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            DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT Page 1 MEMORANDUM VILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK TO: PLAN COMMISSION FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER DATE: MAY 5, 2015 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT INTRODUCTION On May 5, 2015, the Plan Commission will conduct the first public hearing on Docket No. 15-04, an application submitted by Edward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) as contractual purchaser of the property at 1220 and 1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which is owned in trust by Anets Family, LLC (the “Owner”). The Applicant is requesting a series of approvals to construct a planned development consisting of 37 single family detached homes. The public hearing for the application noted that the following relief was required: A. Special Permit approval of a concept plan for a 37-unit single family detached home planned development in the R-4 zoning district; B. Tentative Plat approval of a 37-lot subdivision with outlots and conservation areas; C. Zoning Code Text Amendment, and any additional associated zoning relief, to allow for an increase in permitted building height in a Planned Development; D. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the required right-of-way width from 60 feet to 50 feet; E. Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves; F. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves to allow a minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and a minimum centerline radius of 103 feet elsewhere; G. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not construct sidewalk along: (1) the east side of the Subject Property’s Waukegan Road frontage, and (2) along a portion of the north side of Voltz Road, from the entrance of the development to the east property line of the Subject Property; H. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not bury existing overhead utility lines along Waukegan Road, a portion of the east side of the Subject Property, and a portion along Voltz Road and to waive the payment of a fee in lieu of burial of said overhead utility lines; I. Authorization to remove certain heritage trees and landmark trees and requesting relief from the standard tree removal requirements and fees; J. Site Plan Approval; and K. Approval of such other zoning and subdivision relief as may be necessary to accommodate the development of the Subject Property as proposed by the Applicant; including a request of a Variation of the Zoning Code to allow a fence in the required front yard to exceed 3’ in height. A sign has been posted on the Subject Property indicating the time and date of the Plan Commission public hearing. The Applicant has submitted evidence that the mailed notice requirements of the Zoning Code and the Subdivision and Development Code have been satisfied. The Plan Commission hearing was properly noticed in the April 16, 2015 edition of the Northbrook Star. As of the date of this memo, 
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DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT
 Page 1
 MEMORANDUMVILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK
 TO: PLAN COMMISSION
 FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER
 DATE: MAY 5, 2015
 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
 INTRODUCTIONOn May 5, 2015, the Plan Commission will conduct the first public hearing on Docket No. 15-04, anapplication submitted by Edward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) as contractual purchaser ofthe property at 1220 and 1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which is owned in trust by AnetsFamily, LLC (the “Owner”). The Applicant is requesting a series of approvals to construct a planneddevelopment consisting of 37 single family detached homes. The public hearing for the applicationnoted that the following relief was required:
 A. Special Permit approval of a concept plan for a 37-unit single family detached home planneddevelopment in the R-4 zoning district;
 B. Tentative Plat approval of a 37-lot subdivision with outlots and conservation areas;C. Zoning Code Text Amendment, and any additional associated zoning relief, to allow for an
 increase in permitted building height in a Planned Development;D. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the required right-of-way width from 60 feet to 50
 feet;E. Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves;F. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves to allow a
 minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and a minimumcenterline radius of 103 feet elsewhere;
 G. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not construct sidewalk along: (1) the east side of theSubject Property’s Waukegan Road frontage, and (2) along a portion of the north side of VoltzRoad, from the entrance of the development to the east property line of the Subject Property;
 H. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not bury existing overhead utility lines along WaukeganRoad, a portion of the east side of the Subject Property, and a portion along Voltz Road and towaive the payment of a fee in lieu of burial of said overhead utility lines;
 I. Authorization to remove certain heritage trees and landmark trees and requesting relief fromthe standard tree removal requirements and fees;
 J. Site Plan Approval; andK. Approval of such other zoning and subdivision relief as may be necessary to accommodate the
 development of the Subject Property as proposed by the Applicant; including a request of aVariation of the Zoning Code to allow a fence in the required front yard to exceed 3’ in height.
 A sign has been posted on the Subject Property indicating the time and date of the Plan Commissionpublic hearing. The Applicant has submitted evidence that the mailed notice requirements of the ZoningCode and the Subdivision and Development Code have been satisfied. The Plan Commission hearingwas properly noticed in the April 16, 2015 edition of the Northbrook Star. As of the date of this memo,
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 staff has received a few emails and letters from nearby residents voicing concerns over the proposeddevelopment (see attached). Concerns were raised with the overall density of the proposeddevelopment and the additional traffic that it would generate on Voltz Road.
 PROPERTY DESCRIPTIONThe Subject Property is approximately 16.02 acres (excluding the Waukegan Road right-of-way) and islocated on the northeast corner of Waukegan and Voltz roads. The site contains one existing home, adense grove of trees consisting of a variety of sizes, physical conditions, and types of trees on thewestern half of the site and an open field on the eastern side of the property. There are also treesaround the perimeter of the eastern portion of the site.
 The property is currently zoned R-4 Single Family Residential. The property is surrounded by R-4 SingleFamily Residential zoning to the north consisting of single family homes, R-2 Single Family Zoning to theeast consisting of the railroad right-of-way, R-3 Single Family Residential zoning to the south consistingof single family homes, and OS Open Space zoning to the west consisting of outdoor area aroundNorthbrook Junior High.
 The current Comprehensive Plan designates the Subject Property as appropriate for single familyresidential uses, with which the property’s current R-4 zoning is consistent. The Comprehensive Planalso noted that the site was a candidate for future redevelopment given the size and fact that it wasprimarily vacant land. The Comprehensive Plan specifies that Waukegan Road (a State road) isconsidered a regional arterial street, while Voltz Road ( Village road) is considered a neighborhoodcollector street (included are excerpts of the Comprehensive Plan pertaining to traffic and roadways).Both roads are designated bike routes in the Village of Northbrook. The Comprehensive Plan also notesa “potential road connection” through this property connecting Lee Road and Voltz Road (Note: TheApplicant is proposing an emergency vehicle connection to Lee Road, not a full public road connection).
 No portion of the site is located within the 100-year floodplain, and the property is not located within astormwater project area as identified in the Master Stormwater Management Plan.
 BACKGROUND INFORMATIONDuring the past year, the Owner marketed the Subject Property as for sale and reviewed proposals from
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 several interested developers for residential developments on the property. Following a review of theproposals, the Owner selected the Applicant’s offer to purchase the property for a planned residentialdevelopment. During the process of reviewing proposals, the Owner met with staff to discuss the site,at which time staff advised the Owner to conduct a tree survey of the Subject Property given the densevegetation located on the western side of the Subject Property. The results of the tree survey indicatedthat there were almost 200 heritage and landmark trees as defined by the Municipal Code locatedwithin the Subject Property. In addition to the significant number of heritage and landmark trees, theSubject Property also contains significant grade changes, and the stormwater flows in two differentdirections. These elements created some challenges with how the site could be developed andindicated that the Subject Property may develop better as a planned development rather than a straightresidential subdivision.
 Preliminary Review Plan Submitted by ApplicantOn July 22, 2014, the Board of Trustees conducted a preliminary review of the application (the minutesof this meeting are attached for reference). At that time, the Applicant was proposing a 38-unitdetached single family residential planned development which would be accessed by a private road offof Voltz Road. This proposed plan also included two small pocket parks and walking paths on the site.Lastly, during the preliminary review the Applicant had indicated that they would be preserving 184 ofthe 199 (approximately 92%) heritage and landmark trees on the Subject Property. An image of the planpresented during preliminary review is included below.
 The Trustees commended the Applicant for preserving the trees, but they found the proposed plan tobe too dense as presented. For some of the trustees, their comments regarding density was about thenumber of units, but for other trustees the concern about density was the spacing between the homesand the landscaping buffer being proposed around the perimeter of the Subject Property. The trusteesalso noted that a public street would be preferred over a private street, noting that sidewalks shouldalso be provided on both sides of the street within the development. One trustee also stated that theApplicant should install a sidewalk along Waukegan Road.
