MEMORANDUM

Date:

September 18, 2019

To:

Jeff Rogers AICP

Cc:

Commissioners

From: Adam Sidoti on behalf of concerned residents of Glenview
Re:

GW Properties
P2019-024 – 2660 Pfingsten Road – GW Properties Multi-Tenant Retail

Dear Commissioners:
Thank you for providing us all an opportunity to express our concerns over the proposed development at
the subject property. While there is extensive concern as to how the ordinance was passed, as well as the
validity of the ordinance itself, we understand that this is not the forum to discuss such issues. We are in
receipt of the petitioner’s September 17, 2019 submission, wherein several amendments were made in
order to address issues raised by both members of the Plan Commission as well as those of the public.
Despite several concessions of note, we believe the amended plan remains deficient in key areas.
Therefore, pursuant to Section 54-85 of the Glenview Municipal code, final site plan approval must be
denied for the following reasons:
1. The building and structure locations do not allow for the effective and efficient use of the
proposed development. They are not harmonious with adjacent property and traffic;
2. The scale of the project is inappropriate given the existing and proposed traffic patterns both in
and around the immediate area;
3. The vehicular and pedestrian circulation are severely compromised, creating dangerous traffic
movements and conditions, and is too reliant on courtesy gaps to relieve pressure; or
4. The development, taken as a whole, contains deficiencies and open questions about the adequacy
and safety of the stormwater detention facilities, particularly when considering the residential
component of the development.
Mr. Goltz incorrectly asserts that opposition to his development is opposition against any development.
That is simply not accurate. The vast majority of the people who have spoken and written are in favor of
development of this property. However, the concern is that we are settling for a plan that severely
impacts the health safety and welfare of the surrounding neighbors and is inconsistent with the values of
the Village of Glenview.
Chairman Bucklin stated that the petitioner “has every right to develop this piece of property,” and has
created a “wonderful plan” that “fits in with all the codes.” He also said that this reminds him of another
parcel of land in another part of Glenview where people were concerned with development of a temple,
and that there was “virtually no impact” years later. Looking at a completely unrelated piece of land being
developed for a completely different use is categorically not the standard by which Chairman Bucklin or

any commissioner should form a decision, and to publicly suggest that is irresponsible. That said,
Chairman Bucklin is correct that this land needs to be developed and will ultimately be developed. The
focus should be on whether this particular plan satisfies all the concerns that the Glenview commissioners
and residents have raised.
Intensity of the plan & Scale
Nearly every commissioner, except for Commissioner Bucklin, spoke to the concern that the density and
intensity of the project would have on existing and prospective traffic conditions. As several
commissioners noted, the intensity of the project is simply too high. The petitioner has done all he can
to squeeze four buildings into an area that simply cannot support such a footprint. Even with the
petitioner’s recent amendment to the plan that takes an insignificant amount of square footage off the
buildings, the same issues identified by the commissioners and the public still exist. Moreover, despite
multiple requests from residents and commissioners to consider the direction of the curb cuts, the
petitioner has still requested full in and out access on both sides of the property.
Commissioner Korman stated that the four buildings do not provide for harmonious transitions to the
nearby roadways and the grocery truck traffic ingress, egress and circulation presents a dangerous safety
situation. The amended submission from Mr. Goltz does not solve for those problems. Allowing vehicles
to form a deeper queue in the development on Pfingsten will create an even more dangerous condition
once trucks try to enter the property. Those trucks that wish to leave the property and return toward the
expressway will attempt to make a dangerous left hand turn onto west-bound Willow. Trucks that enter
the site off Pfingsten Road will cut around the front of the Grocery store, creating additional unsafe
conditions that simply do not exist at the neighboring shopping centers. Finally, for anyone who has
watched a truck back around a corner, it usually takes multiple people, lots of noise and lots of patience
to get it right. Truck drivers, who are measured on their efficiency of delivery, will always opt for the
easier delivery – through the front door. Despite requests from the Village engineer and others, the
petitioner has been unwilling to provide restrictions on the times of day that trucks may visit and serve
the commercial development. The Sept 17 plan still shows that trucks will enter off Willow and create a
dangerous condition by either backing into the loading bay or going across the front of the grocery for
their deliveries. This simply does not occur at other nearby shopping centers, and it is not appropriate for
this development either.
The amended report of Sept 17 attempts to address the intensity and scale by adjusting the orientation
of the building and reducing some square footage. These are cosmetic changes that help to create a 20
foot setback, but do little to reduce the overall density and intensity of the project. In fact, it may raise
another issue outlined in Section 54-85 of the Glenview Municipal Code, related to the reduction of green
space and landscaping.
Several members of the Plan Commission raised concern around the loading areas for the non-Grocery
buildings. At the meeting, Mr. Goltz stated that they don’t have that many deliveries and most are done
by smaller box trucks. The loading bays provided are still too small to accommodate the types of deliveries
needed, and now we have a grocery store that requires multiple deliveries per day, service retail that
requires 1-2 deliveries per week per store, and four restaurants, each requiring multiple deliveries per
day. The intensity of the project is such that it will significantly increase truck traffic through an already
stressed area. A reduction down in number of buildings is a clear solution to the circulation and intensity
problem that clearly plagues this plan.

