[image: image1.wmf]

DATE:
 April 5, 2016
TO:     
 Chair Tom Karthausser and Members of the Steering Committee
FROM:
 Bruce Kaniewski, Village Planner 

RE:        
 Background Information for 2nd Meeting/April 7, 2016

The second meeting of the Steering Committee for the Comprehensive Plan Update will be the most important, as the committee will chart the overall direction for growth and land use policy.   The direction at this meeting will be the basis for determining specific land uses within key locations during future meetings.   This does not mean decisions made at this meeting will be final.   Planning is a re-evaluative process; therefore, the committee can always go back and adjust its policy direction as the work of committee proceeds.
I am providing you a lot of information for your review and consideration.  Because the extent of the information may be overwhelming to digest in a short timeframe, some of the most pertinent information is included in this memo.

Questions for the Committee

The agenda is split into two parts.  IN first part the committee is asked to consider the overall vision toward growth and land use.   Essentially, the question is if the pace of Village growth since 2000 has been too fast, just right or too slow.  A secondary question is if the projected pace of new developments the past few years is sufficient, or is the location of the development a factor on the direction of growth and land use?
We will ask you a series of questions to gain input through use of the Nominal Group Technique.  At the suggestion of Chair Karthausser, attached please find a description of the technique.   I know many of you have been part of past strategy sessions that made use of the technique.

The second part of the meeting will be an extension of the first part to consider the extent of proposed land use categories.  If the direction is a slow growth posture, then land use categories of the 2009 plan may be sufficient to guide future growth.   If the committee’s direction is “full speed ahead,” then the committee may decide to add land use categories that are more descriptive of the desired land use, such as a business mixed use category.
On the following pages I will present my professional opinion relating to Village growth and land use policy that will be “food for thought” as you consider your own opinions.   I am looking forward to direction from the committee with great anticipation.

Overall Growth Policy

Early in my career I was given an assignment to complete a cost-benefit analysis on whether annexing an area north of Wheaton, IL would be a benefit to or a drain on city resources.  The area in question had the potential for industrial, commercial and multi-family land uses, but mostly single family subdivisions.  I involved every city department in determining service levels per type of land use.  I researched national studies dating to the 1960’s.  I quickly learned the hierarchy of land use of most beneficial to least beneficial to the bottom line of a municipal budget:  industrial, office, commercial, multi-family, single family.  The common council confirmed my recommendation to not annex the area in question, thereby yielding the area to neighboring Carol Stream.   

Similar research I have been involved with or read about all has the same results—Industrial remains the best land use and single family is the worse.    There are situations when very high valued homes benefit the tax base, such as in the Towns of Mukwonago and Vernon.  However, with state imposed property tax restraints, I understand Towns are beginning to feel the pinch of providing services to single family home owners without having the benefit of non-residential land uses.   Of course, as an economic center at the convergence of Waukesha, Walworth and Racine Counties, throughout its history the Village has been balanced with a mix of land uses.   If the Village continues to grow, then the challenge is how to balance the uses.
Below is other information and data you might find helpful in your deliberations:

· The 2015 equalized value of all Village real estate was $727,439,100 (increase of $24,360,000 or 3% over 2014).  The 2016 value will not be known until August.  The Town of Mukwonago 2015 equalized value was $849,261,800, and the Town of Vernon’s was $820,810,000.

· The 2015 Village value of personal property (business machinery, furniture, fixtures, etc.) was $17,316,600 (increase of $1,270,100 or 8% over 2014).  The Town of Mukwonago’s was $799,400 and Vernon’s was $2,293,300.  

· Per land use category, the 2015 Village equalized value of real estate was 71.1% residential, 24.3% commercial, 4.1 % manufacturing and 0.5% ag, forest and other land.  In Wisconsin, rental properties are assessed as commercial.
· The above information for all municipalities in the state can be found at www.revenue.wi.gov/equ/2015/soc/socwak.pdf.