 Figure 1: Preliminary Review Plan Proposed by Applicant July 2014
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 Following the preliminary review, the Applicant revised the plan to address some of the concerns raisedby the Board of Trustees. The Applicant reduced the proposed plan from 38-units to 37-units, increasedspacing between the homes, removed the pocket parks and walking paths, and modified the design ofthe proposed street to be a public street located within a reduced right-of-way. During the refinementof the plan, when a more thorough tree survey was conducted, the Applicant noted that the site has acombined total of 245 heritage and landmark trees (of varying health from very good to dead) which isan increase of 46 trees from the original preliminary review plan. The Applicant is now proposing topreserve 161 (preserving approximately 65.7%) of the 245 heritage and landmark trees. The currentproposed plan will be discussed further below.
 DEVELOPMENT SUMMARYAs previously stated, the Applicant is proposing a 37-unit detached single family housing planneddevelopment. The proposed development would be accessed from Voltz Road by a public street withsidewalks on both sides. The proposed road and sidewalks will be located in a 50-foot right-of-way, areduction from the required 60-foot right-of-way. While the development will have full access off VoltzRoad, the Applicant is also proposing a restricted emergency access drive onto Lee Road from thenortheast corner of the Subject Property. Though the Comprehensive Plan notes a “potential roadconnection” through this property connecting Lee Road and Voltz Road, the Plan does not show theconnection as residents along Lee Road are opposed to such a connection. The emergency accessconnection satisfies the concerns of the Fire department. As noted earlier, the Comprehensive Planidentifies a potential road connection to Lee Road. Staff from the Fire and Police departments aresatisfied that the emergency vehicle connection will satisfy their needs.
 Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan
 The Applicant proposes to maintain the existing R-4 Single Family Residential District zoning. The net
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 site area of 13.72 acres, which excludes the land area for the road right-of-way, would allow up to 49homes under the R-4 Single Family Residential District requirement of 12,000 square feet per lot;however, due to the constraints of the existing topography and wooded areas, the Applicant isproposing 37 homes, resulting in approximately 2.7 units per acre. Excluding the lower levels that areeither totally or partially below grade, the proposed homes would range in size from 2,600 to 3,200square feet of above lowest level area (basement). It should be noted, that from a maximum floor arearatio perspective for the entire development, the Zoning Code includes the floor area of those lowerlevels (basements), which are 50% or more above grade in the floor area calculations. By the Village’sdefinition of floor area some of the homes with walk-out basements are up to 6,900 square feet in size.
 The Applicant has stated that the homes would be “targeted” towards empty-nester residents. Allhomes will contain a first floor master bedroom with additional bedrooms on the second floor;however, one ranch model has all bedrooms located on the main floor. The Applicant is proposing thatthe homes and the lots on which they would be located would be individually owned, but the remainderof the property whole would be owned in common and maintained by a homeowners association.
 The Applicant has indicated that a large part of the proposed development design is due to the existingtrees on the Subject Property, and the intent to preserve as many as possible. The Subject Property,based upon the tree survey provided by the Applicant in their attached submittal, contains 1095 treeswith a diameter greater than 6” (trees with a diameter under 6” are not required to be assessed in thetree survey). Of those trees, 58 are designated as Heritage trees by the Village, and 187 are designatedas Landmark trees (a combined total of 22.4% of all trees on the site with a diameter greater than 6”).
 Figure 3: Proposed Conservation Areas Outlined in Red
 As part of the planned development design, the Applicant is proposing to maintain a conservation areaover the trees being preserved in the northwest corner of the Subject Property and along a portion ofthe western side of the property. The image above depicts the conservation area. The proposedconservation area is to remain undisturbed and to be maintained and preserved by the homeowners
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 association. Since the area is to remain undisturbed, it is exempt from the stormwater calculations forrequired storm water detention.
 TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVALThe Subject Property currently consists of several parcels. The Applicant proposes re-subdividing theproperty into 37 lots and eight outlots which includes the conservation areas. Each of the proposed lotsfor the homes would range from 6,200 to 13,000 square feet in area (majority between 6,700 to 8,000square feet), while all residents would have access to all of the open common areas on the SubjectProperty. A copy of the tentative plat is included with the materials submitted by the Applicant anddepicted below.
 Figure 4: Proposed Tentative Plat of Subdivision
 SPECIAL PERMIT FOR CONCEPT PLANNED DEVELOPMENTAs previously stated the Applicant is requesting special permit approval of the planned developmentconcept plan. The planned development process consists of a two-step process: 1) developmentconcept plan approval and 2) final plan approval. This two-step process is similar to the subdivisionprocess which includes tentative and final plat approvals. The concept plan approval stage is intendedto provide the applicant an opportunity to submit a plan showing the basic scope, character and natureof the entire proposed planned development. The final plan approval stage is intended to refine andimplement the development concept plan and to serve as a complete, thorough and permanent publicrecord of the planned development.
 As a reminder to the Plan Commission, the planned development technique is intended to allow therelaxation of certain standard Zoning Code regulations to help achieve other important communityobjectives, such as design and protection of open space or other natural resources. In a standardsubdivision, each residential lot must comply with the bulk, space, and yard requirements of itsdesignated zoning district. However, in a planned development, these standards are applied across theentire property. This means that when applying the minimum lot area, minimum lot width, and
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 minimum yards for the proposed planned development, the Village uses the perimeter property lines ofthe entire site when determining these minimum development standards. The maximum gross floorarea, maximum lot coverage, and maximum building coverage area are also spread across the entire sitein a planned development. By relaxing these regulations, the developer is given the tools to provide thepublic benefits mentioned above. With the proposed development, the Commission will need todetermine if the size and placement of homes, both the distance between the homes and proximity tothe street, on approximately two-thirds of the site is appropriate in order to preserve a significantportion of the grove of trees located on approximately the remaining one-third of the site.
 To approve the special permit requests, the Village Plan Commission and Board of Trustees mustconsider the general standards for such special permits established in Paragraph 11-602 E1 of the ZoningCode. These standards include the following:
 1) Is the proposal in compliance with the Zoning Code and Official Comprehensive Plan?2) Will there be any adverse impact upon adjacent properties?3) Will the proposed use interfere with the orderly development of adjacent properties?4) Are there adequate public facilities to serve the development?5) Will the use cause undue traffic congestion?6) Will the development cause loss of significant environmental or historical features?7) Will the use comply with other applicable Village standards?
 All of the above criteria are relevant in considering whether or not the requested special permit shouldbe granted for the proposed use. The Applicant’s response to all of the standards is included in yourpass out.
 As the Plan Commission reviews the proposed plan, they will want to evaluate how the developmentcomplies with the special permit standards, as well as how the development relates to its surroundings.Below are some items to pay particular attention to while assessing the planned development as itrelates to the surrounding uses.
 On-Site Vehicular and Pedestrian Access. Vehicles and pedestrians would access the development off ofVoltz Road by means of a public looped street. The proposed road off of Voltz Road will contain a singlelane into the site and two lanes exiting the site to allow west bound traffic to turn right, while an eastbound vehicle is waiting to turn left. The proposed road would be flanked on both sides by a wood split-rail fence containing stone piers. The proposed fence will be located within the required front yard withthe tallest pier being approximately 8’-6” in height, which exceeds the allowed 3’ height. For this theApplicant is requesting a variation to allow a fence in excess of the allowed maximum height. It shouldbe noted that the majority of the proposed fence is approximately 5’ or shorter depending upon thevarying grade. Below is an image of the proposed entry fences, which a development sign will beaffixed upon one side.
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 As previously noted an emergency access drive would be provided between the proposed looped roadand Lee Road. A gate would be installed to prevent a motorist from using this access point. A sidewalkon both sides of the looped street would provide all of the homes with access to a sidewalk.
