
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                                APPROVED 
                 
DATE:         September 8, 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; 

Paul Lindahl, Planner I; Teri Andel, Secretary 
      
OTHERS PRESENT: Mary Atkinson, Joe Behrends, Rick Beyers, Hugh Gallivan, Jim 

Green, Dennis Roberts, Harold and Janet Sharlau, Susan Taylor, 
Scott Yates 

 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was declared. 
 
2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
 
There were none. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Mr. Ward moved to approve the minutes from the August 18, 2005 Plan Commission meeting as 
presented.  Mr. Kangas seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice 
vote. 
 
4.         WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
There were none. 
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5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
There were none. 
 
6. OLD BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
Plan Case 1954-M-05 – A proposed rezoning of a 13.843-acre tract of land located at the 
extreme northwest corner of the city limits from its current Champaign County AG-2, 
Agriculture Zoning District, to the City of Urbana IN, Industrial Zoning District, upon 
annexation into the City of Urbana.    
 
Plan Case 2005-A-12a – A proposed annexation agreement between the City of Urbana and 
Emulsicoat, Inc. for a 13.843 acre tract of land located at the extreme northwest corner of 
the city limits. 
 
Plan Case No. 1952-SU-04 – Request by Emulsicoat, Inc. for a Special Use Permit to allow 
an asphalt blending, storage and distribution plant on a 10.94 acre site to be platted north 
of the current terminus of Saline Court located in Urbana’s IN Industrial Zoning District.  
 
Chair Pollock opened all three cases at one time since they all had to do with the same project.  
He noted that the Plan Commission would need to make separate votes on each case. 
 
Paul Lindahl, Planner I, gave the staff presentation for the rezoning request, annexation 
agreement and special use permit requested by Emulsicoat, Inc.  He began by explaining that the 
special use permit request was for Lot 204, which had already been annexed into the City of 
Urbana.  Tract A, which is located along the Canadian National Railway, was the property that 
the petitioner was proposing to annex into the City. 
 
He described the surrounding properties noting the zoning and current land use of each, as well 
as that of the proposed properties for each case.  He reviewed the site plan relating to the special 
use permit request.   He explained that the description sheet for the IN, Industrial Zoning District 
does not list asphalt plant as one of the uses allowed.  It does, however, have a “catch-all” 
category called, “All Other Industrial Uses Not Contained Herein”.  Since an asphalt company is 
considered an industrial use but not listed on the description sheet, it falls under the “catch-all” 
category and requires a special use permit. 
 
Mr. Lindahl pointed out that Tract A was currently zoned County AG-2, which converts to City 
AG, Agriculture.  Because industrial uses are not permitted in the City’s AG Zoning District, the 
petitioner has filed a request for a rezoning of Tract A.  He noted that as part of the annexation 
agreement, there would be another special use permit to allow part of the proposed asphalt plant 
to be located on Tract A. 
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He talked about drainage for the two properties.  He explained that drainage for the entire two 
properties had been considered under the North Lincoln Industrial Subdivision Preliminary Plat.  
Drainage would be primarily served by the detention facility located a little south of Tract A and 
Lot 204. 
 
He discussed issues that Emulsicoat, Inc. has with its current location on East University 
Avenue.  The operations at this location are dependent upon availability of railway transport to 
supply raw materials and deliver their heated liquid asphalt products.  There is only one other 
existing customer using the rail spur.  Thus, there are a low number of train trips each week, and 
it may become uneconomical in the future for the rail company to provide service to 
Emulsicoat’s current location.  Emulsicoat, Inc. was planning for their future by considering 
relocation to the proposed area. 
 
In addition, Emulsicoat, Inc. was interested in moving part of its operation to a location that does 
not have close-by residences.  In the past, there have been complaints of odor being emitted by 
Emulsicoat, Inc. into the air.  As a result, Emulsicoat has had to invest extra money into 
mitigation requirements. 
 
Mr. Lindahl reviewed the criteria that pertained to the special use permit according to Section 
VII-6 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  He presented staff recommendations, which were as 
follows: 
 

Plan Case # 1954-M-05 and 2005-A-12a:  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 forward these two cases to the Urbana City Council with a 
recommendation for approval. 

