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2008 Urbana Plan Commission Annual Report 

OVERVIEW

In 2008, the Urbana Plan Commission met 17 times and considered 24 cases.  This compares to 
2007 when the Plan Commission met 17 times and considered 23 cases.  The breakdown of the 
types of cases considered is as follows: 

Annexation Agreements      1   
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals Cases  1 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments    3 
Special Use Permits      5 
Subdivisions       4 
Zoning Map Amendments      7 

(one associated with an annexation agreement)  
Zoning Text Amendments     3 

City staff also held study sessions on the following topics:

 Menard, Inc. Development 
 Boneyard Creek Master Plan 

Cunningham Avenue Beautification Final Report 

Continuing members of the Plan Commission include Michael Pollock (Chairperson), Jane 
Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, and Don 
White.  Plan Commission members who were reappointed this year were Jane Burris and 
Marilyn Upah-Bant.  Plan Commissioner James Ward resigned in June, leaving one vacancy. 

Staff support to the Plan Commission in 2008 was provided by City Planner/Community 
Development Services Director, Elizabeth Tyler; Planning Manager, Robert Myers; Planners – 
Jeff Engstrom, Lisa Karcher and Paul Lindahl; Community Development Associate, Rebecca 
Bird; Planning Interns - Anna Hochhalter and Kathleen Duffy; and Planning Secretary, Teri 
Andel.

This report lists the plan cases considered in 2008 by case type.  Associated ordinances and 
resolutions, as adopted by the Urbana City Council, are attached.  Signed copies of Plan 
Commission minutes are also attached. 
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2008 PLAN CASE SUMMARY 

Annexation Agreements

1. Annexation Case No. 2008-A-04: Annexation agreement between the City of Urbana 
and Mennenga Construction, Inc. for a 0.21-acre tract of property at 109 Country 
Club Road; and 

Plan Case No. 2091-M-08: A request to rezone a 0.21-acre tract of property at 109 
Country Club Road from Champaign County R-1, Single Family Zoning District to 
City, R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential Zoning District upon annexation. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the annexation agreement and related 
rezoning case on December 4, 2008.  The City Council approved and authorized execution 
of the agreement on December 15, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-12-146.  

Champaign County Board of Appeals Cases

1. CCZBA-596-AT-07: Review of a proposed amendment to the Champaign County 
Zoning Ordinance to add a standard Special Use Permit condition regarding lighting 
near residential uses and districts and to add “Township Highway Maintenance 
Garage” to the table of uses. 

The Plan Commission recommended defeating a resolution of protest on February 7, 2008.  
The City Council defeated the resolution of protest on February 18, 2008 by not adopting 
Resolution No. 2008-02-004R. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

1. Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08:  A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to adopt 
the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan as an amendment to the 2005 Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan (as amended) including a Proposed Bicycle Network Map 
indicating future bicycle routes.

The Plan Commission discussed the case on February 21, 2008, March 6, 2008 and March 
20, 2008.  The Commission recommended approval on March 20, 2008 with the specific 
changes underlined in the addendum entitled “Urbana Bicycle Master Plan comments” 
dated March 14, 2008.  The City Council adopted the Bicycle Master Plan as an official 
amendment to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan on April 7, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 
2008-04-024.
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2. Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08: A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos 
and Elizabeth Abrams to amend the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan’s Future 
Land Use Map designation for 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from Central 
Business to Residential (Urban Pattern).

The Plan Commission discussed the case on August 21, 2008 and September 4, 2008.  The 
Commission recommended denial on September 4, 2008.  The City Council approved the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment on September 15, 2008 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2008-09-115. 

3. Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08: A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Crystal Lake Neighborhood Plan as an element of the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive 
Plan.

The Plan Commission discussed the case on October 9, 2008 and October 23, 2008.  The 
Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on October 23, 2008.  
The City Council approved the Crystal Lake Neighborhood Plan, subject to revisions that 
differed from than those recommended by the Plan Commission, on November 17, 2008 by 
adopting Ordinance No. 2008-11-129. 

Special Use Permits

1. Plan Case No. 2058-SU-08: A request by Insite Incorporated (as an agent for T-
Mobile Communications) for a Special Use Permit to locate nine panel antennas on an 
existing telecommunications tower at 1106 West Main Street in the R-5, Medium High 
Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning District.   

The Plan Commission recommended approval on February 7, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the Special Use Permit on February 18, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-
02-010.

2. Plan Case No. 2065-SU-08: A request by Vermilion Development Corporation for a 
Special Use Permit to construct an accessory parking lot at 908 West Clark Street in 
the B-3U, General Business – University Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on April 24, 
2008.  The City Council approved the Special Use Permit with conditions on May 5, 2008 
by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-05-034. 

3. Plan Case No. 2071-SU-08: Request by Ken Mooney for a Special Use Permit to 
establish a “Church or Temple” in addition to a single-family residence at 811 W. 
Michigan Avenue within the R-2 Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended denial on June 5, 2008.   The case was withdrawn at 
the request of the petitioner prior to consideration by the City Council. 
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4. Plan Case 2078-SU-08: A request by Trammell Crow Company to amend their 
existing Special Use Permit for a multi-family dwelling development at 1008, 1010 and 
1012 West University Avenue to include a parking lot at 508 North Goodwin Avenue, 
in the B-3, General Business Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on July 24, 
2008.  The City Council approved the Special Use Permit with conditions August 4, 2008 
by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-08-080.  The adopted ordinance repealed Ordinance No. 
2007-07-071, an ordinance approving the previous Special Use Permit. 

5. Plan Case No. 2084-SU-08: A request by Faith Community Church for a Special Use 
Permit to allow for the construction of an accessory building on an existing church 
property located at 2105 North Willow Road in the R-1, Single-Family Residential 
District.

The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on August 21, 
2008.  The City Council approved the Special Use Permit with conditions on September 2, 
2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-09-091. 

Subdivisions

1. Plan Case No. 2061-S-08:  Request by Khalid Hussain for a Preliminary Plat of 
Wisley Inn/Super 8 Motel First Subdivision located immediately southeast of the I-
74/Lincoln Avenue interchange in the B-3, General Business Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission approved the preliminary plat on February 21, 2008. Because the 
final plat was consistent with the approved preliminary plat, the final plat was reviewed and 
approved by City Council.  The City Council approved the final plat subject to certain 
conditions on June 2, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-06-046.  The final subdivision 
plat has not been recorded to date

2. Plan Case No. 2085-S-08: A request by Brinshore Development, LLC for approval of 
a combination Preliminary and Final Plat for Crystal View Townhomes First 
Subdivision, located on North Broadway Avenue, North of the Saline Branch 
Drainage Ditch. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the combined preliminary and final plat 
along with the related subdivision waivers on August 21, 2008.  The City Council approved 
the combined preliminary and final plat with related subdivision waivers on September 2, 
2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-09-096.  The final subdivision plat has not been 
recorded to date. 
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3. Plan Case No. 2086-S-08: A request by Meijer Store Limited Partnership for approval 
of a Combination Preliminary and Final Plat of the Second Replat of Lots 1 and 2 of 
Meijer Urbana Subdivision consisting of 30.946 acres located northeast of the 
intersection of Windsor Road and Philo Road in the City’s B-3, General Business 
Zoning District.  

The Plan Commission recommended approval on September 4, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the combined preliminary and final plat on September 15, 2008 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2008-09-109.  The final subdivision plat was recorded on January 13, 2009 
via Document No. 2009R00858. 

4. Plan Case No. 2087-S-08: A request by Urbana, LLC for approval of a Combination 
Preliminary and Final Plat of the Replat of Lots 2 and 3 of Lincoln & I-74 
Resubdivision, encompassing 2.94 acres to be divided into two lots, located at the 
southwest corner of Lincoln Avenue and Killarney Street in the City’s B-3, General 
Business Zoning District.  

The Plan Commission recommended approval on September 4, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the combined preliminary and final plat September 15, 2008 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2008-09-108.  The final subdivision plat was recorded on November 4, 
2008 via Document No. 2008R27853. 

Zoning Map Amendments

1. Plan Case No. 2062-M-08:  Annual Update of the Official Zoning Map 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on March 6, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the annual update to the Official Zoning Map on March 24, 2008 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2008-03-016. 

2. Plan Case No. 2068-M-08: A request by Howard Wakeland to rezone properties 
located at 701, 705 and 707 North Lincoln Avenue; 903, 905 and 909 West Hill Street; 
and 906, 908 and 910 West Church Street from R-2, Single-Family Residential to B-
3U, General Business-University Zoning District.  

The Plan Commission recommended denial on May 22, 2008. The case was withdrawn at 
the request of the petitioner prior to consideration by the City Council. 

3. Plan Case No. 2070-M-08: A request by the St. Matthew Lutheran Church to rezone 
2200 South Philo Road from R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential to R-4, Medium 
Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on May 22, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the zoning map amendment on June 2, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-06-
047.
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4. Plan Case No. 2075-M-08 – A request by Daniel Babai to rezone 804-½ East Main 
Street from B-3, General Business to B-2, Neighborhood Business – Arterial. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on July 31, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the zoning map amendment on August 4, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-
08-083.

5. Plan Case No. 2080-M-08: A request by the City of Urbana Zoning Administrator to 
rezone a number of properties in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood.

The Plan Commission discussed the case, which involved the rezoning of 162 properties, 
on August 21, 2008 and September 4, 2008.   The Commission recommended approval on 
September 4, 2008.  The City Council approved the zoning map amendments on September 
15, 2008 by adopting Ordinance Nos. 2008-09-110, 2008-09-111, 2008-09-112, 2008-09-
113, and 2008-09-114. 

6. Plan Case No. 2083-M-08: A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos 
and Elizabeth Abrams to rezone 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from R-5, Medium 
High Density Multiple Family Residential to R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential. 

The Plan Commission discussed the case on August 21, 2008 and September 4, 2008.  The 
Commission recommended approval on September 4, 2008.  The City Council approved 
the zoning map amendments on September 15, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-09-
116.

Zoning Text Amendments

1. Plan Case No. 2053-T-07:  Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Sections     
XII-4.A.1 and XII-5.A.1 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding nominations for 
local historic districts and landmarks. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on February 21, 2008.  The City Council 
approved the zoning text amendment on March 3, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-
03-012.

2. Plan Case No. 2063-T-07:  Request by the Zoning Administrator for an omnibus text 
amendment to the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

The Plan Commission discussed the case on November 20, 2008 and December 4, 2008.  
The Commission recommended approval on December 4, 2008.  City Council approved the 
omnibus text amendment on December 15, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-12-147. 

3. Plan Case No. 2072-T-08: Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend the Zoning 
Ordinance to add a new Section XIII-5 regarding Condominium Conversions.  

The Plan Commission recommended approval on June 5, 2008. The City Council approved 
the zoning text amendment on June 16, 2008 by adopting Ordinance No. 2008-06-055. 
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City Council Ordinances 
(Without Attachments) 
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Plan Commission Minutes 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         January 10, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Benjamin Grosser 

STAFF PRESENT: Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services;
Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Lisa Karcher, Planner II; Teri 
Andel, Planning Secretary; Tom Carrino, Economic Development 
Manager; Gale Jamison, Assistant City Engineer 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Cynthia Hoyle, Thomas O’Neil, Mike Pennell, Susan Taylor 

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 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Ward moved to approve the minutes from the December 6, 2007 meeting as written.  Ms. 
Stake seconded the motion.  Chair Pollock called for a voice vote on the motion to approve the 
minutes as presented.  The minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� Letter from Bill Volk, of Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District, regarding the Menards 
development 
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� Menard’s Store Site Plan (2 pages) 
� Information regarding the statistics of Income, Homeownership, and the Effects on the 

School Districts in the City of Urbana versus the City of Champaign 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none. 

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

There was none. 

10. STAFF REPORT 

There was none. 

11. STUDY SESSION 

Menards Development Study Session 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, initiated the Plan Commission study session.  As this is a 
study session, it is not a formal submittal or an official public hearing.  The purpose is to obtain 
feedback on an anticipated development in the Route 130 corridor by Menards, Inc.  One item 
that makes this project so interesting is that the anticipated development, in addition to a 
Menard’s store, includes over 300-acres of development with both commercial and a range of 
residential types. Mr. Myers began his presentation by discussing the following: 

Mr. Myers talked about the review process of the anticipated development and the Plan 
Commission’s role.  City staff and the developers are presenting study sessions to both the Plan 
Commission and the City Council to obtain feedback.  There will be formal submittals at a later 
date, first in the form of an annexation agreement and then following with subdivision 
applications.  Because the annexation agreement will involve rezoning of property, it will come 
before the Plan Commission for review and recommendations to the City Council.  City staff 
anticipates five or more subdivision plats that will include several hundred lots. 



  January 10, 2008 

Page 3

Chair Pollock questioned whether the plats would be submitted simultaneously or would they be 
submitted over a period of time.  Mr. Myers replied that he understands the preliminary plats for 
the entire development would be wrapped in with the annexation agreement.  Any necessary 
waivers from the Urbana Subdivision and Land Development Code and variances would be 
included in the annexation agreement as well. 

Chair Pollock inquired if all of the acreage was outside of the City’s limits.  Mr. Myers said no.  
It is split about evenly between City and County jurisdiction. 

This project will be reviewed in terms of the development policy context already established. 
City staff will be referring to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan and the High Cross Road/IL 130 
Corridor Plan, which are development guides.  City staff would also refer to the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance and the Urbana Subdivision and Land Development Code, which are development 
controls.

Mr. Myers presented a general overview. The development will include 357 acres in 5 tracts.  He 
referred to an aerial photo showing the Menard properties split into 5 tracts.  He described the 
location of each tract as follows: 

� Tract A is just south of the Wal-Mart store.  This is prospectively a new Menard store 
will be constructed.  Behind the Menard store, there would be a residential 
subdivision.

� Tract B is located to the west side of Tract A across Route 130. 
� Tracts C-1 and C-2 are located to the south of Tract B across Washington Street.  

These tracts are currently in the City limits.  Tract C-1, with the frontage on Route 
130, would be anticipated for commercial development with a residential subdivision 
behind it on Tract C-2.  On Tract C-2, there would be a transition of residential 
densities between the commercial and the existing Savannah Green Subdivision. 

� Tract D, which is located south of Florida Avenue and Tract C-2, would be developed 
as single-family residential. 

Menard, Inc. will annex the half of acreage that currently lies in the County.  There will be 
commercial and residential development.  The Menard’s store is slated to open in the spring of 
2010.  There will be a range of residential development.  Full build-out of the entire development 
is anticipated to take 10 plus years meaning that this project would be developed in phases.  He 
noted that Menard’s does plan to do the grading for all the tracts at one time in the beginning 
phase.

He introduced Tom O’Neil, of Menard’s, Inc. to the Plan Commission.  Mr. O’Neil stated that he 
does real estate acquisition development for Menard’s.  Mr. Myers pointed out that City staff has 
been working with Mr. O’Neil for a couple of years on this project. 

Mr. O’Neil stated that one thing Menards is requesting is the preliminary plat approval as part of 
the annexation agreement for a period of 10 years with the understanding that as different lots 
and different components of the project develop, additional phases would be brought in for final 
platting as needed and as the lots are built out. 
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When it comes to a mass grading perspective, there is a lot of earth that needs to be moved on 
these properties.  Menards wants to make sure that they do it economically, so it would be their 
intent to perform all of the grading activity in a lump sum manner to ensure that they are 
balancing the site.  They do not want to have to haul dirt in or haul dirt out.  They want to ensure 
that the proposed grades for all the tracts are met at one time. 

Mr. Myers commented that adding the preliminary plats as part of the annexation agreement is 
significant because if Menards plans to do all of the grading at one time, then they really need to 
get the plats planned correctly. If they change the plats later, then the grading could change. 

Ms. Stake inquired if Menard’s property extended east to Cottonwood Road.  Mr. Myers 
answered no.  He referred to Exhibit 4, which is an aerial photo looking south of Route 150.  He 
pointed out how far east the Menard’s tract would extend, which would be about halfway to 
Cottonwood Road. 

Mr. Myers went on to explain that Menard, Inc. purchased most of their property at a land 
auction in the fall of 2005.  He noted that City staff was involved in assisting with the land 
auction in terms of providing information to interested buyers, because they wanted to make sure 
that whoever purchased the property would be aware of what the City’s expectations are, what 
requirements the City has and what incentives could be possible for developing the property.  He 
pointed out that Tract B-2 is a later acquisition from the School District. 

He stated that City staff prepared and recommended design principles to aid in developing the 
properties.  The design principles include pedestrian access.  City staff, along with many 
residents of Urbana, feels that it is important and desirable for pedestrians and bicyclists to have 
dedicated access to major developments. 

City staff has reviewed and found that the proposed project is in compliance with the Future 
Land Use designations shown in the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan.   

In terms of the proposed zoning, Tract A-2 (where the residential component of Tract A would 
be located) is planned to be developed around water features.  The anticipated zoning would be 
R-4, Medium Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning District, or R-5, Medium-High 
Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning District, depending upon the market conditions. 

Chair Pollock asked if there would be residential lots along Route 150 as shown on the Proposed 
Zoning Map.  Mr. O’Neil responded that the eastern part of Tract A-2, located to the east of Wal-
Mart, represents property owned by Wal-Mart.  Menards, Inc. has been cooperating with Russ 
Waldschmidt, who is the underlying developer of the Wal-Mart property, to develop that parcel.  
As a result, this particular parcel will be preliminarily platted along with the Menard’s property.  
They will finalize the ultimate conveyance of the parcel along Route 150 to the City of Urbana.  
The area immediately adjacent to Route 150, at least for now, is not being proposed to be 
residentially developed. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to what the existing zoning is for this particular area now.  Mr. Myers 
answered that the property is currently zoned B-3, General Business.  Menard’s proposes to 
rezone it as part of their larger development to R-4 or R-5. 
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Ms. Stake asked why they would not rezone it to AG, Agriculture Zoning District, if it is going 
to be a pond.  Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services Department, stated 
that this is one of the new additions to the annexation agreement that needs to be worked out.  It 
is really not anticipated to be commercial, but it is zoned B-3.  There are some restrictions on the 
conveyance of this parcel to the City of Urbana as a detention basin, but it does seem like there is 
potential for residential to ring the basin.  If this is ever to occur, then they would need to rezone, 
because it would not fit with the B-3 zoning. 

Chair Pollock pointed out that the 2005 Comprehensive Plan designates this tract of land as 
Regional Business.  Ms. Stake commented that she would think the City would want to change 
the zoning then.  Ms. Tyler replied that it is possible.  This is one of the areas that the City and 
the developer have not yet pinned down. 

Mr. Myers next pointed out that there is a narrow strip of land between Wal-Mart and the 
proposed Menards store (Tract A-1) known as the Waldschmidt Property.  Menard’s will 
propose to rezone both the Waldschmidt Property and Tract A-1 to B-3 Zoning District, and it 
would be developed for commercial. 

Across Route 130, Tracts B-1, B-2 and C-1 would be proposed to rezone to B-3 as well.  
Menard’s will propose to rezone Tract C-2 to three different zoning districts, including R-3 along 
the western edge of the property that borders the Savannah Green Subdivision, R-2 to the east of 
the R-3 and would have organized surround ponds, and R-4/R-5 bordering the southwest edge of 
Tract C-1. 

Ms. Tyler noted that C-1 is shown for rezoning to business, because this will be an important 
future retail area for the City of Urbana.  Future Land Use Maps #6 and #7 of the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan shows circles or nodes at the Route 130 and Washington Street intersection 
and at the Route 130 and future Florida Avenue extended intersection. These are intended to 
show the locations of commercial development but not the exact boundaries.  In every other 
respect, the development plans are precisely consistent with the residential/commercial zoning 
designation in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Myers stated that Tract D is located south of Florida Avenue extended, and it adjoins Stone 
Creek Golf Course.  Menard’s, Inc. plans to propose a rezoning of the tract to R-2, Single Family 
Residential Zoning District.  He mentioned that there is a creek that twists through Tract D, 
which means that Menard’s will have to take this into consideration when developing the tract. 

Another part of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan that will be used in reviewing the plats is the 
Mobility Map.  This map provides the skeletal framework for the growth and development of the 
City of Urbana. 

In terms of necessary infrastructure improvements, Mr. Myers stated that the biggest thing will 
be the widening and improving of Route 130 between University Avenue (Route 150) and 
Florida Avenue extended.  Florida Avenue will be extended to Route 130.  Washington Street 
will need to be widened.  The development does not anticipate an interstate interchange.  The 
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development can be served by existing sewer system and would not be contingent upon the East 
Side Sewer Interceptor Plan. 