Regarding the aesthetics, the petitioner is proposing merely an 8-foot fence. While we agree that it should
be solid, the Board has enforced a 9-foot fence at the Culvers site in Glenview1, and that site had always
been a commercial zoned area. In this case, the petitioner is clearly impeding on a significant amount of
green space, and the neighbors are entitled to more privacy than an 8-foot fence would provide.
Moreover, the green areas included in the original plan are now gone, replaced by more cement and
parking structures.
Traffic & Scale
Commissioner Duff correctly identified that the volume of traffic is not nearly as concerning as the
complexity. There is nothing in the amended drawings that the petitioner provided to address this issue.
In fact, you can see that traffic will get only more complex with the proposed curb cuts on the north side
of Willow. Even after being advised that right in, right out curb cuts on the south side of the street would
alleviate some dangerous maneuvers, the petitioner has failed to make any changes.
The expert traffic report takes the existing crash rate for the existing intersection and attempts to apply
3,600 new two-way trips to this crash rate. This is completely unsound analysis. The crash rate is as bad
as it is given existing conditions. Adding difficult maneuvers and additional vehicles attempting to make
those maneuvers will only serve to increase the crash rate, a point that is echoed by the village’s own
report. While the report addresses the delays caused by those looking to turn left across multiple lanes
of traffic, the report is silent as to the safety impact. The Village engineer did not conduct its own study;
rather it evaluated the methodology employed by the developer, and generally found it sufficient.
However, the Village engineer is clearly concerned with the impact of the development on the North side
of Willow, stating that that this impact “cannot be verified,” and asked for data around the projections.
The courtesy gaps that the petitioner relies on to support left turn out egress cannot be verified, and in
fact the author posits that it may not be enough to accommodate the amount of left turns that will be
needed. That will lead to greater risk and safety concerns. The queues that build up for vehicles heading
eastbound will adversely affect left turning vehicles, at least during peak hours and will continue to do so
even with proposed IDOT improvements.
The petitioner once again has failed to make any substantive changes that would have a calming effect on
surrounding traffic conditions. In his latest submission of 9/17/19, his only change that would impact the
traffic is the elongation of the queue on Pfingsten road. Based on the widened area of ingress and egress,
there is still an over reliance on the courtesy gap to allow left turns out of both areas.
Open Space - Storm water
Under single ownership, the applicant has not addressed storm water issues for the entire site. Given the
pictures of standing water on various properties adjacent to this property and very well-reasoned analysis
about runoff provided by the United States EPA, we simply need more information and studies to
determine what impact will be had. As this entire development must be considered, it is apparent that
more is needed to address this issue. There is nothing in the amended plan that addresses the concerns
residents will have about run-off and flooding.
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Mr. Goltz spoke about on-site underground retention/detention systems for the commercial side of the
property only. While these can store storm water for future release back into the environment, they are
not designed to improve the quality of storm water runoff. Mr. Goltz can address this by including a
treatment-train type system, but has neglected to do so, putting many of the neighbors and wildlife at
risk. The EPA, in a Sept 2001 posting, stated that underground storm retention/detention systems alone
will NOT satisfy most local storm water regulations.
Note on the Comprehensive Plan
The 2017 Glenview Comprehensive Plan Goal RD-11 provides guidance. RD-11.3 requires that
redevelopment efforts consider mitigation of the traffic and circulation, and that the plan should
incorporate open space elements with consideration of a conservation easement to preserve existing
natural features. It appears that the petitioner has simply ignored this guidance.
Other Concerns
Finally, all commissioners have stated that regardless of what development goes in on this parcel of land,
we must make the intersection and surrounding area safer for the school children and other pedestrians
who use the crosswalks. We would ask for an official, on the record, recommendation that the Village of
Glenview make the crosswalks south of the intersection of Pfingsten safer given the number of schools
and hospital and other uses. Moreover, we would ask for on the record recommendation of all reasonable
calming measures to ensure the safety of residential streets between Landwehr and Pfingsten.
Conclusion
Commissioners Ciolek, Duff, Witt and Kormen all expressed concern about traffic and circulation and the
impact on adjacent properties. These concerns are exacerbated when considering further development
on the north side of the street. None of their concerns have been addressed. There is no data provided
that can refute the engineer’s assertion that the left-hand turns proposed at both Willow and Pfingsten
will be too dangerous and too reliant on courtesy gaps to be sustainable. Commissioner Duff and others
referenced the setback concern, and felt that the number of buildings and their layout caused intensity
issues. Commissioner Fallon acknowledged what we all do – that this area will be developed. However,
we implore Commissioner Fallon and the other Commissioners to not settle for a plan simply because it
is the one before them. Rather, the commission must apply the standards for review fairly and with
common sense. The reasonable requests made by the commissioners have largely gone ignored by the
petitioner despite having had multiple opportunities to address the concerns. The plan commission, in
applying the standards under Section 54-85 of the Glenview Municipal Code, must vote no on this plan.
It must request that the developer present a plan that fits with not just zoning requirements but the high
standards set by Glenview for the benefit of the health safety and welfare of its residents.
Respectfully submitted,

