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Executive Summary: 
In 2006, the City Council approved the Pine Ridge/ Regency Estates Planned Unit Development.  The Regency 
Estates portion of that PUD, located at the northwest corner of the property, was approved for 61 townhome 
units.  The PUD stipulated that only townhomes and two-family dwelling units would be permitted within this 
development.  Since that approval one townhome building with 5 units was constructed.  However, none of these 
units have sold and the entire property has been turned over to PNC Bank.   
 
Town & Country Homes has submitted Applications to amend the Regency Estates PUD to allow for the 
construction of 44 single-family homes, as opposed to the remaining approved 56-townhome units.  The salient 
features of this proposal are: 
• Town & Country is proposing to utilize the existing infrastructure and resubdivide the property into 44 

single-family lots 
• These lots will be incorporated into the existing roadway layout 
• The existing 5-unit townhome building will remain and will not be changed 
 
The Plan Commission recommended DENIAL of the applications on 2-22-11.  The vote was unanimous 5-AYE 
to 0-NAY. 
 
Attachments: (please list) 
Staff Report and Attachments, Plan Commission Resolution, Plan Commission Meeting Minutes, Applications 

Recommendation / Suggested Action (briefly explain): 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Application for a Special Use - Planned Unit Development Amendment, the 
Application for a PUD Preliminary Plan, the Application for a PUD Final Plan, and the Application for a Final 
Plat, contingent upon resolution of all Staff comments prior to final Council action.   
 
 
For office use only: 

 
Agenda Item Number: 

 
 

 



 
 
 
Staff Report 
 
TO:  Chairman, Daniel P. Stellato and Members of the  
  Planning & Development Committee 
 
FROM: Matthew O’Rourke, AICP 
  Planner 
 
RE:  Amendment to the Regency Estates Planned Unit Development (Town & Country Homes) 
 
DATE:  March 4, 2011 
 
 
I. APPLICATION INFORMATION: 

Project Name: Regency Estates (Town & Country Homes) 

Applicant:  Town & Country Homes  

Purpose:  Amendment to the Regency Estates PUD to Allow Single-Family 
Homes. 

 
 

 

General Information: 
Site Information 

Location Intersection of Woodward Dr. and Regency Ct.; North of Rt.64 and East of Oak 
St. 

Acres 13.17 
 

1) Special Use – Amendment to Planned Unit Development 
2) PUD Preliminary Plan 
3) PUD Final Plan 

Applications 

4) Final Plat of Subdivision 
17.04.430 – Changes in Planned Unit Developments 
Table 17.12-2 Residential Bulk Requirements Applicable 

Zoning Code 
Sections 

ORD 2006-Z-4 An Ordinance Rezoning Property and Granting a Special Use as a 
Planned Unit Development for Pine-Ridge Park and Regency Estates PUD (A 
Portion of the West Gateway PUD 

 
Existing Conditions 

Land Use Residential - Townhomes 
Zoning RM-1 Mixed Medium Density Residential District PUD 

 
Zoning Summary Current Land Uses 

North PL- Public Land Park 
East BC- Community Business (PUD) Vacant (Pine Ridge) 
South BC- Community Business (PUD) Vacant (Pine Ridge) 
West OR- Office Research (PUD) Corporate Reserves 

 
Comprehensive Plan Designation 

Business Enterprise 

Community Development
Planning Division 

Phone:  (630) 377-4443 
Fax:  (630) 377-4062 
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II. PROPOSAL:   
 
Town & Country Homes have submitted Applications to amend the existing Regency Estates 
portion of the approved PUD to allow for the construction of 44 single-family homes as opposed 
to the remaining 56-townhome units.  The salient features of this proposal are as follows: 
• Town & Country is proposing to utilize the existing infrastructure and resubdivide the 

property into 44 single-family lots. 
o The lots range in size from 5,000 SQ Ft to 8,191 SQ FT. 
o All the proposed lots are designed to be incorporated into the existing roadway. 
o The proposed homes range from a 2,093 SQ FT to 3,006 SQ FT.  

• Amend the existing PUD to allow single-family dwelling units as a permitted use. 
• The existing 5-unit townhome building will remain and will not be changed. 
• The existing opens space in the center of the development will not be modified. 
• The 40’ landscape buffer along Woodward Drive and existing landscaping will remain. 
• The subdivision’s access will not be affected. 
• All lots will be accessed off of Regency Court. 

o Lots 13-15, 24-26, and 38-39 will be directly accessed off of private drives that stem off 
of Regency Court. 

