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Chapter 1: Introduction

Why make a plan for the future land use of
our community? Can’t we just let things happen

like it appears they have
but then the conseguences would
be agresable with our imaginati
vision of the future. We ars where we are today
because of an evolving process of decision mak-
ing about the use of our land resources. This
process has besn taking place for over 150 years
in our community. We “also like most of what we
have as aresult. Itis the lesson of history that we
must continue the process. To not consider the
needs of future gemerations will only lead to a
gradual and inevitable decline in the quality of

life for all.

The land we live on demands our utmost
understanding of the meaning of stewardship.
We trust our instimcts, but we are at a point.in
titne when we must consider broader conse-
quences. We know that certain aspects of world
population growth will approach certain sustain-
able lirnits in the next century. We already feel
these pressures and they test the limits of our
inventveness and understanding. For sure, there
won’t be any new land to move to, which was
always the solution in the past. Bui, we can
make better use of what we have within our bor-
ders.

During the past quarter century other factors
have likewise Irrevocably changed our lives. We
have all experienced the shift in thinking toward
viewing our land, its use, and our place on it as
an ecological system. Prior to the 1970’s, ecolo-
gy was an obscure branch of science. It dealt
with the interrelationship of organisms and their
environment. oday, the impact of land use
planning policies on the namural environment
represents a major factor guiding public decision
making. Ecological concepts such as “sustain-
ability” and “smart growth”, coupled with a
strong environmental ethic, are now recognized
as an opportunity for restructuring out buiit envi-
ronment. These ideas are woven throughout our
educational svstem and general public conscien-
tiousness.

“In communities across e narion, there is

growing concern that 20th century paiterns of

{7 - are

land developmenrt - ojien called “spraw

no longer in the long-term interest of the naton’s

ing .,JLL/,L"’“ = ):’f'boiu fowrs

muniies, or wilderness C?’gai

-‘5""“/7-/’;_5,' r./lf.-"w.).,?’iinlL'T? i
¢ further our. They are
cost of the mismaich

&g

betrw nt locations in suburbs

cz?".cJ the available /vor,’qforce in the city. They are
Honing the wisdom of abandoning brown-

T:é’ff'.:? in older communities, eating up open

and prime agricultural lands at the subur-
bar/r ;.‘/—:'nge, and polluting the air of an eniire
region through ever-increasing automobile trav-
el” (p.7, Smart Growth, Urban Land Institute,
Washington, DC, 1998

- *5‘.1
«.J

~

Thersfors, the purpose of this repert is to
address the public decision issues and policies
that guide the future. land use planning for the
greater Stephenson County community. The
recommendations contained herein have resulted
from the work undertaken by the Partmers in
Planning Division of the Fresport Area
Economic Development Foundation. They wers
offered for public rsview and in-put through
public hearings and debate.

The initial hearings were held by Stephenson
County, and conducted by the Stephenson
County Zoning Board of Appeals. These hear-
"'W\: wers on June 23, 1999, Sept. 9, 1999, Dec.

1999 and Jan. 27, 2000. On April 3, 2000 the
S ephenson Coumv Zoning Board of —\ppeal:
submitted its final report and recommendations
on the Plan to the -b tephenson County Planming
and Development Committee of the County
Board. Thereatter on June 14, 2000 the Planning
and Development Committee unanimously
approved the ZBA recommendation and for-
warded the Plan to the County Board for
approval.

On July 12, 2000 the County Board approval
the Plan and also directed that compreshensive
amendments to the Stephenson Counry Zomning
Ordinance, Zoning Map., and Subdivision
Ordinance be prepared to reflect the policies and
recommendations set forth in the Plan. TFomre
public hearing were also authorized on these
ordinance amendments as required by State law.

Additional hearings will be held on the Plan
bv the Citv of Freeport when the Tresport
Central Business District plan is completed.



Chapter 2: Planping History

The fallowine i3 an 13 < ITTNATY OF the
Ihe TolloWIng 13 an outline sumiary Or o€

history of land use plamning in the City of

1840 to 1950, Berwesn
basic pattern of settlement in Steph
was well established. The roadway sy

e
Q

o @
m
=}

| TR T et

growing.
economy was in place, much as it is foday.
During the first half of this century, the commu-
nity continued to grow at a moderate pace con-
sistent with the history of rural Illinois.

Table 1: Historical Population Trends

‘ Year
City of Stephenson
Freeport County
1870 7,889 30,608
1880 8,516 31,963
1850 10,189 31,338
1900 13,238 34,633
1910 17,5367 36,821
1920 19,669 37,743
1830 22,045 40,064
1940 22,366 40,646
1950 22,467 41,593
1960 26,628 46,207
1970 27,73 48,816
1980 26,406 49,536
1990 23,840 43,052
2000 28,000 53,000 (1)
2000 49,282
2010 30,102
2020 50,5

Source: U.S. Census unless footneted.

(1) Parmers in Planning Estimate. Based on 10 year
average of new dwelling unit (DU) building permits
issued during 9 vears berwesn 1990 to 1998. City of
Freeport, 1990 to 1998 = 781 DU; Unincerporated

Stephenson County, 195C to 1998 = 599 DU, Rural

Villages, 1990 1o 1998 = 200 DU.
(2) State of Illinois, Burszau of the Budge:

2
Projectons, Sept. 3, 1997,

1960°s & 1970°s. An updated detailed plan
for the City of Freeport was completed 1 1966.
It was prepared by Wm. S. Lawrence &
Associates, Inc., Planning Consultants, Chicago,
IL.. In the early 1970’s, Wm. S. Lawrence ‘&
Associates also preparsd a zoning code for
Stephenson County. All of these planning stud-
ies responded to the populaton growth and
industrialization trends in the community, which
resulted from World War II. The work by Wim.
S. Lawrence & Associates was funded through a
Federzal Grant from HUD under the 701 Urban
Planning Assistance Program of 1934.

1980°’s & 1990°s. An updated plan for
Freeport was prepared in the early 1980°s by
Associated Planners, Northbrook, IL., and was
adopted by the city in 1982. This plan built on
the earlier planming studies undertaken in the
1950%s and 1960’s. But, the 1982 plan expanded
on the role and restraints of the natural environ-
ment as it effects future land use decisions and
development actvities. The patural systems
addressed in the 1980 plan included drainage
and flooding, topography, soils characteristics
and the geological features cf the ¢lty’s environ-
ment. The zoning and development standards of
the community were updated at the same time.

These early plans focused om the need to
accommodate projections for substantial popula-
tion growth. This growth was in rn based on
continuing trends and projections for heavy
industrial and business expansion. At the time it

seemed to be an acceptable premise for future
land use planning. It was supported by the read-
ily available State and Federal funds for invest-
ment in highways and other community infra-

SUUCTUre Improvements.

In rewrospect, the 1970 County Plan and the 1580

Freeport Plan were a gratifying exercise. Most

people feit good about the promise and pros-

perity implied by these plans. It was time for
L

government to rebuild the community and the

(



count ~ the Iirst chance since the ceépres-
sion, the war, and POST-War Iecovery years. It

was our hope at the end of the tunnel of rscent
history.

But, for some, the 1980°s and early 1590°s
somewhat of a let-down. Population
increased only slightly. Housing demand held
steady due to smaller household sizes of a matur-
The City of Freeport and our
1 villages continued to age. The agricultural
community remained healthy as the economic
foundation of the region. Bur, neither urban or
rural sectors of the county seemed to benefit
greatly from the economic growth, which was
concenirated in the major metropolitan areas in
the Mid-West. We didn’t lose ground, but we
didn’t move forward with our shared expecta-

Were

rions.

