
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Division 
 

m e m o r a n d u m 
 

TO: Laurel Lunt Prussing, Mayor

FROM: Elizabeth H. Tyler, Ph.D., FAICP, Director 

DATE: November 4, 2010 

SUBJECT: evaluation of conditions, 104 N. Central Ave. (Halberstadt House) (Plan Case 
2010-L-02)

______________________________________________________________________________

Introduction & Background 

Historic Preservation Case No. HP 2010-L-02 is an application by Brian Adams to designate the 
property at 104 N. Central Ave (referred to as the Eli Halberstadt House) as a local historic 
landmark. The owner of record is Canaan Baptist Church. A Registered Preference against the 
nomination has been submitted by the property owner. 

Should the application be approved, the owners would be required to obtain a Certificate of 
Appropriateness from the Historic Preservation Commission for any future alteration that affects 
the exterior architectural appearance of the structure. The property owner has indicated that they 
purchased the property with in the intention of demolishing the building for expansion of their 
institutional campus, including a church and school.   

At the Historic Preservation Commission meeting on July 7, 2010, the Commission made a 
preliminary determination that the property qualified for designation as a local landmark. The 
Commission held a public hearing on August 4 and September 1, 2010. During the public 
hearing, the property owner’s legal counsel explained that Canaan Baptist Church bought the 
property in 1999 with the intention of demolishing the house and using the land to provide 
parking for their church campus. The church has many programs with varying parking needs, 
including several church services on Sundays, mid-week evening services, a private elementary 
school, a rehabilitation program for men, and several different types of evening classes. At the 
public hearing the City received two petitions, one in support of the application and one opposed 
to the application. At the close of the public hearing on September 1, 2010, the Historic 
Preservation Commission voted six ayes and zero nays to recommended that the City Council 
approve the landmark application.  

The Urbana City Council reviewed the case at its September 20, 2010 meeting but forwarded this 
application to the November 8, 2010 Committee of the Whole for further discussion. City staff 
was asked to evaluate and report on the building’s condition, repair costs, and feasibility for 
continued use of the existing building. At the meeting, a property owner representative indicated 
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that, although opposed to designation, they were willing to allow additional time to discuss the 
pending landmark application, suggesting until January 31, 2011.

Discussion

Conditions Report 

At the request of City Council, and with the property owner’s permission, City of Urbana staff 
on October 27, 2010 inspected the building at 104 N. Central Avenue. Staff members taking part 
in the inspection included: Gordon Skinner, Building Safety Division Manager, Steve Cochran, 
Building Inspector; Clay Baier, Housing Inspector; Tim Mecum, Electrical Inspector; and Robert 
Myers, Planning Division Manager. The scope of the inspection was limited to provide an 
independent assessment of the building concerning structural problems or any conditions which 
would prevent continued use of the property as an apartment. The basement, first floor, and 
second floor were inspected, but the attic is currently inaccessible and was not inspected. The 
two first floor apartments are currently vacant, but the second floor apartment is now occupied.   

Overall, based on observation the building is structurally sound but requires major investment to 
upgrade systems which are now reaching the end of their life cycle. (See attached memorandum 
from Gordon Skinner, Building Safety Division Manager, dated November 2, 2010.) The three 
major improvements of immediate need are: (1) roof replacement, (2) boiler replacement, and (3) 
repainting exterior. 

Structural condition. The building appears to be structurally sound. Neither the foundation nor 
plaster walls show significant cracks, settling, displacement, bowing, or spalling. Selective 
repointing of brick mortar joints in the foundation would insure structural integrity but is not 
urgent. Some minor areas of “swollen” plaster indicate water infiltration, but again the problem 
is not urgent.

Roof. The building has a traditional pitched roof now clad with multiple layers of asphalt roofing 
material. The front half of the roof is now covered with roll roofing which has been incorrectly 
installed vertically rather than horizontally. The rear half of the roof has traditional three-tab 
asphalt shingles. These are extremely deteriorated and obviously need to be replaced soon. All 
layers of shingles must be removed down to decking, and new flashing and shingles installed. 
Most likely some or all of the roof decking would need to be replaced, depending on conditions 
found following shingle removal. Having said that, the interior second floor ceiling shows few 
water stains. This indicates that the roof is not yet leaking badly. The property owner submitted a 
contractor’s bid of $35,770 to replace the roof. In City staff’s opinion that is higher than the 
average cost to replace a similar roof but is still within range of a reasonable estimate and 
includes all new roof decking. City staff does not have reason to believe this bid to be inaccurate. 

