TO: The Sycamore Plan Commission

FROM: Bill Nicklas
City Adminigtrator
DATE: April 9, 2003
RE: April 14, 2003 Plan Commission Meeting

The regular meeting agenda for April 14 hasfive action items and two workshop items.
New Business

| Action Items

A. Consideration of a Petition from B& B Development, Inc. for the Review of the
Final Plat of Phase Six of the Heron Creek Planned Unit Development.

Phase Six of the Heron Creek P.U.D. comprises the entire north quadrant of the origina

preliminary plat. This area condtitutes about 81 acres and is bounded on the south by the

DeKdb Clinic property, on the west by Illinois Route 23, on the east by the Kocher Farm

and on the north by the future North Grove Road extension. The plat depicts the 140 lots

that are zoned “R-1" Single Family, plus one large park lot (Lot 286) and one multiple

family area (Lot 314). The average Sze of the Single family lotsis 12,864 square feet.

The 8-acre parcd at the northwest corner that is zoned “R-3" Multiple Family (Lot 314)

has no development plan and will be processed through the public P.U.D. planning and

approval process at alater time, as the developer presents a concept plan.

The plat aso features alarge 8.78- acre detention area south of the proposed Boynton
Park, and severd irregular-<Szed open areas on ether sde of the main entrance from
[llinois Route 23. The plat generdly conforms to the preliminary plan, but some minor
revisons are necessary. Specificdly, “Ellwood” Street should be re-named to avoid
confusion with the existing EImwood Street. The north-south street shown as “Charles O.
Boynton” Street might be re-named “Boynton” Street or, dternatively, the first name
might be subgtantialy diminished on any street Sgnage to avoid any corfuson with
“Charles’ Street.

A favorable Plan Commisson recommendation is requested.



B. Consderation of a Petition from B& B Development for the Review of the Final
Plat of Phase One of the Heron Creek Country Estates Subdivision of the Heron
Creek Planned Unit Development.

The final plat of Phase One comprises the largest estate- Szed housing areawithin the

Heron Creek P.U.D. and includes 55 lots averaging about 26,179 square feet (0.60 acre).

These |ots are bounded on the south by a dedicated green space, on the east by Illinois

Route 23, on the north by commercid zoning and more park development, and on the

west by Phase One of Heron Creek Estates, that was approved by the Council on

December 16, 2002.

The proposed plat conforms to the preliminary plan approved in December and localy
adopted codes and ordinances. The only change recommended by the staff isto drop
“Merry Oaks Court” in favor of Heron Creek Drive. A favorable Plan Commission
recommendation is requested.

C. Consderation of a Petition from Stonebreaker Buildersfor the Review of the
Final Plat of Phase One of the Stonegate at Heron Creek Planned Unit
Development.

On October 21, 2002, the City Council approved the preliminary plan for the Stonegate

townhouse development, which involved that portion of the Heron Creek P.U.D. lying

north of Peace Road and west of Frantum Road. The land was annexed and zoned “R-3”

in March of 1999 with a specid use permit for attached townhouses.

Theland areais 14.83 acres and the gpproved preliminary plan anticipates the
development of 130 units for adensty of 8.76 units per gross acre. Two hdf-acre private
parks were dso included in the preliminary plan.

Thefird find plat involves 40 units—four 6-unit buildings and four 4-unit buildings, plus
one of the private parks. Accessis provided by portions of Stonegate Drive and Clayton
Circle.

Thefind plat conformsto the approved preliminary plan. A favorable Plan Commission
recommendation is requested.

D. Consderation of a Petition from William and Rosemary Swedberg et al For the
Annexation of Property L ocated at 1125, 1135 and 1155 East State Street.
Bill, Rosemary, Luther, Linda, Steve and Lynette Swedberg condtitute the Swedberg
Estate and have petitioned to annex 5.79 acres on East State Street. A draft of an
annexation agreement has been prepared that identifies the terms of annexation. The
terms are asfollows:
" Theentire property will be zoned “M-1" Light Manufacturing, which is consstent
with the zoning to the west of the parcedl and the usesto the east of the parcdl.
The resdentid uses currently on the property may be continued for 10 years from the
date of annexation, with the additiona provison that Bill and Rosemary Swedberg
may continue to reside on the property as long as either may live.