1995. Thus, in 1993, the task of updating the
future land use plan for Stephenson County and
the City of Freeport was identified as a commu-
ity eifort whose time had arrived. In the past,
the planning for the community was consigned
to out-of-town consultants. This time the County,
the City and the Freesport Area Ecomomic
Development Foundation joined together to
make future land use planning a continuing
process for the community. Yes, there would be
milestones and specific plan documents to be
completed. But the smphasis would be on a
home-based process. This new City, County, and
Foundation effort would be known as the
Partners in Planning Division of the Fresport
Area Economic Development Foundation. The
services of a professional planner were secured,
and the process was put in motion in the fall of
1996. After testing this arrangement for over a
vear, a formal partnership agreement betwesn
the City of Freeport, Stephenson County and the
Freeport Economic Development Foundation

. was signed in January, 1998,

Also 1o August, 1993 the final report of the
U.S5. Agny Corps of Eangineers (USACE) on

flooding on the Pecatonica River in the vicinity
of Freeport was completed. The USACE updar-

b5 by the

ed the flooding data originally published the
Federal Emergency Management Agency

(FEMA) in the 1976 Freeport and the 1982
Stephenson County flood insurance studies and

maps.

L

Chapter 3: Primary Future Land Use
Plan Goals

Broad goals were established to guide the
work at the beginning of the Partners in Planning
effort to update the Future Land Use Plan for the
City of Freeport and Stephenson County. We
asked the question, “Why are we preparing a
plan, and "what are the primary purposes for
adopting such a plan?” These guestions wers
explored during various workshops and by ques-
tionnaires. Three primary goals emerged for the
plan document itself. The goals reflected the
history of the community and the most important
future planming issues of the day, which may be
summmarized as follows:

3.1. Investment. To provide a framework for
private investment and development;

3.2. Infrastructure. To promote efficient and
cost effective public infrastructure systems, Iike
streets, sewers, water mains, etc., which are
required to service future private investment in
land use development; and

3.3. Environment. To insure that future private
development and public infrastructure projects
are in harmony with the natural enviromment,
especially flooding and the preservation of prime
agriculmral soils.

What do these goals tell us about ourselves
and the community? The answers are in the data
and information collected during the 1996-1957
goal formulation period. First, we observed that
the community strongly felt it was still in the
development or building phase. Next, it was
revealed that we increasingly rely on the privats
sector of the economy to drive the development
process. But, we look to the public sector and
local government to provide leadership, support
and collaboration, and to protect the common

welfare.

Finally, there was also a healthy appreciation
for many community assets already in place, and
that the best should be preserved. But, we were
surprised by the openmess towards new ideas to
do bewer as we move into the next csnrury.
Thres examples stand out.



COTAMUNITY

Example 1. Our rural agmouliural
Czs;he::—sc-: County is aggr

of long term sustam
ons and way of life. This effort includes
commitment to conservation and land
management practices. With regard to
. i use planning process, the agricultural
community is focused on the predictability and
policies for ensuring a reasonable balance
berween agricultural and urban land use needs.
They understand the peed for the carefully
planned growth of our cities and villages. But,
they do mot want to see Unnecessary enicroach-
ment into the rural area. The agricultural com-
munity supports public policies that promote
compact urban development and minimize
uncontrolled sprawl.

The greater City of Freeport com-
effort to revitalize
It is

Example 2
rmunity has indtiated a massive
and redevelop its central business district.
their intent to bring new meaning to the idea of a

central place for the whole of the Stﬂphensorl
Cour‘m community and the region. All of the pri-
mary land use goals mentioned above will be
tested to their Emit. New and creative approach-
es 1o planning and development will, by necessi-

ty, have to be tried.

Example 3. The real estate development and
building sector of the community is taking a new
look at every aspeéct of their industry. Their mar-
ket for pew housing, business, commercial and
industrial space is limited and very competiive.
Theyv need to make their proauct arractive &_u
inviting, and expressive of the “quality of life”
factors demanded today. Over the past twenty 01
so years, better and new development practices
have been tred and successfully tested else-
QOur local experience is limited in this

where. ;
regard. But, the builders and developers trust
that we can learn from the experience of others

where these designs prevail. This sector chal-
lenges us to make public policy recommenda-
tHons, which accommmeoedate and encourage these

new practices.

Chapter 4: Primary Planning Frocess
Goals
The Primary Land Use Plan Goals

3, above) address the content of the plan
In addition, a pumber of other goals wers imtia'i-
Iy spelled out to guide the Pla.‘ill‘._:: process, and
these may be summarized as follows:

4.1. Seamless Plan. The Future Laod Use Plan
and policy recommendations prepared by
Partners in Planning should be seamless across
the City of Freeport municipal boundary and
unincorporated Stephenson County;

4.2. Public Planning Consultation. Partners in
Planning should provide ongoing contnuing
professional planning consultation to both the
City and the County with re card to formulating,
sviewing, adopting and 1mplemenmnc the
Future Land Use Plan. The same continuing
consultation effort should expand to include all
the other local village municipal jurisdictions in
the county;

4.3. Private Plapning Consultation. Partmers
in Planning should offer planning and develop-
ment assistance and consultation services for pri-
vate interest in the community; and

4.4. GIS Feasibility. To determine the feasibil-
ity of a computer based “Geographic
Information System” (GIS) for the Stephenson
County area. Thereafter, and based on beth local
public user and private development needs,
zstaplish a continuing proo“ram for the financing,
staffing, management and operation of this sys-

tem.



Chapter 3: Planning Background

Research Studies:

we collacted and
background data
This review enapled us to

contained in this document. The
road
&

mendations
research work can be classified into 5 b

areas, which are described below. Most of th
research studies and report are on file at the
Partners in Planning oifice. The remainder,
mostly original historical docurments and reports,
are in the History Room collection at the
Freeport Library. The last research item (3.6)
described below relates to the GIS feasibility

study.

5.1. Statistical Research Studies. First, we
reviewed and cataloged all the formal planning
research studies previously undertakerd. A mas-
sive” amount of data was discovered. New
research studies wers only necessary in a Iew
areas. Specifically, population demographics,
housing construction statistics, and economic
indicators were brought up to date. Sources for
keeping this information current were identified.

5.2. Geographical Information Research
Stadies. Copies of all curvent geographic based
land use and environmental studies and reports
werz collected and added to our background
documents fles. These were all reviewed, and
gaps In information were identfied. For exam-
ple, only limited information on the surface and
bedrock geology of the county was found. A
new detailed ressarch study of the geology of
Stephenson Countv was scheduled to be under-
taken by the [linois State Geological Survey
beginning in 1599. The new Illinois State
Geological Survey study was designed o
address issues related to subsurface ground
water movement and pollution hazards resulting
from land use and development activitdes. This
study will take several vears to compiete. It has
not been started due to a cut in funding at the

State level.

We looked at all available data on flooding,
and local land use planming policies for flood
plain deveiopment. This was prompted by the
record seiting 1993 flooding of the upper
Mississippi River watershed. All of Stephensen
County is within that watershed, and the

L

At the direction of the Pariners in Planning
Board, a -detailed review of flooding on the

acatonica River in the vicinity of downiown
Freeport was- prepared in February, 1999. The
area studied was defined by the new detailed
‘mapping prepared by the U.S. Army

topographi
Corp of Engineers in 1992. A copy of full reporr,
Pecatonica River Flood Plain & Floodwaw
Study, is in¢luded in the appendix.

5.3. Existing Zoning Research Studies. When
available, we obtained current official published
copies of the existing zoning ordinances and
zoning maps from every zening jurisdiction in
the county. This information is constantly being
evised and amended, and the sources for those
changes were identified. In the City of Freeport
a draft of ar updated zoning map was prepared in
conjunction with the preparation of a new com-
puter generated base map. This unofficial draft
updated zoning map was released in the summner
of 1968.

For Stephenson County there is no published
zoning map. Rather a record of the existing zon-
ing districts boundaries is sketched on composite
aerial photo tax plat maps. This record is updat-
ed when map amendments are adopted by the
County Board. A duplicate record copy of the
County zoning maps was made in 18997 and
updated again in the summer of 1998,
Beginning in the summer of 1998, copies of all
County zoning change actions are sent directly
to Partners in Planming on 2 monthly

o A .| Sy
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county zoning Inaps.

reating and maintaining a record of all

- existing zoming districts represents ome of the

major continuing research efforts undertaken by
Partners in Planning.

