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INTRODUCTION

The Office of Recreation and Park Resources (OR®PR)e University of Illinois
conducted a survey on Land Dedication Ordinancesder to update the previous study
conducted in June 2003 by Dr. Ted Flickinger artthJ8omerio for the Illinois
Association of Park Districts. The purpose ofshevey was to gain up-to-date
information that would help assist agencies, comtragmand counties that are
considering an ordinance gain valuable knowledget@&n the experiences shared by
the respondents as well as assist agencies wald@pted land cash donation ordinance
to better understand how their ordinance compareshiers.

This report is broken up into two sections. Thstfsection is background information
that discusses the importance of Land Dedicatiatifances and provides a history of
how they have developed. The second section thesctine survey we conducted
including the data collection, analysis, and discuss/conclusions.

We truly appreciate all of the feedback and infarorathat agencies provided us in order
to make this report. If you have any question, c@nts, or suggestions please contact
Robin Hall or Dina Izenstark at the ORPR. The aoninformation is listed below.

Office of Recreation and Park Resources
104 Huff Hall
1206 S. Fourth St.
Champaign, IL 61820
217/333-4410
http://www.orpr.uiuc.edu/



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

“City parks and open spaces improve our physicdl@sychological health,
strengthen our communities, and make our citiesnenghborhoods more attractive to
live and work” (Sherer, 2003, p.6). Research Hastrated that parks and open spaces
provide a number of benefits to community membeik klirectly and indirectly. Recent
studies have found park use directly benefits inldizls psychologically, socially, and
physically as it decreased stress, fostered smtehction and increased physical
activity (Bedimo-Rung et al., 2005; Godbey et 8998; Kweon, 1998). In addition,
parks indirectly improved individuals quality ofdithrough the numerous environmental
benefits provided to an area including reducedenp@lution, regulated microclimate,
and improved air quality (Bolund & Hunhammar, 1998 open land continues to be
developed it is increasingly important to preseamd protect open spaces in the
community.

In order to maintain the high quality of life thadrks and open spaces provide for
present and future residents without raising tagiéies can enact a Land Cash Donation
Ordinance (also know as Land Dedication Ordinamdegh allows communities to
preserve open space for public parks and schoeiéd & Nance, 1996). A Land
Cash Donation Ordinance is a law enacted by a npaiibody (that could state), “...any
developer building within the city limits or 1.5 l@s$ of the city line and seeking to annex
to the city, as a condition of being granted zorapgroval, had to dedicate land (in
amounts to be determined by formula) to the schmttict and to the park district for
new school sites and parks (Bernard & Nance, 189§,. The first agency to establish
a land-cash donation ordinance was the Napenvlt& Bistrict in 1972. In 2008, 95
agencies reported having adopted a land-cash donatilinance within their community
or county in the state of lllinois (Flickinger & @eerio, 2003; Hall, Huang, & Izenstark,
2008). Land-cash donation ordinances providddifg benefits to a community as many
agencies have reported their value in developimgspaneeting the needs of the
community, providing resources for capital improwsts, and much more (Flickinger &
Comerio, 2003).

The amount of land that the developer donatespsrm#ent upon terms set forth
in the ordinance adopted by the city. The Natiddatreation and Park Association
recommend that 10 acres of land is donated pe0XI@idents (Monson, 2006). In the
cases in which it is impossible for the developeddnate land they are required to
provide cash in lieu of land. The net worth ofdas different among each town and city.
However, in 2008 the Office of Recreation and HRelsources and IDNR conducted a
survey and found 95 agencies adopted a Land-Cashtida Ordinance and of the
agencies that had a required amount of land degedopere required to donate, 35% of
agencies required 10 acres, 19% of agencies relbifeacres, and six agencies required
15 acres to be donated per 1000 residents in thelqtion. Additionally, the average
amount of dollars developers donated varied gréaitiy community to community and
within different regions of the state. Pleaseaésched appendix in order to get a better
idea of the number of acres per dollar amountlt#rat-cash donation ordinances



required developers to provide agencies (Flickig€&omerio, 2003; Hall, Huang, &
Izenstark, 2008).

Agencies that have adopted a land-cash donatianasrce have provided many
suggestions to other agencies considering adoptimydinance. Some of the most
common suggestions include: 1) land values shioellcegularly updated to ensure
adequate funds are supplied to help meet parkseamnelation demands of the
community, 2) active use land is only acceptabletvidoes not account for
detention/retention land for credit, and 3) thakpegency officials should be involved
with the city in the planning process. One exampie county taking advantage of these
suggestions is in Kendall County.

In 2001, Kendall County updated their counties taagh ordinance from $45,000
per acre to $98,000 per acre (Scott, 2005). Tieians, if a developer wants to contribute
cash to a taxing body instead of donating land Hreyrequired to contribute $98,000 per
acre. Additionally, their previous ordinance ragdithat developers donate “high and
dry” land or land that isn’t considered floodplanwetlands, so the district can use it as
park or forest preserve land@he new ordinance does not consider land in alffdain
worthy as a creditable land donation unless theiclisleems it valuable to them for
some future project, such as a trail system (S26a5, p.1).

