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Chairman Steve Bucklin and Members of the New Development Commission 

c/o Jeff Rogers, Deputy Director of Community Development  

Village of Glenview 

2500 East Lake Avenue 

Glenview, IL 60026 

RE: Willows Crossing/NDC2022-009 and NDC2022-011 

Dear Chairman Bucklin and Commissioners: 

Thank you again for providing 2660 Pfingsten Property, LLC (“2660”) this opportunity 

to respond to the formal objector presentation and the public comment we heard at the 

September 14 public hearing session. We are providing responses to portions of that presentation 

and some of that public comment in four parts.  

Part I provides 2660’s response to certain objector statements made about whether the 

Applicant’s rezoning request satisfies some of the LaSalle Factors. Part II provides 2660’s 

response to certain objector statements made about whether 2660’s request for a conditional use 

permit for a day care center and preschool satisfies the standard for issuance of a conditional use 

permit which concerns the need or desirability of the proposed use in the proposed location, and 

to concerns expressed by some neighbors about the quiet enjoyment of their properties. 

Part III provides 2660’s responses to the traffic related information and comment we received 

and heard prior to and at the September 14 public hearing session. Part IV provides 2660’s 

responses to some specific comments the objectors made about the Willows Crossing site plan 

and some suggestions for possible revisions to that plan.  

PART I – The LaSalle Factors 

A. The Need and Demand for the Proposed Use

2660 believes that, through the evidence provided by Brendan Reedy, Senior Vice 
President at CBRE Retail Advisory, and the evidence 2660 presented as to the location and 

available capacities of the existing day care centers and preschools in the Village, it has 

effectively established that there is a need and a demand in the community for the uses 2660 is 

proposing to establish on the subject property.  

 As to the former, please see the enclosed map that Mr. Reedy prepared (Tab 1) which 

identifies the extent of current commercial tenant vacancies in the area (note: this map simply 

depicts what Mr. Reedy previously testified to).  
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As to the latter, please consider again the slide in the Applicant’s PowerPoint 

presentation which depicts the location of the existing day care centers and preschools in the 

community (Tab 2), which slide confirms that there is no day care center or preschool in close 

proximity to the neighborhoods surrounding the subject property, and, more importantly, the 

enclosed Market Study (Tab 3), prepared by the anticipated operator of the proposed day care 

center and preschool, which provides evidence of strong demand for additional day care centers 

and preschools in the area. As noted in this study, in 2021, there were over 6,100 children 

between the ages of 0 and 6 living within a three mile radius of the property which is the subject 

of these proceedings, which is nearly TWO AND A HALF times more children than licensed 

childcare seats currently existing in the marketplace.  

B. The Care with which the Community has Undertaken to Plan its Land Use 

Development 

Several comments were made about the Village’s current Comprehensive Plan, about 

prior Village Comprehensive Plans, and about the Willow Road Corridor Agreement.  

As stated in 2660’s application to the Village and in its presentation to the Commission, 

the Applicant’s proposal is consistent with fundamental elements of the 2017 Comprehensive 

Plan. Most notably, it provides for a six-acre commercial development at the corner of the 

property and a land use consisting of approximately two acres which will serve as a buffer to the 

residential properties to the south and west. Again, 2660 believes the proposed open and 

undeveloped area, which will be improved with a sizeable berm, significant landscaping, and an 

eight-foot high fence, will provide a buffer which is even better than the single-family home 

development buffer the 2017 Comprehensive Plan identified. 

As 2660 also previously noted, the Village had ample time and opportunity to amend the 

2017 Comprehensive Plan to identify only residential use, and specifically R-4 Single-Family 

zoning, as the desired use and zoning for the subject property, but it never did so. No annexation 

agreement precluded it from doing that or, for that matter, from rezoning the property to the R-4 

Single-Family District on its own application. Respectfully, we would suggest that older 

comprehensive plans that designated the subject property for residential use should be given little 

weight.  

In that same vein, the Village had multiple opportunities to designate the subject property 

for residential development in the Willow Road Corridor Agreement the Village entered into 

with the Village of Northbrook in 1990, and amended on four subsequent occasions. Once again, 

it never did so.  
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PART II–Conditional Use Request--Community Need for the Day Care Center and 

Preschool and the Quiet Enjoyment of Neighboring Properties 

Section 98-50 (d)(1)(a) of the Zoning Ordinance provides, among other things, that the 

Commission, in considering whether to recommend to the Village Board approval of a requested 

conditional use permit, make a finding of fact as to whether the conditional use at the particular 

location is necessary or desirable for the public convenience.  