5.4. Existing Land Use Research Studies. The
planning studies conducted in the 1950°s, “60°s
and “70’s created an excellent record of the exist-
ing land use history of the county. The classifi-



Altogether there are over 25,000 separate lois or
parcels of land in the county. This effortis great-
Iy aided by the use of aerial photography maps.

hese aerial photos, which are expensive, are

regularly flown on a 3 to 10 vear cycie by both
the U.S. Dept. of Agriculture and the Stephenson
£,

ial photos, in conjunction with the individual
parcel land-use classification record, precludes

nesd to prepare a separate existing land use

However, theré are occasions when an exist-
ing land use map may be required. Early in 1998
the Illinois Department of Transportation
(IDOT) needed one. It was for the 2 mile wide
corridor of the proposed U.S. Route 20 Freeway
extension west of Freeport. The IDOT consult-
ants creatad the existing land use map utlizing
our research data, Only a few institutional use
parcels had to be field checked. In this example,
Partners in Planning was able to complete this

continuing consultation task in less than a week.

5.5. Base Napping Research Studies.
Preparing updated base maps for all 20 survey

township in the County represents the second
major new research effort undertaken. A survey
township is usually an area of 6 miles by 6 miles.
There are 12 full survey township and 8 partial
ones in Stephenson County. The partial survey
townships occur along the Illinois-Wisconsin
state line and the Stephenson-Jo Daviess county
line. Sometimes, but not usually, the political
township boundary lines correspond with the

survey ownship- lines.

Tt took nearly one vear 1o assemble the base
map information. The tax plat map (cadastal
map) tecords of the County Assessor’s office
were used as a starting point. These were elec-
tronically scanned and spliced together to create
a sweet and property line map for each of the
20 survey townships. At the same time, the City
of Freeport sngineering staff and their comsult-
ants prepared an updared computer generated
mapping file of the same informadon for all
properties within the City of Freseport proper.
The City lies at a point in the center of an 4
adjoining survey rcwnsiips.
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base maps with the new City of Freep
spliced into the center

3.6. Geographic Information System (GIS)
Research. The other major research study
undertaken by Partners in Planning was a deter-
ation of the feasibility of starting a computer
bases “Geographic Information System” (GIS)
for the Stephenson County area. This project
was started in the fall of 1996 -and pursued
through the Spring of 1997. This research was
given early priority attention. It held the promise
of being a state-of-the art tool for organizing and
managing all the planning activities envisioned
over the next three years and beyond. In the end,
the high cost and 3 year start-up time required
precluded any further consideration for imple-
menting a GIS system at this time. (Note: addi-
tional information on this research effort is sum-
marized in the Appendix A.)

1111



Chapter 6: Future Land Use Plan Policies

governmental regulati
pose of these policies is to achiev
Future Land Use Plan Goals”

Chapter 3. This report represents Partners in
Planning’s recommendations for public policies

for adoption by the City of Freeport and
Stephenson County. We believe the recommen-
dations are a sound framework for future revi-
sions of the zoning, subdivision and other relat-

ed development regulations.

The Future Land Use Plan Policies contained
in this report are presented in two parts. The first
are the various map exhibits illustrating the
physical location and extent of the proposed land
uses. Each general land use classification is
depicted on the maps at the same level of detail
as if delineated on a zoning map. In addition, the
boundaries of the special planning areas are also
illustrated on the maps.

With this report are two large size folded
maps, which are in the pocket on the back cover
of the report. One side illustrates the Future
Land Use Plan for the whole of Stephenson
- County. " The other side is an enlargement of the

aan

greater area around the City of Fresport (areas
13,14,18 & 19) '

The second part of the preseniation on the
Future Land Use Plan Policies is contained in the
following series of policy statements. Like the
mapped information mentioned above, these
statements represent the recommendations of
Partners in Planning. The raricnal behind each
policy recommendation is included in the dis-
cussion of sach item. The order of the items dis-
cussed below follows the same legend outline
appearing on the map exhibits.

6.1. Agricultural Land Use Policies. To the
greatest extent possible, the “prime farmland”
and “additdonal farmland of statewide Impor-
ance” shall be designated for agricultural pur-
oses only. These two classes of farmland shall
e in accord with the May, 1979 soil mapping
interpreiations prepared by the U.S. Department
f Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service of

ot
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(1%), “water areas
(0.01%), and land within the “approximate lim-

defined as “other.land

h

its of urban growth” (8%}, which is a total o

about 9% of the county.

The Future Land Use Pilan map for
Stephenson recommends that the area of land
within the “future urban growth boundaries” not
exceed 9% of the county over the next 20 years.
The 1% change represents about 3,600 acres of
land, which would accommodate all foreseeable
future urban land use changes. These foreses-
able changes include: 1) the construction of the
U.S. Route 20 Freesway west of Freeport; 2) all
future urban use and park land development
around the City of Freeport; 3) all new develop-
ment around the rural villages in the County; 4)
the expansion of Albertus Airport; and 5) the full
development of the Springfield Rd/U.S. Route
20 industrial area:

In addition to the general policy of lmiting
the total amount of land for future non-agricul-
tural use, others agricultural area policies are
needed. Their purpose is to reinforce the
County’s policy of conserving the agricultural
base of the county. There will continue to be a
need to accommeodate a wide range of isolated
and specific non-agricultural uses in the area
mapped for agricultural use. In this regard, the
current County policy of utilizing “special use
permit” zoning, rather than “spot rezoning”,
should be maintained. However, specific stan-
dards for each and every permitied special use
should be incorporated into the Stephenson
County Zoming Ordinance for consistency of
application. Also, the County’s current adopted
policy of utilizing the “Land Evaluation Site
Assessment” (LESA) should continue to be ut-
lized as a basis for measuring the impact of each
proposed change to non-agricultural use.

6.2. Estate Residential L.and Use Policies.
This land use classification refers to new
detached single family residential subdivision
developments of two or more homes on large

lots. The homes in such subdivisions are usual-
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acre or larger, whic
also classified as
The estate residential represe

7 of residential developm

i<

In general, estate residential housing has &

higher value because of the larger lot sizes.

Within the grzater Freeport area, estate residen-
tial development has traditionally served as a
trapsitional land use between built-up urban
community and the rural countryside. The
Future Land Use Plan maintains this general pol-
icy subject to the other policy recommendations
listed below.

The Future Land Use Plan recommends 2
policy that all new estate residential develop-
ment lie within an area that will ultimately be
served by public sanitary sewer services. Septic
systems may only be used on a short term inter-
i basis if guarantees are provided for ultimarte
comnection to a sewer system. Furthermore, all
final plats of subdivision for new estate residen-
tial developments with lots served by sepfic sys-
tsms shall have an easement area omn each lot
reserved solely for-the septic field and expansion
area. The location and size of the sasement area
shall be approved by the Stephenson Countv
Health Department.

In addition, this plan recommends a policy
that all new subdivision plans provide pedestrian
walkways or trails that interconnect with adjoin-
ing residential developments and recreational
facilities. When sanitary sewer service is initial-
lv installed, lot sizes, but not the overall project
density, should be reduced to provide a mini-
mum of 30% to 40% of common Open space
within the development. This is a planning tech-
nique commeonly referred to as clustering. The
commen open space should be contiguous to all
homes in the project, and used for: 1) active and
recreational purposes; 2) ftrails and

passive rec
stormwater manage-

pedestrian circulation; 3)
ment purposes including natural drainageways,
detention and preservation of flood plains; and
4) protection of other unique natural fearures like
forest groves or wetlands.

In existing
County.

DOIt, S&V-
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arsas of either existing or future

8]

ral lirnited

o
estate residential use are mapped. These areas
are generally in the vicinity of Krape Park.

