
 

 
Agenda 

Village of Glen Ellyn 
Special Workshop Meeting 
Monday, February 29, 2016 

7:00 PM  
Glen Ellyn Civic Center, Room 301 

 

 

Village of Glen Ellyn 

Village Board Workshop Procedures Statement 
 

Visitors are most welcome to attend all meetings of the Village Board and can find copies of the Agenda on their chairs or online at 
www.glenellyn.org prior to the meeting. Any individual with a disability requiring a reasonable accommodation in order to participate in a 
meeting should contact the Village of Glen Ellyn ADA Coordinator, 630-469-5000, at least five (5) business days in advance of the next 
scheduled meeting. All matters on the Agenda may be discussed, amended, and acted upon. 

A. Call to Order 

B. Roll Call 

C. Pledge of Allegiance 

D. Audience Participation 

1. Open:  Members of the public are welcome to speak to any item not specifically listed 
on tonight’s agenda for up to three minutes.  For those items which are on tonight’s 
agenda, the public will have the opportunity to comment at the time the item is 
discussed.  In either case, please complete the Audience Participation form and turn 
it in to the Village Clerk.  It is requested that, if possible, one spokesman for a group 
be appointed to present the views of the entire group.  Speakers who are recognized 
are requested to step to a microphone and state their name, address and the group 
they are representing prior to addressing the Village Board. 

E. Proposed Vehicle Purchase for Police Department and Volunteer Fire Company: 
(Public Works Director Hansen and Fire Chief Bodony) (Discussion Only) 

1. Public Works Director Julius Hansen and Fire Chief Jim Bodony will present 
information regarding the proposed purchase of vehicles for the Police Department 
and Volunteer Fire Company. 

F. Proposed Enclaves of Glen Oak Subdivision: (Planning and Development Director 
Hulseberg) (Discussion Only) 

1. Planning and Development Director Staci Hulseberg will lead the discussion on the 
proposed Enclaves of Glen Oak Subdivision. 

G. Police Facility Update: (Police Chief Norton) (Discussion Only) 

1. Police Chief Phil Norton will provide an update on the Police Facility. 

H. Other Items 

I. Adjournment 
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Public Works Director Julius Hansen and Fire Chief  Jim Bodony will 
present information regarding the proposed purchase of  vehicles for 

the Police Department and Volunteer Fire Company. 

Background 
Annually, the Equipment Services Division evaluates the Fleet and determines which vehicles it will 
recommend for replacement. This decision is based on a number of factors including vehicle 
mileage, engine operating hours, mechanical condition, body condition, frame integrity, reliability, 
safety, operating cost, and the vehicle’s ability to meet the needs of the community and the 
department. Equipment Services then works with the Police and Fire Departments to understand 
their needs and to determine which vehicles and emergency equipment will meet those needs in a 
fiscally responsible way. We create a specification and obtain bids from numerous dealers and 
compare those to the Suburban Purchase Cooperative (SPC) and State of Illinois competitively bid 
contracts. The ESD then recommends the purchase be made from the lowest responsible bidder. 
 
Subject 
The Equipment Services Division orders new vehicles in early spring so that we can take delivery in 
the summer.  This allows us to upfit these vehicles in the summer and at a time of the year in which 
our workload allows this task.  Manufacturer cut-off dates have historically been during the months 
of April or May. This year Ford just informed us that the order cut-off date for the model year 2016 
Ford Utility Police Interceptor has been moved up to March 11, 2016 and the cut-off date for the 
model year 2016 Ford Expedition SSV/ Ford Expedition XL has been moved up to March 4, 2016. 
If we miss these ordering deadlines we will have to wait for the model year 2017’s and this would 
not allow us to upfit these replacement vehicles in a timely manner. 
 
The ESD requested and has obtained the SPC and State of Ilinois contracts for these vehicles. I 
have also requested proposals from numerous local dealerships. At this time, the lowest responsible 
proposal for the Police Utility Interceptor and the Expedition SSV is from Morrow Brothers Ford. 
The lowest responsible proposal on the Expedition XL is from Roesch Ford. These dealers have 
agreed to pre-order these vehicles prior to the Ford cut-off dates and the Village will have the ability 
to cancel the order with no financial obligation if the Village Board does not approve the purchase 
at the March 14, 2016 meeting. 
 
Action Requested 
Allow the Equipment Services Division to place orders for 1 Ford Police Utility Interceptor, 1 Ford 
Expedition SSV, and 1 Ford Expedition XL from the lowest responsible bidder and before the 
manufacturer’s cut-off dates.  These orders will be contingent on Village Board approval and can be 
cancelled with no financial obligation to the Village.   
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ATTACHMENTS: 

 SKM_C454e16022414330 (PDF) 
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Planning and Development Director Staci Hulseberg will lead the 
discussion on the proposed Enclaves of  Glen Oak Subdivision. 

Background.  Skar Development LLC, owner of property commonly as 21W576 Hill Avenue and 
contract purchaser of property commonly known as 0N208 and 0N220 Cumnor Avenue is 
requesting a number of approvals from the Village associated with their plans to annex the property 
to Glen Ellyn and construct a new 12-lot single-family home subdivision on the site.  
The subject property is located in unincorporated DuPage County, north of Country Club Lane 
between Whittier Avenue on the west and Cumnor Avenue on the east.  The Illinois Prairie Path is 
located north of the site (see attached map).  As part of the project, the property would be annexed 
to Glen Ellyn and zoned R2 Residential district.  A path connection between the site and Whittier 
Avenue to the west is proposed that would eventually lead to a Prairie Path connection one block to 
the west. 
On November 24, 2014, the petitioner received approval of an Annexation and Development 
Agreement, Preliminary Plat of Subdivision, Subdivision Variations and Zoning Variations for an 8-
lot subdivision at 21W576 Hill Avenue.  After the approvals were granted, the petitioner entered 
into a contract to purchase the properties at 0N208 and 0N220 Cumnor Avenue and subsequently 
revised the plans to include 4 additional lots and reconfigure the access to the site.  The changes to 
the plans were considered substantial changes and required the petitioner start the Village review 
process over. 
In order to proceed with the project, the petitioner is requesting a number of approvals as identified 
below.   
1. An annexation and recapture agreement for the development.  Among other things, the 

agreement would allow for the annexation of the property to the Village and for the recapture by 
the petitioner of some of the utility costs associated with extending water and sanitary sewer 
from its current location on Hill Avenue north on Cumnor Avenue to serve the proposed 
subdivision.  Recapture payments would be made as other properties in the area chose to 
connect to these services.  Pursuant to State Statute, the recapture agreement would have a term 
of 10 years and the annexation agreement would have a term of 20 years. 

2. The annexation of the property to the Village.  Upon annexation, the property would be zoned 
R2 Residential zoning district. 

3. The vacation of 12,521 square feet of the Acorn Avenue right-of-way located immediately north 
of the property.  Per a prior memo sent to the Board, the right-of-way would be vacated to the 
developer at no cost in recognition of the fact that the right-of-way is not currently under Village 
control and would only become the jurisdiction of the Village upon annexation of the site and in 
recognition of the considerable public improvements and new right-of-way that would be 
dedicated to the Village in association with the proposed subdivision.  A 10-foot wide pedestrian 
access easement would be maintained along the northern edge of the right-of-way. 
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4. Approval of a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision in accordance with Section 11-3-4 of the 
Subdivision Regulations Code. 

5. Approval of the following Variations from the Glen Ellyn Subdivision Regulations Code.   

a. A Variation from Section 11-4-4(E) to allow a right-of-way width of 50 feet in lieu of the 
minimum right-of-way width of 60 feet required.  

b. A Variation from Section 11-4-7(A) to allow the proposed sidewalk to terminate on Lot 1 
and only be located on one side of the street, adjacent to the proposed lots and to allow the 
absence of a sidewalk on the north side of the new street leading into the development.  

c. A Variation from Section 11-4-8 to allow the existing overhead utilities on the property and 
in the adjacent Cumnor Avenue right-of-way to remain above ground. 

d. A Variation to waive the land transfer regulations in Section 11-3-9 for a 20-foot wide strip 
of land leading from Hill Avenue to the main portion of the property.   

e. A Variation from Section 11-4-4(J) to allow a cul-de-sac bulb right-of-way diameter of less 
than 116 feet to accommodate the creation of a landscape buffer west of the proposed cul-
de-sac bulb.  (The overall diameter of the pavement in the bulb would comply with Code). 

f. A Variation from Section 11-4-2 to allow the creation of a flag lot where one would 
otherwise be prohibited.  

g. A Variation from Section 11-4-9(C) to allow the absence of parkway trees in the adjacent 
Cumnor Avenue right-of-way. 

6. Approval of the following variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code: 

a. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)1(a) to allow front yard setbacks of 20-feet on Lots 11 
and 12 in lieu of the minimum setback of 30-feet required. 

b. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)8(a) to allow a lot width of 50.3 feet, 15 feet and 58.46 
feet on Lots 2, 3 and 4 respectfully in lieu of the minimum lot width of 66 feet required. 

c. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)9 to allow a lot depth of 107 feet on Lot 12 in lieu of the 
minimum lot depth of 110 feet required. 

 
A number of the zoning and subdivision variation requests are carry overs from the original project.  
A comparison of the variation requests between the original project and new proposed project is 
below. 
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Plan Commission Recommendation.  The Plan Commission reviewed the requested Preliminary 
Plat of Subdivision, Subdivision Variations and Zoning Variations at a public hearing on January 28, 
2016.  Nine people spoke at the hearing and expressed concerns about the project.  By a vote of 5-4, 
the Plan Commission recommended approval of the project subject to a number of conditions.  
Those Commissioners voting “no” expressed concern about the lot variations, particularly the 
variation request to allow the creation of a flag lot.   
Following the Plan Commission meeting, the petitioner indicated that if the variations needed to 
proceed with the revised plan are not approved that they would proceed with the originally 
approved project and submit final subdivision plans for the same.  Please note that the 
Commission’s review of the project focused on the specific relief requested with the new plan and 
not the necessarily the merits of one plan versus the other. 

Staff Recommendation.  Staff believes that the new plan is superior to the original plan for a 
number reasons. 
1. With the original plan, the sanitary sewer was to run from Country Club Lane through an 

easement between two single-family home lots to serve the subdivision. With the revised plan, 
the sanitary sewer would be located in the Cumnor Avenue right-of-way which is preferable 
from a maintenance standpoint and in line with the long term utility plan for the area.  The 
revised utility plan is preferred by the Public Works Department. 
 

2. Testimony was presented at both public hearings about existing stormwater problems in the 
Country Club Lane and Whittier Avenue area resulting from the current uncontrolled flow of 
stormwater over the petitioner’s property and the properties northeast of the site.  Both plans 
should improve the existing stormwater conditions in the area through the construction of a 
new detention facility that the stormwater from the site would be directed to thereby reducing 
the volume of water sheet flowing to Country Club Lane.  The new project however would 
provide a greater stormwater improvement than the original plan as the addition of the Cumnor 
Avenue lots allows for a storm sewer and catch basin to be located near the Cumnor Avenue 
and Fairview Street intersection that would allow more of the existing runoff to be collected and 
diverted to the proposed detention facility.    
 