 
Plan Case # 1952-SU-05:  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 Special Use Permit as presented to the 
Urbana City Council with the following conditions:  
 
1. The Special Use will be in effect only upon the City’s approval and recording 

of a Major Subdivision Final Plat, which will legally create Lot 204 in 
substantial conformity with the attached Exhibit “H”: Draft Final Plat of 
North Lincoln Avenue Industrial Park #2A.  
 

2. This Special Use Permit shall be applicable only to the confines of Lot 204 as 
depicted in attached Exhibit “E” Site Diagram, and legally described in 
Exhibit “G”.  
 

3. The Special Use Permit is applicable only to the asphalt blending, storage, and 
distribution plant proposed in the application and depicted in the attached 
Exhibit “E” Site Diagram.  
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4. The layout of the site shall be in substantial conformity with Exhibit “E” Site 

Diagram. Any significant deviation from this Site Diagram shall require an 
amendment to the Special Use Permit and shall include review by the Urbana 
Plan Commission and approval by the Urbana City Council.  

 
5. The activity allowed by the Special Use Permit on the site shall be limited to 

the blending, storage, and distribution of liquid asphalt, tar, and emulsion 
materials as described in the attached Exhibit “F” Special Use Application / 
Petition.  

  
6. The Owner agrees that all operations, development, construction, or additions 

to its asphalt blending, storage and distribution plant on Lot 204 as depicted in 
the attached Exhibit “E” Site Diagram, and legally described in Exhibit “G” 
shall be in conformity with all applicable State and Federal regulations 
including Environmental Protection regulations pertaining to chemical 
emissions, particulate emissions, dust, noise, odor, and ground water 
protection.  

 
7. The Owner agrees that any new development, construction, or additions on 

said Lot 204 shall be in conformance with all City of Urbana building, 
electrical, fire, and plumbing codes, orders or regulations in effect at the time 
of such construction. The Owner agrees to submit all building construction 
plans to the City of Urbana for review and further agrees to pay the required 
permit fees. The Owner further agrees to correct any deficiencies identified in 
said plan review.  

 
Mr. Hopkins asked if the special use permit request for Tract A would be granted through the 
approval of the annexation agreement.  The special use permit for Lot 204 was a separate case 
that required approval of the City Council.  The proposed asphalt plant would be located on both 
Tract A and Lot 204.  Was this correct?  Mr. Lindahl replied that was correct.  The proposed 
facility would be located primarily on Lot 204, which was currently in the City limits.  The rail 
access, part of the tanks, part of one of the water heating facilities would be proposed to be built 
on Tract A.  The Plan Commission would specifically vote on the special use permit request for 
Lot 204.  Ms. Tyler noted that this was the quickest way to do this in terms of processing the 
cases through the City.  Otherwise, it would take considerably longer. 
 
Ms. Stake referred to page 3 of the written staff report for the Special Use Permit request for Lot 
204.  She inferred as to what “...more intensive industrial uses which may have wider reaching 
environmental effects are permitted as special uses....” meant.  What were the wider 
environmental effects that would require a special use permit?  Mr. Lindahl responded by saying 
that an industrial plant of this nature, potential environmental effects might be noise, larger 
degree of truck traffic, or dust, for example. 
 
Ms. Stake questioned if the petitioner used water.  She wondered about the dust.  Would the air 
quality not be good in the area because of the mixing of chemicals?  Mr. Lindahl referred Ms. 
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Stake to ask this question of the petitioner.  He stated that he was not an expert on the types of 
industrial chemicals that Emulsicoat uses or on the emissions those chemicals might have.  He 
mentioned that Emulsicoat, Inc. was closely regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) regulations for emissions of chemical concentrations, particulates in the air, and things of 
this nature.  Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services Department, 
explained that Emulsicoat, Inc. needed the special use permit because an asphalt plant use was 
not specifically listed in the Urbana Zoning Ordinance’s Table of Uses. 
 
Ms. Stake asked if all other industrial uses were monitored by the EPA.  Ms. Tyler stated that it 
depended on what the operation was.  EPA deals with waste generation, noise, dust levels, water 
emissions, and they protect our environment by requiring permits for a number of operations. 
 