• A Concept Plan was presented to the Plan Commission and Planning & Development 
Committee in October of 2010 for feedback.   
 

Significant Modifications from the Concept Plan 
The applicant presented a Concept Plan of the proposal to the Planning & Development 
Committee in October of 2010.  Based on the feedback received at that meeting the Applicant has 
modified the Plans in the following manner.  (A copy of the 10-11-10 Planning & Development 
Committee meeting minutes are attached to this report) 
• The applicant is no longer proposing to utilize the existing manifold system to provide water 

service to the single-family homes.  They will instead be providing the services in a manner 
consistent with best engineering practices.   

• The number of proposed homes has been reduced from 49 to 44 units. 
• The minimum lot width has been increased from 42’ to 48’. 
• The minimum lot size has been increased from 3,992 SQ FT to 5,000 SQ FT. 
• The applicant is no longer proposing a variance to the per acre fee-in-lieu amount of cash 

required for the School and Park Districts.   
 

III. ZONING: 
 
In 2006, the City Council approved the Pine Ridge/ Regency Estates Planned Unit Development.  
The PUD included the following: 
• The total site is 60.17 acres. 
• A 27.43-acre, 18 lot commercial development (Pine Ridge). 

o This portion of the site was zoned as B-3 Service Business District. 
• 12.78 acres of open space/stormwater retention. 
• 7.98 acres of public right-of-way. 
• A 13.17-acre, 61-unit townhome development (Regency Estates).   
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• The specific approvals for Regency Estates also included: 
o The approved PUD limited the residential portion of this site exclusively to townhome 

and two-family dwelling unit types. 
o This site was zoned as R-4A Attached Single-Family Residence District. 
o There were landscape plans incorporated into the approved Preliminary PUD Plans which 

included: 
 3.39 acres of open space throughout the site. 
 Significant landscaping in the 40’ Woodward Drive landscape buffer. 
 A terraced landscape treatment along the western property line. 

 
1. ZONING ENTITLEMENTS 
 

The Council approved the following ordinances/resolutions in relation to this PUD 
development: 
• Ordinance 2006-Z-4 “An Ordinance Rezoning Property and Granting a Special Use as a 

Planned Unit Development for Pine-Ridge Park and Regency Estates PUD (A Portion of 
the West Gateway PUD)”. 

• Resolution 2006-3 “A Resolution Approving the Final Plat for the Regency Estates 
PUD”. 

 
Both properties were rezoned in 2006 as part of the City’s Zoning Ordinance update.  The 
Pine Ridge development was rezoned to the BC Community Business District and Regency 
Estates was rezoned to the RM-1 Mixed Medium Density Residential District.   

 
2. COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

The Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the entire PUD is a mix of Retail Service 
and Business Enterprise.  The retail service designation encapsulates most businesses such as 
stores, restaurants, and professional offices.  The Business Enterprise designation is geared 
towards a mix of light manufacturing, distribution, offices, hospitality, and business services.  
Neither of these designations calls for residential use.  
 
The Staff Report dated 4-8-05, composed at the time of the original project and PUD 
approval, and indicated that the Plan Commission and City Council considered the residential 
component appropriate during the concept plan review.  It was further stated that, given the 
site’s unique development challenges, that residential units would act as a catalyst and fuel 
retail and business enterprise development. 
   

 
3. DEVELOPMENT HISTORY 
 

Since the PUD was approved, there has been limited development activity in both the 
commercial and residential sections.  An ALDI was constructed on lots 10 & 11 in Pine 
Ridge, and one townhome building, containing 5 units, was constructed in Regency Estates.  
At this time none of those units has been purchased.   
  

 Staff has been notified that the original developer does not own this development.  PNC bank 
became the owner of all the properties and assets in 2009. 
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IV. ANALYSIS: 
 

1. SITE PLAN / ZONING 
 
The underlying zoning district for this property is RM-1 Mixed Medium Density Residential 
District. This district does list single-family residential units as a permitted use.   
 
Staff has reviewed the submitted site plan for conformance with the standards of the RM-1 
Zoning District and the approved Regency Estates PUD (ORD 2006-Z-4).   
 