· There is around 290 undeveloped acres within the current Village boundary zoned for business or manufacturing with sanitary sewer immediately available.  
· There is around 610 undeveloped acres within the current Village boundary either zoned or planned (in 2009 plan) for business or manufacturing with sanitary sewer not immediately available but located nearby that extending it would not be difficult.

· Around the northeast and northwest edges of the Village there are about 210 undeveloped or underdeveloped acres planned (2009 plan) for residential in the Village with sewer nearby.  The bulk of the 210 acres lie in the small lot single family land use category.  Transitional residential is the planned use for the remainder.  (Waukesha County GIS has not been working past several days, so I’ll need to reconfirm the acreage at a later date.)
· Just outside the northwest corner of the Village boundary is undeveloped or underdeveloped land that will be in the Village when divided for new development per the boundary agreement with the Town of Mukwonago.  These properties are planned for either transitional residential, small lot single family or medium lot single family.  Sewer is not directly adjacent, but is planned to be extended to these sites.
· The future Village growth area for residential is the south/southwest corridor, east of the railroad track, along Honeywell Road and either side of I-43.  Most of the current plan residential land use categories (Multi-family, transitional residential, small lot single family, medium lot single family and large lot single family) are proposed within this area of about 420 undeveloped acres.  However, the majority of this area is currently difficult to reach with sewer and Village water.
· The Village has a boundary agreement with the Towns of East Troy and Mukwonago, and recently began preliminary boundary agreement discussions with the Town of Vernon.  The Village has the ability through state law, to plan the land use 1.5 miles beyond its corporate boundary.

Similar to all communities in Wisconsin that were originally formed to provide services to the surrounding agricultural area, the Village has an economic advantage of having a market area larger than its population.   2010 census figures show 19,000+ people living within the 53149 zip code.  I personally know families living in East Troy and Waterford that routinely shop in stores and stop at restaurants in the Village.
On the other hand, being the economic center the Village has the responsibility of providing services to many developed tax exempt properties. 

Population Projections

The 2009 plan presented population and housing projections prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Administration (DOA) through 2030.   Based on the 2000 Census, those projections were:

	
	2015
	2020
	2015
	2030
	2015 to 2030

	Population
	7,383
	7,803
	8,194
	8,544
	+1,161

	Households
	2,954
	3,159
	3,340
	3,395
	+441


The 2015 projection of population is under the actual estimate by 300, while the 2015 household projection is exact with the information presented in the next section.   The projection of 441 more households in the 15 year period is an average of 29.4.  The average number of new housing unit starts from 2004 through 2015 was 47.4.  

New DOA projections based on the 2010 census out to 2014 are as follows:

	
	2020
	2025
	2030
	2035
	2040
	2020 to 2040

	Population
	8,140
	8,705
	9,230
	9,530
	9,650
	+1,510

	Households
	3,374
	3,653
	3,909
	4,065
	4,140
	+766


The DOA projects the average household population in the Village will decrease from the current 2.50 to 2.31 in 2040.
Please remember the DOA projections or any other projection does not take into account annexations of existing homes.   The hundreds of homes surrounding the lakes within the Town of Mukwonago fall in an area that could be annexed pursuant to the boundary agreement.   There is not any thought to annex those areas in the near future, but if for example, because of potential failing septic systems, the Village could be forced to provide sanitary sewer, which would trigger annexation.
A projection method I like to use is to consider the household capacity based on planned land use.  The 2009 plan calculated that pursuant to the planned land uses in 2035 the Village could have 3,904 households (page 101 of plan), and at total build-out at some point in time there would be 5,392 households.  With an average household size range of 2.3 to 2.5, the household projections of the previous sentence could result in a 2035 population range of 8,979 to 9,760.  At build-out the population could range from 12,402 to 13,480, based solely on new household starts and not via annexations.
Another way to view the projections of the current plan is by considering an estimated 630 acres of undeveloped land within the current Village boundary planned for residential referenced earlier in this memo.   Assuming  three dwellings per acre; averaging the density of single family and multi-family land uses and land that will be left in open space for parks, storm water basins, etc.;  projected results would be 1,890 more households or 4,347 more people (@ 2.31 per household).   Under this scenario using the 2015 population of 7,629, build-out population would be 11,976.
Residential