Overall, these findings clearly illustrate the imgamce of land-cash donation
ordinances in preserving the quality of life in teenmunity for a number of park and
recreation agencies.



METHODOLOGY

In Spring 2009, the Office of Recreation and Pags&urces conducted a survey of 98
selected agencies that had previously indicateddoption of a land dedication
ordinance based on records from the IAPD. Usimgesumonkey, 98 agencies received
an e-mail asking them to participate in the LandliPation Ordinance survey on-line.
Initially 41 agencies had responded to the surn/&yollow-up e-mail was sent to all
participants who had not yet responded resultintjZimore agencies that participated in
the survey. There were a total of 58 agenciespgauicipated in the survey resulting in a
59% response rate. A complete list of the 58 aigertbat had participated in the survey
is included in the Appendix along with an updatadrt of the 98 selected agencies that
had previously indicated from past surveys the tidomf a Land Dedication Ordinance.

A copy of the questionnaire is attached to the pege followed by an analysis of each
survey question based on participant’s results.



SURVEY
Please take a few moments to answer the follomuggtipns; your input is most appreciated.

1. Does your agency still have a Land-Cash Donatiatir@nce currently in place?

la. If Yes, what year was it enacted? When wadait time it was updated?hat was the
result of the update?

2. Based on the ordinance, what acreage amount aetogevs required to donate per 1000
residents?

3. What is the total acreage of land your agency basraulated as a direct result of this
policy?

4. Based on the ordinance, what dollar amount arelde®es required to donate in lieu of
an acre of land?

5. Does your agency figure the cost of land or the abknd plus improvements in
calculating the dollar amount for cash in lieu of?

6. Is your ordinance geared toward neighborhood padsmunity or regional parks?

7. Do you have any trouble receiving city money orpmperation?

8. Please identify any limitations or conditions oé thrdinance that impact your agency?

9. Do you have any suggestions for agencies consglarland-cash donation ordinance?

10.Please explain the value and benefits of the lastt-clonation ordinance to your agency.

11.Would you like us to e-mail you a copy of the fingport?

12.1f you have a copy of your ordinance or any othgrdemental information that you
believe will assist us or other agencies pleasaigums a copy atrhall@illinois.eduor
send it to: ORPR-University of lllinois
104 Huff Hall
1206 S. Fourth St.
Champaign, IL 61820
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RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

Question 1. Does your agency still have a Land-Ca®onation Ordinance currently in
place?

Fifty-eight organizations (59% response rate) ragpd to the survey indicating that their
agency still had an active land dedication ordiaincheir community.

Question la. If Yes, what year was it enacted? Véh was the last time it was updated?
What was the result of the update?

Thirty-five organizations (61%) indicated when thed dedication was enacted while Sixty-
three percent of the sample (h=36 agencies) ingtictie last time the ordinance was
updated. Results of the update entailed an iner@aacreage, value of an acre of land,
and/or an adjustment of fees. See below for redgu's responses.

Increase in Money for Development
Increase in the fair market value of land for d@teing contributions in lieu of park land
dedications from $205,000 (from 2004 revision) 23%,000 and to maintain the
estimated cost of subdivision improvements per atf5,000 for a combined total of
$284,000
An increase to the amount...
Adjustment on the fee
An increase from $234,400 per acre to $323,60@per
Increased to $100,000 per acre, from $75,000
To adjust land prices to market levels
An increase of 6% in the value of an acre of land total of $87,000 per acre
In 2008, the cash in lieu of land requirement waseased from 185,000 to 240,500 an
acre for land located in the city. Outside the,ditys 175,000 per acre
Adjusted the cash value if cash in lieu of land
Increase “fair market value” of land
Increase of cash donation amount by $20,000 perkadrnone of it is passed on the Park
District. It is kept by the village
Donation is based on price land sold for
As a result of community being mostly built-outpdkin lieu of was eliminated in favor
of a process that better considered property idisigions. Now, cash only and dollar
amounts were updated to per unit vs. per acrearnsded to reflect current building
trends (i.e., town homes, multi-family units)
An increase in the value of an acre of land
More specific guidelines and cost per acre



Results of Agencies most recent Land Dedication Ongance Updates (Continued)

Increase in Land and Amount of Money per Acre
Additional funds per size of the development
Increased acreage and cash contributions
Increase in cash value for land in lieu of landdase in the amount of land to be
donated more controls on what District would accepexpect with the donation
Increased dollar per acre and land donation pesoper
Change in acreage requirement, update per acrelf&kiiof amount, per acre initial
improvements fee and population density table
Re-assessment of Land Values
10 acres per 1,000 residents with a cash valué 9,900 per acre
Increase in the value per acre, increase in nundfexsres/1000 population as well as the
inclusion of several other conditional requiremehtsdeveloper is obligated to follow
Increase in fees and acreage
Increased acre value
Increase to acreage and land value



2. Based on the ordinance, what acreage amount areddopers required to donate
per 1000 residents?

Thirty-nine agencies (67.4%) responded to this tpresind three of those responses were
invalid. The majority of the sample indicated tkquired acreage was 10 acres per 1000

residents (17 agencies; 43.5%) or 15 acres per tE30dents (5 agencies; 12.8%) per 1000
residents. Figure 1 indicates the respondentdisdpgcreage amounts from the survey.

