
Community Development 
Department 

 
 

SUBJECT: First Consideration of an Ordinance approving  
relocation of the construction and use envelope at 1695 Portage 
Run 

AGENDA ITEM:     11.d 
 
MEETING DATE:   April 8, 2021  

 
VILLAGE BOARD REPORT 

 
TO:     Village President and Board of Trustees 
 
FROM:    Jeff Brady, Director of Community Development, (847) 904-4306 
 
THROUGH:  Matthew J. Formica, Village Manager 
 
 
CASE # :  P2021-009 
 
LOCATION:  1695 Portage Run 
  
PROJECT NAME: Napolitano Residence 
 
 
 

ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests first consideration by the Village Board of a Plan Commission recommendation for approval 
of modification to the extents of the designated construction and use envelope at 1695 Portage Run to 
permit the construction of a new in-ground swimming pool and associated accessory improvements upon 
the subject property in the R-E zoning district and Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). 
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The applicant is requesting the modification of the existing construction envelope and grading easement 
for the subject property to permit the construction of a new in-ground swimming pool and associated 
accessory improvements.  
 
The proposed modification includes an additional 978 square feet of building envelope on the 
southeastern portion of the existing envelope and the removal of 1,018 square feet of building envelope 
north of the existing home to offset the proposed expansion.  
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BACKGROUND: 
The lot comprising the subject property was approved as part of a 5-lot subdivision located on the south 
side of West Lake Avenue with access from Portage Run Road, an existing private roadway. The project 
was approved via Ordinance 4366 on February 19, 2002, a copy of which is attached to this report along 
with the meeting minutes of the Environmental Review Committee (October 4, 2001) and Plan 
Commission (February 2002). Several single-family residences have been built on the surrounding lots 
since that time.  
 
At the time of the original subdivision of the property, the permitted construction envelopes were located 
on the northern portion of the property. In 2012, prior to the construction of the current home, the 
permitted construction envelope was relocated to the southern portion of the property via 
recommendations from the Environmental Review Committee. The property had been vacant prior to the 
construction of the current residence.  
 
This proposed development lies within the established Primary Area (PA) and within the Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) as defined by the Glenview Zoning Ordinance, Article IX, Environmentally Significant 
Areas, and as mapped on the Glenview Zoning District Map. Copies of the applicable sections of the 
Glenview Zoning Ordinance which govern construction in an ESA are attached to this report.   

Article IX requires the applicant to submit an Environmental Plan (EP) concerning the proposed 
development for review and recommendation by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC) to the Plan 
Commission. The Plan Commission also reviews the proposed site plan and easements and subsequently 
makes a recommendation to the Village Board. The ERC must review and conclude that no adverse 
environmental impact on the PA or ESA would occur as the result of this proposed development. This 
matter required a public hearing before the ERC at which time the submitted Environmental Plan was 
evaluated and any person wishing to speak was given the opportunity to be heard. 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE DISCUSSION:  
At the March 11, 2021 meeting of the Environmental Review Committee (ERC), the proposed 
amendments to the construction and use envelope were recommended for approval to the Plan 
Commission.  
 
The ERC’s discussion primarily focused on the treatment of pool water prior to it being emptied into the 
ditch adjacent to Portage Run. Treated pool water can have a negative impact on wetlands and other 
vegetation. The applicant and ERC agreed that a plan for the procedures for the emptying of the pool will 
be submitted for review by the ERC Chairman prior to any permit issuance. This plan will include a method 
by which chlorine and phosphates from the pool water can be reduced prior to pumping of pool water 
over land to an existing swale east of the Portage Run roadway. This plan will be used both a.) when pool 
maintenance is required; and b.) any time that the pool may be drained for the season. The draft plan has 
been submitted to the ERC Chairman for review, but additional details may be required. 
 
One (1) member of the public came forward to speak at the ERC meeting, but was not opposed to the 
proposed plan for pool construction.  
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PLAN COMMISSION DISCUSSION:  
On March 30, 2021, the Plan Commission reviewed the recommendation from the Environmental Review 
Committee for approval of modifications the existing use and construction envelopes for the construction 
of an in-ground pool and other accessory improvements upon the subject property.  
 
Following a summary of background from staff, the Plan Commission discussed specific requirements of 
the pool draining and treatment procedure. Staff and the applicant provided clarity regarding the 
proposed procedure, typical Village requirements, and special requirements included in the ERC action.   
 
Following review of the other applicable criteria, the Plan Commission then moved to recommend 
approval of the proposal consistent with the action and conditions recommended by the Environmental 
Review Committee.  
 
No members of the public spoke regarding the proposal.   
 
 
PLAN COMMISSION ACTION: 
On March 30, 2021, Commissioner Ciolek moved, seconded by Commissioner Duff, to recommend 
approval for case P2021-009, the Napolitano Residence at 1695 Portage Run, by a 3-0 vote, of a relocation 
of the construction and use envelope in accordance with the following:   
 

A. The Pool Addition Site Plan prepared by Greengard, Inc. and dated February 20, 2020, complies 
the Environmental Plan Criteria and Requirements for Approval of the Glenview Municipal Code 
as follows: 
Approval criteria.  

(1)     All EPs shall address all vegetation elements, wetlands, drainage, visual and other such 
environmental effects of proposed developments as they relate to the criteria and 
requirements, and be consistent with the intent of this article as set forth in section 98-
451. The EP shall be in compliance with federal, State and local regulations as such 
regulations may relate to environmental impact.  

(2)     The major focus of the EP shall be first to avoid, second to minimize and third to mitigate 
any detrimental impacts to resource characteristics of the ESA and PA consistent with the 
intent of this article as set forth in section 98-451. 

(3)     Construction plans must comply with section 7 of the Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act, 520 ILCS 10/7, and sections 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. No adverse effect shall occur to any critical federal or State endangered 
species habitat.  

(4)     Construction design plans shall preserve the hydrological characteristics essential to the 
integrity of the PA. 

(5)     The natural functions of ESA wetlands or watercourses shall not be impaired. Specifically, 
the natural grade and soils of any wetland or watercourse and the flow or quality of 
surface water to and from any ESA wetland or watercourse at any time during the year 
shall not be significantly altered in such a way as to degrade rare habitat elements or 
cultural resources. If negative alterations occur, mitigation in the form of restoration of 
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the wetland or watercourse function and value must be provided in writing and approved 
by the ERC.  

(6)     Direct or indirect impairment to PA wetland shall be avoided. Impact shall be determined 
by the ERC. Examples of impact that could occur include, but are not limited to, wetland 
fill, drainage blockage or significant alteration to drainage patterns or subbasin 
watersheds. If a proposed development site contains areas of past wetland fill or drainage 
blockage, whether within the ESA or PA, such conditions shall be removed and wetlands 
restored by the property owner in conjunction with site development. Use of bypass flow-
through piping shall be avoided or minimized in preference to preserving natural 
drainage. Stormwater control features (e.g., wet detention ponds) shall be designed to 
optimize protection of wetland areas.  

(7)      Construction plans shall be designed to minimize the creation of impermeable surfaces 
by limiting pavements, roadways and building footprints to essential square footages and 
using permeable asphalt and pervious pavers, where practical.  

(8)    Appropriate transport, detention and infiltration structures shall be incorporated in a 
coordinated stormwater management system to minimize both off-site outflow and 
surcharging (backwater) into the PA while maximizing groundwater recharge.  

(9)     The important cultural heritage, wildlife, recreational and educational values of the PA 
shall be preserved by maintaining reproductive and regenerative capabilities of wildlife 
and associated habitats, protecting historical contexts, maintaining aesthetic visual 
characteristics, designing compatible adjacent building structures and providing visual 
buffers made up of trees and shrubs consistent with existing vegetation. Preservation of 
such values must satisfy requirements of the State comprehensive outdoor recreation 
plan, the State historic preservation office and the National Park Service.  

(10)   Site design plans shall maintain or enhance the aesthetic, visual screening, windbreak, 
dust suppression, air quality improvements, noise barrier characteristics and other 
qualities of woodlands. All site improvements and structures shall be located and 
designed in such a way as to retain the maximum amount of natural vegetation on the 
site, especially existing mature wooded areas. Any structural design within the ESA should 
be designed so that building footprint roads avoid removal of trees with a dbh of four 
inches or more. Certain species of trees determined by the ERC to be incompatible 
invasive trees in the ESA shall be exempt from protection (e.g., in the Grove National 
Historic Area, eastern cottonwoods, box elders and European buckthorns are not 
protected).  

(11)    Landscaping designs shall maximize the use of compatible native species of trees, flowers 
and grasses to blend with or enhance the natural mosaic (complex) of ESA communities. 
Tree plantings shall be situated as buffers to protect the PA from adverse views, drainage 
and lighting effects. The objective is to soften impacts to the adjacent PA ecosystems. A 
variety of species shall be planted in natural arrangements to enhance the aesthetic and 
ecological value of such plantings.  
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(12)   All native tree species with a dbh of more than four inches shall be protected with barrier 
fencing enclosing an area that includes the dripline area of the tree. Unprotected tree 
species with a dbh of four inches or more shall be retained if they are determined to be 
important to the historical context of a cultural resource element or to general aesthetic 
value. The barrier fencing must be located at least five feet from the trunk of a tree at all 
points. The fencing shall be mandatory only during construction. No disturbance or 
mowing shall occur within the dripline of any protected tree subsequent to construction.  

(13)  Soil erosion shall be minimized through compliance with the soil erosion and sediment 
control regulations set forth in article IX.  

(14)   No bulk storage or release into air, land or water of hazardous material is permissible 
within the ESA. 

(15)   Developments within the ESA or PA shall be designed to minimize reflected or generated 
light leaving the property from any direction, including skyward, by using nonreflective 
building shell construction and careful orientation and shielding of lighting fixtures. The 
frequency and intensity of generated light impacts on the ecological or cultural resources 
of the PA shall also be minimized by limiting operation of lights to actual use periods and 
using low wattage or yellow bulbs, whenever practicable.  

(16)  At no point along the boundaries of the PA or further within the PA shall the noise (sound 
pressure) level exceed an hourly A-weighted decibel level of a 24-hour 62 leq. Such 
standard shall be applied for all times during the day and night. If it is found that such 
standard is not met, operational or shielding remedies shall be sought. If the exceedance 
will be created by the development under consideration, noise reduction shall be 
provided in design plans.  
 

B. All materials presented to the Committee on March 11, 2021 and associated revisions required 
by the Environmental Review Committee. 

C. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on March 30, 2021 and associated revisions 
required by the Plan Commission. 

D. Final engineering approval through the building permit process of the lot comprising the 
development site. 

E. A plan for maintenance and draining of the pool shall be submitted to staff for review by the 
Chairman which outlines the process for de-chlorination and discharge which does not infringe 
on wetlands or other sensitive areas.   

 
 

YEAS:  Commissioners Burton, Ciolek and Duff (3) 
NAYS:  None (0) 
ABSTAIN: None (0)  

 
 
PROJECT MANAGER: Tony Repp, Senior Planner 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Plan Commission Staff Report 
2. Public Notice 
3. Excerpt from the DRAFT Minutes of the March 11, 2021 Environmental Review Committee 

Meeting 
4. Excerpt from the DRAFT Minutes of the March 30, 2021 Plan Commission Meeting 
5. Draft Ordinance and Exhibits  

 
  

6



 
 
 
CASE #:   P2021-009 
 
LOCATION: 1695 Portage Run  
 
PROJECT NAME: Napolitano Residence  
 
 

 
 
PROPOSAL: 
The applicant, Ken Napolitano, requests approval of an Environmental Plan in 
accordance with Section 98-457 of the Glenview Municipal Code concerning an 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) as defined and regulated by Article IX of the 
Glenview Municipal Code to allow a modification to the extents of the designated 
construction envelope and grading easement. The proposed construction 
envelope would be a modification of the original designated construction 
envelope location. 

  

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

March 30, 2021 

 

Village of Glenview 
Plan Commission 

 
 
TO: 
Chairman and Plan Commissioners 
 
FROM: 
Community Development 
Department  
 
CASE MANAGER: 
Tony Repp, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT:   
Environmental Review Committee 
Recommendation  
 
ACTION REQUESTED:   
Staff requests consideration of a 
recommendation to the Board of 
Trustees 
 
APPLICANT / OWNER / CONTACT: 
Ken Napolitano 
1695 Portage Run  
Glenview, IL  60025 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Report Disclaimer: Village staff makes no representations regarding support, endorsement, or the 
likelihood of approval or disapproval by any Glenview regulatory commission or the Village Board of 
Trustees. 
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Site Assessment 
 

 
VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW ZONING:  
 

PIN:  04-29-400-050-0000 
 

Current Glenview R-E Residential District  
 

North 
 

Glenview R-E Residential District 
East Glenview R-E Residential District 
South Glenview R-E Residential District 
West Glenview R-E Residential District 

 
 
 
AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY: 
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SITE TOPOGRAPHY & ESA BOUNDARY LINES: 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Primary Area 

Secondary Area 
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Project Summary 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The lot comprising the subject property was approved as part of a 5-lot subdivision located on the south 
side of West Lake Avenue with access from Portage Run Road, an existing private roadway. The project 
was approved via Ordinance 4366 on February 19, 2002, a copy of which is attached to this report along 
with the meeting minutes of the Environmental Review Committee (October 4, 2001) and Plan 
Commission (January 2002). Several single-family residences have been built on the surrounding lots since 
that time.  
 