In the remainder of Stephenson County, out-
side of the greater Freeport area, only existing
developed or zoned land is mapped for estate
residential use. However, this use may be appro-
priate for selected areas adjoining the rural vil-
lages of the county provided it meets the same
basic policy standards described above for the
greater Freeport area.

Residential Land Use Policies. This land
classification, residential, refers to all urban
residential uses other than estate residential and
mral farm residences. The residential classifica-
tion includes a wide range of housing types such
as single family detached units, duplexes, town-
houses or rowhouses, multi-family, and group
housing buildings, which may be either owaner or

enter occupied, and which are served by public
water and sanitary sewer services. The overall
average density of this land use is in the range of
3.5 dwelling units or 10 people per gross acre of
development.

Tt is the policy recommendation of the Future
Land Use Plan that the residential classification
be the dominant new housing development pat-
tern. In addition, the following list of policies
should apply. For all new developments larger than
3 acres or about one block in size, there should be
a planned mix of housing types with a maximum of
50% of the units being single family detached
housing units. This is commonly referred o as the
“planned umit development” or PUD approach.
Also, every new development should provice the
same minimum of 30% to 40% of the project area
in common open space through clustering, as
described above under the sstate residential poli-
cies. Again, all new develooments shoulc meet
the same pedestrian circulation standards spelled
out for the estate residential classification.
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are includs
ueblgned to serve the nfa].&: in trade of the sur-
rounding area. Altogether, the blend of mixed
uses envisioned in the new residential areas
should create a more traditional and heteroge-
neous setting. The uniform suburban deveiop-
ment patern introduced in the 1950°s should be

c_vcnda

The above policies require a mors flexible
design and planning approach to new residential
development than inherent in most of the com-
munity’s existing zoning and subdivision regula-
ticns. These regulations should be updated cr
expanded to permit and encourage the policies
contained herein. The private development sec-
tor should fully participats in that process.

The areas mapped for future residential land
use development in unincorporated Stephenson
County are predominantly adjoining Freeport.
They are limited to a narrow compact band
around the west/southwest and north/northeast
sides of Freeport, and totals about 1,500 acres.
This same general pattern 15 evident in the 1970
Stephenson County and the 19380 City of
Freeport land use plans. It should be noted that
the total amount of land shown for future res-
idential use exceeds the projected need based
on current population growth trends. But, the
area designated represents where sewer and
water utility extensions can most easily and eii-
ciently be extended.

Some other limited arsas for residential use
are appropriate where they adjoin the rural vil-
lages in the county. But they need to meet the
same basic policy standards described above,
and should comply with the policy recommenda-
tons for Village Plapning Areas discussed

below.

6.4. Business Land Use Pelicies. The business
land use classification is used in the Plan to
describe thoss arsas where a broad range of
retail and service businesses are concenirated
The purpose of the business land use classifica-
tiom is tc serve the greater communi‘ri and the
region. The business land use classification may
include neighborhood level business uses
described m the residential land use peolicies sec-
tion above,
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The emergence of shopping canters or malls
in the 1950°s and 1960°s was a planming and
development technique use to malke shopping a
more customer frendly experience. But, these
new shopping centers required a large population
base and lrooc[ highway acc bs1b_]_1*w to be suc-

& le. Smaller communities, like Freeport and
anson County, do not have that required
opulation base. As aresult, and in communities
like ours, the so called “strip malls” began to
replace the traditional strips of individual busi-
ness structure along major roads. Beginning in
the 1980’s, “big box” national chain stores began
to successfully compete against both traditional
“strip commercial” and “stop mall” develop-
ments. The “big box” developments located at
the fringe of communities were also a major fac-
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Steph
popul

tor that led to the decline of the central business

areas in small towns across the nation. All of
these historical factors have been taken into
account in comsidering the business land use
policies contained in the Plan

It is the policy of the Plan to concenirale new
business land uses to: 1) maximize the cumula-
tive attraction of a mix of different businesses; 2)
simplify traffic control; and 3) mimimize the neg-
ative impact on adjoining land uses. The loca-
ticns for concentrating large new Business uses
are near the inferchanges or the U.S. 20 Bypass
and [linois Routes 73 and 26, and at the future
Boltcn RE. interchange area west of Freeport.

Several smaller areas are also mapped for
business land use, and some of these represent
opportumiiies o expand existing business use
concentrations. The others would serve future
corzounity level business nesds in the new ocut-
lving residential area west of Fresport. All these
smailer areas adjoin major roads.

The redevelopment planning for the City of
Freeport Central Business Distict (CBD) is one.
of Special Planping Areas included in the Plan.
The beginning phase of the work on this project
have just begun. Identifyving appropriate new



lhere OI“ during the interl
| 1s being prepared, it 13
v that all new business de

e falhuroa for their possible
1t CBD. This policy rec-
ognizes the evolving pz cess taking place. Only
thereafter should the required zoning or develop-
ment permits be issued. The intent of this po]_cy
is to steer new business development whers it
will best serve the community as a whole.
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6.5, Manufacturing Land Use Policies. This
land use classification includes the whole spec-
trum of industrial, heavy commercial, warehous-
ing, and distribution fac;htles associated with the
manufacturing economy of the community. By
necessity, these facilities need to be located in
close proximity to the transportation Networx,
both rail and highway. Earlier in this century,
most of these activities were located in compact

Economic Development

Chapter 7:
Districts

manui acr.lr*_:

DUrpos his chapier is

describing various Economic Development
Districts in the greater Freeport Area (Areas 13,

14, 18 & 19). These are the arsas where the
majority of the business and manufacturing land

uses are concenirated.

The ZEconomic Development Districts
include a mix of both existing developed and
vacant land, and various mixes of business and
industrial land use. The purpose of this descrip-
tion is to highlight those areas within the com-
munity where related public® and private eco-
nomic development and redevelopment efforts
should be focused.

The extent of these Economic Development
Districts. are illustrated on the supplemental map
provided for that purpose. These distrcts,
selected characteristics, and some of the futur

multi-story buildings in-and around the ceniral
area of Freeport. To retain this economic base
today; manufacturing facilities require large
sites, which offer maximum flexibility to accom-
mcdate their needs. This new pattern of land
development for manufacturing land uses is well
established in the outskirts of the greater
Freeport area.”

It is the policy of this Plan to reserve addi-
tional land for the sxpansion of manufacturing
land uses. The areas designated on the Plan are
near the existing outlying concentrations. The
necsssary public services and utilities can be
readily extended. The location of the four major
areas for this expansion include: 1) Lamm
Rd./Ml. Rte. 26 area on the south side of
Freeport; 2) the far east side of Freepori just west
of Yellow Creek; 3) the far northeast side of
Freeport along I Rie. 75; and 4) east U.S. 20
business route corridor berween Yellow Creel
and the Springfield Rd. manufacturing area
Altogether about 300 acres of undeveloped land
is designated for fumre manufacturing land use.
The undeveloped land designated for new manu-
facturing land use represents the second largest
area, after residential, within the fuwure urbanm
growth area around Fresport

development planning issues for each are
described below.

7.1. Freeport Central Business District. The
Freeport central business district includes a
broad mix of business, some manufacturing
uses, and other regional service and governmen-
tal activities. This area, the historical center of
the County, is considered the primary area for
reaevelopmem wizhjﬂ the community. Specific
planning policies for the Freeport central busi-
ness distdict are discussed in detail under the
Special Planning Areas Policies section of the
eport. That part of the ceniral business district
lying east of Galena Ave. is also located in the
Freeport/Stephenson County Enterprise Zone.