 The proposed road pavement width meets the Village requirement of 27 feet from back-of-curb to back-of-curb. This pavement width allows for two way circulation with the inclusion of on-street parking. TheVillage requires a right-of-way width of 60 feet, but as noted earlier in the memo, the Applicant isproposing a reduced right-of-way of 50 feet; the same as what was proposed and ultimately approvedfor Timber’s Edge. The sidewalk will be 5 feet wide, as required, and the parkway will be reduced inwidth (approximately 6 feet); again this is the same as the plan for Timber’s Edge.
 It should be noted that in addition to requesting a variation of the Subdivision Code to accommodatethe reduced right-of-way, the Applicant is also requesting the following Subdivision Code variations dueto the configuration of the proposed street:
 Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves;
 Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves toallow a minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and aminimum centerline radius of 103 feet elsewhere;
 This means that the proposed development contains portions of the road that curve from one directionto another without an intervening straightaway prior to the next curve, creating the winding road beingproposed. The minimum radiuses for the horizontal curves for the roadway are less than the standardradiuses required. This will make the roadway seem more “winding” and if eventually approved, requirea lower speed limit (20 MPH), to which the Applicant has agreed. The Fire Department also has noissues with the requested variations and has found access around the Subject Property to be sufficientfor their apparatuses.
 Off-Site Vehicular and Pedestrian Access. In addition to the on-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation,it is also important to note the proposed off-site vehicular and pedestrian circulation changes in theadjacent area. The Applicant has provided the attached traffic study, which has been reviewed byVillage staff and the Village Traffic Consultant (of which comments are also attached).
 The enclosed traffic study submitted by the Applicant indicates that the proposed development willcause a minimal increase in traffic at the Waukegan and Voltz roads intersection during peak traffichours. The Applicant expects the development to add 27 cars exiting the Subject Property during peakmorning hours, of which 20 would go through the Waukegan and Voltz roads intersection, with anadditional 32 cars traveling through the same intersection during the evening peak traffic hours.According to the Applicant’s traffic study, this additional traffic does not cause the Level of Service of theintersection to change. The Applicant is also proposing to add a “Do Not Block” intersection sign at theentrance to the development for westbound Voltz Road traffic. By hopefully eliminating the blocking ofthe development entrance, it will allow for cars to more easily enter and exit the site without causingany potential backups along eastbound Voltz Road.
 Based upon the traffic study findings, the Applicant is not proposing any modifications to Waukegan orVoltz roads. The Applicant has indicated that the proposed development will not generate enoughtraffic to warrant widening Voltz Road to install any dedicated turning lanes (right or left) ontoWaukegan Road, nor is it necessary to install a dedicated left turn lane on eastbound Voltz Road into theSubject Property. It should be noted that as part of the dedication for the Waukegan Road right-of-way,
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 the Applicant is including a corner clip on the northeast corner of the Waukegan Road and Voltz Roadintersection should a future widening be necessary to install a dedicated westbound right turn lane onVoltz Road. The Applicant does not believe that a dedicated right-turn lane is necessary at this time, butunderstands dedicating the land for its future use would be appropriate.
 While the Applicant is requesting a variation of the Subdivision Code so they would not be required toinstall sidewalks along either the Waukegan Road frontage or along a portion of the Voltz Road frontageof the Subject Property, the Applicant is proposing to install a sidewalk from the entrance to theproposed development west along the Voltz Road to Waukegan Road.
 Currently, there are no existing sidewalks on either side of Voltz Road with the exception of a smallportion of sidewalk along the south side just east of Waukegan Road in front of the James Palmsdevelopment on the southeast corner of Waukegan and Voltz roads. In regards to Waukegan Road,there is no existing sidewalk along the east side of Waukegan Road between Shermer Road and theviaduct just south of Voltz Road. A sidewalk does extend from south of the viaduct to beyond WillowRoad along the east side of Waukegan Road. There is an existing sidewalk along the west side ofWaukegan Road from just south of Voltz Road, and continuing northbound.
 The Applicant is also proposing to install two crosswalks at the Waukegan and Voltz roads intersection;these are on the north leg and east leg of the intersection since there are already crosswalks in placealong the south and west legs. These crosswalks along with the proposed sidewalk along the north sideof Voltz Road from the development to Waukegan Road would allow pedestrians to exit the SubjectProperty and walk west to Waukegan Road and cross to the west side of Waukegan Road where there isa sidewalk in place heading north.
 Density, Layout and Spacing of Homes. During the preliminary review of the plan, some Boardmembers indicated that a 38-unit development may be too dense for the Subject Property. Prior tofiling a formal application, the Applicant reduced the number of units by one and is now requestingconcept plan approval for a 37-unit residential development. As noted previously in the memo, theApplicant is proposing a density of 2.7 units per acre, which is less than the maximum allowed under theR-4 District, which would be 49 units for the Subject Property or 3.57 units per acre. For referencepurposes, the recently approved Timber’s Edge planned development consisted of 21 units on 5.8 acres,resulting in 3.6 units per acre.
 The spacing between the homes and relationship to the street will have a feel somewhat similar innature to those older areas of Northbrook. The Applicant is proposing that the majority of the homeswill have a minimum separation of 15 feet between each home, while the homes along the northernportion of the Subject Property (Lots 17-30) will have a minimum separation of 20 feet between eachhome (lots 17-30 are noted below with red dots). It should be noted that separation between homescould be greater depending upon the home model selected for each lot. For comparison purposes, in aconventional subdivision in the R-4 zoning district, the homes would have a required minimumseparation of 18 feet (minimum 9-foot side yard). The Plan Commission may recall that the recentlyapproved Timber’s Edge development, also a development within the R-4 District, had a minimumseparation of 14 feet between homes.
 Below is an exhibit, provided by the Applicant (also included in a larger viewing format in the binderunder tab 1D), depicting locations of proposed housing models along the north side of the planneddevelopment backing up to the homes on the south side of Country Lane. The exhibit labels theproposed possible separation between the homes ranging from 20’ to up to 27’. The exhibit also depictsthe existing separation between the homes on the south side of Country Lane which range from 15’ to

Page 10
                        

Page 10
 30’. In regards to the rear setbacks of the proposed homes, the Applicant has stated that they will notallow the homes to be closer than 40’ to the rear lot line. The existing homes along Country Lane haverear setbacks ranging from 20’ to 82’.
 Figure 5: Image depicting the existing setbacks and separations along Country Lane in relation to the proposeddevelopment setbacks.
 Figure 6: Lots identified in red will have a minimum 20-foot separation between homes, while the remaining lotshave a minimum separation of 15’.
 The Applicant is also proposing a minimum distance of at least 20 feet from the sidewalk to the garage.This is one foot less than the required minimum driveway depth of 21 feet approved with the Timber’sEdge planned development.
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 Architectural Design. Enclosed with the material submitted by the Applicant are schematic elevationsand floor plans of several model types of homes. The architecture is described as having a country-likefeel with cottage-type homes primarily consisting of a story and one-half (Cape Cod style). Theproposed styles, and materials, of the homes will be undergoing review by the Architectural ControlCommission in May.
 Parking. All of the proposed homes will contain a two-car garage, with the ability to park at least twoadditional cars in the driveways. The Applicant has proposed 11 off-street perpendicular parking stallsoff of the proposed public road for guest parking. In addition to the proposed off-street guest parking,the Applicant proposes parking on one side of the street (opposite side from which the fire hydrants willbe located), which would provide approximately 35 additional guest parking spaces.
 Open Space and Perimeter Buffer. In addition to preserving trees on the Subject Property, the Applicantis also proposing to add additional trees and plantings throughout the site. As noted previously in thereport, the Applicant is proposing almost three acres of open space on the Subject Property in the formof conservation areas.
 The Applicant proposes a 40-foot wide buffer along the north perimeter of the development, which isdefined as the rear yard for this planned development. Forty feet is the minimum required rear yard inall of the Village’s single family districts, including the R-4 District. The 40-foot buffer would be theminimum distance homes would be set from the perimeter property line, with some homes set fartheraway depending up on the specific lot and model of home chosen.