In terms of paying for Route 130 improvements, Mr. Myers stated that these are preliminary 
concepts, and they have not been reviewed or approved by the City Council.  The cost to 
improve and widen Route 130 from University Avenue to Florida Avenue will be about $8 
million dollars.  Menard’s proposed share of the expense will be about $4.5 million, and other 
parties’ share will be about $3.5 million.  Menard, Inc. would design, build and pay for all the 
improvements up front.  The City of Urbana would then reimburse Menard, Inc. up to $3.5 
million in sales taxes from new commercial development and recoup a proportional share from 
other properties when those are developed. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to what the anticipated contribution would be from Champaign County 
and the State of Illinois for this project.  Mr. Myers stated that he understood that the Illinois 
Department of Transportation (IDOT) does not have any funds budgeted for this project.  It is no 
secret that the capital program for our district for roadway improvements is not very good.  
Basically, they State has said that road widening is necessitated by the development so the cost 
will have to be paid by the developer and other parties. 

Tom Carrino, Economic Development Manager, stated that the City of Urbana, particularly the 
Mayor, have been very aggressive in working with the State of Illinois to have the State allocate 
funding for this project. City staff is calculating the $3.5 million that falls under other parties’ 
responsibilities as the State of Illinois’ share and other neighboring property owners’ share. 

Ms. Stake wondered what the amount that the City of Urbana is anticipating to reimburse 
Menard, Inc.  Mr. Carrino said it would be up to $3.5 million over 10 years in sales tax rebates 
while the City actively and aggressively tries to secure the $3.5 million from the other parties 
that owe that money. 

Chair Pollock inquired about the extension of Florida Avenue to Route 130.  Mr. Myers 
explained that this is a proportional share project between property owners and the City of 
Urbana.  Gale Jamison, Assistant City Engineer, added that the Florida Avenue improvements 
are not part of the costs anticipated for improving and widening Route 130.  City staff has 
designed the extension of Florida Avenue, and we will hand over the design plans to Menard, 
Inc. to incorporate into their construction timeline.  City staff does not want the extension to be 
built and then have Menard’s construction crews crossing the newly built road with scrappers, 
etc.  Two-thirds of the funding will come from adjacent property owners and the rest will be paid 
by the City of Urbana. 

Ms. Stake asked about the detention pond currently located to the east of the Wal-Mart store.  
Did she hear right in that it would be turned over to the City?  Mr. Myers replied that the City of 
Urbana currently has an agreement with Wal-Mart to take control of the property where the 
detention pond.  Mr. Jamison explained that this is part of the settlement of litigation by adjacent 
property owners and the Drainage District who had objections over the relocation of a drainage 
district tile through the Wal-Mart property, which had to be relocated in order to develop the 
property.  Some adjacent property owners objected when the easements went through the court 
system.  According to the agreement, Waldschmidt was to deed the property where the detention 
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pond is located over to the City of Urbana, because the adjacent property owners wanted 
someone to maintain it.  He does not recall any specific requirements as to how or if 
development could occur around the pond. 

Ms. Stake commented that this is another cost to the City of Urbana to maintain the detention 
pond.  Mr. Jamison responded that this is an obligation that the City of Urbana already has.  Ms. 
Tyler added that when you look at a photo of the site, you can see there are actually two 
detention basins.  One runs north and south along the parcel that the Wal-Mart store is located 
on, and it was constructed per the City’s regulations.  The second detention basin was part of the 
outcome of the litigation, and it really helps pre-existing flooding conditions that were in that 
location plaguing those property owners.  It helps to keep the water off their farms.  It does seem 
to lend itself in the future to possibly to residential development around it. 

She went on to explain that Menard’s will take care of their own drainage situation.  The 
proposed development would avoid the existing drainage tiles and working along with the 
Drainage District to avoid the same kind of concerns as was with the development of Wal-Mart. 

City staff has talked with the Drainage District and the property owners, and things have 
definitely improved in the area.  They still have concerns along Route 150.  City staff has met 
with IDOT and are trying to address these concerns.  They are pre-existing problems, and City 
staff wants to make sure that the new development does not make the flooding problems worse.   

From the perspective of Menard’s drainage infrastructure, Mr. Jamison stated that he has 
reviewed their drainage plan and their detention water plan.  Menard, Inc. is far more 
conservative and would retain a lot more water for their water features than what is required by 
the City’s ordinances.  Therefore, the proposed development will improve the situation in terms 
of potential flooding. 

Mr. Myers concluded his presentation by thanking the Plan Commission for helping with the 
anticipated Menard development by giving feedback during this study session. 

Mr. O’Neil gave a presentation on behalf of the developer, Menard, Inc.  Menard, Inc. is based in 
Eau Claire, Wisconsin.  They are a family-held home improvement and building material supply 
retailer.  They consider themselves third in their industry behind Lowe’s and Home Depot.  
Menards has about 240 stores in 11 states. 

They have had a successful history in the Champaign area, and they are currently looking to add 
a second store.  As a result, early in 2005, he began working with City staff in terms of coming 
up with some potential alternatives for a complimentary location for their second store.  Then, 
the land auction came up.  Menards received a lot of information from City staff and because 
their comfort increased about what they would be allowed to build and because of their own 
desire to not only develop a second Menard’s store, but to develop other mixed use areas, they 
purchased the land during the auction.  An auction format is an unusual way for Menard’s to 
purchase property, because they prefer to have all of their ducks in a row before purchasing land.  
They prefer to have approval of all their permits, etc. prior to the sale. 
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From a Menard’s perspective and the development, they do not have to meet the demands of 
Wall Street because they are a private corporation.  As a result, their ownership has taken a 
different direction than that of Lowe’s or Wal-Mart in that in addition to their retail core 
business, Menards has an interest in real estate development.  They feel that real estate can be 
part of their success.  They can build a Menard’s store in an area and also develop residential 
property around it so they can garner the development around their property as well as ensure 
some building materials sales by having different builders that they work with locally get 
material packages from them as part of their lot sales.  It fosters development for the store, and it 
fosters development for the area.  It also ensures some captive sales that Menard’s knows they 
are going to get in and around their store.  So, there is a lot of benefit to Menards to work on 
mixed use projects. 

This project is unusual from their standpoint both with purchasing the land through an auction 
and also in the scope of the number of the parties involved and the scope of the number of the 
permits and approvals that are necessary.  This is why it has taken Menards two years since 
purchasing the property to finally be able to come before the Plan Commission and the City 
Council to start talking about their plans.  They have or are working with Wal-Mart, the owner of 
the Waldschmidt property, and the School District to acquire Tract B-2, and are talking with the 
Pennell Family to acquire some right-of-way.  In addition they have worked with the Illinois 
Department of Transportation, Illinois-American Water Company, the Champaign-Urbana 
Sanitary District, etc. to get approval of various permits that are required to develop this large 
amount of land. 

From a timing perspective, the real estate market goes up and down, so it is a difficult time to be 
planning and building a residential development.  Therefore, Menards has not pinned down a 
time yet when the development would be started. 

He reviewed the properties as follows: 

1. Menard’s has been working with the owner of the Waldschmidt property to develop 
the land and to ensure that there will be a public road connection to Tatman Drive.  
Tatman Drive is currently a dedicated public street.  Menards wants to have the 
dedicated roadway and signalization access and to construct a frontage road that 
extends from Tatman Drive over to Washington Street. Menards has worked out 
some agreements with the owner of the Waldschmidt property in order to ensure this. 

2. Menard’s store would be located on the western half of Tract A with a residential 
component to be developed on the eastern half. 

3. Tracts B-1 and B-2 are located across Route 130 to the west.  Menard’s acquired 
Tract B-2 from the Urbana School District separate from the land auction because 
they feel it makes sense for them to incorporate this land into their development.  
Both tracts would be developed as commercial.  They do not currently have any plans 
to construct infrastructure in Tracts B-1 and B-2 because they do not know how it 
will best develop.  They will either wait for someone to come along who has specific 
plans for it or as the remainder of the property develops, then they will come up with 
their own plans. 
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4. Tracts C-1 and C-2 are located across Washington Street to the south of Tracts B-1 
and B-2.  There will be both commercial and residential components to the 
development of these tracts. 

5. Tract D, which is located further south, will be developed as residential. 

Mr. O’Neil pointed out that when they do begin to develop, there are a few things that are likely 
to happen all at one time, such as: 

1.   All the site work from a grading standpoint would occur at one time because trucking 
dirt is expensive, and it would be difficult to convince IDOT that it would be a good 
idea to truck dirt across Route 130.  So, the dirt from digging the detention basins on 
Tract A would be scraped and moved to the western half of Tract A to raise the 
Menards store pad up and the commercial component up.  The detention basins on the 
eastern half would then become a water feature for the proposed residential 
development.  All of this would essentially balance from a dirt perspective.  There 
would be no net yardage of dirt that would either have to be hauled off or hauled on 
to the property. 

2. The designs for Tracts C and D, as they have been currently put together, require 
some of the earth from Tract C to be hauled over to Tract D to raise the residential 
component on Tract D up.  Because dirt is needed in Tract D, it does not make 
common sense to construct the extension of Florida Avenue until the dirt is moved 
across the right-of-way. 

3. Once the dirt is transferred from Tract C to Tract D, then Florida Avenue can be 
extended.

Mr. Ward commented that there is a natural ridge located in the northeast corner of Tract C-2.  
How much of the ridge would be disturbed by the proposed development?  Mr. O’Neil stated 
that Menard’s plans to cut down most of the ridge in order to assure that there is a more gradual 
transition from a roadway perspective internal to the development.  Mr. Ward remarked that we 
do not have very many hills in central Illinois, and people will miss it.  Mr. O’Neil stated that 
Menards feels they would be making up for it with the amount of detention basins and water 
features that would be incorporated into the residential components of the development. 

Mr. O’Neil continued: 

4. Part of the first phase would include the improvements to Route 130 and the 
construction of a Menard’s store on the west half of Tract A.  Menard’s has consulted 
with IDOT and the City of Urbana regarding the scope of the improvements to Route 
130.  They have an approved traffic study through IDOT.  He mentioned it is a three-
part process:  A) traffic study, B) intersection design study and C) final engineering. 

5. Both the frontage road on Tract A as well as the frontage road on Tract C, including 
the legs connecting to Route 130, would be constructed. 
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Chair Pollock inquired if the final layout of Route 130 would be four through lanes plus turn 
lanes on both sides.  Mr. O’Neil replied that there would be four through lanes plus a median 
turn lane based on where the entrances to the various lots would be located. There would 
essentially be a five-lane cross section.  After talking with the City of Urbana and using the 
Highway 130 Corridor Plan as a guide, they are planning to put in some boulevards, medians and 
landscaping to the extent possible. 

Chair Pollock wondered if the business component of the proposed development is really 
successful, does Mr. O’Neil feel that a single-median turn lane would be sufficient to handle the 
traffic load.  Mr. O’Neil responded by saying that the traffic study shows it would be able to 
handle the traffic load.  He mentioned that there are some improvements that would be necessary 
to Route 150 as well.  The improvements that have garnered IDOT’s preliminary approval are 
not solely for the Menards development.  It is for the full build out of all the tracts.  Mr. Jamison 
added that IDOT is requiring Menard’s and the City of Urbana to do all of the improvements to 
Route 130 to the south of Florida Avenue as if all of the properties were developed already.  He 
pointed out that IDOT has thoroughly studied the traffic for the proposed area. 

Ms. Stake wondered about bicycle paths and railroad access.  Mr. O’Neil replied that he could 
explain what Menards has come up with for a multi-purpose use path.

Mr. O’Neil stated that the variable that determines what goes into the development as part of the 
initial phasing of the project is residential.  How much of the residential roadway system should 
they construct on Day One?  What type of product line will sell?  These are questions that 
Menard’s has not answered yet.  So, they do not know if they will final plat just the western half 
of Tract A-2 or if they will include some of the infrastructure that relates to Tract D or C-2.  
Therefore, when it comes to what phase of the residential that they would begin developing on 
Day 1, they still need to determine this. 

As part of the overall project, including both the commercial and the residential uses, Menards 
has worked with City staff in coming up with both a sidewalk plan and a bi-modal plan.  City 
staff has secured some funding from the State of Illinois for a bi-modal (pedestrian and bicycle) 
path along Route 130.  Menards has proposed a plan for a combination of sidewalks and a multi-
use path in all of the tracts that would allow every residential lot to have front or back access to 
one.  Menards is also trying to incorporate the multi-use path in and around the water features, so 
it has some aesthetic quality to it as well.  Internal to the commercial components, there are 
sidewalks along the public streets.  As part of the initial construction of the Menard’s store, they 
plan to develop a boulevard median through their parking lot going from the right-of-way of the 
frontage road with a sidewalk back to the front of the store. 

Ms. Stake believes that it would be better to separate pedestrian and bicycle paths for safety 
reasons.  She wondered if there would be a way for Menard’s to separate the two.  Mr. O’Neil 
pointed out that Menard’s way of separating the two is to split the path into two equal parts 
between the lineal feet of sidewalk and the lineal feet of the multi-use path.  There is an 
alternative for pedestrians to stay to the sidewalk as opposed to utilizing the multi-use path.  Mr. 
Jamison added that City staff is currently designing a bicycle path along the west side of Route 
130, and they are looking at a variety of ways of doing it.  The City has come up with a multi-use 
path on the south side along Florida Avenue extended to Route 130, and there will be a 
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pedestrian sidewalk on the north side.  He noted that the Bike and Pedestrian Advisory 
Commission has already reviewed some of the designs and provided input. 

Mr. White commented that the part of Tract A-2 that fronts on Route 150 should remain zoned 
B-3.  Mr. O’Neil replied that this area was initially zoned as part of the Wal-Mart property.  As 
part of the settlement on the drainage issues, Wal-Mart built the detention basin or pond.  
Regarding the northern 20 acres fronting on Route 150, Menard’s does not care whether it 
remains zoned B-3 or not.  The area in question will be deeded to the City of Urbana.  As far as 
the viability of the area being developed for commercial uses, the railroad right-of-way, grading 
of the land, and access to the property would make it difficult to use this area for commercial 
purposes.  As a result, Menard’s is proposing to incorporate the land into the other A-2 area and 
develop it as residential.  Ms. Tyler added that from the City’s perspective, it would not benefit 
to be used as commercial unless someone develops the land further to the east as commercial, 
because it will be somewhat landlocked until then. 

Mr. Fitch mentioned that he likes the multi-use paths, but it might not be a good substitute for a 
sidewalk when talking about elderly or disabled people.  He referred to the letter from Bill Volk 
of MTD that was handed out prior to the meeting.  He agreed that there are some areas being 
proposed where sidewalks do not fit.  Mr. O’Neil stated that he would be happy to get more input 
about the sidewalks and multi-use paths.  He explained that from an overall standpoint, Menard’s 
has tried to substitute to a certain extent, sidewalks for the bi-modal path.  When done in this 
light, it is economically viable.  Mr. Fitch stated that he agrees, except when it comes to people 
who cannot jump out of the way of a bicyclist. 

Mr. O’Neil said that he would by happy to answer any further questions. 

Chair Pollock inquired about the use of the outlots on Tract A-1 facing Route 130.  These outlots 
would be used for commercial and would face Route 130?  Mr. O’Neil responded that they 
would be commercial lots with the final layout of the site plan dependent upon particular users.  
He did not know for sure if they would face the frontage road.  Mr. O’Neil did not feel that 
businesses located on outlots usually face the frontage road.  They usually face the main road.  
Because there is dual frontage, there is an opportunity for dual sided architecture. 

Mr. Ward inquired about access to these lots.  Chair Pollock stated that the access has to be from 
the frontage road.  Mr. Jamison commented that most of the restaurants along North Prospect 
Avenue face the street but their access is from behind.  He expected something similar to happen 
with this development.  Mr. O’Neil added that the traffic situation will be better than North 
Prospect in Champaign because they are master planning it as one comprehensive project with 
City staff’s and IDOT’s input, and because they have a system of master plan roadways and an 
approved intersection design study. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Jamison to speak about access controls and about standards for street lights 
along Route 130.  Mr. Jamison stated that the City has full access control with lights, which 
means that left turns will only be allowed at the quarter mile points.  At the eighth mile points, 
which are the intermediate access points, there will be right in and right out only.  This has been 
dictated by IDOT and is consistent with the City of Urbana’s access standards.  Mr. Myers 
pointed out that this is really important to keep the traffic moving. 
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Mr. O’Neil talked about the Menard’s store site plan, which was handed out.  Menard’s will have 
approximately 160,000 square feet of heated retail area.  With the outdoor garden center and the 
drive-thru warehouse in the lumber yard area, all together they will have about 230,000 square 
feet of retail area.  The store will be 330 feet in depth, and the front façade will be about 480 feet 
across.  They use lower shelving in every store which they believe helps provide better customer 
service. Menard’s tries to set themselves apart from their competitors in that their stores are 
bigger.  They like to go outward with their product rather than stack it on risers up to the ceiling 
like Lowe’s or Home Depot.  As a result, they get a brighter store, better lit, wider isles, more 
room for displays, model kitchens and model baths, etc., but it takes more square footage. 

They also emphasize the outdoor lumberyard area.  Customers can drive around to the lumber 
yard area to pick up their lumber rather than trying to navigate through the store with lumber on 
their cart. 

The site plan lays out such that the entrance to their lumberyard would be on the north side of the 
store.  The garden center would be located on the south side of the store.  The parking lot would 
be west of the store facing the frontage road.  The number of parking spaces will be tailored to 
meet the history of Menard’s stores and their use rather than meeting the City’s requirement.  
They have found that they will need about 450 to 475 parking spaces.  They do not feel it is 
necessary to create a sea of unnecessary asphalt. This will be one of the Zoning Ordinance 
variance requests included in the annexation agreement. 

Mr. Hopkins inquired if the City’s parking requirement is based on the total square feet of a 
business.  Ms. Tyler said yes.  Mr. Hopkins pointed out that Menard’s argument then should be 
that they planned to use more square footage per customer than Lowe’s or Home Depot and do 
not need as many parking spaces.  O’Neil commented that Menard’s has a number of ways to 
justify the parking waiver request. 

Mr. O’Neil pointed out the extent of the landscaping islands as well as that of the perpendicular 
island that contains a sidewalk to the front of the store.  Some of the islands will have lights. 

Ms. Stake inquired about trees.  Mr. O’Neil replied that they have not yet prepared a landscape 
plan but there will certainly be landscape.  They will have a landscape plan prepared before they 
submit their applications to the Plan Commission and the City Council. 

Mr. Ward asked how much experience Mr. O’Neil and Menards has had with developing this 
many commercial lots all in one project.  The proposed development would bring a lot of 
commercial development to the City of Urbana.  Mr. O’Neil responded by saying that it would 
take some time.  When it comes to the phasing of the project, the final platting as is being 
proposed at this time is different from the residential to the commercial.  Right now Menard’s  
plans to “final plat” the entire commercial areas of Tracts A and C right away.  They plan to 
build the public frontage roads as part of the initial build-out of the project, because once the 
infrastructure and once the Menard’s store is built adjacent to the Wal-Mart store, it will help to 
sell the property. 
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Realistically with this amount of potential square footage of retail, it could take 10 to 20 years to 
full develop. They have experience with this in Yorkville and a larger development in Columbus, 
Indiana.

Mr. Hopkins expressed several concerns.  First, the plans show a lack of continuity of sub-
collectors.  For example, Tatman Court does not go through or provide any opportunity to 
through to Cottonwood Road.  Pfeiffer Road is shown in the 2005 Comprehensive Plan to 
continue, but is not acknowledged in the proposed development.  There is no continuity out of 
any of the residential portions.  This lack of continuity is part of the thing that landlocks areas 
like that of the one behind Wal-Mart where the detention basin is located.  Although we are 
looking at the entire development at one time, we are still looking at the parcels as if the world 
stops at the ends of these parcels. 

Another issue is that the subdivision layouts appear problematic.  He does not know if this is 
driven mostly by the City’s drainage ordinance, but the shapes of the lots and the multi-use paths 
that go in odd patterns and do not take you anywhere except running around people’s back yards. 
This worries him. 

The third concern is that if we do not think about how the City can have something other 
commercial along Route 130, then we are putting ourselves in the position of imaging two miles 
of double-loaded commercial corridor from Route 150 to Windsor Road.  By his calculation, 
North Prospect Avenue is a little less than a mile and a half.  It does not make sense to him that 
the City wants this quantity of commercial properties, especially in this area. 