In their presentation, the objectors asserted that there is no need for the proposed day care 

center and preschool because the Nielsen Child Care and Learning Center and The Gardner 

School of Glenview-Northbrook is less than five minutes away from the subject property. In 

response, 2660 notes the following: 

1. Neither of these facilities offer Montessori education based programing in a 

school that will be a part of a growing international network of schools.  

2. Most significantly, both facilities have significant waiting lists at almost every 

level of care and education (infant, toddler, preschool and kindergarten).  

For these reasons, and for the reasons noted above in Part I, 2660 respectfully submits to 

the Commissioners that the establishment of the proposed Guidepost Montessori day care center 

and preschool at Willows Crossing is necessary or desirable for the public convenience and that 

establishing this use in this location will benefit the families living in the surrounding 

neighborhoods.  

Some neighbors stated that the siting of the day care center, preschool and playground in 

its proposed location may adversely affect the quite enjoyment of neighboring properties1. 2660 

submits that, given (i) the distance between the day care center, preschool and playground from 

the neighbors’ properties, (ii) the landscaping, berming and fencing described above; and (iii) the 

fact that the facility will be closed on weekends, it is highly unlikely the neighbors’ quiet 

enjoyment will be disturbed by the operation of the day care center and preschool. Nevertheless, 

2660 is willing to consider a site plan revision (see discussion below) to respond to the 

neighbors’ concerns if the Commission and the neighbors feel that development in accordance 

with this alternate plan would address those concerns.  

  

 
1 The Commission is asked to consider the testimony of one of the objectors (Skip Newman) at the Commission’s 

July 27 public hearing on the recently considered text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. At this hearing, 

Mr. Newman stated as follows: “Everybody likes day care centers. Nobody’s arguing that,” and “kids running 

around and screaming is a good thing, but if it’s very close to residential it does affect the quiet enjoyment of the 

neighboring properties.” 2660 respectfully submits that it is not proposing to construct a day care center that is “very 

close” to the neighbors’ properties.  
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PART III – Traffic Concerns 

In response to the traffic-related information and comments provided by the organized 

group of objectors and public prior to and at the public hearing, 2660 offers the following:  

1. With respect to the objectors’ letter to IDOT dated July 7, 20222, 2660 asks you to 

consider the facts contained in the enclosed memorandum from 2660’s traffic consultant KLOA, 

Inc. (Tab 4). Most notably, please consider the fact that the location and design of both the 

Willow Road access and the Pfingsten Road access have been previously approved by IDOT.  

2. With respect to the traffic-related information provided by Ms. Liner on behalf of 

an undisclosed “professional traffic engineer”3 who allegedly has a “conflict of interest with the 

Village”, we respectfully request that you exercise your discretion, as contemplated by Article V 

of your Rules of Procedure, and treat this information as inadmissible hearsay which should not 

be considered by the New Development Commission which is charged with making findings of 

fact based on relevant and reliable evidence. In our opinion, it would be unfair to the applicant to 

do otherwise.  

3. We respectfully suggest that you disregard traffic-related comments which were 

generalized, speculative and conclusory in nature. See The Village of Riverwoods v. The Village 

of Buffalo Grove,159 Ill.App.3d 208, 511 N.E.2d 184 (2nd Dist. App., 1987). 

4. Finally, the objectors and certain members of the public suggested the conclusions 

and opinions of 2660’s traffic consultant should not be relied upon since that party is an 

applicant-paid expert witness. In response, we ask that you consider the following statements of 

Mr. Thomas Adomshick of James J Benes & Associates, Inc, the traffic consultant the Village 

retained: 

1. The [2660’s Traffic Impact Study] was generally prepared in accordance with 

accepted traffic engineering practice.  

2. We reviewed the projected development trip generation for the new proposed land 

uses and find the estimates to be reasonable.  

3. We concur that the proposed development is projected to reduce the new trips 

generated by the development during the weekday evening peak hour by 

4 percent, and the total new plus diverted (pass-by) trips by 24 percent. 