Table 1 
 

ZONING CATEGORY 

STANDARDS 
ESTABLISHED PER 

ORD 2006-Z-4 
(REGENCY ESTATES 

PUD) 

STANDARDS 
PER THE RM-1 

DISTRICT 

PROPOSED 
PLAN 

Minimum Lot Area None 6,600 SQ FT 5,000 SQ FT 
Minimum Lot Width None 50’ 48’ 
Minimum Building lot 
Coverage None 30% 36% 

Building Setbacks: 
15.5’ to property 

line Front 20’ from the garage door 
to the curb 20’ 20’ from the garage 

door to the curb 

Interior Side 20’ separation between 
townhome buildings 

Min. 5’ but no 
less than 14’ 

combined 

6’ no less than 12’ 
combined 

Exterior Side N/A 20’ 20’ 
Rear N/A 25’ 20’ 

Setback from Woodward 
Drive 40’ None 40’ 

Setback from Perimeter 
of Property 25’ None 25’ Minimum 

Greenspace Required to maintain 25% 
of property as greenspace None 25.7% 

Building Height 35’ 35’ 35’ 
 
Proposed Variances 
 
The applicant is requesting several deviations from the standards of the underlying RM-1 
Zoning District, as follows: 
• Reduction of the minimum lot area from 6,600 SQ FT to 5,000 SQ FT.  This variance 

will apply to the following lots: 
o Lots 2-7, 10, 14-25, 27-29, 32, 34-41, and 43-45. 

• An increase in the maximum building lot coverage from 30% to 36%. 
• Reduction of the minimum lot width from 50’ to 48’. This variance will apply to the 

following lots: 
o Lots 2-7, 10, and 14-26. 

• Reduction from the front yard setback from 20’ to 15.5’ from the property line. 
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• There is a proposed side yard setback of 6’ from the property to the potential building 
pad. This equates to 12’ between the buildings.  The standards in the RM-1 District are 
that both side yards equal 14’.  This equals a reduction request of 2’ from a combined 
setback of 14’ to 12’. 

• Reduction of rear yard setback from 25’ to 20’.  
 

2. LANDSCAPING/OPEN SPACE 
 

The applicant has submitted a modified landscape plan for the Regency Estates development. 
Since the Regency Estates PUD was approved, the Corporate Reserves development was 
approved on the former Cardinal industrial property to the west.  As part of this development, 
a 6’ tall landscape buffer has been installed on the Corporate Reserves property/ western 
boundary of Regency Estates. 
 
Instead of duplicating this buffer, the applicant is proposing to relocate the approved 
landscaping from the western property line and distribute an equivalent or increased amount 
of vegetation throughout the development.  This new landscaping will be distributed as 
follows: 
• The front yard of each lot will be planted with a mixture of perennials and shrubs. 
• The rear yard of each lot will be planted with one ornamental tree.  
• Evergreen trees have been strategically placed to buffer areas/yards of the identified key 

lots.  
• 12 shade trees have been proposed along the western boundary of the development. 
• Shade trees will be planted along the street frontage of Regency Court East and West. 
 

3. BUILDING FORM & ARCHITECTURE 
 
The applicant has submitted a variety of architectural elevations for the proposed single-
family homes to indicate how the proposed single-family homes would compare to the 
approved townhome buildings. 
 
The applicant has also identified “key lots” shown on sheet 4 of the Landscape Plans dated 2-
2-11.  These lots are considered to be highly visible and will be required to have additional 
architectural elements on these highly visible elevations.  The additional elements will 
include shutters and a mixture of siding materials/patterns to add visual interest.  This key lot 
plan will be memorialized within the PUD Ordinance. 
 
Staff Comments 
 
In order to reduce the appearance of the proposed garage doors, Staff suggests that all of the 
garage doors be required to contain windows.  This is a similar feature as installed on the 
garage doors of the existing townhome building.  The applicant has stated in their response to 
comments letter dated 2-3-2011 (attached to this memo), that they will have windows on all 
the elevations.   
 

4. SCHOOL AND PARK DISTRICT 
 

Park District 
 
Per the email dated Thursday, November 11, 2010, from Dennis Ryan to Ray Blankenship 
the Park district has agreed to accept the 0.6-acre park site already located within the 
Regency Estates development to fulfill this requirement. 
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School District 
 
Based on the attached letter addressed to Rita Tungare, Director of Community Development 
from Brad Cauffman, Assistant Superintendent for Business Service/CFO School District 
303, dated November 12, 2010; the applicant has agreed to pay the required fee-in-lieu 
amount of $240,500 per acre.   
 