Lastly, he did not see any explanation of the proposed zoning for Tracts B-1 and B-2.  Mr. 
O’Neil stated that Menards is proposing a general business zoning for it, but because they do not 
have any immediate plans for any roadways through it, they planned to leave it at the existing 
grades and not plat any lots at present.  Mr. Hopkins suggested that we might want to commit to 
the zoning along the frontage road sooner rather than later, because it will already be a little hard 
due to Tatman Court and the water tower to put that in there.  Mr. O’Neil stated that the access 
points on the existing High Cross Road/ Route 130 as well as on Washington Street have been 
approved on Tract B as part of the intersection design study.  It is the internal routing of Tract B 
that is undecided.  It will depend on how it is developed. 

Mr. Hopkins asked if there is a commitment to provide a connection from Washington Street 
north to Tatman Court as a frontage road.  Mr. Jamison said that the City is committed to one 
connection off of Washington Street that matches up with the frontage road.  Because it is not 
known how Tracts B-1 and B-2 are going to be developed, the internal routing of the road has 
not been designed.  Mr. Hopkins questioned whether the connection from Washington Street 
would go north to Tatman Court or to the Menard’s access.  Mr. Jamison responded by saying 
that it may go to Tatman Court depending on how the tract is developed.  Mr. Hopkins believes 
that the City could protect the right-of-way and the option to get a connection to Tatman Court 
now.  Mr. Jamison pointed out that there is no routing to the south of Tatman Court in the 
existing Industrial Park.  There is a way that it could still be connected, but they would need to 
work with the owner of the Industrial Park or the parcels in the park to get the connection.  They 
have no discussed this with those owners, so right now City staff wants to know exactly where 
the access points will be, because they want to limit the access roads off of Washington Street 
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and Route 130.  We will just have to deal with the connection to Tatman Drive as the remaining 
undeveloped parcels in the Industrial Park are developed. 

Ms. Tyler stated that City staff is concerned about extension connectivity.  Often there is some 
resistance, topographic or other, why they cannot connect roads, but it is a concern in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  City staff knows that the extension to the east is an issue, and it is 
something that they need to work on more with Menard’s. 

As far as the extension with Pfeiffer Road, people who live on the north end of the street are 
concerned about through traffic.  It is a neighborhood obstacle, and as plans for Tract C-1 
develop, perhaps the City can address this issue. 

City staff and Menard’s tried to get a connection to Stone Creek Boulevard, but it is not 
something that they accomplished with the platting for Stone Creek Subdivision having already 
been approved without having anticipated a connection to this portion of the Menard’s 
development project.  In addition, there is a drainage basin that makes the connectivity difficult 
as well.  City staff is doing their best to make street connections. 

In terms of the amount of land use of commercial versus residential along Route 130, City staff, 
the Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee, the Plan Commission and City Council spent a lot 
of time discussing what would be the right mix even before Menards purchased the properties.  It 
is being emphasized more on the west side south of the proposed building site for Menard’s, but 
there will have to be residential along Route 130.  As you look at the Comprehensive Plan you 
can see that there will be a mix of commercial and residential along Route 130.  There is a lot of 
commercial proposed as part of the Menard’s plan, but she believes we will see that the 
development that occurs around it will be more and more residential.  She feels that the City has 
a good start in being successful in having residential along Route 130 with the Water’s Edge 
Subdivision.

Mr. O’Neil explained one of the limiting factors in the Pfeiffer Road connection.  Normally, 
Menard’s plans frontage roads at 250 to 300 feet off a public road for stacking purposes, but 
because of the nature of the development, the scope of it and the amount of commercial, 
Menard’s needed to bring the entrance back further away from Route 130 in order to meet 
IDOT’s concerns from a stacking perspective.  Because it is anticipated that there will be a fairly 
significant intersection at Washington Street and the frontage road going through Tract C-1, the 
proximity to Pfeiffer Road and this intersection also is problematic from having another 
connection to Pfeiffer Road. 

Concerning the paths, Menard’s is trying to take advantage of the aesthetic features that they are 
proposing for the detention ponds.  They want to have the paths have the aesthetic quality of 
being located along the top scope of the ponds.  This is the basis of design and incorporation into 
the residential component of the multi-use paths. 

Mr. Hopkins referred to the Proposed Sidewalk & Multi-Use Trail Improvement Plan (Exhibit 
15) in the Plan Commission packet.  The Plan shows a connection going east out of the parcel, 
but it goes into the back of the commercial.  He does not understand the idea of this particular 
path is.  Mr. Jamison explained that as Washington Street is constructed, they will include bike 



  January 10, 2008 

Page 15

lanes on the payment.  This particular path will connect to the bike lanes.  Mr. O’Neil added that 
the Plan shows the multi-use and sidewalk paths in Tract C-2, and Menards anticipates that these 
paths will connect to Washington Street and to Florida Avenue extended. 

Mr. Hopkins did not feel that this will work unless bicyclists can figure how to weave through 
the neighborhoods and through the backs of lots.  The paths need to have a kind of legibility in 
order to be useful.  Chair Pollock stated that the multi-use paths appear to be specifically 
designed for the interior use of the subdivision.  Mr. Hopkins added that he cannot even make 
sense out of how a bicyclist would get from one end of the subdivision to the other in Tract C-2.  
A kid on a bike would ride in the streets to get where he wants to go, because he/she won’t be 
able to figure out which path leads where. 

Mr. Jamison stated that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee has reviewed some of 
the Plan in conjunction with how it ties in with the plan that they are putting together.  The City 
is going to develop bike lanes on Washington Street from Vine Street to Route 130.  People with 
long commutes will use the paths on Washington Street and Florida Avenue.  The intent of the 
multi-use paths in Tract C-2 is to provide movement within the development and not through the 
development even though there will be connectivity to the major streets. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that there is no reason why people will walk on the path in the back of the 
lots.  He feels that they will walk on the streets in front of the houses.  The paths behind the lots 
accomplish nothing.  They lead nowhere and serve no purpose, and they will be located in 
people’s back yards.  Mr. O’Neil responded that the proximity to the water feature is what will 
make the paths more desirable to use. 

Ms. Tyler commented that Menard’s came in with a recreational system with walkways around 
the lakes.  It will be very recreational.  People will not use these paths to get from Point A to 
Point B in a hurry.  It will be people walking their dogs around the lake.  Menards wanted to 
provide this for their residents, and City staff felt it to be a good idea.  We also want to make 
sure that we have some of the attributes of a traditional sidewalk system as well in terms of 
connectivity.  This is a hybrid plan and includes the recreational residential goals that Menard’s 
came in with and some of the City staff goals of connectivity.  We are requiring that there be a 
sidewalk either in the front or the rear of the lots.  There may be some fine tuning that needs to 
happen, but they are trying to accomplish more than one thing.  We are trying to provide a nice 
recreational amenity and to provide connectivity.  Menard’s and City staff are certainly open to 
any recommendations on how to improve this. 

Chair Pollock noted that he is not as concerned because he sees that the multi-use paths within 
the development are designed for the people who live there.  Bicyclists going across town will 
not be using these paths anyway. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered who would own the multi-use paths in the back of the lots that loop 
around the drainage ditch.  Mr. O’Neil explained that Menard, Inc. will own the paths to begin 
with.  There will be an easement on each of the lots, so essentially a portion of each of the multi-
use paths will be deeded to the individual property owners. It will be maintained by a 
homeowner’s association within the residential subdivision. 
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Mr. Hopkins asked if the sidewalks in the front of the houses would still be deeded to the City.  
Mr. Jamison replied yes.  They would be public right-of-way. 

Mr. Hopkins believes that this is a major problem.  There will be people with no sidewalks and 
multi-use paths in their back yards.  The homeowner’s association has to pay dues to maintain it.  
He feels that we are getting too messy with requiring or expecting multi-use paths to serve these 
kinds of purposes and having them maintained by the homeowner’s association.  Chair Pollock 
commented that it is a way to walk around a big lake that is in the middle of a neighborhood, and 
if the paths are not available, then how are the residents to enjoy it.  It is clearly not on public 
property, so someone has to pay for it.  Mr. Hopkins replied that if you put one loop around a big 
pond, then that is fine, but there are a number of multi-use paths going in straight lines behind 
the lots. 

Mr. Jamison mentioned that the City has been requiring a maintenance agreement for detention 
ponds.  It requires the homeowner’s association to perform certain maintenance responsibilities 
and gives the City the mechanism for taking care of them if the homeowner’s association decides 
that they will not for whatever reason.  It is stated in the maintenance agreements that the City 
will be able to setup special assessment districts to make sure the maintenance occurs.  City staff 
thought they would include the maintenance of the multi-use paths in the agreement. 

Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to when the Menard’s development is fully built out, how many new 
residential units will there be?  How many new commercial business units will there be as well?  
Mr. O’Neil replied that there will be about 425 potential residential units in Tracts A-2, C-2 and 
D.  There will be a mix of residential types. 

It is tricky to come up with a number for the amount of business units that there will be because 
it depends on the size of the businesses that go in.  In Tract C-1, Menards is looking at 
potentially having four larger-scale retail types of uses that are looking to open a second store 
and nine smaller-scale types of businesses such as restaurants, financial institutions, etc. 

Menards has tried to incorporate some water features into the commercial developmental areas 
as well both from an aesthetic standpoint as well as to provide more than just a straight line 
nature to the road. 

Ms. Stake wondered what the other variances and subdivision waivers would be.  Mr. O’Neil 
stated that he could not recall all of them.  One of them has to do with parking at the Menard’s 
store.  All of the variances/subdivision waivers would come before the Plan Commission and the 
City Council as part of the annexation agreement. 

Mr. White referred to the information he handed out prior to the meeting.  He expressed a major 
concern he has with the residential development associated with the Menard’s development, 
which is about the amount of R-2, R-3 and R-4 zoning being proposed.  As you can see on the 
handouts, Urbana has the lower homeowner rates than the City of Champaign, Champaign 
County and the State of Illinois.  He talked about how this affects the public school system in the 
City of Urbana.  We are spending more tax money per student.  Our instructional cost per pupil 
is much higher than that in the City of Champaign.  Much of this is due to the higher level of 
low-income families that need extra help. 
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He is concerned about the amount of R-3 and R-4 residential being proposed for the Menard 
development.  He suggested having more R-1 zoned areas in the development to help provide a 
better tax base for the school district. 

Mr. O’Neil stated that Menards does not look at it as being zoned for apartments.  They look at 
the density level of the housing.  This is why the zoning districts were selected as they have 
been.  For Tract C-2, there are 240 proposed lots, and maybe 10 or 12 of them on the back side 
of the commercial that are in a true multi-family zoned district.  The lots in Tract D are proposed 
to be zoned R-2 because of the size of the lots, and Menard’s is proposing 83 single-family lots 
on this tract.  For Tract A-2, Menard’s is trying to take advantage of the water features to come 
up with something akin to Beringer Commons.  From a residential standpoint, Menard’s is trying 
to accomplish a number of different product offerings.  There is a market for multiple different 
types of lots and residential structures, and they are trying to satisfy numerous market conditions 
and needs. 

Mr. White stated that he is concerned that many of the properties will end up becoming rental 
properties.  Chair Pollock remarked that he did not see this happening with this development. 

Ms. Tyler believes that the Menard’s development project would be beneficial to the Urbana 
School District.  City staff can provide projections.  The Urbana School District still has capacity 
for new residential.  Based on our residential growth rate for single family new lots, this is four 
to five years of build out. 

In earlier planning stages, City staff showed representatives of Menard, Inc. models of 
subdivisions that were successful and that they could follow.  Beringer Commons was a model 
for the townhomes.  Stone Creek Subdivision was a model for Tract D.  Savannah Green was a 
model for Tract C-2 only with larger lots and a higher product.  City staff does not anticipate 
multi-family as a component.  There are many other multi-family neighborhoods in other areas 
of the City, but this is not an element of Menard’s developmental project. 

She mentioned that they would do financial projections to make sure that the Urbana School 
District could handle the anticipated number of children that would live in the proposed 
residential units.  Mr. White commented that he would like to believe this is true, but he still 
remembers being burned by Sunnycrest II, and he is still not sure about the impact of the 
Savannah Green Subdivision. 

Mr. Ward stated that traditionally if you are trying to increase the ratio of Equalized Assess 
Value (EAV) per pupil and if you play with the mix within the residential sector, then the payoff 
will be very small.  The real payoff comes from increasing EAV per pupil is the ratio between 
commercial and industrial on one hand and residential on the other.  If the commercial portion of 
the proposed Menard’s development grows at a similar rate to the residential portion and it is on 
the tax rolls, then it will alleviate the problem much more than shifting the zoning of the 
residential units.  Mr. White explained that he is more concerned about the number of children 
who need special services, which drives up the rate of how many instructional dollars spent per 
pupil.  The City of Urbana already has a very high number of these children compared to the 
City of Champaign and other surrounding communities.  He believes this is costing the City.  
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People are moving out of town.  Mr. Ward replied that in some cases, it is leading people to 
move to the City of Urbana because of the higher level of services provided.  He agreed with Mr. 
White in that the Title 1 Chapter 1 services are very highly correlated with income level.  Many 
of the other special services are not necessarily so, and they are no respect of social class or 
educational level of parent or anything else.  He would be more concerned if he was trying to 
change that aspect of the school district.  All of the apartment complexes in the City are far more 
of a factor than this kind of residential housing.  Mr. Ward feels that Mr. White has a very valid 
concern, and he is concerned about it himself.  However, he is less concerned about the impact 
that the proposed project will have on the school district, and he is with some of the other things 
that are going on in the community. 

Chair Pollock stated that there has been a lot of discussion and questions about the details about 
each tract, but he does not want to lose sight of the fact that he has had a number of people tell 
him that they want to buy in Urbana some of the things that the proposed commercial 
development would provide.  The City would receive not only the property tax, but the sales tax 
as well, which is something that we have been lacking sorely for many years.  He is really 
pleased to see the proposed development sitting before him.  Mr. White agreed and stated that he 
is glad to see Menard’s develop here as well. 

Chair Pollock noted that another thing that is interesting and one does not know how this will 
end up in 10-20 years, but the fact that all of these tracts are being designed road wise and traffic 
wise as a much bigger area from the very beginning, he is hoping will make this a project that 
flows and functions much better than some of the others. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to what is the process from here.  Mr. O’Neil said that they would be 
giving a similar presentation to the City Council.  Then, Menard’s representatives will sit down 
with City staff and review the comments made by both the Plan Commission and the City 
Council.  Menard’s will then submit applications for an annexation agreement including 
rezoning requests, necessary variance and subdivision waiver requests, along with all of the 
preliminary plat applications. 

Mr. Myers noted that Cynthia Hoyle, Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District, during the 
meeting brought in a letter from Bill Volk, a draft copy of which they were provided before the 
meeting.  Ms. Hoyle mentioned before leaving that it would be tremendously helpful for the 
frontage roads to be public roadways.  On North Prospect, the frontage roads are private, and it is 
more difficult for MTD to provide bus service there.  Chair Pollock asked what difference would 
it make who owns the road.  Mr. Hopkins answered by saying that a private owner could refuse 
to allow MTD to go there.  Mr. O’Neil pointed out that the two frontage roads proposed in the 
development plans would be publicly dedicated. 

12.  ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         February 7, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Michael Pollock, Bernadine 
Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Lew Hopkins 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Lisa Karcher, Planner II; Jeff 
Engstrom, Planner I; Teri Andel, Planning Secretary   

OTHERS PRESENT: Megan Barcus, Marianne Downey, Mitsu Fujik, David Fullerton, 
Mike Howley, Eunkoo Noh, Michael Parkinson, Michelle 
Thornley

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 
present.

NOTE:  Robert Myers, Planning Manager, introduced Lisa Karcher, Planner II, to the Plan 
Commission.  He stated that she previously worked as a planner in Findlay, Ohio, and he briefly 
talked about her previous work experience. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Upah-Bant moved to approve the minutes from the January 10, 2008 meeting.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion.  Chair Pollock called for a voice vote on the motion to approve the minutes 
as presented.  The minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� Champaign County staff report on Case No. CCZBA 596-AT-07 
� Updated Champaign County staff report on Case No. CCZBA 596-AT-07 
� Kerr Avenue Project Phase I Final Report 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2058-SU-08:  A request by Insite Incorporated (as an agent for T-Mobile 
Communications) for a Special Use Permit to locate nine panel antennas on an existing 
telecommunications tower at 1106 West Main Street in the R-5, Medium High Density 
Multiple Family Residential Zoning District. 

Ms. Karcher presented this case to the Plan Commission.  She began her presentation by giving a 
brief history of the subject site.  The Plan Commission had previously approved a Special Use 
Permit request by Insite Incorporated to locate nine panel antennas on an existing 
telecommunications tower. Construction of the Burnham Building in Champaign will block 
signal transmissions of WILL from their studio on West Main Street to their transmitter located 
near Monticello. To resolve this issue, the University of Illinois built a second, taller 
telecommunications tower located on the lot immediately east of 1110 West Main Street.  The 
University of Illinois asked T-Mobile to locate their antennas on the new tower, which requires 
T-Mobile to seek approval of a second Special Use Permit. 

Ms. Karcher described the proposed site noting the land uses and zoning designations of the 
subject site as well as for the surrounding properties.  She reviewed the requirements for a 
Special Use Permit according to Section VII-4 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  She read the 
options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, which is 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 
recommends that the Plan Commission recommend approval of the proposed special use 
permit in Plan Case No. 2058-SU-08 to the City Council, with the condition that the 
installation of the antennas conform to the submitted site plan. 

Mr. Ward wondered if the apartment building where the second tower is located was demolished 
when the University of Illinois built the second tower.  Ms. Karcher replied yes, which explains 
why the tower site is zoned R-5, Medium High Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning 
District.
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Ms. Stake asked if WILL is located next door to the proposed site.  Ms. Karcher said yes.  WILL 
is located immediately to the west of the proposed site of the antennae. The tower was 
constructed for the transmission of WILL’s signal. 

Ms. Stake questioned if there would be any problems with more antennas attached.  Mike 
Howley, representative of T-Mobile, approached the Plan Commission to answer Ms. Stake’s 
question.  This proposal is no different than their previous request for a Special Use Permit, 
which was approved by the City Council about a year ago.  The only difference is that it would 
be located next door on the second tower instead of the original tower. 

Mr. Grosser inquired as to whether the University of Illinois is planning to tear down the original 
tower.  Mr. Howley stated that he did not know for sure.

Mr. Fitch asked if the nine antennas would be the same size as the existing ones on the original 
tower.  Mr. Howley explained that T-Mobile does not have any antennas on the old tower.  The 
antennas that are on the old tower are for other carriers.  T-Mobile’s antennas would be about the 
same size though. 

Ms. Stake wondered what would be in the University of Illinois’s district.  Mr. Myers stated that 
around the fringes of the University of Illinois, the City and the University encounter questions 
about what the protocol is development by the University.  Over the years, the University of 
Illinois and the City of Urbana have come to agree on which development standards and permits 
the University will comply with, but when University staff changes, people seem to forget what 
the agreement was.  So, the City of Urbana is looking at creating a University Zoning District 
that would be similar to an intergovernmental agreement for what City development standards 
the University has agreed to follow.  The City of Urbana is not trying to dictate what types of 
uses can be in the middle of the campus, but development occurs along the edges of campus, the 
City and the University should agree on what City development standards University projects 
will follow. 

Ms. Stake asked if the agreement would include things such as lighting and parking.  Mr. Myers 
stated that the agreement could very well include those issues. 

With no further questions from the Plan Commission for staff or the petitioner, Chair Pollock 
opened the hearing up to take testimony from members of the audience.  With no comments or 
questions from members of the audience, Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of the 
hearing and opened the case up for Plan Commission discussion. 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2058-SU-08 to the City 
Council with the recommendation for approval including the condition that the installation of the 
antennas conforms to the submitted Site Plan.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the motion.  Roll call 
was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. Ward - Yes Mr. White - Yes 
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The motion was passed by unanimous vote.  Mr. Myers noted that this case would go before the 
City Council on February 18, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08:  A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan as an amendment to the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan (as 
amended) including a Proposed Bicycle Network Map indicating future bicycle routes. 

Chair Pollock opened this case and recommended that the Plan Commission forward the case to 
their next meeting scheduled for February 21, 2008.  The Plan Commission members agreed. 