4. We have reviewed the Synchro traffic analysis software input data. The input data 

generally appears to be consistent with the existing and proposed roadway 

conditions. The traffic study analyzed four traffic condition scenarios: Existing 

 
2 It is worth noting that this letter references earlier-sent letters which assumed the development of the property 

pursuant to an entirely different plan of development. It is also worth noting that, to 2660’s knowledge, IDOT has 

never responded to this letter.   
3 Since this individual failed to appear and testify, we don’t even know if he or she is in fact a professional traffic 

engineer.  
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traffic, Existing traffic plus site trips, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build Scenario 

including the IDOT intersection improvements, which are nearly complete. We 

find the analyses to be reasonable. 

PART IV – Site Plan Concerns and Possible Site Plan Revisions  

A. Relocation of Day Care Center, Preschool and Playground 

The site plan currently before the Commission (“Site Plan A”) was prepared with an 

intent to locate Building D as far as possible from the south property line. That being said, 2660, 

in response to concerns expressed about the location of the day care center, preschool and 

playground, is prepared to proceed with the development of the property in accordance with an 

alternate site plan (“Site Plan B”) which shifts Building D to the south and relocates the 

playground to the north and west of the building if this would be preferred by the Commissioners 

and the neighbors. This would allow Building D to act as a sound buffer to the playground and it 

would address concerns expressed about the proximity of the playground to Pfingsten Road.  

It should be noted that Site Plan B does not change the location of the project parking 

lots, the location of any other buildings, any building elevations, or any other material aspects of 

Site Plan A. Under Site Plan A, however, the setback from Building D to the south property line 

would be 122’8”, while under Site Plan B it would be 100’. Again, in either case there will be 

significant berming, landscaping and fencing in this setback. 

Copies of Site Plan A and Site Plan B are included at Tab 5.  

B. Reduction in Height of Building D 

2660, in response to concerns expressed by its neighbors to the south, has reduced the 

height of the south elevation of Building D from 20’6” to 19’. This reduction is depicted on the 

enclosed elevation sheets (Tab 6).  

C. “No Build” Covenant 

2660 has no issue with the Village including in any ordinance of approval the Village 

Board may adopt in furtherance of the construction of Willows Crossing an obligation to record a 

“No Build” Covenant against the south two-acre portion of the property, as certain objectors 

requested, which precludes such area from ever being improved with B-2 uses.  

D. Future Repair or Replacement of Underground Detention System Components  

The proposed underground detention system is no different than any other private 

infrastructure improvement a project such as Willows Crossing is required to construct in 

furtherance of its use, occupancy and enjoyment. All such improvements have identifiable 

service lives. Enclosed is a summary of the service lives of the various components of the 
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underground detention system 2660 is proposing to construct in response to previously expressed 

neighbor concerns about an above-ground detention pond (Tab 7). An obligation to maintain, 

repair and replace this system and its various components, and the right of the Village to do so, at 

the owner’s expense, if the owner fails to do so, could easily be included in either a recorded 

ordinance of approval, in the “No Build” Covenant referred to above, or in an ancillary 

agreement the Village may require 2660 to enter into and record against the title to the property.  

E. Perimeter Fencing, Planting of New Landscape Material & Protection of Existing 

Trees 

2660 will commit to working with Village staff and the neighbors in locating and 

potentially meandering the fence which is to be constructed on the south and west property lines, 

and in planting new landscape material, to preserve and protect existing perimeter trees to the 

greatest extent possible. Such commitment can be included in an ordinance the Village Board 

may adopt to approve the Willows Crossing final site plan or, again, in an ancillary agreement 

the Village and 2660 enter into.  

Finally, the objectors referenced inconsistencies between the Willows Crossing 

preliminary engineering plans and certain supplementary exhibits 2660 submitted in response to 

previously expressed questions and concerns, and inconsistencies between the preliminary 

landscape plans and the proposed planting list. 2660 is confident these inconsistencies can and 

will be addressed at the time of final plan review.  

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to submit this response, and we look forward to 

appearing before you again on September 28. 

Best regards, 

MELTZER PURTILL & STELLE LLC 

 

 

Harold W. Francke 

 

cc: Jeff Brady, Director of Community Development 

Jeff Rogers, Deputy Director of Community Development 

Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, Village Attorney 

 


















