7.2. South St./West Ave. Shoppins Area. This
area contams the major concentration of retail
businesses and services in the region. The dis-
trict’s location around the intersection of two
State highway routes is its primary asset. Some
of the land within this district is also classified
for manufacturing and related uses Thers is still
some undeveloped land. which is located in the
Freepori-Stephenson County Enterprise Zone. A
more user trendly systern of pedestran and
'v‘ﬂhi(:ﬂlar circulation between adjoining land
presents the major maﬂenw Tor sustain-

ing the furure attraction of this district.
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area at [linois Route 26 is considered a gateway
to Freeport. The whole area represents the sec-
ond largest concentration of retail business activ-
ities in the region. Upgrading the appearance,
and creating nodes of compatible business activ-
ities represent the two highest redevelopment

or the area.
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Tod U.5. 20/South St./Adams Ave.
araa

Manufacturing and Business Area. This area
is the second largest of the economic develop-
ment districts described. The area anchors the
east side of Freeport west of the Yellow Cresk
flood plain area. The manufacturing activity in
the area was originally served by three railroads.
Two of the railroads are now abandoned, and the
only active railroad skirts the north boundary of
the district. Retail and service business are con-
centrated on the frontage along the U.S- 20 and
West Ave. Small and large parcels of vacant land
suitable for new manufacturing and business
development are scartersd throughout the dis-
trict. The area is considered the eastern gateway
to Freeport. Most of the land in this district is
located in the Freeport/Stephenson County
Enterprise Zone. Both the continued develop-
ment and redevelopment of the area are depend-
ent on creating a coherent identity and upgrading
the internal street systems.

7.5. Ill. Rte. 26/Lamm Rd. Manufacturing
Area. This roughly one square mile area is
located east of Ill. Rie. 26 at the south edge of
Freeport. Open farmland surrounds the distmer
on the west, south and east. It is the third largest
of the districts described herein. More than half
of the land is vacant. Modern manufacturing
‘acilities that reguire large box buildings on large
site are located i this distmict. This arsa has
been the location of most new industrial facilities
established in the community within the past two
decades. Additonal highway access to the east
of the distwict would be desirable and is dis-
cussed mn detail under the I1. Rie. 26 Bypass
Policies section of the report. Most of the land

district is located in  the

n this
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7.6 Highland Community College/Profes-
sional Office Area. This arsa includes both the
Highland Community College campus and the
surrounding professional office uses. Two main
streets serve the area, which are Kiwanis Dr.
(north-south) and Pearl City Rd. (east-west).
Both large vacant parcels and some subdivided
lots are still available for future developiment.
The area may be described as a low density sub-
urban setting. Pedestrian circulation both within
the district and connecting to adjoining residen-
tial areas needs to be addressed. Likewise, major
street intersections will need upgrading as traffic
increases OVer time. i

7.7. U.S.20 Bypass/Ill. Rte. 26 Business Area.
The full four-way interchange at this location
provides very high accessibility for the land
fronting on Bt Rte 26, Currently, public water-
and sewer utilities are being extended to the arsa.
The largest vacant parcels in the distzict are
located to the southeast of the interchange. The
development of a new internal roadway nerwork
to serve the area is the primary site development
issue be addressed. The proposed Jane Addams
Trail passes along the south edge ot the district.
The trail offers a unique opportunity for estab-
lishing tourist oriented business development.

7.8. U.S. 20 Bypass/Il. Rte. 75 Manufacturing
Area. Located at the far northeast side of
Freeport, this area is primarily vacant at the pres-
ent time. Currently, the only local siest access
is from 0. Rte. 73, and additional internal roads
will be required. This district is the most appro-
priate location in northeast Freeport for fururs
non-rasidential use, and some of the land 1s des-
ignated for business use as well as for manurac-
turing use. All the land in this area is within the
Fresport/Stephenson. County Enterprise Zone.
Creating a umiform identity along III. Rie.
represenis an OppOITUNITY IOT Increasing
appeal of the diswict for new economic develop-
ment acuvity. To that snd, a recent “way-fnd-
ing” State grant applicaticn has besn made.

75
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Fast U.S5.20 Manpufacturing/Industrial

| T3es £ 2
[his arsa is the largest of the Economic

;ment Dl)u,u £s. II extends from the
2ast to Silver Cresk, and
éntersd alcng Ba;‘necc U.S. 20. The arsa is 1
erved by the only active railroad in the sion of municipal sewer and watser urilities '-Ffﬂl
The Kellv-S DI‘LCLJHEld plant is located at stimulate the future development of this district.

ve)

The racent amendment to the Freeport Facilitie
lanning Area (FPA) map also included all o
this district.

the sast end of this distrdct. Most of the land is
currently zoned for manufacturing purposes.

=y

Figure 1: Freeport Area Economic
Development Districts
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Chapter 8: Special Planning Areas

Policies.
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Partpers in Planning has ideptifed s
Special Planning Areas as places requir
cial policies regarding future land use
tions. At this time, the map exhibits d
tain a detailed delineation for futurs lan
Lurﬁﬁrorv defined for each of these
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lax *J_L_U A“as However, the polics
th below are intended to guide the
process for future amendments to the plan maps.
The decision to approach these Special Planning
Areas in this manner was arrived at after consid-
ering all the special issues and concurrent plan-
ning activities associated with each one.
" Furthermore, we find that this course of action 1s
consistent with the Chapter 3, Primary Future
Land Use Plan Goals and the Chapter 4, Primary
Planning Process Goals.
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§.1. Albertus Airport Planning Policies.
Albertus Airport is the property of the City of

L'se Plan to su pjc t the af;*‘-aﬂsior d further
the tatute, and

ng and devel-

Lllfe,:lezltb on the airport proper-

opment code I\,\i
ty are under the jurisdiction of the City of

reeport. Currently the property is only zoned
A-1 Agrcultural in Stephenson County. The
County zoning does allow airports as a special
use in the A-1 zone. But, to date no special use
permit has been granted for the Albertus Adrport

property.

Therefore, it is recommended that the airport
property be rezoned to a Stephenson County A-l
Airport Special Use zoning classification.
Furthermors, it is recommended that the petition
for rezoning be initiated jointly by both the City
of Freeport and Stephenson County. We believe
that a grant of special use in accordance with the
airport development plan will aid in stimulating
the economic development activities envisioned
for the airport property.

Freeport, which is responsible for its operation.
The airport property itself lies near the center of
Silver €reesk Township in unincorporated
Stephenson County. L\lso the property is locat-
ed more than 1-1/2 miles from the nearest bound-
ary of the City of Fresport. The April, 1999
amendment to the Freeport FPA map includes
the airport. It is the recommended uOhCV of the
Plan to extend the City of Freeport sewer and
water utility systems to serve Albertus Airport.

A long range development plan for the airport
has been prepared by the City of Freeport. That
plan meets the safety requirements and opera-
tional guidelines of the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA). The safety requirements
include the air space for several miles around
the airport. These air space safety requirements
are regulated by ordinances of both the City of
Fresport and Stephenson County. In addition.
the Stephenson County zommng Legulat‘ons also
stictly limit Duuclmcr height of land use activires
on the ground tely surrounding the air-
port. The pla_n recomends that all these airpor:
safery zoming standards for the area surrounding
the airport be mainrained.

1 Drﬁ
(w1l

The airport development plan also ;’)"‘V"Cies
he framework for transforming the propert mrto
a

porin 82 other economic CEBVEJ.UP‘C-IED.E activiries of

ma OT "CTT'TT"LIRJ.I.’V "'BJJSDDI“'&LOE fac W SuD-

8.2. Freeport Central Business District
Planning Policies. Planning for the revitaliza-
tion of the Freeport central business diswict 1s a
work in progress, and is being sponsored by the
Freeport Downtown Development Foundation
(FDDF). Most planning policy matters for the
central area will evolve and be detailed as part of
that on-going effort. Except for the interim poli-
cies recommended in the Business Land Use sec-

tion, Partmers in Planning recommends that con-
sideration of specific future land use policies for
the Freeport central business district area be
deferred until the first phase of the FDDF effort
1s concluded. W.len the planning policies have
been formulated, the Fumre Land Use FPlan

o R | r-\ - 3
should be ame:dw to include them.