Proposed Variance 
 
The applicant has requested a variance to Section 16.32.090.B entitled “Payment of park 
contribution” of Title 16 Subdivisions and Land Improvement, which states the following: 
 

“Payment of park contribution. For subdivisions platted in multiple phases, the per 
dwelling unit cash contribution in lieu of, or in addition to, park land, as may be 
applicable, shall be paid for the entire phase to be developed, prior to issuance of 
the first building permit for the applicable phase. For subdivisions platted in a 
single phase, the per dwelling unit cash contribution in lieu of, or in addition to, 
park land, as may be applicable, shall be paid for the entire subdivision prior to 
issuance of the first building permit. The applicable per dwelling unit cash 
contribution shall be paid directly to the Park District and held in trust. All such 
payments made to the Park District under this Section are to be spent solely in 
accordance with paragraph C below. The City shall not issue a building permit until 
it receives an original receipt of payment executed by the treasurer of the Park 
District.” 

 
The proposed variance is to allow for the payment of the fee-in-lieu at the time of Certificate 
of Occupancy for each individual unit.  Brad Cauffman has indicated in the November 12, 
2010 letter that School District 303 is agreeable to this proposal.   
 

V. PLAN COMMISSION COMMENTS 
 
The Plan Commission held a public hearing on 2-8-11.  At that meeting the Plan Commission 
provided the following comments and asked Staff for further clarification in regards to these 
comments: 
 
Plan Commission Comment:  Would the Fire Department have any issues providing 
emergency medical services to the homes located on the private access-drives? 
 
Staff Response:  Staff stated at the Public Hearing that the Fire Department had reviewed the 
plans and did not state any issues.  To further clarify their review the Fire Department provided a 
memo dated 2-14-11, which is attached to this report 
 
Plan Commission Comment:  Could the developer install small cul-de-sacs or “eyebrows” at 
the corners of Regency Estates Court instead of the private access drive? 
 
Staff Response:  Staff has reviewed this comment.  Typically, the Public Works Department is not 
in favor of this type of street configuration being part of the public street network.  These 
“eyebrows” create logistical problems when is comes to snow plowing.  A detailed explanation of 
this opinion is included in the attached email from Public Works Engineer James Bernahl dated 
2-11-11.   
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Plan Commission Comment:  Are there any other locations in town where there are 
similarly situated homes such as lots 13-15 and 24-26.  Specifically, where the front of the 
homes faces the side/rear-yard of homes across the street.   
 
Staff Response:  Staff has conducted a visual survey of the different residential neighborhoods in 
the City utilizing the aerial photography available with the City’s GIS system.  Staff did find 
several locations in which homes are situated in a similar fashion.  Staff has attached examples of 
those situations to this report.   

 
Plan commission Comment:  Would the applicant be able to provide a second access point 
to the development? 

  
Staff Response:  The roads and access point have already been constructed.  The revised plans 
show a reduced number of residential units; therefore, fewer cars are expected to ingress/egress 
the site on a daily basis. The development will effectively function in the same manner as the 
single-point entrance was originally designed, and approved by the City Council.  Additionally, 
creating a second access point near the southeast corner of the site would required a significant 
undertaking to address the topographic challenges that constructing this road would present.   

  
VI. PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

AMENDMENT TO SPECIAL USE FOR A PUD ORDINANCE  
2006-Z-4 (An Ordinance Granting a Special Use as a Planned Unit Development for Pine-Ridge 

Park and regency Estates PUD (A Portion of the West gateway PUD) 
 

i.  The proposed PUD advances one or more of the purposes of the Planned Unit 
Development procedure stated Section 17.04.400.A. 
 
Purpose # 5 states the following, “to promote the economical development and efficient use of 
land, utilities, street improvements, drainage facilities, structures and other facilities.”  
Currently, there is no economic activity occurring within the Regency Estates development 
and the only constructed townhome building has not sold any units.  No new development 
activity has occurred on the site since 2008.  The proposed amendment will add a new product 
type that utilizes the existing infrastructure to reinvigorate physical and economic 
development of this project.   
  

ii.  The proposed PUD and PUD Preliminary Plans conform to the requirements of the 
underlying zoning district or districts in which the PUD is located and to the applicable 
Design Review Standards contained in Chapter 17.06, except where:  

 
a) Conforming to the requirements would inhibit creative design that serves community 

goals, or  
 
b) Conforming to the requirements would be impractical and the proposed PUD will 

provide benefits that outweigh those that would have been realized by conforming to 
the applicable requirements.  
Factors listed in Section 17.04.400.B shall be used to justify the relief from 
requirements.  