The petitioner is respongble for paying dl annexation and engineering feesthenin
effect.

The portion of the annexation area comprising the resdence of Bill and Rosemary
Swedberg is entitled to one connection to the City sanitary sewer man; the remaning
portion of the site may be served by 4 connections.

The site may be served by three water connections, but the use of the existing well
may continue until resdentid useis discontinued.

The existing gravd driveways and parking aress can remain if properly maintained
for ten years, after which they must be surfaced. Any additions or dterations to these
grave surfaces will require that they be immediatdy brought into compliance with

the City’ s paving standards.

Two annexation plats are attached. The legd description of each parcel extendsto the
centerline of Illinois Route 64. Because dl of the Rt. 64 right- of-way was previoudy
annexed each annexation plat refersto asmall areaas “previoudy annexed.” The plat
with the smdler area comprises the Swedberg home. The plat with the larger land area
comprises the shop and grounds of Swedberg & Associates aswell as arental home.

A favorable Plan Commission recommendation is requested.

E. Consderation of a Petition from Dahlco, LLC for an Amendment to the
Annexation Agreement Dated March 27, 1996 and for the Annexation of
Property Along the West Side of Hopkins Lane, South of Mt. Hunger Road.

At the Plan Commission meseting of March 10, the Commission tabled the discusson of

Mr. Dahl’s petition until the City Attorney could clarify the most restrictive land use

designation within the City’s Zoning Code. The City Attorney reasons that the most

redrictive land use as defined by the City’s Zoning Code isthe “A-1" Agriculturd

Didrict, rather than “R-1" One Family Residence Didlrict as the petitioner maintained.

Accordingly, if the petitioner wishes to develop single family homes on the non-annexed

3.71-acre parcd that liesimmediately west of Hopkins Lane, an annexation and are-

zoning are required.

After the March Plan Commission meeting, a number of informa negotiations occurred
between the developer, nearby residents, and the City staff. At thiswriting, no firm
consensus has been reached among the interested parties, but one proposa has more
favor than others do. This particular proposa has the following features.
" The developer re-configures the adjacent plat so that no lots have accessto
Hopkins Lane (see the attached exhibit);
Hopkins Lane isimproved by Sycamore Township with a new roadbed and
agphdt surface, but a*“rurd” design for sormwater runoff through aditch
system rether than curb and gutter;
About six lots have back yards that would abut the Hopkins Lane right-of-
way,
A landscaped berm isingalled on the west edge of the Hopkins Lane right- of-
way to shidd the new development from the rural subdivison on the east Sde
of Hopkins Lane.



The City Adminigtrator does not recommend Commission action until aconsensusis
reached among the interested parties. If such agreement is reached, thisitem might be
addressed by the Commission on April 14, provided there istime to prepare the proper
exhibits and findings of fact. If not, the Administrator will recommend a continuance of
thisitem to a future agenda.

Il Workshop Items

A. Consideration of a Report from the Plat Officer Regarding Plats Processed Since
July, 2002.

On duly 15, 2002, with the unanimous support of the Plan Commission, the City Council

created authority for the adminigtrative processing of certain limited re-subdivisons of

land. A new position was not created but the authority to review and make minor

subdivisons was delegated to current staff members who are familiar with such requedts.

Examples of such minor subdivisonsincude common wall housing units such as

townhouses or duplexes offered for sdlein feesmple.

The new staff authority did not extend to pecid use permitting, annexation, rezoning or
other actions for which public hearings and Council action is required by state statute.
The designated plat officer, John Brady, has compiled a table (attached) showing the
types and locations of minor subdivisions since early September of 2002.

B. Congderation of a Draft Plan for the Future Growth of the City of Sycamore.
Since the Plan Commission meeting of March 10, the City Adminigtrator, City Engineer,
and Chuck Hanlon of Land Vision have been working on a more detailed northeast
regiona planning map and the text for such asub area plan. In addition, progress has

been made in the revision of the Comp Plan chapters, and the Comp Plan text has been
re-formatted to incorporate the Bethany Road Regiond Plan and the Urban Design
Guiddines that were approved after the last Plan was adopted in 2000, and which became
part of the Comp Plan by law.

