates the proposed subdivision improvements but would 
be significantly more complicated by traffic entering or exiting the Hoover subdivision at this same 
location. In traffic, the less complicated the better.  As such, the Village will seek to assure that the 
alignment poses no vehicle to vehicle misalignments or conflicts with the existing or potential Westley 
Road intersection improvements.  A prior study prepared by the Active Transportation Alliance in 2018 
has identified roadway improvements at the Westley Road intersection that would improve both driver, 
pedestrian and bicyclist safety (“Westley Improvements”). In the main, these include reorienting Westley 
Road (on the west side go Green Bay) to form a more perpendicular intersection – and ideally, in the 
context of the applicant’ request, being located opposite the intersection improvements at Green Bay 
Road for the proposed subdivision. 
 
The developer and their engineer have been conscious of the issues related to the alignment of the road 
access point.  The home at 1799 Green Bay Road, which this subdivision will surround, has a sweeping 
southern lot line (albeit designed with an earlier plan in mind) that allows for a graceful curving entry into 
the subdivision that will remain as the northern edge of the right of way access. . No adjustment to that 
lot line is presented with this plat, since the developers do not own nor control that lot.  The 
recommendations from the traffic engineer, KLOA, related to the choice of alignment of the road within 
that wide right-of way, based in part (a) on the desire to save as many of the heritage trees as possible 
and (b) by shifting the alignment south within he right of way, to obtain the greatest site distance for 
safety reasons. Site distance, in this instance, means that cars traveling south on Green Bay will have the 
most time to react to a car turning onto Green Bay from the subdivision access road. The result of this 
alignment decision is a very wide right-of-way width at the mouth of the entry to the subdivision.  
 
Village staff has suggested revisions to the combined Westley Road/Hoover Estates Road/Green Bay Road 
intersection that would incorporate the Westley Improvements.  KLOA has reviewed these suggestions 
but stopped short of incorporating them for the applicant’s proposal. KOLA has included their evaluation 
of sight/stopping distance, turning radius and traffic signs as an addendum to their report, included in the 
application packet.  The alignment of the intersection does not alter the right-of-way, or lot boundaries. 
Any recommendation for approval of the preliminary plat, if made by the Plan Commission, should be 
conditioned on the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and Director of Public Safety that the 
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alignment and configuration of the resulting roadway and intersection is consistent with the Village 
Engineering Standards and Specifications Manual. 
 
With respect to the second access and circulation item, the Public Works Director and Public Safety 
Director have indicated that the “no-outlet” condition is not a public safety concern. 
 
All but one of the new lots would either front on the subdivision road (from the access point on Green 
Bay for approximately 900 feet, there is a curvilinear street that then becomes an internal loop road).  The 
exception is the one lot (Lot 1) that has direct frontage and access to Green Bay Road, at the approximate 
location of the existing Hoover Estate driveway and gates.  
 
The developer’s decision to serve the property with a road having no other outlet will likely be a defining 
element of the subdivision and of the Plan Commission’s recommendation to the Village Board.  The 
subdivision ordinance as a general rule favors the extension of existing roads to make sense of the street 
grid and promote better circulation. In this case, that would have suggested a street design through the 
proposed subdivision that linked into Northwood Drive.  Paragraph 1.6 (b) 10 of the subdivision chapter 
of Village code, for example, reads: 
 

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

 
The developer has offered as reasoning and justification for their design to staff that they did not wish to 
allow traffic from their subdivision to adversely impact the residents of the homes along Northwood Drive. 
As mentioned in the Pre-Application Section above, the developer, having decided to propose the no 
outlet road, then worked with staff to arrange the roadway and houses in a manner to save some of the 
more important heritage trees on the site. The factors favoring the desirability of linking the roadway 
should be balanced against the overall benefits of the site plan, with the various trade-offs that new 
development of any large, previously wooded site, will entail.  
 
Without extending the Northwood Drive right-of-way, utilities must still be extended through allowing 
watermain, and potentially storm or sanitary sewer main to interconnect through Northwood Drive. An 
easement between lot 28 and lot 29 of the preliminary plat would accommodate these utility connections.  
Staff proposes that such an easement should also accommodate a pedestrian connection between the 
sidewalk within the Hoover subdivision and the existing sidewalk along the north side of Northwood Drive.  
This may also serve as an emergency access route. 
 