 
The underlying zoning of this property is RM-1 Mixed Medium Density Residential, which 
does list single-family homes as a permitted use.  The approved PUD, in this case, limited 
the uses to townhomes and two-family dwelling types.  The applicant is proposing to utilize 
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the existing infrastructure to retrofit single-family homes into the existing layout of the 
development.  In order to preserve a majority of the already created open spaces and natural 
environmental areas, the applicant has requested new variances from the bulk standards of 
the underlying zoning district.  The applicant has requested the following deviations: 
• Reduction of the minimum lot area from 6,600 SQ FT to 5,000 SQ FT. 
• An increase in the maximum building lot coverage from 30% to 36%. 
• Reduction of the minimum lot width from 50’ to 48’. 
• Reduction from the front yard setback from 20’ to 15.5’ from the property line. 
• A reduction of 2’ from a combined setback of 14’ to 12’. 
• Reduction of rear yard setback from 25’ to 20’. 
 
These deviations will allow the developer to not only develop a new product type within 
the existing development framework, but also allows for a retrofit of the site that preserves 
the already created open-spaces and environmental areas. 

 
iii. The proposed PUD conforms with the standards applicable to Special Uses (Section 

17.04.330.C.2).  
 
a. Public Convenience: The Special Use will serve the public convenience at the 

proposed location.  
 
A Special Use for the PUD is already approved on this site.  Incorporated into the approved 
PUD plan was a private park space that was to be utilized only by the townhome residents.  
However, the applicant will be donating the existing small park site to the St. Charles Park 
District.  This will create a small public park for the convenience of all the Regency Estates 
residents and nearby residential neighborhoods.  

  
b. Sufficient Infrastructure: That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or 

necessary facilities have been, or are being, provided;  
 
The utilities and infrastructure already exist on this site.   

 
c.  Effect on Nearby Property: That the Special Use will not be injurious to the use and 

enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity for the purposes already 
permitted, nor substantially diminish or impair property values within the 
neighborhood;  

 
The amendment to the existing Special Use for the PUD will permit the development of 
single-family homes as opposed to townhomes.  These single-family homes will be located 
in a similar fashion to the proposed townhomes.  The reduction in the total number of 
residential units will reduce the impact of development to the property within the 
immediate vicinity.    

 
d.  Effect on Development of Surrounding Property: That the establishment of the 

Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of 
the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.  
 
The surrounding properties are already developed or located within PUDs that contain 
specific development standards and entitlements.  This amendment to the Special Use for a 
PUD will not effect the orderly development of those properties as they are already 
developed or entitled to develop.    
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e.  Effect on General Welfare: That the establishment, maintenance or operation of the 

Special Use will not be detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, comfort 
or general welfare.  

 
The fundamental permitted use, which is residential, will not be changed by the proposed 
amendment to the Special Use for a PUD and the total number of units will be reduced 
from 61 to 49.  Therefore, this amendment to allow the development of single-family 
homes as opposed to townhomes will not be detrimental to the general welfare of the City.   

 
f.  Conformance with Codes: That the proposed Special Use conforms to all existing 

Federal, State and local legislation and regulation and meets or exceeds all applicable 
provisions of this Title, except as may be varied pursuant to a Special Use for Planned 
Unit Development.  

 
This Special Use for a PUD amendment will conform to all applicable regulations with the 
exception of the variances requested as part of this amendment.   

 
iv.  The proposed PUD will be beneficial to the physical development, diversity, tax base 

and economic well being of the City. 
 
The PUD is already approved in this location.  Unfortunately, the development of the 
approved townhomes has stalled and the property has remained inactive for three years.  The 
change to permit single-family units as opposed to townhome units will result in the 
continued physical development of the site.  This continued development will ultimately add 
to the tax base and economic well being of the City, as opposed to an idle development.   

 
v. The proposed PUD conforms to the purposes and intent of the Comprehensive Plan.  

