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TO:  The Sycamore Plan Commission 
   
FROM: Bill Nicklas 
  City Manager 
 
DATE:  June 7, 2006 
 
RE: June 12, 2006 Plan Commission Meeting  
 
The Plan Commission agenda has three action items.  

 
I   Action Items 

A.  Consideration of a Petition from Dan Brown and TM Herst, Inc. for a 
Rezoning of the Properties at 503 Main Street and 525 N. Main Street from 
“M-1” Light Manufacturing District to “C-3” Highway Business District 
with the Approval of Existing Legal, Non-Conforming Yard Setbacks Where 
Applicable.    

Dan Brown, the owner of the Riverside Marathon fuel station at 503 N. Main Street, 
and Tom Herst, the principal of TM Herst, Inc. which owns the Turbo-Wash car wash 
at 525 N. Main Street, have co-petitioned the Commission for a review of their 
proposal to re-zone the properties from “M-1” Light Manufacturing to “C-3” 
Highway Business. The Commission will recall Jeff Bridge’s petition in March 2006 
to re-zone the properties at 456, 502-504, 524, and 530 N. Main Street from “M-2” 
Heavy Manufacturing to “C-3” Highway Business, which was approved by the City 
Council on March 20, 2006 (Ordinance No. 2005.92). The present petition is 
similarly motivated. The properties at 503 and 525 N. Main Street have long been 
dedicated to commercial uses. In addition, it has been the City Council’s intention to 
maintain commercial as opposed to industrial uses along this corridor. In this context, 
the current industrial zoning is an anomaly that conformed to the railroad-related uses 
that grew up in the early twentieth century. The present petition seems only logical in 
terms of present uses and future intended uses. 
 
It should be noted that the petition requests a continuance of the legal, non-
conforming status of the Marathon station’s setbacks. The new Unified Development 
Ordinance establishes a corner side yard of 50 feet in the “C-3” districts (the station is 
32 feet from the lot line, which complied with the “M-1” zoning prior to the UDO). In 
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addition, the canopy setback from the North Main Street right-of-way is 25 feet, 
which complied with the “M-1” zoning prior to the UDO but not with the present 
setback requirements. In fact, the difference is academic. If no re-zoning occurred, the 
setbacks would still be non-conforming in terms of today’s setback standards but 
would be consistent with setbacks in this commercial area. The March 2006 re-
zonings of properties across the street likewise sustained legal, non-conforming 
setbacks in terms of the new UDO. The only way to make all these properties legal 
and conforming would be to raze the structures and start over—a course of action 
which is neither desired nor economically feasible.      
 
A favorable Plan Commission recommendation is requested. 
    
B.  Consideration of a Petition from Rodney V. Oehlert and Martha S. Oehlert 

for an Amendment to the Annexation Agreement Dated December 11, 1995 
and Subsequently Amended on February 7, 2000, to Permit the Construction 
of Two, Eight-Unit Apartment Buildings. 

In December 1995 the City Council entered a pre-annexation agreement with Rodney 
and Marty Oehlert which established the parameters for the development of an 8.01-
acre parcel that formerly contained the Twin Gables Motel and related structures. The 
parameters were as follows: 

1) The front 2 acres were zoned C-3 Highway Business and contained two 
buildings with commercial uses on the first level and a total of twelve (12) 
two bedroom apartments above. 

2) The rear 6 acres were zoned R-3 Multiple Family and were to contain fourteen 
(14) apartment buildings with eight, one-bedroom units apiece. 

3) The regulations then in effect allowed a minimum lot area of 2,400 sq. ft. per 
unit with one bedroom, and 2,800 sq. ft. per unit with two bedrooms. It should 
be noted that the City revised the density allowances in 1996 to require 3,200 
sq. ft. per unit with one bedroom and 3,600 sq. ft. per unit with two bedrooms. 

4) The rental buildings in the R-3 zone were intended for occupancy by persons 
fifty-five (55) years of age or older. At least eighty percent (80%) of the units 
were to be occupied by at least one person fifty-five years of age or older. 

5) The entire tract was to be annexed by the City when it became contiguous. 
6) The owners were to pay for the extension of sanitary sewer service but the 

City would reimburse the owners for the oversizing of the sewer line beyond 
an 8-inch diameter. 

7) The City was to extend a public water main from Johnson Avenue westward 
to the west property line of the site but the City’s cost would be offset by a 
contribution of $30,000 from the owners. 

8) The owners would install a sidewalk along Route 64 upon annexation to the 
City. 

