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Opening Remarks
Carol Sullivan, 3808 Miller Drive







Financial Considerations
Skip Newman, 3106 Maple Leaf Drive



Investment in Glenview

GW Properties states in their letter dated February 17, 2021: “Our $40,000,000 
investment in the Glenview community….”

GW Properties is absolutely NOT making a $40,000,000 investment in Glenview. 

This is false. They are confusing and mis-using the concept of ‘sales revenue’ that 
might occur at the shopping center with their ‘investment’. 

Their actual ‘investment’ is the cost of the land, their professional service fees 
(design, legal, consultants etc.) and the cost to construct the buildings.  Who knows 
what their ‘investment’ is – it is no concern for the Village or its residents.

It is not $40,000,000



Sales Tax

Using this $40,000,000 in ‘sales’, GW Properties is implying there will be 
tremendous sales tax revenues from these sales.

They conveniently forget to mention that virtually all of the projected ‘gross sales 
revenues’ are merely sales that would have occurred at other existing 
businesses.   They hope you won’t pay attention to this massive hole in their 
argument. These are NOT new sales!

The only appropriate measure is net new sales.  Net new sales is probably very 
small, perhaps as little as $50,000 per year.



Sales Tax - continued

They state:  $40,000,000 per year, growing at 2% for 20 years generates $1 billion. 
So what…. this is a meaningless number.

Remember all the ‘projections’ that were made for the billion dollar Foxconn in 
Wisconsin or the Olympics? The surrounding communities are left with nothing 
but empty promises and potentially failed properties.

However, $50,000 per year, growing at 2% for 20 years generates $1 million.  





Real Estate Property Taxes

GW Properties states in their letter dated February 17, 2021: “…. The project will produce 
annual property tax revenues of $400,000.”

The issue to consider is not the real estate tax that this shopping center will pay, but 
rather, what any development of this site will pay.

If the property was rezoned R-4, 29 single family homes, like at Parkside of Glenview, each 
paying $17,000 to $20,000 per year in taxes will produce $493,000 – $580,000 per year 
in property taxes. These are real tax amounts from stable permanent homes, not 
speculative real estate taxes from a shopping center with unknown prospects.

The real estate tax argument is a NEGATIVE for this proposed shopping center.



Is B-1 and R-4 Appropriate?
Debbie Liner, 3932 Miller Drive



B-1 Zoning

Portions of the Glenview Municipal Code under “B-1 limited business district 
regulations”, Section (d)(4) explicitly states:

2. No business establishment, other than a bank or financial institution, may offer 
services or make sales directly to customers in automobiles.

4. The manufacturing, processing, packaging, repair or treatment of goods shall be 
prohibited, except as incidental or accessory to the performance of services or the 
sale of goods to the public on the premises.



Grocery Store or Distribution Center?



Grocery Store or Distribution Center?



Grocery Store or Distribution Center?



Grocery Store or Distribution Center?



Dedicated Employee Entrance and Flex Drivers

Wheeled Carts with 
roughly 50 grocery 

bags to load into Flex 
Driver cars

Dedicated Employee 
Entrance for grocery 

drop off to cars

Employees & Flex 
Drivers 

Park in Front & Use 
Outbound Entrance



Designated Spots for Flex and Regular Customers - Schaumburg

Designated Parking for 
Customers and Flex 

Drivers

Flex driver loading groceries in car - not in 
dedicated parking spot



B-1 Zoning

Portions of the Glenview Municipal Code under “B-1 limited business district 
regulations”, Section (d)(4) explicitly states:

2. No business establishment, other than a bank or financial institution, may offer 
services or make sales directly to customers in automobiles.

4. The manufacturing, processing, packaging, repair or treatment of goods shall be 
prohibited, except as incidental or accessory to the performance of services or the 
sale of goods to the public on the premises.



Culver’s Detention Pond Matches the Zoning

Detention 
Pond

Throughout Glenview, detention 
areas are zoned consistent with the 

area they are detaining. 

For example, the detention pond 
near Culver’s is zoned B2, 

consistent with the property it 
detains.



Standards of Review for Rezoning



1. The existing uses and zoning of 
nearby property

Danny Liner, 3932 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



Standards of Review for Rezoning
1. The existing uses and zoning of nearby property

2. The extent to which property values are diminished

3. The extent to which the destruction of property value of the plaintiff promotes the health, 
safety, morals or general welfare of the public.