 
The Comprehensive Plan land use designation for this property is Business Enterprise.  This 
designation is geared towards a mix of light manufacturing, distribution, offices, hospitality, 
and business services and does not include residential uses.  However, based on the Staff 
Report dated 4-8-05, composed at the time of the original project and PUD approval, the Plan 
Commission and City Council considered the previous townhome residential component 
appropriate.  It was further stated that, given the site’s unique development challenges, that 
residential units would act as a catalyst and fuel retail and business enterprise development.  
Therefore, this amendment will continue to act as a catalyst by permitting construction of new 
residential units in a timely manner.   

 
VII. REQUESTED ACTION/STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff has provided recommended Findings of Fact for the Committee to consider. 
 
Staff recommends approval of the Amendment to the Application for a Special Use - Planned 
Unit Development Amendment, the Application for a PUD Preliminary Plan, the Application for 
a PUD Final Plan, and the Application for a Final Plat, contingent upon resolution of all Staff 
comments prior to final Council action.   
 

VIII. PLAN COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 

The Plan Commission held a public hearing and made a recommendation regarding the 
Application for a Special Use - Planned Unit Development Amendment, the Application for a 
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PUD Preliminary Plan, the Application for a PUD Final Plan, and the Application for a Final Plat 
on 2-22-11.   
 
The Plan Commission recommended DENIAL of the applications on 2-22-11.  The vote was 
unanimous 5-AYE to 0-NAY.   
 
The Findings of Fact for a recommendation of denial from the Plan Commission (Resolution No. 
2-2011) are attached to this report.  Staff has also included the meeting minutes from the 2-22-11 
Plan Commission meeting. 

 
IX. ATTACHMENTS 
 

PUD Final/Preliminary Plan of Regency Estates Resubdivision Planned Unit Development; V-3 
Companies; Dated 2-16-2011 
Preliminary/Final Landscape Plan; V-3 Companies; dated 2-16-11 
Preliminary/Final Engineering Plans; V-3 Companies; dated 2-16-11 
Final Plat of Subdivision; V-3 Companies; dated 2-16-10 
Proposed Home Elevations; Town & Country Homes 
Examples of Homes Facing Rear/Side Yards Across Streets 
Memo from Brian Byrne, Fire Department, dated 2-14-11 
Email from James Bernahl, Public Works, dated 2-11-11 
Plan Commission Resolution 2-2011 
Plan Commission Meeting Minutes dated 2-22-11 

 
 
 
 

Cc: Rita Tungare, Director of Community Development 
   Ray Blankenship, Town & Country Homes 
 



  RESOLUTION NO. 2-2011 
 

RECOMMENDING DENIAL OF AMENDMENT TO SPECIAL USE; 
PUD PRELIMINARY PLANS; FINAL PLAT 

(REGENCY ESTATES - TOWN & COUNTRY HOMES) 
 

Passed by Plan Commission February 22, 2011 
 

  WHEREAS, it is the responsibility of the St. Charles Plan Commission to hold public hearings and 

review requests for amendments to Special Use; and 

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission held a public hearing and has reviewed the petition for an 

Amendment to Special Use, PUD Preliminary Plans and Final Plat of Resubdivision; and 

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission finds denial of said amendment to be in the best interest of the 

City of St. Charles; 

 NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the St. Charles Plan Commission to recommend to City 

Council denial of the proposed amendment to the Special Use Ordinance 2006-Z-4 for Regency Estates to 

allow single family homes and setback variances, PUD Preliminary Plans revised 2/16/11 and received 

2/16/11, PUD Final Engineering Plans revised 2/16/11 and revised 2/17/11, Landscape Plan revised 2/16/11 

and received 2/16/11, Final Plat of Resubdivision dated 2/16/11 and received 2/17/11 because the proposed 

amendment does not meet the Finding of Fact Section 17.04.330 C-2 for Special Uses, 

 

“b.” Sufficient Infrastructure: That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or necessary 

facilities have been, or are being, provided;  

 

Without changing the existing utilities and infrastructure, the plan will not layout properly.    

 

“d” Effect on Development of Surrounding Property: That the establishment of the Special Use will 

not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement of the surrounding property for 

uses permitted in the district.  



Resolution 2-2007 

Because the plan will not layout properly, it will have a negative effect on development and improvement of 

surrounding property. 

 

Roll Call: 
Ayes:  Schuetz, Pretz, Henningson, Kessler, Wallace  
Nays:  None 
Absent:  Doyle, Amatangelo,  
Motion Carried. 
 PASSED, this 22nd day of February 2011. 
 