The 2010 census identified 3,104 dwelling units.  Recent data received from the Village assessor’s office indicates a total of 2,953 dwelling units in 2016.   I have completed a cursory review of the support spread sheet of all Village properties provided by the assessor, finding that the assessor dwelling count is accurate.   I believe the difference between the two data sets lies in single room units within the three Village assisted living/nursing facilities that are not recognized as dwellings in the property assessment information.

Therefore, for the purpose of Comprehensive Plan Update deliberations, I suggest using the following data:
Single Family Dwellings:  2,016 (68.3%)

Duplex Dwellings:  76 (2.6%)

      (50 duplexes, 26 duplex flat)

Condominium Ownership Dwellings:  291 (9.8%)

      (291 garden style units, 56 apartment style units, 42 townhome style units)

Rental Dwellings:  570 (19.3%)

Total:  2,953 (100%)

Please note, the data is as of January 1, 2016, and does not include units under construction but not occupied at the first of the new year.    Building permits issued after September 1, 2015 that were most likely not occupied on January 1st include 12 single family homes, 6 condominium units and 24 apartment units.  
In municipal planning circles, the general acceptable standard for sustainable, suburban/exurban communities such as the Village is 50 to 70% single family and the remainder multi-family.   After the influx of rental growth of the late 1980’s into the early 1990’s, the Village Board began a target policy of 80% single family.   Although I consider condominiums as multi-family, a previous Village Administrator would periodically calculate the percentage counting condominiums under the single family category.  I was not successful in locating those numbers from the 1990’s and early 2000’s, but recall the numbers were in the range of 70 to 75% single family.  
Although briefly mentioned in the 2009 plan, as the Village Planner I de-emphasized the target policy because I have always advocated municipal planning through a balance of free market forces and good public policy, and the policy is contrary to federal fair housing laws.  Many of you have heard me say that the first rule of local government is to balance the private right vs. the public good.
Below are other points for your consideration.
Single Family/Two-Family Duplexes
· All new single family development the past 20+ years (has been with a 15,000 square foot minimum lot size, or about 1/3 acre (maybe even further back, except for in-fill development surrounding the downtown).

· Circa 2001/2002, a developer proposed a conservation subdivision for what is now the Minor’s Subdivision.  A conservation subdivision places open space in common ownership in return for clusters of smaller lots, but at the same density of a typical subdivision design.   At the time, the Plan Commission rejected the proposal, saying that conservation subdivisions with road side ditches are a town design and a typical subdivision with curbed lined streets signify that a person is in the Village.  From the theory of good urban design, I agree with that logic.  On the other hand, there are several topographically challenged sites planned for residential where a conservation subdivision design would be a better fit.
· Likewise, are there properties in the Village that are suited for lots smaller and larger than 15,000 square feet to diversify the available new housing stock that is now basically in the $250,000 to $400,000 price range?   I suggest the committee consider these options.