Figure 1.

Sample Results of Acreage Amount Developers are Req  uired

to Donate per 1000 Residents N=38

15 acres
13%

Other
34%

I 15 acres
M 10 acres
5.5 acres
O Other

10 acres

5.5 acres 45%

8%

From the population of agencies that have landad¢idin ordinances according to IAPD
records (n=98), the majority of agencies reporte@@dres per 1000 residents (40 agencies;
40%). Eleven out of the 99 agencies results wensidered invalid due to outliers and/or
results that were not available. Figure 2 indisaspondents supplied acreage amounts
from all agencies that have reported having a Uaedication Ordinance according to IAPD
records.
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Figure 2.

Population Results Developers are Required to
Donate per 1000 Residents

N=99

) 15 acres
Invalid Results 6%

12%

Other (7-1¢
acres)
15%

Other (1-6.t
acres)
9%

10 acres
42%

5-5.5 acres
16%

3. What is the total acreage of land your agency hasaumulated as a direct result of
this policy?

Of the 36 respondents (62%) that answered thistipnethere was a wide range of
responses. 13 respondents indicated they didrmoat khe total acreage of land that had
been accumulated as a direct result of the Landdaedn Ordinance. The lowest number of
acres that was accrued was .65 (Pleasant Dalelistrict) while the highest number of
areas accrued was 1,048 (Naperville Park Distriatyelationship between length of time
since Land Dedication was enacted and number esamcrued appeared to exist among
many agencies. Please see Table 2 in the Appéordexact figures among each agency.

4. Based on the ordinance, what dollar amount are del@pers required to donate in
lieu of an acre of land?

The dollar amount developers are required to dandteu of an acre of land severely
differed among the agencies. Thirty-six responslé®2%) answered the question with a
range of dollar amounts from $20,000 to $323,686e Table 1 for exact figures among
each agency.

The answers to questions 1-4 from respondenteaatdd in Table 1 on the next page. This
chart illustrates the 99 agencies that had prelyaarscurrently indicated they had a land-
dedication ordinance along with the year it wascée® the year the ordinance was updated, the
acreage amount developers are required to donatOp8 residents, the dollar amount
developers are required to donate in lieu of am attand, and the total acreage of land the
agency has accumulated as a direct result of llagid Dedication Ordinance.
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Table 1. Community Agencies with a Land DedicatiorOrdinance

Je,

Agency Year Enacted Year Updated Acres Dollars Popu lation County
# Served
1 Arlington Heights Park District 1982 n/a 10 165,000 78000 Cook
Aurora, Community Development (City 1969 (Last afd n/a 10 71,608 175,952 Kane, DuPa
2 4/2008) Kendall, Will
Bartlett Park District 1976 n/a 10 250,000 41000 okCdupage,
3 Kane
Batavia Park District 1971 2000 10 100,000 27000 neKa
4
5 Beecher (Village) 1999 n/a 5 60,000 4108 will
Belvidere Park District 1989 2007 6.5 84,313 in Agu 32000 Boone
6 120,000 in City
7 Bloomingdale Park District 1994 No update 5.5 6B8/806re 24000 DuPage
Bloomington Parks and Recreation 1987 n/a 10 Acres Market Value 75000 McLean
8 Department
Bolingbrook Park District 1970s 2004 10 $160000ar of which 71000 will
only $70,000 is given to
the park district
9
Boone County Conservation District Originally ireth n/a It varies This also varies depending 41786 Boone
late 1980’s by the on which entity’s
County ordinance is in place
10
11 Buffalo Grove Park District 1981 n/a 10 175,000 a7 Lake, Cook
12 Butterfield Park District 2006 n/a 55 350,000 1000 DuPage
13 Byron Park District 2001 2007 5 84,000 10000 Ogle
14 Carol Stream Park District 1980’s n/a 4 125,000 0070 DuPage
15 Cary Park District Prior to 1994 n/a 10 150000 7625 McHenry
16 Channahon Park District March 2005 n/a 9 50000 0700 Will
17 Crete Park District 1991 n/a 55 n/a 7200 Will
18 Crystal Lake Park District Revised in 2006 n/a 10 35,000 58000 McHenry
19 Deerfield Park District 1993 Hasn't been 15 175,000 18500 Lake, Cook
20 Deer Park (Village) 2003 n/a 10 98,000 3100 LaksolC
DeKalb County Forest Preserve District 2006 n/a 10 Present Land Prices 100,000 DeKalb
21 8,000~12,000/acre
22 DeKalb Park District 2000 2007 115 100,000 45000 DeKalb
23 Downers Grove Park District 1975 n/a 10 110000 B000 DuPage
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Table 1. Community Agencies with a Land DedicatiorOrdinance