Mr. Myers stated that the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan has been in the works for some months 
with a lot of public input and with the help of the Urbana Bicycle and Pedestrian Commission.  
The Plan looks great but needs a little more work before presentation to the Plan Commission. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

CCZBA 596-AT-07:  Request by the Champaign County Zoning Administrator to amend 
the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance to add a standard Special Use Permit condition 
regarding lighting near residential uses and districts and to add “Township Highway 
Maintenance Garage” to the table of uses. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  A corrected copy of the 
County’s report was distributed as the version provided in the packet lacked several pages.   The 
second handout is a new memo from Champaign County explaining some changes to the 
proposed amendment. 

Mr. Engstrom talked about the first proposed change to the Champaign County Zoning 
Ordinance, which is as follows: 

Amend Section 6.1.2.B, Standard Conditions for Special Use Permits to include the 
following provisions: 

a) All exterior light fixtures shall be “full-cutoff” type fixtures and shall be located to 
minimize glare. Full-cutoff means that the light fixture emits no light above the 
horizontal plane. 

b) No lamp shall be greater than 250 watts and the County Board may require lower 
wattage.

c) Locations and numbers of fixtures shall be indicated on site plans. 
d) The County Board may require conditions regarding the hours of operation for 

outdoor recreational uses and other large lighting installations. 
e) The County Zoning Administrator shall not approve a Zoning Use Permit without the 

manufacturer’s documentation of full-cutoff for all outdoor lighting fixtures. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the City’s ordinance has similar regulations.  Mr. Engstrom 
explained that he would discuss this shortly. 
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Mr. Engstrom explained the second proposed change to the Champaign County Zoning 
Ordinance, which is as follows: 

Amend Section 5.2, Table of Authorized Uses to include “Township Highway 
Maintenance Garage” as follows: 

a) Allowed by right in County B-1, B-4, B-5, I-1 and I-2 Zoning Districts. 

b) Allowed by right in County AG-1, AG-2, B-2, and B-3 Zoning Districts if the use is 
not located within 150 feet of an existing dwelling, and is not located within the 1.5 
mile ETJ of any city with a comprehensive plan, and complies with other standard 
conditions that may apply to all Special Use Permits. Otherwise it shall be allowed 
only with a Special Use Permit in County AG-1, AG-2, B-2 and B-3 districts. 

c) Allowed with a Special Use Permit in the County CR and all Residential zoning 
districts.

Mr. Grosser asked if the Extra-Territorial Jurisdictional (ETJ) condition still be in affect.  Mr. 
Engstrom said yes.  The ETJ condition would still apply. 

Mr. Engstrom discussed the schedule for the text amendment to be presented to the different 
bodies.  He reviewed how the proposed changes would relate to the 2005 City of Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan goals.  He explained that the City’s Zoning Ordinance currently does not 
regulate lighting to the same level as the proposed amendment would.  The City has more 
discretion and less standardized language.  The Zoning Ordinance does specify some minimum 
lighting levels for certain districts.  City staff realizes that this is a shortfall in the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance, and City staff is currently working on a text amendment to address this and to make 
uniform lighting standards for all developments.  The text amendment should be presented to the 
Plan Commission sometime in the spring. 

Mr. Engstrom read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, 
which is as follows: 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward this case to the City Council with a 
recommendation to defeat a resolution of protest for the proposed text amendment based 
upon the findings presented in the written staff report. 

Ms. Stake referred to No. 2 of the Summary of Staff Findings, which reads as such, “The
proposed zoning ordinance text amendment is generally consistent with the City of Urbana’s 
2005 Comprehensive Plan’s goals and objections.”  She inquired how the proposed text 
amendment is inconsistent with the City’s comprehensive plan.  Mr. Engstrom stated that this is 
standard language.  The proposed text amendment is consistent with the 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and objections. 

Mr. White remarked that he is pleased to see the City reviewing the lighting standards.  It has 
been an issue for a long time. 
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Chair Pollock agreed.  He commented that whenever a development is proposed near residential 
areas, then lighting is generally an issue. 

Mr. Ward stated that he just came back from Tucson, Arizona.  Tucson has been very diligent in 
controlling light pollution.  It is so noticeable.  You can actually see stars while standing in the 
middle of the city.  Therefore, he also encourages City staff to review and propose changes to the 
existing lighting standards in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. 

With no further questions, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up to take input from the audience.  
No one from the audience spoke, so Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of the hearing 
and opened the hearing up for Plan Commission discussion. 

Mr. Ward moved that the Plan Commission forward Case No. CCZBA 596-AT-07 to the City 
Council with a recommendation to defeat a resolution of protest.  Ms. Stake seconded the 
motion.  Roll call was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. Ward - Yes Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was passed by unanimous vote.  Mr. Myers stated that this case would be forwarded 
to City Council on February 18, 2008. 

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

There was none. 

10. STAFF REPORT 

Mr. Engstrom gave an update on the Kerr Avenue Project Phase I Final Report. This is the Kerr 
Avenue model sustainable community project.  With the completion of this report, it brings 
Phase I of the project to an end.  This project stemmed from a City Council goal to create a 
national model neighborhood that is affordable and consumes 10% of standard energy 
consumption. 

The first phase began in 2006, and the goal was to issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the 
design concepts to see what kind of development would be possible for the Kerr Avenue site.  
After reviewing the designs, the City selected FARR Associates to complete the design.  They 
came down along with some experts for a two-day charette in May of 2007.  During the design 
charette, FARR Associates came up with a couple of designs, which the City really liked. 

Both designs feature a single road through the site.  Both include a variety of housing types.  
They both a narrow right-of-way and minimized storm water runoff with permeable paving, 
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bioswells and natural detention areas.  Both designs have about 46 to 48 dwelling units, which 
are considered high density for 3.2 acres.  And both feature shared recreation space and 
community gardens. 

The differences between the two plans are that Plan B has a slightly longer road because it runs 
down the east side and connects through to Crystal View Townhome site.  Although Plan B 
appears to be a little more costly, it would require less grading work.  Overall, both 
developments would cost about the same.  Plan B is the site plan that has been endorsed by the 
City Council when City staff gave a presentation to them early this week. 

Chapter IV of the report provides architectural studies.  This reviews the types of housing that 
might be suitable for the project’s development.  The designs are preliminary. 

Chapter V provides energy analysis using a computer model of how energy could be saved using 
different housing types and other factors.  The computer model concluded that homes can 
conserve up to 27% of standard energy consumption using these designs.  Using the Eco-
Passivhaus, the straw-bale house, depending on how efficient the appliances are, which direction 
the house faces and whether it is a duplex or not, FARR Associates believes that 35% to 50% 
energy savings are possible.  They even say that they can get up to 75% if they use more energy 
efficient techniques such as solar hot water heaters and district geo-thermal heating. 

The end of the report is final recommendations.  Many of these are going directly into the RFP 
for Phase II.  Phase II will be the actual final design, construction of the homes and selling them.  
One of the things that they need to look at is the financial involvement.  The City will probably 
need to invest a little more to ensure that the homes are affordable and have a high level of 
energy efficiency.  Another recommendation was to require the LEED-ND certification standard, 
and FARR Associates feels that this project might possibly qualify for Gold certification which 
is the highest level. 

One of the most important recommendations is to embrace diverse construction methods.  The 
idea is to make the whole neighborhood a showcase to show how the different technologies look 
and perform. 

So, these are the recommendations that are going into the RFP for Phase II, which City staff is 
currently working on.  It should be ready by the end of February.  Hopefully, by this summer, 
they will have a developer on board. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to where along the way will the City decide whether they want to go 
with Plan A or Plan B.  Mr. Engstrom replied that the City Council has endorsed Plan B.  City 
staff looks at it like a menu, where we can take some things from Plan A and add it to Plan B or 
vice-versa. 

Ms. Upah-Bant asked if the plans will ever come before the Plan Commission.  Mr. Engstrom 
said yes.  It’s anticipated the project will come through the Plan Commission for review as a 
Planned Unit Development. 
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Chair Pollock asked if there were multiple property owners.  Mr. Engstrom replied that the 
property is all owned by the City of Urbana. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to whether there are any local subsidies that would help pay for the 
project.  Mr. Engstrom explained that it is a Grants Management project.  Grants Management 
funded the first study using Federal funds, and they are looking to allocate some funds in their 
next Annual Action Plan to possibly help with infrastructure. 

Mr. Grosser asked for clarification in that the developer would invest their funds to construct the 
homes and would get the land for free.  Mr. Engstrom responded yes.  The City would give the 
developer the land if they can build energy efficient homes that meet the affordability 
requirements, and depending on how efficient the units are, the City may give an additional 
subsidy.

Chair Pollock questioned if City staff is looking for a developer to do the entire project or are 
they planning to parcel it out.  Mr. Engstrom stated that this is something that they are still 
working on.  The model with having a showcase would require several different builders, but 
City staff was thinking that they could have a master developer to develop the site and contract 
out.

Ms. Stake wondered how much the land is worth.  Mr. Engstrom responded by saying that the 
City acquired the land for at least $100,000. 

Ms. Stake asked if it is possible to do anything with older homes to have solar hot water.  Mr. 
Engstrom said yes.  It’s possible for homeowners to do so, but there are not any incentives 
offered at this moment. 

Mr. Grosser inquired as to the definition of “affordable”.  Mr. Engstrom replied that for this 
project, since the land was acquired with HOME funds, the affordability would have to be 80% 
of the area median family income, which equals about $50,000 for a family of four. 

Chair Pollock asked if Mr. Engstrom had any idea of when the Planned Unit Development would 
come back before the Plan Commission.  Mr. Engstrom said that they will hopefully select a 
developer this summer.  He is not sure how long it will take after that. 

Mr. Fitch pointed out that on Page 15, there is some sample pricing information ranging from 
$115,000 up to $157,000.  Mr. Engstrom noted that these are the ranges that would be considered 
affordable and considered to have descent demand in the area.  So, $157,000 would be the upper 
range of affordable. 

Next, Mr. Myers reported on the following topics: 

Upcoming Cases: 
� Hazard Mitigation Plan Amendment will be coming before the Committee of the 

Whole at their February 11th meeting.  The City currently has a Hazard Mitigation 
Plan that was adopted in 2005, and it is an element of the Comprehensive Plan.  
Although it is up-to-date and is an excellent resource, Champaign County has 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         February 21, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Michael Pollock, Bernadine Stake, 
Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Jane Burris, Lew Hopkins, Don White 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Lisa Karcher, Planner II; 
Rebecca Bird, Community Development Associate; Teri Andel, 
Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Megan Barcus, Brandon Bowersox, Jim Gonzalez, Daniel Hayes, 

Cynthia Hoyle, Susan Jones, Rick Langlois, Carol Lichtensteiger, 
Roger Meyer, Rita Morocoima-Black, Andrew Ogorzaly, Beverly 
and Tom Rauchfuss, Mike Rizzifrello, Michelle Thornley, Don 
Wauthier

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The meeting was called to order at 7:31 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was declared 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, asked if Items 7 and 8 could be moved to the beginning of the 
agenda.  Chair Pollock suggested that the Plan Commission move just Item 8 to be the first case 
heard, following with Items 5 and 7.  Mr. Myers commented that would be fine. The Plan 
Commission agreed. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Ward moved to approve the minutes from the February 7, 2008 meeting.  Ms. Upah-Bant 
seconded the motion.  Ms. Stake commented that the minutes were great as usual.  The other 
Plan Commission members agreed.  Chair Pollock called for a voice vote on the motion to 
approve the minutes as presented.  The minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� Invitation to the Cunningham Avenue Beautification Plan Charette 
� “Inside Historic Urbana” Press Release 
� “Sustainability:  What You Can Do” Public Forum Information Handout 
� Rain Garden Class Information Handout 
� Urbana’s 175th Birthday Commemorative Calendar Flyer 
� Urbana Bicycle Master Plan (paper copy of reference at the meeting) 
� Figure 8.1:  Recommended Bicycle Network (paper copy for reference at the meeting) 

5. NEW BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2061-S-08:  Request by Khalid Hussain for a Preliminary Plat of Wisley 
Inn/Super 8 Motel First Subdivision located immediately southeast of the I-74/Lincoln 
Avenue interchange in the B-3, General Business Zoning District. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  She began by giving a 
brief description of the proposed site.  Referring to Exhibit A, which is an aerial of the site, she 
indicated the existing land use and zoning of the proposed site as well as that of its surrounding 
neighboring properties.  She talked about how the proposed development would relate to the 
2005 Comprehensive Plan.  She discussed several improvements that need to be made to 
complete the subdivision, which include access, drainage, sanitary sewer, water and sidewalks on 
the proposed site.  She read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s 
recommendation, which was as follows: 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission approve the Preliminary Plat of the 
Wisley Inn/Super 8 Motel First Subdivision as submitted. 

Mr. Ward inquired as to whether Kenyon Road would require some reconstruction with the 
construction of the proposed hotel.  If so, who would bear the cost of the improvement?  Ms. 
Karcher said that she spoke with Bill Gray, Public Works Director, about this specific issue.  Her 
understanding is that the applicant will need to build a street connection from the cul-de-sac to 
Kenyon Road as part of the project.  Since it will be a portion of a public road, the City would be 
responsible for its maintenance.  According to Mr. Gray, at this time there is not any proposal to 
specifically upgrade Kenyon Road.  The road will just be maintained as it is.  The applicant does 
understand this. 

Mr. Fitch understood that no waivers are being requested.  As he read through the memo from 
Berns, Clancy & Associates, he noted that they referenced possibly needing a variance for the 
parking lot.  They talk about that the Urbana Zoning Ordinance offers either a 17-foot or an 18.5-
foot drive, but the petitioner may need an 18-foot wide parking lot aisle.  Is this contradiction in 
the Zoning Ordinance that needs to be addressed prior to the petitioner coming forward?  Ms. 
Karcher replied that there is an allowance depending on the aisle widths that a developer chooses 
and depending on the different sizes of parking spaces.  The petitioner is saying up front that 
they are not going to be able to meet the City’s requirements.  They may need to request a 
variance at the time when they submit their Site Plan. 
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Roger Meyer, Engineer with Berns, Clancy and Associates, explained that the Zoning Ordinance 
lists two aisle widths based upon the parking lot space width.  The table lists an 8.5 and a 9-foot 
parking space.  Associated with the 8.5-foot parking space is an 18.5-foot aisle width.  
Associated with the 9-foot parking space is the narrower aisle width.  The petitioner has an 8-
3/4” foot parking space, so they are halfway between the two aisles width options allowed in the 
table in the Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, they may need to request a waiver. 

Mr. Grosser stated that when looking at the aerial, you can see a north-south path between the 
Urbana Garden and the Lincoln Commerce Center.  Is this a city street?  Ms. Karcher answered 
that this is a private drive.  Mr. Meyer added that it is a parking access to the Lincoln Commerce 
Center.  Mr. Grosser commented that if it would be extended just a few more feet, it could be a 
logical access for the proposed property.  However, since they do not own it, then it does not 
matter. 

Mr. Grosser inquired about the cul-de-sac.  He wondered why there is no plan to remove the cul-
de-sac bump out. Ms. Karcher replied that she had not spoken with Public Works about this.    
Mr. Grosser mentioned that the situation is similar to the cul-de-sac on Saline Court where the 
property owner is going to extend the road and remove the bump out part of the cul-de-sac at the 
request of the City.  Chair Pollock commented that at the very least it would be a good idea to 
align it if the City is not going to request it be taken out.  Ms. Karcher stated that the Plan 
Commission could make this a recommendation as part of their motion.  This is just a 
Preliminary Plat request, and this issue could be addressed in the Final Plat of the subdivision. 

Ms. Stake wondered if the petitioner is going to expect a variance for the parking issue.  If so, 
shouldn’t they be asking for the waiver now rather than later?  Mr. Meyer responded that asking 
for waivers are part of the site development.  Ms. Karcher explained that it would be a variance 
from the Zoning Ordinance.  Therefore, it would be handled by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

Ms. Stake commented that if there is some kind of problem, then it should all be looked at the 
same time.  Chair Pollock replied that City staff would follow the rules as written.  Ms. Karcher 
stated that the petitioner submitted a Preliminary Plat request.  Potentially, they can submit a 
Preliminary Plat without an end user.  However, for the sake of the proposed subdivision, the 
petitioner is helping us in showing us what the end user would be.

With no further input from the audience, Chair Pollock opened the hearing for Plan Commission 
discussion and/or motions. 

Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission approve the Preliminary Plat for the Wisley 
Inn/Super 8 Motel First Subdivision as submitted with one recommendation to City staff to 
explore whether the cul-de-sac bump where Killarney Street will meet Kenyon Road as to 
whether it should be striped or modified for when the Final Plat comes before them.  Mr. Ward 
seconded the motion.  Roll call was as follows: 

 Mr. Fitch - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. Ward - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 
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6. OLD PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08:  A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan as an amendment to the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan (as 
amended) including a Proposed Bicycle Network Map indicating future bicycle routes. 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, introduced the case to the Plan Commission.  He spoke 
about how the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan relates to specific Goals and Objectives 
of the City’s 2005 Comprehensive Plan. He then spoke about the Comprehensive Plan 
Implementation Strategies relating to the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan. He showed 
Appendix C of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan, which is the Greenways and Trails Map.  
Although the Greenways and Trails map was adopted in 2005, the network proposed in the 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan is much more extensive.  The proposed plan proposes a city-
wide network of bicycle facilities.  Another striking difference from what the City’s current 
bikeway policy is that a variety of facility types is proposed, including on-road bike lanes, 
sidepaths, and off-road paths. Once people looked at bicycling principally as recreation, but 
we now look at bicycling as a form of transportation, and in response the City is looking to 
provide a network of bicycle facilities throughout our community. 

Mr. Myers felt that the proposed plan is innovative or groundbreaking for Urbana in: 

1. Creating an integrated bicycle network throughout the City. 
2. Proposing many on-road facilities. 
3. Basing its proposed network on a comprehensive roadway inventory of existing 

conditions.
4. Using “before” and “after” photographs extensively for visualization. 
5. Designing the network based primarily on community and public input, which was 

then tested by transportation planning and engineering standards.

He introduced Rita Black and Gabe Lewis from the Champaign County Regional Planning 
Commission and Jennifer Selby of the City of Urbana Public Works Department.  Ms. Black and 
Mr. Lewis approached the Plan Commission to give their presentation on the case. 

Ms. Black discussed the following about the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan: 

� Timeline 
� Background
� Council Common Goal:  Get Urbana Bicycling 
� Implementation Strategy 
� Resources Used 
� Champaign County Greenways and Trails Plan, 2004 
� Urbanized Area Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), 2004 
� City of Urbana Comprehensive Plan, 2005 

� Study Area 
� Recreation
� Alternative Transportation 
� Transportation Necessity 
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� Map
� Goals
� Goal 1:  Increase bicycle mode share in Urbana for all trip purposes by 50% in the 

next five years. 
� Goal 2:  Achieve a Bicycle Friendly Community award through the League of 

American Bicyclists. 
� Goal 3:  Substantially expand the bicycle network 

� Objectives 
� Create and maintain a bicycle network that is continuous, connected, and easily 

accessible for all users, and includes on-road and off-road facilities. 
� Provide a bicycle network that is safe and attractive for all users 
� Provide supporting facilities to make bicycle transportation more convenient 
� Educate residents about alternative modes of transportation and bicycle facilities 
� Secure funding and implement bicycle improvements 

� Existing Conditions 
� Inventory of Existing Facilities 
� Research Existing Documents 
� Create Existing Conditions Database 
� Determine Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) 

� Roadway Selection Guidelines 
� Bikeway Types 
� Bikeway
� Target Bicyclists 
� Mixture of on-road bikeways and off-road trails 
� On-Road Bikeways 
� Bike Lane 
� Bike Route 
� Shared Bike/Parking Lane 
� Share the Road Signage 
� Shared Lane Marking (“Sharrow”) 

� Off-Road Bikeway 
� Shared-Use Path (Trail) 
� Sidepath
� Rail-to-Trail 

� Future Conditions 
� Proposed Bicycle Network 
� Determine Bicycle Level of Service (BLOS) 

Mr. Lewis discussed the following about the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan: 

� Recommended Bicycle Network 
� Corridor Recommendations 
� Washington Street 
� Main Street 
� Broadway Avenue 
� Kinch Street 
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� Bicycle Parking Recommendations 
� Recommended Bicycle Racks 

� Drainage Grates Recommendations 
� Bicycle Safe Grates 

� Bike Activated Stoplights Recommendations 
� Implementation Plan 
� Implementation Plan Matrix 0 – 5 Years 
� Bicycle Network Improvements 0 – 5 Years Map 
� Implementation Plan Matrix 6 – 10 Years 
� Bicycle Network Improvements 6 – 10 Years Map 
� Implementation Plan Matrix 10+ Years 
� Bicycle Network Improvements 10+ Years Map 

Ms. Black continued by discussing the following: 

� Education
� Recommendations for Bicyclists 
� Recommendations for Motorists 

� Encouragement
� Enforcement 
� Implementation Funding 
� Bicycle Coordinator 
� Next Steps 
� Bike Plan Website 

Chair Pollock asked if the stretch of Broadway Avenue between Lincoln Square and the Urbana 
High School is wide enough to have both bike lanes and parking.  Mr. Lewis replied that the 
street is wide enough to allow parking on one side.  It just falls short of allowing parking on both 
sides plus bike lanes. 