Mr. Grosser pointed out that the site plan in the special use permit packet was different than the 
site plan in the rezoning/annexation packet.  He wanted to know which one was more accurate 
and up-to-date.  Mr. Lindahl answered by saying that the Site Plan, Exhibit C, from the 
annexation agreement packet was the most current.  Ms. Tyler explained that the petitioner had 
marked the attachments when they submitted the application.  Meanwhile, the petitioner’s 
engineer continued to work on the site plan and make changes to it. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired if there had been complaints from the residential neighborhood near the 
existing location.  What was the nature of those complaints?  Ms. Tyler stated the complaints 
were historic in nature and had to do with the odor that was being emitted from the plant.  
Emulsicoat, Inc. had to do extensive abatement to control odors.  This is one of the reasons why 
the petitioner has proposed moving to the new location.  It is further from residences.  Because 
their current location is so near to residences, Emulsicoat, Inc. has had to do some extraordinary 
mitigation measures.  The petitioners could speak more to the system that they were required to 
install and how it has helped.  She does not know of any complaints being made in recent years. 
 
Mr. Pollock stated that the Future Land Use Map shows a residential designation for the land to 
the east of the future Lincoln Avenue.  He wondered how much residential already existed in this 
area and how far away this area was from the proposed facility?  Mr. Lindahl replied it would be 
about half a mile.  There were a number of rural residences located in the area that Mr. Pollock 
was talking about. 
 
Mr. Pollock noticed that the Future Land Use map did not show what the Comprehensive Plan 
designation was for the area to the north of the proposed site.  Mr. Lindahl mentioned that the 
Comprehensive Plan stops at Olympian Drive.  Mr. Pollock commented that it appeared then that 
there was a small residential area within about a half of a mile and anything closer than that was 
all zoned or designated as Industrial. 
 
Jim Green, lawyer for Emulsicoat, Inc., stated that they believe the proposal makes sense from a 
zoning and planning standpoint.  It was consistent with Urbana’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Rick Beyers, Manager for Emulsicoat, Inc., talked about the odor issues.  He said that it had 
happened around 10 years ago.  It was a nuisance problem, rather than a health problem.  They 
were currently using some of the best odor control in the whole country.  They would be using 
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similar equipment at the new proposed facility.  They have not had any complaints in the last two 
years. 
 
Although they would not be moving the complete plant at the present time, they would be 
removing about 50% of their truck traffic.  There is a possibility that the rest of the plant would 
be moved in the future.  They could not financially move the entire plant at this time. 
 
He mentioned that their current location is within 200 feet of the nearest residential area.  He 
stated that they have outgrown their current location.  They need to expand, and it is not possible 
in their current location.  At the proposed site, they would sit next to a waste transfer station, rail 
yard, another asphalt plant, a concrete plant, and a rail switch.  They were also concerned about 
the possibility of the rail becoming limited in the future at their current site.  They believe that 
this move would be the ideal situation. 
 
Mr. Hopkins inquired if there were types of operations that would remain at the existing plant 
that would be different if they were moved to the new location from what is allowed under the 
proposed special use permit.  Mr. Beyers stated that the company would be doing the same thing 
as they currently are doing.  They would only be moving part of their hot-oil operations.  They 
currently make about 20 different products, some of which use distillates, which have a little bit 
more odor.  They would probably be doing most of the hot-oil products at the new location and 
keep the emulsion at the current facility, which was about 30% of their business.  Mr. Hopkins 
asked if the proposed special use permit conditions would cover anything that Emulsicoat moved 
to the new location if they moved the entire plant.  Mr. Beyers said yes. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired about the petitioner’s history of compliance with the EPA regulations.  
Have the EPA had any complaints?  Mr. Beyers replied that the EPA could not ever find 
anything wrong with their operations other than the fact the nearby neighborhood was 
complaining about the odor.  It was listed as a nuisance.  Everyone has a different tolerance for 
odors.  Emulsicoat, Inc. has dealt with these complaints as good as anyone in the country had 
dealt with similar complaints.  Any time new technology had come out, Emulsicoat had gone 
with the new technology.  They have spent millions of dollars at the current facility to deal with 
the odor issues.  There were plants all over the country that have never touched the odor issues.  
The EPA has never had any problems.  In fact, Emulsicoat has already applied for new permits 
for the new facility because it is a lengthy process. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired if the EPA inspected on a regular basis or what was the process.  Mr. 
Beyers stated that the EPA comes by on a regular basis to perform a spot check. 
 
Mr. Grosser questioned if there had been any other types of complaints other than odor in the 
past.  Mr. Beyers replied no. 
 