 Original Project New Project 

Right-of-Way Width x x 

Sidewalk on One Side of Street x x * 

Overhead Utility Lines to Remain x x * 

Future Waiver of Land Transfer Regulations 
for 20-foot strip 

x x 

Cul-de-Sac Bulb Diameter x x 

Flag Lot  x 

Parkway Trees on Cumnor  x 

Curvature of Road x  

Front Yard Setback of 20-feet on 2 lots x x 

Lot Width on 3 lots  x 

Lot Depth on one lot  X 

(*) Variation expanded with new project 
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3. With access off of Fairview Street, the subdivision is better integrated into the surrounding 
neighborhood.  

 
4. A previously approved variation for the radii of the road leading into the property, which was a 

significant topic of discussion with the original plan, has been eliminated with the revised design.  
The Volunteer Fire Company has indicated that they prefer the new design (see attached letter). 

 
5. Per the annexation agreement approved as part of the original project, the Village was to 

contribute $35,000 toward the construction of a water main on Cumnor Avenue.  While it was 
believed that the Village would recoup this money over time as property owners chose to 
connect to the new main, a Village contribution to the project is not proposed with the revised 
plan. 

 
Village Board Action.  Different voting requirements apply to the various requests.  The requested 
right-of-way vacation requires a 3/4 vote or 5 Trustees to approve, the annexation and recapture 
agreement requires a 2/3 vote or 4 Trustees to approve and the Subdivision and Variations require a 
simple majority vote.  Please note that Trustee Elliot will be recusing himself from consideration of 
the requests. 
The project is scheduled for discussion at a workshop meeting on Monday, February 29, 2016 and is 
tentatively scheduled for formal consideration at the March 14, 2016 meeting. 
cc: Greg Rose, KF Walter Homes 
 Nate Wynsma, William Ryan Homes 
 Tracy Kasson, Project Attorney 
 Maureen Egan, Project Engineer 
 Bob Minix, Public Works Professional Engineer 
 Ray Ulreich, Village Stormwater Engineer 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Aerial Photo with Zoning Overlay (PDF) 

 Draft January 28, 2016 Plan Commission Minutes (DOCX) 

 Resident Emails (2) (PDF) 

 Original Plan (PDF) 

 Letter from Chief Bodony (PDF) 

 Memorandum from Bob Minix and Ray Ulreich (DOCX) 

 Select Plans from Petitioner's Application Packet (PDF) 

 Draft Annexation and Recapture Agreement (PDF) 
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DRAFT 
PLAN COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
JANUARY 28, 2016 

 
The meeting was called to order by Acting Chairperson Jeff Girling at 7:01 p.m.  Plan 
Commissioners David Allen, Terra Costa Howard (arrived at 7:10 p.m.), Phillip Hartweg, Tracy 
Heming-Littwin,  Heidi Lannen, James Ozog, Ray Whalen and Lyn Whiston were present.  
Chairperson Mary Loch and Plan Commissioner Angela Fanella were excused.  Also present 
were Trustee Liaison Timothy O’Shea, Village Planner Michele Stegall, Village Stormwater 
Engineer Ray Ulreich and Recording Secretary Barbara Utterback.   
 
No general comments on non-agenda items were made by the public at this Plan Commission 
meeting. 
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Allen, to approve 
the minutes of the November 12, 2015 Plan Commission meeting.  The motion carried 
unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Allen, to approve 
the minutes of the December 10, 2015 Plan Commission meeting.  The motion carried 
unanimously by voice vote. 
   
PUBLIC HEARING – ENCLAVES OF GLEN OAK SUBDIVISION, 21W576 HILL AVENUE, 0N220 
CUMNOR AVENUE AND 0N208 CUMNOR AVENUE  
A PUBLIC HEARING WITH DISCUSSION, CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING 
REQUESTS FOR APPROVAL OF A PRELIMINARY PLAT OF SUBDIVISION, SUBDIVISION VARIATIONS 
AND ZONING VARIATIONS FOR PROPERTY C0MMONLY KNOWN AS 21W576 HILL AVENUE, 
0N220 CUMNOR AVENUE AND 0N208 CUMNOR AVENUE.  THE PETITIONER IS PLANNING TO 
ANNEX THE PROPERTY TO GLEN ELLYN AND IS MAKING THE REQUESTS TO ACCOMMODATE THE 
SUBDIVISION OF THE PROPERTY INTO 12 SINGLE-FAMILY HOME LOTS.  THE PROPERTY IS 
LOCATED NORTH OF COUNTRY CLUB LANE BETWEEN WHITTIER AVENUE ON THE WEST AND 
CUMNOR AVENUE ON THE EAST AND WOULD BE ZONED R2 RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICT 
UPON ANNEXATION.   
(Skar Development, owner of the property) 
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Allen, to open the 
public hearing.  The motion carried unanimously by voice vote. 
 
Staff Presentation 
 
Village Planner Michele Stegall and Village Stormwater Engineer Ray Ulreich were present to 
speak on behalf of the subject project.  Ms. Stegall stated that this public hearing is for a 12-lot 
subdivision known as the Enclaves of Glen Oak subdivision which includes 21W576 Hill Avenue,  
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0N208 Cumnor Avenue and 0N220 Cumnor Avenue.  She displayed the site on the overhead 
and stated that the entire area is approximately 4.5 acres.  Ms. Stegall stated that the subject 
property is currently in unincorporated DuPage County but would be annexed to Glen Ellyn as 
part of the project and zoned to the R2 Residential Zoning District.   
 
Ms. Stegall stated that in 2014 an 8-lot subdivision was planned for the 21W576 Hill Avenue 
property and she displayed that subdivision.  She stated that that plan was preliminarily 
approved by the Village Board in November of 2014 along with an annexation agreement.  Ms. 
Stegall stated that this plan included a road coming in off of Acorn Avenue and there was a 
sharp bend in the curve.  She also stated that sanitary sewer was also reaching the property 
through an easement on two Country Club Lane lots.  Ms. Stegall stated that after the 
petitioner received preliminary approval of this plan, they entered into a contract to purchase 
the Cumnor Avenue property and appeared before the Plan Commission in May of 2015 for a 
pre-application conference to discuss going with a different 12-lot plan similar to the one 
before the Plan Commission this evening.   
 
Ms. Stegall displayed a landscape plan for the subject project and stated that staff believes this 
revised plan is superior to the original plan and with this plan, the sharp bend in the curb that 
was the product of an access on Acorn Avenue goes away.  She also stated that the street is 
now more code compliant, at least in regard to the curvature of the road there, and the public 
utilities (water and sanitary sewer) are coming up Cumnor Avenue and then enter the property.  
She added that having both public utilities in the public right-of-way is better for the Village in 
terms of future maintenance and repair.   
 
Ms. Stegall stated that because the new plan is substantially different from the previous plan, 
the petitioner was required to start the process over; therefore, this project is being considered 
as a brand new application and is in the preliminary plat stage.  She stated that there are a 
number of variations being requested, many of which are carryovers from the original plan and 
which have been discussed at length in the past and that she planned to provide an overview of 
only the new or modified variation requests.  She stated that the first variation is regarding 
sidewalks.  She stated that the code requires sidewalks to be constructed on both sides of all 
new roads, however, with the original approval, a variation was granted to allow the absence of 
a sidewalk on the west side of the street in order to accommodate a landscape buffer between 
the new road and the properties on Whittier Avenue.  She added that staff believes there is a 
benefit to having that buffer.  She stated that what is different with this application is the 
request to allow the absence of a sidewalk on the north side of the new Fairway Court Road 
leading into the site.  She stated that a landscape buffer is also proposed in that area to the 
benefit of the neighbor to the north and staff has suggested looking at that between now and 
the final review to see if a buffer and a sidewalk could be accommodated at that location.  Ms. 
Stegall stated there was also a variation previously approved regarding  utility undergrounding 
and that variation has been expanded to also include the properties with Cumnor Avenue  
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frontage.  She stated that there was also a variation to allow the absence of parkway trees on 
Cumnor Avenue which is very narrow adjacent to the subject site and a 5-foot sidewalk is being 
installed in that area which allows very little room to install trees.  Ms. Stegall also stated that a 
subdivision variation is also being requested to allow the creation of a flag lot (Lot 3) which is 
prohibited by code. 
 
Ms. Stegall stated that three zoning variations are also being requested by the petitioner.  She 
stated that the first variation is for lot width, adding that the property will be zoned in the R2 
Zoning District which requires a minimum of a 66-foot wide lot for an interior lot.  She stated 
that the variations are being requested on Lots 2, 3 and 4 and lot width is measured at the 
minimum required front yard building setback.  She added that the width of Lot 2 would be 
50.3 feet, Lot 3 (the flag lot) would be 15 feet and Lot 4 would be 58.46 feet.  She also stated 
that all of these lots open up and become wider as one goes further back on the properties.  
Ms. Stegall stated there is also a variation for lot depth for Lot 12 and the code requires a 
minimum depth of 110 feet.  She stated that along the eastern property line, that lot has a 
width of 111 feet, however, there is a jog in the lot line in the last 18-1/2 feet of the property 
which creates a lesser depth in that area.  She added that when lot depth is measured, the 
length of the two side yard lot lines are averaged which ends up here at 107 feet.  Ms. Stegall 
then stated that on Lots 11 and 12, a variation is being requested to allow 20-foot front yard 
setbacks on those properties in lieu of the 30 feet required.  She added that a variation was also 
approved on the original plan to allow 20-foot setbacks on two of the lots.   
 
Ms. Stegall stated that a 20-foot strip of the property extends to Hill Avenue and with both the 
original application and this application, the plan for this strip exclusively is to remove the 
driveway and grass that strip.  She stated that, at staff’s suggestion, a rather unique variation 
was advertised for that waived some of the Village’s land transfer requirements in relation to 
this strip.  Ms. Stegall also stated that staff has met with the County and come to a conceptual 
agreement to allow a path to be constructed on County property and connected to the 
sidewalk on Whittier Avenue which would then lead to a Prairie Path connection a block to the 
west.                          
 
Petitioner’s Presentation 
                            
Present were Tracy Kasson, Project Attorney, Rathje Woodward, 300 E. Roosevelt Road, 
Wheaton, Illinois, Nate Wynsma, consultant with William Ryan Homes, and Maureen Egan, 
Project Engineer.  Mr. Kasson stated that after having gone through the first process, the 
petitioner decided to try to enhance that plan when additional land became available.  He also 
stated that two exhibits were presented that included all of the responses to their zoning and 
subdivision standards and the flash drive material that will be presented at this meeting.  
 
