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TITLE:
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PC 12-18: Comprehensive Plan Amendment
(Ken-Loch Golf Course — 1S535 Finley Road)

Department of Community Development “0

BACKGROUND/POLICY IMPLICATIONS:

The Plan Commission transmits for your consideration its recommendation regarding the above
petition after reviewing possible amendments to the Comprehensive Plan pertaining to the land
use recommendation for the Ken Loch Golf Course.

After conducting numerous public hearings on this petition in the months of September through
December, 2012 and January, 2013, the Plan Commission recommends the following:

That the Open Space Plan component of the Comprehensive Plan be amended to
clarify the phrase "open space/golf course amenity" for the Ken-Loch Golf Links
property and that the property be designated primarily Open Space with a
preference for golf course and an option of accessory land uses that complement
and facilitate the preservation of the property, not to exceed 25% of the principal
open space use.

Please place this item on the February 7, 2013 Board of Trustees agenda for consideration.

| Fiscal Impact/Funding Source:

Review (as necessary):

Village Attorney X
Finance Director X
Village Manager X

Date

Date

Date

NOTE: All materials must be submitted to and approved by the Village Manager's Office by
12:00 noon, Wednesday, prior to the Agenda Distribution.



MEMORANDUM

TO: David A. Hulseberg, Village Manager
FROM: William Heniff, AICP,
Director of Community Development [M&{l

DATE: February 7, 2013
SUBJECT: PC 12-18: Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Ken-Loch Golf Course)

Please find the following items for Village Board consideration as part of the February 7, 2013
Village Board meeting:

1. Plan Commission referral letter dated February 7, 2013;
2. Staff memorandum to the Plan Commission dated January 28, 2013;
3. IDRC reports for previous Plan Commission meetings and supplemental documents as

itemized below:

Ken-Loch Property Analysis

Staff Report and Minutes from the 9/17/23 Plan Commission meeting
Staff Report and Minutes from the 10/15/12 Plan Commission meeting
Staff Report and Minutes from the 11/19/12 Plan Commission meeting
Staff Report and Minutes from the 12/17/12 Plan Commission meeting
Objectors Letters and Correspondence

2010 Open Space Plan component of the Comprehensive Plan

e N

The Plan Commission recommended that the Open Space Plan component of the Comprehensive
Plan be amended to clarify the phrase "open space/golf course amenity" for the Ken-Loch Golf
Links property and that the property be designated primarily Open Space with a preference for
golf course and an option of accessory land uses that complement and facilitate the preservation
of the property, not to exceed 25% of the principal open space use.

Please place this matter on the February 7, 2013 Board of Trustees agenda for consideration.
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February 7, 2013

Mr. William Ware, Acting Village President, and
Board of Trustees
Village of Lombard

Subject: PC 12-18: Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Dear President and Trustees:

Your Plan Commission transmits for your consideration its recommendation
regarding the above-referenced petition. The Village has undertaken a review
of possible amendments to the Village’s Comprehensive Plan pertaining to the
land use recommendation for the Ken Loch Golf Course (1S535 Finley Road).

After due notice and as required by law, the Plan Commission conducted a
public hearing for this petition on September 17, 2012; October 15, 2012;
November 19, 2012; December 17, 2012; and January 28, 2013.

William Heniff, Director of Community Development and Christopher Stilling,
former Assistant Director of Community Development, presented the petition
at the aforementioned meetings. Public comments were received at each of the
public hearings as well. This referral includes the testimony provided at the
January 28, 2013 meeting. The other public testimony is included within the
approved minutes of the four previous Plan Commission meetings, which is
attached to the transmitted materials to the Village Board as part of this
petition.

The existing site, known as the Ken Loch parcel, is 30.91 acres in area and
consists of a “Par 3” golf course. On April 12, 2012, the Village Board directed
staff to review the Comprehensive Plan as it pertains to the unincorporated Ken
Loch parcel, which is currently identified for open space, and to create various
development scenarios to determine future land use. On September 17, 2012,
staff presented a land use and fiscal impact analysis for the overall site to the
Plan Commission for possible amendments to the adopted Plan through the
public hearing process.

The adopted Open Space Plan component of the Comprehensive Plan, adopted
in 2010, states the Village’s intentions to retain this parcel as open space and
the 2009 Annexation Strategies Report recommends that the property should
only be annexed as part of a request and companion plan to enhance the open
space/golf course amenity.
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September Hearing

At the September hearing, Mr. Stilling introduced the staff review of the project. He noted that
the subject property is unincorporated. Annexation is a discretionary item under the Village
Board’s purview, the Village is not legally obligated to annex and rezone the property for a given
use. DuPage County’s Zoning Ordinance has designated the site for R4 single family residential
zoning, which would require development on 40,000 sq. ft. lots if utilities were not provided or
up to 10,000 sq. ft. lots if utilities were provided.

As part of the IDRC report, staff prepared a development analysis identifying nine possible
development scenarios for the site, including Open Space (current designation), Estate
Residential, Low Density Residential, Low-Medium Density Residential, Medium Density
Residential, Open Space with a High Density Residential Accessory Component, Office/Business
Park and Retail. Each scenario includes a fiscal analysis identifying impacts to the Village as
well as School Districts 44 and 87. Staff also retained the services of Houseal Lavigne
Associates (HLA) to provide an analysis focused on market feasibility as well as preliminary
indications of land value for some of the development options.

As noted in the HLA report, staff finds that maintaining open space, with possible enhancements,
would afford an opportunity for a large recreational/park area on the south side of the Village
similar to the Commons or Madison Meadow on the north side, when combined with the
immediately adjacent Four Seasons Park. It should be noted that a hybrid use, as identified as
Option G could be considered as a tool to help facilitate the preservation of the open space
component, provided that the non-open space component only be ancillary to the preferred open
space use. Should the Plan Commission consider this option, they should make a finding to
restrict what type of ancillary land use (residential vs. non-residential) would be acceptable and
provide some framework for how much density could be allowed.

At the meeting, the current property owner, their legal counsel and Donven Homes spoke about
their desires to develop the Woodmor Development. They noted that their development closest
resembles Option F of Village’s staff land use and fiscal analysis which is a combination of
apartment buildings and townhomes. The Plan Commission also provided their comments. A
majority of the Commissioners stated their desire to preserve open space and each Commissioner
that provided testimony, expressed the need to preserve some level of open space. The
Commissioners discussed the need for a long-term vision of the property and to examine the
demand of the market and economy for the next 10-15 years and discuss with the Park District
their future plans and needs.