 The Applicant has included a very thorough and detailed preliminary landscape plan depicting all of thescreening that will be provided on all sides of the development. The Subject Property is bordered byWaukegan Road to the west, Voltz Road to the south, and railroad right-of-way to the east. This leavesthe north side of the Subject Property which is adjacent to existing single family residences. TheApplicant is proposing to transplant some evergreens on the Subject Property to the north, as well asadd additional plantings, to provide screening.
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 Figure 7: Landscape Plan Proposed Screening along the north property line.
 In addition to the 40-foot buffer to the north, the Applicant is proposing a 30-foot setback along theVoltz Road frontage from the south lot line to the homes. The yard along Voltz is considered the frontyard for the planned development, and the minimum requirement for such a yard in the R-4 District is30 feet. With the exception of the home on Lot 24, buffers of over 100 feet in the form of stormwaterdetention, preservation of existing trees, and new landscaping are being provided from each of the eastand west property lines to the proposed homes.
 Removal of Heritage and Landmark Trees. As previously stated the design of the development preservesnearly 66% of the heritage and landmark trees on the property, and in doing so provides a significantpassive natural open space on the property. All of the trees on the Subject Property have varyingconditions of health, which are noted below in a table provided by the Applicant. The Applicant isproposing to preserve 43 of the 58 Heritage trees (75%), and 118 of the 187 Landmark trees (64%). Inaddition to the heritage and landmark trees being preserved, the Applicant is also preserving othertrees, bringing the total number of trees preserved to 509 or 46.5% of all trees with a diameter greaterthan 6” on the property.
 Figure 8: Tree Inventory and Removal Data Provided by Applicant
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 Included with the material submitted by the Applicant is a very detailed tree survey which identifies thehealth of the trees from very good to dead. Of the 586 trees being proposed for removal, 287 of themare rated as poor, very poor, or dead. It should also be noted that of the 586 trees proposed forremoval, 201 of them are considered to be nuisance trees.
 The Village has a tree protection ordinance in place which requires the request to remove any heritageand landmark tree go for review by the Public Works Committee, and ultimately Board of Trusteesapproval is required to remove heritage trees in addition to the payment a fee authorizing the removal.The same ordinance also requires a fee to be paid for removal of landmark trees, but removal of alandmark tree does not require specific approval by the Board of Trustees unless said tree is locatedwithin a required yard. As part of the planned development application, the Applicant is requesting awaiver from the Village Board of Trustees for some of the required fees associated with the removal ofheritage and landmark trees. The Applicant is also requesting Board approval to allow for funds fromlandmark tree removals to be allocated towards the installation of the underground stormwater vault,instead of replacement trees. These requests by the Applicant will be addressed by the Board ofTrustees since they are matters requiring Board approval.
 Stormwater and Utilities. The site is tributary to two drainage areas. The proposed plan consists of twodetention basins, one located on the southwest corner of the Subject Property and the other on theeastern edge of the Subject Property. The two low points are at the eastern and western edges of theproperty, thus explaining the locations of the proposed detention basins. It should be noted that theplans submitted by the Applicant label the detention basins as retention basins, but after conferringwith the Village Engineer, they should be labeled as detention basins since they are dry-bottom basins.The Applicant is also proposing an underground vault located in the center of the development.
 .Figure 9: Areas outlined in blue are for stormwater detention
 While the detention basin on the west side of the Subject Property has an approximately 10-footdifference from the top to the bottom of the basin, the difference is conveyed in a 1:4 slope which isgradual; this is different from the proposed basin at Willow Crossing reviewed earlier this year wherethe 10-foot difference had the inclusion of retaining walls, resulting in more prominent changes of

Page 14
                        

Page 14
 height, meriting the need for a guardrail. The detention basin on the east side of the site has adifference of approximately 6-feet from typical grade to the bottom of the basin, also with a gradual 1:4slope. The design and height of the detention basins will be reviewed more thoroughly during the finalplat approval and final plan approval which requires submittal of final engineering drawings.
 The Applicant is also requesting a variation of the Subdivision Code requirement to bury overhead utilitylines. Currently, there are utility lines running along the east side of Waukegan Road. The Applicant isrequesting a variation to not bury these lines since they run above ground both north and south of theSubject Property. There are also some overhead utility lines on the east side of the Subject Propertythat cross Voltz Road, which the Applicant is also requesting a variation to not bury. The PlanCommission will want to discuss whether or not the utility lines should be buried in these locations.
 Affordable Housing. In March 2005, in response to a new state law that encourages communities tostrive to attain at least 10% of their housing stock as affordable housing units, the Village adopted anAffordable Housing Plan with the goal of providing additional affordable housing opportunities in thecommunity. The Plan identified several areas in the community that are “most appropriate foraffordable housing developments,” the Waukegan Road corridor is one of them. Given that the Villageis considering a 37-unit residential development, the Village may wish to consider requiring the inclusionof affordable housing as part of the project.
 Currently, the Zoning Code only requires independent senior living facilities in the RS District to provideaffordable units. Such facilities are required to provide no less than ten percent of all units as affordableunits. The Code does not define “affordable;” however, the Village’s approach with the one projectthat provided affordable units, The Lodge, was that the units must be affordable based upon incomelevels for area residents, not the metropolitan area. At this time, the Applicant is not planning onincluding any affordable units within the development. No Board members suggested that affordableunits be incorporated into the development when the matter was reviewed as a preliminary application.To-date, the Village has only required affordable units be provided in senior living facilities.
 TEXT AMENDMENTThe Applicant is requesting a text amendment to allow for a building height in excess of the maximumallowed height of 35 feet in the R-4 District. Given the Zoning Code’s definition of grade and the gradechange incorporated with the development of the site, some of the proposed homes cannot complywith the maximum height limit of 35 feet in the R-4 District.
 The Plan Commission may recall reviewing a similar request recently from Pulte, during that discussionthe Plan Commission seemed to understand the need for some sort of Zoning Code amendment toaddress height issues with new planned developments and subdivisions. At that time it was suggestedthat a text amendment to the village’s definitions of height and grade for new planned developmentsand new subdivisions may be appropriate.
 The Zoning Code defines building height for single-family homes as the vertical distance measured from“grade” to the highest point of a structure, excluding chimneys. Grade is defined as the normal contourof the land at the location of the proposed structure or development prior to the construction of suchstructure or development, as established by the Village Engineer. Prior to construction has beendefined as prior to grade changes as part of the grading for an overall subdivision. The Village Engineerhas indicated in this instance that grade would be defined as the highest existing ground contour (priorto re-grading) within each proposed building envelope.
 The Applicant has provided two tables in their materials specifying the heights for the proposed homes
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 as they relate to the highest existing grade on each individual lot. The other item to note is that theApplicant is proposing homes that have standard below grade basements, look-out basements, andwalk-out basements depending upon the lots since there are grade changes across the site. This meansthat the homes with walk-out basements must have their height measured from the grade at the walk-out basement to the peak of the roof, even though that may be the rear elevation, while the front streetelevation would be shorter in appearance.
 The combination of measuring from the existing grade on the Subject Property, and the inclusion ofsome walk-out basements given the topography of the site, result in some homes exceeding 35 inheight. The Applicant has stated in their material that none of the homes will exceed 40 feet in height.
 The Applicant requests that the Zoning Code be amended to authorize by variation an increase in height,not to exceed five feet, in the R-4 Single Family Residential District when located in a new subdivisionand re-grading is required to provide proper site engineering and storm water management.
 In the material submitted by the Applicant, the Applicant has provided its justifications for both the textamendment and the associated requested variation. The Applicant states in their justification that thecurrent requirement for measuring height from existing grade leads to an undue restriction on the styleof home that could be built when re-grading is necessary on a property.