At the time of the original subdivision of the property, the permitted construction envelopes were located 
on the northern portion of the property. In 2012, prior to the construction of the current home, the 
permitted construction envelope was relocated to the southern portion of the property via 
recommendations from the Environmental Review Committee. The property had been vacant prior to the 
construction of the current residence.  
 
This proposed development lies within the established Primary Area (PA) and within the Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) as defined by the Glenview Zoning Ordinance, Article IX, Environmentally Significant 
Areas, and as mapped on the Glenview Zoning District Map. Copies of the applicable sections of the 
Glenview Zoning Ordinance which govern construction in an ESA are attached to this report.   

Article IX requires the applicant to submit an Environmental Plan (EP) concerning the proposed 
development for review and recommendation by the Environmental Review Committee (ERC) to the Plan 
Commission. The Plan Commission also reviews the proposed site plan and easements and subsequently 
makes a recommendation to the Village Board. The ERC must review and conclude that no adverse 
environmental impact on the PA or ESA would occur as the result of this proposed development. This 
matter required a public hearing before the ERC at which time the submitted Environmental Plan was 
evaluated and any person wishing to speak was given the opportunity to be heard. 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The applicant is requesting the modification of the existing construction envelope and grading easement 
for the subject property to permit the construction of a new in-ground swimming pool and associated 
accessory improvements.  
 
The proposed modification includes an additional 978 square feet of building envelope on the 
southeastern portion of the existing envelope and the removal of 1,018 square feet of building envelope 
north of the existing home to offset the proposed expansion.  
 
 
PLAN COMMISSION REVIEW: 
In accordance with the provisions of the Code, the findings any recommendation of the Environmental 
Review Committee are forwarded for review by the Plan Commission, who in turn will make a 
recommendation to the Village Board. The Village Board makes a final determination of the proposal 
taking into account both the ERC and PC recommendations. 
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Environmental Committee Review 

 
 
Environmental Review Committee Action: 
At the March 11, 2021 meeting of the Environmental Review Committee (ERC), the proposed 
amendments to the construction and use envelope were recommended for approval to the Plan 
Commission.  
 
The ERC’s discussion primarily focused on the treatment of pool water prior to it being emptied into the 
ditch adjacent to Portage Run. Treated pool water can have a negative impact on wetlands and other 
vegetation. The applicant and ERC agreed that a plan for the procedures for the emptying of the pool will 
be submitted for review by the ERC Chairman prior to any permit issuance. This plan will include a method 
by which chlorine and phosphates from the pool water can be reduced prior to pumping of pool water 
over land to an existing swale east of the Portage Run roadway. This plan will be used both a.) when pool 
maintenance is required; and b.) any time that the pool may be drained for the season. The draft plan has 
been submitted to the ERC Chairman, but additional details may be required. 
 
One (1) member of the public came forward to speak at the ERC meeting, but was not opposed to the 
proposed plan for pool construction.  

  

  

New Building Envelope Area: 978 sq. ft.  
 
Building Envelope to be Removed: 1,018 sq. ft. 
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Staff Comments for ERC: 

• No additional trees will be removed to accommodate the alteration in the building envelope.

• A number of trees, including ash trees, have died or been removed from the site since 2012. These 
included a number of trees that were permitted to be removed as part of the original construction
of the home.

• The ERC shall determine whether the proposed construction and building use envelopes are
appropriate.  Subject to compliance with bulk regulations of the ordinance, accessory uses may
be permitted within the building use envelope in the future.

• If the proposed building use and construction envelopes are approved, a plat of easement will be
recorded to establish these boundaries for future reference when alterations may be proposed
to the site in the future.

POTENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD IMPACTS: 
The applicant should confirm that the drainage pattern will not be altered and will not have any adverse 
impacts on the adjacent properties. The applicant should also confirm the methods by which original 
drainage patterns will be protected.   
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REQUIRED APPROVAL(s): 
The following chart details the necessary required approvals and is provided as a Regulatory Review 
Appendix.   
 

 
 

 
Attachments & Exhibits 

 
 
1. Public Notice 
2. Ordinance 4366 
3. Excerpt from Minutes of the October 4, 2001 Environmental Review Committee Meeting 
4. Excerpt from Minutes of the February 1, 2002 Plan Commission Meeting 
5. Excerpt from Minutes of the May 17, 2012 Environmental Review Committee Meeting 
6. Petitioner’s Application & Exhibits 
  

Required   Regulatory Review 
 A. Annexation 
 B. Annexation with Annexation Agreement  
 C. Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 D. Official Map Amendment 
 E. Rezoning  
 F. Planned Development  
 G. Conditional Use 
√ H. Final Site Plan Review / Environmental Plan 
 I. Second Curb Cut 
 J. Subdivision (Preliminary, Final, and Waivers) 
 K. Variation(s)   (Zoning Board of Appeals)  
 L. Certificate of Appropriateness   (Appearance Commission) 
√ M. Final Engineering Approval & Outside Agency Permits 
√ N. Building Permits 
√ O. Building & Engineering Inspections 
√ P. Recorded Documents (Development Agreements, Easements, Covenants, etc.)  
 Q. Business License 
 R. Certificate of Occupancy 
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VILLAGE OF GLENVIEW 
PUBLIC NOTICE 
ERC2021-001 

 
Notice is hereby given that a Public Hearing will be held by the Glenview Environmental Review 
Committee (ERC) on Thursday, March 11, 2021 at 7:00 p.m. Pursuant to State of Illinois Executive Orders 
2020-07 and 2020-32, as amended, restated, or otherwise extended, the public hearing for this petition 
will be conducted remotely through either telephone or video conference call with limited availability for 
participation at Village Hall, 2500 East Lake Avenue, Glenview, Illinois in accordance with Chapter 65, 
Section 5/11-13-5 of the Illinois Compiled Statutes. 
 
The property involved is commonly known as 1695 Portage Run and is legally described as: 
 

LOT 3 IN PORTAGE RUN ESTATES SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE 
WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 
12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF 
RECORDED AUGUST 8, 2003 AS DOCUMENT NO. 0322010026, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

 
The applicant, Ken Napolitano, requests approval of an Environmental Plan in accordance with Section 
98-457 of the Glenview Municipal Code concerning an Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) as defined 
and regulated by Article IX of the Glenview Municipal Code to allow for the relocation of the designated 
construction envelope. The proposed modification of the designated construction envelope is a 
modification from the original designated construction envelope location. 
   
Pursuant to State of Illinois Executive Order No. 2020-39, as amended, restated, or otherwise extended, 
and Public Act 101-0640, the public hearing for this petition will be conducted remotely through either 
telephone and/or video conference call with limited availability for in-person participation at Village Hall, 
2500 East Lake Avenue, Glenview, Illinois.  
 
Information concerning the virtual meeting, including how to participate in the meeting and view 
application materials, will be posted at two Village of Glenview websites: 
 
1. For information on the remote meeting, please visit: 
https://www.glenview.il.us/government/Pages/Watch-Live.aspx  
This website will be updated at least seven (7) days before the March 11, 2021 Plan Commission meeting 
with information regarding a.) how to submit written comments in advance of the meeting; and b.) how 
to join, view, and participate in the live remote meeting.  
2. For the meeting agenda and petition materials, please visit: https://tinyurl.com/erc03112021  
 
The agenda and materials for this meeting will be posted no later than the end of the business day on 
Friday, March 5, 2021. This website will include the meeting Agenda and the Agenda Packet. 
 
At the public hearing, the Environmental Review Committee will accept and consider all testimony and 
evidence pertaining to the application, and will consider any zoning actions or relief that may be necessary 
or convenient to allow the proposal as described in this notice, or a proposal that is less intensive than 
the type described in this notice. Any person who also desires to appear as an "interested party" with the 
right to cross-examine others at the hearing should complete and file an appearance form by emailing 
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Tony Repp at arepp@glenview.il.us before the date of the hearing. Any written materials can be 
forwarded to the Village of Glenview’s Staff Liaison to the Environmental Review Committee, Tony Repp 
at arepp@glenview.il.us before 3:00 p.m. on the date of the hearing, copies of which will be distributed 
to the Plan Commission. 
 
Any individual who would like to listen to the meeting by telephone or who may require an 
accommodation to listen to or participate in the meeting, should contact Tony Repp at Tony Repp at 
arepp@glenview.il.us or (847) 904-4309 as soon as possible. 
 

Glenview Environmental Review Committee 
Timothy Pollowy, Chairman 

ATTEST: 
Tony Repp 
Senior Planner 
Publication Date: February 18, 2021 
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Ordinance 4366 
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EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF THE OCTOBER 4, 2001 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
 
ERC-00-01 Portage Run Subdivision 
Proposal:  Consider the creation of a 5-lot single-family development in an   
  Environmentally Significant Area 
Enclosures:  Staff Report with Exhibits 
Action Requested: Adopt Recommendation to Plan Committee 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS 
 
Michael Downing, Attorney, Miller, Forest and Downing, LLC, Glenview, Illinois 

 Mr. Downing spoke for the petitioner, First American Investments, the purchaser of the approx. 10.3-acre 
site located at the southeast corner of Portage Run and Lake Ave. The petitioner is requesting a 5-lot 
subdivision, with no variations from zoning ordinance. Some waivers will be requested from the subdivision 
code; they will be within the plan committee province and may also be of consideration of the ERC. Portage 
Run will remain as a private road. He suggests that a waiver be issued regarding streetlights, curb and 
gutters, and parkway tree placement along Lake Avenue and Portage Run. A very detailed staff report was 
distributed to the ERC in its meeting packets. Since the ERC members are familiar with the site, he refrained 
from reviewing the surrounding zoning. Residential uses (3 sides) and institutional use surrounds the 
property. During the last 6 months, 2 meetings were held with Portage Run homeowners. Plans were 
submitted to the park district, and Mr. Downing was confident that the plans were satisfactory.  

 
 John Green, First American Investments, Palatine, Illinois 
 Mr. Green announced that First American Investments is affiliated with Concord Development Corporation 

of Concord Homes, but local builders (not Concord) would be building on the site. The RE zoning is within 
an Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA), part of which is in a Primary Area (PA). Hence, the ERC will 
evaluate and determine any adverse environmental impact. 

  
 The existing RE zoning requirements have been met, so variations will not be requested. Portage Run will 

be topped with a coat of asphalt. After discussion with staff and existing homeowners, it was decided to 
minimize the development impact on the property and those adjacent of it. One section of wetland has to 
be crossed (total wetland impact is on 1/10 of an acre). Sanitary sewer will be extended as indicated on the 
design. It will be of appropriate size and depth to service the adjacent owners who have expressed a desire 
to hook into the sewer. One staff suggestion was to loop the water over to selected locations; the petitioner 
will look at using the easements for this purpose. Construction activity is restricted to the right of way 
easements (public improvement areas) and construction envelopes. Other properties will not be disturbed, 
except for shrub removal etc.   

 
 For the purpose of common maintenance, Mr. Green shared that the existing homeowners association's 

has an interest in one association for both the new and existing areas. If unsuccessful, the new site would 
have its own association. An association can provide area control to ensure proper maintenance, with 
restricted uses for areas outside the construction envelopes.  

 
 Staff issues of main concern to be discussed are: 

 Trees 
 Portage Run Drive maintenance 
 Control over restricted areas (as indicated earlier) 
 Minimal impact on the wetlands, affecting approximately 1 acre 
 Storm water control 
 Provision of a vehicle turn around location 

 
 Tom McArdle, Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD, Rosemont, Illinois 
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Mr. McArdle noted that he has done environmental resource work for ten years. He worked on the Portage 
Run site for about 5 years and had prepared an existing conditions inventory, community type mapping, 
and wetland assessment of the site; 4 community types were found:  
 
1) Degraded scrub shrub - located in the northern 3rd portion of the property. The area lacks large trees 
for the most part and is dominated by many invasive shrub species that suppress the understory growth. It 
may have been a prairie remnant or an opening in a savanna community 
 
2) Degraded oak woodland - located in the southwestern quarter of the property. The area has large oak 
trees with a highly invasive shrub understory. It appeared to be a remnant oak savanna or may have been 
a closed woodland in the past. Burr oak and pin oak, with common buckthorn and tartarian honeysuckle in 
the understory primarily dominate the area 
 
3) Degraded woodland - southeast quarter of the parcel. This is a mesic community type, made of oak 
savanna or drier community. American elms, green ash, boxelders and the invasive shrub of common 
buckthorn in the understory dominate it. The area was historically a closed woodland community dominated 
by moderate sized trees. 
 