Agency Year Enacted Year Updated Acres Dollars Popu lation County
# Served
Dundee Township Park District Unclear original 2007 10 110,000 53200 Kane
date but prior to
24 1992
Edwardsville Parks and Recreation 2000 n/a 10% Of land for 12,500 25000 Madison
Department green space must
be included new
o5 developments
Elgin Parks and Recreation Department 1998 Valwnaicre 10 87,000 104000 Kane
of land updated
26 each year
Elmhurst Park District 1993 2006 10.62 1,250 sirighaily; 1,000 44000 DuPage
town home; 900 multi-
27 family
Fox Valley Park District 1972- Aurora n/a 10 10800 220000 Kane, DuPagg¢
28 Kendall, Will
29 Frankfort Park District 2006 Revised n/a 10 130,00 16500 Will
30 Frankfort Square Park District 1997 2006 10 80,000 17000 Will
31 Genoa Township Park District 2003 n/a 10 105,000 0007 DeKalb
32 Glen Ellyn Park District 1979 2007 5.5 300,000 3300 DuPage
Glendale Heights Park and Recreation 1959 1996 10 75,000 32400 DuPage
33 Department
Glenview Park District Pre-1990 n/a 1 acre pefQ@O, | $40K per acre (The Gler)) 57179 Cook
& $400K per acre (all
other locations)
34
35 Grayslake Community Park District 1991 2005 15 000, 23000 Lake
36 Gurnee Park District 1979 n/a 10 100000 34170 Lake
37 Hanover Park Park District 1982 2004 10 Value of¢xt land 32600 Cook, DuPadg
Highland Park, Park District of 12/9/03 n/a N/A N/A; Land contributions 31365 Lake
Intergovernmenta in lieu of development
Impact Fee impact fee option
38 Agreement
Hinsdale Park and Recreation Department 1999 2004 5 1 Cash equal to fair market 18000 DuPage, Coo
value of the 15 acres plus
39 fees
Homer Glen (Village) Adopted in 2001} n/a 1lacres/thousang 100,000/acre 25000 will
40 amended in 2006

13



Table 1. Community Agencies with a Land DedicatiorOrdinance

Agency Year Enacted Year Updated Acres Dollars Popu lation County
# Served
41 Homewood-Flossmoor Park District 1998 n/a 1 n/a 00BO Cook
42 Illiopolis Township 7/1/1981 n/a n/a 120 982 Sanga
43 Itasca Park District n/a n/a 0.1 2,00,000 9200 dyep
Joliet Park District 1998 n/a 7.5 for every 333 86,586 will
44 lots/units 145,000
Kane County Forest Preserve District 05/10/1994 a n/ 10.00 (1.25/schoo]  Based on “fair market 450000 Kane
park; 1.00 value” - $80,000 per acre
neighborhood park|
1.25 district-wide
or play field; 2.00
community-wide
recreation park;
and, 4.50 County-
wide forest
45 preserve)
46 Kendall County Forest Preserve Distrig 1978 2006 01 110,554 96818 Kendall
47 Lake Bluff Park District Revised 2004 n/a 10 5400 8000 Lake
Lake Forest Parks & Recreation Unknown n/a 39588 15,668 per dwelling unit 20681 aké
48 Department
Lake in the Hills Parks & Recreation n/a n/a 10 n/a 29195 McHenry
49 Department
Lake Villa (Village) Updated n/a 15 80,000 8602 Lake
50 10/23/2002
Lake Zurich Park and Recreation n/a 2005 15 Varies per unit size 18500 Lake
Department Attached and Detached
Single family / low and
high density apts)
51
Lan-Oak Park District n/a n/a 5 Fair market of the 27000 Cook
unimproved gross average
52
Lemont Park District 1995 2007 10 150,000 18700 IComPage,
53 Will
54 Lindenhurst Park District 1993 n/a 10 110000 15000 Lake
55 Lisle Park District 1999 n/a 55 varies 32000 DyPa
Lockport Township Park District n/a 2004 10 Depeadsschool district 70000 will
that property is in.
Ranges from $32,000 pef
56 acre to $125,000 per acrg
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Table 1. Community Agencies with a Land DedicatiorOrdinance