Chair Pollock inquired if there were instances in which there might be bike lanes next to each 
other going in opposite directions.  Ms. Black said no. 

Ms. Stake noticed that the proposed plan mentions bicycles and motor vehicles together sharing 
the roadways, but it did not mention pedestrians.  Ms. Black stated that there are examples like 
Race Street where they plan to have pedestrians and bicyclists on the same path.  Ms. Stake 
expressed her concern about this.  Sometimes you have to have enough space so that the 
pedestrians are safe.  Ms. Black responded that they have taken this into consideration.  There 
are places where it is impossible to provide bicycle facilities on the street, but there is enough 
width on one side of the roadway to widen the sidewalk to make it wide enough for both 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Most of the time there is enough room for bicyclists to share the 
street with the motorists, but when there is not enough room, they had to come up with other 
alternatives with what we have to work with. 

Ms. Upah-Bant wondered how the proposed plan would accommodate residents on North 
Lincoln Avenue to get to campus.  Ms. Black explained that the Plan is proposing a sidepath 
from the student residences on Lincoln Avenue north of Bradley Avenue to go along Bradley 
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Avenue to Goodwin Avenue, where there is an existing bike facility to Springfield Avenue.  
They just received money to improve Goodwin Avenue between Springfield Avenue and 
Gregory Street to provide bike lanes along the whole segment.  They chose Goodwin Avenue 
because it has lower traffic volumes.  Also, since there is no truck traffic, it is a safer for 
bicyclists to use.  Mr. Lewis added that on page 8-29 of the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master 
Plan, it is outlined in the text about the Lincoln Avenue Corridor. 

Ms. Stake expressed concern about Carle Park.  She explained that all of the other parks in the 
City area just plain green, but Carle Park is designated as part of the Hickman Tree Walk.  It is 
misleading to have a bicycle facility shown on the proposed route map.  There is a group of 
people who have been working together for about the last eight months on what to do with Carle 
Park.  She thought they were to decide whether or not a bicycle facility is located there. Because 
it’s premature to show bike paths in Carle Park, the group would like to have the bicycle facility 
shown in the proposed plan removed.  Mr. Lewis replied that the map shows Carle Park as an 
existing bicycle facility.  Ms. Black noted that they received this information from the Urbana 
Park District.  Ms. Stake remarked that it is not an existing bicycle facility.  It is a tree walk, not 
a bicycle path, and it should be deleted from the proposed plan. 

Mr. Grosser expressed his appreciation for the great work that everyone has done to create the 
proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan.  He acknowledged that there were a lot of people who 
worked on it.  He believes that it will provide a lot of uses for many of the over-wide streets 
there are in the City of Urbana.  It will also slow down traffic in places where people just exceed 
the speed limits. 

Mr. Grosser inquired if there was a section in the proposed plan where there are specific 
recommendations for future development.  Every time a new street is conceptualized is there a 
guideline for the developers or for Public Works as to how the street/bike paths should connect 
to the bike network.  Ms. Black explained that the idea is for any new development, if they are 
going to provide bike paths, to connect to the proposed paths in the Plan.  Mr. Myers added that 
the City can link development of bike paths through the Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance by referencing the map that is in the proposed plan and by requiring developments 
that generate traffic demand to include bicycle facilities when they provide transportation 
facilities.  Mr. Grosser commented that this would give the City leeway when Special Use Permit 
requests come before them.  Mr. Myers pointed out that the Urbana Subdivision and Land 
Development Ordinance already has very specific standards about streets regarding width, 
thickness of the pavement, etc.  The proposed Bicycle Master Plan could tie into that regulatory 
document. 

Mr. Grosser questioned whether having marked bike lanes on the streets would make the Fire 
Department want to have the streets be even that much wider.  In other words, the Fire 
Department always wants streets to be a certain width, so they can drive the fire trucks down 
them.  Are they willing to drive on bike lanes if there is an emergency?  Ms. Black said that she 
presumed that the Fire Department is willing to drive on bike lanes.  Mr. Grosser explained that 
he is concerned about oversized streets.  He feels some people like streets to be a lot wider than 
they need to be.  Mr. Myers responded by saying there is not anything in the proposed plan that 
encourages narrowing of streets in such a way that they would not be safe for any type of 
vehicles that should be travelling on the street, including fire trucks.
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Mr. Grosser stated that he likes to ride his motorcycle, but he sometimes has difficulty getting 
the signal activation to recognize his presence at a stoplight because of the motorcycle being 
lighter weight than a car or truck.  He noticed there is a recommendation in the proposed plan for 
there to be signal activation sensors put in the road for bicyclists.  The Plan also mentions 
motorcycles.  Will the sensors also detect motorcycles?  Will the sensors go all the way across 
the road or would they just be put in the bike lane?  Ms. Black explained that the bike lanes end 
at the intersections because of the turning lanes.  There will be signs placed at the intersections 
where bicyclists will need to place their bikes to be recognized by the sensors that are on the 
pavement. 

Mr. Grosser asked how this would work for motorcyclists.  Ms. Black said it would be the same 
way.  It would be the same space that the bicyclists would use. 

Mr. Grosser noticed that the proposed plan suggests reducing Race Street between Illinois Street 
and Main Street to two lanes from the existing four lanes.  He wondered what the results were in 
the traffic study and how does it compare to any other places in the City that would be two lanes 
only without any turn lane.  Mr. Lewis replied that the traffic count at Main Street is 5,385 
vehicles in a 24 hour period.  It increases to 6,555 at Green Street and to 7,725 at Illinois Street.  
It, then, decreases to 6,755 south of Illinois Street.  Ms. Black commented that these are high for 
a City, but you have to keep in mind that this area is considered downtown Urbana.  We do not 
want people speeding in the downtown areas. 

Ms. Black explained that the traffic counts are over 24 hours, and they are not just concentrated 
at one time.  Ten percent is concentrated during the peak hours.  This will happen even with the 
four lane section.  The four lane section is a small segment, and it is not significant.  She believes 
that if we reduce the number of lanes and install bike lanes, it will encourage more people to 
switch over from driving their vehicles to riding their bicycles.  This will also reduce the traffic 
counts.

Mr. Grosser asked if there are other streets with that many traffic counts in the City of Urbana 
that are two lanes without a turn lane.  Ms. Black stated that we would keep the turn lanes.  Mr. 
Grosser asked if there would be right turn lanes as well.  Ms. Black said no, there would only be 
left turn lanes.  Mr. Lewis added that they are planning to keep the right turn lanes at the 
intersection of Main Street and Vine Street. 

Ms. Stake questioned if the bike path would be part of the sidewalk.  Ms. Black said no.  It 
would be a shared use path.  It will need to be at least 8 feet wide.  Ms. Stake asked if 
motorcycles would be allowed to use it.  Ms. Black said no.  Chair Pollock added that it is illegal 
for motorcycles to use shared use paths and sidewalks. 

Ms. Upah-Bant wondered if any other City that has extensive bicycle network systems requires 
helmets to be worn.  Is it part of the proposed education program?  Chair Pollock stated that 
every state gets to make their own laws about this issue.  There was an Illinois Supreme Court 
case in the 1970’s that had to do with motorcycles, in which the helmet law was declared 
unconstitutional. He suspects based on this that we can’t make adults wear bicycle helmets if 
they choose not to.
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Mr. Fitch exclaimed that the proposed plan is excellent.  He was looking at the cost to construct 
the bicycle network and make the necessary changes to existing roadways.  It seems that the 
entire project will cost over $15,000,000 and will take beyond ten years.  The City’s portion will 
probably require a tax increase.  He asked if they have talked to the Urbana Park District since 
their tax referendum failed about the amount they would be expected to contribute to the 
proposed plan.  Ms. Black stated that they have not spoken to the Urbana Park District since 
prior to the tax referendum being denied.  However, the Park District has participated throughout 
the entire process. 

Chair Pollock commented that if the City is going to make a financial commitment to this, then it 
will no doubt have to be built into the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which is a ten-year 
horizon.  Has there been any discussion at either staff or council level about the willingness to 
dedicate those funds out ten years to some of the proposals that we are looking at?  Mr. Myers 
stated that for major improvements that the City would be doing would need to be in the Capital 
Improvements Plan.  It is possible that there may be able to be an on-going conversion that 
would not be considered capital improvements such as stripping.  It is also possible that of the 
$5.4 million that is the City’s projected portion over 10+ years, some of it might actually be able 
to be the responsibility of major developments that would border on arterial roadways. 

In terms of the bigger connector streets and arterials, Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the 
City currently has a requirement for developers to install bike paths when they construct the 
road, such as with the extension of Florida Avenue.  Mr. Myers stated that we should reference 
the proposed Bicycle Master Plan in the Urbana Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance 
to ensure implementation in new developments.  Chair Pollock stated that he is not sure how this 
would address future arterial streets that are not part of the map.  How would the City keep the 
bicycle network if the City continues to expand without requiring the developers to build them in 
the new developments?  Someone mentioned the requirement to connect.  The flip side of this is 
the requirement to build. 

Rick Langlois, of 1412 Mayfair Road in Champaign, stated that he is the Chairman of the 
Champaign County Bike Steering Committee.  They have been involved in creating the proposed 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan.  The idea for the proposed plan came out of the big.small.all Plan 
that the Champaign County did.  It was recognized that the citizens of Champaign County, the 
City of Champaign, and the City of Urbana want bicycle facilities.  On behalf of the Champaign 
County Bike Steering Committee, they do like the proposed plan quite a lot. 

Champaign County Regional Planning Commission and everyone involved has taken 30 years 
worth of experience from other cities around the country and have done their research and 
created a great plan.  They looked at a variety of services and how to implement the plan.  As a 
result, the proposed plan will make a huge difference in making Urbana a city that is for people. 

He mentioned that the City of Champaign recently passed a similar plan.  The City of 
Champaign and the City of Urbana along with the Champaign County Regional Planning 
Commission have been working together to make sure that the two plans connect. 

He feels that the proposed plan will make money for the City.  It will make the City really 
attractive and livable.  It will attract people who want to be here and bicycling. 
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They are currently working to launch an education campaign to make sure that people 
understand the rules of the road.  He pointed out that the Illinois Vehicle Code says that bicycles 
are vehicles, and bicyclists can go anywhere except on restricted access highways.  The proposed 
plan makes it easier for the B Level riders to want to park the car and ride their bicycles. 

Cynthia Hoyle, of 2207 South Cottage Grove, mentioned that when she and her husband were 
looking to relocate in 2000, they wanted to reduce their auto dependency.  The two places they 
came down to were the City of Urbana and Toronto.  Since moving here, they have been able to 
dramatically decrease their auto use.  The City of Urbana has been a community that provides for 
mobility choices already, and she is very excited about the proposed plan and about the 
opportunity for our community to be certified as a bicycle friendly community. 

She thinks an answer to part of the question and concern about revenues is that there will be 
more revenues forthcoming from the federal government for facilities for walking and biking.  
One reason is because the construction of roads is becoming more and more expensive.  The 
highway system is essentially complete and our fuel taxes are not going up, so the federal 
government is looking for ways to reduce expenditures on roadway building.  There are not too 
many things that are less expensive than bicycling.  The other reason is the emphasis on health.  
The Center for Disease Control has said that obesity is an epidemic in this country.  They have 
really focused all of their research on our built environment.  They feel that our built 
environment is a major contributor to the problem of obesity, so they working hard on getting 
communities to be built to allow for and encourage active transportation.  We also have the issue 
of global warming, and the fact that the City of Urbana wants to be a sustainable City.  All three 
of these things converge on providing people with options for active transportation. 

She recommended that the City of Urbana adopt a Complete Streets Policy.  It would help to 
address the question of new development that our new collector and arterial streets will be 
complete streets.  It would also address the issue of not only does the City of Urbana require 
sidewalks for pedestrians, but for new developments we could require infrastructure for 
bicycling.

She mentioned that she is she is a Transportation Planning Consultant with the Mass Transit 
District (MTD).  They did a survey when creating the miPlan, and they received over 7,000 
responses.  One of the major reasons people gave for not bicycling is because they do not feel 
safe.  She feels this addresses the concerns of the less experienced cyclists.  If there is not a lane 
or a sign, then they do not feel comfortable or that they have been invited and they do not feel 
that the roadway is shared with them.  They indicated that having facilities for bicycling would 
help them feel more comfortable with using that mode of transportation. 

Susan Jones, the representative for this district to the League of Illinois Bicyclists.  When she 
first started in this position, Champaign and Urbana were most famous for Gary Zeiko’s pictures 
of the hazards of the campus bikepath.  This has been an exemplary series of what not to let 
happen with your bikepaths.  Now, Champaign and Urbana are famous for having the most 
people coming and the most educated and actively involved and sane people working to make 
real solutions happen. 

She suggested that instead of referring to bicycling as recreational or as alternative mode of 
transportation, we could make it more mainstream to be okay to use a bicycle.  Many people 
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look at her as a dynamite intrepid commuter.  In fact, she would not be doing this anywhere, but 
in a place like this where the motorists are reasonable and the roads are already ready for bike 
paths.

Many people have worked together in creating this plan including bicyclists and people who 
have done the research.  Therefore, she thinks it is an excellent integration of the specific things 
that bicyclists need and the knowledge and the experience of other places in the state and in the 
country.

She remarked that bicyclists will fight tooth and nail to keep multi use paths from looking too 
much like bike paths.  Bicyclists would rather ride on the streets.  They do not like to have to 
dodge kids and their strollers on the multi use paths.  It hurts bicyclists when they fall down too. 

Tom Rauchfuss, of Iowa Street near Carle Park, stated that the part that interests him about the 
planning processes is its integration with other planning processes that are currently being 
planned or discussed, such as Ms. Stake mentioned that her group is talking about Carle Park.  
The proposed plan discusses the eventual integration with the Rails-to-Trails process.  He feels 
these interfaces are particularly important. 

The one that interests him is that the Urbana School District is set on changing the high school 
into a commuter school, whereby they remove a lot of housing and essentially encourage the 
students to drive cars more.  For the reasons Ms. Hoyle mentioned, he thinks it is the wrong 
move to encourage more driving to the center of town.  He wondered if the proposed plan could 
not somehow inform the Urbana High School’s plan for manifest destiny for their cars, because 
the biggest enemy of bicyclists is avoiding automobiles.  It is a lethal encounter.  So, when we 
have more traffic from students driving cars to school, it runs counter to what the bicycle path is 
all about. 

With no further comments or questions from the public, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing up for Plan Commission discussion.  He 
suggested that they talk more about the procedure. 

He mentioned that the case is slated to go to the City Council in March.  He asked if the other 
Plan Commission members were comfortable with voting on and making a recommendation to 
the City Council during this meeting. 

Ms. Stake wondered if Mr. Myers would speak about the issue with Carle Park to get it changed.  
Mr. Myers explained that the Plan Commission’s comments are part of the public process as well 
as the comments expressed by the public.  City staff will take all the comments into 
consideration and make any necessary changes. 

He pointed out that should the Plan Commission recommend approval of the proposed plan 
during this meeting, the public process is still taking place, so there may be minor adjustments 
made to the proposed plan afterward.  Chair Pollock inquired as to what public process is still 
on-going.  Mr. Myers explained that there is a 30-day public comment period for the proposed 
plan.  This ends on March 17, 2008, and the City Council could conceivably take action on the 
proposed plan for approval.  The Committee of the Whole will likely review this case on March 
10, 2008. 
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Chair Pollock commented that if there is continuing public comment on the proposed plan, and 
the Plan Commission is responsible for making a recommendation to the City Council, should 
they not be aware of any future comments made prior to making a recommendation.  Mr. Myers 
replied that the Plan Commission could continue the case to the March 6th Plan Commission 
meeting, which is a lot closer to the end of the public comment period.  The other factor is that if 
there would be any major change once the Plan Commission makes a recommendation to the 
City Council, then the case would need to be brought back before the Plan Commission to 
review that change.  Chair Pollock inquired as to who would decide what is a major change.  Mr. 
Myers answered by saying that Libby Tyler, Community Development Director/Zoning 
Administrator, would make the decision in consultation with other City staff.  He feels that 
minor tweaks could be incorporated without bringing the case back to the Plan Commission. 

Chair Pollock questioned what the nature of the 30-day open comment period is.  Are those 
comments coming into the staff at the Champaign County Regional Planning Commission?  Are 
those comments coming into the City’s staff in the Community Development Services 
Department?  Ms. Black responded that for the ad that was placed in the News-Gazette regarding 
the public comment period, the comments would come back to the Champaign County Regional 
Planning Commission.  So far, they have not received any comments.  The comment period 
began on February 15, 2008.  Usually when a document, such as the proposed plan, has gone 
through a public involvement process, we do not get comments at the end of the process.  During 
the public comment period for the Illinois Route 130 Plan, they did not receive any comments, 
because it was heavily produced by the public.  Chair Pollock agreed that there was clearly an 
incredible amount of public involvement in producing this plan, so it might very well be that 
there are no public comments submitted during the 30-day open comment period.  However, he 
suggested leaving the case open until the March 6th meeting.  At that meeting, we will invite Ms. 
Black and Mr. Lewis back to speak again.  If there is no further public comment, then perhaps, 
the Plan Commission might feel more comfortable making a recommendation to the City 
Council.  If there are some comments, then the Plan Commission could discuss this issue again 
and decide at that point what the proper procedure would be. 

Mr. Grosser likes the suggestion.  It puts the Plan Commission in a difficult position of 
approving a plan that may change, and the delineation between what the Plan Commission 
recommends approval for and what might change probably would not be well communicated to 
the City Council.  So, the City Council could not be clear on what the Plan Commission is 
necessarily recommending if there are any changes.  This would give staff time to research how 
the traffic counts compare to other places in the City.  Mr. Lewis stated that he can answer that 
now.  On Main Street at Lierman Avenue, the traffic count is 7980.  At Cottage Grove and Main 
Street, the traffic count is 10,320.  Both places only have two lanes and the traffic count is higher 
than Race Street. 

Ms. Stake agreed with Mr. Pollock’s suggestion as well. 

Mr. Ward commented that he agrees also.  He is even uncomfortable with considering the case at 
the March 6th meeting, because it would still put them in the position of recommending approval 
on a plan that could still change.  They have heard a lot of positive testimony during this 
meeting, and he would hate to see some of the good features could be removed for some reason.  
He does not suspect that this would happen, and he trusts the staff, but it still could happen.  So, 
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the Plan Commission is still placing themselves in a position of telling the City Council that they 
approve something that they do not even know what it is.  He supports the plan very strongly.  
He feels it is a wonderful idea.  He has heard some great suggestions of how we could even 
extend this further, but he is hesitant to recommend approval until it is final. 

Ms. Upah-Bant expressed her curiosity as to why the Plan Commission is reviewing the case 
before the final public comments were in.  Is there some urgency to have the City Council 
approve this by March 21st?  Mr. Myers replied that there is not an urgency.  They just wanted to 
follow the timeline that was set up. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that there were changes made to Pages 8-11 and 8-48 in the proposed 
plan.  The hard copies of the proposed plan reflect those changes, but the changes are not on the 
CD that was mailed out in the packet of information.  There are some slight technical changes 
that the Steering Committee is recommending based on their most recent meeting.  One change 
has to do with bicycle parking. 

Chair Pollock stated that this is a really good illustration of why he does not want to rush through 
this before they are prepared to make a recommendation to the City Council.  Therefore, he 
recommended continuing the case to the March 6th Plan Commission meeting.  At that point, the 
Plan Commission can decide what to do in terms of time tables.  The Plan Commission agreed. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2053-T-07:  Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Section XII-
4.A.1 and XII-5.A.1 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding nominations for local 
historic districts and landmarks. 