4) Forested flat land (3 wetland communities) - large wetland in the site's center with a small wetland 
contiguous to it (water flows eastward offsite), and a small isolated wetland. The wetland is dominated by 
open water with moderate sized trees on the perimeter. Green ash and cottonwood in the overstory 
dominates the vegetation, with foul manna grass in the understory.  
 
In summary, the invasive encroachment is leading to the degraded community types.   
 
Don Fielding, Greengard, Inc., Lincolnshire, Illinois 
Mr. Fielding said most of the existing land characteristics at this site would be preserved, so the homes can 
be secluded like the existing Portage Run homes. Building areas that were the least disruptive ecologically 
were chosen. Portage Run will be the primary access to the development. A private driveway will be 
constructed to allow access to lots 3, 4 & 5. The drive will also separate houses from the major wetland, 
with two minor wetland crossings during the construction. The building envelopes are 100' x 100' with a 30' 
corridor entrance. The house will be contained within the 100' x 100' area. The driveway and all utility 
extensions will be brought into the corridor. Only the envelope will be disturbed, the rest of the lot will have 
easements or dedicated open spaces so development outside the envelope is prohibited.  
 
Mr. Fielding believes that the natural drainage patterns and existing storm sewer systems are probably the 
greatest contributor to the degraded site conditions. Historically, this was an open creek that flowed into the 
naval base, but the pattern was filled and the natural drainage patterns were blocked (except for one small 
south to east drainage way). There are 2 culverts under Portage Run in the natural drainage paths, but the 
primary wetland was caused due to blockage; this is the main reason for the large center wetland. The Corp 
considers this wetland jurisdictional since it was an open creek connected to navigable waterways. The 
localized depression to the north is non-jurisdictional, but the two fingers to the south that feeds the 
connective waterway are also considered jurisdictional. The 2 property wetland crossings will require a 
permit from the Corp. The center wetland will be used for storm water detention. With minor modification of 
the control structure installation at the outlet, a bounce would be created, which would cause a temporary 
6-inch rise in the wetland. The deepest of the 2 Robin Lane sewers would be used. The development will 
be connected to a 12" watermain, which connects to a million-gallon storage tank. Water supply and 
pressure will be adequate for fire protection. Sewer, water and the driveway will be installed first, then as 
lots develop, grading plans will be developed to install houses and connections. Engineering drawings will 
include tree protection, silt fencing, and applicable construction limits.  
 
Charlie Keppel, Hendricksen, The Care of Trees, Wheeling, Illinois 
Mr. Keppel stated that twelve hundred fifty trees were inventoried, including trees within the zone and those 
impacted outside the zone. He found about 120-quality hardwood trees located around the housing 
envelopes. He looked at the entire tree population to create the desired design plan and a determination 
was made to preserve the trees. In the conserved areas outside the construction envelope, it was found to 
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be better to remove undesirable trees to allow light to reach the ground. He showed before/after pictures 
to illustrate what the area might look like after the buckthorn and honeysuckle were removed. Vegetation 
would be added to the open ground to cover the bare soil and help improve the entire ESA.  
 
This environmentally sensitive plan is compatible with the existing conditions on and offsite, but Mr. McArdle 
was investigating options to enhance, improve and provide mitigation from the subdivision impact on the 
different community types described earlier.  
 
The mitigation proposal is as follows: 
 

 Remove, cut and attempt to eradicate the invasive non-native shrubs found in the understory and 
mid-canopy, with particular attention to buckthorn and tartarian honeysuckle. This step would help 
to reduce the population growth of these invasive species offsite at The Grove. 

 Professionally hand-apply a herbicide to invasive shrubs and stumps. Since the wetlands don't 
have buckthorn problems like the uplands, there are no water-soluble issues.  

 After herbicide treatment, prescribed burns would be done. The down material would be removed 
and nutrients reintroduced into the soil. Fire-dependent species would be established, which are 
likely to exist in the envelopes of lot 1 through 4.  

 A supplemental seeding in lots 1 & 2 of a native prairie mixture, with a native savanna mixture on 
lots 3, 4 & 5. 

 Planting of 11 oak trees interspersed around envelopes of lots 1 & 2. The areas surrounding 
envelopes of lots 3, 4 & 5 don't warrant additional tree plantings. 

 Have repeated periodic site visits for erosion control and construction observation and monitoring 
to assure the development remains within the construction envelopes. The proposed enhancement 
plan is an exception. 

 Installation of 2 wood duck boxes in wetland areas and 2 bluebird boxes in the wetland perimeter 
and lots 2 & 3. 

 
Mr. Downing added that, during construction, he would like to temporarily go 10' outside the perimeter for 
construction equipment purposes, such as movement of a bobcat. If equipment movement creates 
problems with a quality tree or other desirable species, it would be replaced on a "like kind" basis. He asked 
for this flexibility with respect to the envelope that is proposed.  
 
Village Planner David Sliktas noted for the record that the public announcement of tonight's meeting was 
published in the Glenview Announcements on September 6, 2001. 
 
End of Presentations 
 
Chairman Stewart suggested that the Staff Memo be reviewed in detail, as there are some issues that have 
potential environmental implications, which comes under the ERC purview. ' 
 
The Fire Department is concerned about the 55' driveway length and a possible turn around area. Mr. 
Green suggested that a meeting be held with the petitioner's engineer and the village staff and fire 
department staff to come up with a satisfactory turn around area. Mr. Downing suggested that a smaller 
turn around area might be adequate where vehicles could make a couple of extra moves to turn around.  
 
Chairman Stewart didn't see any health department issues in regards to wells or septic tanks.  
 
Mr. Hughes revisited the fire department comments. In regards to the preliminary plats, he wanted 
confirmation that there were no easements over to Robin Lane. He suggested that the petitioner investigate 
looping over to Robin Lane. None of the plats indicated an easement on the lots. Easements were shown 
along the back of the lots but not the side yard easement. Mr. Downing explained that sometimes there is 
a blanket side yard easement on the final plats. If they are shown on the final plats, he will loop over if 
possible. Mr. Fielding commented that, besides the utility that is parallel to the property on the perimeter, 
there is only one easement. He couldn't confirm that it was exclusively for a storm sewer.  
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Mr. Hughes stated that since we are preserving trees, we should also provide a good fire system. This will 
help reduce the likelihood that a fire would spread and degrade the tree stands. Mr. Downing will further 
investigate to determine the nature of that easement, in whose favor it runs, and what might be placed 
there. The petitioner is willing to loop the waterways if the easements provide that capability. Mr. Hughes 
was satisfied. 
 
Chairman Stewart selected particular items for review: 
 
Item 2 - Mr. Green confirmed that a sidewalk would be placed on Lake Avenue 
 
Item 3 - Mr. Green reiterated that the deepest available sewer would be used. The sewer will be placed as 
deep as is reasonable to provide future capacity/depth to southern property owners.  
 
Item 5 - Mr. Green confirmed that the strictest calculations would be used to assure that the detention plan 
developed by Mr. Fielding would work.  
 
In response to Mr. Hughes, Mr. Fielding said he wanted to use the natural drainage ways for the 
development as well as retaining the existing drainage patterns. A part of the site does not drain directly 
into the proposed detention basin or the downstream wetlands; it drains into the adjoining property. Water 
will be allowed to bypass the basin. To compensate, the petitioner would provide detention for upstream 
water. He remarked that the upstream area that is routed through the basin area is developed similarly; it 
is Portage Run. In regards to developing future sites there that would drain through, he said perhaps 1-2 
lots could be subdivided down to 2-acre lots. Mr. Fielding addressed the question on water quality. All of 
the surface runoff (there is no storm sewer) passes through the preserved existing woods in front of the 
lots. A buffer was purposefully created along the south side between the proposed driveway and the 
detention basin and wetland itself. This is true to the north as well. The understory material will act as water 
quality filters. 
 
Mr. Fielding answered Mr. Sands' question about the wetland quality after winter management (salt use). 
In place of salt, Mr. Fielding suggested sand or a sand/salt mixture could be used for winter management. 
The homeowner's association would decide whether salt would be used. The majority of southern storm 
water run off of lot #3 comes through one point source. A question was raised about the plan to manage 
the north end of the driveway. One suggestion was to create a swale to pre-treat the water before it contacts 
the wetland. Mr. Fielding said that could be done. There'll be swales on the upstream side of the private 
driveway.  Mr. Sands suggested that it also be done on the north side as well so the point source (through 
the culvert) doesn't go directly into the wetland. Mr. Fielding agreed. 
 
In response to Mr. Stein, Mr. Fielding explained that because the development is low-impact, the total site 
runoff would be less than it is now in its present state. Most surface drainage will be detained in the detention 
basin. From a volume standpoint, the required volume will be stored, but the volume will be from some of 
the upstream water.  
 
In response to Mr. Hughes, Mr. Fielding said that the detention area in the northeast corner would not serve 
lot #1. Some of the area will have unstrained run off. In regards to lot #1 drainage, a portion of it will come 
south. The wetland ultimately drains south and the rise is in the middle section of the building envelope. He 
said that perhaps a drainage way could be made without too much disruption in order to get the water from 
the northerly wetland down into the mainland. Mr. Hughes suggested that a 3-foot fall with a narrow 
vegetative swale could be helpful.  
 
Mr. Sands asked about the #3 construction envelope crossing and how much flow was coming off site to 
that location. Mr. Fielding said there is a 12" culvert and a wetland in the area, where the water runs through. 
Mr. Sands asked if there was concern that the drainage way was through the construction envelope rather 
than pivoting the construction envelope counter clockwise. Mr. Fielding responded that he would like to 
leave the envelope as is because of the many trees. He wants to emphasize the tree preservation, with the 
intention of planning how to divert the water in that one corner after the house develops.  
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Mr. Green summarized that, through the consultants, non-disturbance would be emphasized. The ERC is 
supportive but wants to ensure that drainage and storm water flows make sense. Also, we should create 
swales if that would guide the water where we wanted it to go. Mr. Sands added that we would also want 
to improve the water quality.  
 
Item # 6 - Mr. Green is unsure of why staff needs 100' of contours through the Lake Avenue right-of-way 
or by Glenbard South High School, but additional contours will be provided if necessary. 
 
Item # 7 - Mr. Fielding said a normal water level for the area has been identified. There may be as much 
as 5 inches of water in the spring. It is depressional storage that is not counted in the detention. The level 
count begins at 6" and above. In the summer, the area can be completely dry. In response to Mr. Hughes, 
Mr. Fielding said a berm already exists along the southwest area. A few contours will be connected with a 
pipe being installed in the middle. The restricter will be sized on the final design. It will operate on the 
present release elevation on up, so the depressional storage is lower and the release elevation will fill up 
every time we have a heavy rain. As it stands now, the water could rise as high as 35" in the central wetland.  
 
Glenview residents Rob Pederson, 1606 Robin Lane, and Richard Larson, 1625 Portage Run, shared there 
concerns about the affect the development will have on the water drainage by their individual homes, and 
whether there will be more water than what already accumulates during heavy rains. For the benefit of the 
committee, an overall drainage map showing the drainage direction through and off the site will be sent to 
the village by Mr. Green. In response to Mr. Hughes, Mr. Fielding noted that, west of lot #5, there is an 
existing finger of the wetland. The topography shows it draining north, however, comments from Mr. 
Pederson and Mr. Larson suggest that it is possible there is a drainage divide in the area that drains south.  
 
In revisiting item #6 of the staff report, Chairman Stewart suggested this might be why staff requested so 
many contours at the property line. Mr. Green stated the development is 10.3 acres, but 8.8 will be left 
undisturbed. In order to take care of the storm water issues, swales and vegetative swales may need to be 
added to treat the water correctly. He acknowledged that the foundation elevation for the houses would be 
part of the next step in the process. 
 
Ms. Korling inquired about the soils report. Mr. Green explained that the envelope issue had been 
thoroughly discussed at a past internal meeting. When creating the construction envelope concept, where 
the overdig material and top soil is dealt with, it was decided to add an additional 10 feet around the 
perimeter to manage soil or whatever needs to be done. They anticipate moving a lot of soil off site with no 
reason to stockpile topsoil or clay.  
 