October Hearing

At the October 15, 2012 Plan Commission meeting, Commissioners opened the public hearing
and took additional testimony from residents. After the staff presentation, 18 objectors testified
in favor of maintaining some level of open space. Notices were sent to approximately 500
nearby residents and a press release announcing the meeting process. Following the notification,
staff received seven letters from residents in favor of open space.
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Mr. Stilling noted that staff met with the Park District and received a letter from the Executive
Director of the Lombard Park District summarizing their current long range planning efforts.
The Park District is looking to complete a master plan for all their facilities and they recently
entered into an agreement with Hitchcock Design to begin their master planning study. This
study will include a series of public outreach efforts, workshops and community forums to gather
input regarding open space and facility needs. They indicated that initial findings are expected in
April 2013. Staff received another letter from the Park District expressing their support for
maintaining the parcel as some type of open space. One of the letters received was on behalf of
the Cove Landing Building One and Two Condominium Association and Cove Landing
Homeowners Association Board of Directors representing 292 condominium units in favor of
open space.

November Hearing

At the November 19, 2012 Plan Commission meeting, 30 residents gave their testimony in favor
of maintaining open space. Additional testimony was provided by staff and comments were
offered by the commissioners.

December Hearing

At the December 17, 2012 Plan Commission meeting, 25 residents gave their testimony in favor
of maintaining open space. Additional testimony was provided by staff and comments were
offered by the commissioners.

January Hearing
At to January 28, 2013 Plan Commission meeting, Chairperson Ryan asked if anyone was
present to speak in favor or against the petition. The following gave their sworn testimony:

Bernard Dudek, 270 W. 17th St., Lombard, thanked the Plan Commission for listening and
inviting residents to comment over the past four months on the recommendation to revise the
Comprehensive Plan of our unincorporated neighbor, Ken Loch Golf Course. He mentioned his
frustration with the lack of public notification back in September and how a neighbor happened
to see the item listed on the Plan Commission agenda a few days before. They have been told off
the record that a planned development is a done deal and the neighbors’ participation is
irrelevant. He said that they offer a united position of opposition to the planned development.
Mr. Dudek realizes that the Plan Commission has reiterated that it is a simple land use
recommendation and there is no planned development under discussion. Commissioners have
also sought to clarify any misunderstands in regard to the process. But this conversation began
last April when a developer and their attorney Bob Schillerstrom, who is powerful and
connected, approached the Village Board with specific plans. Mr. Dudek suggested that it cannot
be ignored that the desire to develop a project is not connected to this attempt to change the land
use. It is known that a decision to change the Comprehensive Plan opens a door that cannot be
closed. The property is unincorporated currently but completely surrounded by the Village’s
boundaries. This proposed development cannot occur without the Village’s support of services
and utilities. This is a fight of an unwanted development. Residents cannot sit back while key
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decisions are being made and the battle will have already been lost to the detriment of the Village
as a whole. No one except the developer, lawyer and Kensinger Family have voiced anything
other than open space. If recommendations are made based on finances, the studies and analysis
of the site challenge the fiduciary responsibility of supporting a high density residential
development on this land.

Nancy Schukat, 1801 S. Elizabeth St., Lombard, asked Chairperson Ryan if the Commission had
made a decision of open space. He responded that no decision has been made. She expressed her
desire that the property remain open space.

Marymae Meyer, 414 W. Windsor Av., Lombard, stated that her view from the start has been a
broader picture not of just from the neighborhood concerning vanishing open space in urban
areas. She is a farm girl who doesn’t have a farm anymore which was taken over by industry.
She has done extensive study of the changing land within Lilicia Park. Her observation is that
the public record that exists boils down to static, black and white print with a few photos. It is
flat and lacks the passion exhibited by the people who came out to speak at each meeting. She
understands that the Plan Commission is limited to recommending actions to the Village Board.
Ms. Meyer requests with today’s technology to consider including the videos of the meetings
held over the past several months to be filed with the records of these forums. It would represent
a record to historians who will view the true passion, diversity and age groups that have come
forward to save this open space. It would be better if our voices are heard the best they can be.
She questioned whether decision makers view the proceedings in order to get the true essence of
the topic.

Mr. Heniff stated that the Plan Commission meetings are televised on local Lombard Channel
(TV 6 or 99) and are available on the Village’s website anytime. Official minutes and a referral
letter are sent to the Village Board outlining the concerns of the participants. It is part of the
record that is transmitted to the Village Board for their consideration. Ms. Meyer requests
assurance that there will be a link or DVD for the Village Board to view this and past
proceedings in order to reflect the passion of the people on this issue. Mr. Heniff stated that all
videos of the meetings pertaining to this topic are available.

Muzammil Saeed, 230 W. 17th St., Lombard, stated that he lives near the property discussed and
is a candidate for Trustee District 3 and would like the property to remain open space.

Moon Khan, 562 S. Stewart St., Lombard, stated that he came to the meeting to implore and urge
the Plan Commissioners to respect the passion and unanimous support of the Village residents
for open space. He hopes there is respect for this support. He believes that it is not simply a
District 3 concern but pertains to the Village as a whole.

Rafi Hamid, 31 W. 17th St., Lombard, has lived at this address since 1996 and has lived in the
Village of Lombard since 1988. Mr. Hamid loves the village and the area and wants to keep the
property as open space with no construction.
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Chairperson Ryan called for any additional testimony. Hearing none, he requested the staff
report.

Mr. Heniff stated that all previous documents will be part of the public records in their entirety.
If something is not mentioned and has been submitted in writing, it is part of the permanent
record. This includes all letters, analysis, staff comments, etc. The Comprehensive Plan has
been under review by the Plan Commission pertaining to the preferred land use for the Ken Loch
Golf Course property. He gave a synopsis of the description and procedures undertaken over the
past several months.

He stated that the Comprehensive Plan is a visionary document with the intent to represent the
desires of the community’s property allowances and is not specific. It represents property
development for the next generations and provides a framework for property development. The
Plan Commission and the Village Board will be examining the goals and responsibilities of the
Village as it relates to the use of the land. Fiscal responsibility along with other factors will be
balanced with the prevailing opinions of the community. The Plan Commission should be
specific in its recommendation.

Chairperson Ryan opened the public hearing to the Commissioner’s for their questions and
comments.

Commissioner Sweetser questioned the reference to the property as previously identified as large
lot single residential. Mr. Heniff responded that prior to 2010 the subject property was designated
as large lot residential. In 2010, the Comprehensive Plan was revised to identify the property as
open space. A concept submitted by a developer last year started the process of re-examining the
land use of the property. This concept happened to be a high density residential plan and is not
the component to be discussed but to be kept at a more generic tone. If it was decided that high
density residential land use were appropriate for this property, any specific plans would still need
to go through the formal public hearing process of the Plan Commission.

Commissioner Cooper asked about preservation of open space in the report and requested
clarification. Mr. Heniff responded that to maintain the property as open space only may limit the
preservation as privately funded without specific clarification of ancillary type support or it may
have to be publicly supported. Commissioner Cooper questioned the need for a precise
percentage at this point. Mr. Heniff responded that it is a policy guide post.

Commissioner Olbrysh stated that he would like to hear from the Park District. He also supports
the open space designation and noted that the attendees should voice their concerns when this
matter is brought before the Board.