_________________________________                                _____________________________ 
Chairman, St. Charles Plan Commission                                 Secretary, St. Charles Plan Commission 



MINUTES 
CITY OF ST. CHARLES, IL 

ST. CHARLES PLAN COMMISSION 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 2011  

  
 _________________________________________ 
 
 Members Present:  Todd Wallace, Chairman 
     Tim Kessler, Vice Chairman/Secretary 
     Curt Henningson 
     Thomas Pretz 
     Tom Schuetz 
      
 Members Absent:  Brian Doyle, Sue Amatangelo 
 
 Also Present:   Russell Colby, Planner 
     Matthew O’Rourke, Planner 
     Colleen Johnson, Recording Secretary 
     Sonntag Court Reporter 
 
1. Call to order 
A meeting of the St. Charles Plan Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman 
Wallace.   
 
2. Roll Call 
 
3. Presentation of Minutes 
A motion was made, seconded and unanimously passed by voice vote to accept the minutes 
of the February 8, 2011 meeting. 
 

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING 
 
4. Regency Estates (Town & Country Homes)(K. Hovnanian T&C at Illinois 
LLC) 
Application for an Amendment to Special Use Ordinance 2006-Z-4 to allow single family 
homes and setback variances 
 
Chairman Wallace entered the following exhibits into the record: 

- Plan Commission Exhibit J, e-mail from James Bernahl (Public Works) dated 
2/11/11 

- Plan Commission Exhibit K, memo from Brian Byrne (Fire Department) dated 
2/14/11 

 
The transcript received March 1, 2011 and prepared by Sonntag Reporting Service, Ltd., is 
by reference hereby made a part of these minutes.   
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Tuesday, February 22, 2011  
 

 

Mr. Kessler made a motion to close the public hearing.  Mr. Schuetz seconded the 
motion. 
 
Voice Vote: 
Ayes:  Schuetz, Pretz, Henningson, Kessler, Wallace 
Nays:  None 
Abstained: None 
Absent: Amatangelo, Doyle 
Motion Carried. 
 
 

MEETING 
 

5. Regency Estates (Town & Country Homes)(K. Hovnanian T&C at Illinois 
LLC) 
Application for an Amendment to Special Use Ordinance 2006-Z-4 to allow single family 
homes and setback variances. 
 
Application for PUD Preliminary Plan 

- PUD Preliminary Plans revised 2/16/11 and received 2/16/11 
- PUD Final Engineering Plans revised 2/16/11 and received 2/17/11 
- Landscape Plan revised 2/16/11 and received 2/16/11 

 
Application for Final Plat 

- Final Plat of Resubdivision dated 2/16/11 and received 2/17/11 
 
Mr. O’Rourke reviewed the staff report dated February 11, 2011 referring to the Findings 
of Fact and stated staff recommends approval.  He reminded the Commission that they 
could recommend approval with conditions if they felt necessary. 
 
Mr. Kessler asked the members if a recommendation for approval were considered, 
would they have suggestions to place conditions on the motion.  He discussed his concern 
with the three flag streets that are proposed, only one access entry point, and that the 
existing utilities do not allow modifications to the plan for improvement of the layout.  
Mr. Kessler referred to the staff report statement that the Commission has an option to 
make a recommendation for approval with conditions.  Mr. O’Rourke advised that it is 
understood that the option is always available to the Commission to make a 
recommendation for approval with conditions.   
   
Chairman Wallace commented that this plan proposes too many home sites into the 
existing framework, specifically pointing out concern with lots 13, 14, and 15.  His 
opinion is that all the homes should be accessible from the street.  He noted the 
subdivision that was referenced during the public hearing that had a similar layout was an 
older section of town that backed up to a new development.  He believes that if that entire 
area had been developed at the same time it would not have been designed with that 
layout.  He understands the difficulty for the applicant to construct a design that is 
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economically feasible, however stated that concept is not the role of the Commission.  He 
said the Commission needs to consider the orderly development of the property and he 
does not believe this proposal meets the Findings of Fact with regards to the effect on 
development of surrounding property.  His concern is approval of a plan that may 
discourage surrounding development.   
 
Mr. Henningson said generally mixed use with commercial development introduces a 
residential component of multi-family homes with a zero lot line.  He commented that a 
plan similar to Oak Crest with restrictive covenants might fit well in this area.   
  
