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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                                DRAFT 
                 
DATE:         October 20, 2005   
 
TIME: 7:30 P.M. 
 
PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 
 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:       Lew Hopkins, Ben Grosser, Randy Kangas, Michael Pollock, 

Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward, Don White 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Laurie Goscha 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services; 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Matt Wempe, Planner I; Paul 
Lindahl, Planner I; Teri Andel, Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Carol Ammons, Mother Mary Brooks, Dorothy Carter, Leonard and 

Faye Christmon, Phyllis Clark, Almada Davis, Levi Dinkla, John 
Green, Lorean Howard, Ruby Hunt, Samuel and Frankie Johnson, 
Adam Judeh, Ibrahem Odeh, Bob Leach, Michael Lehman, Robert 
Lewis, Donna McKinley, Janice Mitchell, Jerry Moreland, Beverly 
Napper, Andrew O’Baoill, Del Owens, Lawrence Owens, Hayward 
and Virginia Patterson, Melvin Peeples, Ivan Ruiz, Emma Shelton, 
Doretha Simmons, Jennifer Tatum, Susan Taylor, Mary Thomas, 
Patrick Thompson, Asa Walker, Navarn Welch,  Betty Williams, 
Joseph Wilson 

 
 
Plan Case No. 1961-SU-05:  Request for a Special Use Permit to install a Telecommunications 
Antenna with a Tower at 202 South Broadway Avenue in Urbana’s B-4, Central Business 
Zoning District. 
 
Paul Lindahl, Planner I, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  He explained that the purpose 
for the special use permit request was to install a radio antenna with tower in the B-4 Zoning 
District.  He described the proposed site and the surrounding properties.  He talked about Section 
106 of the Illinois Historic Preservation Act and how it pertained to the proposed antenna with 
tower. 
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Mr. Pollock inquired if the proposed special use permit would be for a temporary tower, which 
would later be replaced with a permanent tower under the same special use permit.  Mr. Lindahl said 
that the proposed special use permit was for a temporary tower.  A permanent tower could replace 
the temporary one.  The only difference would be in the anchoring of the tower. 
 
Mr. Pollock asked if the special use permit would need to be reviewed again if the petitioner wanted 
more height.  Mr. Lindahl stated that the City would need to review the special use permit again. 
 
Mr. Lindahl went on to talk about towers and antennas, noting the definitions of each as defined in 
the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  He reviewed the requirements for a special use permit according to 
Section VII-6 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  He summarized staff findings and read the options 
of the Plan Commission.  He presented a revised staff recommendation from what was previously 
sent to the commissioners, which was as follows: 
 

Based on the evidence presented in the written staff report, and without the benefit of 
considering additional evidence that may be presented during the public hearing, 
staff recommended that the Plan Commission recommend approval of the proposed 
special use permit in Plan Case No. 1961-SU-05 to the City Council along with the 
following condition: 
 
1. The design, installation, and operation of the tower and antenna shall be in 

accordance with all applicable city, state, and federal laws and regulations. 
2. The applicant shall submit written evidence from the Illinois State Historic 

Preservation Office that the project is either exempt from Section 106 historic 
review, or if not exempt that the project has met the requirements of Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (36 CFR Part 800). 

3. The completed installation of the tower and antenna will be in substantial 
conformity with the submitted engineering diagram attached to the Plan 
Commission Staff memo and identified as Exhibit “E”. 