 STAFF COMMENTSThe most recent set of staff comments and the Applicant’s response to these comments are includedwith the materials submitted by the Applicant. At this time, they have responded to most of the staffcomments, but since this is an application solely for concept plan approval, it is able to move along tothe public hearing process (final engineering is not required at this time in the process).
 It should be noted that there are several items of relief which specifically require Board of Trusteesapproval. These are typically dealt with at the Board level, and not under the Plan Commissionspurview.
 One of these items is the Applicant’s request to waive the payment of fee-in-lieu of burial of theoverhead utility lines. The Plan Commission does make recommendation on whether or not thelines must be buried. The Plan Commission should note that the Board is currently re-examiningthe policy issue of when existing wires should be buried and whether or not a fee should becollected.
 The Applicant is also requesting that the impact fee contributions for the schools and parkdistricts, as well as the library, be reduced since the Applicant does not anticipate thedevelopment generating the amount of residents as determined by the Village’s method forcalculating impact fees. This is a request that the Board of Trustees will need to discuss duringtheir review of the Application.
 Lastly, as noted previously in the memo, the Applicant is requesting variations regarding howthe fees for tree removal are handled. While these items do not require review and discussionby the Plan Commission, they should be noted since modifications to the proposed plan couldresult in modifications to these items later on during the review process.
 SUMMARYAs the Plan Commission considers all existing features of the Subject Property as well as the design ofthe proposed planned development, they will want to determine if the public benefits associated with
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 the proposed development (preservation of open space) warrant the relaxation of the Village’s standardzoning regulations. Staff suggests the Plan Commission consider the following policy questions whilereviewing the preliminary request:
 1. Is appropriate to grant concept plan and tentative plat approval for a planned developmentconsisting of 37 detached single family homes, which are between 2,600 to 3,200 square feet offloor area, and that preserves two-thirds of the heritage and landmark trees fitting for theSubject Property? More specifically,
 a. Is the proposed site layout appropriate for the Subject Property and the surroundingneighborhoods?
 b. Are the tree protection measures appropriate?c. Do the proposed home sites have proper orientation to the adjoining property to the
 north?d. Is adequate screening and buffering being provided to the properties to the north?e. Is the proposed minimum separation of homes of 15’ and 20’ adequate?Is the proposed
 driveway depth of a minimum 20’ from garage to sidewalk adequate?
 2. Is it appropriate to adopt a Zoning Code text amendment to allow by variation approval anincrease in building height of no more than 5’ when granted as part of the planned development(or general subdivision) process?
 3. Is it appropriate to grant the necessary Subdivision Code variations to accommodate theproposed public road?
 a. Reduction of the required right-of-way from 60’ to 50’?b. Allowance of no tangent between reverse curves?c. Variation of the minimum centerline radius of curves?
 4. Does the proposed plan provide adequate guest parking areas (11 off-street spaces, andapproximately 35 on-street spaces)?
 5. Given the existing sidewalks in the area, do the proposed sidewalks on the perimeter of thedevelopment provide adequate pedestrian connections between the proposed developmentand the surrounding areas? More specifically is it appropriate to grant a variation to notrequire sidewalks along the east side of Waukegan Road and a portion of the north side ofVoltz Road?
 6. Is it appropriate to grant a variation of the Subdivision Code to not require the burial of theexisting overhead utility lines along Waukegan Road and along a portion of the eastern side ofthe Subject Property?
 7. Is it appropriate to grant a variation to allow a fence taller than 3 feet in height within therequired yard along Voltz Road?
 8. Is the proposed site plan, which requires the removal of some heritage and landmark tree whilepreserving a large grove of trees on the western side of the Subject Property, appropriate?
 9. Is the provision of a restricted emergency access north onto Lee Road appropriate?
 10. Should the proposed development be required to provide affordable housing?
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 11. Are there any other specific concerns the Plan Commission has regarding the overall projectdesign, such as the layout of the development, the buffers being provided along the periphery,access to the site, the architecture of the buildings, etc.?
 The Applicant and staff will attend the May 5, 2015 meeting to answer any questions that may arise.
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DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT
 Page 1
 MEMORANDUMVILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK
 TO: PLAN COMMISSION
 FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER
 DATE: JUNE 2, 2015
 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
 On May 5, 2015, the Plan Commission conducted the first public hearing on Docket No. 15-04, anapplication submitted by Edward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) as contractual purchaser ofthe property at 1220 and 1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which is owned in trust by AnetsFamily, LLC (the “Owner”). The Applicant is requesting a series of zoning and subdivision approvals toconstruct a planned development consisting of 37 single family detached homes. Following testimonyfrom the Applicant, and members of the public, the Commission closed the public hearing and discussedthe application. The Commission, following the request of the Applicant, continued the public hearingto June 2 to allow the Applicant time to revise the plan to address the comments from the members ofthe public and the Plan Commission.
 Since May 5, the Applicant has met twice with Village staff and continues to revise the plan and preparedocuments to present to the Plan Commission. On May 26, the Village received the attached letter fromthe Applicant requesting that the June 2 public hearing be continued to June 16. At the June 2 meeting,the Commission will need to vote on a motion to continue the public hearing to June 16.
 Staff emailed members of the public that have sent emails regarding the project informing them of thecontinuation of the public hearing. Staff also posted a notice on the Village website that the item willbe continued to June 16.
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 MEMORANDUMVILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK
 TO: PLAN COMMISSION
 FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER
 DATE: JUNE 16, 2015
 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
 On June 16, 2015, the Plan Commission is scheduled to conduct its second public hearing on Docket No.15-04, a revised application submitted by Edward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) ascontractual purchaser of the property at 1220 and 1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which isowned in trust by Anets Family, LLC (the “Owner”). After hearing comments from the public and PlanCommission during the May 5 public hearing, the Applicant has submitted a revised site plan. The publichearing was originally continued to June 2; however, the Applicant asked for a further continuance toJune 16 to have more time to address concerns raised by the public and Plan Commission. The Applicanthas submitted a new site plan requesting zoning and subdivision approvals to construct a planneddevelopment consisting of 36 single family detached homes.
 The following zoning relief was noticed for the first public hearing; items struck out and doubleunderline have been modified to reflect the current plan:
 A. Special Permit approval of a concept plan for a 37-unit 36-unit single family detached homeplanned development in the R-4 zoning district;
 B. Tentative Plat approval of a 37-lot 36-lot subdivision with outlots and conservation areas;C. Zoning Code Text Amendment, and any additional associated zoning relief, to allow for an
 increase in permitted building height in a Planned Development;D. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the required right-of-way width from 60 feet to 50
 feet;E. Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves;F. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves to allow a
 minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and a minimumcenterline radius of 103 feet elsewhere;
 G. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not construct sidewalk along: (1) the east side of theSubject Property’s Waukegan Road frontage, and (2) along a portion of the north side of VoltzRoad, from the entrance of the development to the east property line of the Subject Property;
 H. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not bury existing overhead utility lines along WaukeganRoad, a portion of the east side of the Subject Property, and a portion along Voltz Road and towaive the payment of a fee in lieu of burial of said overhead utility lines;
 I. Authorization to remove certain heritage trees and landmark trees and requesting relief fromthe standard tree removal requirements and fees;
 J. Site Plan Approval; andK. Approval of such other zoning and subdivision relief as may be necessary to accommodate the
 development of the Subject Property as proposed by the Applicant; including a request of aVariation of the Zoning Code to allow a fence in the required front yard to exceed 3’ in height.
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 Since the May 5 meeting, the Village has received several additional pieces of written correspondencefrom the public, which are attached for reference.
 MAY 5 PLAN COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARINGOn May 5, the Commission held its first public hearing on the Applicant’s proposed planneddevelopment, which at that time consisted of a 37-unit detached single family residential development(an excerpt of the minutes from that hearing are attached for reference). After hearing from staff andthe Applicant, eleven members of the public, consisting of neighbors to the proposed project, spoke inopposition to the project citing concerns with density, proximity of homes to the existing homes in thearea, and the impact that the development would have on traffic at the intersection of Voltz andWaukegan roads.