Nate Wynsma with Skar Development stated that the subject project began in 2014 when they 
appeared before the Plan Commission at which time that project was approved.  He added that  
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they have appeared before the Plan Commission three times.  He stated that they have since 
acquired parcels on Cumnor Avenue which allowed for a larger project with a better approach 
to the property, and he displayed exhibits of the original and proposed plans.  He described the 
original plan which he stated was an improvement to the area from a stormwater standpoint.  
Mr. Wynsma stated that when they added the Cumnor Avenue properties, they needed to re-
engineer the entire site because they will now pick up unincorporated unimpeded run-off from 
Cumnor Avenue that will drain south and crosses over, in part, their Lots 11 and 12.  He added 
that they will detain that water on site, focusing it into their water basin and treating it from 
there.  Mr. Wynsma stated that the most obvious change in their plans was the access point 
which placed the project closer to Hill Avenue and improved the window, the access, the 
connection to the existing neighborhood and the alignment with Fairway Drive as well as 
changing the traffic pattern of what will be generated by this development.  He added that 
traffic will not be brought up Cumnor to Acorn any longer.  Mr. Wynsma stated that they have 
eliminated the need for any disturbance to Country Club Lane as utilities will be brought up 
Cumnor and in from Hill and Cumnor into the subject site at Fairway.  He stated that he feels 
the uphill design of the cul-de-sac versus the downhill design will make for a better feel for this 
community.  He stated that they are still focused on a single-loaded road with the lots being on 
the east side, a variation in the road width, a variation in the sidewalk on one side and a 
landscape buffer from the street to the property line.  Mr. Wynsma also stated that because 
there is so much topography to the site, its character is accentuated and the lots are reflective 
of a custom community.  He also stated that they wanted an interconnection with the 
neighborhood.  Mr. Wynsma stated that the connection at Fairway is an improvement and the 
adjustments made on the north end of the plan will accommodate what is now a 16-foot 
easement on the west side of Lot 1 which is a continuation of the landscape buffer but also the 
path connection intended to be a continuation of a concrete sidewalk from the subject 
property to Whittier.  He added that a 10-foot easement is located across the backs of Lots 1, 2 
and 3 to accommodate a potential future path connection.   
 
Mr. Wynsma stated that the development will be a custom community and he displayed some 
architectural styles they intend to build at this site.  He added that the homes will be 3,000 
square feet and up with price points from mid-$800,000 to in excess of $1,000,000.   
 
Civil Engineer Maureen Egan stated that the existing site is 4.65 acres which includes the new 
Cumnor Avenue parcels and with an addition of .29 acres of Acorn Avenue which will be 
vacated at the north end.  She stated that the site currently has two vacant homes and some 
accessory structures located there.  She also stated that the topography is rather severe with a 
30-foot difference from the northeast corner to the southwest corner.  Ms. Egan displayed and 
described an aerial photo of the subject site.  She also displayed an existing drainage map and 
stated that the entire site drains from north to south with a couple of offsite areas to the north 
that drain toward the site and two larger drainage areas—one that is the rear yard of the  
Cumnor Avenue lot that drains through the subject site from the northeast to the southwest 
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and another that drains to the front yard of the Cumnor Avenue lot as well as a portion of the 
Prairie Path that comes down Cumnor and drains through to Glen Oak Estates.   
 
Ms. Egan stated that the entrance to the proposed development will be at Fairway with a 
proposed 60-foot right-of-way and a cul-de-sac bulb.  She indicated the detention basin is on 
the southwest where all of the drainage begins to go.  Ms. Egan also displayed the preliminary 
engineering plan and stated that the sanitary sewer will connect at Hill Avenue and come up 
Cumnor to Fairway and then up through the subdivision.  She added that the water main will 
also be connected at Hill, go up Cumnor to Fairway, across Lots 11 and 12 and then jump to the 
other side and the remaining lots.  She also stated that storm sewer will pick up the on-site 
drainage and bring it to the detention basin which is what is done on the south side of the site.  
She stated that storm sewers will be located on the north side of the cul-de-sac that are 
planned to intercept all of the offsite drainage coming from the north and dump it into their 
detention basin.  She added the water will no longer go south but will be released into an 
outlot.  She stated that the outlot is an existing driveway that will be removed and which will be 
vegetated and will become a swale that will carry water from the detention basin down to Hill 
Avenue.  Ms. Egan also stated that a 16-foot landscape buffer will run along the cul-de-sac and 
they worked with staff to provide a pathway connection to Whittier and the revision was taking 
the sidewalk and heading north in an easement that would be along Lot 1.  She added that the 
path would head to the west.  She added that there will be a sidewalk and an easement along 
Lot 1 and a continued concrete sidewalk connected to the Whittier walk which would allow 
them to connect to the Prairie Path further to the west.        
 
Ms. Egan displayed a proposed drainage exhibit that showed that the extension of the two 
Cumnor Avenue lots allows them to pick up the drainage area to the north that was continuing 
south on Cumnor and will now be routed through the site through a storm sewer and the 
roadway into their detention basin which will outlet the restrictor into Outlot B which will 
eventually get to Hill Avenue.  Ms. Egan stated that the detention basin has 6-1/2 feet of 
bounce and will route through some of the offsite drainage and re-direct it to the south.                                 
 
Ms. Egan also displayed an offsite path plan extension exhibit which they worked with staff to 
create and which was reviewed with DuPage County Highway Department to have conceptual 
approval with them to make this connection. 
 
Ms. Egan displayed a landscape plan and stated that it has parkway trees and a lot of buffering 
vegetation along the west property line.  She added that they are trying to save as many trees 
along the perimeter as possible.  She stated that a preliminary tree study was done that 
classified the trees as good or bad.  She added that many trees will be saved and additional 
plantings will be located along the perimeter.  Ms. Egan stated that an approximately 16-foot 
landscape buffer will be located near a neighbor and that the rationale for the sidewalk being 
on the east side of the street and then coming down and crossing in front of the lots on the  
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south was to have the largest possible buffer for that neighbor.  She stated that a storm sewer 
system needs to be put in that buffer to accept the drainage from the north.   
 
Mr. Kasson stated that some of the variations are carry-overs from the previous project.  He 
stated that, in general, the property is an in-fill parcel bounded by other existing residential 
neighborhoods to the east, west and south and requires the proposed cul-de-sac design.  He 
stated they have the ability to be under contract to purchase the property to the south which 
reverses the cul-de-sac design and allows a better entrance point off of Fairway as well as a 
better infrastructure.  He stated that the cul-de-sac design to the north leads to the lot width 
variations on Lots 2, 3 and 4 and the reduction in Lot 3, the flag lot, allows them to access the 
lot from the cul-de-sac and be part of the neighborhood.  He stated that the other alternative 
would be to have that lot access from Acorn where it currently dead ends, however, this 
alternative would not allow the property owners to feel a part of the neighborhood or to have  
public safety personnel available.  He added that it would be the best case scenario to have a 
wide width for that lot and his team feels that would be one of the most desirable lots in this 
subdivision.  He stated that the flag lot will not look different from any other lot in the 
subdivision and will keep all of the homes as part of the subdivision.  Mr. Kasson stated that the 
other lots are created by the cul-de-sac bulb and also the easement that the Village requested 
on Lot 1 on the western end.  He also stated that the lots are measured at the front yard 
setback and the lot was due to open up after that and after approximately 10 feet north of that 
they would actually be 66 feet or wider.  He stated that this project does not have any impact 
on adjoining properties.  Mr. Kasson also stated that front yard setback variations were 
approved on the previous plan for former lots on the west side of the subdivision.  He stated 
that variations are now being request for Lots 11 and 12 that come in off of the street and 
border the detention pond.  He stated that the 20-foot setback in lieu of the required 30-foot 
setback is to maintain the rear yard for those lots and then back up to the adjoining single-
family homes to the south.  He also stated that the 8-foot lot depth variation on Lot 12 is due to 
the jog in that property on the west end although the house would be built in the area that has 
the 112-foot depth.  Mr. Kasson stated that all of the lots meet the Village’s lot size require-
ments so there are no variations requested and all of the variations are internal to the 
subdivision.  Mr. Kasson stated that some of the subdivision variations are carry-overs from the 
previous plan and dealt with the design of the street in the cul-de-sac—the reduction of the 
street right-of-way width, the cul-de-sac right-of-way radius and the construction of sidewalks 
on one side.  The reason for this variance is to have the greatest transition to the west and 
added that there is no reason to have a sidewalk on the west side of that street.  He stated that 
there is no reason to have the sidewalk on the north side as one enters in order to have the 
greatest landscaping by that property.  Mr. Kasson stated that the flag lot borders two of the 
internal proposed lots and is a better feel with better access for the neighborhood and public 
safety regarding avoiding confusion.  He added that all new electrical lines will be located 
underground for this subdivision and the existing overhead lines were approved as part of the 
previous subdivision.  He stated that there will be no parkway trees on Cumnor as there will be 
no room for them as sidewalks will be installed.                           
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Responses to Questions from the Plan Commission 
 
Plan Commissioner Whiston stated that Tim Connors of the Country Club Lane Homeowners 
Association was concerned regarding stormwater on Cumnor Avenue between Fairway and Hill 
and flooding on Country Club Lane and asked how these properties will be affected by the  
proposed project.  Mr. Kasson stated the subject project will improve the water situation for 
those areas.  Village Stormwater Engineer Ulreich also responded that the situation on Country 
Club Lane will be improved by the proposed project because the water is now being directed 
there over land uncontrolled but will be captured and brought into the stormwater detention 
basin with the new development.  Plan Commissioner Allen asked for clarification regarding a 
swale between Outlot A and Hill Avenue.  Ms. Egan explained that the swale is actually a small 
depression that will carry the stormwater overflow to the detention basin and will be directed 
to Outlot B.  She added that there is a storm sewer that will connect the flows in the detention 
basin to the storm sewer so the swale is a directional flow to Hill Avenue so that it is taken 
away from the properties on either side and it will take that overflow and design that swale to 
accept the amount of overflow that is necessary.  She added that is probably done by the 
existing road currently and that road will be dropped down approximately 6 inches to convey 
the water to Hill Avenue.  She also responded to Plan Commissioner Allen that the expectation 
of the overflow situation is in the 100 year storm (2% chance) and that they will route all of the 
water from their property and off of their property.  Ms. Egan responded to Plan Commissioner 
Heming-Littwin that they did not want a sidewalk on the north side of the lot coming off of 
Cumnor to help capture the water coming down because it would lessen the amount of area 
they would have to sink a low area and accept the water so that it would go into the storm 
sewer.     Mr. Kasson added that the sidewalk would not be heavily used as there are only 12 
homes at that location.  Mr. Kasson responded to Plan Commission Whalen that a new home 
on Lot 12 would not be located where the jog is but instead within the 110-foot depth.  Plan 
Commissioner Whalen also asked if the side yard setbacks should be more than  
6-1/2 feet as the lots are larger and Ms. Stegall responded that the setback would be the 
greater of either the 6-1/2 feet or 10% of the lot.  Mr. Kasson added that they intend to meet 
the code regarding side yard setbacks.   
 