Agency Year Enacted Year Updated Acres Dollars Popu lation County
# Served
57 Manhattan Park District 2001 n/a 10.89 70000 9500 will
58 Manteno (Village) 2005 n/a 8.8 40000 8200 Kankake
Matteson Parks and Recreation n/a n/a n/a n/a 17000 Cook
59 Department
McHenry Parks and Recreation 1970 Original; n/a 15 107,586 24493 McHenry
60 Department 2007 revision
Medinah Park District We operate withjn n/a all3are5.5 Varies among 9300 DuPage
61 3 jurisdictions jurisdictions
62 Morton Grove Park District 1988 n/a 10 n/a 23000 ook
63 Mount Prospect Park District Unknown n/a 9.16 3257000,000/522) 57000 Cook
Mundelein Park and Recreation District Unknown n/a *** $1,500 per n/a 36000 Lake
64 resident
65 Naperville Park District 1972 2007 8.6 323,600 12120 Dupage, Will
66 New Lenox Community Park District 1997-1998 n/a oao 110000 58000 will
Normal Parks and Recreation Department 1975 n/a acf€s 45,000; Depends on 50519 McLean
67 Development
68 Northbrook Park District 1998 n/a 5 $500000 32000 Cook
Oakbrook Terrace Park District 1997 Hasn't been 5.5 125000+$31000 (cost of 3000 DuPage
69 improvement)
O’Fallon Parks and Recreation 2003 2007 6 1002 per lot 26000 St. Clair
70 Department
Orland Park Recreation and Parks 1991 1996 Fair market 7 134,689 60000 Cook
Department value and in
2008 for code
71 section
Oswegoland Park District 1990 n/a 10 118,976 msireg 4% 35000 Kendall, Will
72 each Jan. 1
73 Ottawa Recreation Department 2006 n/a n/a n/a 0a85 La Salle
Palatine Park District 1977 2006 9.18 not inclgdin 135,000 83000 Cook
74 school acres
Park Forest Recreation and Parks 1976 2005 10 30,000 for land plus 23462 Cook/Will
Department 10,000 for initial
75 improvement
Peoria Park District (Pleasure Driveway |& 1972 n/a 1 $56/42/35 per 135000 Peoria
Park District) single/attached/departmetn
76
77 Plainfield Township Park District 1988 n/a 10 13297 110000 Will, Kendall
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Table 1. Community Agencies with a Land DedicatiorOrdinance

Agency Year Enacted Year Updated Acres Dollars Popu lation County
# Served
Pleasant Dale Park District 1985 (with Burr 2005 5.5
Ridge only) $239.,0.0.0 + cost of
subdivision
improvements per acre
at $45,000 for a
combined total of
78 $284,000
79 Rolling Meadows Park District n/a n/a n/a n/a 2600 Cook
80 Romeoville Recreation Department 1995 2004 10 70000 37000 Will
81 Roscoe (Village) 1992 n/a 7 93,997 9652 Winnebago
Roselle Park District May-05 n/a 5.5 No less than 23000 DuPage
82 $175,000/Acre
83 Round Lake Area Park District 2003 n/a 15 80000 00R0 Lake
Saint Charles Park District 1989 2008 10 240,5aD 545,000 for 46000 Kane
84 outside the city
Schaumburg Park District Village Of n/a n/a $150 to $300 per unit 76000 Cook
Schaumbrug
85 Ordinance
South Elgin Parks & Recreation 1997 1999 10.5 20,000 22000 Kane
86 Department
87 Spring Grove (Village) n/a n/a N/A 30,000 4978 Mectily
8s Streamwood Park District n/a n/a 10A/1000 83,00M0 36500 Cook
89 Streator (City) 2006 n/a 5.5 34,800 14200 La Salle
90 Sugar Grove Park District 1995 n/a 10 80,000 11000 Kane
Sycamore Park District 1995 2008 11.5 community 122000 14900 Dekalb
Park 1.5
91 neighborhood Park
92 Vernon Hills Park District 1980's n/a 10 190,000 4020 Lake
Warrenville Park District n/a 2006 10 261000 14000 DuPage
93
Wauconda Park District Recently updated n/a 15 100000 13000 Lake
94 in 2006
95 Waukegan Park District 1989 n/a 10 n/a 93500 Lake
96 West Chicago Park District 1995 n/a 10 230,000 0B30 DuPage
97 Westmont Park District 1999 updated n/a 4 125,000 25000 DuPage
98 Wheaton Park District 2001 n/a 5.5 150000 61500 Paye
Yorkville Parks and Recreation 1996 n/a 10 102000 16000 Kendall
99 Department
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Question 5. Does your agency figure the cost ofnld or the cost of land plus improvements
in calculating the dollar amount for cash in lieu ¢?

Thirty-five agencies (60.3%) responded to this ¢jopasEighteen indicated the agency figures
only the cost of land in calculating the dollar ambfor cash in lieu of while seven agencies
indicated they calculate the cost of land plus mrpments. Nine agencies indicated that it was
not up to the agency but determined by the Citlage, or the school district while four
respondents indicated no response available.

Figure 3.

Calculation of the Dollar Amount for Cash in Lieu o f?

Other 24%

Cost of Land
49%

None 8%

Cost of Land
Plus
Improvements
19%

Additional Comments
From the agreement, “The cash contribution in-bédand shall be based on the “fair
market value” of the acres of land in the developmk has been determined that the
present “fair market value” of such improved landand surrounding the Village is ...”
Land — we have a Real estate transfer Tax thas helgevelopment of the park space
Park Districts have no legal authority to assegsarhfees such as these. The authority
comes from the municipality. Therefore our villaggds the cash equivalent. It's based on
the cost per acre
Fair market value of an acre of land in the argarawed
Cost of land only for this figure. Another fee Isacged for park development
Through annexation agreements we also requireitatappact fee to assist with
development costs
Land only, but cash can be used for improvemerasigighborhood park already exists
It is a Village Ordinance and they negotiate widvelopers on our behalf
No. Ordinance only provides for acquisition, notelepment
No, it is calculated by the City of Oakbrook Teweac
Villages determine this. One village does bothalcGlated by the school district

17



Question 6. Is your ordinance geared toward neighdrhood parks, community or regional
parks?