The recommended phvsmai hrnits for the arza
covered under this section of the report are delin-
cated on the detziled Cenmal Business District
map prepared by Parmers in Planning. The area
is also outlined cn the Future Land Use Plan map
for the greater Fresport (Areas 13, 14, 18 & 19).
This area is extends from West Ave., IIL. Rie. 20,
on the west 10 Float Ave./Henderson Ave. on the
east, and from Pleasant St. on the south to the

WrT;h side of the Pecatonica River. Within the

area, the consultants for FDDF are further delin-
eating a primary core area and a surrounding
comtextual area of mfluence.
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Plan for each /ﬂla:@ was anticip tad when
Partners in Planning program was started
1996. But, to date, none have joined Partners I
Planning. However, their existing land use poli-
cies have been taken into account in the prepara-
tion of the Plan. Their jurisdictional bOLDpEL;.LS
1-1/2 mile radius extraterritorial limits, and th it
State of Illinois FPA boundariss ars ah depict-
ed on the Future Land Use map.
ary for the Vﬂmw of Lena is

plans for extending village utilities an
FPA boundary amendn: nt petition to th
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based on

It is the policy of this Plan that each of these
rural vﬂlavﬂs be actively solicited for participa-
tion in the continuing planning process estab-
lished for Partners in Planning. e goal for this
action is to again generate a suamlesb Fuature
Land Plan for each vJaga and the county.

We further recommend the policy that futurs
land use changes in the unincorporated area
within the respective village FPA boundaries be
consistent with all the applicable policy stan-

Chapter 9: Regional Recreation & Open
Space Plan Policies

Lo o Frha

his section of the
a sag;le*“ ental document &
L,‘:‘.v area ma??e\L o

illustrate these poli-
rmmﬂor“ section of the

Plan.
cies only covers greate
county (Areas 13, 14, 18 & L9). Many of the
ecreation and open space uses discussed may
sition and deve‘opmem

require public land acqui
There f&” , the delineation of the location of spe-
ciﬁc creation and Open space uses on the map

ess exact than for the other land use classifi-
ca ion coversd in Chapter 6. The types of land
Torth in Chapter 6 can be zoned. The

uses set
recreation and open space uses cannot. But, the
lack f Xactness proudeo flexibility if sites have
to be purchased by the public.

S.1. Flood Plain Land Policies. One of the
major geographic features in the county is the
100 year regulatory flocd plains along the major
river systems. The rivers and their flood plains
form natural environmental corridors that define
the landscape. No new urban land uses are pro-
posed in these flood plains. Instead, the policy

of the plan is to designate these areas as wildlife,

The nar-

~ dards contained in Chapter 6, Future Land Use

Policies. This is especially important when such
changes involve the potential extension of public
services and utilitiss. Intergovernmental agree-
ments for joint County/Village planning, zoning
and development review may be reguired and
should be pursued if necessary. For the present
time, the Future Land Use Map maintains the
present pattern of County zoned land use within
the 1-1/2mile spherss of influence of all the rural
villages.

iy

“row corriders along both Crane Grove

agriculture and conservation corridors.
_ reek,
and that part of Yellow Creek west of IIl. Rte. 26
are also designated for recrsational use. These
two narrow corridors are ideally suited for green-
way trail type use and to link existing park prop-

erties:

8.2. Riverfront Park Policies. Land within the

ecatonica River flood plain is recommended for
a future public park and recreational area adjoin-
ing the Freeport central business area. The area
recommended for consideration begins at the
new public wetland preserve park on the weast
side of Il. Rie. 26 and exrends east to Tavior
Park. Several hundred acres of undeveloped
food piain land ars located hers. Also, numer-
ous small developed parcels and lots in
Freeport’s east side are in Jae vicinity. Many of
these developed properties regularly experience
the hazards associated with beipg in a flood
DIOTE area. Evenmaﬂy these properties will need
tc be retired from their exisung urban use. It is
the policy recommendation of this plan that a
program of voluntary public purchase of these
properties be initiated, and that the properties be
added o the proposed dverfront park holdings.
Due consideration must also be given to the



social issues inhersnt when such a change

recommends
9.3. Recreational Trail Policies. The plan rec- that th Dass gh the Freepor:
ommends that a regional trail systern be devel- centr al area, and that the land iz this location te
oped in Stephenson County. This po’wcv is improved as a major trail head facility. Also, it
already well established and supported by the is recomnmended that planning for  the
local cornmunity as well at the State of Tilinois. future

)J[inv of the orvamzaaonaP planning and
have begun Ifor the

FIUE_LE 3: Reg ,u)ule reation &
Open Space Plan

AREAS 13 14, 18 & 19

P — - T orm—e
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FECICNAL RECREATION &




Therefore, the Plan recommends that the general
location for them be included. Furthermore, it is
ihe policy position of the Plan that new golf
courses only be located within the urban growth
boundaries established in the Plan. They should
not be located in the agricultural area surround-
ing the city. Two specific general locations are
suggested. One is within the residential use area
north of downtown Freeport. Perhaps it could be
‘a part of the mverfront park complex. The other
golf course is shown in the estate residential/res-
idential area west and southwest of the city.

9.5. Commercial Recreation Policies. Most
comumeoen commercial recreation uses, like camp-
grounds and sporting clubs, are seasonal and
tourist orientad. It is the policy of the Plan to
only consider proposals for such uses on a case
by case basis. There are numerous variables
involved which may adversely impact neighbor-
ing uses or the general pattern of land use. These
uses can be found in both rural agricultural arsas
as well as In, or mext to, urban arsa. Neither
location shouid be precluded. The approximate
location of two recently approved projects are
illustrated con the Regional Recreation & Open
Space Plan map.

Chapter 10: Future Regional Highway
Policies

region. These roads are especially critical T
maintaining and imMproving our economic siatus.
The planning, development and financing of new
highwavs requires a very long-term public com-

mitment and effort. Therefore, this document
cts that will

will only focus on two such projects
directly impact the future land use plan for the
ort period of the next 20 years or so.

relatively short period

10.1. U.S. Rie. 20 Freeway Policies. The com-
pletion of the planning process and the construc-
tion of a new four lane divided U.S. Rte. 20
Freeway west of Freeport represents the highest
priority transportation planning item for the
region. The Future Land Use Plan illustrates the
alternative corridors now being studied by the
Minois Department of Transportation (IDOT).
The detailed preliminary alternative plans were
unveiled by IDOT in February, 1999. One alter-
native corrider has been established to accom-

moedate an sxpressway design, and generally fol-

~lows existing U.S. 20. The other comider is

located about one half mile north of U.S. 20, and
would be the location for a new limited access
freeway. The Plan has been designed to work
with either. But, we prefer the freeway design.
We have been convinced by the planning and
engineering work done by IDOT thar this choice
makes the most sense. The Freeway aliernative
reinforces the Primary Future Land Use Plan
Goals listed in Chapter 3.

10.2. III. Rte. 26 Bypass Policies.

‘Consideraticn has also besn given to the need for

other highway links serving greater Frseport
The focus of our study has been to look at an Iil.

te. 26 bypass highway that interconnects the
major land uses in the southeast quadrant of the
Freepoit area. The geographic area includes two
major manufacturing concentrations and
Alberms Afrport. The remainder of the quadrant
southeast of Yellow Creek is predominantly agri-
cultural. Alternative alignments were investigat-
ed, and possible extensions to the southwest of
Fresport were studied. These concept were sub-
mitted to IDCT for evaluation and comment.
The February, 1999 II. Rte. 26 Bypass Study is

in Appendix C.



nning corrdor, but
is shown on the map.
al highway corridor was ;ug
T. It is the recommendation of the

Plan that the study of a bypass highway should
be continued under the d.rccaon a:ld leadership
of IDOT. Further, it is the policy *=commenda—
tion of the Plan that the bypass should connect 10
which provide accsss to the

the primary roads,
two manufacturing concentrations as well as the
airport. The bvpass should terminate at the inter-
change located on U.S. 20 at or near Springfield

Rd.

Geographic

Appendix A: Notes on o1
Research.