 
Mr. Grosser asked if the proposed special use permit was granted for a temporary tower and if the 
State of Illinois approved a permanent tower, then the petitioner would probably want to construct a 
permanent tower.  Mr. Lindahl stated that from his understanding, there are two criteria in dealing 
with the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office and the Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC).  The first criteria is that the FCC considers any tower as temporary until the petitioner has 
proven that it would not interfere with signals from other electronic devices and radio and television 
antennas.  The second criterion is that because the proposed tower would have a temporary base, it 
could potentially be located at the proposed site for as long as two years.  Then, at that point, the 
petitioner would have to either build a permanent tower or remove the temporary tower. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired as to who set the two year limit.  Mr. Lindahl replied that it was one of the 
regulations listed in the FCC documents.  One of the considerations for exempt structures was any 
structure with a temporary ballast mount.  The purpose of this was to prevent excavation for tower 
bases that might disturb historic, archeological artifacts. 
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Ms. Tyler talked about Condition #2 in staff’s recommendation.  She mentioned that there was a 
concern expressed by the petitioner that they have been working with the Illinois State Historic 
Preservation Office.  The procedure has taken a long time.  The petitioner was concerned that if this 
evidence was not submitted from the State Office, then they would not be able to reach their plan 
deadline of November 11 or 13.  Therefore, City staff wanted to help expedite the process by having 
the Plan Commission vote on the proposed special use permit before receiving the recommendation 
from the State Office. 
 
Mr. Pollock asked staff to clarify the levels of review that were taking place.  Mr. Myers explained 
that there were three different levels of review, which are as follows: 
 
 1)  FCC Review to get a communications license 
 2)  Local Review to get a special use permit to erect the tower 
 3)  Illinois State Historic Review to see if the proposed tower would affect properties 

eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
If all three organizations said that they would not make a decision until the other two organizations 
approved the tower, then the petitioner would be running around in circles and would not be able to 
get anything done.  Therefore, he suggested that the Plan Commission, if they vote to grant the 
special use permit, include Condition #2 as part of the approval. 
 
Mr. Pollock questioned if the petitioner would have to remove the temporary tower if one of the 
other two parts of the process did not get approved.  Mr. Myers replied yes. 
 
Mr. Kangas inquired if the petitioner wanted to construct a permanent tower in two years, what 
process would they have to go through to be able to do so.  Mr. Myers explained that the petitioner 
did not specify on the application that the special use permit request was for a temporary antenna 
with tower.  It states, “erection and maintenance of mast and antenna of approximately 35 feet for 
WRFU-LP, 104.5 FM radio station on roof of existing building”.  Therefore, if the City Council 
approves the special use permit, then the petitioner would not have to come back for approval of a 
permanent tower, as long as the permanent tower would be of the same height and looks the same as 
the temporary tower. 
 
Mr. Pollock noted that Lincoln Square Mall was being redeveloped.  Part of the redevelopment 
involves residential development.  Will the tower or its appearance on top of the IMC Building have 
any impact on people who might want to buy or rent one of the residential units at Lincoln Square 
Mall?  Mr. Myers replied by saying that it was a judgment call, and that was why we have a public 
board.  In City staff’s opinion, it would not be overly unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the 
district.  Ms. Tyler added that the owner of Lincoln Square was concerned about the case.  Staff 
provided the owner a copy of the memorandum.  The owner also met with the petitioner.  City staff 
has not heard an official objection.  She understood the owner of Lincoln Square had initial concerns 
that may have been mitigated when he understood the dimensions and in particular the width of the 
proposal. 
 
Mr. Pollock asked if the special use permit would limit the height.  Ms. Tyler said yes. 
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Mike Lehman, Director of the IMC, stated that he precipitated this project with the radio station.  
The process has been ongoing since the year 2002.  He mentioned that he was concerned as a 
historian, an Urbana citizen, and as one of the directors of this operation that the tower does conform 
and substantially be an appropriate fixture.  Historic preservation is a cooperative venture.  The 
building has to have a viable economic use to sustain it.  Otherwise buildings fall out of repair or 
people do not want to take care of them. 
 
Mr. Lehman believed that the Illinois State Historic Preservation Office will find the temporary 
tower to be exempt from their review until he applies for a permanent tower.  He pointed out that the 
tower was designed in a way that it would be temporary, but it could also be permanent. 
 