Plan Commissioner Whalen asked if a carriage walk could be considered for the north side of 
Fairway and Ms. Stegall responded that the petitioner could check with the Public Works 
Department regarding a sidewalk at that location.  Plan Commissioner Whalen asked about 
reducing the sidewalk width and Mr. Ulreich stated that 5 feet is standard, however, 4 feet is 
not unacceptable.  Mr. Kasson stated that they feel the least impervious surface is better.  Plan 
Commissioner Allen asked if permeable pavers have been considered for a portion of the path.  
Mr. Ulreich responded that the need for permeable pavers goes away as volume control, 
detention control for flooding and water quality are considered.  Plan Commissioner Allen 
asked where the swale would end, and Mr. Ulreich responded the water would be directed 
toward Hill and follows the natural path into the road.                                                          
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Persons in Favor of or in Opposition to the Requests 
 
Tim Connors, 520 Country Club Lane, Glen Ellyn, IL thanked Ray Ulreich for his responses and 
stated he felt that there will be improvement on Country Club Lane with the new subdivision.  
He stated that Cumnor Avenue goes all the way to Hill Avenue and if all of Country Club estates 
was shown on a map, the subdivision turns.  He said that Mr. Ulreich stated that the majority of 
the surface water that will be grabbed from the extension onto Cumnor is going to be from the 
middle of Cumnor Avenue to the west.  He stated that he is concerned about the middle of 
Cumnor Avenue to the east as it turns toward Hill Avenue.  He stated that this development will 
happen and wondered who will improve the area from Fairway to Hill Avenue.  He stated that 
there will be one lot on the south side of Cumnor Avenue that is yet to be annexed and he did 
not feel that one lot will be held to pay for improvements of stormwater, sidewalks, curbing, 
etc.  Mr. Connors also stated that someone at the last Plan Commission meeting recommended 
that, regarding Lots 11 and 12, in order to stay consistent with the way the homes were facing 
the streets in the area, that that become one lot facing Cumnor as opposed to two facing the 
new Fairway Lane.  He added that he felt that design would be more aesthetically pleasing.  Mr. 
Ulreich responded that the petitioner will pick up the water that is draining toward their 
property and treat the offsite water at their option.  He stated that there is still drainage that 
comes down toward Cumnor Avenue to Hill Avenue and some of the concern was whether or 
not that was being captured by the ditching and the roadway at Cumnor enough to divert it to 
Hill Avenue or is it crossing over south of this development and coming into Country Club Lane.  
He added this is irrespective of the subject development.  Mr. Ulreich also responded that 
whether or not there can be improvements to Cumnor from Hill and who will pay for those 
improvements does not relate to this development.  The petitioner confirmed for Mr. Connors 
that the homes constructed on Lots 11 and 12 will face north.  Mr. Connors stated that those 
will be the only two homes on the entire street facing that direction and all of the other homes 
will face Cumnor.  He added that he felt one house facing Cumnor would be more consistent.  
He added that this was brought up at a previous Plan Commission meeting (pre-application 
meeting per this site) and he wondered why it did not happen.  Mr. Wynsma responded that 
that the plan could be more consistent with the unincorporated DuPage County neighborhood 
to the east but inconsistent with the new development.  He added that all of the homes are 
facing the new street and are fronting new Village right-of-way with sidewalk directly in front of 
their homes.   
 
John Webb, 498 Country Club Lane, Glen Ellyn, Illinois indicated on a map where he lives and 
stated that 12 more houses will have access to use Cumnor to get to that location, however, 
the petitioner is not being required to develop that area which will mean no sewers and no 
curbs.  He stated that flag lots have always been prohibited in Glen Ellyn.  He also stated that 
when they wanted to build two houses for themselves on two lots in the area, they were told 
they would need to develop Cumnor with curbs, gutters, sidewalks, trees and lights.  Mr. Webb 
also asked if there is a pipe underground on Hill Avenue and Mr. Ulreich responded yes.  Mr. 
Webb stated that water in the area currently cannot be handled.  Mr. Webb also felt that there  
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were too many variations being requested for the subject project.  When Plan Commissioner 
Ozog asked how many variations were being requested, Ms. Stegall stated that there were 
seven variations being requested from the subdivision code and three variations being 
requested from the zoning code.  Mr. Webb added that there was another variation from the 
side yard being requested.     
 
Frank McKenna, 519 Whittier, Glen Ellyn, Illinois stated that the utility access for the road 
currently coming from Hill up to the existing property has all of the ComEd, Comcast and 
telephone wires and those utilities have the right-of-way to use that road for those above-
ground lines.  He stated that since the area will be a swale now for water flow and will not be 
accessible for utility trucks, will there still be a right-of-way for the utility people to enter the 
area.  Mr. Wynsma stated that the easements will not change as far as access if they use the 
private drive today.  He added that it will be accessed the same as any other rear yard 
easement with overheads.   
 
David Oberst, 525 Whittier Avenue, Glen Ellyn, Illinois stated that his topic is always the light 
coming to the back of his house.  He stated he feels the new plan is better.  He asked as cars 
come around turn, will the landscape buffering block the lights on the cars which are getting 
brighter?  Ms. Egan stated that they have new parkway trees planned which are tall, existing 
trees which they are going to try to retain along the west end and some shrubs are planned.  
She stated she is not sure what the height of the shrubs is but believes there is dense 
vegetation planned for the west side that should block some of the light.  Ms. Stegall added 
that the landscape plan and light were reviewed.  Mr. Ulreich stated that one of the reasons 
they wanted to avoid having a sidewalk at that location was so that they could have a 2-foot 
high berm with landscaping on it so that light could be blocked.   
 
Michael Lapetina, 511 Whittier, Glen Ellyn, Illinois stated he wanted to follow Mr. Oberst’s 
question about light and asked what type of street lighting is being proposed for this 
development and where those placements are being approximated and whether there are any 
reflectors to force that light back in to the new development as opposed to their rear yards or 
homes.  Ms. Egan stated that three residential streetlights are planned and she explained 
where they would be located.  Mr. Ulreich displayed the Village’s standard lighting detail for 
streetlights in response to Acting Chairperson Girling and added that shields can be put on 
them.   
 
Gina Clifford, 157 Riverwalk Court, Elgin, Illinois stated that she supported John and Tim in their 
comments and represents the person who lives at the corner of Cumnor and Fairway who 
would have the biggest concern.  She stated that as one comes out of Cumnor, there are 
additional lots and she indicated where she lives off of Hill.  She indicated a unit that is not 
developed which concerns them because currently their house is for sale and no one will 
purchase it as they would need to bring through sewer and water.  She asked what approvals  
 

Attachment: Draft January 28, 2016 Plan Commission F.1.b

Packet Pg. 19



PLAN COMMISSION         -10-      JANUARY 28, 2016 
 
are needed before the development begins and added that until that approval is received, they 
cannot improve their property because they have to bring in sewer and water.  Ms. Stegall 
responded that part of what is happening with this project is something that goes to the Village 
Board and not the Plan Commission which is the development of an annexation agreement and 
a recapture agreement for the water and sanitary sewer being constructed on Cumnor Avenue.  
She stated there are other properties, including the one owned by the person Ms. Clifford 
represents, who could benefit by the utilities going in.  Ms. Stegall added they are still working 
through the final details of that agreement in terms of the developer’s ability to potentially 
recapture some of that cost if other people were to hook on.  She stated that a couple of 
people have contacted the Village regarding doing something with the lot Ms. Clifford was 
talking about but without knowing what the numbers are yet, she believes they’re in a hold 
pattern.  She stated that when this project goes to the Village Board, the costs will be known.   
 
Dennis Anest, 0N282 Cumnor Avenue, Glen Ellyn, Illinois stated that children go to school and 
people walk through a path from the existing Cumnor area to the subject area and future 
developments in that area were touched on.  He stated he wanted to be sure access will not be 
cut off for children walking to school in this area.  Mr. Kasson responded that there is a 10-foot 
easement along that area and if the Village wants to install some type of path, it would be a 
public access easement.  He added that if the Village wants the easement, it will be provided.  
Mr. Anest stated he encourages such an easement.   
 
Harry Snodgrass, 0N240 Cumnor Avenue, Glen Ellyn, Illinois asked for confirmation that the 
buffer and the berm will be the same north on the road coming in as to the west and asked for 
that to be firmed up on the plans.  Ms. Egan stated that on the landscape buffer between the 
road and his lot is a 16-foot wide space.  She added that a berm would be difficult.  She added 
that the plan will be heavily landscaped.   
 
Molly Webb, 498 Country Club Lane, Glen Ellyn, Illinois stated that she is a former homeowner 
of 980 Hill Avenue, Glen Ellyn.  She stated that her concerns from raising children on Hill 
Avenue and then moving into Country Club Lane are sidewalks and public safety.  She invited 
those present to drive down Cumnor Avenue which is a very narrow road without sidewalks 
and curbs and with many joggers and bikers is a safety concern.  Ms. Webb responded to Acting 
Chairperson Girling that she is concerned regarding the sidewalk coming out from the new 
development as they say they want it to be part of the development but she does not feel it is 
part of the development as it stops where the development starts.  Mr. Kasson stated that they 
will have a sidewalk adjacent to Lot 11 along the Cumnor right-of-way and that covers the 
whole width of the right-of-way.  He stated that as other lots are potentially annexed and 
redeveloped, that may be what the Village will require in the future of other property owners.  
He added that sidewalks and curbs are not their obligation regarding this subdivision.  Ms. 
Webb stated more traffic is being added, and Mr. Kasson responded that any subdivision adds 
traffic. 
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John Webb of 498 Country Club Lane, Glen Ellyn, Illinois spoke again and stated that when he 
wanted to purchase the subject property, he would have been required to curb and extend 
sewer from Hill to Fairway on Cumnor to get access to sewer and water.  He added that if the 
petitioner is using Cumnor as a right-of-way, they are not improving it.  He also asked if the 
petitioner was developing the property, why were they not adding a curb.  Mr. Kasson 
responded that they are not developing the roadway.  Ms. Stegall provided a background 
regarding Mr. Webb wanting to purchase the subject property several years ago, and some 
public improvements would have been required as part of that project with some cost sharing 
with the Village.  She added that that project did not go forward.  Ms. Stegall stated that there 
are extensive public improvements going in with this development and several negotiations 
have taken place.  She added that variations are being requested for items that do not meet the 
code. 
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Whiston, to close 
the public hearing.  The motion carried unanimously by voice vote.              
 
Comments from the Plan Commission                                        
 
Plan Commissioner Whiston stated he was overall in favor of the subject proposal.  He added 
that his major concern is stormwater, however, he is satisfied that the work that is done will 
benefit many of the neighbors  and do no harm to anyone else.  He noted the concern 
regarding the number of variations being requested and stated he did not have a problem with 
that number as they are basically internal within the subdivision and will not impact the 
neighbors.  He stated that although the Village has a general view against flag lots, he is 
satisfied with the flag lot given the topography at this site.  
 
Plan Commissioner Hartweg echoed Plan Commissioner Whiston’s views.  He felt that the 
petitioner has done a good job of addressing the neighbors’ concerns regarding sidewalks, 
stormwater, and the paths that are an objective to work on.   He stated that vacated space 
regarding the Village easement is good.  He also stated that the drainage issue will exist and 
that snow and ice will be a problem.  He did not feel that traffic generated from 12 new homes 
would be excessive.  He stated that years ago, a precedent was set when new homes near Glen 
Crest School faced the street which he feels has worked out well.  He added that he felt positive 
regarding this project.   
 
Plan Commissioner Lannen stated that she agreed with the other Plan Commissioners.  She also 
stated that, although outside of the variations requested, the roadway from Hill up to and on 
Cumnor is very narrow and without sidewalks, and, with these additional homes, she hopes 
that it is being noted that this roadway may need to be improved accordingly for safety.   
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Plan Commissioner Ozog stated that he agreed with Plan Commissioner Lannen.  He stated he 
was concerned about the pathway on the northern end and believes it is imperative because of 
traffic and pedestrian traffic, especially children going to school, that this be made a condition  
of approval.  He stated he does not understand where the sidewalk ends and comments made 
that it is not the Village’s responsibility makes it sound like the Village does not care.  He added 
that those in the audience care and it is important to listen to the neighbors.  He stated he will 
be in support with respect to the condition on the north end but still has concerns regarding 
the sidewalk entrance.  
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin stated that she concurs with the majority of the Plan 
Commissioners who have spoken.  She stated she understands the concern over the roadway 
and not having sidewalks in the area of Cumnor although due to the fact that the majority of 
that area is not currently under Village control and all lots butting up into that area are not 
currently annexed makes it difficult for any plan to take place.  She added that she does not 
believe it is the responsibility of the developer to have to develop property along the way as 
that has not been required in the past.  She stated that she is fine with the way the subject plan 
is presented.  
  