Ms. Stake asked if there was any toxicity in the odor.  Where did the odor come from?  Mr. 
Beyers answered by saying that their parent company, the Asphalt Institute, and several other 
agencies have been dealing with this for the last twenty years.  They have many tests for asphalt 
fumes.  They have never found any toxicity or other health problems. 
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Ms. Stake inquired if the petitioner used water for anything.  Mr. Beyers stated that they use 
water for emulsion.  Ms. Stake asked if they would be using water in the new facility.  Mr. 
Beyers replied not at the current time.  If, however, they move the entire plant to the new 
location, then they would use water.  Ms. Stake questioned how much water they use.  Mr. 
Beyers replied about three million gallons for the process.  He added that they have backflow 
preventers, and the EPA regulates the water continuously.  There were no issues with water.  Ms. 
Stake wondered if any of the water would run into the Saline Ditch.  Mr. Beyers said no.  They 
would have a Spill Prevention Plan.  The complete facility would be diked, so that no water 
would get off of their property.  He mentioned that they were regulated by the government on 
this as well.  He noted that asphalt does not penetrate soil.  It cools off before it could penetrate. 
 
Mr. Beyers went on to say that their product is used on every parking lot and County road 
system.  Without asphalt, there would not be a road system.  Their product was not toxic or it 
would not be used on the roads and parking lots.  It does have an odor, and they feel that they 
have it controlled.  As far as safety, temperature of the hot liquid is their biggest concern.  They 
require their employees to get health checks on a yearly basis and have done so for several years.  
Asphalt is not a dangerous product. 
 
Mr. Kangas asked if Emulsicoat, Inc. moved the entire operation to the new proposed site would 
they have enough room for the entire operation and for potential future expansion.  Mr. Beyers 
said yes.  He stated that the site plan shows a lot of smaller tanks.  He pointed out that these 
smaller tanks would be for future expansion.  In addition, they could also build a couple of large 
storage tanks.  He went on to say that the only building on Tract A would be a couple of the 
smaller storage tanks and the rail spur for their current operations.  The rest of Tract A could be 
used for expansion in the future. 
 
Mr. White inquired if the petitioner planned to use the same equipment and design in the new 
facility.  Mr. Beyers replied yes for now.  It is the best on the market right now.  It is a vapor 
recovery system.  Mr. White questioned if the petitioner planned to keep the odor under control 
and not slack off since the distance between them and any residential areas would be greater.  
Mr. Beyers said that they would not slack off on the odor control.  They planned to operate the 
new facility in the same manner that they presently operate. 
 
Ms. Stake commented that she was pleased about the petitioner using the rail system.  Do they 
own Tract A?  Mr. Beyers said yes. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if the berm around the edge of the site or around the tanks.  Scott Yates, of 
Heritage (Parent company for Emulsicoat, Inc.), responded by saying that the berm would go 
around the perimeter of the entire property.  Mr. Lindahl remarked that Exhibit “C”, which is 
attached to the draft annexation agreement, is the most current site plan being proposed.  It 
shows the berm going around the entire property. 
 
Mr. Pollock suggested that staff get rid of any site plans that are not needed and only submit the 
most current site plan to the City Council.  In addition, there was a typo on the case number for 
the special use permit on the agenda.  It should read as Plan Case No. 1952-SU-05. 
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  September 8, 2005 

He went on to say that about ten years ago the City received massive complaints from the 
neighborhood near the existing location.  The existing facility on University Avenue is right in 
the middle of a residential neighborhood.  Emulsicoat, Inc. was in the process of expanding.  The 
EPA came out and investigated a number of times after receiving a number of complaints.  They 
found no proof that there were harmful effects, but regardless some of the residents said that they 
felt ill due to the odor.  The reason he was asking questions about how close the nearest 
residential areas were to the proposed new location was because it would be much easier to ask 
about this ahead of time rather than after the fact.  Emulsicoat, Inc. spent a lot of money on 
installing scrubbers and hoods to keep the odor down, even though they did not have to legally. 
 
Janet Sharlau, resident of 3610 North Lincoln Avenue, pointed out that her family lives about a 
¼ of a mile away from the proposed sites.  Tract A butts up to her family’s farmland, Squire 
Farms, on the north side.  One of the property owners of Squire Farms was not notified by the 
City of this meeting, and this property owner would be impacted. 
 