In response to Chairman Stewart's question about the homeowners association, Mr. Green said that the 
petitioner was open to whatever was most logical. There will be a shared maintenance obligation with 
Portage Run Drive. A decision needs to be made as to whether one association can accommodate the 
existing homes plus the new development, or if two associations would be better. Mr. Downing added that 
the association declaration would be more restrictive than what presently exists. Mr. Green explained that 
if it were rolled into one, two-tiered assessments would be needed. The maintenance of Portage Run Drive 
still needs discussion.  
 
Item #14 - Mr. Downing confirmed that a Village tree preservation officer has been hired. 
 
Item #15 - As part of the final engineering process, he will investigate doing a benched trenching of the two 
utilities and using only one side of the road (most likely the private roadside).  
 
Items #20, 21, 22 - Chairman Stewart noted that these items contain suggestions for the individual lot 
building process. A document might be considered to make sure these suggestion or rules would be 
addressed when the houses are built. The petitioner responded that individual sites would be subject to 
these items (village ordinance requirements) when final building plans are received. Another option is to 
include the suggestions into the declaration, if appropriate. However, the village is not relinquishing control 
over these items. There was a reluctance to put the items into the declaration because engineering 
practices change. However, as these issues come up, they will be brought to the developer's attention 
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during the permitting process. Chairman Stewart wants to be sure that lot builders have appropriate 
notification of these special requirements. 
 
In response to Mr. Stein's question, Mr. Green stated that the existing wildlife issue had not yet been 
confronted, although some information was included in the environmental plan. He doesn't anticipate the 
1.5-acre disturbance having significant impact on wildlife, but it will be investigated. Mr. Stein agrees the 
impact would be slight, but mentioned it for the record. Mr. Paine added there might be more impact on 
amphibians rather than larger animals. 
 
Ms. Korling noted that with regards to requirements among objectives (section 12D 3-Year Objectives of 
Designating Primary Areas within ESA), the ordinance is focused on item C - the preservation of the extent 
function and value of wetlands etc. She was surprised to have not seen this data emphasized to inform the 
committee. Storm water was covered, but not wildlife habitat.  
 
Mr. McArdle explained that wetland functions and values are primarily storm water storage, wildlife habitat, 
water quality benefits, infiltration, and habitat for flora and fauna. He had recommend to Mr. Green to wait 
on doing an in-depth wildlife assessment because of the small area being developed in comparison to what 
will be left undisturbed. However, the function, value and wildlife assessment could be investigated more 
closely. It was generally felt that this type of development wouldn't adversely impact or change the existing 
environmental conditions of the site. 
 
Mr. Sands' biggest concern is with the homeowner's association. Mr. Green confirmed there would be 5 
individual lots with 5 separate owners. The construction zone will include the house and most active 
landscaping, with areas outside the construction zone considered off limits for construction (adjusted for 
the 10' request) and future landscaping. Mr. Green explained that, as a developer, they plan to carry 
obligations to the village regarding the development activities and imposed restriction with these individual 
lots. The guiding document, the declaration, has not been drafted yet. The plan is to provide enforcement 
rights to the association over the areas outside the building envelopes. The builder of each lot would be 
very limited as to what could be done outside the construction envelope. The enforcement provision in the 
declaration would fall to the adjacent homeowners (others within the association) as well as the village of 
Glenview.  
 
Mr. Sands said the biggest future environmental impact is the management issue. His main concern is that 
these 5 lots are potential areas that have some distinct management objectives for the lots. A unit of 2 or 
less acres is ecologically insignificant. The 8.8 acres representing the 5 lots combined does have some 
value, but only if there are common maintenance goals and objectives overall. He asked if a different 
subdivision system was considered, such as 6 lots with 5 buildable lots plus a common area to have a 
management plan that could be common across the area. Mr. Green replied that is was considered, but 
that a 5-lot system was the closest approach to following the existing zoning while not losing the control 
elements described. He didn't read the association declaration but doubts there would be any mention of 
property maintenance, and it would probably be limited to Portage Run Drive. The association's expanded 
role would address the 5-10-15 year program. Mr. Downing felt that the Mr. and the petitioner were in 
agreement, but a 5-lot system was simply more manageable. Mr. Sands' final comment was that he would 
not be comfortable until he saw a much stronger management plan containing clear goals and objectives, 
performance standards, and has some enforceable capacity.  
 
Mr. Stein asked for an explanation about fire dependent species; Mr. McArdle described the meaning of 
that phrase. In the open space surrounding the construction envelopes, the development team would be 
responsible for implementing the management plan. He felt it was detailed and specified objectives and 
techniques to be used. He thought that Mr. Green might need to consider performance standards and what 
is expected of this site after treatment. How to determine if the implementation of techniques with the 
establishment of performance standards is successful is another thing, as well as the long term 
management of the site. Mr. Green's representatives would be responsible for implementing the 
management plan as shown in the environmental plan, and then how it moves forward from them would be 
noted in the declarations.  
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Mr. Stein asked if future burns (after the initial burn) would need to be done because these species were 
reintroduced?  Mr. McArdle said that the establishment and continued existence of natural communities 
require management. There would be an initial burn to clean out some of the non-native species and replace 
them with more native and natural and native species. The homeowners association will address the future 
management of these species. Committee Paine agreed with Mr. Sands in how this might be managed 
over the next 10-20 years. Mr. Sands noted that doing a burn in this environment is perfectly feasible, and 
one burn will do a nice job on what was previously treated. But repeated burns would need to be done to 
manage buckthorn, honeysuckle etc. Mr. McArdle mentioned that mowing might be more appropriate than 
burning because of the psychological issue of having a burn within close proximity to residents. Perhaps a 
prescribed mow once each growing season at 8-12 inches in height would meet the objective. 
 
Ms. Korling asked about page 17-V through page 20, referencing appendix V, which responds to the 
environmental plan requirement, (mitigation commitments). The list seems to be longer and more 
comprehensive than found in appendix V. She wants to know the governing set of commitments, and 
wondered that, If not in the property documents with the owners, where will these commitments be placed? 
Also, the list was more elaborately stated in the body of the text than in the referenced appendix. Mr. 
McArdle explained that he had been asked by Mr. Green to address more definitively the tree preservation 
and protections aspects of the plan. This is why there is item by item criteria. The information is not included 
in the mitigation document. All the items need to be followed. Mr. Fielding added that many of the items 
would be included in his tree engineering plans. There are about 50 different techniques that, if any or all 
apply, will govern the construction work.  
 
Chairman Stewart suggested that as the document is refined, they could take pieces of those elements 
found throughout the report, particularly in appendix 5 & 6. It would be easier for the plan committee and 
the board to see this as perhaps a stand-alone document. The report is most comprehensive and is 
appreciated. Some of these issues could also be clarified on their own. 
 
A presentation was made by Mr. Edward Busche, 1544 Portage Run. He was pleased that the 
development plan meets current zoning, waivers aren't being requested in terms of density, and the 
petitioner is adhering to the 2-acre deed restrictions. He publicly thanked John Green for meeting with the 
homeowners association about the neighbors' concerns. 
 
Some concerns/questions shared by Mr. Busche, representing the neighbors: 

 Would like strong consideration given to the water retention capacity. Water back up occurs now 
due to the quantity of upstream water being drained, so he wonders if the water would be increased 
because of the new development.  

 Will there be one or two associations, and how/who will control the intent of new this development? 
 Decision of whether to have asphalt paving or not 
 Will the sewer depth accommodate homeowners who may wish to connect to it in the future? 
 Wants Fire Department to inform homeowners about fire protection during construction period.  
 Increasing construction envelope perimeter by 10 feet will detract from the untouched areas. 
 How will the topsoil look after the development is complete? 
 Wants the association(s) to play a part in the enforcement of what may take place in the future.  
 What type of criteria will be used to regulate the architectural design of the homes? 
 Any burns done for environmental control should be very carefully planned. 

 
Steve Swanson, Director of The Grove, noted his pleasure that a plan had been submitted that fits into the 
RE zoning. He would provide a drainage map to the developer indicating basins and sub-basins for the 
entire site. He will also forward the biodiversity recovery plan for the area generated by the Chicago 
Wilderness. This might be useful in drafting the management plan for the natural area.  
 
Chairman Stewart read the item criteria for approval of section 12D.5, page 131 of the ordinance and then 
reviewed "a" through "o" individually. General introduction: All environmental plans shall address all 
vegetation elements, wetlands, drainage, visual, and other such environmental affects of the proposed 
development as it relates to the criteria and requirements, and be consistent with the intent of this ordinance 
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as set forth in section 12D.1. The environmental plans should be in compliance with federal, state, and local 
regulations as same may relate to environmental impact."  The checklist is as follows: 
 
a)  Compliance by petitioner - no disagreement 
 
b)  The petitioner confirmed they would be in compliance with the Endangered Species Act etc.   
 
c)  Chairman Stewart is confident that the level of final engineering will comply with the criteria -  
no disagreement 
 
d)  Chairman Stewart is confident that the level of final engineering will comply with the criteria -  
no disagreement 
 
e)  From what has been seen, Mr. Hughes is satisfied with the preservation of the hydrology. There was 
some question with Lot #5, but the development area is to the east of it. He trusts there will be a culvert 
under the driveway, so the natural elements will determine which way the water drains - no disagreement. 
 
f)  Discussion confirmed petitioner's commitment to comply with these criteria, and their plan shows they 
are working in that direction. Chairman Stewart indicated that final resolution of many of the items being 
reviewed depends on final engineering. - no disagreement. 
 
g)  Chairman Stewart believes the petitioner has complied. Much open space is being retained. Also, the 
petitioner said the water core system will be used as much as possible to help water infiltration and there 
would be minimal site disturbance. - no disagreement. 

 
h)  Chairman Stewart said the maintenance program would move toward achieving that goal, with the 
declarations providing for it. Chairman Stewart agreed with Mr. Sands' remarks that clear goals and 
objectives were critical to the management plan. He also confirmed the importance of mitigation in appendix 
5, which described the periodic reporting by the village, an integral part of the long-term maintenance 
program - no disagreement. 

 
i)  Chairman Stewart commented that by limiting the construction in terms of the subdivision improvements 
and clearly defining the house envelope area, compliance has been accomplished. In regards to issues 
surrounding boxelders or buckthorns, the mitigation plan describes how they will be dealt with - no 
disagreement. 
 
j)  Chairman Stewart thought this item might be helpful to the petitioner when putting together the criteria 
for the declarations. This would help to address the issues of area restoration that would be disturbed and 
also around the homes - no disagreement. 
 
k)  Chairman Stewart recognized that as the petitioner gets to final engineering, the petitioner will move 
through a detailed tree preservation plan, which will show tree protection fencing and horticultural things 
that deal with the impact of construction on the trees. - no disagreement. 
 
l)  Chairman Stewart recalled the petitioner making a commitment to comply with all of the applicable 
ordinances - no disagreement 
 
m)  Mr. Stein confirmed with the petitioner that there were no underground storage tanks or other hazardous 
material on the property - no disagreement. 
 
n)  Mr. Green confirmed that a waiver from the plan committee would be requested regarding streetlights - 
no disagreement. 
 
o)  Compliance by petitioner - no disagreement. 
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Mr. Hughes motioned that the Environmental Review Committee approve Case No. ERC-01-01 subject to 
the following conditions: 1) compliance with the submitted environmental plan; 2) submission of tree 
protection measures for approval by the village staff; 3) additional conditions which would include creation 
of vegetative swales to direct run off from lot #1 to the detention area, and encouragement to the petitioner 
to loop the water system through Robin Lane. Mr. Stein seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Stein stated that the material and tonight's presentations were thorough, thoughtfully done, and 
consistent with zoning. Outstanding questions will be resolved at the time of final engineering. He felt this 
was an excellent site use and fully endorsed the development.  
 
Mr. Sands added one condition/suggestion to the motion, that is, it should be dependent upon the 
satisfactory development of the declarations to give sufficient enforcement capacity to the homeowner's 
association and the village to enforce an effective management plan. Also, that it would be satisfactory to 
the village plan committee at the time it came under review.  
 
Mr. Stein acknowledged that, as a recommending body, the ERC could recommend this condition of 
enforcement to the plan committee. If desired, the PC could then include the recommendation in their report 
to the village board. Chairman Stewart supported the addition to the motion, as it is key to the overall 
environmental issues related to this site over the long term. He asked for approval from the Committee 
members who made the motion and second.  
 