Information System (GIS) R

undertagsn

The other major rssear
by Partners in Planning +
the feasibility oI Ting
“Geographic Information Syste
tephenson County area. This prowecz

in the Fall of 1996 and pursued through the
spring of 1997. This research was given early
rity attention. It held the promhu of being a
te-of-the art tool for organizing and managing

1 the planning activiries envisioned over the

next three vears and beyond.

Trination of
computer basad

m”’ (GIS) for the
was start-

(/‘ (N
a FL
(-1 O

L = N

o, g

The research effort locked at both local pub-
lic and private user needs. The system would be
owned and prIISDI\,d by Partners in Planning.
Other potential system users were interviewed.
The local government public agencies contacted
were the City of Freeport Community
Development and Public Works departments, the
Freeport Township Assessor, the Stephenson
County Zoning Administration and Engineering
departments, and the Stephenson County

—_Assessor.-Additional input was obtained irom

the Stephenson County Soil and Waw'er

Conservation District and Highland Commuri

College.
Various hardware, sofiware, and network
designs were cousider\,d, and a number of GIS
products on the market were tested. The scope
and quality of the data base information in the
system evolved as the controlling vari :1'016? espe-
cially the base mapping system used. Further
advice was solicited from several experts in the
field of electronic base mapping for GIS applica-
tions. These imcluded the two major GIS soft-
ware providers, the City of Freeport engineering
staff and their consultants, and Northern [linois
University. Several trial applications were
demonstrated.
eafter, the time and cost Tor creating
and electronic bas mapping
County was calculated. We were
It was sstimated that It

Ther
data base
Stephenson
shocked at the results.
would cost a2 mimimum of $300,000 and taks
about 3 vears time just o create the base map
files for the system. The annual cost for updat-
ing and maintaining these files was in the neigh-
borhood of 350,000 a vear.
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Appendix B: Pecatonica River Flood Plain
& Floodway Study

Introduction. This study has besn preparsd at
the direction of the Partners in Planning Board as
requested at the Dec. 1, 1998 Board mesting.
Flooding along the Pecatonica River in the vicin-
ity of downtown Freeport greatly affects the
Future Land Use Plan, as well as Freeport’s East
Side and current Central Area planning activi-
ties. All available reports, regulations and map-
tudy arsa were collected and

ping Ior the s
reviewed. These materials include the following:

A. City of Freeport
A.l. 1976 Freeport FEMA Flood Insurancs

2. 1977 Freeport Flood Boundary & Floodway
Map O1F. .
A.3. 1977 Freeport Flood Hazard Boundary Map

H-01.
A4 1977 Freeport Flood Insurance Rate Map I-

01.
A.5. 1994 Freeport Code, Chapter 1460, Flood
Management Areas.

B. Stephenson County

B.1. 1977 Stephenson County FEMA Flood
Insurance Study.
B.2. 1982 (Revised) Stephenson County FEMA
Flood Insurance Study.
B.3. 1982 Stephenson County Flood Imsurance
Rate M ap Panel 123.
B.4. 1982 Stephenscn County Flood Boundary &
Floodway Map Panel 125.
B.5. 1996 Stephenson County Code, Secticn 17,
Development in Flood Hazard Areas.
C. U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE)
C.1. 1992 Tepographic Maps (7 shests).
C.Z. 1995 Reconnaissance Report for General
Investgation Smdy, Freepor: on Pecatonica River,
TiTinoeis, Flood Control Project, Water Resources
Development Act of 1990.
D. IDOT Division of Water Resources
(IDOT/DWR)
D.1. 1966 Local Floodplain Administrator’s
Manual
In addition, telephone interviews were con-
ducted with officials of both FEMA,
IDOT/DWR, and the USACE. A study area
topographic base map was constructed from the
1992 USACE topographic maps. The flood ele-



the =xhibits and oiher data ollec:ec 1

3 sist tbe Boazl_ 111 con-
1ir Fumure L ﬂd Use Plan policy re

Observations: 100 year flood plain boundary
(Based 2/2/1992 topographic mapping)

A. Freeport 100 vear flood plain boundary. The
extent or width of the outer 1 plain boundary
from the 1976/77 Fresport FEM_—& Study an d
the 1992/95 USACE Smdv ars almost identical
The differsnces in elevation all occur against
STeS p embankments. The one foot maximum dif-
ence in elevation only affects Il Rte. 26. The
P wport elevation of 768 puts some ot Il Rte.
26 in the flood plain. The US —\.CE elevation of
767 removes the road from the flood plain. The
_Freeport FEMA study J.‘Ol,u plain surface profile
was generated by utilizin J’e USACE HEC-2

COmpUier program.

S

i

The 1976/77 Freeport FEMA Study maps
showed a number of “islands™ of high land with-
in the floed plain. These are located along E.
Stephenson St., Adelbert Ave., and Henderson
Rd. Based on the 1992/95 USACE topo map,
the ground level at these “island” locations is
about two to thres fzet below the 100 year flood
elevarion.

B. Stephenson County 100 vear flood plain
boundary. Based on the new USACE mapping,
the north flood plain boundary line of the 1982
Stephenson County FEMA s—udv is SX"Lefldi’lU
outward. The area of greatest change 1s gener

lv north of Taylor Pam. Weat ot HCHL.EISOE RL_.
there is verv little differsnce betweesn the two
studies. The flood plain profile was generated by
utilizing the 1971 Soil Conservation Service
WSP-II computer program.

C L'S ACE 100 vear flood plain boundary. The

2/95 USACE detailed topographic mapping
>hows the greatest extent of ﬂooub_v in the study
arsa. uormnc to this smdy there ars Do SO
called “islands” free of flooding. The water
were generated by uti-

surtace profiles dﬂpic-“d
lizing an “updated” HEC-2Z computer prograim.

detailed definition of the

cv utlizes the
100 vear flood plain as depicted on the USACE
As noted in the USACE report, it was
determined that [11. Rte. 26 was not in the 100
ve

rear Tlood pla_ir_-, and this determination was
i sul

tation with IDOT.
Observation: 100 year floodway boundary

A, Fresport flocdway. The 1976/77 Freseport
study maps the floodway in a relatively narrow
cormidor along the river. In the vicinity of the new
1992/95 USACE mapping area this corridor
ranges in width from 240’ to 550°. The width of
the floodway in the 1976/77 study is about 1/10
as wide as depicted in the 1982 Stephenson
County study (see below). In the 1576/77
Freeport study, the floodway at location "I” is
330" wide, has a cross section area of 3,700
sq.fr., and a mean velocity is 8.1 feet per second
3, 700 % 8.1 = 30,000 cfs). If property is annexed
to Freeport, then the Stephenson County flood-

way map applies.

B. Stechenson Countv floodwav. The 1982

Stephenson County study maps the floodway in
a relatively wide corridor along the river. In the
vicinity of the new 1992/95 USACE mapping
area this corridor ranges in width from 3,484 to
4268, The width of the 1582 Stephenson
County floodway is about 10 times wider than
mcmoed in the 1976/77 Freeport study. In the
1982 Stephenson County bmdy, the floodway at
Van Buren St. near location "I is about 3,663’
wide, has a cross section arsa of 19,998 sq.it
and a mean velocity of 1.21 feet per second
(19,998 x 1.21 = 24,200 cfs)

C. USACE flcc clw av. The 1992/95 USACE
studv does not define a floodway. The USACE
study only refersnces the two floodway studies
for Freeport and Stephenson County, which are
described above. The TUSACE study does
describe the 100 vear flood peak discharge of
water near location “T7 as 21,900 cfs, but does
not describe the mean velocity.