Accordingly, the developer is requesting a variation from the planning standard in the subdivision code 
that favors extending the street system. 
 
Subdivision Street Standards 
The subdivision code specifies that the width of dedicated right-of-way for neighborhood streets should 
be 66’, a requirement from which the applicant seeks a waiver and reduction in most places to 40’. With 
the exception of the wide ROW at the mouth of the subdivision, the ROW for the remainder of the 
subdivision is 40’ wide with a 10’ wide public easement on either side of that right-of-way.   
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The roadway within the ROW (even at the 40’ reduced width) will still be 27’ wide from back of curb to 
back of curb.  That 27’ dimension, which amounts to 24’ of pavement with curb and gutter, is a common 
dimension for two lanes of traffic and one-side vehicle parking.  This road width is consistent with the 
Subdivision Ordinance. Staff’s view is that reduced ROW does not have a negative effect on access and 
circulation in this instance. 
 
The Village’s subdivision standards require a 66’ wide publicly dedicated ROW for all neighborhood streets 
to accommodate the roadways, parkway, sidewalks and utilities. Since the subdivision will also have with 
a 10’ wide public easement on either side of the right-of-way, staff has no concern in this instance with 
fitting in the required public improvements. 
 
Reducing the ROW, in the context of this subdivision proposal, would affect the “look and feel” of the 
neighborhood due to the reduced distance between homes facing one another across the main 
subdivision road. The effect of reducing ROW can improve the ability to adjust the location of where 
homes are sited and therefore resulting in a greater potential preservation of trees. The reason for this is 
because that reduced ROW line becomes the front lot line of the subdivided lots, from which lot depth 
and building setbacks are measured.   
 
If the subdivision ordinance’s 66’ ROW width standard is imposed, the basic layout of this subdivision 
could not be accomplished.  The developer’s intent in requesting the 40’ wide ROW is two-fold:  maximize 
the number of lots meeting the Village’s zoning requirements; and, minimize the number of heritage trees 
that would be lost due to the placement of roads, sidewalks, utilities, and ultimately homes.  By reducing 
the right-of-way and constructing sidewalks on only one side of the street, the subdivision yields 29 lots 
for homesites, and allows for the creation of Outlot A as a conservancy area (0.47-acres) located within 
the circular road-loop. The applicant is proposing that Outlot A remain open and natural.  If it is owned by 
homeowner’s association, the Village would require, as part of a final development agreement, that it be 
restricted by deed covenant on the property to prevent its use as a home site along with a maintenance 
plan to preserve and protect its heritage trees.   
 
Accordingly, the applicant has requested a variance of the subdivision design standards for the reduced 
ROW. 
 
The Board of Trustees may issue a variation to the provisions of the subdivision code. The Plan Commission 
is asked to make a recommendation on both the variation from the 66’ ROW standard and the policy of 
extending the existing road system. 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; 
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; 
3) The grant of the variation will not adversely impact adjacent properties; and 
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. 
 
Tree Preservation 
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The Hoover Estate is a unique environment.  Though much of the grace and grandeur of the original formal 
gardens, lawns, Japanese garden and other landscape features has faded for lack of maintenance, the tree 
canopy delivered by some 493 trees exceeding 8” in caliper, including 271 Heritage trees, and countless 
other smaller trees on the site is still impressive.  The petition includes a well-documented inventory, 
Exhibit 5 of the petition, and mapping of these resources, including for each tree its species, form, quality, 
and caliper size.   
 
Staff’s assessment of the preliminary plat is that the developer is and has been very conscious of the trees 
and has made a serious effort at minimizing the impact of the road and sidewalk.  Some significant trees 
would be lost. In advance of the Pre-application conference, the developer shared an early draft of the 
subdivision plat.  Staff provided a response that suggested a means of saving the most significant cluster 
of heritage trees located in the north central portion of the site.  The proposed subdivision layout reflects 
these suggestions by including a large portion of them within the proposed conservancy area in Outlot A.  
Staff is also working with the developer and traffic engineer to evaluate two alternative subdivision road 
entry configurations that may save several additional Heritage trees.  
 