Both Mr. Hughes and Mr. Stein agreed to the amendment to the motion. Chairman Stewart summarized 
that the issues need to be worked out legally, but the intent is the assurance of the long term proper 
management and maintenance of the area to achieve and sustain the initial goals that were set forth. 
 
On roll call: 
 
Ayes:    6 - Chairman Stewart, Mr. Hughes, Ms. Korling, Mr. Paine, Mr. Sands, and Mr. Stein 
Nays:   0  
Absent:  0 
 
Motion carried 
 
This issue will be referred to the plan committee at its next available calendar date. The petitioner said they 
would need at least a month to work out some engineering details. Chairman Stewart thanked the 
presenting team, publicly recognizing the excellent presentation made to the ERC. 
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EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 1, 2002 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 
 
P-02-01 Portage Run – Southeast Corner of Lake Avenue and Portage Run  
 
Proposal: Final Site Plan and Preliminary Subdivision Approval 
 
Mr. Mike Downing, attorney for the petitioner of the Portage Run proposed development, provided an 
overall description of the project to the commission.  The petitioner is First American Investments, a 
contract purchaser of the subject site under discussion.  Mr. Downing said that the property is now vacant 
and is approximately 10 acres.  It is currently zoned R-E which would allocate about 2 acres per lot.  The 
property is located in an environmental sensitive area. 
 
Mr. Downing stated that the petitioner is proposing a 5-lot subdivision with the following waivers that 
conform with the conditions of the surrounding areas: 
 
 Portage Run will remain a private road 
 There will be no curb, gutter and sidewalks added along Portage Run Drive 
 There will be no street lighting added along Lake Street 
 
The petitioner intends to fully comply with the tree preservation ordinance and the plan has been 
presented and endorsed by the Park District.  The Portage Run Homeowners Association has expressed 
some concerns but has no major objections and the ERC gave unanimous approval at their October 4, 
2001 meeting.  The petitioner will construct a sanitary sewer and water main that will be sized to service 
the balance of the subdivision.  They would like the right to recapture in the event that other homeowners 
choose to take advantage of the infrastructure improvements. 
 
Mr. Downing introduced the speakers for the petitioner who will address the commission. 
 
Mr. John Green, from Concord Development Corp. and project manager identified the project as a 10.3-
acre parcel south of Lake across from Glenbrook South High School.  He reiterated that the parcel would 
be subdivided into 5 lots and that a sanitary sewer would be extended down the easement to Portage 
Run Drive, a private drive.  He said there are currently 9 existing lots comprising the homeowners 
association.  He described the area as a heavily wooded, wetland area but that the development would 
have a minimum impact to the wetlands. 
 
The petitioner is committed to abiding by the Tree Preservation Ordinance and anticipates the need to 
move only 12 trees.  The plan positions the houses to have minimum impact on the trees.  Mr. Green said 
the hammerhead turn around will be changed to a 3-point turn.  Open space will remain and street lighting 
would not be required on Portage Run because it is a private drive.  He stated that all zoning requirements 
have been met and that the plan meets the Comprehensive Plan criteria. 
 
The next speaker was Mr. Don Fielding, engineer for the project.  He related that their study of the area 
located the 5 best locations for the homesites.  There will be no circular driveways and all utilities will be 
placed in one corridor.  He also stated that the sanitary sewer would be extended to all existing 9 homes 
along Portage Run and described the 3-point turn around area at Lots 4 and 5 for emergency vehicles.  He 
said that the plan design would minimize tree disturbance and was chosen instead of a cul-de-sac design 
for that reason.  The wetland would be used for storm water detention. 
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Mr. Downing added that environmental reports have been provided to the commissioners for review. 
 
Commissioner DiMattina asked whether Portage Run was now composed of gravel.  Mr. Green responded 
that it was and that the current homeowners wanted it to remain gravel versus asphalt.  The petitioner 
would be prepared to provide either.  He added that asphalt (blacktop) would not change the pattern of 
water flow.  Commissioner DiMattina also asked if the new development would be combined with the 
existing homeowners association.  Mr. Downing said it would not as the ERC stipulated that the long-term 
management of the new development would be different and in excess of the current homeowners 
association.  He thought there would probably be two associations and a master association overseeing 
both.   
 
Commissioner Brinckerhoff asked what proposal was being made for the long-term management.  Mr. 
Downing introduced Mr. Thomas McArdle, who is the environmentalist for the project.  Mr. McArdle 
stated that they would be asking for a driveway crossing across the wetland area.  Commissioner 
Brinckerhoff asked if the homeowners would be responsible for picking up the maintenance responsibility 
after one year.  Mr. McArdle responded that the developer is responsible for the road and the utilities 
and for removing undesirable vegetation from the wetland and adding berms and supplemental seeding.  
He added that it would be necessary for the developer to get approvals for building on each lot and the 
association would then take over the long-term management.  There would be no Federal or County 
jurisdiction over the wetland area. 
 
Commissioner Brinckerhoff also asked if there were any setback requirements for the lots.  Mr. Downing 
responded that the lots would follow the setbacks required within the R-E zoning classification.  
Commissioner Brinckerhoff asked if the house sizes could be varied and move within each “box” allocated 
for building on each lot.  Mr. Green said that building could vary on each lot “box” to within 10 feet of the 
box designation. 
 
Commissioner DiMattina asked if the petitioner would sell the lots or also build on them.  Mr. Green added 
that currently the developer does not plan to build homes on the property but will only sell the lots. 
 
Commissioner DiMattina asked about the plans for architectural review compatibility and Mr. Green said 
there would be architectural controls within the declaration. 
 
Following the discussion by the commissioners, Chairman Silver opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Edward Busche, 1544 Portage Run, the President of the Homeowners Association, addressed the 
commission.  He said the association had reviewed the analysis from the ERC and the association was 
familiar with the basics of the presentation.  They want to help safeguard the adjacent area’s uniqueness 
and had several concerns: 
 

1. There should be mechanisms through the Village of Glenview for the professional review of 
the design of homes.  The homeowners association would like to ensure that the architectural 
design and materials used for the new homes is compatible with the surrounding elements.   

2. The association would like a description of the proposed three layers of homeowners 
associations. 

3. The association would like information on how emergency vehicles would access Portage Run 
during the installation of the new sanitary sewer and water main. 

 

27



Mr. Busche added that some of the existing homeowners would be interested in tapping into the new 
water and sanitary sewer mains and the pro-rata sharing would be beneficial to the homeowners as well 
as the Village.  They would like the new sewers to extend from Lake Avenue all the way to the south end 
of Portage Run so that existing homeowners could be included if they wanted. 
 
Mr. Green remarked that they will be happy to work with the association regarding the sewer 
serviceability if they would be willing to front the money necessary to design the improvements to include 
the existing homeowners. 
 
Mr. Busche asked for clarification in the staff report that stated the private access road would be 18 feet 
wide.  Mr. Downing said that comment only pertained to the private road accessing Lots 3, 4 and 5 and 
did not include Portage Run Drive.   
 
Chairman Silver reiterated that he would like to see the drive remain gravel so that the property would 
not look “urbanized”. 
 
Commissioner Wendt expressed that he was glad to see the problem of a hammerhead dead-end 
converted to a 3-point turn. 
 
Commissioner Brinckerhoff asked if Lots 1 and 5 would drain into the detention basin.  Mr. Fielding said 
that drainage patterns would be maintained.  Lot 5 would drain to the east but not at an increased rate. 
 
Following the discussion, Commissioner Witt moved, seconded by Commissioner Wendt, to approve P-
02-01 as follows: 
 
Subject to points 1 – 8 of the staff report: 
 

1. Approval subject to the 5 recommendations of the Environmental Review Committee of 10-04-
01. 

2. Approval of the Preliminary Subdivision/Final Site Plan, prepared by Greengard, Inc., dated 10-29-
01. 

3. Private Roadway is approved with a width of 18 feet as recommended by the Glenview Fire 
Department. 

4. Waiver of the requirement for curb, gutter and sidewalk is approved. 
5. Tree Preservation/Removal Plan to meet the requirements of Village Ordinance #4235 and to be 

monitored by the Village Preservation Officer. 
6. The Portage Run Development Long Term Monitoring & Management Plan, prepared by Burke 

Engineering, Ltd., dated November 2001 for the Portage Run Homeowners Association complies 
with condition of approval number 5 of the Glenview Environmental Review Committee (ERC).  
Said Plan to be reviewed and approved by the Village Environmental Consultant. 

7. Approval subject to resolution of outstanding engineering issues as indicated by Village Engineer, 
Bill Mirza, in memorandum dated 12-18-01 and 09-28-01.  These issues shall be resolved as part 
of the final engineering and building permit review process. 

8. Approval subject to resolution of outstanding Public Works issues as indicated by Scott Huebner 
in memorandum dated 05-07-01 and 09-14-01 as part of final engineering and building permit 
review process. 
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Plus: 
 

9. Petitioner to install a sanitary sewer and water main with the right to re-capture if other neighbors 
choose to participate. 

10. Drive to Lots 3, 4 and 5 shall remain gravel. 
11. Drives to Lots 3, 4 and 5 will be revised per the fire department to allow a 3-point turn rather than 

a hammerhead. 
12. Petitioner committed to the envelope and 10 feet for construction as the preliminary plat 

presented. 
13. Plan and implementation of the installation of the sanitary sewer and water main will not impede 

emergency vehicle access and will not impede access to Portage Run as a whole. 
 
On a roll call, the vote was as follows: 
 
YES: Commissioners – Patterson, DiMattina, Witt, Brinckerhoff, and Wendt (5) 
NO: None (0) 
 
The motion passed and was approved.  P-02-01 – Portage Run will be presented to the Village Board of 
Trustees meeting scheduled for February 5, 2002. 
  

29



EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF THE MAY 17, 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
 
ERC 2012-003 1695 Portage Run – Miskella Residence 
- Relocation of Use Envelope  
 
With the use of a power point and slides, Mr. Mayes gave a brief description of the proposal and 
property under discussion.  He pointed out the previously approved envelop and the proposed 
envelope locations via slides.  Mr. Mayes also showed a site elevation change on the property 
from Redfield Lane  approximately 681’ above sea level to the drainage swale where elevation 
drops one foot and rises to 685’ at the southern portion of lot.   
 
The meeting was then turned over to Mr. Canalia who was working with the property owners 
under discussion and with Mr. Fielding in preparation for presentation.  Mr. Canalia stated that 
when the lot was purchased, he and the owners walked the lot and reviewed the existing building 
pad which had been approved in 2001.  A drainage system going through the existing pad was 
noticed at that time.  He consulted with Mr. Fielding, and it was determined that the water flow 
from the west side of Portage Run going toward detention area on north side of Redfield Lane 
created a wetland area that had not previously existed.  It was also noticed that the large Hills 
Oak tree located at the peak of the elevation on the original proposal had fallen and was no 
longer a deterrent for placing the building pad at the higher ground.  However, the newly noticed 
wetland area was now a deterrent.  Mr. Canalia presented reasons for moving the use envelope to 
the proposed location: 

 Building on higher ground was obviously beneficial 
 Far fewer trees on proposed plan versus existing plan would be impacted 
 Determined to be the best use location for  the lot and for the neighbors 

 
Chairman Stewart clarified that the water flow was going NE to the wetland area located north of 
Redfield Lane.  In response to Chairman Stewart, Mr. Canalia stated that when the Portage Run 
was improved and culverts installed under it and under Redfield Lane, it controlled the flow of 
water in the NE direction.  Mr. Canalia added that the culverts were driving the flow of water in 
the NE direction.   
 
At this time, Mr. Fielding came to the microphone.  His company surveyed the original 
subdivision and presented it to the ERC several years ago.  He stated that the drainage system 
was improved with the culvert replacements and that the wetland on the west side of Portage Run 
acts as a detention basis but drains much faster since the improvement resulting in more water in 
the channel much quicker.  After draining north to the Redfield Lane pond, Mr. Fielding stated 
that the water would then continue to drain east to the large culvert in the subdivision on Robin 
Lane. 
 
Chairman Stewart asked what would have caused the drainage to change since 2001.  Mr. 
Fielding responded that it was carrying more water and faster.  Twelve inch culverts had been 
replaced with 15” or 18” culverts resulting in the water flowing faster to the wetland.  Chairman 
Stewart commented that the water was being moved faster but not leaving faster, and asked if 
there was anything that could be done about this.   
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Mr. Fielding pointed out that both ponds being discussed were wetlands, but that the channel was 
not considered a wetland.  He stated that many things had been done to help the land, such as 
extensive invasive species control.  He also mentioned that the area had a lot of low grade wood 
areas.  The intent was to restore some of the old prairie, but he was unsure if it took place or to 
what degree.   
 