D. IDOT/DWR floodway policies. Any devel-
opment within an area defined as a floodwayv on
em‘le* the Freeport or Stephenson County FEMA
Floodway map requires a permit fom
EDO’r /DWR. This requirement is set forth m
ec. 17.6.2.(I) of the Stephenson County Ccde,

woe. 4
and in Sec. 1460.05(d) of the City of Fresport




Code. When IDOT, J‘N"? raviews am apphcation
for a devel ermit, they only comszder the
floodway as dep icted on the LOOdF/ / map

arec

whers the development is located.
When there is a differsence in flocdway map-
ng betwesn adjm Ing jurisdiction,
DDOT/DW’R recommends that the local 111u<dlC—
tions use a floodway that includes all flood plain
arsas between the outer limits of the respective
floodway maps. This is a comrmon problem
throughout the State. New flood plain/floodway
maps to correct this incomsistency are under
study between FEMA and IDOT/DWR. But, no
schedule for completing this work has been set
because of alack of funding.

*O

Partners in Planning prepared a map, D
IDCT Division of Water Resources, to illustrate
how IDOT/DWR’s recommendation applies to

the study area.

Figure 4: 1977 City of Freeport Flood
Plain & Floodway

Figure 3: 1982 Stephenson County Flood
Plain & Floodway

Figure 6: 1977 Freeport + 1982

Stephenson County
Floodway

Flood Plain &

A3 - Freapont+ Reohonsan Sounty




Figure 8: 1998 IDOT/IDNR Flood Plain &
Floodway

Figure 7: 1995 U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers Flood Plain
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Table 2: Observations: 100 year flood plain elevation
(based on all 3 study sources)

2. S. Countv 3. USACE

Locagon E. to W. 1. Freeport

(Frespor: Map Code) (hold numbers = highest elevation)

C 760 759.5 760
E 761 760 761
F (Hancock) 762 761 762
G (Adelbert) 763 762 762.5
H (Stephenson/Hancock) 764 763 763

T (Burgess) 763 764 764

J 766 7643 763
K (Van Buren) 767 764.35 766

M (@l Rte. 26) 763 763 767




Bvpass “corridor” altermatives for inclusion in
e Future Land Use Plan for Freeporr and
Stephenson County.

5/1897 Il. Rte. 26 Bypass Plan. The first alter-
pative is based on the concept plan previously

and dated 5/1997. A copy of the two
This

prepared
maps ilustrating the plan are attached.
alternative was submitted to William D. Ost,
District Engineer, IDOT, District 2 for his review
and comrment. The plan was discussed with Mr.
Ost in July, 1998. The purpose and description
of the 5/1997 bypass plan is described in the fol-
lowing summary, which was provided to Mr. Ost

“Currently. the Albertus Airport Commission
is also formulating a long range plan update for
the greater arsa around their facilities. Again, we
are participating in that program. The airport rep-
resents the major public facility in the southwest

about two square miles of prime developiment
area to the region. This is over and above il
two square miles of existing zoned indu
land in the corridor. The bypass ge neralm 201
lows the established secondary rural highway
pattern, and provides a duxcc link to the airport.
The proposed Airport Rd. is already an adoptad
elernent in the long range plan for the airport.
Earlier regional planning for the area has
always assumed that a westerly bypass around
Freeport should be considered. However, as the
Futurs Land Use plan indicates, future land use
to the west is Lmited to low density residential
uses. This future residential pattern is better
served with a system of internal local collector
streets, which are established at the time devel-
opment takes place.
2/1999 update of the 3/1997 1Il. Rte. 26

quadrant of the greater Freeport planning area.
Out of these imitial discussions has emerged the
concept of a new highway and development corri-
dor linking the airport with both the US 20
Freewayv sast of Freeport and Hlinois Route 26.
This concept is illustrated on the enclosed maps
titled “Tll. Rte. 26 East Bypass Study - 5/1897.”

The proposed “III. Rte. 26 East Bypass
Corridor” is also envisioned as the most appro-
priate area in the region for expanding imdustrial
and commercial land development. The planned
expansion of the airport itself is a natural part of
that future land use pattern. The bypass cormdor
also lies along the most feasible route for extend-
ing and leoping warter and sewer services for
new development. Both the eastern and western
ends of the bvpass comridor are partially develop-
ment and are presently  within  the
Freeport/Stephenson County Enterprise Zone.

The provosed bypass comridor also Lies out-
side of anv major flood plain or environmental
The environmental feamres of the
developmenrt activities

of Freeport. The recog-

corridors.
area strictly Ej_m_ited future
to the north and southwest ¢

Bypass Plan. The original bypass concept does
not include a western extension of the bypass.
This western extension i3 commonly call the
Bolton Rd. connection, and is discussed in the
last paragraph above. The 2/1999 update of the
571997 plan shows the general comridor align-
ment of the Bolton Rd. connecton.

What is the purpose of this new connection?
e several answers, which relate to the
There

There
general purpose of highway bypasses.
ars also historic land use change consequences
associated with bypasses. Both of these factors
meay be summarized below, and neither tends o

siwongly support a western bypass:

1. Traffic: The moest common purpose for a
byvpass is to divert regional waffic away from
congested urban areas, which can not accom-
modate additional waffic. In this case, both the
existing and projected volumes of non-local
north-scuth twaffic on Il Rte. 26 are very low
Only a fraction of the waific from the south is
heading west towards Galena. The vast majori-
ty of north-south traffic on Ill. Rte. 26 may be
described as local internal wraffic.



bypass route would add
on

ction arsa near Bolt

d Pezari City Rd. That location might become

. for new commercial activities

that require high accessibility. Like all such out-

ommercial concentration, it would
the importance of land use activities

v located within the community.

2/1999 Outlying Ill. Rte. 26 Bypass Plan:
When the bypass concept was reviewed in July,
1598, the suggeston was made that a remote
outlving route be considered. The purpose of
this bypass route would be solely for the purpose
of diverting regional traffic, which is not des-
tined for Fresport. From a highway planming
perspective, this concept would have a minimal
imipact-on futwre land use development within
the greater Freeport urban area. As such, this

route would function like so many other rural

highways. Bur, the eastern and western connec-
tions to the U.S. Rie. 20 Bypass could be the
same as for the 5/1997 and 2/1999 update of the
5/1897 alterpatives. This second alternative is
also illustrated cn the attached map.

Summary and Recommendation. The 3/19%97
bypass study was intended to support the long
range land use and economic development goals
set forth in the Future Land Use Plan under con-
sideradion. The original recommended bypass
corridor accomplishes that purpose.

The western bypass extension of the original
3/1997 concept and 2/1999 outlying concept do
not support those same goals. On the contrary,
they weaken the effort to make Freeport a center
for regional activities. The new bypass concepts
can be viewed as beneficial to both the Rocktord
and Galena arsas as regional destinations.
Therefores it is not recommended that either be
mcluded in the Future Land Use P!

question of upgrading and improving

Rre. 26 within the ceniral arsa of
It is recom-

1 nesds o be addrassed.

that this issue be explored within the

mended

bvpass solutions.

Proposed Revision to the 10/15/98 Future
Land Use Plan Report:

1Il. Rte. 26 Bypass Policies. During the plan
formulation period, consideration was given to
need for additional highway links serving greater
Freeport. One that interconnected the major land
uses in the southeast quadrant of the area domu-
nated our study of the question. The area

includes two major manufacturing concentra-

tions and Albertus Afrport. The remainder of the
guacrant southeast of Yellow Creek is predomi-
nantly agricultural. Altermative alignments were
investigated to test the hypothesis. The studies
described the highway as the Il Rte. 26 East
Bypass. The concept was also submitted to
IDOT for evaluation and comment.

Based on this work, the “Ill. Rte. 26 East
Bypass Study - 5/1997” was deemed appropriate
for inclusion on the Future Land Use Plan Map.
Also, this document recommends several gener-
al policy positions. First, that the study of a
bypass highway should be continued, and prefer-
ably under the direction and leadership of IDCT.
Next, that any new bypass should wherever pos-
sible minimize disruption of agricultural actvi-
ties. Also, the bypass should connect to the pri-
mary roads, which provide access to the two
manufacturing concentrations as well as the air-
port. The bypass should terminate at interchange
located on U.S. 20 at or near Springfield Rd.
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Figure 10: 1999 Tli. Rte. 26 East Bypass

Study
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