Of the 36 respondents who answered this questi®n (A226) indicated their ordinance was
geared toward both neighborhood and community pafkeenty-two percent (n=8) reported the
ordinance was geared toward only neighborhood pdfke&e percent (n=2) indicated the
ordinance was not geared toward parks but insteadrganization was given cash donations for
redevelopment because the community itself waslyngtit out.

Figure 4.
Neighborhood Cash Donation @ Both Neighborhood and
Parks 0 Community Parks
219 6% -
0 B Neighborhood Parks

O Cash Donation

Both
Neighborhood
and Community
Parks
73%
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Question 7. Do you have any trouble receiving citsnoney or cooperation?

Of the 36 respondents who answered this questsm#jority indicated they had no trouble

with receiving city money or cooperation (77%, nx28he most common reasons for not
having any trouble receiving city money or cooperatvas because the organization was part of
the city or village as a Parks and Recreation Diepant. Among the organizations that did have
trouble reasons that were stated included:

On occasion. We would have liked it reviewed andaied more often

The first writing of the ordinance was a very lgrgcess that lasted over two years but
updates have been very easy

The ordinance does not provide an adequate amééumading for land acquisition

It was never received until the ordinance was @thdlVe lost out on many land/cash
opportunities

Some times the villages are so accommodating tdekeloper that full donation in land,
which must be high and dry, is not always an option

We only collect fees and land donations for newettgment within the unincorporated
areas of the County. Each municipality has its dwnations requirements and not all of our
communities have park districts. The cities doawdlect on our behalf

The money is received from the developer. Thewitiynot issue permits until proof of
payment is presented

We cover three municipalities, each is differeme®nunicipality has a recreation
department that receives the donation negatin@#rlk District from receiving anything.
Another will not pass a land/cash ordinance. Tlirel ils very cooperative

City before 2006 took all the land cash funds oy parks. Now the funds and land are to go
to park district. We are pretty much land lockeevrtbough

They believe it is their money and they can giverikeep it based on their needs in a
particular area

No. Developer donations come to the Park Dis#iter the development is totally
completed.

19



Question 8. Please identify any limitations or caitions of the ordinance that impact
your agency?

A total of 33 agencies (56% response rate) answlredjuestion. Seven indicated that they did
not have any limitations to identify. The limitati® of 25 agencies that had responses are listed
below and vary across a number of different issnaly relating to not having full control over
spending the money in relation to where they haterchined the greatest need for the money.

Appropriation of Money
All funds must be spent on capital outdoor improeetrin the Village of Burr Ridge
within 3 years of when we receive it. Since outriisencompasses multiple cities, if we
need the money for a park outside the Village baued, we have to petition to use it
there
The village doesn’t pass along the full amountasdtccollected. They keep the lions
share
The Village has a provision that they can put I/he money in an open space and
wetland maintenance fund it they so determine degn
The Village negotiates on our behalf as well asother taxing bodies
The city and or county enforce it at their disaeti
Villages have the final say on what we will getr Bee most part they listen to us, but
they still want the development
All funds go to City. We must ask them in writingdastate what project will be funded.
City administrator approves
We do not control it

Issues with Ordinance
Limitations are dictated by village ordinance
Be sure to update the ordinance regularly. It gyea fall behind on land values
Part of our park district is located in an uninargied area of Oakbrook Terrace. If the
development is with the city limits, our ordinarreguires us to purchase land within the
city limits rather than in an unincorporated area
Ordinance does not provide an adequate amounndfrfg to provide present or future
open space/park/recreation space
Age restricted communities are not clearly ideadfin the ordinance. Credit for private
open space is not clearly defined. We have sptrga amount of money in legal fees
related to these two issues

Issues with Value of Land and/or Money Received
Open space is not the problem. Development andavepnents are difficult
Value not keeping pace with inflation
The Park District does not believe the village aloimount fairly reflects the price of an
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They can receive up to 50% credit for providingroppace or neighborhood owned park
to the neighborhood. It's usually small space ihaiot used much by residents

Quiality and location of land donations

Our community is very built up, and very few oppmities for further development exist