Commissioner Sweetser asked for clarification of the arrival of seventy-five percent open space
still qualifies as open space. Mr. Heniff responded that the qualification is outlined in the Village
of Lombard’s ordinance and has been commonly used in the past.
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Chairperson Ryan stated that the overall opinion of the Commission is in favor of open space and
the reality of financing it as such is a challenge. The property owners could still make
developments without the Village if the land use is too restrictive.

Commissioner Flint expressed the unique opportunity the property presents as a possible public
venture.

Commissioner Sweetser considered the compromise of allowing an accessory use on a portion of
the land and how it may be the only way to maintain the majority of the property as open space.
Commissioner Cooper asked if amending the property to allow twenty-five percent as accessory
uses would increase the property’s value. Mr. Heniff responded that the Comprehensive Plan
designation does not indicate property value.

Commissioner Mrofcza stated that allowing a percentage of accessory development would
improve the likelihood of the site achieving an attractive outcome as opposed to becoming an
eyesore. It would keep options open in the long term.

Commissioner Sweetser suggested reducing the twenty-five percent based on specific proposals.

The Commissioners debated the allowable open space percentage available for development.
The higher number allows for flexibility and projects can be approved on individual merit. This
figure alerts developers that the particular portion is required to be an accessory and supportive
use only.

On a motion by Commissioner Olbrysh and seconded by Commissioner Mrofcza, the Plan
Commissioners accepted the recommendations and findings within the Inter-Departmental
Review Report as the findings of the Plan Commission, and further:

1. Find that Ken-Loch Golf Links should be designated primarily Open Space with a
preference for golf course and an option of accessory land uses that complements and facilitates
the preservation of the property, not to exceed 25% of the principal open space use, which
designation is consistent with the Goals, Objectives and Policies and the overall Comprehensive
Plan, does not affect the adequacy of existing or planned facilities and services of the Village or
planning area generally, and results in reasonably compatible land-use relationships; and

2. Recommend to the Corporate Authorities that the Recommendations section of the Open
Space Plan Component of the Comprehensive Plan, as it relates to Ken-Loch Golf Links, be
amended to clarify the phrase “open space/golf course amenity”, to be and read in its entirety as
follows:

Regarding Ken-Loch Golf Links, the Village should amend its annexation recommendations to
ensure that the property remains in use as open space. The previously offered alternative of
large-lot single family development would result in an irreplaceable loss of open space.
Accordingly, the property should only be annexed as part of a request and companion plan to
enhance the open space/golf course amenity for the Village. The golf course amenity shall be
preferred, but any other open space amenity is acceptable as the primary use. In addition,
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accessory land uses that complements and facilitates the preservation of the primary use, not to
exceed 25% of the principal open space use, may be appropriate.

The vote by the Plan Commissioners was (4-2) to approve the motion. The two dissenting votes
(Flint, Cooper) supported the open space designation as well but did not favor the concept of
allowing up to 25% of the site to be able to be utilized for accessory uses to the open space

component. They felt that the site should have an even higher open space
component/requirement.
Respectfully,

Donald Ryan, Chairperson
Lombard Plan Commission



MEMORANDUM

TO: LOMBARD PLAN COMMISSION
Donald Ryan, Plan Commission Chairperson

FROM: William J. Heniff, AICP
Director of Community Development

DATE: January 28, 2013
SUBJECT: PC 12-18: Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Ken-Loch Property)

Over the past several months, the Plan Commission has been reviewing and taking public
testimony pertaining to the preferred land use designation for the Ken-Loch Golf Course
Property. The review follows Village Board direction and analysis undertaken in 2012 which
identified varies possible land use alternatives and their corresponding fiscal analyses. Staff
offered a timeline for review of these alternatives, with possible consideration and
recommendation by the Plan Commission in January, 2013. Below is a synopsis of the past
activities undertaken to date.

Background
The Ken-Loch site is 30.91 acres in area and is improved as a golf course. The property does not

currently impact Village services as it is unincorporated and it is not on Village utilities.
Currently, the Village’s Comprehensive Plan recommends that the property be used for open
space purposes, and that it should only be annexed as part of a request and companion plan to
enhance the open space/golf course amenity for the Village. However, as an unincorporated
parcel, DuPage County has designated the site with R-4 single family residential zoning.

In the spring of 2012, the Village Board directed staff to review the Comprehensive Plan as it
pertains to the unincorporated Ken-Loch parcel at 1S535 Finley Road and to create various
development scenarios for possible future land uses. Staff prepared a land use, market feasibility,
and fiscal impact analysis for the overall site to help guide the Plan Commission and ultimately
the Village Board in making their decision. This analysis and staff's report was discussed at the
September 17, October 15, November 19 and December 17, 2012 Plan Commission meetings
and has been continued to the January 28, 2013 meeting for further discussion and a
recommendation. The following documents are being provided for reference and consideration:

Ken-Loch Property Analysis

Staff Report and Minutes from the September 17, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting
Staff Report and Minutes from the October 15, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting

Staff Report and Minutes from the November 19, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting
Staff Report and Draft Minutes from the December 17, 2012 Plan Commission Meeting

Objectors Letters and Correspondence

DNBE PN =
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Summary
While the attached Property Analysis Report prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates and

staff covers many types of development scenarios, the Plan Commission is being asked to make a
recommendation related to the future land use only. The attached report is to be used a guide to
assist with making a recommendation and offers basic site plans to show how the site could
possibly be developed. Land Use options for consideration may include, but are not limited to:

Open Space (current designation)

Estate Residential

Low Density Residential

Low-Medium Density Residential

Open Space with a High Density Residential Component
Office/Business Park

Community Commercial

NN R W=

When making a decision to amend the Comprehensive Plan, it is important to note that the Plan
is the Village's official policy guide for future growth and development. It provides community
focus and direction regarding future physical and economic change in the community over the
next 10 -15 years. The decision to amend it does not necessarily have to include current short-
term and mid-term market conditions. Furthermore, pursuant to the current Comprehensive Plan,
should the Plan Commission decide to change the land use designation from Open Space to
another use, the following standards are to be met:

1. The proposed change is consistent with the Goals, Objectives and Policies and the overall
Comprehensive Plan.

2. The proposed amendment does not affect the adequacy of existing or planned facilities and
services of the Village or planning area generally.

3. The proposed change results in reasonably compatible land-use relationships.

As previously noted, since this property is unincorporated, the Village Board would have to make
the decision as to whether or not the property should be annexed into Lombard. Although
annexation is at the discretion of the Village Board, since the property is within 1 % miles of our
corporate limits and the site is within our ultimate municipal boundaries, discussion on future
land use is relevant for the Plan Commission. The Plan Commission is therefore being asked to
make a recommendation to the Village Board regarding land use. The Plan Commission may
uphold the current designation or make a new recommendation.