4. The relative gain to the public as opposed to the hardship imposed upon the individual 
property owner.

5. The suitability of the subject property for the zoned purposes

6. The length of time the property has been vacant as zoned considered in the context of land 
development in the area

7. The care with which a community has undertaken to plan its land-use development

8. Community need for the use proposed by the plaintiff



Property was zoned R-1 when residents on Miller, Manu & 
Charlie purchased their homes

Graphic: GW Properties



Existing uses and zoning of nearby property

● Plaza del Prado planned & developed before homes on Quail

● Homes on Miller east of Pfingsten built 1979-1986

● Property on Willow between Pfingsten & Landwehr (Northbrook) mostly zoned 
Residential 

○ Northwest corner of Willow & Pfingsten zoned Neighborhood Commercial (C2)

● Village of Northbrook Board of Trustees rejected GW Properties’ proposal for 
commercial development at the Northwest corner of Willow & Pfingsten

Source: Northbrook trustees reject development plan for Willow and Pfingsten roads, months after Glenview approves its own
https://www.chicagotribune.com/suburbs/northbrook/ct-nbs-intersection-development-rejected-tl-0611-20200606-fq4ou5b32baapjclcaf
mcrbrxa-story.html



2. The extent to which property values 
are diminished

Danny Liner, 3932 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



The extent to which property values are diminished

● The extent to which courts permit zoning regulations to diminish property value 
varies depending on the purposes served by the regulation. The loss in value to 
the plaintiff must be considered in relation to the public welfare. 

● If the gain to the public is small when compared with the hardship imposed by 
the restriction upon the individual property owner, then no valid basis for zoning 
regulation exists.

● In addition, courts have stated that a property owner is not constitutionally 
entitled to develop property to its “highest and best use” as real estate 
professionals typically use that term. 

● Moreover, if a purchaser of property knows of the existing zoning restrictions at 
the time of purchase, the knowledge itself is relevant to the court’s decision 
regarding the hardship caused by the restriction.

Source: Ancel, Glink, Diamond, Bush, DiCianni & Krafthefer, P.C. Zoning Administration Handbook



The extent to which property values are diminished

● “Diminishment” in the mind of the developer is                                                             
not actually a diminishment
○ They thought the property was commercially zoned
○ It has always been residentially zoned

● The value and ability to sell existing homes                                                                  
close to 2660 Pfingsten Road property will be                                                    
negatively affected
○ Increased traffic and congestion;
○ Noise;
○ Heavy over the road and local box trucks;
○ Commercial / restaurant garbage will be smelly and rodent-infested. 

● Miller and Chester will become ‘de-facto’ westbound Willow Road 



3. The extent to which the destruction of property 
value of the plaintiff promotes the health, safety, 

morals or general welfare of the public
Danny Liner, 3932 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



Defacto Westbound Willow



Google Maps ALWAYS tells you to use Miller/Chester



Pfingsten Rd -- Cross traffic and turns without a light



4. The relative gain to the public as 
opposed to the hardship imposed upon 

the individual property owner
Danny Liner, 3932 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



The relative gain to the public as opposed to the hardship imposed upon 
the individual property owner

● No relative gain to the public. 

● All goods or services offered by proposed tenants are available within 
very close range to subject property.

● Owner acquired subject property knowing of existing zoning dispute, yet

○ Insisted on spending money on professional consulting services and

○ Ultimately acquired the property.



Timeline
September 24, 2019  Complaint Filed with Circuit Court

December 3, 2019  Board of Trustees - First vote

December 16, 2019

 Letter from Jeff Rogers to GW:

● North portion zoned B-1

● South portion zoned R-4 

December 17, 2019  Circuit Court Dismissed

January 7, 2020  Board approved on consent agenda

January 16, 2020  Appeal filed with appellate court

January 20, 2020  GW Properties acquired property* Date According to Zillow

January 21, 2020  Deed recorded

January 21, 2020  Mortgage recorded

GW Properties knew, or should have known, the lawsuit 
was appealed

GW Properties could have walked away, but decided to 
take the risk anyway

The Village of Glenview was aware there 
was litigation in process



5. The suitability of the subject 
property for the zoned purposes.

Sne Mehta, 3824 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



The suitability of the subject property for the zoned purposes

● Current R-1 zoning is function of historical 
fact: many years ago, when area was far 
less developed, a single-family property 
was ‘suitable’ for this parcel.