9) The owners agreed to plant and maintain a two-row evergreen windbreak 
along the north 175.80 feet of the east property line. This windbreak was 
initially to consist of upright evergreen saplings two or more feet in height 
planted on staggered 14-foot centers. 
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10) The owners further agreed to plant and maintain a buffer of one row of 
evergreen seedlings along the property line shared with the neighboring 
propertyowners (the Doederleins).  

 
The restriction on age was intended to address concerns by local school officials 
and others about the ability of the school system to absorb the projected steady 
stream of new students from scattered development sites. 
 
On February 7, 2000 the Council voted to lift the age restriction at the request of 
the Oehlerts who were having trouble keeping at least 80 percent of the units 
rented by one or more persons 55 years of age or older. In presenting their case to 
the Council, the Oehlerts argued that the lifting of the special use restriction based 
on age would not create an unnecessary burden on local schools because the one-
bedroom, handicap-accessible units were not inviting to families with children. 
The Council concurred, but added several additional conditions: 

1. That the Oehlerts be required to plant a buffer of arborvitae or a 
comparable evergreen along the east boundary line of their 
development. Such evergreens would be 4 feet tall at planting and 
would be placed on six-foot centers. The row of evergreens would 
extend along the common property line with the Doederleins and 
extended southward as new buildings were erected.   

2. That the Oehlerts should bring the density of their development into 
line with the high density standards of the then-proposed 2000 Comp 
Plan. At the time of their petition for a revision in 2000, the buildings 
already constructed had a density of 18.67 units per gross acre (112 
units in 6 acres). The Comp Plan of 2000 proposed a limit of 12 units 
per gross acre for high density developments with a minimum of 30 
percent of the land area dedicated to open space. If two of the planned 
buildings were eliminated, the density would be 12 units per gross acre 
if the entire 8-acre development was considered (96 units divided by 
8). In calculating the density in 1995, the entire development area of 8 
acres was used.  

 
 The Oehlerts have now petitioned the Plan Commission to re-introduce the two 
buildings (16 units) that were eliminated from the development plan in 2000 as a 
condition of lifting the age restriction. The Oehlerts propose that all of these units 
would be limited to one-bedroom. 
 
The move to a higher density would conflict with the 2003 Comp Plan’s reduction of 
the permitted density in multifamily or high density zoning districts to nine (9) units 
per gross acre with 30 percent of the land area dedicated to open space. This standard 
is codified in the Unified Development Ordinance (“UDO”) in Article 4.3.4, B,11. In 
addition, the UDO requirement for density is now 3,600 square feet of minimum land 
area for one bedroom units, an increase from 3,200 square feet in 2000 (see Article 
6.5.2 for lots final platted after May 1, 2005).    
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Plan Commission direction is requested. 
 
C.  Consideration of Proposed Text for the Airport Road Sub-Area Plan.  
On April 3, 2006 the City Council approved the Airport Road Sub-Area plan map for 
the 675 acres extending north, south, and east of the intersection of Airport Road and 
East State Street. The proposed draft presented the following features: 

• A pulling back of the City’s east “edge” from Lovell Road to a point 
roughly 0.9 miles east of the present corporate limits at Illinois Route 64 and 
Airport Road; 

• Clarification of the south terminus of the re-aligned Airport Road north of 
the bridge over the East Branch of the Kishwaukee River; 

• An extension of commercial uses south of the former State Street Motors to 
the proposed subdivision road that aligns with the entrance to the Sycamore 
Park; 

• An expansion of commercial space between Illinois Route 64 and the re-
aligned Old State Road; 

• A buffer area of “green space” whose north boundary was the park entrance 
and whose south boundary was the north tree line of the Carls farmstead. 
This buffer extended easterly from the present Airport Road to the re-
aligned Airport Road. 

• The alignment of Hillside Road (serving the 10-lot Swanson’s subdivision) 
and the proposed entrance to the ORI area east of the present Airport Road.  

 
The revised plan that the Council approved had the following intended land uses: 
 

Land Use Acres 
Office, Research, Industrial 250 
Mixed-Use Commercial 120 
Open Space 115 
Commercial 170 
Residential 20 

Total 675 
 
The remaining task was to formulate a textual companion to the map that will be 
adopted as an amendment to the 2003 Comp Plan. The attached draft provides a 
starting point. It has the following purposes: 

• To describe the intent of the sub-area plan; 
• To detail expectations for land use and the buffering of land uses; 
• To affirm the importance of several road re-alignments; 
•  To prescribe that any development in this area shall be a planned 

development subject to the extensive public review that attends such 
developments. 

 
Plan Commission review is requested. 
 

II  Workshop Items--None 