Thefirg draft of a completely revised Comprehensive Plan is gppended for the Plan
Commisson’'sreview. At the meeting on April 14, no action is anticipated. Sncethisisa
firgt draft and the text extends to over 80 pages, action on the text will be deferred until
the meeting of May 12. On April 14, the City Adminigtrator will highlight the main
subgtantive revisons in Chapters Three through Seven. Some of the salient points will be
familiar, either because they represent objectives that have not been redized in the past
three years, or because they represent goals that still resonate, and will continue to do o,
for the foreseeable future. A pecial mesting of the Plan Commisson could be held on
Monday, April 28, to facilitate further discusson.

In Chapter 5 of the proposed Plan (page 58), the text calls for aregulatory “trigger” to
pace resdential development. It is argued that by regulating the pace of new housing
dartsin any given year, the fiscd impact of residentia development can be more
successfully addressed by the various locd taxing jurisdictions. In addition, the baance
of residentid, commercid and industria values can be steadied and perhaps eased in the



direction of a higher reative proportion of commercia and industrial assessed values.
Other communities in growth corridors in northern 1llinois have experimented with such
triggers. This report addresses severa of the more common triggers and recommends a
unique “ Sycamore” option for the Commisson’s congderation. Ultimately, any
regulatory action to enforce a certain pace of residentia development will be rooted in
the Zoning Code and other development ordinances that carry the “teeth” of the City's
enforcement powers.

Option A: Let the Market Dictate the Timing, Volume, and Variety of Development
Proposals.

This has been the de facto policy of the City. The andogue of this policy has been: “Let
the Building Department’ s efficiency control the pace of permitting and inspection.”

From 1998 through 2001, the City’ s permitting Statistics were steady at an average of
about 140 units of al types each year (see the table on page 9 of the Comp Plan). In
2002, the tota spiked to 193 units, including a disproportionately high number of sngle
family detached units (113 vs. an average of 74 from 1998 through 2001). In 2003, it is
expected that the Wiseman-Hughes and B&B developments will together generate about
75 sngle-family detached house permits. The number of townhouse permits will also
likely keep pace with the higtoricaly high number of permitsissued in 2002. In other
words, the “naturd” level of permit growth has not recently been congtrained by staff
limitations. Low home mortgage and bank interest rates have certainly contributed to the
recent boomlet. It remains to be seen what rising interest rates will do to the local housing
market and housing arts, should they materidize later this year or next year as
predicted.

Option B: Impose An Annual Limit on the Number of Housing Units That Can Be
Permitted in a Particular Development.

To cite one example, Elburn recently put growth controlsin place that are tied to an
arithmetic: no more than ten percent of thelots in any given subdivision can be permitted
in acalendar year. The clock starts with annexation. There is one cavest: the system
acknowledges that |ots are not ready for sale upon annexation and that a period of ayear
or more may ensue with larger developments before find plats are presented for
approva. Accordingly, Elburn allows a developer to “bank” any unused alocation up to
acertain number of lots, then permits the developer to blend these lots into the annua
dlocation for the firgt three years.

This option clearly establishes a predictable pace. It also tends to fal more heavily on
smdler developers or developments, and skews the marketplace in favor of large tract
investors. For ingtance, an infill areaof 50 acres could not be profitably developed if the
maximum number of houses that could be permitted in any given year was limited to 5.
The upfront engineering, grading, and infrastructure ingtalation, which costs about the
same per acre asin larger developments so long as the City codes are evenly applied,
could not be amortized profitably over so few lots.



Option C: Impose An Annual Limit on the Number of Housing Units That Can Be
Permitted, In the Aggregate, Across All Developments.

Thisisbascdly afirg-come, firg-served gpproach. It could potentialy offset the
downgde of the arithmetic outlined in Option B where smdler developments are
concerned. On the other hand any first-come, first-served approach has a*“ sudden death”
impact: a some point in any given year, the permitting stops. Thereis no digtinction with
respect to the quaity of the homes built or the quaity of the homes that might go
unpermitted until afew more moons come and go. This gpproach would aso encourage
production builders to flood the Building Department with home permits early in the year
to assure their share--and more--of the overdl alowance.