● As entire area was fully developed, the 
Village annexed it at its then single-family 
use. 



6. The length of time the property has been 
vacant as zoned considered in the context of land 

development in the area
Sne Mehta, 3824 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



The length of time the property has been vacant as zoned considered in 
the context of land development in the area

Property is ‘vacant’ 
because current owner 
removed existing 
structure & out-buildings, 
believing zoning had 
changed.



7. The care with which a community has 
undertaken to plan its land-use 

development
Sne Mehta, 3824 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



The care with which a community has undertaken to plan its land-use development

In order for a zoning regulation to not be found arbitrary, it must be based on 
careful and thorough planning. Courts therefore look to whether there is a 
comprehensive zoning plan which reasonably regulates and restricts land uses 
for the health, safety and welfare of the public in order to determine whether a 
zoning change is in harmony with the orderly use of the property.

The zoning of small areas that is incompatible with a zoning pattern that is compact 
and uniform is consistently invalidated.

Source: Ancel, Glink, Diamond, Bush, DiCianni & Krafthefer, P.C. Zoning Administration Handbook



2017 Comprehensive Plan

● Ordinance 2856 first appeared in 2017 plan. 

● “Opportunities for development of Subarea 11 should be conscious of the 
traffic that could be generated, and specifically with access to Willow Road as 
prescribed by the Willow Road Corridor Agreement.”

● “Any development will have to be compatible with the single-family housing 
located to the west of the subarea, incorporating setbacks or landscape 
buffers.”



2017 Comprehensive Plan (cont’d.)

● The 2017 plan doesn’t justify the GW Properties plan.

● The Comprehensive Plan cautions against it. 

● When Ordinance 2856 was discovered, it forced an addition to the plan that 
never made any sense!

Ordinance 2856 (1988) was not mentioned in 1990 & 2004 
Comprehensive Plans!



8. Community need for the use 
proposed by the plaintiff
Sne Mehta, 3824 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



1. Jewel-Osco - PDP
2. Sunset Foods
3. Costco
4. Mariano’s - Waukegan/Golf
5. Mariano’s - 294
6. Target
7. Whole Foods
8. Aldi 
9. Heinen’s 

10. Joong Boo Market
11. H-Mart
12. Jewel - Glen
13. Jewel - Waukegan
14. Mariano’s - Northfield

Existing Grocery Stores in 
Glenview, Northbrook and 

Northfield



Amazon Fresh is NOT a traditional grocery store



Summary of Zoning Factors
Brett Hanley, 3800 Miller Drive

Zoning Factors



Per the Appellate Court, “the ordinance…was by no means a 
‘decision’ regarding rezoning”

Key Takeaway: As confirmed by the Village Attorney, this land was never rezoned to 
B-1/R-4. and has been zoned R-1 since 1988.



“Nothing would happen unless the owner submitted to the 
ordinary legislative municipal zoning process” 

Key Takeaway: GW should have had no presumption of B-1/R-4 commercial zoning 
for 2660 Pfingsten.



The developer purchased R-1 property

● Per the rules of this Public Hearing, “any previous zoning or plan approvals for this subject 
property…are not relevant or applicable to this application” 

● Therefore, the developer purchased R-1 Property for $5.75MM, which sets the value of this 
property as currently zoned. The value of the property is $5.75MM. Based on the rules of 
this proceeding, there can be no other conclusion or finding of fact.

Key Takeaway: There is no diminishment of the subject property value.



Standards of Review for Rezoning
1. The existing uses and zoning of nearby property

2. The extent to which property values are diminished

3. The extent to which the destruction of property value of the plaintiff promotes the health, 
safety, morals or general welfare of the public.

4. The relative gain to the public as opposed to the hardship imposed upon the individual 
property owner.

5. The suitability of the subject property for the zoned purposes

6. The length of time the property has been vacant as zoned considered in the context of land 
development in the area

7. The care with which a community has undertaken to plan its land-use development

8. Community need for the use proposed by the plaintiff



● Diminishment could alternatively be defined by the disposition value of the 
property – defined as how much the land would sell for

● If the developer would request R-4 zoning, it’s a reasonable conclusion that 
R-4 zoning would be approved, as described in the Comprehensive Plan

● Therefore, diminishment evaluation by the Plan Commission should consider 
R-4 zoning as an alternative disposition opportunity that sets land value

● A reasonable comparable could be the Lexington homes development at 
3365 Willow, 8.5 acres that sold for $4MM in 2019. Recent market changes 
might imply that the Hart property is worth even more now than 3365 Willow 
in Glenview was worth in 2019.