Tree preservation is an important subset of the subdivision’s goal for protecting natural resources and the 
environment. “The existing landscape shall be preserved in its natural state by minimizing the removal or 
destruction of existing trees and other natural features on the property, so that the resulting development 
shall be in keeping with the general appearance of the surrounding area and will not adversely affect the 
ecology of the area.” 
 
The subdivision ordinance devotes a section to the issue stating, in part: “The comprehensive plan 
ordinance recognizes that trees and mature landscaping, as well as the ecology of the community, are 
important characteristics of the village and should be preserved and protected. In furtherance thereof, the 
village enacted tree preservation regulations in article III of chapter 34 of the Glencoe village code. All 
subdivisions shall comply with the village's tree preservation regulations in article III of chapter 34….”  The 
subdivision of land and subsequent development of homes presents three likely threats to trees:  the 
location of roads, sidewalks, and public utilities; the placement of buildings and driveways and site 
improvements on private property; and the impact of vehicles and equipment during the process of 
grading for storm water management, and construction of roads and utilities and homes.   
 
The tree preservation ordinance requires the compensation for the loss of healthy trees exceeding eight 
inches in caliper. The petition indicates that of the 271 Heritage trees that are not dead, diseased or 
hazardous, 37 will be lost to the location of roads, sidewalks and public improvements (and will require 
compensation in the form of additional trees or financial compensation to the Village.) The Plan 
Commission must also recognize that this does not consider the loss of trees that will accompany the 
construction of homes.  Each building permit application for individual lots must be accompanied by a 
tree survey and tree protection and compensation plan based on the number and size of trees that would 
be lost due to the construction of a specific home on that lot. 
 
The perimeter of the Hoover Estate is “wooded”, primarily with buckthorn and other invasives, though 
some quality trees also exist in this area.  Though invasive, even buckthorn presents a natural buffer and 
screening.  Contrary to the subdivision ordinance’s stated preference for tree preservation, the removal 
of buckthorn can be supported.  As a condition of the approval of a preliminary plat, the Commission and 
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Village Board may require the submission of a plan for uniform fencing or landscape screening (or a 
combination thereof) along the property periphery to compensate for the loss of the natural buffering 
that currently exists on the site. 
 
Storm Water Management 
Storm water management is another important element of the design of subdivisions.  While the 
preliminary plan is required to show, generally, where and how storm water will be held, stored, and 
released, the detailed engineering is not prepared or reviewed until the final subdivision plat review 
(which does not occur until after Village Board approval of the Preliminary Plat).  The subdivision sets the 
following standard for grading of the site: 
 
1) The subdivision shall be developed in strict accordance with all applicable laws, statutes, ordinances, 

codes and regulations related to grading and storm water retention, detention and drainage, including 
without limitation §§ 9-82 and 9-83 of the village code, as well as in strict accordance with the grading 
plans and profiles approved as part of the approved engineering plans. 

2) No grade change shall be permitted that would: 
a) Modify storm water drainage on the subject property or an adjacent lot; 
b) Adversely impact the capacity or operation of the village's storm water system; or 
c) Affect the structural stability of an adjacent lot, unless the village engineer, in his or her sole 

determination, approves in writing an alternative means that will adequately provide for the 
collection and diversion of storm water. 

3) No grading plan shall be approved that, in the village engineer's determination, poses potential 
adverse impacts to the environment including, without limitation, significant change to the rate of 
storm water run-off, rate or volume of sedimentation, or location of discharge. In addition, no grading 
plan shall be approved that, in the village engineer's determination, fails to provide adequate setback 
from any ravine or bluff. 

 
Approval Process 
The approval of a subdivision is a multi-step process in which the Plan Commission is asked to review and 
make a recommendation on a preliminary plat of subdivision, followed by Village Board review and 
approval, followed by a review of the final plat of subdivision by the Plan Commission and the Village 
Board.  The Plan Commission’s recommendation (based on the Findings described below) is to approve, 
approve with conditions, or deny the request for subdivision. 
 