Commissioner Hughes asked about the status of wetlands and if it were a regulatory treatment 
rather than a natural change in functionality, and if a new delineation was made.  Mr. Fielding 
responded that no new delineation was made and that it had been done by a prior land owner.  He 
pointed out that it was picked up when they did the survey and that it was noted on their 
drawings resulting in an accurate delineation.  Drawings can be compared to see what developed. 
 
Chairman Stewart asked if the new orientation caused any problems for utilities.  Mr. Canalia 
added that the village’s only comment during their preliminary review was that if any stubs were 
made along Redfield, they should be capped.  Mr. Canalia added that the power was better with 
the new location because ComEd ran down Portage Run.   
 
Commissioner Korling asked if the designated wetland was a regulatory wetland based on 
topography, water, vegetation and soil or wetland with visible accumulation.  Mr. Fielding 
replied that it was a regulatory wetland, delineated by an outside party and met all three criteria: 
vegetation, wet soil, and standing water within 15 day period.  He noted that it was depicted on 
the rendering and depicted on site with flags, etc.   
 
At this time, Chairman Stewart asked for comments from the participants: 
 Mr. Misksella stated that he wanted to reemphasis everything that Mr. Canalia had said.  He 

pointed out that experts felt that the proposed use envelope was a better location than the 
existing one, previously approved. 

 
 Carol Busche stated that she has lived at 1544 Portage Run (west side) for 50 years.  She 

mentioned that the drainage being discussed that flows under Portage Run to the wetlands 
actually starts back at the Grove where there was deep, standing water.  She mentioned that a 
drainage system was installed approximately 60 years ago and that it worked.  She stated that 
it begins at 1644 and ends at her property.  The water runs across the back of her property 
where there is a drain and clay tile.  It would then flow NE.  

 
Mrs. Busche then stated that the north three acres of her property have been under two feet of 
standing water for two years.  Trees have fallen over because they were rotting away and the 
soil couldn’t hold them up after sitting in the water for that length of time.  She then said the 
culverts were installed that “zig zag” back and forth across Portage Run where water begins 
its NE run.  Because of the amount of water, the dead trees can’t be brought out which results 
in their blocking drainage.  She and another property owner tried to locate the drain tile that 
exited on the west side of Portage Run to clear it because the water drained at that point.   

 
Continuing, Mrs. Busche feels that the swale that crossed under Kennicott Ln was set too 
high          or not dredged out deep enough.  The water was coming from the east portion of 
Portage Run.  She feels that damage occurred because of damage done to Portage Run 
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property by owners, such as:  property filled in, built up property, cleared and planted what 
they wanted, etc.  One of the owners dumped clay on the back of his property, and Ginkgo 
trees have been noticed.  Mrs. Busch feels that the area should be restored to its natural area.   
She also mentioned that the village came out to their site regarding the culvert in front of 
1712 Portage Run because it had been filled in by someone.  Mrs. Busche mentioned several 
other issues regarding culverts being filled in, cleared, or neglected.   
 
Mrs. Busche mentioned that she and Mr. Mayes walked the area but were not able to enter 
part of it due to the standing water.  She also mentioned that she attempted to clean debris 
from the swale for approximately 30 feet and was successful.  She added that in 
approximately four days  from the time she cleaned it, the water level in the wetlands on the 
west side of Portage Run was raised about one foot confirming to Mrs. Busche that if the 
swale were cleaned out, “it would work”.   
 
Mrs. Busche also noted that when Portage Run was paved, the road was straightened out and 
a ditch with swale ran along the west side of the road.  When sewer and water was brought to 
the homes on Portage run, the existing swale was plowed under and not replaced.     
 

At this time, Commissioner Stein asked Mrs. Busche if the standing water affected the root 
structure.  She responded that she thought it did and added that the ground could be too soft to 
hold the trees up.  Mrs. Busche also said that where trees were clustered together they helped 
hold each other up.   

      …  
Commissioner Korling offered a brief explanation regarding the exclusion of oxygen to the root 
system that kills trees.  Chairman Stewart added that it was a question of how long water 
saturated the system.  An exchange of gases was necessary or the roots would die.   
 
In response to Commissioner Hughes, Mrs. Busche stated that the tiles underneath the swale 
probably sank over time.  She added that people on Portage Run have spent thousands of dollars 
as well as hours along with the village to protect the area and that it was no longer happening.   
 
Commissioner Stein asked if the issue Mrs. Busche spoke about could be mitigated or could a tree 
replacement program be suggested, for example.   
 
Chairman Stewart pointed out that he feels the engineering issue was addressed.  The issue 
mentioned by Mrs. Busche was more of a global issue relating to physical issues.  The original 
studies of the area indicated that there was a “delicate balance” in terms of water flow while 
recognizing that natural changes would occur.  Chairman Stewart felt that there were two issues:  

1. Take a more global look to determine what changes may have occurred and whether or not 
the changes were correct, and  

2. Area was in need of some consistent maintenance for the system.   
He felt that it was necessary to get the more global issue on the table.   
 
Chairman Stewart also mentioned that people in the community for 50-60 years would understand 
the rhythm of the woodlands, detail dynamics and symbiotic relationships of the woodlands, etc.  
He also suggested that the village could educate the residents regarding the area care.  Finally, 
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Chairman Stewart stated that he felt the ERC should bring the issue to the Plan Commission for 
further study and discussion.  He felt that if it wasn’t studied at this time, it would only get worse.   
 
Continuing, Chairman Stewart commented that issues occur over a period of time, and that it was 
important to make sure the drainage did not worsen.  He felt that hydrology was the key element 
in the Grove area.   
 
 Mr. Richard Larson, 1625 Portage Run and resident of the area since 1975.  He had 

documentation from the Plan Commission from 2002 which outlined the water problems 
being discussed.  He stated that the area has had problems with drainage since Redfield 
Lane was constructed.  He commented that the drainage goes from east to west and drains 
into the pond.  There was a large pond on the back of his property on the SE corner and he 
pointed out that the pond size has increased over the years.   
 
Continuing, Mr. Larson stated that drainage over his drive has been a problem.  He 
mentioned that in a heavy storm, the water doesn’t drain, but flows into the culvert and 
goes under Portage Run from the east to the west side to the pond and then drains back to 
the east side.  Drainage was not as good as it was prior to the subdivision being built.   

 
Mr. Larson stated that he has no objection to the new site, but he does worry about the 
problem with the village and use envelope.  He offered two examples of owners misusing 
the use envelopes and getting rid of natural preserve that was to remain.  Mr. Larson was 
not aware of any consequences to the owners for their actions from the village.   
 
Mr. Larson pointed out: 

o Redfield Lane has been used as a dumping site and nothing has been done about it. 
o He has no objection to the proposed use envelope under discussion 
o He felt that there would be no problem with the electricity off the drive 
o There were two abandoned cars on the east side of Portage Run, one for 1 ½ years 

and one for approximately nine (9) months.  The village has been contacted but 
says they cannot enforce anything because the cars were on a private road.   

  
At this time, Commissioner Stein asked Mr. Canalia to explain the arrows that were shown on the 
drawing.  Mr. Canalia replied that the arrows indicated the access for traffic in/out of home.  He 
also explained that the current envelope would have access off of Redfield Lane and the proposed 
use envelope would have direct access from Portage Run resulting in the driveway being reduced 
in size.   
 
In response to Commissioner Stein’s questioning the relocation of the use envelope, Mr. Canalia 
explained that the current pad was in a low area which would require rechanneling the designated 
wetlands area.  Also the Hills Oak tree that existed when the use pad was first determined, no 
longer exists and eliminates the original objection. The wetlands have now been established 
creating a new issue for the existing pad.  Mr. Canalia feels that by relocating the use envelope, 
the impact would be reduced dramatically, such as:  fewer tress would be impacted, there would 
be less drive installed, and that there would be very little grading to the side of the house.  
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Commissioner Stein confirmed with the developer that there are no underground storage tanks on 
the property under discussion.   
 
Commissioner Stein asked if there would be impact to the water issue brought up by Mrs. Busche.  
Mr. Canalia stated that should be no issue with Mrs. Busche’s property since her property was 
located on the west side of Portage Run and the water issue was on the back portion of her estate 
which backed up to the Grove.     
 
Mrs. Busche stated that the water was not only in the back of her property and explained that 
approximately 1/3 of the property was under water at this time.  However, Mrs. Busche added that 
it was slowly drying up.   Regarding whether or not the proposal under discussion would further 
impact her property, Mrs. Busche was not opposed to the proposal if the developer could make 
appropriate plans which would not worsen the water issue.     
 
Mr. Canalia stated at this time that he strongly believed that his proposed location would have the 
least impact.  He added that they were uncertain of anything outside the lot, but they felt that if the 
water flow were blocked by placing the home on the existing use location, it would result in more 
of an issue and not improve it.  By relocating the home to the proposed, higher location, it should 
have no impact on the current flow of water.   
 
Mr. Fielding referenced the original drainage study in the commissioners’ packet.  He pointed out 
the large upstream area coming from the westerly ditch line.  The Busche property was upstream 
from the property under discussion.  Mr. Fielding commented that there appeared to be a serious 
problem with the maintenance of the private improvements.  With the development of the lot, it 
would also allow improvements to be made.  For example, the ditch could be cleaned out near Mr. 
Larson’s property, area across from the property under discussion could be cleaned up and 
improved.   
 
Commissioner Korling asked if there was maintenance being done on Redfield.  Mr. Canalia 
responded that it was his understanding that Redfield was to remain a gravel road for its entire 
existence.  He added that it was to service Lots 4 and 5, and at this time, the intention of the owner 
of Lots 4 and 5 was unknown.   
 
Commissioner Korling stated that the relocation of the use envelope as proposed made very good 
sense.   
 
Additional comments were: 
 Regarding the gravel road, Redfield may be an impervious issue for water flow  
 Homeowners Association for Portage Run area has been dissolved 
 Proposed driveway material was asphalt with Redfield being in gravel.   

 
Commissioner Korling was concerned about future issues and future development of Lots 4 and 5 
and access to them and wondered if there was an obligation for the developers and owners of Lot 
3 in terms of the footage along Redfield and maintenance of it.  Also, what responsibility would 
the developer and owners of Lot 3 have for future activity on and responsibility for Redfield.   
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Mr. Canalia stated the Lot 3 owners would have communication with the owner(s) of Lots 4 and 
5 regarding access, but it would be difficult to determine what that communication may be at this 
time.  There was definitely an easement to Lots 4 and 5 through the property under discussion.  He 
added that just as they would have to protect everything leading up to Portage Run from Lot 3, the 
owner(s) of Lots 4 and 5 and would have to do the same.    
 
Commissioner Hughes commented on the original study and asked if the developer had 
investigated whether or not endangered species had been reviewed.  Mr. Canalia stated that the 
tree study was updated but they had not investigated “co-residents”.     
 
Commissioner Hughes asked about storm water run off, down spouts, etc.  Mr. Fielding referenced 
their site development plan and noted that it addressed Commissioner Hughes concern.  Mr. 
Fielding commented that grading of the home was done and water sheds on all four sides were 
noted on the plan.  Some water flow would go to the road with most of the water going to the 
woods. There would be no pipes.  A culvert would be under the driveway and the ditch would be 
cleaned up.   
 
Commissioner Hughes stated that in terms of drainage and trees, the proposed use envelope 
appeared to be a definite improvement over the previously proposed envelope.   
 
Mrs. Busche referred to the original engineering documents and noted that it stated that the 
entrance to Lot 5 would have heavy duty paving.  Mr. Canalia pointed out on the plan drawing 
there was heavy duty pavement leading into Lot 5 but stops approximately 20 feet into Redfield.  
He stated that it was done per plan.   
 
Mrs. Busche commented that Red Shouldered Hawks live in the area.  She asked about the 10 foot 
easement and bobcat use.  Mr. Canalia replied that there would be a construction fence for 
protection of the area per construction fencing guidelines.   
 
 Bruce Heck at 1712 Portage Run came to the podium to offer comments:   

o He maintained the road from his property to Lake St.   
o He stated that the water flows to the pond to the west.   
o He felt that it would be better to relocate the use envelope as proposed.   
o Trees were infested with carpenter ants which were killing the trees 
o The land was on heavy clay with no permeable soil and water would flow to its 

lowest spot which was the pond area at this time.   
o There should be no problem with paving Redfield and Lot 3 driveway 

 
Final comments made were: 
 Commissioner Stein commented that the proposal was generally beneficial.  He was 

concerned about the issues raised by Mrs. Busche.   He felt that this was not the developer’s 
problem but a more global issue to be addressed by the village and that it was the ERC’s 
job to alert the village to the situation.   