The alternative discussion of diminishment should consider 
“Disposition Value of Property” 

Key Takeaway: Disposition value could be associated with R-4 zoning



● There are 12 homes directly adjacent to this property, all face reduction in value. If each 

of 12 homes lose $25K-$75K in value, that’s $300-$900K in aggregate value lost to 

individual homeowners

● When westbound Willow traffic re-directs down Miller/Chester or Crestwood, and 

there’s more traffic south on Pfingsten, all residents face loss of safety and quality of 

life. The homes will also have some diminishment of property value

● You could be broaden this to the entire Willows community because of the new traffic. 

Traffic will become even worse with the potential of Amazon Fresh distribution order 

fulfillment, and Signode redevelopment for warehousing

As we think of diminishment, we have to consider the 
community’s loss of safety, quality of life, and value



● Co-opts residential zoning for 

commercial zoning benefit

● Does not activate seven 

residential lots for property tax 

revenue

● Does not improve community 

health and safety, especially if  

detention is not well maintained

● Re-draws southern commercial 

property line for the developer’s 

benefit, to allow trucks to use SW 

corner to back into a dock

Zoning request does not meet the 2017 Comprehensive Plan



Rezoning Standard Community Perspective Meets 
Standards?

1) The existing uses and 
zoning of nearby property

• Residential development is harmonious with the community
• Immediately adjacent property is all residential (West, South)
• Nearby property primarily residential (southwest, southeast, northwest, partial north)

2) The extent to which property 
values are diminished

• Zero diminishment of property value for subject property
• Diminishment to all adjacent homes, homes on Miller/Chester and Crestwood, and more broadly to the 

community

3) The extent to which the 
destruction of property value 
of the plaintiff promotes the 
health, safety, morals or 
general welfare of the public

• Zero diminishment of property value for subject property
• Compared to current zoning, this does not promote safety, morals, or general welfare:

– Increasing number of traffic movements into/out of SRA/state roadway
– Increased traffic at an over-utilized intersection
– Increasing interactions between pedestrians/bicyclists and vehicles near school zone crosswalks
– Additional air, sound, and light pollution, plus additional food waste
– Marginal incremental tax revenue, if any, for both real estate and sales tax revenue
– R-4 land use for detention does not improve community health and safety

4) The relative gain to the 
public as opposed to the 
hardship imposed upon the 
individual property owner

• Zero diminishment of property value for subject property
• Compared to current zoning, only a marginal gain to the public, if any at all

– Sufficient shopping opportunities, not a “food desert”
– Sufficient grocery delivery services available
– Sufficient restaurant dining and services in the community

• Not an anti-free market argument, but instead an evaluation of relative gain from more options

Standards of Review for Rezoning (1/2)



Rezoning Standard Community Perspective Meets 
Standards?

5) The suitability of the subject 
property for the zoned 
purposes

• Property is suitable for residential development, which is is harmonious with the community
• In Glenview, Willow Road from I-294 to Shermer is almost all residential
• Immediately adjacent property is all residential (West, South)
• Nearby property all residential (southwest, southeast, northwest, partial north)
• 3365 Willow in Glenview is being developed as R-4 residential

6) The length of time the 
property has been vacant as 
zoned considered in the 
context of land development in 
the area

• Land was not vacant prior to sale. To residents recollection, family and/or caretaker inhabited the 
property until property sale to the developer

• Current state of the property caused by demolition and tree removal stopped by court-ordered TRO 
• It’s the property owner’s choice not to develop as currently zoned

7) The care with which a 
community has undertaken to 
plan its land-use development

• 1990 and 2004 Comprehensive plans did not reference commercial zoning of the Hart Property, 
which seems forced into the 2017 Plan

• Willow Road Corridor agreement has explicit intent on zoning of newly annexed property to R-1
• Words matter. 2017 Comprehensive plan described “Village would have to conform to conditions 

outlined in 2856”, versus “the subarea could be entirely rezoned to R-4 District single family which 
would be compatible with and connected to the Willows neighborhood to the west”