 Following comments from the public, the Commission closed the public hearing and discussed theapplication. While a majority of the Commission found the site to be an appropriate candidate for aplanned development, the Commission raised concerns regarding the following features of thedevelopment:
 The proposed development did not appear to adequately address concerns raised by individualBoard members’ during the preliminary review (in particular, the number of units and spacingbetween homes).
 As a planned development, it should provide more amenities, such as outdoor seating areas.
 There is a need for guest parking. In addition to the four parking spaces per home (two in thegarage and two in the driveway), the development should also provide a minimum of 0.5 spacesper dwelling unit for guest parking.
 The proposed driveway depth from the garage door to the sidewalk should be increased to 21feet.
 A majority of the Commissioners also believed a right turn lane on westbound Voltz Road atWaukegan Road was needed.
 A majority of the Plan Commission did not accept the Applicants’ premise that they shouldreceive a reduction of the required impact fees for the development. The Applicant has notprovided a response to this comment at this point, and it will ultimately be discussed anddetermined at the Board of Trustees level.
 In addition to the concerns raised by the Plan Commissioners, a few Commissioners also questionedother specific issues. The two specific items that required additional information was (1) how muchusable rear yard will the proposed homes have and (2) information regarding the specific standards theHomeowners Association would follow to maintain the preserved grove of trees in the conservationareas. The material supplied by the Applicant does not specifically address these two points, but theApplicant may address these items during the hearing, or at a subsequent public hearing.
 REVISED SITE PLAN & APPLICANT’S RESPONSEIn response to the Commission members’ comments at the May 5 meeting, the Applicant has submittedthe attached written response, revised site plan, and supplemental information. Prior to furtherrefining the revised plans, the Applicant would like feedback from the Commission regarding itsproposed changes. In general the Applicant has eliminated one unit from the development andincreased the overall spacing between the proposed homes. In doing so, the Applicant was also able toprovide an additional pocket park within the development. Below is the original site plan reviewedduring the May 5 public hearing, as well as the revised site plan being presented on June 16.
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 Figure 1: First Plan Reviewed by Plan Commission (37 units)
 Figure 2: Revised Plan for June 16 Public Hearing (36 units)
 The following more specifically summarizes how the Applicant addressed Plan Commission members’concerns.
 16 units
 15 units
 10 units
 11 units
 10 units
 11 units
 Guestparkingadded
 “pocketpark”added
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 Density. As previously stated, the Applicant has reduced the overall number of units from 37 to 36. Thiswas accomplished by removing two units from the perimeter of the development and increasing thenumber of units by one in the center area. The previously reviewed plan consisted of 10 homes abuttingnorthern property line adjacent to Country Lane while the revised plan now contains 9 units. To thesame effect, the previous plan contained 6 homes along Voltz Road while the current plan only contains5 homes along Voltz Road.
 The reduction of one unit and moving a second unit to the center of the development has increased thespacing between all of the homes around the perimeter of the development. This modification wasintended to address the concerns about the density of the development in relation to the surroundinghomes.
 The previously reviewed plan contained a density of approximately 2.7 units per acre. The revised plannow has a density of approximately 2.64 units per acre (it should be noted that the written narrativeprovided by the Applicant has an incorrect density calculation).
 In regards to the spacing between the homes, the Applicant continues to maintain a minimum 40-footrear setback from the northern property line along Country Lane to the proposed homes. As previouslynoted, the Applicant has increased the minimum spacing between the proposed homes as follows:
 North Property Line (units 22-30): Increased from 20 feet to 25 feet
 South Property Line (units 1-6): Increased from 15 feet to 21 feet
 Interior Units: Increased from 15 feet to a minimum of 17 feet
 This increase in spacing between structures assists in minimizing any visual density for the proposed R-4Single Family Residential Planned Development. For comparison, the minimum spacing between homesin a traditional R-4 District subdivision would be 18 feet.
 The reconfiguration of the homes in the development has also allowed the Applicant to include a smallpocket park containing some proposed seating under a trellis. This park is adjacent to the treepreservation area, allowing residents of the development an area to congregate or sit and takeadvantage of the preserved grove of trees located in the planned development.
 Parking. Another concern raised by the Plan Commission was the amount of off-street guest parkingbeing provided. Originally the Applicant was proposing 11 off-street parking spaces. That number hasnow been increased to a total of 18 off-street parking spaces. This increase in off-street guest parkingaccounts for 0.5 parking space per unit in the development. In addition to the off-street guest parkingspaces, the Applicant has submitted the attached on-street parking plan which accounts for anadditional 35 on-street parking spaces located on one-side of the street.
 In addition to the concern with availability of guest parking, the Commissioners also requested that theApplicant increase the minimum driveway length from 20 feet to 21 feet between the garage face andthe public sidewalk. The Applicant has revised the plan and is now proposing a minimum drivewaydepth of 20.5 feet between the garage face and the sidewalk. The summary provided by the Applicantincludes the justification for the depth to be slightly under 21 feet. It also notes that the Villagerequirement for a parking stall depth is 20 feet, which the proposed 20.5 feet exceeds.
 Traffic. One concern which was voiced by several of the residents that spoke, as well as a majority ofthe Commissioners, was in regards to the traffic at the intersection of Voltz and Waukegan roads, and

Page 23
                        

Page 5
 how this proposed development would impact the existing congestion at that intersection. Several ofthe Commissioners stated during the first public hearing that they believed there was a need to install adedicated right-turn lane on westbound Voltz Road onto northbound Waukegan Road with theconstruction of the proposed development.
 The Applicant has provided a supplemental traffic study document in the attached submittal thatindicates that the current traffic volume along Voltz Road is the result of motorist using Voltz Road as analternative route while improvements are being constructed along Willow Road. The Applicant hasindicated that once the improvements on Willow Road are completed, the traffic counts on Voltz Roadshould decrease, making the installation of a dedicated right-turn lane on westbound Voltz unnecessary.
 Lastly, the Applicant has revised the emergency access drive from the Subject Property north to LeeRoad to now be an electronic key entry restricted gate for the residents of the development andemergency personnel. This modification to the restricted access north to Lee Road allows for residentsto use Lee Road, limits any potential additional impact at the Voltz and Waukegan roads intersection, aswell as minimizes the additional traffic on Voltz Road in general.
 SUMMARYThe attached proposed plan has not undergone staff review at this time. The Applicant would likefeedback from the Plan Commission regarding the direction of the new plan, prior to refining the planand revising the engineering and landscape plans for staff review.
 As the Plan Commission considers all existing features of the Subject Property as well as the design ofthe proposed planned development, they will want to determine if the public benefits associated withthe proposed development (preservation of open space) warrant the relaxation of the Village’s standardzoning regulations. Staff suggests the Plan Commission consider the following questions whilereviewing the revised plans:
 1. As the Applicant continues to preserve two-thirds of the heritage and landmark trees on theSubject Property, does the Applicant’s revised plan sufficiently address Commissionmembers’ concerns regarding:
 a. density and spacing of homes,b. guest parking,c. driveway lengths,d. open space amenities,e. traffic impacts on Voltz Road and Lee Road,f. usable backyards, andg. maintenance of conservation area?
 2. If the Applicant has not adequately addressed the Commission’s concerns, what might theApplicant do to address those concerns?
 3. If the Applicant has adequately addressed the Commission’s concerns, the Applicant willfurther refine the revised plan and present it to the Commission at a future meeting, wherethe Commission will further discuss the appropriateness of :
 a. granting concept plan and tentative plat approval for a planned developmentconsisting of 36 detached single family homes;
 b. amending the Zoning Code to allow increase building height when part of a planneddevelopment or general subdivision process;
 c. granting Subdivision Code variations to accommodate the proposed public road,
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 including:i. Reduction of the required right-of-way from 60’ to 50’;
 ii. Allowance of no tangent between reverse curves; andiii. Variation of the minimum centerline radius of curves; and
 d. granting Subdivision Code variation to not require sidewalks along the east side ofWaukegan Road and portion of the north side of Voltz Road;
 e. granting Subdivision Code variation to not require the burial of the existingoverhead utility lines along Waukegan Road and along a portion of the eastern sideof the Subject Property; and
 f. granting Zoning Code variation to allow a fence taller than 3 feet in height within therequired yard along Voltz Road?