Rebecca Bird, Community Development Associate, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  
She stated the purpose of the proposed text amendment, which is to allow Historic Preservation 
Commissioners to nominate properties for local historic district and landmark designation.  She 
spoke about the proposed changes to the Urbana Zoning Ordinance and about the Historic 
Preservation Commission.  She read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s 
recommendation, 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 recommends that the Urbana Plan Commission recommend 
approval of the proposed text amendment to the Zoning Ordinance, as presented. 

Ms. Stake moved that the Plan Commission forward this case to the City Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  Mr. Fitch seconded the motion, following which discussion on 
the motion took place. 

Mr. Grosser felt that the proposed text amendment makes a lot of sense, and he is glad to see it 
happening.  He also agrees with the stipulation that nominators should have to abstain from 
voting on these types of cases.  For example, if one of the Historic Preservation Commissioners 
had nominated the recent Elm Street historic landmarks, it would have made even more turmoil 
in the city and amongst the stakeholders involved in the argument.  It would have clearly been a 
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conflict of interest.  Therefore, he wanted to state that he supports the motion, but specifically 
with the “conflict of interest” language that is being proposed. 

Mr. Ward stated that he also supports the motion.  He noted that often in public policy what 
counts is not a legal conflict of interest, but the appearance of a conflict of interest.  He would 
hope the Historic Preservation Commission would be sensitive, if the proposed text amendment 
is adopted by the City Council, that even having a member of the Commission make the 
presentation to nominate a historic landmark or historic district could present a conflict of 
interest. 

Ms. Upah-Bant recalls talking about this specific issue when the City first approved the Historic 
Preservation Ordinance.  She appreciates Ms. Bird pointing out that the Historic Preservation 
Commissioners are some of Urbana’s most capable residents in terms of historic preservation, 
but they are also people who are really interested in historic preservation.  She believes this 
prejudices the case completely.  She did not feel that there could be a possibility where a Historic 
Preservation Commissioner could present a nomination without it being prejudicial.  As a result, 
she cannot support the proposed text amendment.  She did not support it originally, and nothing 
has changed. 

Chair Pollock commented that a balance needs to be struck.  If you refuse to allow any Historic 
Preservation Commissioners to have any input into the types of properties that should be 
considered historic landmarks and historic districts, then we not only reduce the number of cases 
that come before the Historic Preservation Commission, we also may also reduce the number of 
members who are willing to serve on the Commission. 

He mentioned that he has a very broad definition of “conflict of interest.”  He believes that an 
appearance of a conflict of interest is a conflict of interest.  He would never support the proposed 
text amendment without the language regarding the conflict of interest being included.  It is 
essential to make clear that it is not appropriate for a Commissioner to nominate a property and 
still expect to be able to vote on the nomination. 

Roll call was as follows: 

 Mr. Fitch - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant -  No Mr. Ward - Yes 

The motion passed by a vote of 5-1.  Ms. Bird noted that this case would be forwarded to the 
Urbana City Council on March 3, 2008. 

8. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

There was none. 





  March 6, 2008 

Page 1

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         March 6, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Michael Pollock, Bernadine 
Stake, James Ward 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Lew Hopkins, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

STAFF PRESENT: Lisa Karcher, Planner II; Paul Lindahl, Planner II; Teri Andel, 
Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Jamaal Diggins, Brandon Frisbie, Bobby Higgins, Tom 

McCafferty, Dennis Roberts, Laura Smith, Susan Taylor 

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 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Grosser moved to approve the minutes from the February 21, 2008 meeting.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion. 

City staff received an email from Cynthia Hoyle suggesting one correction to the minutes.  On 
Page 10, Paragraph 3, Line 4, it should read as such, “The highway system is essentially 
complete and our fuel taxes are not going up, so the federal...”  The Plan Commission members 
agreed to the correction.  Chair Pollock called for a voice vote on the motion to approve the 
minutes as amended.  The minutes were approved by unanimous vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� 2007 Plan Commission Annual Report 
� Email from Brandon Bowersox Regarding Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08:  A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan as an amendment to the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan (as 
amended) including a Proposed Bicycle Network Map indicating future bicycle routes. 

Chair Pollock announced that this case has been continued to the March 20, 2008 Plan 
Commission meeting.  He asked for an update on the case. 

Paul Lindahl, Planner II, explained that he understood that the Plan Commission had expressed 
during their previous meeting that since the Public Comment period for the proposed Urbana 
Bicycle Master Plan would not expire until March 17, 2008, that they did not feel comfortable 
making a recommendation to the City Council until after all the public comments had been 
received.  Therefore, City staff felt it would be best to continue the case to the March 20, 2008 
meeting. 

Ms. Stake handed out copies of an email from Council member Brandon Bowersox regarding the 
proposed plan.  She read a second correspondence from Beverly Rauchfuss in opposition to the 
Mathews Avenue/UIUC dedicated bike path, because it is dangerous. 

Chair Pollock mentioned that these two correspondences will be part of the record, and the case 
is continued to the March 20th Plan Commission meeting. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2062-M-08:  Annual Update of the Official Zoning Map 

Paul Lindahl, Planner II, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  He gave a brief 
presentation on the changes made to the Official Zoning Map.  He read the options of the Plan 
Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, which is as follows: 

Staff recommends that the Urbana Plan Commission recommend approval to the 
Urbana City Council of the Official 2008 Zoning Map. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         March 20, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Bernadine Stake, James 
Ward 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Jane Burris, Michael Pollock, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Teri Andel, Planning Secretary; 
Jennifer Selby, Civil Engineer 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Rita Black, Bjorg Holte, Susan Taylor, Ruth Wyman 

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 
present.

In the absence of Michael Pollock, Chairperson for the Plan Commission, Mr. Grosser moved 
that Mr. Ward serve as Acting Chairperson.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion.  The Plan 
Commission agreed by unanimous voice vote. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Stake moved to approve the minutes from the March 6, 2008 meeting as presented.  Mr. 
Grosser seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� Urbana Bicycle Plan Implementation Matrix 
� Updated Staff Report for Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08 dated February 21, 2008 
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5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08:  A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Urbana Bicycle Master Plan as an amendment to the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan (as 
amended) including a Proposed Bicycle Network Map indicating future bicycle routes. 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, presented an update to the City staff report to the Plan 
Commission.  He said that the written staff report, which he handed out prior to the start of the 
meeting, reiterated what was provided verbally at the previous Plan Commission meeting and 
highlighted some of the important aspects of the proposed plan. 

Public input has been an integral part of the process in creating the proposed plan including 
creating a Steering Committee, holding a public workshop in May 2007, and holding a follow-up 
public workshop in December 2007.  It also included having a League of Illinois Bicyclist 
representative on the consultant’s team, reviewing the proposed plan with the City of Urbana’s 
Bicyclist and Pedestrian Advisory Committee, conducting an online bike route survey, 
coordinating with the City of Champaign and the University of Illinois concerning connecting to 
bicycle routes in their respective jurisdictions, and consulting with other parties such as the 
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and members of the League of Illinois Bicyclists. 

He noted some of the most salient parts of the plan to review are Figure 8.1:  Recommended 
Bicycle Network and Figures 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3, which show the Bicycle Network Improvements 
over time. 

He stated that the Comprehensive Plan clearly expresses an overall desire that bicycling be a 
viable form of transportation in the City of Urbana; however, it does not really offer any details 
on how it can or should be achieved.  The proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan provides clear 
and specific means to achieve a future bikeway system. 

The Bicycle Network Recommendations were based on the following: 

� Inventory of existing bicycle facilities and roadway characteristics; 
� Existing policies and plans for proposed bikeways; 
� Public input from bicyclists and others on the most desirable routes; 
� Input form public agencies, boards and commissions, including the Urbana Bicyclist and 

Pedestrian Advisory Committee; 
� Connecting activity centers, major destinations, and neighborhoods; 
� Bicycle Level of Service ratings of A, B, or C for “casual adult cyclists”; 
� Spacing of bikeways from 0.5 to 1.0 miles apart; 
� Transportation standards and guidelines which incorporates safety standards. 

He referred to Table 9.3: Implementation Matrix by Timeframe on Page 9-16 of the proposed 
plan.  The table divides development of the bicycle network into 0-5 years, 6-10 years and 10+ 
years.  He stated that a lot of the proposed improvements are just repainting of the existing 
streets.  He handed out copies of the “Urbana Bicycle Plan Implementation Matrix”, which 
Jennifer Selby, Civil Engineer for the City of Urbana’s Public Works Department created. 
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In terms of costs, he noted that the two most expensive improvements shown in Table 9.3 are 
building a sidepath along Route 45/Cunningham Avenue from the Village of Rantoul to the 
future Olympian Drive ($4.2 million) and the adding of a sidepath along High Cross Road from 
Curtis Road to the Village of Philo ($1.7 million). These are not only in the 10+ year time frame 
but also outside the City and its future planning area.

In terms of funding, the City of Urbana has been quite successful in the last two years for 
acquiring grants for bikeways.  The City received a $900,000 grant for Goodwin Avenue and a 
$500,000 grant for High Cross Road. 

Mr. Myers, then, asked Ms. Selby to talk more about the funding for the proposed improvements. 

Ms. Selby approached the Plan Commission to talk more about the handout.  She pointed out that 
$2,355,904 of the proposed improvements have already been identified in the Capital 
Improvement Fund (CIP) as part of funded projected. 

She noted that the table in the handout is different than the tables in the proposed plan.  The 
handout rearranges the table to show only the City of Urbana and the University of Illinois’ 
projects.  Page 2 shows that only $265,001 of bikeway projects in the next five years haven’t 
been earmarked for funding as part of the Capital Improvements Plan. 

She said that City staff is going to apply for a grant for the Main Street project, which will run 
from Cedar to Scottswood.  The grant would be for approximately $1.5 million.  Main Street 
already has funding set aside, so if the City receives the $1.5 million grant, then it will be used 
towards the $265,001.  She pointed out that the majority of the $265,001 improvements are for 
bike routes (share the road). 

The total funding needed to implement the 6-10 year plan is $228,560, of which $2,812 has 
already been funded.  This brings the total cost of the improvements that still need to be funded 
for the 0-10 year plan to $493,560.  City staff will be applying for grants to cover this amount. 

Ms. Selby mentioned that the improvements listed in the 10+ year plan include roads that are not 
currently in the City of Urbana limits or roads that do not currently even exist yet.  Therefore, 
she does not want the Plan Commission to focus on the 10+ year plan, because it appears to be 
rather costly and gives the impression that we still need to come up with $6,036,249.  When, in 
fact, no one knows when the roads will be built or brought into the City, and these improvements 
are things that would normally be associated with development projects anyway.  For example, 
when building Olympian Drive, the sidewalks or shared use paths would be incorporated, just as 
drainage, etc. would be. 

Mr. Fitch said that he is the Plan Commissioner who raised the question about funding at their 
previous meeting.  He stated that the handout was very helpful.  He is glad to see that a lot of the 
funding has already been identified. 

He clarified that at the previous meeting, he meant to say that in general, it is clear that someone 
is going to have to raise their taxes.  He did not mean to imply that it would be the City of 
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Urbana.  Clearly, the Urbana Park District’s portions of the proposed plan are contingent on 
them having the necessary resources. 

Mr. Myers noted that these numbers will change as the years go by.  The matrix is intended to 
give an order of relative costs.  It is not intended to state specifically to the dollar how much the 
projects would cost.  Ms. Selby added that the treatments listed as lanes, the amount shows the 
cost of the paint.  So while they resurface say Philo Road from Pennsylvania to Colorado 
Avenue, the $4,500 listed is just the cost of the paint.  When we resurface a project, we have to 
paint it anyway.  Therefore, the amount of cost would be less, because there would be some 
element of stripping anyway. 

Mr. Grosser felt that the handout is very helpful and should be helpful to the City Council as 
well.  He noticed an error on the final table.  It shows it as being for the 6-10 year plan, but Ms. 
Selby had referred to it as being the 10+ year plan.  Ms. Selby clarified that it should say 10+ 
year plan. 

Mr. Grosser wondered if the City was planning to redo Race Street between Meadowbrook and 
Curtis Road.  Rita Black, of Champaign County Regional Planning, answered that it is just a 
collection street.  It is part of the Greenways and Trails Plan. 

Mr. Grosser asked if all of the sidepaths in the 10+ year plan, which are the bulk of the costs, are 
on streets that are already built and not going to be changed in anyway.  Ms. Selby reviewed 
each improvement listed under the 10+ year plan noting whether or not each would require road 
improvements and the reason why each is on the 10+ year plan.  Mr. Grosser stated that he just 
wanted to get a sense of how much money the City is hoping would come along for roads that 
are not going to get improved to build sidepaths next to them.  It appears there are only two.  Ms. 
Selby pointed out that the more bike paths the City gets in place, the better our chance is of 
getting grants to make the connections. 

Mr. Fitch wondered if there would be a sidepath along University Avenue.  Ms. Selby replied 
that it would be the rail trail. 

Mr. Grosser expressed a concern about the issue with the trail going or not going through the 
Urbana High School and Middle School campuses.  In looking at the plan, it appears that there 
will be a big hole in the middle of the bike network without this connection.  How do we fix this 
issue?   

Mr. Myers responded that they had looked at extending it through the High School and Middle 
School campuses, but after further inquiry with the school district, it is not workable.  It is not 
just a policy question, but also a physical barrier, because the Urbana School District has plans to 
build across where the bike path would go.  So instead of a through path, bikeways will be 
leading to and from a major traffic generator – the school.

Mr. Grosser wondered if City staff had considered removing parking on Race Street in this 
stretch.  Ms. Selby explained that even with the removal of parking, the street would not be wide 
enough for bike lanes.  They also use Race Street to stack buses.  She did not know what the 
Urbana School District had planned. 
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Mr. Grosser recalled talking about developers being held responsible to provide bike path 
connections and facilities in future developments at the previous Plan Commission meeting.  
Elizabeth Tyler wrote in a memo responding to the concerns and questions of the Plan 
Commission that a simple amendment to the Urbana Subdivision and Land Development Code 
could enforce this idea.  He asked if the simple amendment would ensure connectivity.  Mr. 
Myers answered that the first step is to adopt the proposed plan as an element of the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan.  In the Subdivision and Land Development Code there currently are 
various places where it requires developments to comply with the Urbana Comprehensive Plan, 
including any successive amendments.  The other thing is that the proposed plan has some 
segments that new development would have to contribute towards.  Finally, most development 
along the fringes of the City of Urbana is done through annexation agreements. Annexation 
agreements spell out which parties are responsible for certain improvements. This would include 
bikeways.

Mr. Grosser inquired as to whether there is language in the Subdivision and Land Development 
Code that states that future developed streets should connect to existing streets.  Mr. Myers said 
yes.  He mentioned that City staff could also add an additional section or line in the Subdivision 
Regulations to strengthen the language further, and that could take place following approval of 
the Bike Plan. We also have Appendix D, the Mobility Map, in the Comprehensive Plan that is a 
skeletal framework for how the City of Urbana will grow.  It is a blueprint for the major arterial 
and collector streets.   

Mr. Grosser questioned whether the Traffic Commission has reviewed the proposed bike plan at 
all?  Ms. Selby answered by saying that Joe Smith, Senior Civil Engineer, serves on the Traffic 
Commission, and has not looked at it.  Council member, Dennis Roberts, serves on the Traffic 
Commission, and she assumes he has reviewed it as the rest of the Council members have.  They 
sent a copy to Mike Bily, Chief of Police, who is the other member of the Traffic Commission.  
In addition, they sent a copy to the Fire Department, who responded and said that they do not 
have any problems with the proposed plan. 

Mr. Grosser asked who in the City staff deals with traffic flow.  Ms. Selby replied that would be 
Mr. Smith.  She does not believe that he has read the entire plan.  She stated that the Traffic 
Commission is scheduled to meet on Tuesday, March 25, 2008, and City staff plans to discuss 
the removal of parking on Main Street, so they can begin applying for the grant to cover those 
improvements. 

She mentioned that when there is a road diet, the Public Works Department has software that 
they can use to tell them whether the street will fail or not.  She noted that they plan to do this 
with each of these projects listed in the matrix tables. 

Ms. Stake commented that one thing that was discussed is requiring complete streets for all new 
developments.  Mr. Myers responded that we need to approach complete streets smartly in terms 
of what is realistic about what roadways could accommodate complete streets.  We are looking at 
a network where the facilities are spaced a half mile to a mile apart.  So, if we have a blanket 
requirement that every new street become a complete street, bikeway segments might be 
provided outside the proposed network.  The other thing is that we need to have complete streets 
installed where it is realistic to do so, where there is enough width for the bikeways and for 
pedestrian paths or whatever those additional facilities may be.  Acting Chairperson Ward added 
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that complete streets goes far beyond simply bicycles.  Therefore, it would not be appropriate for 
a bicycle ordinance to go beyond the scope of the plan.  It needs to be a more comprehensive 
approach to planning. 

Ms. Stake commented that maybe it should not be part of the proposed plan.  Maybe it should be 
in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Fitch said that he bikes through the Urbana High School and Middle School campuses all of 
the time.  He understands that Vine Street is too busy, especially in the morning and when school 
lets out in the afternoon.  The Washington Street/Vine Street four-way stop is very busy as well, 
and it is a problematic intersection.  Although it is beyond the scope of the proposed plan to talk 
about whether the stop signs will be sufficient, he feels it should be on someone’s radar screen to 
at least monitor the intersection.  Acting Chairperson Ward commented that he feels that the Plan 
Commission has identified this particular area of the City as one that needs some consideration 
in terms of connectivity of bike paths.  He understood the school also being concerned about 
school safety with a thoroughfare running through their campus, especially if they change it to a 
closed-campus.  He is willing to defer to the Urbana School District’s interest at this particular 
point.

With no further questions for City staff, Acting Chairperson Ward opened the public hearing up 
to gather input from the audience. 

Bjorg Holte, of 1001 North High Cross Road, asked who the Zoning Administrator is.  Mr. 
Myers replied that the City of Urbana’s Zoning Administrator is Elizabeth Tyler.  Ms. Tyler is 
also the Director of Community Development Services Department. 

Ms. Holte read the paragraph from the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan Comments on Page 3, which 
states as follows: 

Comment:  Regarding High Cross Road north of I-74, [we] agree that it is 
important to preserve the natural setting of the roadway, which was expressed in 
the Urbana Comprehensive Plan 2005 and the High Cross Road Corridor Study 
after significant public input.  In the Urbana Bike Plan there is a statement about 
adding bike lanes on the bridge if it is rebuilt.  That statement could cause 
confusion that we recommend rebuilding the bridge or even widening the 
roadway or opening up High Cross Road to more cars north of I-74.  I suggest to 
avoid this confusion we add a statement such as “Please refer to the Urbana 
Comprehensive Plan 2005 or the High Cross Road Corridor Study for 
information about retaining the rural, natural setting of High Cross Road north of 
I-74”.  [The Plan Commissioner] also had the suggestion of considering a side-
path on that stretch in the future. 

She also read the following paragraph from the same page: 

The following text will be added to Section 8.1.26 (page 8-21) of the Bicycle 
Master Plan: 
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At the first public workshop for the Bike Master Plan process, attendees were 
broken up into groups geographically.  There were two groups that represented 
Northeast Urbana – an area defined as North of I-74 east of Cunningham, PLUS 
Beringer Commons & Edgewood (east of University Ave. spur to I-74 and north 
of University Ave.).  Both groups identified the I-74 overpass as an obstacle to 
safe bicycling on High Cross Road (See A1-2).  Group 2b marked “Safe passage 
over interstate” on their group map (See A1-4).  Group 2b also prioritized the 
overpass of High Cross Road over I-74 as their second prioritized issue (See A1-
5).  The recommendation to provide a safe crossing of High Cross Road over I-74 
upon any future bridge reconstruction project is consistent with the public 
comment received.  It is also consistent with the IL 130/High Cross Road 
Corridor Plan. 

She commented that she participated in the IL 130/High Cross Road Corridor Plan Study.  She 
understood that north of Route 150, High Cross Road is to stay as is and not to be developed or 
widened.  So, she did not feel that the last paragraph that she read is what the public attending 
the study workshops had in mind.  She feels that the first paragraph more expresses their goal.  
Therefore, she suggested that the Plan Commission delete the last paragraph and to add the first 
paragraph read. 