 Chairman Stewart commented that the overall change in drainage and the maintenance 
were the two global issues which would be a dialog between the village and the residents.   
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 Mr. Fielding’s offer to help with area close to Lot 3 (clean drains, etc) when it was 
developed was a nice offer.   

 Commissioner Hughes was in agreement that the issues raised were outside the case under 
discussion but issues that the ERC was concerned about.  He felt that after the motion on 
the case under discussion was made, the ERC could discuss the more global issue with the 
minutes reflecting the concern and possible recommendation to the village.   

  
Commissioner Stein moved to approve the application of ERC2012-003, 1695 Portage Run, as 
presented based on the petitioner’s application materials, testimony, and discussion relating to the 
petition which together demonstrate compliance with Chapter 98, Article IX, Section 98-357 of 
the Municipal Code, and that the Environmental Review Committee forward a positive 
recommendation to the Plan Commission in accordance with the following: 

A. the Environmental Plan prepared by Adept Environmental Solutions, Inc., received 
on May 18, 2011, unless otherwise noted, complies the Environmental Plan Criteria 
and Requirements for the Approval of the Glenview Zoning Ordinance as shown 
in the approval criteria of the sample motion on pages 9, 10, and 11 of the staff 
memo.   

Commissioner Hughes seconded the motion.  Upon roll call, the vote was: 
 
AYES:  Commissioners Hughes, Korling, Stein, and Chairman Stewart  
NAY:  None  
Upon roll call, motion passed. 
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EXCERPT FROM DRAFT MINUTES OF THE MARCH 11, 2021 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW COMMITTEE 
MEETING 
 
ERC 2021-001  1695 Portage Run – Napolitano Residence 

- Relocation of Use Envelope 
 
Present to petition for the Napolitano Residence were: 

Mr. Ken Napolitano, Property Owner 
Don Fielding, Engineer 

 
Mr. Repp presented a brief background for the property under discussion and summarized the 
proposed improvements to allow a modification to the extents of the designated construction 
envelope and grading easement. The proposed construction envelope would be a modification of 
the original designated construction envelope location. These alterations are proposed in order to 
allow the construction of an in-ground swimming pool and accessory structures. The applicant is 
also proposing to reduce the usable construction envelope on the north side of the home to offset 
the new improvements on the south side of the home.  
 
Mr. Repp also summarized the site background, including the process by which construction 
envelopes were created during the initial subdivision in 2002.  
 
Following the summary from staff, Mr. Napolitano came forward and provided additional 
background regarding the proposed design, including the research involved to identify property 
siting for the pool. Mr. Don Fielding was also present but experienced audio issues and was unable 
to speak.  
 
Chairman Pollowy asked the Committee Members if they had any additional questions at this 
point.  
 
Committee Members Johnston and Willink both inquired about the method for draining and 
treating the pool. Mr. Rogers specified that there are Village Code requirements regarding the 
emptying of a pool. Under typical stances, the pool would have to be pumped out to a sewer in the 
adjacent right-of-way, however, in this case no such infrastructure was present and it would be 
pumped into the adjacent swales and ditches within Portage Run.  
 
A discussion ensued between the applicant and the Committee Members about the various methods 
to treat a pool, including the use of ozone products. After the discussion, the Committee expressed 
preference that the applicant submit a plan for dechlorinating and emptying the pool to Staff and 
the Chairman for review. The applicant was amenable to this solution and stated that he would 
contact his pool contractors to identify the best practices for such a situation. Chairman Pollowy 
reiterated that the intention of the plan should be to treat and move the water without affecting the 
wetlands or other adjacent areas. This may require special practices and treatment.   
 
Committee Member Johnston also inquired about the plans for lighting in the area of the pool. Mr. 
Napolitano stated that the lights would be building mounted or in-ground installations around the 
pool. Mr. Johnston suggested that he identify when these lights can be switched off and controlled 
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via timer so that they are not interfering with wildlife. Mr. Johnston also suggest that some 
additional native materials be added to the landscape plan.  
 
Chairman Pollowy asked the applicant why such a high number of trees had been lost or removed 
since the initial construction of the home. Mr. Napolitano stated that a number of trees, including 
Ash, had died naturally of disease. Others, he felt, were damaged by standing water that occupies 
various parts of the site after rain events.  
 
Public Hearing 
Chairman Pollowy opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Brian Busche, of 1544 Portage Run, came forward to speak. He provided clarification 
regarding the drainage pattern in the area as well as the tree loss. Mr. Busche stated that 
stormwater in various areas of the Portage Run areas is reliant solely on ground infiltration given 
the existing grading. Mr. Busche was also satisfied with the requested plan for draining the water 
from the pool directly out onto the Portage Run area and to allow for it to move away from other 
properties safely.  
 
Mr. Repp confirmed that no other members of the public had come forward to speak. 
 
Chairman Pollowy closed the public hearing.  
 
Following the public hearing, there was additional discussion by the Committee Members 
regarding the pool maintenance and possible methods for dechlorination. Ultimately, it was left to 
the applicant to provide a plan for review by Chairman Pollowy. 
 
Committee Member Willink moved in the matter of ERC2021-001, 1695 Portage Run, that the 
Environmental Review Committee forward a positive recommendation to the Plan Commission 
based upon the petitioner’s application materials, testimony, and discussion relating to the petition, 
which together demonstrate compliance with Chapter 98, Article IX, Section 98-357 of the 
Municipal Code, Commission in accordance with the following:   
 
A. The Pool Addition Site Plan prepared by Greengard, Inc. and dated February 20, 2020, complies the 

Environmental Plan Criteria and Requirements for Approval of the Glenview Zoning Ordinance as 
follows: 

Approval criteria.  
(1)     All EPs shall address all vegetation elements, wetlands, drainage, visual and other such 

environmental effects of proposed developments as they relate to the criteria and 
requirements, and be consistent with the intent of this article as set forth in section 98-451. 
The EP shall be in compliance with federal, State and local regulations as such regulations 
may relate to environmental impact.  

(2)     The major focus of the EP shall be first to avoid, second to minimize and third to mitigate 
any detrimental impacts to resource characteristics of the ESA and PA consistent with the 
intent of this article as set forth in section 98-451  
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(3)     Construction plans must comply with section 7 of the Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act, 520 ILCS 10/7, and sections 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. No adverse effect shall occur to any critical federal or State endangered 
species habitat.  

(4)     Construction design plans shall preserve the hydrological characteristics essential to the 
integrity of the PA. 

(5)     The natural functions of ESA wetlands or watercourses shall not be impaired. Specifically, 
the natural grade and soils of any wetland or watercourse and the flow or quality of surface 
water to and from any ESA wetland or watercourse at any time during the year shall not be 
significantly altered in such a way as to degrade rare habitat elements or cultural resources. 
If negative alterations occur, mitigation in the form of restoration of the wetland or 
watercourse function and value must be provided in writing and approved by the ERC.  

(6)     Direct or indirect impairment to PA wetland shall be avoided. Impact shall be determined 
by the ERC. Examples of impact that could occur include, but are not limited to, wetland 
fill, drainage blockage or significant alteration to drainage patterns or subbasin watersheds. 
If a proposed development site contains areas of past wetland fill or drainage blockage, 
whether within the ESA or PA, such conditions shall be removed and wetlands restored by 
the property owner in conjunction with site development. Use of bypass flow-through 
piping shall be avoided or minimized in preference to preserving natural drainage. 
Stormwater control features (e.g., wet detention ponds) shall be designed to optimize 
protection of wetland areas.  

(7)     Construction plans shall be designed to minimize the creation of impermeable surfaces by 
limiting pavements, roadways and building footprints to essential square footages and 
using permeable asphalt and pervious pavers, where practical.  

(8)     Appropriate transport, detention and infiltration structures shall be incorporated in a 
coordinated stormwater management system to minimize both off-site outflow and 
surcharging (backwater) into the PA while maximizing groundwater recharge.  

(9)     The important cultural heritage, wildlife, recreational and educational values of the PA 
shall be preserved by maintaining reproductive and regenerative capabilities of wildlife 
and associated habitats, protecting historical contexts, maintaining aesthetic visual 
characteristics, designing compatible adjacent building structures and providing visual 
buffers made up of trees and shrubs consistent with existing vegetation. Preservation of 
such values must satisfy requirements of the State comprehensive outdoor recreation plan, 
the State historic preservation office and the National Park Service.  

(10)    Site design plans shall maintain or enhance the aesthetic, visual screening, windbreak, dust 
suppression, air quality improvements, noise barrier characteristics and other qualities of 
woodlands. All site improvements and structures shall be located and designed in such a 
way as to retain the maximum amount of natural vegetation on the site, especially existing 
mature wooded areas. Any structural design within the ESA should be designed so that 
building footprint roads avoid removal of trees with a dbh of four inches or more. Certain 
species of trees determined by the ERC to be incompatible invasive trees in the ESA shall 
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be exempt from protection (e.g., in the Grove National Historic Area, eastern cottonwoods, 
box elders and European buckthorns are not protected).  

(11)    Landscaping designs shall maximize the use of compatible native species of trees, flowers 
and grasses to blend with or enhance the natural mosaic (complex) of ESA communities. 
Tree plantings shall be situated as buffers to protect the PA from adverse views, drainage 
and lighting effects. The objective is to soften impacts to the adjacent PA ecosystems. A 
variety of species shall be planted in natural arrangements to enhance the aesthetic and 
ecological value of such plantings.  

(12)    All native tree species with a dbh of more than four inches shall be protected with barrier 
fencing enclosing an area that includes the dripline area of the tree. Unprotected tree 
species with a dbh of four inches or more shall be retained if they are determined to be 
important to the historical context of a cultural resource element or to general aesthetic 
value. The barrier fencing must be located at least five feet from the trunk of a tree at all 
points. The fencing shall be mandatory only during construction. No disturbance or 
mowing shall occur within the dripline of any protected tree subsequent to construction.  

(13)    Soil erosion shall be minimized through compliance with the soil erosion and sediment 
control regulations set forth in article IX.  

(14)    No bulk storage or release into air, land or water of hazardous material is permissible 
within the ESA. 

(15)    Developments within the ESA or PA shall be designed to minimize reflected or generated 
light leaving the property from any direction, including skyward, by using nonreflective 
building shell construction and careful orientation and shielding of lighting fixtures. The 
frequency and intensity of generated light impacts on the ecological or cultural resources 
of the PA shall also be minimized by limiting operation of lights to actual use periods and 
using low wattage or yellow bulbs, whenever practicable.  

(16)    At no point along the boundaries of the PA or further within the PA shall the noise (sound 
pressure) level exceed an hourly A-weighted decibel level of a 24-hour 62 leq. Such 
standard shall be applied for all times during the day and night. If it is found that such 
standard is not met, operational or shielding remedies shall be sought. If the exceedance 
will be created by the development under consideration, noise reduction shall be provided 
in design plans.  
 

B. All materials presented to the Committee on March 11, 2021 and associated revisions required by the 
Environmental Review Committee. 

C. Final engineering approval through the building permit process of the lot comprising the development 
site. 

D. A plan for maintenance and draining of the pool shall be submitted to staff for review by the 
Chairman which outlines the process for de-chlorination, reduction of phosphates, and discharge 
which does not infringe upon wetlands or other sensitive areas.   
 

Committee Member Geddes seconded the motion. 
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Upon roll call, the vote was: 
AYES:  Committee Members Johnston, Willink and Geddes  
NAYS:  None  
Motion passed.   
 
*FROM 7:40 pm to 7:43 pm, Chairman Pollowy’s connection was interrupted. The 
Committee entered a recess due to the lack of quorum present. Chairman Pollowy rejoined 
at 7:43 pm* 
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EXCERPT FROM THE DRAFT MINUTES OF THE MARCH 30, 2021 PLAN COMMISSION MEETING 
 

A. P2021-009  1695 Portage Run – Napolitano Residence 
- Proposal:  Relocation of Use Envelope 

Action Requested: Recommendation to the Board of Trustees 
 

Introduction 
Chairman Bucklin introduced the case. The applicant, Ken Napolitano, requests approval of an 
Environmental Plan in accordance with Section 98-457 of the Glenview Municipal Code concerning an 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) as defined and regulated by Article IX of the Glenview Municipal 
Code to allow a modification to the extents of the designated construction envelope and grading 
easement. The proposed construction envelope would be a modification of the original designated 
construction envelope location. 
 
Chairman Bucklin also added that the Environmental Review Committee (ERC) reviewed the case in detail 
on March 11.  
 
Case Summary 
Mr. Rogers summarized that the property was located in one of the Village’s Environmentally Significant 
Areas adjacent to Portage Run. Mr. Rogers went on to summarize the background of the initial 
subdivision and construction of a single-family home on the property. The original use and construction 
envelope was designated at this time.  
 