She went on to say that she was against changing Tract A into an Industrial Zoning District.  It is 
currently farmland and has always been farmland.  There was a row of trees on Tract A that 
would have to be removed before the petitioner could build on the site.  This would allow all of 
the noise from the railroad to impact her home. 
 
Another concern is that the proposed property will be close to where Olympian Drive is being 
proposed.  Olympian Drive would also be going through Squire Farms, which creates an interest 
of business owners in her land.  When and if Olympian Drive happens, her family would like the 
benefit of having businesses on their property.  The types of business they would be interested in, 
such as fast food or retail businesses, would not be interested in locating there because of the 
Industrial zoning being so close. 
 
The proposed site has been zoned Agriculture for a reason, because that was what the desire was.  
Two or three people decided that they wanted to put industry in the proposed vacant area.  She 
remarked that the vacant area was her home and had belonged to her parents.  It is not just a 
piece of land.  Their home was just two years away from becoming a centennial farm. 
 
Ms. Sharlau noted that part of the entry to and from the plant was said to be on the new Lincoln 
Avenue, which she stated that they had not seen any plans of this moving forward at this point.  
She thought Olympian Drive would first need to be constructed, and there were not any funds for 
that project.  Therefore, they were a long way off from ever getting some structured road system 
in the proposed area. 
 
She believed that the asphalt use was listed under Other Industrial Uses in the Industrial Zoning 
District description sheet to protect the residents in the area.  Her family will be affected by the 
odor and noise.  Emulsicoat, Inc. plans to operate 24 hours a day from May to November.  The 
new facility would only be a ¼ of a mile away from her home.  It would be very disruptive to 
their lives.  She wanted to know how City staff could say that it would not be detrimental to her 
family’s safety or general welfare. 
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She showed pictures of the current area.  She stated that the County was having to put coal packs 
on the roads due to the heavy traffic tearing them up.  Some of the pictures showed stacks of 
asphalt and concrete behind her aunt’s house down the road. 
 
Mary Atkinson and Joe Behrends, residents of 3609 North Lincoln Avenue, pointed out that they 
live on the west side of Lincoln Avenue across the road from the Sharlau’s home.  Ms. Atkinson 
stated that four years ago they lost their home to the University of Illinois.  They were lucky 
enough to find the five acres that they currently own and have built a home on it and improved 
the property.  They intend to leave their property to their children. 
 
She mentioned that they were concerned about the row of trees on Tract A.  We have to think 
about what the world is coming to.  We need to keep the trees.  After all, the City of Urbana is 
known for its trees. 
 
Mr. Behrends mentioned that they were not notified of this meeting.  They learned of the 
meeting through a neighbor.  He wondered how many other people in the neighborhood were not 
notified of this meeting or of this proposal.  He was concerned about the dust, odor, lights, etc.  
They moved there because they like the rural country, and they believe that it should stay that 
way. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired if Mr. Behrends property was located in the City limits.  Mr. Behrends 
replied no. 
 
Harold Sharlau, resident of 3610 North Lincoln Avenue, reaffirmed that many other residents in 
the area did not get a notice for this meeting as well.  They did not get a copy of the staff report 
until they arrived at this meeting.  Therefore, he requested that the Plan Commission table these 
cases until the neighbors have had a chance to review this information and do some research on 
the noise level and odor.  It seems like these cases are being rushed through. 
 
Mr. Pollock asked City staff to briefly review the notification process.  Ms. Tyler explained that 
staff notifies property owners within 250 feet of a proposed site.  She noted that they tailor the 
notices to capture neighborhoods.  Unfortunately in these cases, they were not able to capture 
everyone who was interested.  Mr. Lindahl clarified that according to the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance, staff was supposed to send a notice to the owners of record of the properties within 
250 feet of a proposed site.  For certain types of properties, staff use a proxy for the owners of 
record, because the owners of record are not always available.  The proxy they use is the person 
who receives the tax bill for a neighboring property. 
 
Mr. Grosser inquired if staff had placed a sign up at the proposed location.  Mr. Lindahl replied 
no [due to lack of street access to the site]. 
 