8) Community need for the use 
proposed by the plaintiff

• Community does not “need” more retail. Glenview is not an underserved population
• Not an anti-free market argument, but instead an evaluation of relative gain from more options for 

services

Standards of Review for Rezoning (2/2)



Final Site Plan Review Evaluation Criteria



6. Circulation: Extensive Traffic 
Problems Outside & Inside the Site

Terrie Stengel, 3942 Chester Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Site Plan Evaluation Criteria

The following criteria shall also be used to determine whether a proposed site plan fulfills 
the requirements of this article:

1. Building and structure locations

2. Building scale

3. Open space

4. Landscaping

5. Graphics and signage - addressed at  Appearance 

Commission

6.  Circulation

7.   Parking lots

8.   Site illumination - addressed at Appearance 

Commission

9.   Preservation

10.   Completeness

Source:  Sec. 54-85. - Evaluation criteria Glenview, IL Code of Ordinances



Site Evaluation Criteria - Circulation 

Circulation: All site circulation systems, vehicular and pedestrian, 
shall provide adequate and safe access to the site. 

Dangerous traffic movements will be prohibited and curb cuts shall 
be minimized. Disruption of traffic flows on adjacent streets and 
undue congestion shall be minimized or avoided. 

Connections and linkages with adjacent developments are 
encouraged to promote logical circulation patterns and minimize curb 
cuts.



Strategic Regional Arterial System





Willow Road Entrances and Exits





Pfingsten Rd - 4 competing left turns



1

2

3

4

1. Willow and 
Pfingsten 

Intersection

2. PDP and 2660 
Entrance and Exit

3. PDP Service 
Drive Entrance and 

Exit

4. Miller Drive 
Entrance and Exit

In 760 feet, 
there are 4 
competing 

intersections!



Exiting Cars:
Back up quickly! 

The truck is 
coming in!!

Truck Driver: I’m 
coming over the 

pork chop. Watch 
out!!

Trucks conflicting 
with cars and 
pedestrians

Building B 
Loading Zone: 

Watch out!!

Amazon 
Shoppers: The 

truck is blocking 
your car!!

Employees:
Please drive small 
cars or else you’ll 

get hit by the 
trucks!!



Reversing Truck Beeping Noise

~55 feet



Both Loading Docks Full
A

rr
iv

in
g 

Tr
uc

k 

Question: If both loading 
docks are occupied, where 
does the arriving truck go?

Answer: It idles in the middle 
of the parking lot until a space 
is available in the loading 
dock!



Where will box trucks park while the driver is arranging product inside the store?

● Unloads & moves product 
inside?

● Maintains & increases shelf 
facings?

● Rotates product for freshness?

Graphic: GW Properties



Sidewalk on 
West Side 

Only

Sidewalk on 
North Side 

Only



Pfingsten crosswalk at Miller Drive is already unsafe

Vehicles rarely stop for pedestrians and 
bicyclists to cross

Two southbound Pfingsten lanes are 
merging into 1 lane

Traffic from Plaza del Prado and new 
shopping center are merging in

Add left and right turns to Miller Drive

Aggressive vehicle traffic makes crosswalk 
unsafe

Staff Report Section G page 23: Widening of the pavement section of Pfingsten Road south beyond Miller Drive 
would generally provide a greater distance for pedestrian crossings and may be less safe.



Pfingsten crosswalk is unsafe, needs light and warning like 
Wagner Farm & Attea Middle School

Texting and walking 
across the street!



6. Circulation: Extensive Traffic 
Problems Outside & Inside the Site

Skip Newman, 3106 Maple Leaf Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Hard Right Turn



Forced Exit Problem



Grocery Cart Problem



Willows Crossing Shopping Center/P2021-002/Applicant Responses to Comments: Parking 
Lots

Comment: Paragraph E, #3. The site plan includes an area for transfer of snow piles from

the parking lot onto the proposed residential lot. The applicant shall confirm the proposed

method for snow piling & removal. Snow piling will not be permissible within any required

parking stall. As such, relocation of snow piles and/or snow removal will be required after

large or prolonged snowfall events.

Response: Designated snow pile areas are noted on the site plan. No required parking

spaces will be used for snow storage. In the event of a heavy snow and accumulation in

the parking lot, arrangements will be made for either snow removal to an off-site location

or movement out of the required parking area.