 The Applicant and staff will attend the June 16, 2015 meeting to answer any questions that may arise.
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 MEMORANDUMVILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK
 TO: PLAN COMMISSION
 FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER
 DATE: JULY 21, 2015
 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
 On July 21, 2015, the Plan Commission is scheduled to conduct its third public hearing on Docket No. 15-04, a revised application submitted by Edward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) as contractualpurchaser of the property at 1220 and 1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which is owned in trustby Anets Family, LLC (the “Owner”). After hearing comments from the public and Plan Commissionduring the June 16 public hearing, the Applicant has submitted a revised site plan requesting zoning andsubdivision approvals to construct a planned development consisting of 36 single family detachedhomes.
 The following zoning relief was noticed for the first public hearing; items struck out and doubleunderline have been modified to reflect the current plan:
 A. Special Permit approval of a concept plan for a 37-unit 36-unit single family detached homeplanned development in the R-4 zoning district;
 B. Tentative Plat approval of a 37-lot 36-lot subdivision with outlots and conservation areas;C. Zoning Code Text Amendment, and any additional associated zoning relief, to allow for an
 increase in permitted building height in a Planned Development;D. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the required right-of-way width from 60 feet to 50
 feet;E. Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves;F. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves to allow a
 minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and a minimumcenterline radius of 103 feet elsewhere;
 G. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not construct sidewalk along: (1) the east side of theSubject Property’s Waukegan Road frontage, and (2) along a portion of the north side of VoltzRoad, from the entrance of the development to the east property line of the Subject Property;
 H. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not bury existing overhead utility lines along WaukeganRoad, a portion of the east side of the Subject Property, and a portion along Voltz Road and towaive the payment of a fee in lieu of burial of said overhead utility lines;
 I. Authorization to remove certain heritage trees and landmark trees and requesting relief fromthe standard tree removal requirements and fees;
 J. Site Plan Approval; andK. Approval of such other zoning and subdivision relief as may be necessary to accommodate the
 development of the Subject Property as proposed by the Applicant; including a request of aVariation of the Zoning Code to allow a fence in the required front yard to exceed 3’ in height.
 Since the June 16 meeting, the Village has received several additional pieces of written correspondence
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 from the public, which are attached for reference.
 JUNE 16 PLAN COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
 On June 16, the Commission held its second public hearing on the Applicant’s proposed planneddevelopment, which at that time consisted of a 36-unit detached single family residential development(an excerpt of the minutes from that hearing are attached for reference). After hearing from staff andthe Applicant, six members of the public spoke and cited concerns regarding density, proximity ofhomes to the existing homes in the area, and the impact that the development would have on traffic atthe intersection of Voltz and Waukegan roads. Many of these same concerns were also noted during thefirst public hearing.
 Following comments from the public, the Commission closed the public hearing and discussed theapplication. While a majority of the Commission found that the Applicant had begun to address theconcerns voiced during the first public hearing, Commission members stated that they still had someremaining concerns with portions of the development:
 There was still a request from several commissioners that an additional unit be removed; as wellas a request that the spacing between the homes on the interior of the development beincreased to a minimum of 18 feet.
 There was a concern about the proposed on-street parking spaces located across the streetfrom the perpendicular guest parking near the pocket park. The Commission requested that theparallel spaces behind the perpendicular spaces be eliminated to avoid parking conflicts.
 Commission members still requested that the proposed driveway depth from the garage door tothe sidewalk be increased to 21 feet.
 There was a request for more detailed HOA documents pertaining to the maintenance andpreservation of the conservation areas on the Subject Property.
 Some of the commissioners believed that the access to Lee Road should be open without keyaccess, while others found it to be appropriate to restrict, or prohibit, the access north onto LeeRoad from the Subject Property.
 There was a suggestion that the sidewalk be extended to the guest parking located in thenortheast corner of the development.
 Some Commissioners requested additional community open space.
 REVISED SITE PLAN & APPLICANT’S RESPONSE
 In response to the Commission members’ comments at the June 16 meeting, the Applicant hassubmitted the attached written response, revised site plan, and supplemental information. Prior tofurther refining the revised plans, the Applicant would like feedback from the Commission regarding itsproposed changes. In general, the Applicant has responded to the Commission members concerns by:
 increasing the overall spacing between the proposed interior homes,
 eliminating some on-street parking,
 including an additional sidewalk connection in the northwest corner of the development, and
 increasing the minimum driveway depth.
 The following more specifically summarizes how the Applicant addressed Plan Commission members’concerns.
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 Density. As previously stated, the Applicant has increased the spacing of the homes located in theinterior of the development to a minimum of 18 feet as recommended by Commission members.This results is the minimum spacing between the proposed homes as follows:
 North Property Line (units 22-30): minimum of 25 feet
 South Property Line (units 1-6): minimum of 21 feet
 Interior Units: minimum of 18 feet
 This increase in spacing between structures assists in minimizing any visual density for the proposed R-4Single Family Residential Planned Development. For comparison, the minimum spacing between homesin a traditional R-4 District subdivision would be 18 feet. The below image depicts the proposed siteplan with the increased spacing between interior units.
 Figure 1: Proposed Revised Site Plan
 Parking and Driveways. Another concern raised by the Plan Commission was the proposed location ofon-street parking in proximity to some of the off-street guest parking. The site plan on the followingpage depicts the area of concern outlined in red.
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 Figure 2: Previously reviewed on-street parking plan
 The Applicant has revised the plan to eliminate on-street parking behind the area of off-street guestparking. The below image shows the revised plan which now accounts for a total of 55 guest parkingspaces, of which 18 are off-street parking stalls located in three areas within the development.
 Figure 3: Proposed Guest Parking Plan
 In addition to the concern with availability of guest parking, the Commissioners also requested that theApplicant increase the minimum driveway length from 20.5 feet to 21 feet between the garage face andthe public sidewalk. The Applicant has revised the plan and is now proposing a minimum drivewaydepth of 21 feet between the garage face and the sidewalk.
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 Roadways & Sidewalks. The Applicant is still proposing that the connection to Lee Road have anelectronic key entry restricted gate for the residents of the development and emergency personnel.Village staff has further discussed this proposed idea, and the Public Works Department does notsupport such locked gates connecting a roadway, and in particular when used on a public road.
 The Village does have some limited experience with such a gate system. An example of this type ofsystem is a gate located at the point of connection between two private roads in the Four Winds ofNorthbrook and the Ivy Club of Northbrook townhome developments. The two developments arelocated on the southwest corner of Lake Cook and Sanders roads. These developments were approvedin 1990 and 1996, respectively.
 Over the years there have been issues with gate’s opening and closing mechanism, and residents havecalled the Village for assistance to try to address their particular issue. Today, the gate appears not tobe used in its original manner as it now has a padlock on it. The Applicant has been made aware ofstaff’s concerns, and they can provide a response during their presentation at the public hearing on July21.
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 The Applicant has also extended the sidewalk in the northeast corner of the Subject Property to moreeasily access the proposed off-street guest parking. The below image depicts the proposed Lee Roadconnection, and the added sidewalk connection to the parking spaces.
 Figure 4: Proposed sidewalk extension
 Conservation Areas and Open Community Space. The Commission had requested that the Applicantcontinue to refine their Homeowners Association documents to better address the maintenance andpreservation of the conservation area. Following the public hearing, the Applicant reached out toVillage staff for assistance on this matter. It was determined that while the Applicant continues to workon this, the more detailed documents and responses are items which can best be addressed during thefinal planned development approval process that will follow this concept planned review process. Areasonable condition of concept plan approval could be that at final plan approval the Applicant submitfor Village approval a maintenance plan for the conservation area.