Plan Commissioner Allen stated that he feels the access point to Whittier is essential because of 
the foot path that currently exists.  He also stated that he has been able to get comfortable 
with the flag lot as there will be no harm to surrounding residents as it is located within the 
subdivision.  He requested that the north side of Fairway Court be investigated as it comes into 
the property to see if something can be put there.  He also was concerned that Lots 11 and 12 
do not reflect the Cumnor properties.  He stated that overall the current plan is much better 
than the previous plan due to the way the water issues were addressed and the way the infra-
structure is being done.  He also stated that he was not in support of a portion of Item 2b 
(“absence of a sidewalk on the north side of the new street leading into the development.”) 
which he would like to remove in light of condition 9 which indicates that the petitioner and the 
Village work together to see what might be possible.   
 
Plan Commissioner Whalen felt the subject project is better than the one approved previously, 
however, stated that he has some concerns.  He stated that the flag lot is a concern and would 
be created by the developer to create another alternative to have access.  He stated that 
another concern would be the precedent created by the flag lot.  He also stated that he would 
like to see Lots 11 and 12 combined into one lot to improve some of the variations that are 
needed.  He felt that the sidewalk to the north is almost required and he stated he had a 
concern regarding safety there as people would be crossing in the middle of the street instead 
of at a crosswalk.     
 
Plan Commissioner Howard stated she was not a Commission member at the previous meetings 
regarding this project.  She felt that the sidewalk is a safety issue as there will be families with 
children in that area.  She also stated that she agreed with Plan Commissioner Whalen  
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regarding flag lots.  She also stated that the above-ground utilities are a possible issue or 
hardship that may or may not be caused to the homes on Whittier.  She stated that 
undergrounding utilities would be a major cost to a developer but they can be undergrounded.  
She also expressed concern regarding setbacks.   
Acting Chairperson Girling felt that the petitioner has done a commendable job with a tough 
site, however, stated that he had issues with the flag lot and crosswalk and, therefore, was not 
supportive of the proposed project.  
 
Plan Commissioner Ozog stated he was not supportive of the proposed project after hearing 
comments by Plan Commissioner Howard and Acting Chairperson Girling. 
 
Motion 
 
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Hartweg, that 
having considered the applications of Skar Development for approval of a Preliminary Plat of 
Subdivision, Subdivision Variations and Zoning Variations for a proposed 12-lot subdivision 
known as the Enclaves of Glen Oak to be located at 21W576 Hill Avenue, 0N208 Cumnor 
Avenue and 0N220 Cumnor Avenue, that the Plan Commission adopt the findings of fact in the 
petitioner’s application packet and presented by the petitioner at the public hearing as well as 
the findings included in the deliberations of the Plan Commission and recommend approval of 
the following:  1. Approval of a Preliminary Plat of Subdivision in accordance with Section 11-3-
4 of the Subdivision Regulations Code.  2. Approval of the following Variations from the Glen 
Ellyn Subdivision Regulations Code:  a. A Variation from Section 11-4-4(E) to allow a right-of-
way width of 50 feet in lieu of the minimum right-of-way width of 60 feet required.  b. A 
Variation from Section 11-4-7(A) to allow the proposed sidewalk to terminate on Lot 1 and only 
be located on one side of the street, adjacent to the proposed lots.  c. A Variation from Section 
11-4-8 to allow the existing overhead utilities on the property and in the adjacent Cumnor 
Avenue right-of-way to remain above ground.  d. A Variation to waive the land transfer 
regulations in Section 11-3-9 for a 20-foot wide strip of land leading from Hill Avenue to the 
main portion of the property.  e. A Variation from Section 11-4-4(J) to allow a cul-de-sac bulb 
right-of-way diameter of less than 116 feet to accommodate the creation of a landscape buffer 
west of the proposed cul-de-sac bulb.  (The overall diameter of the pavement in the bulb would 
comply with Code).  f. A Variation from Section 11-4-2 to allow the creation on a flag lot where 
one would otherwise be prohibited.  g. A Variation from Section 11-4-9(C) to allow the absence 
of parkway trees in the adjacent Cumnor Avenue right-of-way.  3. Approval of the following 
variations from the Glen Ellyn Zoning Code:  a. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)1(a) to allow 
front yard setbacks of 20 feet on Lots 11 and 12 in lieu of the minimum setback of 30 feet 
required.  b. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)8(a) to allow a lot width of 50.3 feet, 15 feet and 
58.46 feet on Lots 2, 3 and 4 respectfully in lieu of the minimum lot width of 66 feet required.  
c. A Variation from Section 10-4-8(D)9 to allow a lot depth of 107 feet on Lot 12 in lieu of the 
minimum lot depth of 110 feet required; subject to the following conditions:  1. The project 
shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the plans as submitted and the testimony  
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presented at the public hearing of the Plan Commission.  2. The required impact fees for each 
home shall be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit for each home, provided, however, 
that a credit may be applied to two homes in recognition of the existing single-family homes on 
the property.  3. That the homeowner’s association covenants submitted with the application  
for Final Plat approval contains the following provisions.  a. Provide the Village with the ability 
to enter the property to maintain the common areas on the site in the event the association 
fails to do so and to charge the cost of any related work back to the association; and b. Reflect 
the maintenance responsibilities of the association for the stormwater facilities, the 
landscaping in cul-de-sac bulb, the landscape buffer located along the western property line, 
the 20-foot landscape strip connecting to Hill Avenue and the landscape buffer south of ON240 
Cumnor Avenue.  4. That all necessary utility, drainage and other easements not currently 
shown on the plans be fully incorporated into the plans prior to Final Plat review.  5. That any 
low hanging utility wires on the property be raised in height to at least the minimum amount 
required by Code.  6. That if, at any point in the future, the petitioner or homeowner’s 
association chooses to sell any portion of the 20-foot wide strip of land that extends to Hill 
Avenue, that a plan for the sale of the strip be reviewed and approved by Village staff to ensure 
that no new or isolated nonconforming lots would be created but that the formal process for 
approval of a land transfer otherwise be waived.  7. That prior to returning for Final Review, 
that the Developer, Village and County finalize the plans for the construction of a pathway 
connection between the site and the existing sidewalk on Whittier Avenue including the 
drafting of any corresponding agreements.  8. That prior to returning for Final Review, that an 
agreement between the Village and Developer for that portion of the pathway connection 
ocated on the western end of Lot 1 be drafted for formal consideration in conjunction with the 
Final Plat.  9. That a sidewalk be installed on the north side of the Fairway Court parkway 
leading into the site while still attempting to maintain a landscape buffer in this area and that 
the petitioner work with the Public Works Department on the design and location of the 
sidewalk prior to returning for Final review.   
 
The motion carried with five (5) yes votes and four (4) no votes as follows:  Plan Commissioners 
Heming-Littwin, Hartweg, Allen, Lannen and Whiston  voted yes; Plan Commissioners Howard,  
Ozog, Whalen and Acting Chairperson Girling voted no.    
 
Trustee Report 
 
Acting Trustee Liaison Timothy O’Shea stated that the Opus and Springbank projects are not yet 
ready to be heard. 
 
Chairperson’s Report 
 
No Chairperson Report was presented.   
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PLAN COMMISSION         -15-      JANUARY 28, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Ms. Stegall stated that the next Plan Commission will likely be cancelled.  She added that the 
Plan Commission meeting at the end of February will be a pre-application regarding the new  
police station on Park Boulevard.  She added that the gas station at 1100 Roosevelt Road will be 
on the agenda in March.             
   
Plan Commissioner Heming-Littwin moved, seconded by Plan Commissioner Allen, to adjourn 
the meeting at 9:15 p.m.  The motion carried unanimously by voice vote.  
 
Prepared by:      Reviewed by: 
Barbara Utterback     Michele Stegall 
Recording Secretary     Village Planner  
 
 
                                        

Attachment: Draft January 28, 2016 Plan Commission F.1.b

Packet Pg. 25



Attachment: Resident Emails (2) F.1.c

Packet Pg. 26



Attachment: Resident Emails (2) F.1.c

Packet Pg. 27



Attachment: Original Plan F.1.d

Packet Pg. 28

micheles
Typewritten Text
Original Plan



Attachment: Letter from Chief Bodony F.1.e

Packet Pg. 29



 

 MEMORANDUM  

 
TO: Michele Stegall, Village Planner 
  
FROM: Ray Ulreich, Stormwater Engineer 
 Bob Minix, Professional Engineer 
  
DATE:  December 23, 2015 
  
RE: The Enclave of Glen Oaks – Revised Configuration 
 Stormwater & Utility Review 
 

 
Village staff engineers have reviewed and discussed the revised application packet 
submitted by Manhard Consulting Ltd in support of the revised application by K. F. 
Walter to annex and subdivide the property with the addition of a 0.55 acre parcel at the 
south end of the site which connects the site to Cumnor Avenue. 
 
Based on the revised site layout we offer the following comments: 
 
Street Layout and Site Geometry 
 
The revised plan allows for the elimination of the substandard roadway curve previously 
required and provides for more direct route to Hill Avenue.  The separation of the 
proposed roadway intersection onto Cumnor Avenue and Fairway Street is acceptable.  
We therefore support this revised configuration. 
 
 
Stormwater Management 
 
The revised site plan has a positive impact on the property to the south of the 
subdivision since the unrestricted runoff from the properties along the west side of 
Cumnor Avenue which currently flows through the side yard of 510 and 520 on Country 
Club Lane will now be diverted into the stormwater detention basin.  This will allow the 
peak flows to be reduced significantly and reduce the potential for flooding of the 
aforementioned properties on Country Club Lane. 
 
 
Utilities 
 
The revised site plan eliminates the need for the subdivision sanitary sewer line to be 
constructed under the stormwater basin and through the side yard of 510 and 520 
Country Club Lane, and places the sanitary sewer in the roadway ROW.  This is a much 
more preferable layout. 
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The revised plan also allows for a more direct connections to the existing water main 
and sanitary sewer in Hill Avenue and still provides for the opportunity to extend the 
sewer and water north of Fairway along Cumnor at a later time. 
 
With this revised configuration, there will be no Village contribution toward the 
construction of the water main, as was previously discussed with the original subdivision 
configuration. 
 
The water main alignment along Fairway Court within an easement is generally 
acceptable, but it should be noted that all b-boxes must be placed within the easement.  
The water main and sanitary sewer alignments – and other construction details (such as 
hydrant locations) – along Cumnor Avenue and Fairway Court will be more thoroughly 
examined once detailed engineering is initiated.  A current concern is the street crossing 
of the water main at Lot 12 – the water main should stay on one side of the roadway. 
 
Roadways 
 
The proposed roadway section is generally acceptable as long as the minimum 
thickness of the curb at the gutter flag is 9-1/2 inches and the street structural number is 
at least 2.5.  A surface course thickness of 1-3/4” will satisfy both requirements, given 
that the final elevation of the hot mix asphalt should be ¼” above the gutter edge. 
 