Additional Limitations
Assisted Living
If the land/development is already annexed, anckttsea repurposing to residential we
do not see any donation. We are impacted by papuoldiut do not get land/resources to
service this population
We are largely land locked and relatively landhyiso receive mostly cash for small and
infill development
Parks and Recreation department is a part of thagéiacre of ground in Palatine.
Some parcels in Palatine are now priced at $750;e0@cre
The ordinance does not really have a benefit taggncy as we do not receive the
benefit from the ordinance. The Forest Preserg#ribi and School Districts are the
primary beneficiaries. In some select instancBark District might benefit, but more
times than not the open space components goes tmtinty Forest Preserve District.
Any limitations would affect the benefiting distriand not my department. The use of
the funds is limited to the purchase of land antherconstruction of facilities (buildings,
additions, on site improvements) that directly Begnlee school (or open space areas and
parks) that service the population within the suistiins from which the funds were
generated. Under the statutes governing theirifes funds are not expended within
ten years from the date on which they were paicbtiected, the districts must return
them
It is actually a City Ordinance adopted on beh&the Park District. We have no
limitations now, however could realize some if tielas between the City and Park
District were to sour.
Not being updated on a regular basis is a limitatemd we are basically a land-locked
community.
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Question 9. Do you have any suggestions for ageexiconsidering a land-cash donation
ordinance to your agency?

Thirty-one agencies (53.4%) offered suggestiongfmncies who are considering adopting a
land-cash donation ordinance. Most advice pertaioenaintaining a relationship with
municipal officials, finance, and/or land.

Relationship with Municipal Officials
Make sure you have a good working arrangement tvélcity/village. Everyone must
work together or it won’t work well
The city officials need to see a value for opercep#Vith the economy, many are willing
to be more forgiving in order to cater to devel@per
Work with your City/village, get as much as you ¢an make it reasonable for the
developer so they do not have disincentive doirgiiass. In land locked communities
get cash. Do not take unwanted land as it likekyd@aroblem for future development.
Try to be included as early in the planning proaspossible and give the Planning
Commission and City Council and County Board memlgepies of your Park Master
Plan and Land Acquisition Plans
Work with village/city in regards to notifying deleper of cash in lieu ordinance as well
as collecting developer contributions
Yes, survey other surrounding districts. Get inedlwith the village and the developer
during the initial planning process
Educate elected officials that create the ordinamchow this will benefit their
community
Work very closely with your city when developingetbrdinance and recruit their
assistance and commitment to the tenants of thaaorde.

Financial Advice
Take part land and part cash for development iflitugp is an issue
Make it as expensive as it would be allowed by yBoard
If you need the land, get it. If not take the mot@ynaintain the parks existing
Such an ordinance is a great tool for any ParkRexteation Dept. Allows capital money
to go towards development rather than just acqoimsit
Make sure you conduct population generation stualielsan analysis of land costs and
acreage requirements of the benefiting districtdabthe population/acreage ratios
correlate directly to the impacts you are tryingtfset
Develop a good relationship with your city couranild city staff. GO for at least $
261,000 per acre

Land Advice
Do not include the value of wetlands or storm watanagement areas in your
valuations. Don't accept the developer’s wastelamgiour open space donation
Make sure it specifies the quality of land to bealed, no credit for wetlands
| would recommend getting 10 acres per 1,000
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Develop a park plan to guide development 2. Rewisdinance periodically

Make sure it is set up to provide acreage/1000tlaatit provides both acquisition and
development funding. Also, the land provided shawtibe the development outlets,
gullies and stream buffers (undevelopable land ugpder present code). If the land is
undevelopable for residential development, it pbdpés not very good land for any park
use/development either

Set requirements high to start with. It's hardeameend the ordinance later

Make sure you have the ability to choose land shcBo not accept sub-par land (i.e.
detention)

Make sure an accurate current land value is useédhenordinance needs to be either
updated annually automatically through an agreanh geceptable formula or at the
minimum be adjusted every 5 years to reflect cuilydand value

Additional Suggestions
Remove credit for private open space from yourr@dce, since it is difficult to
guantify. Add demographic tables for age-restrictechmunities.
Do it!
Should have one if any potential of developments
It's a must, even if you do not have a lot of depehent going on
Do it before the growth
Do your homework and be aware of any new developsrearly on when they are being
proposed to the county or city. Green space magdmeporated within the development
much easier in the early stages and prior to pangitToo late and you end up with
unusable land or cash
Have something
No recreation agency should be without one
Make it mandatory that Park Agency controls whetfash or land and that money must
be turned over within the same Quarter it is coddc
Do not hesitate. Get an ordinance in place andadde shy about thinking out of the
box when inserting your requests for developers.

23



Question 10. Please explain the value and benefttthe land-cash donation ordinance to
your agency?

Thirty-four respondents (60%) provided valuableunpn what some of the major benefits of
having a land-cash donation ordinance is to tiggnay. The responses were categorized into
three sub-dimensions: land, money for developnaerd,additional suggestions.