Source:  Executive Summary, Zoning Statistics, and Traffic Analysis 3/2/2021 page 4

https://www.glenview.il.us/government/Documents/PlanCommission/2021/p2021002supplement030221.pdf


Tiny snow pile area



Huge number of tricky concrete curbs...



Where will they put the snow?



Where will they put the snow?



Where will they put the snow?



Parking will be a nightmare in the winter

Village of Glenview 
Facebook Post (2/19)

42 inches of snow 
from January 1 - 

February 19, 2021



Snow Pile - Amazon Fresh in Schaumburg

Snow is merely pushed to nearby 
empty parking spaces



1. Willow Road Western Exit

2. The Pfingsten Road Access Point

3. Large Truck Access from Willow Road

4. Limited Sidewalk Access

5. The Hard Right Turn

6. The Forced Exit

7. Grocery Carts

8. Snow Piles



7. Parking Lots
Debbie Liner, 3932 Miller Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Vehicles will extend beyond parking spots and it will be hard 
to back up
Minivans and large 
SUVs will extend 
beyond end of parking 
spots

Only 24 ft. between 
spots, backing out with 
be tough



Oak Lawn Loading Dock

Bread trays, 
boxes and pallets



Oak Lawn Loading Dock - Continued

Roughly 6 bales of 
compressed 

recycled cardboard



Oak Lawn - Idling Refrigerator Truck and Flashing Lights

Red Boxes are the 
flashing indicator lights 

for the loading dock 
availability



Schaumburg Loading Dock

Single Loading Dock Recycling and Trays



Where are these items going to be stored?



Truck length is 73 ft
Covered loading berth is 50 ft

23 ft will be uncovered!



1. Building and structure locations
Monica Edmonds, 3843 Crestwood Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Section 54-85: Evaluation Criteria for Building and Structure 
Locations
The arrangements of the structures on the site shall allow for the 
effective and efficient use of the proposed development. 

Such arrangement shall be compatible and harmonious with 
development on adjacent property. 



Chase Bank North Wall to mid-Willow South Sidewalk

54.64 ft



Plaza Del Prado Measurements

55’ to 
mid-sidew

alk, 67’ 
curb 

This building 
is set back 

further than 
Chase

155’ to 
mid-sidew
alk, 167’ 
to curb 

52’ to 
mid-sidew
alk, 67’ to 

curb 

52’ to 
mid-sidew
alk, 64’ to 

curb 

52’ to 
fence line

49’ to 
fence line



Glenbrook Marketplace Measurements



Building B:
Sidewalk to Building

~12 ft

Building C:
Sidewalk to Building

~12 ft

Building D:
Sidewalk to Building

~7 ft



1. Building and structure locations
2. Building Scale

Dave Kessler, 3836 Chester Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Setbacks to Manu
Site plan approved January 7, 2020 
showed min. of 20 ft setbacks along west 
end of property
● ≅ 15 feet from homeowner’s property 

line to fence
● Another 5 ft to the edge of the parking 

stalls
● Fence was east of tree line.

March 2, 2021 plan calls for significantly 
shorter setback of only 6 – 7 ft from 
homeowner’s backyard to fence
● Another 6 ft to the parking stalls
● Fence remains east of tree line

March 2, 2021 Plan



Backyard view before trees were removed



Backyard view after trees were removed



Charlie Court Residents’ view of truck West Access



Employee Congregating and Smoking

Employee smoking areas 
will be in back of grocery 
store to comply with 
Illinois Law:

“Not permit smoking at 
their business or within 
15 feet of entrances, 
exits, windows that open 
and ventilation intakes.”





3. Open Space
Rosa Nevin, 3919 Miller Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Sec. 54-85. - Evaluation criteria: Open Space
The proposed development should be designed to maximize the preservation of natural 
site features, including vegetation, drainage and topography. 

The landscape treatment of exterior open spaces should enhance the quality of the 
project and create a desirable and functional environment for patrons, visitors and 
occupants. 

Stormwater detention facilities should be integrated into the proposed site design to 
provide functional and attractive open space. 

The amount of open space provided shall be appropriate to the proposed use and 
compatible with surrounding development. 

Excessive lot coverage shall be prohibited, notwithstanding the amount of such coverage 
permitted by chapter 98 pertaining to zoning.



North Shore Mosquito Abatement District

Area of West 
Glenview not 

covered by NSMAD

2660 Pfingsten 



Detention Pond behind Culvers

Cook County Health and Human Services says a 
detention pond will not hold water. They will not 
treat the nuisance of mosquitos, only West Nile. 