Sidewalks and Pedestrian Connections 
 
We recommend construction of the sidewalk/path north within the west 16’ of Lot 1 and 
then westward to connect with the walk on Whittier Avenue.  The exact routing through 
DuPage County property will be subject to their approval.  Although an 8” gravel bike 
path is shown, we would recommend a 5’ concrete sidewalk since this section will be 
maintained by the Village. Within the subdivision, the connection eastward to Cumnor 
with the new roadway layout provides sufficient continuity and the extension of the walk 
to the east through the flag lot is not necessary.  The sidewalk crossing of Fairway 
Court at Lot 12 is somewhat atypical and requires further consideration since the 
preferred route would be continuation of the sidewalk along the north side of Fairway 
Drive.   
 
 
Street Lights 
 
The use of LED luminaires is appropriate.  It should be noted that the Village is 
reviewing a number of possible luminaires at this time; final luminaire specifications will 
be provided during the detailed design phase of the project. 
 
Parkway Trees 
 
Public Works staff will provide input on the proposed parkway tree selections as the 
project moves forward. 
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The Enclave of Glen Oaks – Revised Configuration       December 23, 2015 
Stormwater & Utility Review  Page 3 

 
Recommendations 
 
Village engineering staff generally supports the revised concept plan and believes there 
are many benefits to this plan over the one previously submitted, as outlined herein.  
More extensive comments may be forthcoming as the project evolves and detailed 
engineering plans are submitted for review. 
  
 
cc: Julius Hansen, Public Works Director 
 Bob Greenberg, Utilities Superintendent 
 Kathryn Horn, Public Works Administrative Assistant 
 Keven Graham, Forestry Consultant 
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 Glen Ellyn Village Board Meeting: 02/29/16 07:00 PM 
 535 Duane Street Department: Police 
 Glen Ellyn, IL  60137 Department Head: Phil Norton  
  Category: Discussion Item 
  Prepared By: Robert Acton 
 SCHEDULED  
  
 AGENDA ITEM (ID # 2124) DOC ID: 2124 A 

Updated: 2/29/2016 2:46 PM by Caroline Conlon A Page 1 

Police Chief  Phil Norton will provide an update on the Police 
Facility. 

Background 

Beginning in 2007, the Police Department began efforts to explore expansion or construction of a 
new police facility.  In November, 2011, a contract was signed with the architectural firm of 
Dewberry to provide a space needs assessment.  In 2012, the results of their study showed current 
police space at approximately 11,000 square feet.  Further, they recommended a police facility for 
Glen Ellyn of approximately 44,000 square feet.  Recognizing the cost to build such a facility would 
be overly burdensome to the community, we began to reduce the recommended scope and were 
able to pare down to approximately 37,000 square feet.  The Village Board selected Panfish Park as 
the preferred site, because of several favorable conditions: 
 

 Village owned property near the center of our boundaries and near the commercial core 
of the community.   

 The Village had discussed plans to purchase additional properties to improve the park. 
 An additional Village facility south of Roosevelt Road would further tie the north and 

south neighborhoods together. 
 The location is more central to our higher volume of police related service delivery. 
 The site provided some excellent opportunities for enhanced safety at an underused park 

facility and a natural tie-in to the Fire Company, creating somewhat of a “public safety 
campus”. 

 The location provided quality access in and out of the site via Park Ave. with a potential 
secondary option onto Taft in the future. 

 
The team of Leopardo/Dewberry was selected and signed a contract for the design and build of a 
new Glen Ellyn Police facility.  Again, great effort was put into reducing the overall square footage 
to meet anticipated budget demands.  Multiple permutations of the plans have been rejected or 
reduced in scope. A final approximate square footage of 29,300, was arrived at to meet minimum 
programming needs and reduce costs as much as possible.  In addition, the Village Board took 
action to formalize a budget for this project and included capital and drug forfeiture funds to 
establish a revised budget of $13,510,000.  The scope of the project was more clearly defined and 
the design-build team, along with Village staff, has since worked to refine the programming and 
design attributes in order to meet the approved budget.   

 
On February 24 and 25, the Architecture Review Board and Plan Commission will be meeting to 
discuss the preliminary design plans for this project.  The Design Team and staff will be sharing any 
feedback from the commissions and providing an opportunity for the Village Board to comment on 
the site plan and exterior plans at a Special Village Board Workshop on February 29.   
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Subject 
Since the revised budget was approved by Resolution by the Village Board last year, the committee 
has focused our analysis on building materials, facility equipment, and mechanical systems as the 
primary categories for budget reduction.  A lengthy list of eliminations and reductions to the 
schematic design emerged from this process.  While seeking to avoid any further impact to our 
operational objectives, the team selected a series of other “cuts” and the working committee has met 
this budget objective.  However, bad soils continues to be a challenge and the committee is prepared 
to request an additional contingency, for bad soils only, be established to ensure we can meet 
bidding targets and keep this project on track.   
 
Exterior Appearance  
Dewberry will provide a brief summary of the site plan and current design of the facility.  In 
addition, feedback from the Plan Commission and ARC will be shared as well.  Every effort has 
been made to design and cost-out as minimal a facility as practical, while maintaining viability for the 
future.  Therefore, additional design elements, while desirable, may not be possible without 
eliminating another program or feature from the project.  That being said, we welcome feedback and 
are willing to adjust the project as necessary.  

 
During this process, every effort is being explored to add value to the proposed budget to build a 
viable police facility for the community for the next 50-75 years.  In addition, due to the unique site 
location adjacent to a park, the Village Board has indicated that the project should enhance some 
basic park amenities that could be incorporated into the overall design.  Therefore, staff has 
identified additional revenues and ways to control costs to further support the necessary project 
scope, including: 
 
Project Cuts 
The Department has tracked the eliminations and reductions of project amenities, features and 
organizational objectives since the initial scope.  This list includes 18 items of various size and 
impact to the facility exterior and 35 similarly described items within the facility interior. See 
attached list of cuts that may or may not be added back into the budget, if contingency funds are 
available.  

 
The two major variables to the project budget continue to be bad soils and ComEd relocation as 
staff continues to manage these aspects of the project.   

 
 As you know, the team is still seeking relief from the unforeseen soil conditions at the facility 

site.  The project will incur a $224,000 expense to remediate unusable soil and to replace it 
with stable, clean fill.  The original project budget had included a $100,000 contingency for 
bad soil conditions, but after further testing and analysis, engineers have determined the 
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actual costs to neutralize these conditions will exceed double the contingency amount.  
While the aforementioned adjusted project budget includes the added soil remediation costs, 
the team is hoping this unforeseen expense may be relieved by Village Board action.  Any 
relief offered would be used to reinsert components of the project that are far more 
important and relevant to the design and function of a police facility. 

 
 Negotiations between the Village and Commonwealth Edison (Com Ed) continue to 

determine the cost of installing new electrical service for the new police department. The 
Village is seeking to have the service provided in a manner consistent with the franchise 
agreement between the Village and ComEd.  It is anticipated the installation costs could 
range from $40,000 to $95,000, which is not included in the construction budget.  Village 
Attorney Greg Mathews and Professional Engineer Bob Minix are working together with 
representatives from ComEd to determine a solution. 

 
Recommendation 
This item is for discussion only as we seek feedback on the design and update of the project.   

 
Upcoming Events 
Here is a short list of forthcoming project events.  

 Wednesday, February 24, 2016 Architectural Review Commission  
(ATTACHMENT 1) 

 Thursday, February 25, 2016 Plan Commission 
(ATTACHMENT 2) 

 Monday, February 29, 2016 Village Board Meeting 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 ARC Pre-ap Staff Report 021816 v2 (DOC) 

 PC Pre-ap Staff Report 021816 v2 (DOC) 

 Memo Re Eliminated Programming (PDF) 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
TO:  Glen Ellyn Architectural Review Commission 
 
FROM: Michele Stegall, Village Planner 
 
DATE: February 19, 2016 
 
FOR:  February 24, 2016 Architectural Review Commission Meeting 
 
SUBJECT: Police Station 
  65 S. Park Boulevard 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  
PETITIONER: The petitioner is the Village of Glen Ellyn Police Department represented by 

Leopardo Companies and Dewberry Architects. 
 
REQUEST:  Pre-application meeting regarding the proposed construction of a new 

approximately 29,000 square foot, 2-story Police Station on property to be 
known as 65 S. Park Boulevard.   

 
LOCATION/ 
ZONING:  The property includes the western portion of Panfish Park as well as 5 Village 

owned R2 lots located along Park Boulevard.  The site also includes the 
southern un-vacated half of the unimproved Pershing Avenue right-of-way 
located on the northern edge of the property and the Wilson Avenue right-of-
way on the southern end of the site.  The western and southern portions of the 
site are zoned R2 Residential district and the eastern portion of the site is zoned 
CR Conservation Recreation district (see attached map).  As part of the project 
that portion of the property zoned CR would be rezoned to the R2 district.  The 
surrounding zoning and land uses are as follows: 

 
Surrounding Land Uses     Zoning 
North:  Commercial      C4 
South: Single-Family      R2 
East: Single-Family      R2 
West: Panfish Park      CR 

 
REVIEW 
PROCESS:  In order to proceed with the project, the Police Department will need to receive 

approval of the following: 

1. A Zoning Map Amendment; 
2. A Special Use Permit; 
3. Zoning Variations; 
4. A Minor Subdivision; 
5. A Subdivision Variation; 
6. The Exterior Appearance; and 
7. Right-of-Way Vacations. 
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The Exterior Appearance would be reviewed by the Architectural Review 
Commission and the Zoning Map Amendment, Special Use Permit, Zoning 
Variations, Subdivision Variation and Minor Subdivision would be reviewed by 
the Plan Commission.  Both Commissions would make recommendations to the 
Village Board on the requests.  The right-of-way vacations would be considered 
by the Village Board only.   
 
The Police Department is scheduled to appear before the Plan Commission for 
a pre-application meeting on Thursday, February 25, 2016.  A community 
meeting is also scheduled for 9:00 am, Saturday, February 20, 2016 at Glen 
Crest Middle School.  The Village Board is then scheduled to discuss the project 
at a workshop meeting on Monday, February 29, 2016. 

 
HISTORY:  Dewberry Architects completed a space needs analysis for the Village in 2012 

which identified deficiencies in many areas, including the Police Department 
and that provided on-site and off-site alternatives for improvements.  In 2013, 
the Village again contracted with Dewberry to evaluate various options for the 
construction of a new off-site Police Department.  The current project is an 
outcome of this study.  The Village Board has issued bonds for the project and 
the Police Department hopes to file a formal application this spring with 
construction commencing in early summer. 

 
PROJECT 
SUMMARY:  The project includes the construction of a new approximately 29,000 square-

foot, 2-story Police Station with a total of 110 parking spaces, 41 of which 
would be shared public spaces serving the Police Station and Panfish Park.  
Among other things, the project would provide for a more secure sally port, 
additional evidence storage space and a roughly 50-seat community room.  An 
added benefit of the project would be the creation of improved access and 
visibility to Panfish Park.  More information about the project is below.   
 