In closing, it is important to recognize the Comprehensive Plan is the Village’s vision document
that provides a legal basis and rationale for any future rezoning activity. Should any party seek to
develop the site in the future within the Village, they will be legally obligated to go through the
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annexation and zoning entitlement processes, which will provide an additional opportunity for
interested parties and the Village to formally comment on the specific development proposal.
The Comprehensive Plan review process is critical, as it provides direction to the existing
property ownership, interested parties and staff as to what land use category or activity could be
conceptually supported should a formal petition be submitted to the Village.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As noted in the staff report, staff finds that maintaining open space, with possible enhancements,
would afford an opportunity for a large recreational/park area on the south side of the Village
similar to the Commons or Madison Meadow on the north side, when combined with the
immediately adjacent Four Seasons Park. It should be noted that a hybrid use, as identified as
Option G could be considered as a tool to help facilitate the preservation of the open space
component, provided that the non-open space component only be accessory to the preferred open
space use. Option G could also provide the additional possibility of the private sector to preserve
the golf course or open space while securing an economic return on their investment. Option G
also suggests that a multiple family residential building, or even an enhanced clubhouse, may be
able to help achieve this result. Ultimately, should the Plan Commission consider this option,
they should make a finding to restrict what type of accessory land use(s) (residential vs. non-
residential) would be acceptable and provide some framework for how much density could be
allowed. Under this scenario, staff would suggest and recommend that the accessory use(s) to
the principal open space use does not comprise more than 25 percent of the property area

(approximately 7.73 acres).

If the Plan Commission finds that another land use type should be recommended, they should
make a recommendation citing the preferred land uses and any rationale as to why such land

use(s) would be appropriate.

Based on the above findings, the Inter-Departmental Review Committee recommends that the
Plan Commission make the following motion:

Based on the submitted petition and the testimony presented, I move that the Plan
Commission accept the recommendations included within the staff report and accept the
findings of the Inter-Departmental Review Report as the findings of the Plan Commission
and recommends to the Corporate Authorities that the Ken-Loch Parcel be maintained
primarily for Open Space land uses, with the option of possible accessory land uses that
are related to and/or facilitate the preservation of the subject property for open space

purposes.






Ken-Loch Property Analysis

Dated September 10, 2012

Prepared by the Department of Community Development
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Executive Summary
Background

At their April 12, 2012 meeting, the Village Board directed staff to review the Comprehensive Plan
as it pertains to the unincorporated Ken-Loch parcel, which is currently identified for open space,
and to create various development scenarios to determine future land use. As a result, staff

prepared the attached report to help guide the Plan Commission and ultimately the Village Board
in making their decision. The report includes the following:

Market Feasibility prepared by Houseal Lavigne Associates (HLA)

* The report provides a summary analysis of key land uses and their market feasibility.
* Summary of findings for the various land uses.

Development Options prepared by Village staff. This report includes the following:

* Nine (9) potential development options for Ken-Loch, including analysis of:
* Traffic generation.

* Market feasibility findings.

Overview of fiscal impacts to the Village and School Districts 44 & 87.

Fiscal Analysis prepared by Village Staff
* Overview of assumptions.
* Impact on the Village of Lombard.
* Impact on School District 44 and School District 87.




Executive Summary

Village of Lombard Comprehensive Plan

The subject property was discussed on multiple occasions by the Village in the recent past. As
part of the Village Board’s 2008 Strategic Plan, the strategic goals for 2008-2009 were to
establish a process to annex the golf course. Specifically the report recommended that the
Village should “Develop recommendations for a process to annex and develop the Ken-Loch
golf course property...”, with the intent to maintain a balance of open/recreation space on the
Ken-Loch property as part of any future annexation. Based on this Board direction, staff
began to implement this directive. Staff incorporated the Ken-Loch property discussion into

the review of the open space planning effort in 2010. Ultimately, the adopted Open Space
Plan Component of the Comprehensive Plan states:

“Regarding Ken-Loch Golf Links, the Village should amend its previous annexation
recommendations to ensure that the property remains in use as open space. The previously
offered alternative of large-lot single-family development would result in an irreplaceable loss
of open space. Accordingly, the property should only be annexed as part of a request and
companion plan to enhance the open space/golf course amenity for the Village.”

In 2009, the Village also adopted its latest version of its Annexation Strategies Report. The
report discusses the Ken-Loch property and recommends, “annexation of this property should
only occur if it is associated with a development plan consistent with the Comprehensive Plan

and any future amendments, and as part of a request and companion plan to enhance the
open space/golf course amenity for the Village.”




Executive Summary
DuPage County Zoning Rights

The property currently operating as a golf course does not impact Village services as it is
unincorporated and it is not on Village utilities. It must be recognized that the property
owner does not have any development entitlement provisions under Village Code. As the
subject property is unincorporated and annexation is a completely discretionary item under
the Village Board'’s purview, the Village is not legally obligated to annex and rezone the

property for a given use. The developer could even make an application through DuPage
County for similar zoning approvals.

For reference purposes, DuPage County’s Zoning Ordinance has designated the site for R-4
single family residential zoning, which would require development on 40,000 sq. ft. lots, if
utilities were not provided; or up to 10,000 square foot lots if utilities were provided. As
the site currently does not have utilities available from other sources (it has operated on
well and septic) and that the Village has the only public utilities in the immediate area

(along Finley Road), it is probable that they would have to seek approval for such
connections.




Executive Summary

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Process

Should the Village Board decide to amend the Comprehensive Plan’s current land use
designation for the Ken-Loch parcel, the amendment is subject to the following procedures:

Plan amendments shall be submitted in writing in a form provided by the Department of
Community Development and shall include all proposed text and map amendments. The
petition shall document and demonstrate the need for the proposed amendments.

A public hearing on the proposed amendments shall be held before the Plan
Commission, in accordance with state law.

The Plan Commission shall consider the proposed amendments and recommend
approval or denial on the proposed amendment, or recommend approval on an
alternative amendment to the Village Board of Trustees. At its discretion, the Plan
Commission may seek information, advice or technical support from the Department of
Community Development or other advisors it deems appropriate, to draw reasonable

conclusions regarding the proposed amendments. The approval of Land Use Plan Map
Amendments shall be subject to the criteria outlined below.

In accordance with state law and within 90 days of the close of the public hearing, the
Village Board shall receive the report of the Plan Commission and shall approve or deny
any or all recommendations of the Plan Commission. Should no formal action be taken
within the 90 day period, the proposed amendment may not be acted upon. Any further

consideration of the proposed amendment(s) shall comply with the notice and hearing
requirements of this section and state law.