Given the size, history, and prominence of the property, and the distinct change from current conditions 
as an estate residence, we have attempted to anticipate the questions raised by the preliminary plat of 
subdivision or the project, but the questions raised at the public meeting might lead to other inquires 
which are still in keeping with the purposes of the subdivision code.    
 
This is a unique property with natural and cultural significance.  The Village Staff believes that the 
developer has taken this into account and has presented a credible and respectful petition for subdivision.  
Staff also believes that the subdivision ordinance and the process for review and approval is capable of 
protecting public health, safety and welfare, while accommodating the best interests of both the property 
owners and the surrounding community. 
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Subdivision Standards for Approval 
The Plan Commission’s review must address each of the 12 subdivision standards for approval. We should 
note that the standards do not include a requirement for historic preservation, which is a subject dealt 
with by the Village Board and Historical Preservation Committee. That said, the Plan Commission is well 
aware of the history of the site, some of which is included at the end of this memo. 
 
On the following page 12 standards are listed to which the Commission must address its findings.  On 
separate following pages, the staff presents language [in brackets and italics] suggestive of how a positive 
finding may be stated if the Plan Commission finds in favor of the requested subdivision.  These are only 
suggestive and may not reflect the Commission’s recommendation.  
 
STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL: 
 

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

(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. 

 
(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. 

 
(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. 

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

release rate from the subdivision. 
 

(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. 

 
(7) The subdivision will dedicate easements or rights-of-way necessary to provide for current and 

future extension of public utilities and services. 
 

(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. 

 
(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. 

 
(10) The subdivision will extend, or does not inhibit the extension of, the existing village street system 

and recognizes the interconnection of adjacent neighborhoods. 
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(11) 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. 

 
(12) The development of the subdivision can be accomplished in a manner that does not unduly disrupt 

or damage public services or facilities. 
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STAFF SUGGESTED FINDINGS 
(1) The subdivision is consistent with the zoning code. 

[As presented, no variations to the RB zoning standards are necessary or requested.] 
 

(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. 

[Unless one or more of the existing buildings are left on the site, without adjustments to proposed lot 
lines, no non-conforming buildings or uses will be created.] 

 
(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. 

[The proposed lots are of a size and layout that homes which meet the zoning ordinance setback 
standards can be constructed on each lot in the subdivision.  The Petitioner has been asked to prepare 
graphics to depict how example building footprints of homes they intend to offer may fit on the lots.  
It is anticipated that at least 14% of the Heritage trees and 23% of the non-Heritage trees over 8” in 
caliper will be lost to roadway and sidewalks. Other Heritage and Non-Heritage trees may be lost 
when homes are built on the lots.  Any such losses (Heritage or non-Heritage) must be compensated 
in accordance with the tree preservation ordinance.  The petitioner has shown reasonable care in 
selection of road alignment to minimize the impact on trees.  Had the Northwood Drive been extended 
through the subject site, as had been shown in the 1954 preliminary plat, many more trees would 
have been lost to the roadway.  No significant alternation of the existing topography is anticipated.]  

 
(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 is no evidence of the presence of steep slopes or floodplains and whether or not the Outlot 
Park is dedicated to the public or simply held by the property owner association, it will have no impact 
on the capacity or utility of any public park of forest preserve.  The subdivision will comply with all of 
the most stringent storm water requirements that have been adopted since the last significant 
subdivision approval some 18 years ago.  The subdivision will impact mature trees, but it is unlikely 
to threaten the integrity or character of the trees or natural resources within the neighboring 
properties or the adjacent Forest Preserve.] 

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

rate from the subdivision. 
[The Final Subdivision review will require compliance with the Village’s storm water release rate 
regulations and all other applicable storm water and grading regulations.] 

 
(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 subdivision includes easements adequate to serve each lot with all public and private utilities.  
Final Engineering plans will detail where utility easements, and potentially sidewalk placement will 
need to deviate around trees.  A determination of the need for special service area or other 
designations to assure the funding and maintenance of storm water improvements will be evaluated.] 
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(7) The subdivision will dedicate easements or rights-of-way necessary to provide for current and future 

extension of public utilities and services. 
[The subdivision will provide easements for the connection and maintenance of water and sewer 
utilities through Northwood Drive, and to convey storm water to existing storm water sewers on Carol 
Lane.] 