This is contrary to the Village of Glenview. 

Photo Taken 12/14/2019



Detention Zoning in Glenview

According to Glenview Municipal Code Sec. 98-101 R-1 Residential District 
Regulations, Maximum lot coverage section 3 B.

"Detention/retention areas located on a lot shall be used when calculating lot size 
and impervious surfaces."

In the residential zoning district, detention and retention does not count as open 
space, making actual open space very small.

● The detention area is nearly 1 acre, leaving only 1.35 acres of “Open Space” on 
Lot 2



Open Space on the 
Landscaping Plan: 

The entire south section, Lot 2, 
consisting of 2.35 acres, which 
includes the detention area;

Any area with growing matter, 
such as flower beds, mulch and 
trees in the concrete parking 
islands;

All trees on the extreme 
periphery of the property.
 

The R-4 section cannot be counted in the Open 
Space calculation as it is a different zoning



4. Landscaping
Aihong Yu, 3840 Miller Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Landscaping

Disingenuous “View to Lot” Images 

Plans submitted January 28, 2021 show images of views to adjacent homeowners 
taken prior to tree removal suggesting residents continue to have screening from 
trees.

Reality can be shown with photos taken in the summer -- after trees were removed 
-- and this winter.



GW has submitted old pictures of viewpoints from the site

Most of the trees 
in these photos 
were destroyed!

See what it 
actually looks like 

now!

Lot 1

Lot 97



GW has submitted old pictures of viewpoints from the site

Lot 12



Lot 1 Before & After Trees Cut Down

Lot 1 before trees removed (GW photo) Lot 1 after trees removed



Lot 97 Before & After Trees Cut Down

Lot 97 before trees removed (GW photo) Lot 97 after trees removed



Lot 12 Before & After Trees Cut Down

Lot 12 before trees removed (GW photo) Lot 12 after trees removed



9. Preservation
Jason Noyer, 3823 Miller Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Pfingsten Road

22 big healthy trees on SE 
corner turned to wood chips



“It’s a great day to be in 
the wood chip making 

business” - Mitch Goltz

Post on Mitch Goltz’s LinkedIn Page - July 2020





Effect of 22 trees to screen from shopping center

February 2020 February 2021



>22 trees were clear cut along 
western edge of property



Second floor sight line view 
will not be covered by the 

proposed 10’ trees



Second floor sight line view 
before the trees were 

removed



Second floor sight line view 
after the trees were removed







West access drive where the protected trees once stood









● Preserve every 
healthy tree

● Plant mature 
trees

● Many 
evergreens for 
coverage all year



Willow Road Corridor Agreement
Dennis Basler, 2901 Highland Northbrook



Willow Road Corridor Agreement

An Intergovernmental Agreement 
Enter Into

By and Between
The Village of Northbrook

and 
The Village of Glenview

Dated March 12, 1990



Source: https://www.chicagotribune.com/news/ct-xpm-1990-03-13-9001210270-story.html

Glenview, Northbrook make pact
March 13, 1990 - Chicago Tribune

The Glenview and Northbrook Village Boards met in an 
unprecedented joint session Monday night in Glenview to 
approve a Willow Road Corridor Agreement that would 
settle three pending boundary lawsuits and end more than 
20 years of ill will and litigation.

Once confirmed by the courts, the agreement also would 
specify future boundaries, land uses, densities, traffic 
responsibilities and police jurisdictions along Willow Road, 
from the Techny development area on the east to the 
Tri-State Tollway and Sanders Road on the west.



Closing Remarks
Brett Hanley, 3800 Miller Drive

Site Plan
 Evaluation Criteria



Questionable 
Financial Projections

Appropriate Use of 
Requested Zoning

You’ve heard or read about…



Dangerous Traffic 
Conflicts

You’ve heard or read about…

Traffic Re-Routing



Significant Circulation 
Issues

You’ve heard or read about…

Roadways with 
Insufficient Capacity 



A Dense Plan next to 
Overburdened 

Roadways

You’ve heard or read about…

Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Safety



Quality of Life Impact

You’ve heard or read about…

Improper Tree 
Removal



Comprehensive Plan 
Mismatch

You’ve heard or read about…

Tax Incentive 
Requests for 825K ft2 

Warehouse



You’ve heard or read about…

Unmet Rezoning 
Standards