· In addition, two-family or side-by-side attached homes make good buffers between single family and commercial.  Currently, the Village does not have a land use category solely for two-family.  It should be considered.
Multi-Family
· The past few years communities large and small in southeast Wisconsin have been approving rental development proposals with higher densities, many of which are developed with more dense business development.   Numerous newspaper clippings I have collected indicate the proposals are uniquely designed, larger than past typical, built with many on-site amenities. Talking to planning colleagues in several of the communities, the reasons for the approving the higher density projects are all the same:  responding to the new market demand for rental, more density allows more amenities demanded by both the residents and the community (such as attached or underground garages) and the cost-benefit of a larger tax base over a smaller acreage.
· Up until the early 2000’s, the Village did not have exact density maximums for multi-family proposals.   Therefore, older rental developments were built with dwelling units per acre numbers ranging from 8 to 26, but with two of the larger complexes built with 16 units per acre.
· In the early 2000’s the Village Board formed an adhoc committee comprised of representatives of the Village Board, Plan Commission, Economic Development Commission and several members of the public that revamped zoning standards for business zoning, residential zoning on-site parking and signage.   The committee’s recommendation of a maximum of 8 dwelling units per acre (and 4.6 dwelling units per acre for transitional zoned areas) was adopted. 
· In December, 2015 the Village Board adopted an ordinance that would allow a density of up to 15 dwelling units per acre for multi-family at a maximum of 3 stories.   The ordinance is not effective because it is not consistent with the 2009 plan (thus this process to update the Comprehensive Plan).   The 2009 plan recommended a multi-family density of approximately 10 dwelling units per acre.
· Leading to the Village Board action in December, staff recommended a maximum density of 20 dwelling units per acre up to 4 stories.  

· After considering all the pro and con factors, staff now recommends the following density levels.
Low Density:  Up to 5 DU/AC

Medium Density:  Up to 10 DU/AC

High Density:  Up to 15 DU/AC

Staff further recommends consideration of allowing higher densities in special circumstances, such as within a Village authorized redevelopment area.
· The Village commissioned a market study to determine if high quality/high rent housing could work on the Lynch-Horter redevelopment site.   The study defined the Mukwonago market area for rental as a corridor along I-43 extending to Franklin, Greendale and Greenfield.  I was amazed to learn the study found the market area could support the construction of slightly more than 400 rental units per year over the next 5 years, and that the Village market could support 15 to 25% of that demand.   Furthermore, the study concluded rents in the neighborhood of $1,400 per month could work on the Lynch-Horter site with amenities.
Business Mixed Use/Higher Intensity Business Areas
Village officials have been considering for a number of years the creation of a business mixed use planned area for the Main Street/Bay View Road neighborhood south of the river.  This consideration was the reason for the Village purchase of the Lynch-Horter site to foster redevelopment of that site.   Business mixed use means combining multi-family and retail on the same property.    Staff and Village officials view this neighborhood as a catalyst for strong downtown and neighborhood business community.   Placement of housing around and within a walkable distance of a traditional retail core is number one in the planner’s playbook.   
Lately staff has learned that a couple of builders looking to redevelop the Lynch-Horter site are only interested in rental, and not mixed use.  Therefore, the challenge to the committee is to (1) determine if mixed use is appropriate for the south Main Street neighborhood or any other section of the Village; and (2) if mixed use is appropriate, how do we plan for the potential of optional mixed use or solely multi-family sites?   I will share some thoughts with you at the appropriate time.

A proposed mixed-use ordinance has been drafted with the following criteria:

· The first draft proposed an unlimited density with a maximum building height of 6 stories or 75 feet.

· The Plan Commission recommended changing the maximum building height to 4 stories or 60 feet.

· At a later date, consideration was given to a maximum of 20 DU/AC by the Plan Commission.

A corollary to the business mixed use consideration is if there are other parts of the Village that can support more intense land uses, such as allowing taller buildings south of I-43.  Staff hears comments from commercial real estate brokers, potential developers, potential businesses and the like, that the Village has the next I-43 interchange area set to explode.   Thinking “outside the box” for a moment, is the Village ready for a Wauwatosa/Mayfair Road development pattern?

A survey of residents and businesses commissioned for the 2009 plan gave clear direction of the need to maintain a Village atmosphere while supporting more intense development surrounding and south of the I-43 interchange.  The challenge for the committee is how to plan to balance the public good (Village atmosphere) vs. the private right (more intensity).
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