Heating and Cooling. The house is heated by hot water radiators fired by a boiler in the 
basement. The boiler is quite old and appears to be at or near the end of its useful life. Judging by 
its appearance, the boiler may be a coal-fired boiler converted to natural gas. If so the original 
boiler could be 50 or more years old. The house has no central or zoned air conditioning other 
than window units. The property owner submitted a contractor’s bid of $14,448 to replace the 
boiler. City staff does not have reason to believe this bid to be inaccurate. 
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Exterior Paint Condition. The exterior paint is failing. In some places exterior paint is sheeting 
off the wood lap siding which may indicate an interior moisture source pushing off the paint. The 
property owner submitted a contractor’s low bid of $8,467 to spot prime and repaint the entire 
exterior with a quality paint (MAB). It should be noted that the entire building should be primed 
before painting rather than simply spot primed. A second painting bid of $17,600 includes full 
priming and painting with quality paints (Duration) and therefore is used for this analysis. City 
staff does not have reason to believe these bids to be inaccurate. It should also be noted that this 
cost does not include repair or replacement of deteriorated woodwork and trim. Considerable rot 
shows around some windows. The building shows signs of having insulation blown into the 
balloon-frame wall cavities, and old house experts caution that doing so can lead to reoccurring 
paint failure. 

Electrical. Electrical inspection revealed no major electrical issues. The house has 200 amp 
electrical service with three meters and three separate 100 amp breaker panels. The building 
appears to have been rewired within the past 25-35 years. There are some minor electrical issues, 
but the cost to address these would be negligible. 

Plumbing. The plumbing for the three apartments meets the minimum property maintenance 
requirements, but the kitchen and bathroom fixtures are very outdated, and the bathroom units 
are quite small by modern standards. 

The bare minimum repair costs, assuming roof and boiler replacement and exterior repainting, is 
approximately $67,800, based on contractor bids obtained by the property owner. 

Costs and Economic Feasibility   

Obsolescence. Minimum repairs assume that the building would remain “as is” with no major 
upgrades to correct obsolescence. In City staff’s opinion, major investment is needed to allow the 
property to compete in the local housing market, and thereby return rents for necessary 
maintenance. For instance, a typical tenant would expect both heating and cooling which could 
be controlled for each unit. The house has one boiler which heats the entire building at a set 
level. Air conditioning is provided by window units. The existing wood windows need repair and 
weatherization to stop air infiltration, both for the sake of energy efficiency and comfort of 
occupants. The kitchen fixtures are extremely basic and appear to be decades old, as do some of 
the appliances. The kitchens lack modern amenities such as exhaust fans, garbage disposals, and 
dishwashers. The average tenant would most likely find the size and configuration of bathrooms 
unreasonable. For instance one bathroom is so small that the bathroom door can only be opened 
half way. Too, the bathroom fixtures are outmoded and lack real showers and exhaust fans. The 
property also lacks off street parking. To determine the cost for these improvements is beyond 
the scope of this report but would likely amount to tens of thousands of dollars at a minimum.  

The existing building floor plan could not easily accommodate a major upgrade of obsolescent 
building aspects. Doing so would most likely require construction of building additions. 
Consequently, in the opinion of City staff participating in the inspection, the building could more 
easily be converted to a single-family residence than upgraded to three standard apartments. 
Doing so would have the cost advantage of installing only one modern kitchen rather than three, 
providing one HVAC system rather than three, etc.
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Property Value. According to public records, the property owners acquired 401 N Central Ave. 
in June 1999 for $71,900. A property owner representative has testified before the Historic 
Preservation Commission that the Church purchased the building to eventually demolish for 
campus expansion. However, since its purchase by the Church the building has been used for 
rental apartments. It is assumed that the property owner has derived rental income from the 
property, but the amount is unknown at this time. The property owner also testified that 
considerable expenditures have been incurred in maintenance. In 2007, the City of Urbana made 
a routine inspection of the property under its Systematic Inspection Program and identified nine 
code compliance issues. (See attached letter dated July 9, 2007.) The property owner 
subsequently made these repairs in compliance with the City’s Property Maintenance Code.

The current fair market value, per an appraisal by Whitsitt & Associates in April 2010, is 
$125,000. This is similar to the 2010 Estimated Fair Market Value for the property as provided 
by the Champaign County Tax Assessor:

 Building:  $100,180  
 Land:   $33,513 
 TOTAL:  $133,693 

The property’s value has risen approximately 74% over the past eleven years and retains value 
today. It is assumed that the building’s income potential is lower given its current condition and 
state of obsolescence, and a minimum of $67,800 investment appears to be necessary in coming 
months. This amount is greater than the property value increase since its purchase in 1999, but 
again this does not take into account the income potential of a three-unit apartment, especially 
one in a university community like Urbana.