 
(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 KLOA report indicates adequate capacity to support the additional traffic volumes and peak 
traffic movements generated by the subdivision.  Modifications to road speed limits on Green Bay 
Road are necessary to assure adequate sight distances at the intersection with the subdivision road 
ingress/egress point.  Additional modifications to the alignment, striping and traffic signage at the 
Westley Road intersection may also be necessary.] 

 
(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. 

[Subdivision street improvements will meet village standards, and any alterations to the intersection, 
signage or other existing conditions related to the subdivision will not threaten the health, safety or 
welfare of the community.] 

 
(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 will prevent the extension of Northwood Drive, and the developer seeks a variation 
to this provision. The developer seeks to minimize the loss of mature trees and the potential 
introduction of through-traffic on Northwood Drive with the proposed street configuration. If the Plan 
Commission finds this in the best interest of the properties on Northwood Drive and the subject 
property, the Commission may recommend that the Village Board issue a variation to this provision 
of the subdivision code.] 

 
(11) 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. 

[The subdivision will provide one lane inbound and one lane outbound, potentially split by a 
landscaped median, consistent with the character of the surrounding neighborhoods.] 

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

damage public services or facilities. 
[The self-contained aspect of this relatively large subdivision will allow construction activity and 
service connections to be made without unduly disrupting, overloading or damaging existing public 
services or facilities.]  
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Note on Historic Structures 

 
The Village considers many buildings, landmarks and sites, particularly those designed by well-known 
architects and landscape architects, as an important element of its cultural and historic resources.  The 
Comprehensive Plan speaks to the importance of protecting these resources, and the Village established 
an Historic Preservation Ordinance in 1990.  The designation of a home or property is principally driven 
by a property owner seeking the potential for property tax benefits, or a personal desire to protect the 
integrity of historic property.  In March 2019, the Village Board considered a recommendation from the 
Village’s Historic Preservation Commission to establish Honorary Landmark Designation for the Structures 
Located at 1801 Green Bay Road, the Hoover Estate.  The owner/petitioner for this subdivision did not 
support the recommendation, and the Village Board chose not to approve of the designation at that time. 
 
As envisioned with this preliminary plat, the developer intends to demolish the three structures on the 
site, but has indicated a willingness to consider ways to preserve some components of the estate.  Two 
structures are slated for demolition: 1) The garage/garden storage building is not well maintained and 
does not appear to have significant historic or architectural value; 2) The principal residence straddles 4 
of the proposed lots. That, along with the developer’s assertion that the construction of the principal 
residence with its multiple additions and modifications would likely make it prohibitively expensive to 
move, and very difficult to repurpose in another way in its current location, are likely to result in 
demolition of that structure as well.  
 
However, in meetings with the Historic Preservation Commission, Village Board and with staff, the 
petitioner has indicated some interest in preserving elements of the original estate, including the main 
gates, as well as the possibility of relocating the stables to another site.  The stable structure straddles 
two lots which could be purchased and combined to accommodate the building without moving it.  
Relocating the stable would be expensive and complex due to its construction, but there remains an 
interest and a willingness to continue a dialogue with the Village about how to do so. The only parcel 
within the proposed subdivision that could accommodate the relocation of the primary residence, or the 
Stables (but not both) would be Lot 1, which fronts and would have direct access to Green Bay Road.   
 
 






















































































































































	6-26-19 Agenda.pdf
	1. Call to Order and Roll Call
	Bruce Huvard, Chairman, Public-at-Large Representative
	Barbara Miller, Vice-Chairman, Village Board Representative
	Georgia Mihalopoulos, Public-at-Large Representative
	Dev Mukherjee, School District 35 Representative
	Dudley Onderdonk, Glencoe Park District Representative
	John Satter, Zoning Board of Appeals Representative
	Laura Solon, 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 MAY 29, 2019 plan commission MEETING MINUTES
	3. Public Comment
	Individuals interested in addressing the Plan Commission on non-agenda items may do so during this time.
	4. REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SUBDIVISION FOR THE HOOVER ESTATES SUBDIVISION (1801 gREEN bAY rOAD)
	5. Adjourn