Executive Summary

Development Options

To assist with the discussion, staff reviewed the site to determine the type of development that

could generate the best economic opportunity by examining the impacts to the Village of various
uses, including:

Existing site “as-is” (Option A)

Single family detached on 40,000 square foot lots (Option B)
Single family detached on 10,000 square foot lots (Option C)
Single family detached on 7,500 square foot lots (Option D)
Attached townhomes (Option E)

Mixed townhomes and apartments (Option F)

Apartments with a preservation of the golf course use (Option G)
Office (Option H)

Retail (Option 1)

Further discussion and examination of each development option is discussed in detail within
this report on page 14.




Market Feasibility

Originally prepared by Houseal Lavigne Associates




Market Feasibility

Introduction

The Village of Lombard retained the services of Houseal Lavigne Associates (HLA) to conduct an
analysis related to the possible development proposals for the Ken Loch Golf Course located on
Finley Road in unincorporated Du Page County. The property is approximately 30 acres and is
zoned R-4 Residential under current County zoning. The Village of Lombard Comprehensive
Plan calls for the site to remain as a golf course and/or open space if annexed into the Village.

Additional details of the site and associated development potential is contained in earlier staff
reports.

HLA analysis focused on market viability as well as preliminary indications of land value. The
analysis, however, does not constitute an appraisal. A professional appraisal would be required
to fully substantiate market value. One of the challenges of attributing market value to a
property of this size is the relative lack of recent comparable sales. Since 2008, property values
have declined significantly throughout the marketplace. Comparable sales prior to 2008 do not
reflect the same conditions that exist today and therefore are in need of fairly large
adjustments. This is particularly the case for residential development. While sales are limited,

large sites that have sold recently typically involve distressed properties including unfinished or
partially developed subdivisions.

In conducting this analysis HLA looked at several different development scenarios. They also
spoke with developers, brokers and investors and analyzed land sales comparisons within the
market area. In addition, HLA conducted a review of the initial fiscal analysis prepared by

Village staff. All backup data and information utilized in this analysis is contained in their files
and is available if desired.




Market Feasibility
Summary of Findings

The following is a summary of HLA’s findings regarding the potential land uses:

Residential: Given short to mid-term market and economic conditions, rental apartments
would be the most feasible residential development. A potential land value of $4.1 to S6
million is estimated based on a projected density of 275 to 300 units.

Open Space/Golf Course: While the fiscal/financial benefit is not high, value is really as a
community asset. Attempting to assemble a site of this size for park or recreational use
would be difficult especially when considering its adjacency to an existing public park. If

desired, the Village could still allow for a limited amount of multi-family residential on a
portion of the site.

Retail: Indications are that retail development would provide the greatest return to the
property owner (estimated at $5.4 to $8.1 million). In addition, if Village officials would like
to see development of the entire parcel, then a viable retail use would provide the greatest
net fiscal benefit to the Village in terms of tax revenue and demand on municipal services.

Office/Industrial/Business Park: There could be longer term potential based on the

property’s location and proximate uses. If this is deemed a desirable longer term use of the
site, there is no reason to take action at this time.




Market Feasibility

Summary of Findings

Ultimately, whatever occurs on the Ken-Loch site, will be a policy decision on the part of
Village of Lombard officials. This is primarily driven by the fact that the Village is not obligated
to take any action at all at this time, including annexation or extension of utilities. The owner
may also petition the County for rezoning. However, if the desired rezoning requires the
extension of utilities; the Village, again, is not obligated to take action. Therefore, Village of
Lombard officials have four primary considerations which include, but are not limited to:

Whether to annex the property into the Village.

If annexed, whether to amend the Comprehensive Plan to allow for one of the
development scenarios.

Allow for the project to proceed through DuPage County regulations, with the Village only
providing water and/or sanitary sewer service to the development.

Take no action at this time.




Development Options




Development Options

As part of this report, staff prepared a development analysis identifying nine (9)
possible development scenarios for the Ken-Loch site. Each development scenario
also includes a traffic impact analysis, along with a detailed fiscal analysis
identifying impacts to the Village of Lombard and School Districts 44 and 87. Staff
also included the findings from the HLA market feasibility analysis as well as

preliminary indications of land value for some of the development options. The
following scenarios are discussed:

Existing site “as-is” (Option A)

Single family detached on 40,000 square foot lots (Option B)
Single family detached on 10,000 square foot lots (Option C)
Single family detached on 7,500 square foot lots (Option D)
Attached townhomes (Option E)

Mixed townhomes and apartments (Option F)

Apartments with a preservation of the golf course use (Option G)
Office (Option H)

Retail (Option 1)




Existing Conditions

2 wetland areas totaling e
1 acre in area

100’ buffer required to
minimize wetland
Impact of development

30.9 acres
— 1 acre wetlands
= 2.5 acres wetland buffer

28.4 acres
developable

Wetlands
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Development Options

Existing Golf Course Property

Site Data

30.9 acres with
wetlands

9 hole golf course

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out

16 4 11 14 322



Development Options
Single Family Detached on 40,000 square foot lots (Option B)




Development Options

Single Family Detached on 40,000 square foot lots

Site Data

19 Single Family Lots, each a minimum 40,000
square feet in area on well and septic.

Right-of-Way is 66’ feet wide.

Detention to be provided around the wetiand
area.

Market Feasibility**

Limited market potential since “for sale” has
been especially slow and hit hard by the
downturn in the housing market. This is
projected to continue until existing inventory
is absorbed and/or financing is more readily
available.

Based on the current entitlement rights
afforded to this site, land value for the Ken-
Loch parcel should be based on this scenario.

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out
7 20 19 11 290

|

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates




Development Options
Single Family Detached on 10,000 square foot lots (Option C)

ABETH ST, W

14

in{
bl




Development Options
Single Family Detached on 10,000

3 \_._

square foot lots

£ \

Site Data 5

61 Single Family Lots, each a minimum 10,000
square feet in area on Village utilities.

This scenario would require that the Village enter
into an agreement to provide utilities and fire
services to the unincorporated property.

Right-of-Way is 66’ feet wide.

Detention to be provided around the wetland
area.

Market Feasibility**

Limited market potential since “for sale” has been e =
especially slow and hit hard by the downturn in : e =
the housing market. This is projected to continue
until existing inventory is absorbed and/or
financing is more readily available.

Should the Village enter into a utilities agreement
to serve this property, this could potentially
increase its overall land value.

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out
14 41 46 27 710

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates
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Development Options
Single Family Detached on 7,500 sq

5=

uare foot lots

Site Data

This scenario assumes annexation into the Village
of Lombard and lots would conform to the R2
standards, consistent with the single family
subdivision to the east.

83 Single Family Lots, each a minimum 7,500 : = 1 : e
square feet in area. _ |

Right-of-Way is 66’ feet wide.

Detention to be provided around the wetland
area.

Market Feasibility**

Limited market potential since “for sale” has been
especially slow and hit hard by the downturn in
the housing market. This is projected to continue
until existing inventory is absorbed and/or
financing is more readily available.

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out in Out
19 56 62 36 972

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates




Development Options

Attached Townhomes (Option E)
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Development Options

Attached Townhomes

Site Data
200 townhomes

Detention to be provided around the
wetland area.