Demolition and Reuse of Land. The property owner this year obtained a bid to demolish the 
building at 401 N Central Ave. at a cost of $12,000. City staff does not have reason to believe 
this bid to be inaccurate. Under City requirements, demolition would not only require that debris 
be removed to an authorized landfill, but the foundation must also be removed, the basement 
area properly filled, and the site graded and seeded. If the site were planned for a new parking 
lot, the fill dirt would need to be properly compacted to provide a stable base for pavement. 

The owners have indicated that, following demolition, they intend to use the lot for parking and 
eventually a school playground. Parking accessory to the existing church or school could be 
permitted by right or through a Special Use Permit, depending on the details of its use. A school 
playground might likewise be considered accessory to a permitted use. Because the property is 
located within the Boneyard Creek District, the Zoning Ordinance in some ways affords more 
flexibility in terms of development standards.   

The property is zoned R-5, Medium High Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning District 
(see attached map). The property’s use as rental apartments is a permitted use under the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance’s Table of Uses. Also, the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan (Future Land 
Use Map 8) recognizes this use in designating the property for future Residential use.

In terms of flood zone requirements, 104 N. Central Ave. is located just outside both the 
floodway and floodway fringe (100-year floodplain). This is based on the newest hydrological 
study and remapping of the Boneyard Creek flood zones carried out for the Federal Emergency 
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Management Agency. Consequently, Article 5, Chapter XI (Flood Hazard Areas) of the City 
Code would not adversely affect future use of the property.

Policymakers should be cognizant that the State and Federal Constitutions prohibit governments 
from “taking” property without just compensation. In the context of local historic landmarks, 
under Illinois’ historic preservation commissions enabling act (65 ILCS 5/11-48.2-5)

“The denial of an application (for a demolition or alteration permit) . . . or the denial of an application . . . 
to add to, modify or remove a portion of any building . . . or the imposition of any regulation . . . which 
requires directly or indirectly, . . . . . . an alteration or cessation in the use to which the interior space in any 
building is put, or which requires any addition or modification in or to any building, or which requires any 
unusual or extraordinary provisions for upkeep and maintenance of any building, shall not constitute a 
taking or damage for a public use of such property for which just compensation shall be ascertained and 
paid, unless the denial of a permit application or imposition of a regulation, as the case may be, deprives 
the owner of all reasonable beneficial use or return.” 

This language conforms to the U.S. Supreme Court’s determination in the seminal Penn Central 
case (Penn Central Transportation Corporation v. City of New York, 438 U.S. 104 [1978]) that 
historic preservation laws do not constitute an unconstitutional taking unless they deny the 
property owner all reasonable use or return. Regardless of its ultimate use – as an apartment, 
single-family residence, parking lot, church, school, or playground -- the Zoning Ordinance 
offers a variety of economically viable uses for the property, regardless of whether or not it 
would be landmarked. At the same time, the Zoning Ordinance standards are not intended to 
guarantee economic return for each property.  

Relocation 

City staff has been asked to provide information on the feasibility and costs of potentially 
moving the Halberstadt House to a new location. Given that the building is wood frame 
construction and does not show obvious signs of structural failure, it appears that moving the 
house would technically be possible. (Masonry buildings, on the other hand, are very difficult to 
move without major damage or outright collapse.) However, the cost to move buildings can be 
substantial and presents several practical challenges. Additionally, the costs to relocate the 
building would be in addition to major repairs necessary to inhabit the building, as well as any 
desired upgrades.

First, an available vacant lot must be acquired for the move. For the purposes of this analysis it is 
assumed that a vacant lot would be purchased at a cost equal to the value of the existing lot. The 
receiving lot must be located within a reasonable distance of the house to be moved and have as 
few obstructions as possible along the route. The receiving lot must be zoned appropriately for 
the planned use and be able to accommodate setback and other requirements. A new foundation 
must be constructed and new utilities installed on the receiving lot. Current building codes no 
longer allow brick foundations to be constructed, but a poured concrete or concrete block 
foundation could be faced with brick veneer to create a visually compatible new construction.   

The house move itself – raising the house on jacks and skids, setting the structure on a truck, and 
moving on City streets – is substantially complicated if any power lines cross the street overhead.  
These lines must be temporarily relocated, and Ameren Illinois requires the party moving the 
structure to pay for the entire relocation costs. For example, the Mumford Barn move in 2007 
cost $13,000 to move one power line near the intersection of Windsor and Florida Avenues in 
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Urbana. But house moves within the built up city can cost substantially more. A planned move of 
the Poultry House down Florida Ave. in 2004 would have incurred $100,000 in power line 
relocation costs. In addition to power line relocation, street trees must sometimes be trimmed or 
removed to allow houses to move freely down City streets. For the purpose of this analysis, it is 
assumed no costs would be incurred for tree trimming or removal.   