1. Building Design and Materials.  The design of the building has been inspired 

by a nature theme intended to compliment the adjacent park setting.  
Vertical fiber cement siding is planned for the second floor with a yet to be 
determined masonry-like cladding planned for the first floor west elevation 
facing Park Boulevard and the south building elevation near the main 
building entrance.  A contrasting color of fiber cement siding is planned for 
the first floor facing Panfish Park and the north side building elevation.  An 
earth-tone color scheme is currently contemplated as encouraged by the 
Appearance Review Guidelines with bronze colored trim accents being 
discussed in some select locations.  The building would have a clearly 
differentiated roof scaled to the building as encouraged by Section 1.5 of the 
Appearance Review Guidelines.  A solid wall is proposed to project out 
from the northeast corner of the building to provide screening in the bond-
out area. 

 
 The final appearance of the building will largely depend on the selected 

materials.  The project architect will bring samples of some of the building 
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materials currently being considered to the meeting.  The final material 
selection will ultimately be made by the Village Board with the project 
budget likely contributing to the decision.  Section 1.2 of the Appearance 
Review Guidelines states that “Brick and stone with natural and earth tone colors 
are preferred wall materials for their durability and quality.  Materials and finishes not 
recommended include: rustic-finished wood; aluminum siding, trim or panel systems; 
exposed aggregate concrete wall panels; EIFS, Dryvit; glass storefront wall systems which 
extend the ground; plastic trim elements and mirrored or reflective glass.  Ease of 
maintenance should also be considered.” 

 
A large 2-story glass curtain wall is proposed on the south elevation leading 
into the public lobby and providing a readily identifiable entrance as 
encouraged by Section 1.6 of the Appearance Review Guidelines.  Pattern 
glazed window systems would be used on the east and west elevations in the 
areas of the fitness room and rear staff entrance.  A community room 
located on the south end of the building has been designed with the idea of 
capturing views to the Park. A glazed window system is called out in this 
area.  Samples of the envisioned glazed and patterned glass systems will be 
presented at the meeting. 
 
With elevations facing Park Boulevard and Panfish Park and the main 
entrance being on the south side of the building, the Station would have 
three main elevations readily visible to the public.   

 

2. Landscaping.  Native plant materials and a naturalized landscape scheme are 
proposed.  A 2-foot tall berm with heavy vegetation is also planned in a 33-
foot wide landscape strip to be located on the south end of the site that 
would provide screening between the Station and existing single-family 
home to the south. 

A series of lilac bushes and grasses are planned along the west elevation 
facing Park Boulevard along with a rain garden that would be located in 
front of the fitness room bump out.  Rows of stone would extend out 
vertically from the front of the building serving as both a landscape feature 
and a functional component of the stormwater plan.  Serviceberry trees are 
planned north of the wall in the bond-out area to provide additional 
screening in this area.  The Police Department is also hoping to reach an 
agreement with the property owner of the office building to the north to 
allow the installation of landscaping on their property in order to better 
screen this area and the sally port. 

The bioswale in the rear of the property would be planted with native 
vegetation with long root systems to clean any runoff and would be 
designed to meet the Stormwater Ordinance requirements for water quality. 
A low maintenance no mow grass is also planned in this area. 

3. Fencing.  The plans currently show a fence west and north of the staff 
parking lot.  A fence in this area could either provide visual separation 
between the Station and Panfish Park allowing the rear side of the building 
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and associated functions to be screened or allow direct views to the rear of 
the building from Panfish Park therefore visually opening up the facility to 
Park visitors and allowing the east elevation to act as a second front 
elevation.  The Commission may therefore wish to inquire about the 
anticipated height and style of fencing.  

4. Signage.  The signage plans for the project are still in progress.  However, 
two primary signs are currently being discussed including a potential wall 
sign on the masonry wall east of the south elevation’s public entrance and a 
potential ground sign in front of the building facing Park Boulevard.  A 
third sign for Panfish Park is also anticipated near the entrance to the public 
parking lot. 

5. Lighting.  The lighting plans continue to be in progress.  Cut sheets of all 
proposed exterior light fixtures and poles will be included in the formal 
application.  The selected fixtures are anticipated to be completely shielded 
on the top and sides as required by Code. 

6. Rooftop Equipment.  The rooftop mechanical equipment is currently 
planned to be screened by a cement board siding that would match the 
cement board used on the second floor of the building. 

COMMISSION 
ACTION:  The Architectural Review Commission is being asked to conduct a pre-

application conference for the project and provide comments to the Police 
Department that will assist them in preparing a formal application.  The 
Commission’s review should concentrate on the concept for development of 
the site.  The specific details of the plan will be reviewed after a complete 
application has been submitted.   

 
   In reviewing the project, the Commission may wish to: 
 

1. Provide feedback on the overall building design and materials. 

2. Focus on the view of the building from Park Boulevard, the public parking 
lot and Panfish Park. 

3. Encourage the use of compatible materials and colors for the windows 
systems, coping, fascia, overhead doors, light fixtures and other similar 
features as encouraged by Section 1.82 of the Appearance Review 
Guidelines. 

4. Inquire about what kind of glazing is envisioned for the community room 
windows and how this may impact the view out to the park. 

5. Inquire about the anticipated height and style of fence to be used. 

6. Clarify any concerns. 
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ATTACHMENTS:   

 Aerial Photo 

 Aerial Photo with Zoning 

 Petitioner’s Application Packet 
 
cc: Staci Hulseberg, Planning and Development Director 
 Phil Norton, Police Chief 
 Robert Action, Deputy Police Chief 
 Nicole McElroy, Leopardo 
 Brian Meade, Dewberry 
 
 
 
X:\Plandev\PLANNING\DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS\Park\Police Station\ARC Pre-ap Staff Report 021816.doc 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
TO:  Glen Ellyn Plan Commission 
  
FROM: Michele Stegall, Village Planner 
  
DATE: February 19, 2016 
  
FOR:  February 25, 2016 Plan Commission Meeting 
 
SUBJECT: Police Station 
  65 S. Park Boulevard 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
  
PETITIONER: The petitioner is the Village of Glen Ellyn Police Department represented by 

Leopardo Companies and Dewberry Architects. 
 
REQUEST:  Pre-application meeting regarding the proposed construction of a new 

approximately 29,000 square foot, 2-story Police Station on property to be 
known as 65 S. Park Boulevard.   

 
ZONING:  The western and southern portions of the site are zoned R2 Residential district 

and the eastern portion of the site is zoned CR Conservation Recreation district 
(see attached map).  As part of the project that portion of the property zoned 
CR would be rezoned to the R2 district.  The surrounding zoning and land uses 
are as follows: 

 
Surrounding Land Uses     Zoning 
North:  Commercial      C4 
South: Single-Family      R2 
East: Single-Family      R2 
West: Panfish Park      CR 

 
EXISTING 
CONDITIONS: The property includes the western portion of Panfish Park as well as 5 Village 

owned R2 lots located along Park Boulevard.  The site also includes the 
southern un-vacated half of the unimproved Pershing Avenue right-of-way 
located on the north edge of the site and the Wilson Avenue right-of-way on the 
southern end of the site.  A large portion of the property currently zoned CR is 
located within the 100-year floodplain (see attached maps).  A small wetland is 
located at the southeast corner of the site. 

 
REVIEW 
PROCESS:  In order to proceed with the project, the Police Department will need to receive 

approval of the following: 

1. A Zoning Map Amendment; 
2. A Special Use Permit; 
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3. Zoning Variations; 
4. A Minor Subdivision; 
5. A Subdivision Variation; 
6. The Exterior Appearance; and  
7. Right-of-Way Vacations. 

 
The Zoning Map Amendment, Special Use Permit, Zoning Variations, 
Subdivision Variation and Minor Subdivision would be reviewed by the Plan 
Commission.  The proposed Exterior Appearance would be reviewed by the 
Architectural Review Commission.  Both Commissions would make 
recommendations to the Village Board on the requests.  The right-of-way 
vacations would be considered by the Village Board only.   
 
The Police Department is scheduled to appear before the Architectural Review 
Commission for a pre-application meeting on Wednesday, February 24, 2016.  
A community meeting is also scheduled for 9:00 am, Saturday, February 20, 
2016 at Glen Crest Middle School.  The Village Board is then scheduled to 
discuss the project at a workshop meeting on Monday, February 29, 2016. 

 
HISTORY:  Dewberry Architects completed a space needs analysis for the Village in 2012 

which identified deficiencies in many areas, including the Police Department 
and that provided on-site and off-site alternatives for improvement.  In 2013, 
the Village contracted with Dewberry to expand the study and evaluate options 
for the construction of an off-site Police Station.  The current project is an 
outcome of this study.  The Village Board has issued bonds for the project and 
the Police Department hopes to file a formal application this spring with 
construction commencing in early summer. 

 
PROJECT 
SUMMARY:  The project includes the construction of a new approximately 29,000 square-

foot, 2-story Police Station with a total of 110 parking spaces.  Among other 
things, the project would provide for a more secure sally port, additional 
evidence storage space and a roughly 50-seat community room.  An added 
benefit of the project would be the creation of improved access and visibility to 
Panfish Park.  More information about the project is below.   
 

1. Zoning.  The site is currently divided between the R2 and CR zoning 
districts as depicted on the attached map.  A Police Station is defined in 
the Zoning Code as a “Public Use”, which is not permitted in the CR 
district.  Therefore, as part of the project, it is proposed that the entire 
property be zoned R2 Residential district.  Given site constraints with 
an existing floodplain on the property, the building and a bulk of the 
property improvements would continue to be located on that portion of 
the property currently zoned R2 with a portion of the parking lot and a 
bioswale being located on the western portion of the site currently 
zoned CR. 
 

2. Use.  A Public Use which is defined as “Administrative and cultural 
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buildings, uses and structures, including buildings, lots and facilities owned, used and 
operated by any governmental agency” is a Special Use in the R2 district.  
Therefore, to proceed with the project, the Police Department will need 
to receive approval of a Special Use Permit. 

 
3. Subdivision.  The property that the Police Station would be located on 

is currently made up of a number of different lots and two rights-of-
way. Panfish Park and the adjacent Fire Station are likewise made up of 
numerous lots.  As part of the project, the Village therefore plans to re-
plat the area so that the Police Station would be located on one lot, the 
Fire Station would be located on one lot and Panfish Park would be 
located on one lot.  The replatting of the property will require approval 
of a minor subdivision.  At this time, the proposed location of the rear 
lot line of the Police Station lot is still being evaluated. 

4. Building Setbacks.  The required and proposed building setbacks are as 
follows. Areas were variations are anticipated are shown in bold. 

 
  Proposed Required 

Front Yard – Park Blvd. 30 feet 30 feet or setback of 
adjacent structure 

Rear Yard  250+ feet  40 feet 

Northern Side Yard 32.18 feet 42.3 feet (10% of lot width) 

Southern Side Yard 100+ feet 42.3 feet (10% of lot width) 

 
5. Impervious Surface Setbacks.  The required and proposed impervious 

surface setbacks are as follows.  The required impervious surface 
setback for the project is estimated to be 21.15 feet (5% of the lot 
width).  Areas where variations are anticipated are shown in bold. 

  Proposed Required 

Front Property Line 9 foot estimate 21.15 feet 

*Rear Property Line 10 foot estimate 21.15 feet 

North Property Line 6.75 feet 21.15 feet 

South Property Line 33.4 feet 21.15 feet 

 

6. Parking.  A total of 110 parking spaces are proposed including 41 public 
spaces, 65 staff spaces and 4 spaces by a planned bond out area.  A gate 
would separate the public spaces from the staff spaces.  The public 
parking spaces would be 9 feet wide as required by Code and the staff 
parking spaces would be 9½ feet wide.    