Market Feasibility**

Most development of for-sale residential
property is taking place on smaller sites
and in infill locations.

The new townhome and condominium
market has been especially slow and hit
hard by the downturn in the housing
market. This is projected to continue until

existing inventory is absorbed and/or | : , Oﬁ -
financing is more readily available. 5 - R
Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic

In Out In Out
15 75 71 35 1176

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates
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Development Options

Attached Townhomes and Apartments

Site Data
102 Court Style Townhomes

256 Apartments

Detention to be provided around the wetland
area.

Market Feasibility**

Given short to mid-term market and economic
conditions, rental apartments would be the most
feasible residential development. A potential land
value of 54.1 to $6 million is estimated based on a
projected density of 275 to 300 units.

While a plan that reserves a portion of the land for
the future development of “for sale” product
(townhomes and condominiums in particular) may
work from a planning perspective, there is no
guarantee as to when the development
economics may prove feasible. This could result in
a subsequent request to amend the plan to allow
for additional rental units in lieu of the planned

“for sale” product.
Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out
35 147 144 76 2340

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates
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Development Options

Apartments and Golf Course Preservation

2 _ - ,.._. e
Site Data T _ =
300 Apartments on approximately 5 acres.

Golf Course to be preserved and enhanced.

Detention to be provided around the wetland
area.

Market Feasibility**

Given short to mid-term market and economic
conditions, rental apartments would be the most
feasible residential development. A potential land
value of $4.1 to $6 million is estimated based on a
projected density of 275 to 300 units.

With reference to the remaining open space,
while the fiscal/financial benefit is not high, value : - _ s
is really as a community asset. Attemptingto ! = e
assemble a site of this size for park or recreational
use would be difficult especially when considering
its adjacency to an existing public park. If desired,
the Village could still allow for a limited amount of
multi-family residential on a portion of the site.

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out
46 125 130 78 2264

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates



Development Options
O%nm _u <m~o_u5m:ﬁ\ Business Park (Option H)
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Development Options

Office Development/Business Park

Site Data

The site could accommodate +/- 160,000 square
feet of office space.

The plan shown has multiple 2-story buildings,
similar to those located across the street in the
Oak Creek Office Park.

Detention to be provided around the wetland
area.

Market Feasibility**

Given the lack of development potential for office
and industrial uses at this time, no land value is
assigned. However, if looking at a longer-term

plan these uses would be consistent with nearby
development.

There could be longer term potential based on the : : 1§ S-S el
property’s location and proximate uses. If this is : SRR -
deemed a desirable longer term use of the site,

there is not any reason to take action at this time.

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
In Out In Out
240 33 44 214 1916

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates
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Development Options

Retail Development

Site Data
The site could accommodate a big box retailer.

The plan shows a +/- 192,000 square foot building.
Additional outlots could be provided.

Detention to be provided around the wetland area

Market Feasibility**

Indications of land value for a standalone large scale
user are between $4 and $6 per square foot ($174,000
to $261,000 per acre) or $5.4 to $8.1 million for the
entire site.

In looking at the market area within a ten and fifteen
minute drive from the site, there are indications of
market potential in the General Merchandise category.
These uses would require 20 to 25 acres which may
also include an outlot(s) with a gas station or
convenience store. Based on interviews with brokers
and retail representatives, there are retailers in the
market actively looking for sites at this time. If Village
officials would like to see development of the entire
parcel, then a viable retail use would provide the
greatest net fiscal benefit to the Village in terms of tax
revenue and demand on municipal services.

Option |

Traffic
Weekday Morning Weekday Weekday
Peak Hour Evening Daily
Peak Hour Traffic
in Out In Out
124 79 427 445 9218

**Findings prepared by Houseal Lavigne & Associates



Fiscal Impacts to the Village

Prepared by the Village of Lombard
Total Total Total Annual
Village Anticipated  Anticipated Net Income
Housing Sq. Ft. Non- Estimated Estimated  State Municipal  Property Tax Village Annual Annual {Revenue -
Option Property Type Units residential Population Jobs Tax Revenue Revenue Fees Sales Taxes Revenue Expenses Expenses)
A Ken Loch - as-is 1 0 2 0 $ 315 $ 2,230 $ 40 S 630 $ 3215 S 166879 $ 1,546 .
B 40,000-sg. ft. SF lots 19 0 66 0 S 8,897 $ 21,261 $ 754 ¢ 17,780 $ 48,6903 $ 47,06835 S 1,624
€ 10,000-sq. ft. SFlots 61 0 213 0 S 28,712 S 68,259 $ 2422 $ 57382 $ 156776 $ 151,902.39 $ 4,874
D 7,500-sq. ft. SF lots 83 0 287 0 S 38,688 S 92,877 $ 329 $ 77,318 $ 212,178 $ 204,67599 $ 7,502 ._.
E  Attached TH 200 0 393 0 $ 52976 $§ 100,710 $ 7,942 $ 105874 $ 267,503 $ 280,270.61 $ Ew.qmwy.
F Attached TH & Apts 360 0 665 0 $ 89,642 $ 102500 $14,296 $ 179,151 $ 385589 $ 47424925 S  (88,660)
G Golf course w/ apts 300 o] 540 5 $ 72,792 S 60,977 $ 11,913 $ 146,148 $ 291,830 $ 386,11127 $ {94,282) ..
H  Office 0 160,000 0 480 S 23S 32,227 $ - $ 64487 S5 96714 S 9663532 S 79

1 Retail 0 192,000 0 384 $ - s 35,450 S - $ 953337 $ 98878 $ 77,30825 S 911,478




Fiscal Impacts to School District 44

Prepared by the Village of Lombard
Estimated Total Annual
Estimated Property Tax Estimated Total NetIncome
Housing Sq.Ft.Non-  Estimated  Studentsfor Revenue to School expenditures Per (Revenue -
Option Property Type Units residential Population District 44 District 44 Student Expenses)
A KenLoch - as-is 1 0 2 1 $ 14360 S 12,169 $ 2,191
B 40,000-sq. ft. SF lots 19 0 66 15 S 133,448 S 182,535 S (49,087)
C 10,000-sq. ft. SF lots 61 0 213 49 S 428,440 S 596,281 $(167,841)
D 7,500-sq. ft. SF lots 83 0 287 66 S 582,959 S 803,154 $(220,195) )
E Attached TH 200 0 393 36 S 632,124 S 433,084 S 194,040
F Attached TH & Apts 360 0 665 37 S 643,362 $ 450,253 $ 193,109
G Golf course w/ apts 300 0 540 22 S 368,739 S 267,718 $ 101,021
H Office 0 160,000 0 0 S 202,280 S 0 S 202,280