Mr. Green and Mr. Beyers re-approached the Plan Commission to address some concerns that 
were mentioned.  Mr. Green pointed out that Emulsicoat, Inc. did not currently own Lot 204.  
They were trying to expedite this process, because they have an agreement to exchange land 
directly south of Tract A for Lot 204 with MACC of Illinois.  They look at this as a win-win 
situation, because then Emulsicoat, Inc. would have road access to Tract A along Saline Court. 
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He talked about the current truck traffic at the facility on east University Avenue.  They had a lot 
of truck traffic in the Five Points vicinity along with the residential neighborhood, which created 
many inconsistencies with local traffic and the redevelopment of Five Points.  Sixty percent of 
their truck traffic would be eliminated from this area by moving part of their operations to the 
proposed location.  Truck traffic would occur south of the residential homes on Lincoln Avenue. 
 
Mr. Kangas questioned how long the EPA permit process took.  Mr. Beyers replied that it takes 
several months to apply for a permit from the EPA.  This was the reason why they had already 
applied for permits at the new location. 
 
Mr. Pollock inquired as to when the petitioner planned to begin building the new facility if these 
cases were approved by City Council.  Mr. Beyers said that they would begin construction as 
soon as the plans are approved.  He explained that another reason why they are trying to expedite 
this process is to be able to do winter fill by railway. 
 
Mr. Green mentioned that this area was obviously an industrial area with Lot 204 having already 
been zoned industrial for a long time now.  Tract A calls for industrial zoning in the 2005 Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan.  There was already a Central Waste and a recycling plant located in the 
area.  An asphalt plant would be less intrusive than some of the other heavy industrial uses 
already located in the area.  Mr. Beyers said that some of the residents had talked about 
stockpiles of asphalt and concrete that currently exist.  If the agreement to exchange properties 
goes through, then some of those stockpiles might be moved back to Tract B.  Truck traffic 
would not be going by the residential homes, because he did not believe that the roads were 
approved for the truck weight limits.  UPS and JM Jones are already using the part of Lincoln 
Avenue that Emulsicoat would be using.  They do not want to start off on a bad track with their 
neighbors; however, they feel that this would be the best location for Emulsicoat, Inc.  One other 
thing is that there would be no dust.  They dealt with liquid products. 
 
Ms. Stake wondered how much light they would need in order to operate 24 hours a day.  Mr. 
Beyers responded by saying that they would use only enough light to be able to safely see.  They 
would use plant lighting.  The night operations would be limited.  Most of their truck traffic 
starts at 3:00 a.m. and goes till noon.  The lighting would be regulated as well.  It would not be 
directed towards the residential homes.  It would be directed towards Emulsicoat’s property. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked where the right-of-way establishment for the Lincoln Avenue realignment 
stood.  Had the right-of-way been determined?  Ms. Tyler noted that the 2005 Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan shows the realignment.  The aerial photo shows the portion of Lincoln 
Avenue that had already been reconstructed.  Ms. Stake inquired who was paying for the 
reconstruction.  Ms. Tyler said that it was a cost share with the City of Urbana, Champaign 
County and Central Waste. 
 
Ms. Upah-Bant commented that she keeps going back to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan, and she 
sees the whole area slated for industrial development.  She wondered why they did not hear some 
of these complaints during the process to update the Comprehensive Plan during the last three 
years. 
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Mr. Ward stated that when he looks at the Future Land Use map and at the future Lincoln 
Avenue extension, it appeared to him that Lincoln Avenue would almost go through the homes 
that were under discussion.  Ms. Tyler did not believe that there would be any acquisition of 
homes.  However, there might be acquisition of the right-of-way.  She noted that there will be 
several phases of design.  The location study set the general alignment, which had already been 
completed.  The final engineering or any kind of right-of-way acquisition has not yet occurred. 
 
Mr. Ward commented that this was an area that for quite some time had been under some 
jeopardy in terms of a change in land use.  Clearly, the Future Land Use map indicates that the 
two properties were intended for future industrial expansion. 
 
Ms. Stake did not feel that this was an emergency for them to vote on at this meeting.  She 
believed that the Plan Commission should table the cases to give the residents a chance to talk 
about it.  Therefore, she moved that the Plan Commission table these cases for two weeks to the 
next scheduled meeting.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that although he sympathizes with the concerns that have been raised, he 
thought that the planning documents, the existing right-of-way documents, the planning for 
Olympian corridor, and the planning for the Lincoln Avenue realignment have addressed these 
concerns and identified this area as being appropriate for industrial use.  The 2005 
Comprehensive Plan particularly talks about taking advantage of the rail access in this area.  The 
proposed use was one of two or three industrial activities in our region that was still taking 
advantage of rail access in their processes.  Therefore, he believed that the Plan Commission had 
the backing to act upon these cases at this meeting. 
 