Acting Chairperson Ward remarked that the proposed comments are a proposal for an addition to 
the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan.  The Master Plan already is fairly clear on what happens north 
of Interstate 74 on High Cross Road.  The proposed comments do not change anything.  They are 
merely an addendum. 

Ms. Holte referred to Page 8-21 of the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan.  Under 8.1.26 High 
Cross Road (IL 130), the third bullet point states, “Over Interstate 74:  Provide a safe crossing 
of I-74 upon any future bridge reconstruction project.  Coordinate with IDOT.”  She did not 
know whether this appeared in either the 2005 Comprehensive Plan or the IL 130/High Cross 
Road Corridor Plan.  So, does this mean that the City is planning to change these two documents 
regarding this issue?  Acting Chairperson Ward said no.  There are no plans to change the bridge 
at this point.  If at some point in the future, there is a plan to change the bridge, then it should be 
made safe for bicyclists. 

Ms. Holte wondered if the change would be made part of the Comprehensive Plan.  Acting 
Chairperson Ward said no.  No one is suggesting that change now.  At this point, there are no 
plans to change the bridge.  If some future group a year from now, 10 years from now, or 20 
years from now decides to change the bridge, the City is only recommending that the new bridge 
be made bicycle safe. 

With no further comments, Acting Chairperson Ward closed the public input portion of the 
hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing up for any questions, discussions, and/or motions by the 
Plan Commission on this particular case. 

Ms. Stake agreed with Ms. Holte in that the High Cross problem has been with us for a long 
time.  People worked very hard when the City developed the 2005 Comprehensive Plan to make 
sure that the area on north High Cross Road would be protected. 
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She referred to Section 21-3 Scope on Page 2 of the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan Comments 
handout.  It states as follows: 

Section 21-3 Scope. 

(C) The requirements, standards and specifications of this chapter do not 
relieve the developer of compliance with any other applicable 
requirements which regulate land development, including but not limited 
to:

(1) The Urbana Official Comprehensive Plan, 1982, as may be amended; 

She suggested changing “1982” to “2005”, since we recently updated the Comprehensive Plan.  
Mr. Myers explained that this is the actual wording in the Subdivision and Land Development 
Code.  City staff is currently working on updating the Subdivision and Land Development Code 
to incorporate changes and updated references such as this. 

Acting Chairperson Ward inquired if according to the statute, the 2005 Comprehensive Plan is an 
amendment to the 1982 Comprehensive Plan.  Ms. Stake expressed that she did not understand 
how the Official Comprehensive Plan could be 1982.  Mr. Myers explained that this was the date 
of the Comprehensive Plan in place at the time when the Subdivision and Land Development 
Code Ordinance was last adopted.  Ms. Stake wondered about the 2005 Comprehensive Plan.  
Mr. Myers pointed out that Section 21-3 Scope does say “as may be amended”.  This refers to 
later changes in the Comprehensive Plan, so it would take into consideration the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. Stake expressed her concern about the wording in the last paragraph that Ms. Holte had read 
earlier.  The bridge reconstruction should not be the project.  It should talk about putting in a 
sidepath.  The wording makes it look like they are planning to expand the bridge to more lanes.  
More lanes mean more traffic, and then, with more traffic come more problems with trying to 
preserve the natural setting of High Cross Road.  Ms. Black clarified that they are not proposing 
bike lanes at all on this particular segment of the roadway.  They are proposing that bicyclists 
and motor vehicles share the road.  They are also not proposing any additional bicycle facility in 
the area.  The idea of improving the bridge, if ever, is to widen it to meet the current standards.  
Right now, each lane measures 10 to 11 feet in width.  The regular width of a lane should be 11 
feet to be safe for any traffic to cross over the bridge. 

Ms. Black noted that they do not want to add a sidepath, because it would only be problematic 
for the bicycle traffic to merge back onto the shared roadway.  If they provide a sidepath over the 
bridge, then they would need to provide a sidepath the entire length of IL Route 130/High Cross 
Road segment to the north.  They do not want this.  Ms. Stake asked why not.  Ms. Black 
explained the reason is because there is no right-of-way available to provide for a sidepath.  
There are houses located near the roadway that would not allow them to use the right-of-way for 
sidepaths.

Ms. Stake commented that if they wanted to widen the road, then they would find a way to do it.  
Why should it be different for sidepaths?  Bicycles are just as important as cars.  So, a sidepath 
in this nice historic area would be a good idea.  Acting Chairperson Ward clarified that Ms. 
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Black was trying to say that there is not sufficient right-of-way.  Ms. Black added that it might be 
a good idea, but it would be really expensive to get the right-of-way to provide for a sidepath.  In 
order to keep the area low volume of traffic, they do not want to widen the road.  Low volume of 
traffic hopefully means it will be easier and safer for bicycles and vehicles to share the road.  
Acting Chairperson Ward remarked that obtaining the right-of-ways would also involve infringe 
upon property owners’ property. 

Ms. Black said that this is why it is not viable to have sidepaths over the bridge.  It would be 
really difficult for bicyclists to reconnect to the shared roadway, and it would be confusing to 
drivers as well.  So, they are proposing that, if ever the bridge is reconstructed, that they consider 
widening the lanes a little and leave it as a shared path.  Mr. Myers stated that a shared road 
means putting up signs saying that bicycles and motor vehicles share the same lanes. 

Mr. Fitch said that they could strike the language.  Or is the purpose to indicate that they only 
plan to share the road until or unless some unforeseen reconstruction of the bridge happens?  
Acting Chairperson Ward mentioned that if you read this carefully, the Comments handout is a 
reporting of what took place at one of the study workshops.  It is not a policy statement.  Ms. 
Stake argued that it will be if it is approved.  Mr. Ward does not feel that there is a policy 
statement in the paragraph.  The purpose of the paragraph being included in the proposed Bicycle 
Master Plan he assumed would be to show the people that attended the study workshop that their 
comments were heard.  He has no problem with taking the paragraph out, because he feels it 
does nothing either positively or negatively.  Mr. Fitch agreed. 

Mr. Hopkins pointed out that on Page 8-21 of the proposed Urbana Bicycle Master Plan, where 
the paragraph would be inserted, there is a policy statement.  It states as such, “Provide a safe 
crossing of I-74 upon any future bridge reconstruction project.  Coordinate with IDOT”.  He 
understands Ms. Stake’s and Ms. Holte’s concern, but bridges do not last forever.  Bridges get 
reconstructed even to be exactly what they were before.  Therefore, it does seem to him to be 
appropriate to have it included in the proposed plan to have it as a reminder that this area is a 
high demand bicycle point and a bottleneck.  When we rebuild the bridge, we should redesign it 
to be consistent with the type of bicycle path being used, which at the moment is a shared path. 

He feels that the Plan Commission is arguing more about what the policy statement is rather than 
the last paragraph being added.  He feels that the policy statement should be kept in, and he 
would be happy putting the additional paragraph in as well, because it is explanatory and does 
give feedback to the public participants that they are being listened to.  It also might help explain 
why the policy statement is included in the plan, since we do not have similar statements for 
every single road and bridge reconstruction in the City.  Mr. Fitch agreed and feels that the 
statement should be left alone. 

Mr. Ward pointed out that at the moment, there has been no motion made to approve the 
proposed plan.  Therefore, there is nothing to amend.  If there was a motion and someone wanted 
to propose an amendment, then this might be the way to expedite this particular issue.  Mr. 
Hopkins asked if the current status of what they would vote on if someone made a motion to 
recommend this case to the City Council would include the underline paragraphs in the 
Comments handout.  Acting Chairperson Ward said yes. 
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Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2059-CP-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation of approval with the specific changes underlined in the 
addendum titled “Urbana Bicycle Master Plan Comments” and dated March 14, 2008.  Mr. Fitch 
seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grosser spoke about his motion.  He strongly agrees with Mr. Hopkins.  He feels that the 
statement listed on Page 8-21 in the proposed plan about the bridge is simply saying that when 
the bridge is reconstructed, we should make sure that it is safe and consistent with the shared 
path that leads to and away from the bridge. 

Ms. Stake moved to amend the motion to add the March 1, 2008 comment to the proposed plan 
and remove the suggested underlined text in the last paragraph on Page 3 of the handout.  With 
no second, the motion to amend died. 

Ms. Stake moved to amend the motion to add the March 1, 2008 comment to the proposed plan.  
With no second, the motion to amend died. 

Mr. Grosser feels that the City Traffic Engineer should be asked to review the proposed plan and 
give approval.  Mr. Ward asked if it was on the agenda to discuss the proposed plan at the next 
Traffic Commission meeting.  Ms. Selby said no.  They were planning on discussing the removal 
of parking on Main Street to allow room for bike paths. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Mr. Fitch - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Ms. Stake - No 
 Mr. Ward - Yes 

The motion was approved by a vote of 4 ayes to 1 nay. 

Mr. Myers noted that this case will go before the City Council on April 7, 2008.  City Council 
has already had a detailed briefing on the proposed plan already at a previous Committee of the 
Whole meeting. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         April 24, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Tyler Fitch, Bernadine Stake 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Teri Andel, Planning Secretary 
      
OTHERS PRESENT: Chris Dillion, Darlene Doloynes-Ferris 

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 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Grosser moved to approve the minutes from the March 20, 2008 meeting as presented.  Mr. 
Ward seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

There were none. 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 
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6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2065-SU-08:  A request by Vermilion Development Corporation for a 
Special Use Permit to construct an accessory parking lot at 908 West Clark Street in the B-
3U, General Business – University Zoning District. 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, presented this case to the Urbana Plan Commission.  He began 
with a brief introduction and background of the proposed site and of the purpose for the proposed 
Special Use Permit.  He referred to Exhibit E, which is the site plan.  The site plan shows the 
distance between the main property at 901 West University Avenue and 908 West Clark Street, 
where the petitioner is asking for a Special Use Permit to allow an accessory parking lot with 26 
parking spaces.  He mentioned the setback variances requested by the petitioner and approved by 
the Zoning Board of Appeals along University and Lincoln Avenues.  He described the proposed 
site at 908 West Clark Street and the surrounding properties noting their zoning and current land 
uses.

He pointed out that since accessory parking has to be within 600 feet of the main development, 
then it doesn’t make sense for this accessory parking to be located north or east as people would 
have to cross University or Lincoln Avenues to get to the building. Realistically, this parking 
would have to be located at the southwest quadrant of University and Lincoln Avenues. In 
drawing a 600-foot arc southwest of 901 West University Avenue, this accessory parking lot 
only has a few places where it could be located because it would be cost prohibitive to purchase 
an apartment building or business only to tear it down for surface parking.  908 West Clark 
Street is, therefore, one of the few locations where this accessory parking lot could be located.

Mr. Myers reviewed the requirements for a Special Use Permit according to Section VII-4 of the 
Urbana Zoning Ordinance and the additional requirements for accessory parking lot Special Use 
Permits.  He read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, 
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. 2065-SU-08 to the City Council, with the following 
conditions:

1.  The parking lot shall be constructed in general conformance to the site plan layout 
submitted as part of the application and labeled as Exhibit E in the written staff 
report.

2.  A landscape buffer shall be provided along the east and west property line to screen 
the proposed parking from adjacent properties.  The landscape buffer shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator and the City Arborist. 
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3.  The Special Use Permit shall expire if the subject property is not transferred to the 
petitioner or the proposed development at 901 West University Avenue is not 
constructed.

4.  The parking lot shall only serve as accessory parking for the development at 901 West 
University Avenue. 

Ms. Upah-Bant asked the square footage of the retail/office building and how many parking 
spaces would be required.  Mr. Myers answered that the building will be three-stories, and the 
City estimates that 135 parking spaces would be required based on square footages and proposed 
uses.  The petitioner plans to provide some of the required parking on the property to the south of 
the development, 26 parking spaces at 908 West Clark Street, and the remaining off-site parking 
spaces will be provided at a parking lot owned by the University of Illinois.  He said that the 
University of Illinois is going to be one of the building’s users so they will have some control 
about where their own employees can park.

Ms. Upah-Bant stated that parking is at a premium in this part of campus.  She wondered if the 
petitioner would be renting parking spaces to other people not affiliated with the use of the 
building.  Mr. Myers said no. 

With no further questions to the City staff by the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing up to take public comment. 

Chris Dillion, Vermilion Development Corporation, LLC, stated that it is important to look at 
this in context.  The building will primarily be an office building – Class A office on par with 
what you might find at the Research Park – but should also have some retail and/or restaurant 
space. The 135 required parking spaces is not a definitive number because they do not know 
exactly how much retail or restaurant there will be in the building.

They are also looking at the development as being an institutional presence on this corner.  It is 
really meant to be a gateway to the campus and to the community.  The University of Illinois is 
going to use office space in the building for their Continuing Education Department.  The other 
office tenant will be Carle Development Foundation which is the foundation arm of the hospital.  
Carle is also considering taking additional space as well. 

There will be some level of retail or restaurant on the first floor.  Their best estimates are around 
3,000 square feet.  This is really what drives the number of required parking spaces to where 
they are currently projecting 135 spaces. 

Mr. Dillion pointed out that there will be 49 parking spaces provided on-site at the two properties 
located at 902 and 904 West Clark Street.  They are also utilizing 60 spaces with the University 
of Illinois that will be specifically designated for their employees.  The proposed accessory lot 
will be used primarily as an employee lot associated with the Carle employees and any additional 
employees that the University may have or that the retail uses may have.  These parking spaces 
will essentially be used during the daytime.  This is why they do not feel it would be necessary to 
light the parking lot at night.  The spaces will be available by permit to employees at the future 
development. 
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Mr. Hopkins asked if the University of Illinois is leasing the property to the petitioner.  Mr. 
Dillion responded that Vermilion is purchasing the land from the University of Illinois 
Foundation.  From his understanding, the University purchased the land about ten years ago to 
avoid McDonalds purchasing the corner and turning it into a fast food restaurant.  This corner, 
even back then, was seen as a very prominent corner in the community.  The University made a 
promise to the City of Urbana to return the corner back to the private sector in the future.  He 
said that the University of Illinois will be leasing approximately 16,000 square feet in the future 
developed building. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered what the nature of the lease is to the University of Illinois for the 16,000 
square feet.  What is the time span?  Mr. Dillion explained that the time frame on the lease, due 
to state statutes, is only for two consecutive five year lease terms with two five year options for 
extension after the initial ten years.  The parking agreement with the University of Illinois has 
almost the same time frame.  It actually has a 25 year time frame associated with it.  So, if the 
University was to remove their office from the building, then there is still an agreement in place 
to provide parking for whatever future use may come in. 

Mr. Grosser questioned if the petitioner would want the required amount of parking space.  Mr. 
Dillion explained that they are going to have a hard time marketing the retail space in the 
proposed building.  He pointed out that the future building was envisioned as a mixed use 
building by both the University and the City.  So, Vermilion Development would like to fulfill 
this.  It is important to the character of University Avenue.   

Mr. Grosser presumed that they have taken into account that many of their customers would be 
within walking distance of the future development and would not be driving vehicles.  Mr. 
Dillion said yes.  He stated that his background is in retail, and from his experience, ten per 
thousand restaurant parking spaces may be the minimum requirement, but some of the uses they 
are considering typically require more parking than this.  So, if they show that their building can 
be easily reached by walking and biking, then they are creating an argument that they have 
enough parking to meet the needs of their tenants. 

Chair Pollock wondered about the nature of the parking lot to the south of the future 
development.  Will this parking area be dedicated to the office tenants?  Mr. Dillion explained 
that the parking will be dedicated to the building itself.  They are envisioning that the employees 
will park either in the University parking spaces or in the proposed accessory parking lot. 

Chair Pollock asked how many of the parking spaces would be available on any of the lots for 
retail use.  Mr. Dillion replied that about 30 parking spaces on the south lot would be available 
for the retail use. 

Chair Pollock wanted to know if the retail does not work out, is there an option to have more 
office space on the first floor.  Mr. Dillion said yes.  This is one of the attractive features of 
building a mixed-use building of this nature. 

Mr. Hopkins commented that the site plan made it a little hard to understand sidewalk widths.  
From what he can tell, the sidewalk around the front of the building maintains the current 
configuration but widens the sidewalk.  Mr. Dillion explained that the existing sidewalk is 
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outside of the property lines in the right-of-way.  Essentially the building will be set back from 
where the sidewalk currently exists.  They anticipate that in the process of constructing the 
building they will be replacing the existing sidewalk with a new sidewalk.  The width of the 
sidewalk will be subject to City code. 

With no further comment or input, Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of the meeting 
and opened it up for Plan Commission discussion and motions. 

Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2065-SU-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval along with conditions 1 through 4 as recommended 
by City staff in the written staff report.  Mr. White seconded the motion. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that although he will vote in favor of the proposed Special Use Permit 
request, he feels that there is an aspect of the parking which should be noted in the record.  He 
understood that the University of Illinois is moving their employees from the Century 21 Tower 
to this location.  They are expecting to use 60 parking spaces for those employees, but not add 60 
parking spaces generally to the University of Illinois’ parking inventory or particularly to this 
area.  In this sense, the future building will not be providing the addition of the code required 
number of new parking spaces. You think of parking spaces as a multiplier of building square 
feet.  So, if a building of a given size is constructed, then you add the multiplier number of 
parking spaces.  In this case, we are not doing that.  We are accounting for the rights of people 
using this building to have parking.  He is okay with this, but he wants them to be up front about 
what they are doing.  He believes it may amount to a variance on the City’s parking requirement. 

Chair Pollock commented that this is a tricky formula.  There is no addition to the general area 
parking inventory up to the number that would be needed in order to meet the code, but because 
the University of Illinois is shifting certain other spaces in this area to use for this building 
doesn’t necessarily mean that it is a violation of the requirements that this developer has to 
provide for.  Mr. Hopkins responded by saying that he did not feel that it causes a problem.  He 
just wants to make clear that this is what he feels is happening.  Mr. Pollock stated that it is clear 
that the University is going to dedicate part of their parking inventory to this building in this 
area.  They are shifting people around, but in doing so it does not mean that the development is 
not adhering to requirements of the City’s code. 

Mr. Ward felt that there was a missing piece of information that they do not have that would 
answer this question.  If the University has just enough parking spaces to meet minimal 
requirements, then Mr. Hopkins is right.  However, if the University has created excess capacity 
of parking and is simply using part of that excess to meet this then it is different.  So, he did not 
feel that they could arrive at a hard and fast conclusion about whether technically this amounts to 
a variance because they do not know if an excess capacity of University parking now exists.  Mr. 
Hopkins responded that this is simply the reason why he wants it in the record. 

Mr. Grosser felt it is an interesting point.  From his understanding, the University is not required 
to provide parking for most of the buildings that they construct.  For example, the University was 
not required to provide any parking spaces for the Beckman Institute.  Yet they did build a 
humongous parking garage across the street of which he presumes that some of the spaces they 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         May 8, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Jane Burris 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Gale Jamison, Assistant City 
Engineer; Tony Weck, Community Development Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: There were none. 

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 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Ward moved to approve the minutes from the April 24, 2008 meeting as presented.  Mr. 
Grosser seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� North Cunningham Neighborhood Business Meeting Invitation 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 
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6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none. 

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

There was none. 

10. STAFF REPORT 

There was none. 

11. STUDY SESSION 

Presentation on the Draft Boneyard Creek Master Plan 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, opened the study session up by stating the purpose and intent 
of updating the Boneyard Creek Master Plan.  The proposed plan is a way to rethink the role of 
Boneyard Creek in the community and to use it as an organizing principle for development, and 
for pedestrian connections within the City.  The City of Urbana hired Wenk and Associates and 
HNTB in 2006 as consultants to aid the City in creating the plan. 

Chair Pollock inquired if the Plan Commission would be requested from this presentation to take 
any action.  What will be the process as the proposed draft plan moves through the stages of 
getting approved?   

Mr. Myers answered that City staff is not asking the Plan Commission to endorse or approve the 
proposed draft plan.  Staff plans to present the proposed plan to the City Council for adoption by 
resolution.  It would not be a formal element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  But, because the 
current Boneyard Creek Plan, which was written in 1978, is referred to in several places in the 
Zoning Ordinance, City staff felt that it would only be fitting that the Plan Commission be aware 
of the proposed new plan which may come into play sometimes in terms of zoning. 

Ms. Stake wondered if the proposed plan would change any zoning.  Mr. Myers said no. 