Option D: Impose An Annual Limit on Each of the Types of Housing Units That
Can Be Permitted, In the Aggregate, Across All Developments.

This option focuses on the housing mix aswell as the housing volume. For example, the
City might set alimit of 8 to 10 single-family homes per month, or 96 to 100 per year,
and st monthly limits on the other housing types as well. Since sngle-family homes
have higoricaly generated more school-aged children than attached townhouses or
gpartments in Sycamore, this approach could steer local residential development toward
more certain outcomes. However, equity issues dill attend this option. Larger,
production-style builders ready to submit permits for their range of modes each Spring
could control the pacein their favor in any given month or yesr.

Option E. Increasethe Impact FeesImposed on New Housing Development.

This option has been used by communities in the collar counties over the years.
Depending on the level of fees, it can be very effective in dowing or even stopping
growth. One downsdeisthat if acommunity is unhappy with the results—e.g. if thereis
asharper drop in housing starts than desired—it is not easy to undo the system without
raising equity concerns among those who adready “paid the price.”” The system aso hasa
history of skewing salesto larger lot developments whose purchasers are in a better
financid pogition to pay the higher exaction.

Option F. Target Certain Areas To Be Developed and Establish a Sequence of
Annexation That Conformsto Such Priorities.

Thisis possbly the mog intrusive government intervention in the marketplace, and may
well beillegd. Though the approach might be logical and well-intended—as for instance
if the City wanted to focus on infill areas before moving to development of the City’s
edges—the result would be a heavy-handed preference for one or more propertyowners
over others. It isdifficult to imagine how this approach could withstand a court challenge
from the “losers’ in this scheme, namdy, the owners of contiguous agriculturd land who
are not targeted but who may be interested in developing their properties or sdlling them
to achieve certain family and estate goals.



RECOMMENDATION

The City Adminigtrator recommends a variation of Option B using adiding scae tha
adjudts the percentage in relation to the number of housing units in the development.
Here s how it might work:

Number of Dwelling Unitson the Dwelling Units Permitted Per Year AsA
Preiminary Plan Per centage of the Total Lotson the
Preiminary Plan

Up to 50 dwdling units No More Than 15 UnitsIn Any Year
51 to 75 dwdling units 25%

76 t0 100 dwdling units 20%

101 to 125 dwdling units 18%

126 to 150 dwdling units 16%

151 to 175 dwdling units 15%

176 to 200 dwelling units 14%

201 to 250 dwelling units 13%

251 to 300 dwelling units 12%

301 to 400 dwelling units 10%

401 to 500 dwelling units 9%

Over 500 dweling units 8%

The diding scale would pose some gatigtica anomdies. For ingance, according to the
scale above, the developer of a plan with 301 units could request permits for 30 unitsin a
year; the developer of a 251-unit development could aso request permits for 30 units per
year. Practicaly speaking, however, the difference is less problematic than the dilemmas
presented by the imposition of aflat, across-the-board percentage for al developments,
regardless of size. Another advantage of this gpproach isits gpplicability to any type of
resdentid development—whether it festures detached single family homes or attached
units or condominiums or gpartments.

Do we need another growth control tool? The City increased fiscal impact feesby 44%in
the Spring of 2002; tripled annexation feesin April of this year; and the Plan
Commission's review has thus far reduced the amount of land dated for resdential
development in the City’ s planning area by about 1,800 acres. Still, the market for single-
family homes remains strong. Judging by the permit applications submitted to date, the
pace of housng startsin 2003 promises to duplicate that of 2002, short of amajor
economic recession. In addition, preliminary plans gpproved in the past Six years project
acatalog of about 1,300 single-family lots and about 800 townhouse units that may show
up on find platsin the coming years—which represents an inventory that could last 10-
11 years a the 2002 pace of permitting. Thisinventory is pogtive in terms of attracting
commercid development, but it isimportant to make sure that the pace of development
does not adversdly affect loca public services and the taxing power to sustain those
services.

Because no regulatory “triggers’ were contemplated in annexation agreements prior to
this point, it is probably not legd or ethicd to retroactively impose arithmetica limitson




land that is aready annexed and zoned. However, aregulatory scheme to pace future
growth should be considered.

Plan Commission direction is recommended.