Adam Sidoti
Adam Sidoti, Esq., on behalf of concerned residents of Glenview

Exhibit 1 – Sign on Plaza Del Prado Service Drive stating “No Deliveries or Vendor Traffic or Trash Removal
Daily Between 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M.”

Exhibit 1A – Photograph of garbage truck using Plaza Del Prado at 6:40 a.m. in direct violation of sign on
Exhibit 1

Exhibit 2: Traffic on Pfingsten heading north just south of the intersection. It takes two lights to clear this.
Note the vehicles who are seeking to turn left onto Willow are already in the left only lane that would
enter Plaza Del Prado. This is a daily occurrence during peak hours.

Exhibit 3 – Image taken from Drone above the subject property approximately 24 hours after a storm.
The water that is pooling on the property currently drains into the ground, reducing runoff. Note the
homes to the left represent those homes that are currently on north side of Miller Drive.

Exhibit 4 – Picture of smaller box truck using Miller Drive as a cut-through to avoid the Willow/Pfingsten
intersection at 6:45 a.m. on Sept 19, 2019. The vehicle made a left off Miller onto Pfingsten and continued
to Walgreens.

Exhibit 5 – Photograph taken from backyard of home on North side of Miller Dr, abutting to subject
property. Pooling of standing water would be greatly increased by impervious installation at Pfingsten
and Willow. This can be alleviated by more green area installed at south end of commercial property.