Land
The ordinance has allowed the Park District to jgaidks in the event of a land donation
or accumulate cash for land purchases over thes y&dris has extended the capabilities
of the District to delivery quality recreationakgiees
The ability to provide more neighborhood parks anenities at fewer costs to the
village/department
It provides open space simultaneously with the greent of the community
Without it we would not be able to continue to pdevparks and facilities to our growing
community
We have parks in every neighborhood that mightotle¢rwise be there.
Best way to expand parks at no cost to the taxpa&yerhave received more that a two
million in cash which has been parlayed with OSLéMants
It is the only way to obtain park land in new suhsions for development. We may
negotiate taking dry bottom detention areas in arge for additional cash for
development
As a result of this ordinance, 15 parks are avhalédr public use. Cash given has
assisted in the development of many park areas
We have received 43 acres of park land in neighdmath and hundred’s of thousands of
dollars for purchases of land
Helps to balance the impact of development. INl®$&0’s and early 80’s, it was a good
way to acquire park land
The ordinance has been a valuable tool in obtailaind/ or cash that can be used to
satisfy the open space needs of new neighborhaadkey than they may have been
satisfied without the ordinance
The ordinance has allowed our district to obtamdléhrough out town that we would not
have been able to buy with our limited funds
Guarantees parkland for everyone forever
It may help us save some green space that isshandeveloped land within our
community and provide a natural setting and bufferesidents as well as ensure that
the ecosystems are not completely disturbed. dt misvides “teeth” legally that
developers will have to put aside a portion forkgaand recreation
The ordinance supplements our Capital ImprovemantFwhich has been severely
impacted by tax cap legislation. It has allowedaiplace parks in newer parts of our
territory without impacting traditional Capital Imgvement funds.

Money for Development

The money brought in by this fund has enabled ygdwide multiple park improvements
(resurface tennis courts, resurface basketbalksowafurbish baseball fields, install

24



baseball field lights, resurface walking pathstatiserators in our ponds, install a new
playground, etc.)

Land that we wouldn’t normally have received, cistprojects on small pieces of land,
etc.

Cash to make improvements and use with OSLAD grants

We are a small agency with a limited budget anduaeble to provide capital dollars to
purchase land or make improvements

We aver received significant dollars and hope t@ire more

Monetary contributions have allowed for improvensentpark(s) near the development
The present fee structure does not provide an ade@mount to be of any benefit

We have the ability to make big improvements whenget the donations

A fair and equitable way for new developers to thegir fair share of additional burdens
Much needed development capital that can be leedrilg OSLAD funding. Can only
be used for the area and park site in questiontagreted by our Village.

Additional Suggestions
The ordinance does not really have a benefit tagency as none of the revenue
generated goes into a general fund or other sotineésvould directly benefit this
department. All monies collected go to the affdaestricts that can then use the funds
to purchase land or construct improvements to liethef residents of the developments
from which the funds were generated
Recognizes the potential impact to the agency onces
While it has not produced large amounts of lanthoney, having the concept in place is
important
Gives us flexibility
It is essential for our ability to serve the newidents
Per unit methodology works well in a built-out conmmity that experiences
resubdivisions rather than new development
Benefits are not to agency but to community
Only feasible way to include park systems throdghdommunity
We have received approximately 75,000 over a tvay period
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APPENDIX

Figure 5.
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Table 2. Agencies that Responded to the Survey

Agencies That Responded to the Survey

Total Acres A ccrued from Ordinance

Arlington Heights Park District n/a
Batavia Park District 150 of the current 358 they own
Belvidere Park District 43
Bloomingdale Park District n/a
Bolingbrook Park District 700
Boone County Conservation District n/a
Buffalo Grove Park District n/a
Byron Park District 1
Cary Park District n/a
Channahon Park District n/a
Deerfield Park District None
DeKalb Park District n/a
Downers Grove Park District n/a
Dundee Township Park District 40
Elgin Parks and Recreation Department n/a
Elmhurst Park District n/a
Frankfort Park District 42
Genoa Township Park District n/a
Glen Ellyn Park District n/a
Glendale Heights (Village) n/a
Glenview Park District n/a
Grayslake Community Park District 180
Hanover Park Park District n/a
Hinsdale Park and Recreation Department n/a
Homewood-Flossmoor Park District n/a
Joliet Park District 57 acres
Kane County Forest Preserve District n/a
Lake Zurich Park and Recreation Dept. n/a
Lan-Oak Park District less than 2
Lemont Park District 145
Lindenhurst Park District n/a
Lockport Township Park District 100+
Manteno (Village) n/a
Matteson Parks and Recreation Department n/a
McHenry Parks and Recreation Department n/a
Mount Prospect Park District n/a
Mundelein Park and Recreation District n/a
Naperville Park District 1048
Oakbrook Terrace Park District n/a
O'Fallon Parks and Recreation Department 10
Orland Park Recreation and Parks

Department 150
Oswegoland Park District n/a
Palatine Park District 37.5
Park Forest Recreation and Parks

Department less than 5
Peoria Park District 25
Pleasant Dale Park District 0.65
Romeoville Recreation Department 184.5
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Round Lake Area Park District 200
Saint Charles Park District 125
Schaumberg Park District n/a
South Elgin Parks and Recreation Dept. 250
Spring Grove (Village) n/a
Sycamore Park District 300+
Vernon Hills Park District n/a
Warrenville Park District 0
Wauconda Park District n/a
Westmont Park District n/a
Wheaton Park District n/a
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