With a building area of 29,000 square feet, an estimated number of 116 
parking spaces would be required for the project (one space for every 
250 square feet). When the formal application is submitted, the areas 
taken up by stairs, elevators, mechanical rooms and washrooms will be 
removed from the square footage to determine the actual required 
number of spaces.  At that time, it is anticipated that the project will be 
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at or close to the number of required parking spaces.   

The Police Department currently has 20 designated spaces in the Civic 
Center parking lot for its fleet with a few additional spaces available in 
the sally port.  The plans call for 66 dedicated staff parking spaces which 
would accommodate the Department’s 24 fleet vehicles, the up to 35 
employees that could be on site at one time during shift changes and 
provide a handful of additional spaces for vehicles from other police 
agencies and training events as needed. 

The existing gravel parking lot for Panfish Park would be removed to 
make way for the project.  The 41 public parking spaces proposed south 
of the proposed building are therefore planned to be shared between 
the public visitors to the Police Station and Panfish Park.  The presence 
of a wetland at the southeast corner of the site creates challenges with 
expanding the public parking lot any further east.  The existing gravel 
lot is not widely used but is estimated to be able to accommodate about 
50 vehicles.  The Zoning Code requires 1 parking space for every 4,000 
square feet of park area with 175 spaces estimated to be required for 
Panfish Park.  A parking variation for Panfish Park will therefore need 
to be approved as part of the project. 

7. Access/Traffic.  Two full access drives into the property are proposed. 
The southern access drive would be for use by the public and Police 
Department staff and would line up with Wilson Avenue across the 
street from the site.  The northern access would be used by Police 
Department staff and provide access to the public bond-out area.  To 
the extent possible, the northern access drive has been lined up with 
Pershing Avenue across the street from the site.  

A traffic study for the project has been completed and found that Park 
Boulevard should be able to accommodate the additional traffic 
generated by the project without requiring any road improvements or 
needing to restrict turning movements in or out of either of the drives.   

The plans also allow for a potential future connection to Taft Avenue if 
desired.   

8. Stormwater.  The required stormwater detention for the project would 
be located in the adjacent Panfish Park ponds. 

9. Floodplain.  A significant portion of the parking lot west of the building 
would be located in the area of an existing floodplain as shown on Sheet 
ARC-2A.  This plan shows the boundaries of the existing floodplain as 
well as the anticipated new floodplain boundary from remapping efforts 
currently underway by the County and which the Village has been 
instructed to work off of as the best available information.    

Where the parking lot and floodplain overlap, the floodplain would be 
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filled in to accommodate the parking lot and compensatory storage 
would be provided in the amount of 1½ times the area of floodplain 
that would be filled in.  It is anticipated that a large majority of the 
compensatory storage would be accommodated through available 
volume in the existing Panfish Park pond and that a portion would also 
be located in the bioswale west of the parking lot which would also 
provide the required BMPs for the project.  Where the bioswale would 
encroach on the existing Panfish Park path, the path would be relocated 
as appropriate. 

The Police Department has been working closely with Stormwater 
Engineer Ray Ulreich and will continue to do so as the plans are more 
fully developed.  

10. Landscaping.  Native plant materials and a naturalized landscape 
scheme are proposed to complement the existing park environment.  A 
2-foot tall berm with heavy vegetation is also planned in the 33-foot 
strip on the south end of the site to provide screening between the 
station and the existing single-family home to the south. 

As currently designed, the Police Department would need to receive 
approval of a landscape island variation for the row of parking 
immediately behind the building and in the bond-out area which do not 
have the required end islands.  The plans are otherwise expected to 
comply with the landscape provisions in the Zoning Code including the 
number, type and size of required trees. 

11. Lighting.  The lighting plans continue to be in progress.  Cut sheets of 
all proposed exterior light fixtures and poles will be included in the 
formal application along with a photometric plan.  The selected fixtures 
are anticipated to be completely shielded on the top and sides as 
required by Code. 

12. Overhead Utilities.  Existing overhead utility lines run north to south 
through the center of the property. These lines would be removed as 
part of the project.  A second set of lines run east to west in the area of 
the existing Panfish Park entrance.  The east-west lines are proposed to 
be relocated immediately south of the public parking lot.  A variation 
from the Subdivision Code will be needed to allow these lines to remain 
above ground. 

13. Bike Path/Parking.  The Village’s draft bike plan recommends a bike 
path connection between Panfish Park and Park Boulevard.  The Police 
Station plans have been designed to accommodate such a connection 
and allow a bicyclist to travel from the pathways in the park onto an 8-
foot wide multi-use sidewalk that would lead past the entrance of the 
building and provide a connection to Park Boulevard.  A number of 
bike racks are also planned to be installed in association with the project 
for users of both the Park and Police Station. 
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14. Variations.  A review of the information submitted to date, found that 
the Police Department will need to receive approval of the following 
variations to proceed with the project as currently proposed. 
 
a. A Zoning Variation to allow a north side yard building setback of 

32.18 feet in lieu of the 42.3 feet required. 

b. Zoning Variations to allow impervious surface setbacks of roughly 
6.75 feet, 9-feet and 10-feet along the north, west and east property 
lines in lieu of minimum setback of 21.15 feet required.   

c. A Zoning Variation from the requirement to install landscaped 
islands at the end of every row of parking as noted above. 

d. A potential Zoning Variation from the parking requirements for the 
proposed Police Station. 

e. A Zoning Variation to grant a waiver from the parking requirements 
for Panfish Park and to allow the 41 public parking spaces for the 
Police Station to be shared with the Park. 

f. A Subdivision Variation to allow the existing east-west overhead 
utility lines to be relocated and remain aboveground. 

COMMISSION 
ACTION:  The Plan Commission is being asked to conduct a pre-application conference 

for the project and provide comments to the Police Department that will assist 
them in preparing a formal application.  The Plan Commission’s review should 
concentrate on the concept for development of the site and the anticipated 
variation requests.  The specific details of the plan will be reviewed after a 
complete application has been submitted.   

 
   In reviewing the project, the Commission may wish to comment/inquire about 

the following: 
 

1. The anticipated Zoning Map Amendment and Special Use requests; 

2. The anticipated Variation requests; and 

3. Clarify any concerns 

ATTACHMENTS:   

 Aerial Photo 

 Aerial depicting Existing Zoning  

 Aerial depicting Floodplain 

 Aerial depicting Property Ownership 

 Traffic Study 

 Petitioner’s Application Packet 
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cc: Staci Hulseberg, Planning and Development Director 
 Phil Norton, Police Chief 
 Robert Action, Deputy Police Chief 
 Nicole McElroy, Leopardo 
 Brian Meade, Dewberry 
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 MEMORANDUM  

 

TO: Mark Franz, Village Manager   
  
FROM: Phil Norton, Chief of Police 
 Bill Holmer, Assistant Chief of Police 
 Robert Acton, Deputy Chief of Police  
   
DATE:  February 22, 2016 
  
RE:        POLICE FACILITY - ELIMINATED PROGRAMMING                       

 

 
In 2012, a space needs analysis was commissioned by the Village in order to receive expert advice about 
the potential for a new police facility.  The results initially showed the need for 44,300 square feet in 
police programming.  We reduced that number to 37,000 sf prior to seeking a qualified design-build 
team.  As of today, staff and the design team have reduced the facility space to approximately 29,300 sf.   

This document serves two primary purposes: first, to communicate the changes made to the project; 
and second, to provide a framework for prioritizing items which we will endeavor to reinsert as 
supplementary funds become available.  We have divided the reductions/eliminations into the exterior 
and interior tables below.   

EXTERIOR 

 Reduced scope of building security 
(eliminated several cameras/card 
readers) 

 Eliminated perimeter security fence 

 Reduced sidewalk width between park & 
site 

 Eliminated access to/from Taft Ave., an  
important secondary egress 

 Modified site program to accommodate 
elevation limitations;  eliminated 
recommended security setback 

 Eliminated solar shades over windows, 
reducing privacy and enhanced 
distribution of light inside building 

 Reduced the quality of exterior finishes  Eliminated purchase of flagpoles 

 Eliminated storage area for found bikes  Eliminated signage 

 Reduced the aesthetic quality of 
mechanical screening for roof-top units 

 Eliminated funds to underground 
electrical supply  

 Reduced the quality of installation of 
roofing material, from adhesion to 
mechanical process 

 Eliminated secondary preference of 
awning coverage for patrol vehicles, 
leaving them to the elements 

 Eliminated wall screening at generator  Eliminated landscape vendor installation 

 Reduced steel size for future green roof  Eliminated pavement melt system at four 
critical egress points 

 Reduced steel size to eliminate future 
green roof 

 Reduced number of roof drains for storm 
water system 
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INTERIOR 
Throughout the course of the design process we have reduced the scope and/or size of the following: 
records division, the copy/print/supply storage room, administrative conference room, locker rooms, 
report writing room, roll call room, general storage spaces, jail/booking area, and evidence storage.  The 
following interior items have been specifically eliminated or reduced in scope as noted. 

 Eliminated electrical supply in personnel 
lockers 

 Reduced public restrooms on second 
floor from 2 to 1. 

 Eliminated cybercrime programming  Eliminated painting in certain areas 

 Eliminated canine care/housing  Reduced scope of lobby stairway 

 Reduced recommended number 
interview rooms 

 Reduced flex (future growth) space in all 
divisions 

 Eliminated victim/family private 
meeting area 

 Eliminated reception area for 
investigations division 

 Eliminated office for future social 
worker 

 Postponed the purchase of lab 
equipment for evidence processing 

 Replaced multiple solid surface counters 
with laminate  

 Postponed tack and white boards 

 Eliminated patrol meeting room  Eliminated humidification system & 
simplified HVAC controls 

 Eliminated firing range/weapons 
training annex 

 Eliminated floor box outlets for data and 
electric 

 Reduced the AV and specialized 
equipment for EOC  

 Reduced purchase of new pistol lockers; 
will reuse current lockers 

 Eliminated upgraded flooring surfaces 
 

 Delete retractable wire mesh wall divider 
for use in vehicle processing bay 

 Eliminated purchase of fitness 
equipment 

 Reduced number of duty bag lockers 

 Eliminated basement  Reduced/eliminated the AV budget for 
the community room 

 Reduced area for drying rain coats and 
outer wear 

 Reduced planned improvements in 
quartermaster storage  

 Eliminated some personnel lockers  Eliminated wall emblems/logos 

 Eliminated training space for defensive 
tactics, virtual scenarios, etc. 

 Eliminated equipment storage for patrol 
personnel (Radars, PBT, etc.) 

 Eliminated garage parking for patrol 
vehicles, investigations vehicles and 
other emergency use equipment 

 Eliminated elevator for secure 
connection between investigations and 
detention 

 Reduced ceiling design  Reduce furniture purchase 

 Eliminated Firing Range/weapons 
training annex 

 Eliminated cabinets from Community 
Room kitchenette 

 Eliminated Community Room and Roll 
Call window treatments 
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With an understanding of the limitations attributable to these cuts, staff will develop a list of specific 
items that should be returned to the programming, as funds become available from within the budget 
as the project progresses.    

Please contact me if you have any questions. 
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