Since they bought the building, they have put a new roof on it.  One of the first things they addressed 
was the preservation of the property.  They are currently trying to get the building so it could be 
utilized as a community center, which was their vision for the building.  The radio station would be 
just one part of this vision. 
 
The FCC allows a certain amount of time to build once they issue a permit.  It took him about three 
years to get to the point of being issued a construction permit.  He noted that they have to be on the 
air by a year from this December or they will lose their license. 
 
One other thing about historic compatibility is that the people in the community are very concerned 
about media, and yet the City of Urbana does not have a radio station of its own.  This radio station 
will be people from the City of Urbana.  The downtown location is crucial to them being able to 
serve the community.  They should be able to serve all of Urbana and a substantial amount of the 
City of Champaign. 
 
Another interesting fact is that the Post Office was originally set up to distribute news and 
information.  He read from an article that talked about the Post Office.  He would argue that the 
proposed antenna with tower would be compatible with all the issues of historical preservation. 
 
The tower construction was designed to have a low visual signature, because they knew it would be 
an issue with people.  The most visible part would be the two-half inch central section that holds 
things that look like TV antennas. 
 
One of the reasons it has to be 35 feet high is for the protection of the people who work in the 
building.  The dual bay antenna is designed to minimize any interference locally.  There will be a 
special filter to prevent them from interfering with either of the two court houses and the Urbana 
Police and Fire Departments.  This is one reason why they want to build a temporary tower.  They 
want to be sure that they do not to cause a bunch of problems that they cannot afford to fix.  He 
stated that the energy going out would basically be equal to a 100-watt light bulb. 
 
Mr. Grosser commented that on Exhibit F-1, it appeared that if the antenna with tower would go 
over the north and south sides if it fell.  Mr. Lehman pointed out that on the south side, the drawing 
shows another roof.  On the north side, there is a planted garden on the ground and normally no one 
would be in this area.  As far as safety goes, it should not be an issue even in the very worst case that 
something should fall down. 
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Mr. Pollock inquired about the entry way to the roof.  Mr. Lehman explained that the entry way is 
through a closet inside the building, up a ladder, and there is a hatch.  They would have control over 
this access.  This is important because they are required to ensure that people would not be exposed 
to RFs. 
 
Ms. Upah-Bant questioned what the petitioner planned to do if they found out that they do interfere 
with the federal court house or the sheriff’s office.  Could they operate the radio station with the 
tower constructed in another location?  Mr. Lehman stated that they could operate the radio station 
from the IMC Building with the tower at another location; however, that would nearly double the 
cost of the initial setup, because that would still require an antenna for their rooftop, and it would 
have to have line of sight in order to bounce a signal to the tower.  They did check out other 
locations for the tower. 
 
Mr. Lehman mentioned that they have received approval from the FCC, and he believed that the 
Illinois State Historic Preservation Office will say that this antenna would be exempt. 
 
Mr. Pollock asked if they find that the radio station is interfering with other local broadcasts or 
operations, what do they do?  Mr. Lehman said it would depend on how easy or difficult it would be 
to fix.  A temporary tower would give them a chance to see if it will work. 
 
Mr. Myers pointed out the three requirements that must be met for a special use permit, which are as 
follows: 
 

1.  That the proposed use is conducive to the public convenience at that location. 
 
2.  That the proposed us is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it 
will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the district in which is shall be 
located, or otherwise injurious to the public welfare. 
 
3.  That the proposed use conforms to the applicable regulations and standards of, and 
preserves the essential character of the district in which it shall be located, except 
where such regulations and standards are modified by Section VII-7. 

 
Ms. Stake moved that the Plan Commission forward the case to the Urbana City Council with a 
recommendation for approval along with the three revised conditions suggested by City staff.  Mr. 
Grosser seconded the motion.  Roll call was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Kangas - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. Ward - Yes 
 Mr. White - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 
The motion was passed by unanimous vote.  Ms. Tyler noted that this case would be heard by the 
City Council on November 7, 2005. 
 






















