I Retail 0 192,000 0 0 S 222,508 S - $ 222,508




Fiscal Impacts to School District 87

Prepared by the Village of Lombard

Estimated Total Annual

Estimated Property Tax Estimated Total Net income

Housing Sq.Ft.Non-  Estimated Studentsfor Revenue to School expenditures Per (Revenue -

Option Property Type Units residential Population District 87 District 87 Student Expenses)
A Ken Loch - as-is 1 0 2 0 S 8,259 S - S 8259
B 40,000-sq. ft. SF lots 19 0 66 4 S 76,756 S 52,444 S 24,312
C 10,000-sq. ft. SF lots 61 0 213 13 S 246,428 S 170,443 $ 75,985
D 7,500-sq. ft. SF lots 83 0 287 18 S 335303 S 235,998 S 99,305
E Attached TH 200 0 393 14 S 363,582 S 183,554 $§ 180,028
F Attached TH & Apts 360 0 665 13 S 180,983 S 170,443 S 10,540
G Golf course w/ apts 300 0 540 7 S 212,090 § 91,777 S 120,313
H Office 0 160,000 0 0 $ 116,346 S ® S 116,346

| Retail 0 192,000 0 0 S 127,981 S = S 127,981




Next Steps...




Next Steps...

Annexation is a completely discretionary item that is under the Village Board’s purview. Furthermore,
based on the current entitlement rights afforded to this site, land value for the Ken-Loch parcel should

be based on what can be done in DuPage County. Should the Village decide not to annex the Ken-Loch
property, the developer/property owner has the following options:

The developer/property owner would have the right to develop the site under the DuPage County
R4 requirements with 40,000 square foot lots on well and septic (Option B).

The Village Board could enter into an agreement to provide utilities and fire services to the
unincorporated property and the developer/property owner may develop the site under the
DuPage County R4 requirements with 10,000 square foot lots (Option C)

Should the Village Board wish to pursue annexation and development of the Ken-Loch property, they
have the discretion to decide which use is in the best interest of the Village. Therefore, Village of
Lombard officials have four primary considerations which include, but are not limited to:

Whether to annex the property into the Village.

_*mssmxmn_‘E:mﬁ:mZOmBm:n::m Comprehensive Plan to allow for one of the development
scenarios.

Allow for the project to proceed through DuPage County regulations, with the Village only
providing water and/or sanitary sewer service to the development.

Take no action at this time.




Next Steps...

When making a decision to amend the Comprehensive Plan, it is important to note that the Plan is
the Village's official policy guide for future growth and development. It provides community focus
and direction regarding future physical and economic change in the community over the next 10 -15
years. Therefore, the decision to amend it does not necessarily have to include current short-term
and mid-term market conditions. However, should current market conditions be an item of primary
importance, the following is a summary from HLA of the market feasibility for each possible land use:

Residential: Given short to mid-term market and economic conditions, rental apartments
would be the most feasible residential development. A potential land value of $4.1 to $6
million is estimated based on a projected density of 275 to 300 units.

Open Space/Golf Course: While the fiscal/financial benefit is not high, value is really as a

community asset. Attempting to assemble a site of this size for park or recreational use would
be difficult especially when considering its adjacency to an existing public park. If desired, the
Village could still allow for a limited amount of multi-family residential on a portion of the site.

Retail: Indications are that retail development would provide the greatest return to the
property owner (estimated at $5.4 to $8.1 million). In addition, if Village officials would like to
see development of the entire parcel, then a viable retail use would provide the greatest net
fiscal benefit to the Village in terms of tax revenue and demand on municipal services.

Office/Industrial/Business Park: There could be longer term potential based on the
property’s location and proximate uses. If this is deemed a desirable longer term use of the
site, there is not any reason to take action at this time.




Appendices

A.  Market Feasibility- Prepared by Houseal Lavigne Associates
B. Fiscal Analysis- Prepared by Village of Lombard Staff




Appendix A

Market Feasibility- Prepared by Houseal Lavigne Associates




w m PLANNING DESIGN DEVELOPMENT

HOUSEAL
LAVIGNE
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DATE: August 21, 2012

TO: Village of Lombard

FROM: Houseal Lavigne Assoclates
RE: Ken Loch Property

Introduction

ggg&osgaﬂn?cgﬁggg. qvm!g.m%!o&gwonamawg?bxﬁ%é_iﬁ
current County zoning. The Village of Lombard Comprehensive Plan, calls for the site to remain as a goif course and/or open space if annexed
into the Village. gaggggggnéggawsaﬁi In earlier staff reports.

Our analysis focused on market viability as well as prefiminary indications of land value. This analysis, however, does not constitute an appraisal.
A professional appraisal would be required to fully substantiate market value. One of the challenges of attributing market value to a property of
this size Is the relative lack of recent comparable sales, Since 2008, property values have dedined significantly throughout the marketplace.
Comparable sales !..28~§3§§9ﬂ8§o$§¢3~§&~8~<§§55 need of fairly large adjustments. This is
particularly the case for residential development. While sales are limited, large sites that have sold recently typically involve distressed
properties including unfinished or partially developed subdivisions.

in conducting this analysis we looked at several different development scenarios. We also spoke with developers, brokers and investors and
analyzed land sales comparables within the market area. In addition, we conducted a review of the inltial fiscal analysis prepared by Village

staff. All backup data and information utilized in this analysis Is contained in our files and is available if desired. The following summarizes our
findings.

HOUSEAL LAVIGNE
ASSOCIATES, LLC,

CHICAGO, Il

134 Narth LeSalle 8iveet, Siite 1700
Chicegp, IL. 60602

(n12) 21008



Development Type

Open Space/Golf Course (Options A & G)

in terms of operation as a golf course, the site is about the minimum acreage for a par three, nine hole course. Coordination with the Park

District could allow for reconfiguration of the course to maintain use as a golf course while allowing for a development in the range of three to
?uﬂagSoggaQEovi.

Residential (Options B-F)

tn terms of residential development, mutti-family rental residential has the greatest potential under current market conditions. Most
development of for-sale residential property Is taking place on smalier sites and in infill locations. The new townhome and condominium market
has been especially slow and hit hard by the downtumn in the housing market. Furthermore, single family detached product has been hit hardest

as well, with little activity In large scale single family detached developments. ;wwﬂownﬁﬁongaaﬁcas%ﬁ_sg_mug&
g&oqgwgmaﬁfnﬁgt.;wé?qgﬂgﬁ however, appears to be strong and stable for the foreseeable future.



Office/Industrial /Business Park (Option H)
:EgggguggggggggingggSsﬁrﬁggﬁszﬁgiwnx (b
Gquarter 2012), ;muagn%uﬁﬁzmgﬁacﬁgggsuzaa_oﬁagggngsgggggi

space will be developed in the near to mid-term. >=<=miam<m_o!=o=»io§wo_an:mgagzsmczaﬁuﬁc&oio;gnma
user, which is also unlikely at this location.