The following represents an estimated cost to move the Halberstadt House. 

APPROXIMATE HOUSE MOVING COSTS 

 New lot:     $34,000 (assumed) 
 Construct foundation:    $15,000 
 Install utilities:    $5,000-$10,000 
 Move house:    $20,000-$25,000 
 Temp. power line work:    $13,000 (assumed) 
 Street tree trimming/removal:  $0 (assumed)  

Remove old foundation & backfill:  $4,000-$5,000     
TOTAL:    $91,000-$102,000

The above house moving costs of approximately $100,000 do not include any repairs to the 
structure. Additionally these costs do not include constructing a new driveway or garage on the 
receiving lot. Doing so would greatly enhance use as a residence. At a bare minimum, the cost to 
move the Halberstadt House, install a new roof and boiler, and completely repaint the exterior 
would cost approximately $158,800. The expense and practical difficulties of moving the 
Halberstadt House makes a move by a private investor highly unlikely but does not preclude a 
motivated person with financial means taking on such a project. 

Aside from financial considerations, under historic preservation standards, moving a historic 
building all but destroys its architectural and historical integrity. This is because the significance 
of a property is embodied within its setting and location as well as the building itself. Not only 
its original location but the existing foundation and chimney would be lost. For this reason 
historic buildings which have been moved are normally disqualified from listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. Standards for listing relocated buildings are provided as attached. 

Action Requested 

City staff requests that the Committee of the Whole take into account the information provided 
in this memo as part of the consideration to designate 104 N. Central Ave. (Halberstadt House) 
as a local historic landmark. City staff will continue to work with interested parties and report 
back to the Committee of the Whole in December. City staff anticipates providing an update at 
the December 13, 2010 Committee of the Whole meeting. 

Prepared by: 

___________________________
Robert Myers, AICP, Planning Manager 
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Attachments: 
 Memo from Gordon R. Skinner to Elizabeth Tyler, Nov. 2, 2010 
 Demolition quote, Willie Docher, Feb. 18, 2010 
 Roof quote, Country Carpentry, Aug. 26, 2010 
 Painting quote, J & K Painting, Inc., Aug. 9, 2010 
 Painting quote, Precision Painting quote, Aug. 4, 2010 
 Boiler quote, Chief Bauer, Aug. 20, 2010 
 Furnace quote, A to Z Heating & Air, Aug. 20, 2010 
 Existing Land Use Map 
 Zoning Map 
 Boneyard Creek Proposed Floodplain Map 
 Canaan Baptist Church Properties Map 
 Excerpt from How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation
     

cc:  Canaan Baptist Church, 402 W. Main St., Urbana, IL 61801 
Glenn Stanko, gastanko@rosklaw.com 
Brian Adams, 412 W Elm St., Urbana, IL 61801 

 Gordon Skinner, Building Safety Division Manager 
 Rebecca Bird, Planner II



        

(above photo only June 30, 2010) 

            

Roof needs replacement                 Roll roofing misapplied and minor brick damage to chimney 



      

Incorrect roof flashing allows moisture damage            Eaves with failing paint 

 

Example of moisture damage around windows 



         

Unit 1: living room/bedroom               Unit 1: kitchen 

      

Building vestibule 



       

Unit 2: living room/bedroom            Unit 2: living room/bedroom 

              

Unit 2: kitchen                Unit 2: bathroom 



      

Basement: boiler          Basement: boiler 

       

Basement: mortar joints need repointing   existing plumbing showing long-term moisture damage 
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Existing Land Use Map

Created by Community Development Services, 11.3.2010 rlb

HPC Case: HP-2010-L-02
Subject: Eli Halberstadt House

Landmark Application
Location: 104 N. Central Avenue
Petitioner: Brian Adams
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SFO - SF Owner Occupied
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DuO - Duplex Owner Occupied
MF - Multi-Family
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Zoning Map

Created by Community Development Services, 11.3.2010 rlb

HPC Case: HP-2010-L-02
Subject: Eli Halberstadt House

Landmark Application
Location: 104 N. Central Avenue
Petitioner: Brian Adams
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Boneyard Creek Proposed Floodplain Map

Created by Community Development Services, 11.3.2010 rlb

HPC Case: HP-2010-L-02
Subject: Eli Halberstadt House

Landmark Application
Location: 104 N. Central Avenue
Petitioner: Brian Adams
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Canaan Baptist Church Properties Map

Created by Community Development Services, 11.3.2010 rlb

HPC Case: HP-2010-L-02
Subject: Eli Halberstadt House

Landmark Application
Location: 104 N. Central Avenue
Petitioner: Brian Adams
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