Mr. Schuetz said the flag streets are his concern with regards to emergency response, 
however acknowledged that staff indicated this was not an issue. He does not like the 
multi-family building mixed into the single-family home subdivision.  Mr. Schuetz stated 
the Commission should look at what is good for the community in the long term.    He 
said there has been indication that due to the present economy, homeowners are avoiding 
large-size lots and therefore the multi-family development may be a better option.    
 
Mr. Kessler complimented Town & County on the past developments they have done in 
the City.  He said the concerns being discussed are not about how it will be developed, 
but rather how it is planned. He said he cannot support the layout as there is too much 
proposed in a small area.   He understands the difficulty involved because of the existing 
infrastructure.  Mr. Kessler agreed a less-expensive townhome development might fit this 
site.  Chairman Wallace added the number of units is not the concern for this site; it is the 
type of plan proposed.  
  
Chairman Wallace asked the members if they would support a plan with inter-mixed new 
lower priced townhomes and duplex units that would complement the existing structure. 
The members were favorable.   
 
Mr. Pretz said this proposal has too much planned, he does not like private roads, and he 
would be supportive of a different plan.  His preference would be to include a second 
entrance but understands the constraints with reconstruction.  Chairman Wallace said he 
does not think a second access is necessary.  The Commission noted developments 
without a second access and discussed problems that relate to width of street and security. 
 
Mr. Kessler made a motion to recommend denial of the Amendment to Special Use 
Ordinance 2006-Z-4 for Regency Estates to allow single-family homes and setback 
variances, PUD Preliminary Plans revised 2/16/11 and received 2/16/11, PUD Final 
Engineering Plans revised 2/16/11 and revised 2/17/11, Landscape Plan revised 
2/16/11 and received 2/16/11, Final Plat of Resubdivision dated 2/16/11 and received 
2/17/11 because the proposed amendment does not meet the Finding of Fact Section 
17.04.330 C-2 for Special Uses: 
 
“b.” Sufficient Infrastructure: That adequate utilities, access roads, drainage and/or 
necessary facilities have been, or are being, provided;  
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Without changing the existing utilities and infrastructure, the plan will not layout 
properly.    
 
“d” Effect on Development of Surrounding Property: That the establishment of the 
Special Use will not impede the normal and orderly development and improvement 
of the surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.  
 
Because the plan will not layout properly, it will have a negative effect on development 
and improvement of surrounding property. 
 
Mr. Pretz seconded the motion. 
 
Voice Vote: 
Ayes:  Schuetz, Pretz, Henningson, Kessler, Wallace 
Nays:  None 
Abstained: None 
Absent: Amatangelo, Doyle 
Motion Carried. 
 
6.  Application for General Amendment (City of St. Charles) 

Application for General Amendment to Chapter 17.12, “Residential Districts” pertaining to 
Exterior Sideyard setback regulations. 
 
Mr. Colby reviewed the staff report dated February 17, 2011 and stated staff recommends 
approval.   
 
Mr. Kessler made a motion to recommend approval of the General Amendment to 
Chapter 17.12 “Residential Districts” pertaining to exterior sideyard setback 
regulations. Mr. Schutez seconded the motion. 
 
Voice Vote 
Ayes:  Schuetz, Pretz, Henningson, Kessler, Wallace 
Nays:  None 
Absent: Amatangelo, Doyle  
 
7. Plan Commission Training Schedule 
Mr. Colby said a Plan Commission training session is scheduled for the next meeting.  He 
will review the agenda with Chairman Wallace.  Staff expects to conduct three sessions with 
the Commission starting with basic review.    
 
8. Meeting Announcements 
Plan Commission Tuesday, March 8, 2011 at 7:00pm in the Council Chambers 
Plan Commission Tuesday, March 22, 2011 at 7:00pm in the Council Chambers 
Plan Commission Tuesday, April 19, 2011 at 7:00pm in the Council Chambers 
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9. Additional Business from Plan Commission Members, Staff, or Citizens 
 
Mr. Colby advised the members that there are additional books regarding the role of the 
Plan Commission in the Planning office for them to use.  
 
Mr. Lemke referred to the Regency development discussed this evening and commented 
that mixing townhomes within the plan might allow the developer an option to rework 
and come back with a revised plan.  He also complimented the Town & County Home 
developments within the City.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:53p.m. 
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