_=&n&ﬁam.ﬁuuo.unoﬁmﬂi§§§§=3=§o§&§ggggéﬂu@
distribution, ight-industrial and manufacturing.

Given the lack of development potential for office and industrial uses at this time, no land vatue Is assigned. However, if looking at a longer-term
Emsgggaggaigaﬂsgcg

Retail (Option I)

While the subject property is appropriately sized for a variety of retall uses, Finley Road, at this location, Is not a prime commercial corridor. As
such it would be a difficult site for non-destination ggﬁggingggmﬂ%&en@g. 1t could, however,
accommodate large destination gnﬁ.ﬂZmam......ﬂ.m»»m:&gﬁaegﬂgsﬂg_anggggﬂﬁggs3..2
retailers. _=_gﬁggmmﬁis_:ogmangiaﬁng?g%m_nm.9833 indications of market potential in the
gzsgg.gm:ﬁgéﬁa ucnonmoqaiz&g%!n_iageaoz&i&maﬂmﬂmgoqs:%
store. gggggégfamag:gg.guaaﬁ_oassoaugm&ﬁi%?qgnm at this time.

indications of land value for a standalone large scale user are between $4 and $6 per square foot ($174,000 to $261,000 per acre) or $5.4 to $8.1
milllon for the entire site.



Fiscal Analysis

Village staff prepared projections of potential tax revenue generated by various development densities and uses. While the concepts are not afl

g@#ﬂ:mBm.._snvm.ﬂ.o&.a.cﬁgom?w»:%_m?.sa&uansgacggﬁauzagm@&gSaﬁgigt..u»:s«.
be expected from each scenario.

in terms of net fiscal impact on schools, parks and library districts, multi-family housing has traditionally had less of an impact than detached
single-family housing. :9:@35»»3»3&3&&og__gamiﬁrﬂéoﬁq?muﬂnfﬁasaugain economy.

Families that would have previously gqualified for home ownership are renting as an alternative or out of necessity.

:.m%eo_ogua&wmmgsﬂsﬂm_&~qm8w8m§.=o=~Eaﬂiﬂ&iggogwm»oaﬁgg.z&3&0:283_-&

from the rental units. g&&ou&ﬁﬂ%vﬂs_&s:angﬂmw&oﬁ boundaries in order to adjust class room sizes reportedly
impacted by a growing number of students coming from a rental development.

One key to mitigating potential impact is to ensure that higher end ::.wam_aﬂ_aci_.vasnzassna&rsgkn_snuzaﬂg

competitive developments come on line. ._.___m_mw<3383uio&oso«?g%uaoaozmoqufog%igv Rather, It is
uggauzmﬂ_umuﬂimﬁaaﬂfggagﬁ.sggasa@ §m<=_8mi_=3<mu<ﬂ»&§33mzzm=m§=n§§m
integrity of the development sustains.



Summary of Findings

Residential: Given short to mid-term market and economic conditions, rental apartments would be the most feasible residential development.
>§3¢ag<&§&w¢.n3mm3§gwm&ggozmuqﬁﬂ_g%ﬂmsgg.

Retall: ___&ﬂmo:mﬂag&%ﬁ_ovaaaigsvggmgaesnocﬁgg.&ngﬂmubsuﬁa%r in

o&.ao:.asggiﬂ.&:xmsmsgsama&&om:navﬂ&.gogmaﬂ__ use would provide the greatest net fiscal
benefit to the Village in terms of tax revenue and demand on munidipal services.

Office/ industrial/ Business Park: ggﬂggﬁggugggﬂogmgwigﬂﬁg if this is deemed a
desirable longer term §Q9mn8.3mdw§g<§83rmo&g%9wgﬁ.

Therefore, Village of Lombard officials have four primary considerations which include, but are not limited to:

° i:%Bm::Qﬁ!!g.:Bzﬁs_go

¢ if annexed, whether to amend the Comprehensive Plan to allow for development

° gag§38§m%8§3§§§c§9§~§3
¢ Take no action at this time



Appendix B

Fiscal Analysis- Prepared by Village of Lombard staff




Single-family homes are assumed to have four bedrooms
gg?aﬁwﬂﬂﬂiB?gg
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School Distrit ) Prnensey

Distric &7 estimates thelr expenses to be $13,111 /sndemt
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vong;on?qgigg
Expenditures

._.c.u_ggg_mcagaa«g $ 38,473,750.00 §§§§
Parcels

Total Residential Parcels

Percentage of all residential parcels

Total Commerdial Parcels 93s
Percentage of all commerdal parcels 6%
Total Assessed value for Lombard $ 1,621,133,634.00
Total Residential Parcel Valye $ 1,127,102,871.00
Residential Parcel Percentage 70%
Total Commercial Parce! Value $ 494,030,301.00
Commercial Parcel Percentage 30%
Enpendiiure Parameters

Estimated share of residential expenditures®® 80%
Estimated residential-assoclated expenditures $ 3094743790

.oggggggg;;g
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School District impact

Estimated

Estimated  Property Tax

Students  Revenueto

Housing Sq. R. Non-  Estimated for District School District

Option Property Type Units  residential Population 87 87
A Kenloch-as-is 2 0 $ 8,259
8 40,000-sq. ft. SF lots 66 o $ 76,756
C 10,000-sq. ft. SFlots 213 13 $ 246428
D 287 i8 $
3 393 14 $
F 665 13 $
6 540 7 $
" (] 0 $
1 (] 0 $




B on Formula on the "N He Formula™

Datached
Single-family m
2-bedroom 0.120 0.000 0.411 0.000 0.138 0.000 0.222 0000 1.856 0.000 2746 0.000
3-bedroom 0.268 0.000 0.486 0.000 0.153 0.000 0.135 0000 1913 0.000 2955 0.00Q
4-bedroom 0.385 0.000 0.583 0.000 0.214 0.000 0.217 0000 2095 0.000 3494 0.000
5-bedroom 0.403 0.000 0.629 0.000 0.253 0.000 0.249 0000 2409 0000 3943 0.000
Attached
Single-Family |
1-Bedroom 0.000 0.000}
2-Bedroom 0.097 0.000 0.085 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.029 0000 1380 0000 1616 0.000]
3-Bedroom 0.146 0.000 0.138 0.000 0.038 0.000 0068 0000 1585 0000 1974 0.000!
4-Bedroom 0.183 0.000 0.271 0.000 0.106 0.000 0.105 0000 2102 0000 2767 0.0 .“
Apartments _
Efficiency 1400 0000 1400 0.000%
1-Bedroom 0.018 0.000 0.053 0.000 0.019 0.000 0019 0000 1678 0000 1763 0.000]
2-Bedroom 0.029 0.000 0.053 0.000 0.022 0.000 0024 0000 1.699 0000  1.828 0.000}
3-Bedroom 0.025 0.000 0.084 0.000 0.068 0.000 0.064 0000 2050 0.000 2291 0.000|

Produced 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000j