The applicant is requesting an alteration to the use and construction envelopes to permit the 
construction of an in-ground pool and other accessory uses.  
 
Mr. Rogers summarized that the ERC recommended the project for approval with conditions relating to 
the treatment and emptying of the proposed pool.  
 
Commissioner Duff inquired about regulations regarding pool emptying and maintenance in the Village. 
Mr. Rogers explained that water must be emptied to adjacent storm sewers. When storm sewers are 
not available, it is directed to swales or other overland routes. There are not specific regulations in the 
ESA, but instead the ERC is tasked with approving the plan for discharge. In this case, a special plan was 
required to dechlorinate the water and directed into swales and ditches within Portage Run. In response 
to an additional inquiry from Commissioner Duff, Mr. Rogers clarified that the pool maintenance plan 
was submitted to the ERC Chairman for approval and he was satisfied with the proposed plan with minor 
alterations.  
 
Commissioner Duff also inquired about standard pool maintenance and the dissipation of chemicals in 
pool water. Mr. Rogers referred to the ERC’s condition that the plan be followed in future. Commissioner 
Duff inquired about the possibility of testing of the discharge. Mr. Rogers confirmed that the pool water 
would be tested prior to draining.  
 
Mr. Ken Napolitano, 1695 Portage Run, came forward to address the Plan Commission. Mr. Napolitano 
added that in response to Commissioner Duff’s comments, he had been discussing procedures and 
testing with his pool contractor. Mr. Napolitano confirmed that treatment of the water including the 
halt of additional chemicals would be utilized prior to draining. 
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Public Comment 
Chairman Bucklin asked Mr. Rogers to identify if any member of the public was waiting to comment on 
the application.  
 
Mr. Rogers stated that no one was waiting to speak regarding the application.  
 
 
Discussion 
Chairman Bucklin asked the Plan Commission for any final input regarding the proposal.  
 
Following their review of the applicable standards, the Plan Commission did not have any other 
comments.  
   
Motion 
 
Commissioner Ciolek made a motion to recommend approval of P2021-009 to the Board of Trustees: 
 
Based upon the petitioner’s application materials, testimony, and discussion relating to the petition, 
which together demonstrate compliance with Chapter 54, Article IV and Chapter 98, Article IX, Section 98-
357 of the Municipal Code, I move in the case of P2021-009, 1695 Portage Run, the Plan Commission 
recommend the Village Board of Trustees grant approval of the relocation of the construction and use 
envelope in accordance with the following:   

 
A. The Pool Addition Site Plan prepared by Greengard, Inc. and dated February 20, 2020, complies 

the Environmental Plan Criteria and Requirements for Approval of the Glenview Municipal Code 
as follows: 
Approval criteria.  

(1)     All EPs shall address all vegetation elements, wetlands, drainage, visual and other such 
environmental effects of proposed developments as they relate to the criteria and 
requirements, and be consistent with the intent of this article as set forth in section 98-
451. The EP shall be in compliance with federal, State and local regulations as such 
regulations may relate to environmental impact.  

(2)     The major focus of the EP shall be first to avoid, second to minimize and third to mitigate 
any detrimental impacts to resource characteristics of the ESA and PA consistent with the 
intent of this article as set forth in section 98-451. 

(3)     Construction plans must comply with section 7 of the Illinois Endangered Species 
Protection Act, 520 ILCS 10/7, and sections 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. No adverse effect shall occur to any critical federal or State endangered 
species habitat.  

(4)     Construction design plans shall preserve the hydrological characteristics essential to the 
integrity of the PA. 

(5)     The natural functions of ESA wetlands or watercourses shall not be impaired. Specifically, 
the natural grade and soils of any wetland or watercourse and the flow or quality of 
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surface water to and from any ESA wetland or watercourse at any time during the year 
shall not be significantly altered in such a way as to degrade rare habitat elements or 
cultural resources. If negative alterations occur, mitigation in the form of restoration of 
the wetland or watercourse function and value must be provided in writing and approved 
by the ERC.  

(6)     Direct or indirect impairment to PA wetland shall be avoided. Impact shall be determined 
by the ERC. Examples of impact that could occur include, but are not limited to, wetland 
fill, drainage blockage or significant alteration to drainage patterns or subbasin 
watersheds. If a proposed development site contains areas of past wetland fill or drainage 
blockage, whether within the ESA or PA, such conditions shall be removed and wetlands 
restored by the property owner in conjunction with site development. Use of bypass flow-
through piping shall be avoided or minimized in preference to preserving natural 
drainage. Stormwater control features (e.g., wet detention ponds) shall be designed to 
optimize protection of wetland areas.  

(7)      Construction plans shall be designed to minimize the creation of impermeable surfaces 
by limiting pavements, roadways and building footprints to essential square footages and 
using permeable asphalt and pervious pavers, where practical.  

(8)    Appropriate transport, detention and infiltration structures shall be incorporated in a 
coordinated stormwater management system to minimize both off-site outflow and 
surcharging (backwater) into the PA while maximizing groundwater recharge.  

(9)     The important cultural heritage, wildlife, recreational and educational values of the PA 
shall be preserved by maintaining reproductive and regenerative capabilities of wildlife 
and associated habitats, protecting historical contexts, maintaining aesthetic visual 
characteristics, designing compatible adjacent building structures and providing visual 
buffers made up of trees and shrubs consistent with existing vegetation. Preservation of 
such values must satisfy requirements of the State comprehensive outdoor recreation 
plan, the State historic preservation office and the National Park Service.  

(10)   Site design plans shall maintain or enhance the aesthetic, visual screening, windbreak, 
dust suppression, air quality improvements, noise barrier characteristics and other 
qualities of woodlands. All site improvements and structures shall be located and 
designed in such a way as to retain the maximum amount of natural vegetation on the 
site, especially existing mature wooded areas. Any structural design within the ESA should 
be designed so that building footprint roads avoid removal of trees with a dbh of four 
inches or more. Certain species of trees determined by the ERC to be incompatible 
invasive trees in the ESA shall be exempt from protection (e.g., in the Grove National 
Historic Area, eastern cottonwoods, box elders and European buckthorns are not 
protected).  

(11)    Landscaping designs shall maximize the use of compatible native species of trees, flowers 
and grasses to blend with or enhance the natural mosaic (complex) of ESA communities. 
Tree plantings shall be situated as buffers to protect the PA from adverse views, drainage 
and lighting effects. The objective is to soften impacts to the adjacent PA ecosystems. A 
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variety of species shall be planted in natural arrangements to enhance the aesthetic and 
ecological value of such plantings.  

(12)   All native tree species with a dbh of more than four inches shall be protected with barrier 
fencing enclosing an area that includes the dripline area of the tree. Unprotected tree 
species with a dbh of four inches or more shall be retained if they are determined to be 
important to the historical context of a cultural resource element or to general aesthetic 
value. The barrier fencing must be located at least five feet from the trunk of a tree at all 
points. The fencing shall be mandatory only during construction. No disturbance or 
mowing shall occur within the dripline of any protected tree subsequent to construction.  

(13)  Soil erosion shall be minimized through compliance with the soil erosion and sediment 
control regulations set forth in article IX.  

(14)   No bulk storage or release into air, land or water of hazardous material is permissible 
within the ESA. 

(15)  Developments within the ESA or PA shall be designed to minimize reflected or generated 
light leaving the property from any direction, including skyward, by using nonreflective 
building shell construction and careful orientation and shielding of lighting fixtures. The 
frequency and intensity of generated light impacts on the ecological or cultural resources 
of the PA shall also be minimized by limiting operation of lights to actual use periods and 
using low wattage or yellow bulbs, whenever practicable.  

(16)  At no point along the boundaries of the PA or further within the PA shall the noise (sound 
pressure) level exceed an hourly A-weighted decibel level of a 24-hour 62 leq. Such 
standard shall be applied for all times during the day and night. If it is found that such 
standard is not met, operational or shielding remedies shall be sought. If the exceedance 
will be created by the development under consideration, noise reduction shall be 
provided in design plans.  

B. All materials presented to the Committee on March 11, 2021 and associated revisions required 
by the Environmental Review Committee. 

C. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on March 30, 2021 and associated revisions 
required by the Plan Commission. 

D. Final engineering approval through the building permit process of the lot comprising the 
development site. 

E. A plan for maintenance and draining of the pool shall be submitted to staff for review by the 
Chairman which outlines the process for de-chlorination and discharge which does not infringe 
on wetlands or other sensitive areas.   
 

Commissioner Duff seconded the motion.  
Upon roll call, the vote was as follows: 
 

YEAS:  Commissioners Burton, Ciolek and Duff  
NAYS:  None 
ABSTAIN: None 

Motion passed. 
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P2021-009 
Construction and Use Envelope 
Modification for Napolitano 
Residence at 1695 Portage Run 
04/20/2021 

 
ORDINANCE NO. ______ 

 
AN ORDINANCE GRANTING APPROVAL FOR RELOCATION OF 

 CONSTRUCTION AND USE ENVELOPE 
 

 

WHEREAS, the Village of Glenview (the “Village”) is a home rule municipality in accordance with 
the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; 

 
WHEREAS, the Village has the authority to adopt ordinances and to promulgate rules and 

regulations that pertain to its government and affairs that protect the public health, safety and welfare of 
its citizens; 

 

WHEREAS, the applicant, Ken Napolitano, is requesting approval of modifications to the existing 
construction and use envelopes to permit subsequent construction of a swimming pool at 1695 Portage 
Run (the “Subject Property”); 

 

WHEREAS, a notice of public hearing concerning the question of the approval of an environmental 
plan was duly published on February 18, 2021 in the Glenview Announcements, a newspaper of general 
circulation in the Village, in accordance with the Glenview Municipal Code (the “Code”); 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 98, Article IX of the Code on March 11, 2021, 

the Glenview Environmental Review Committee conducted a public hearing and environmental plan 
review of the proposal; 

 
WHEREAS, the Plan Commission has reviewed the Environmental Review Committee 

recommendation for the Subject Property, pursuant to the criteria of Chapter 54, Article IV of the Code, 
on March 30, 2021, and a recommendation was forwarded to the Glenview Board of Trustees; and  

 

WHEREAS, the corporate authorities, having considered the recommendation of the Plan 
Commission, find it in the public interest to grant such final site plan review approval and that the approval 
of the development will promote the public health, safety and welfare of the Village and its residents. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of 
Glenview, Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 
 

Section 1:  The facts and statements contained in the preamble to this Ordinance are found to be 
true and correct and are hereby adopted as part of this Ordinance. 
 

Section 2:  The approval of the relocation of the construction and use envelope as described in 
Section 3 below is hereby granted to the property commonly known as 1695 Portage Run and legally 
described as: 

LOT 3 IN PORTAGE RUN ESTATES SUBDIVISION, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PART OF THE WEST HALF 
OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE 
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THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED AUGUST 8, 2003 AS 
DOCUMENT NO. 0322010026, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
Section 3:  Relocation of the construction and use envelope approval for 1695 Portage Run is 

granted, in accordance with the requirements of Chapter 98, Article IX of the Code and in compliance with 
the following: 

A. The Pool Addition Site Plan prepared by Greengard, Inc. and dated February 20, 2020. 
B. All materials presented to the Committee on March 11, 2021 and associated revisions 

required by the Environmental Review Committee. 
C. All materials presented to the Plan Commission on March 30, 2021 and associated revisions 

required by the Plan Commission. 
D. Final engineering approval through the building permit process of the lot comprising the 

development site. 
E. A plan for maintenance and draining of the pool shall be submitted to staff for review by the 

Chairman which outlines the process for de-chlorination and discharge which does not 
infringe on wetlands or other sensitive areas.  

F. Compliance with all Approval Criteria as listed in Section 98-457 of the Glenview Municipal 
Code. 

 
 Section 4:  Within twelve (12) months from the date of this Ordinance the Applicant must apply 
for and be issued a building permit for the construction of the aforementioned improvements, or the 
approval shall be rescinded. 

 

 Section 5:  Every section and provision of this Ordinance shall be separable, and the invalidity of 
any portion of this Ordinance shall not affect the validity of any other portion of this Ordinance.  

 

Section 6:  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and approval 
according to law.  
 

PASSED this _________day of _____________, 20___. 
 

AYES:           
 

NAYS:           
 

ABSENT:           
 

APPROVED by me this ____ day of _____________, 20___. 
 

 
 
 
 

     _ 
James R. Patterson, Jr., President of the  
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois 

ATTESTED and FILED in my office the 
____ day of ________________, 20___. 
 

      
Matthew J. Formica, Village Clerk of the 
Village of Glenview, Cook County, Illinois 
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