 Meanwhile, it should be noted that the Village has also reached out to Openlands, an agency thatspecializes in open space land preservation. Staff has requested assistance with preparing maintenancedocuments for land preservation areas. We are still awaiting a reply to our request for technicalassistance.
 Some of the commissioners also felt that the development could benefit from additional communityspace. At this time, the Applicant continues to provide the one pocket park and the approximately 3 -acres of tree conservation area on the Subject Property.
 SUMMARYIncluded with this report is the revised plan and supplemental information provided by the Applicant,which elaborates on the modifications they have made to the plan since the last public hearing, as wellas additional information about the project as a whole. The attached proposed plan has not undergonestaff review at this time. The Applicant would like feedback from the Plan Commission regarding thedirection of the new plan, prior to refining the plan.
 As the Plan Commission considers all existing features of the Subject Property as well as the design of
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 the proposed planned development, they will want to determine if the public benefits associated withthe proposed development (preservation of open space) warrant the relaxation of the Village’s standardzoning regulations. Staff suggests the Plan Commission consider the following questions whilereviewing the revised plans:
 1. As the Applicant continues to preserve two-thirds of the heritage and landmark trees on theSubject Property, does the Applicant’s revised plan sufficiently address Commissionmembers’ concerns regarding:
 a. density and spacing of homes,b. guest parking,c. driveway lengths,d. open space amenities,e. traffic impacts on Voltz Road and Lee Road,f. usable backyards, andg. maintenance of conservation area?
 2. If the Applicant has not adequately addressed the Commission’s concerns, what might theApplicant do to address those concerns?
 3. If the Applicant has adequately addressed the Commission’s concerns, the Applicant willfurther refine the revised plan and present it to the Commission at a future meeting, wherethe Commission will further discuss the appropriateness of :
 a. granting concept plan and tentative plat approval for a planned developmentconsisting of 36 detached single family homes;
 b. amending the Zoning Code to allow increase building height when part of a planneddevelopment or general subdivision process;
 c. granting Subdivision Code variations to accommodate the proposed public road,including:
 i. Reduction of the required right-of-way from 60’ to 50’;ii. Allowance of no tangent between reverse curves; and
 iii. Variation of the minimum centerline radius of curves; andd. granting Subdivision Code variation to not require sidewalks along the east side of
 Waukegan Road and portion of the north side of Voltz Road;e. granting Subdivision Code variation to not require the burial of the existing
 overhead utility lines along Waukegan Road and along a portion of the eastern sideof the Subject Property; and
 f. granting Zoning Code variation to allow a fence taller than 3 feet in height within therequired yard along Voltz Road?
 The Applicant and staff will attend the July 21, 2015 meeting to answer any questions that may arise.
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DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING SERVICES DEPARTMENT
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 MEMORANDUMVILLAGE OF NORTHBROOK
 TO: PLAN COMMISSION
 FROM: MICHAELA KOHLSTEDT, SENIOR PLANNER
 DATE: AUGUST 4, 2015
 SUBJECT: PCD-15-04 –1230 VOLTZ ROAD – PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
 On August 4, 2015, the Plan Commission is scheduled to conduct its fourth public hearing, and considera draft resolution recommending approval for Docket No. 15-04, a revised application submitted byEdward R. James Partners, LLC, (the “Applicant”) as contractual purchaser of the property at 1220 and1230 Voltz Road (the “Subject Property”) which is owned in trust by Anets Family, LLC (the “Owner”).After hearing comments from the public and Plan Commission during the June 16 public hearing, theApplicant submitted, at the July 21 public hearing, a revised site plan requesting approval to construct aplanned development consisting of 36 single family detached homes.
 The following zoning relief was noticed for the first public hearing; items struck out and doubleunderlined have been modified to reflect the current plan:
 A. Special Permit approval of a concept plan for a 37-unit 36-unit single family detached homeplanned development in the R-4 zoning district;
 B. Tentative Plat approval of a 37-lot 36-lot subdivision with outlots and conservation areas;C. Zoning Code Text Amendment, and any additional associated zoning relief, to allow for an
 increase in permitted building height in a Planned Development;D. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the required right-of-way width from 60 feet to 50
 feet;E. Variation of the Subdivision Code to allow for no tangent between reverse curves;F. Variation of the Subdivision Code to reduce the minimum centerline radius of curves to allow a
 minimum centerline radii of 38.5 feet for the Lee Road emergency access road and a minimumcenterline radius of 103 feet elsewhere;
 G. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not construct sidewalk along: (1) the east side of theSubject Property’s Waukegan Road frontage, and (2) along a portion of the north side of VoltzRoad, from the entrance of the development to the east property line of the Subject Property;
 H. Variation of the Subdivision Code to not bury existing overhead utility lines along WaukeganRoad, a portion of the east side of the Subject Property, and a portion along Voltz Road and towaive the payment of a fee in lieu of burial of said overhead utility lines;
 I. Authorization to remove certain heritage trees and landmark trees and requesting relief fromthe standard tree removal requirements and fees;
 J. Site Plan Approval; andK. Approval of such other zoning and subdivision relief as may be necessary to accommodate the
 development of the Subject Property as proposed by the Applicant; including a request of aVariation of the Zoning Code to allow a fence in the required front yard to exceed 3’ in height.
 Since the July 21 public hearing, the Village has received a few additional pieces of written
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 correspondence from the public, which are attached for reference.
 On July 21, the Commission held its third public hearing on the Applicant’s proposed planneddevelopment, which continued to consist of a 36-unit detached single family residential development.After hearing from staff and the Applicant, several members of the public spoke. They cited concernsregarding density, proximity of homes to the existing homes in the area, and the impact that thedevelopment would have on traffic at the intersection of Voltz and Waukegan roads. Many of thesesame concerns were also noted during the first two public hearings. The Commission also heard from acouple of members of the public who spoke in support of the project and the need for age targetedhousing.
 The Plan Commission also heard from a nearby resident that several residents in an adjacentneighborhood are retaining legal representation, and they requested that the public hearing becontinued to a later meeting to allow time for their attorney to review the application and make publiccomments on the matter.Following comments from the public, the Commission closed the public hearing and discussed theapplication. While a majority of the Commission found that the Applicant had begun to address theconcerns voiced during the previous public hearings, Commission members stated that they still hadsome remaining concerns with portions of the development:
 1. There was still a request from several commissioners that additional units be removed from thecenter of the development. The number of units ranged from one or more.
 2. Some of the commissioners believed that the access to Lee Road should be open as a publicstreet, while others found it to be appropriate to restrict the access for emergency vehicles only.
 3. Some Commissioners requested additional usable community open space or at least additionalamenities (trails, benches, etc.) in the proposed open space, including the conservation areas.
 4. One member of the Commission expressed the opinion that westbound right turn lane on VoltzRoad at its intersection with Waukegan Road is necessary and that a sidewalk should beinstalled along the entire Voltz Road frontage.
 5. Another member expressed concerns regarding the narrow width of the parkway for theproposed interior street.
 After making their comments, the Plan Commission reopened and continued the public hearing toAugust 4. We do expect counsel representing the neighbors to be present and to make comments onAugust 4.
 The Commission also directed staff to prepare a draft resolution for the August 4 meeting, based on theapplication as presented during the July 21 public hearing. A majority of the Commission favoredinclusion of a condition that access from the proposed development to Lee Road be available only foremergency vehicles. The draft resolution is attached to this memo for review. If Docket No. PCD-15-20(3100 Dundee Road) is approved prior to this item on the agenda; the resolution for this item would beResolution No. 15-PC-12.
 Staff and the Applicant will be present at the August 4, 2015 meeting. Note that the public hearing wascontinued to allow members of the public, and the Applicant, an opportunity to speak on the applicationprior to the Commission considering the attached draft resolution.
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