Mr. Grosser agreed with Mr. Hopkin’s comments.  He added that Emulsicoat was a business 
willing to make a move that would be good for the community.  They need to expand their 
business and are trying to move part of their operations to an area that would be more 
appropriate for this type of use. 
 
Mr. Ward agreed with Mr. Hopkins and Mr. Grosser.  He has a great deal of sympathy for the 
landowners, but this was not a new issue for this area.  Central Waste was already located about 
the same distance from the homes.  This area has been designated industrial in the Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan for quite some time.  The plans for the extension of Lincoln Avenue and the 
development of Olympian Drive are not new.  He did not see what the value of postponing this 
for two weeks would be except to simply delay. 
 
Ms. Stake remarked that the City staff and those working with these types of issues have known 
for a long time that this area was designated to be industrial.  However, the residents in the 
County do not always know what is going on in the City of Urbana until it really hits them.  It 
would not hurt the City of Urbana to give the residents a chance to talk about it. 
 
Ms. Tyler noted that Emulsicoat, Inc. does have urgency in their schedule of getting this 
approved and beginning construction.  It has to do with the land transfer and the weather in order 
to begin construction.  However, there may be a one week delay in presenting this to the City 
Council, so there would be three weeks remaining before final action.  
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Mr. Pollock called for a hand vote on the motion.  The motion failed by a vote of 2 to 6. 
 
Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 1954-M-05 to the Urbana 
City Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Ward seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Pollock commented that if he lived in the area that these folks are in, then he would not be 
happy about this.  It will impact them.  An extra two weeks will not gain too much.  When he 
looks at the Future Land Use map and the other uses that have been allowed, the proposed 
rezoning would be appropriate.  This is an area that is near the rail system, the proposed use is 
industrial and it is surrounded by industrial.  In fact, the proposed site is surrounded by uses that 
are very likely more intensive than what was being recommended.  Action is being taken that 
would be of great benefit to one particular neighborhood already in the City.  He believed that 
this would be an appropriate thing to do for the benefit for the City in general, even if it might 
not be great for the folks living next door. 
 
Ms. Upah-Bant agreed that was why she would probably vote in favor of it as well.  It would 
benefit more people than it would harm.  She would not be very happy about it either, but when 
she looks at the other possible uses in the Industrial Zoning District, the proposed use was not the 
worst thing that could go in there.  From what she has heard about Emulsicoat, Inc., they sound 
like a pretty decent neighbor. 
 
Roll call on the motion was as followed: 
 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 Mr. Kangas - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - No Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. Ward - Yes Mr. White - Yes 
 
The motion was passed by a vote of 7-1.  Ms. Tyler noted that this would go before the City 
Council either on September 26, 2005 or October 3, 2005, depending on when the notice gets 
placed in the newspaper. 
 
Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Annexation Case No. 2005-A-12a to the 
Urbana City Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Ward seconded the motion.  Roll 
call was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Kangas - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - No 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. Ward - Yes 
 Mr. White - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 
The motion was passed by a vote of 7-1. 
 
Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 1952-SU-05 to the Urbana 
City Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Ward seconded the motion. 
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Mr. Grosser asked that staff ensure that the correct copy of the site plan be submitted to the City 
Council for approval. 
 
Roll call was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Kangas - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - No Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. Ward - Yes Mr. White - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 
The motion was passed by a vote of 7-1. 
 
8. NEW BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
There was none. 
 

10. STAFF REPORT 
 
Ms. Tyler reported on the following: 
 

Canaan Baptist Church Special Use Permit was granted by the City Council with the 
understanding that October 31, 2005 would be the completion date for the parking lot as well 
as the plan for the unmet parking. 

 

The City Council was working on creating goals for staff to work on reaching.  Some of 
these goals include some zoning items such as creation of a Conservation District and the 
definition of family for the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

The next scheduled meeting for the Plan Commission is set for Thursday, September 22, 
2005.  There will be a special use permit for the Church of the Living God. 

 

 The Planning Manager position is close to being filled.  She hoped that the Plan Commission 
would get an opportunity to meet the top candidate. 

 
11. STUDY SESSION 
 
There was none. 
 

12.  ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 
 
Chair Pollock adjourned the meeting at 9:10 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
_____________________________ 
Elizabeth Tyler, City Planner 
Urbana Plan Commission 
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