Mr. Myers turned the presentation over to Gale Jamison, Assistant City Engineer.  Mr. Jamison 
stated that with a significant amount of planning effort done over the last few years, with 
updating the Downtown Plan and the Comprehensive Plan and with the advent of a lot of 
development in the downtown area, City staff felt it was time to update the Boneyard Creek 
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Master Plan.  There have been many things change in the area since it was originally adopted in 
1978.

He spoke about the planning process, which was to initially define the project scope and the 
parameters, define the technical design criteria for any improvements along the Boneyard Creek, 
identify the preferences for uses along the Creek, identify properties for preservation acquisition 
or redevelopment, and to identify key focus areas.  It was a three step process, which included 
the following:  1) a visioning plan, which included an analysis and a lot of public input, 2) 
developing alternatives and refining the plan, and 3) to generating the plan.  Creating the plan 
involved coming up with concepts through segments of the Boneyard Creek and its corridor.  It 
developed into two phases, which are as such:  1) Near Term (0-5 Years) and 2) Long Term (5-
25 Years). 

He discussed the following: 

� Project Area 
� Framework Plan – Outcome of the Community Workshops – Goals 
� Phase 1 Master Plan – Segments 
� Segment 1 

Chair Pollock asked if the City staff had looked at water capacity, so that the Boneyard Creek 
would hold as much water as it holds now.  Mr. Jamison replied that HNTB worked to not 
increase any flood levels. 

Chair Pollock wondered if anyone had looked into the maintenance costs of this project.  Mr. 
Jamison said that they have some preliminary maintenance numbers but that they are still 
studying the costs estimates. 

He continued his presentation by discussing the following: 

� Segment 2 
� Segment 3 

Mr. Ward wondered that since they are creating quite a bit of pedestrian area below street grade 
level, did they consider public safety issues as well?  Mr. Jamison responded that the street itself 
will have appropriate guard rails along the street.  There will be lighting along the pathways.  It 
will be fairly open. 

He stated that this is just a concept, so they are a long ways from the design details. Their next 
step will be conceptual design, where they would address the public safety issue. 

� Segment 4 
� Segment 5 
� Implementation and Next Steps 
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Chair Pollock wondered if the Boneyard Creek extends through one or both of the Downtown 
TIF (Tax Increment Financing) Districts.  Mr. Jamison said that the Creek extends through both 
of them. 

Chair Pollock asked what the sunset on those TIF Districts was.  Would they be in place long 
enough to fund some of the proposed improvements, because this will require some long term 
development?  Mr. Myers answered that to his recollection, TIF District No. 1 expires about 
2013.  TIF District No. 2 expires after 2020.  Mr. Jamison noted that the City has funds in the 
annual Capital Improvement Plan and in the TIF Districts for some of these projects. 

Chair Pollock stated that he was just wondering that if the TIF Districts expire, then how would 
the City publicly fund this project.  Mr. Jamison replied that this is part of the deliberations and 
prioritization once they do the development plans and get more fine tuned cost estimates. 

Ms. Stake commented that she is pleased to hear that the City is thinking about what we can do 
with the Boneyard Creek.  Mr. Jamison mentioned that the Plan has some really good ideas, and 
he encouraged Commissioners to read the full Plan.   There are a lot of details not in the Plan 
which would have to be negotiated with property owners over the next few years. 

Mr. Hopkins asked what is imagined for the Lincoln Avenue to Main Street segment of 
Boneyard Creek.  Mr. Jamison stated that this area is outside the study’s scope.  There are some 
parts of the proposed plan that could be extrapolated into that stretch. There are different 
constraints along there.  There are some encroachments over the channel, which makes things 
difficult.  All of it is private property across the channel.  Some of the same concepts that are in 
the proposed plan could be carried back towards the stretch from Lincoln Avenue to Main Street, 
but they did not study this area in detail. 

Mr. Hopkins recalled that there are large areas of the stretch that are covered, correct?  Mr. 
Jamison said yes.  There is an area near the Phillips Recreation Center that is covered, and there 
is an area just east of Lincoln Avenue that is covered by a parking deck.  The stretch by 
Piccadilly is covered for about 200 feet as well.  However, the majority of it is not covered 
except for the streets. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered if the proposals in the plan relied or not on anything happening to the rest 
of the Boneyard Creek.  Mr. Jamison replied that to get to the upstream end of what they are 
planning, one could use the streets.  The Urbana Bicycle Master Plan has some on-street bike 
lanes that would connect to the plans for the Boneyard Creek.  Chair Pollock added that if one 
wants to get an idea of what this could look like, then they could look at the University of Illinois 
Campus, where they have sculpted the area between Wright Street and Lincoln Avenue.  Mr. 
Hopkins stated that he was thinking about the continuation of that into Urbana. 

Mr. Jamison pointed out that the difficulty is that they are not likely to be able to do much with 
the channel as far as taking back the sheet piling walls through most of that stretch, because they 
are dealing with residential backyards and apartment buildings that are built right up to the 
easement.  Many of the residents during the public hearings have expressed their need for 
privacy.  They do not necessarily want people walking up and down in their backyards, which is 
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understandable.  So, there are a lot of different issues in that stretch than there were in the stretch 
through downtown Urbana, where it is a little more open and there is more access to it. 

Mr. Hopkins questioned if the two major excavations are also flood designed areas.  Mr. Jamison 
answered by saying that they will provide additional conveyance and storage in that area.  They 
are not designed to take any particular advantage in that stretch of the Boneyard.  If you take a 
look at the recent flooding we had, it is all impacted by the water from the Saline Drainage 
Ditch, when it is up.  If the Boneyard is the cause of the flooding, then it means there are 
restrictions downstream that are the impact, so we can provide more and store water, which in 
affect lower the levels, but that is not part of the detail concept of the Boneyard Creek Master 
Plan.  There is not much to be gained in terms of flooding, but the Boneyard Creek Plan will 
help.  It was not designed for flood control.  The Plan was designed to improve the area and to 
provide gathering places and amenities along the Boneyard Creek. 

Mr. Myers asked Mr. Jamison to briefly speak about what is going on with flood control of the 
Boneyard Creek in Champaign.  Mr. Jamison explained that the City of Champaign made a large 
excavation by Second Street as a detention area for the Boneyard and the west channel of the 
Boneyard Creek.  This protection did not provide the total level of protection for downstream 
that they wanted, so as a condition for approval the City of Urbana asked that there be a restrictor 
at Wright Street, which basically restricted the flow at Lincoln Avenue to what it was before.  
This way Urbana won’t get any increased impact of the development of campus and of the City 
of Champaign.  The University of Illinois developed detention just to the south of Grange 
Library for their impact.  Now, The City of Champaign is adding detention along Second Street, 
south of University Avenue, so they are getting closer and closer to providing the protection that 
they would like to provide to everyone downstream. 

Mr. Jamison noted that the City of Urbana has contracted with the United Stated Geological 
Survey to remap the Boneyard Creek for a flood perspective.  The City has submitted the data to 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency.  Basically, the effect they saw with the remapping 
is not necessarily a lowering of the flood level, but changing the flood limits, because they have 
more accurate survey data now than when they did the original mapping. 

Ms. Upah-Bant remembered the last time the Boneyard Creek Master Plan was created.  She 
recalled that it was mostly citizen driven, and there were grand ideas about the river walk.  What 
kind of development would ideally be sought out to build or redevelop near the proposed paths?  
Mr. Jamison thought that it might be a mixed use type of development, where there might be 
commercial or restaurants that would overlook the channel once it is improved and more visually 
appealing.

Ms. Upah-Bant questioned if these businesses would have to maintain the setback requirements, 
correct?  Mr. Jamison said yes.  They would have to build within the constraints of the City’s 
maintenance easement.  We could allow them to use the easement much like we do with 
sidewalk cafes now. 

Mr. Myers commented that the consultants early on provided three different scenarios.  One was 
basically to work within the existing corridor.  The second scenario was to be a little more 
visionary and provide development nodes along the corridor which include more than just along 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         June 5, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Michael Pollock, Bernadine 
Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, James Ward 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Lew Hopkins, Don White 

STAFF PRESENT: Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services 
Department; Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Teri Andel, 
Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Matthew Ando, Sarah Barbour, Todd and Mandy Bennett, 

Elizabeth Cronan, Evelyn Denzia, Keith Erickson, Paul and 
Margaret Friesen, Frank and Barbara Gladney, Kate Hunter, Ruth 
Kaplan, Tom Kilton, Hyunjoo Kim, Sigmund Ku, Sarah McEvoy, 
Dennis and Kay Miller, Stephen Moll, Ken Mooney, Ty and Deb 
Newell, Sarah Projansky, Kent Ono, Huseyin Sehitoglu, Susan 
Taylor, Lisa Treul, Alex and Prema Zachoriah, Joan Zagorski 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The meeting was called to order at 7:33 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was declared 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

There were no minutes presented.  The minutes from the May 22, 2008 Plan Commission 
meeting will be on the next meeting agenda. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Written Communications regarding Plan Case No. 2071-SU-08: 
Email from Jim Dalling, of 706 West Michigan Avenue 
Letter from Frank and Barbara Gladney, of 709 West Michigan Avenue (Handed out at 
the meeting)
Letter from Kate Hunter, of 510 West Oregon Street (Handed out at the meeting)
Letter and Presentation from Sarah McEvoy and Huseyin Sehitoglu, of 805 West 
Michigan Avenue (Copy of presentation handed out at the meeting)
Letter from Peggy Miller, of 806 West Pennsylvania Avenue 
Addendum to the Special Use Permit Request submitted by Ken Mooney, Petitioner 
(Handed out at the meeting)
Letter from Phillip and Sonia Newmark, of 706 West Iowa Street 
Email from Esther Patt, of 706 West Coler Avenue 
Email from Michael Plewa, of 708 West Iowa Street 
Presentation from Sarah Projansky and Kent Ono, of 803 West Michigan Avenue 
(Handed out at the meeting)
Letters from David and Phyllis Schwenk, of 812 West Pennsylvania Avenue 
Email from Shirley Stillinger, of 1003 South Busey Avenue 
Letter from Lisa Treul, of 714 West Iowa Street (Handed out at the meeting)
Letter from Sandra Smith Volk, of 803 West Delaware Avenue 
Email from Al Weiss, of 705 South Cedar Street 
Photos taken by Robert Myers, City of Urbana Planning Manager 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2072-T-08:  Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend the Zoning 
Ordinance to add a new Section XIII-5 regarding Condominium Conversions. 

Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services Department, presented this case 
to the Plan Commission.  She introduced Curt Borman, Assistant City Attorney, to the Plan 
Commission.  She explained that the proposed text amendment will fill a gap in our local 
legislation.  It will govern condominiums, specifically where we have condominium conversions 
of existing buildings or apartments.  She stated that the request for this amendment came from 
the Mayor’s Neighborhood Safety Task Force and other staff groups that are looking at 
controlling problem properties within the City of Urbana. 
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The Ordinance would address a trend where City staff has seen an increasing number of 
conversions of existing apartment units to condominium units.  Currently the City does not 
receive any notice typically of these conversions; therefore City staff has no way of verifying 
that proper provisions are made for public services and for building safety.  She summarized the 
proposed text amendment by briefly talking about the following:  A) Definitions; B) 
Applicability; C) Notice of Intent; D) Condominium Plat; E) Code Inspection; F) Maintenance of 
Common Elements; G) Easements and Dedications; and H) Penalty. 

Ms. Tyler reviewed the staff findings, read the options of the Plan Commission, and presented 
the staff recommendation, 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 
recommends that the Plan Commission recommend approval of the proposed Zoning 
Ordinance text amendment. 

She noted that City staff notified affected parties of the proposed change with this public hearing 
notice.  The City’s Housing Inspector did a presentation to the Central Illinois Apartment 
Association.  City staff also sent copies of the ordinance to the Chamber of Commerce, the 
Realtors Association, the Township Assessor, local developers and engineers who participate in 
these kinds of activities as well as our local utility companies, and the County Recorder of 
Deeds.

Mr. Borman added that the bulk of the required notification is simply written documentation in 
terms of what aspects of projects that a project will take. 

Mr. Grosser realized that a “Notice of Intent” must be submitted at least 30 days before a 
closing, and the requirement that all inspections must be completed no fewer than 30 days before 
a closing.  He thought that the “Notice of Intent” should come earlier.  Ms. Tyler feels that these 
are reasonable requirements.  If there is additional work necessary, then City staff may ask for 
the closing to be delayed in order to be able to get the inspections done within that time period. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to how City staff figured out who would be affected by the proposed 
text amendment.  Ms. Tyler answered that City staff relies upon the associations that have 
members that are realtors.  City staff directly contacted local engineers and surveyors who would 
be preparing the necessary materials.  City staff feels that they outreached well.  The proposed 
text amendment was also included in the Apartment Association’s newsletter. 

Chair Pollock questioned how many condominium conversions have taken place that are 
considered to be potential problems.  Ms. Tyler stated that City staff was aware of Fairlawn 
Village, Water’s Edge and Capstone Condominiums.  Two other apartment buildings that City 
staff found out belatedly that there were conversion efforts underway.  These two are the ones 
that City staff is concerned about.  One is located on North Broadway, and the other is located on 
Colorado Avenue. 
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With no further questions for City staff by the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened up the 
public input portion of the hearing.  With no one from the audience wishing to address the Plan 
Commission, he closed the public input portion of the hearing and opened it up for Plan 
Commission discussion and motion(s). 

Mr. Ward moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2072-T-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval as presented.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion.  Roll 
call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. Ward - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote.  Mr. Myers stated that this case will go before the 
City Council on June 16, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2071-SU-08:  Request by Ken Mooney for a Special Use Permit to establish a 
“Church or Temple” in addition to a single-family residence at 811 West Michigan Avenue 
within the R-2 Zoning District. 

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  He stated the 
purpose for the proposed special use permit request.  He clarified that “church or temple” is the 
term used in the Zoning Ordinance; however, the petitioner is requesting two uses on the same 
property – a single-family residence and a smaller scale use of religious gatherings and ministry 
office.  He gave background information on the type of religious gatherings there would be and 
the maximum number of guests that would be allowed. 

Referring to Exhibit A, Location and Existing Land Use Map, and Exhibit B, Existing Zoning 
Map, he described the current land uses and zoning of the proposed site and of the surrounding 
properties.  Referring to Exhibit C, Future Land Use Map, he explained how the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan relates to the proposed special use permit request.  To give the Plan 
Commission a sense of the character of the neighborhood, he then showed photos of the 
property, streetscape, and neighboring properties, including the Twin City Bible Church. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that the petitioner is proposing additional parking spaces for evenings and 
weekends at McKinley Health Center, which is located across Lincoln Avenue down the street to 
the north.  He noted that the McKinley Health Center parking would be unavailable during 
weekdays, and so the petitioner would need to make other parking arrangements for their 
weekday morning gatherings.   

He reviewed the requirements for a special use permit according to Section VII-6 of the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance.  He stated that staff finds that the proposed use does not conform to the 
applicable regulations and standards of the R-2 Zoning District in terms of cars having to back 
out onto the street.  The proposed use would preserve the essential character of the district. 
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Chair Pollock wondered if a special use permit would permit the construction of a parking lot 
onsite.  Mr. Myers replied that it could.  It would need to be indicated in a site plan, and the site 
plan would need to be reviewed by City staff and meet all of the development codes though. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that since the request is for a special use permit, the Plan Commission is 
charged with making a recommendation for the Urbana City Council. 

Mr. Grosser inquired as to how City staff came to the finding that the proposed use is generally 
consistent with the future land use for the subject property identified in the 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan as stated on Page 6 of the written staff report under “Summary of Findings” number 5.  
When he looks at the Comprehensive Plan, he feels that it is more particular about this area than 
anywhere else in the City due to the inset for the Lincoln-Busey corridor.  It clearly specifies 
single-family residential for the proposed property.

Mr. Myers answered that the Future Land Use Map is a policy guide and does not trump existing 
zoning.  The property is zoned R-2, and the Zoning Ordinance allows churches in R-2 districts 
by special use permit.  Special uses are about how the use is designed and are they going to be a 
good neighbor with the neighborhood. If we said that the Comprehensive Plan excludes what’s 
now allowed by zoning then new churches could never be located in residential zoning districts 
unless the Comprehensive Plan showed Institutional as the future land use for the site. 

Ms. Upah-Bant noticed that the Addendum to the Special Use Permit submitted the petitioner 
shows the residents have four vehicles.  Is this a single family living here?  Mr. Myers responded 
that there is a family with two other additional unrelated people living in the house. 

Chair Pollock wondered how the property would be taxed with allowing two primary principle 
uses – a church that is tax exempt and a single-family residence that is not exempt.  Mr. Myers 
was not sure how the Tax Assessor would classify the property, but his understanding is that the 
property owners would not be seeking any kind of exemption for a religious or institutional use.  
The property owner intends for the property to stay on the tax roll as a single-family residence. 

Chair Pollock asked if a single-family use could widen their driveway with a building permit 
without having to ask for a special use permit.  Mr. Myers said yes.  A single-family residence 
could widen their driveway up to a certain maximum width without getting approval of a special 
use permit. 

With no further questions for City staff by the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened up the 
hearing for public input. 

Ken Mooney, petitioner and local agent for the property owner of 811 West Michigan Avenue, 
said he apologized for their extensive learning curve.  It has taken them a little bit of learning on 
how to fit into the neighborhood.  He believes they will now be able to do so. 

They intend for the property to remain a residence and to only have the appearance of being a 
residence.  This helps provide an environment where the students feel comfortable to come to.  
They have no desire for it to become an institutional use.  They do not plan to pave the backyard.  
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They have hired a lawn care company to maintain the lawn.  There will be no signage or 
advertisement of any kind, even though for a brief period of time they had something on the 
internet.  It has been removed. 

They have worked with their neighbor at 805 West Michigan Avenue to erect a fence between 
the properties to protect the young children.  They also have installed a side gate in the fence 
along Lincoln Avenue so any pedestrians can enter off of Lincoln Avenue and not impact the 
quiet, residential atmosphere of the neighborhood. 

He said that they found off-site parking at the McKinley Health Center for evenings and 
weekends.  It seems the main concern is the parking availability for the morning gatherings.  
There would only be up to eight people who attend the morning gatherings.  They can car pool or 
ride public transportation or walk to the proposed location. 

Todd Bennett, resident of 811 West Michigan Avenue, lives in the home with his family and two 
small children.  He noted that they moved into the house at the end of January 2008. He 
summarized the addendum that was handed out prior to the meeting.  He mentioned that he 
spoke with Tom Skaggs, University of Illinois Parking Services, about parking at the McKinley 
Health Center.  Mr. Skaggs said they did not need a written contract/agreement because he did 
not think any other organization using the McKinley Health Center parking lot has a written 
agreement. 

He addressed the concern about weekday morning parking.  The addendum contains drawings of 
how they plan to widen the driveway access and driveway to 16 feet.  They intend to mirror 
image their neighbor’s driveway by asphalting their gravel driveway.  They also plan to shift the 
curb and driveway apron to lead straight into the proposed asphalt driveway.  They have four 
cars for the residents’ use.  The second drawing shows a 6-car layout.  As you can see the cars 
would be able to get out of the driveway without any shuffling of the other vehicles.  This would 
only be for the weekday morning meetings.  If there are any additional vehicles, then they would 
find off-site parking either using the metered parking along Pennsylvania Avenue or along 
Dorner Drive.  They could possibly rent a parking space in the University F23 Parking Lot for 
one of the residents little used cars.  The other option is to park one of the residents’ cars on the 
street.  Mr. Mooney added that public transportation will reduce the need for parking. 

Mr. Ward questioned how much room would be between the proposed asphalt drive and the 
newly erected fence.  Mr. Mooney said there would be 18 to 24 inches.  Mr. Ward asked if that 
would be enough room to open and close car doors.  Mr. Mooney said it would be doable.  The 
asphalt drive would be 16 feet wide and the additional 18 to 24 inches from the asphalt to the 
fence, it would basically be two 9 foot parking spaces, which is comparable to most parking lots. 

Mr. Ward does not understand their desire to limit the number of people attending the meetings.  
Most religious organizations encourage growth, yet they are limiting the number of guests.  It 
seems to him that if the organization is successful then the potential of invited guests might 
increase well beyond the numbers mentioned in the written staff report.  They did not address 
this possibility in their proposal.  Why are there limits?   
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Mr. Mooney answered that the limits are valid as long as the special use permit is in place.  
When they first started this organization the meetings were a little bit larger than they wanted 
them to be.  So they tried to encourage smaller groups to meet which some the students did not 
agree with.  Now with the restrictions of the City, they are forced to hold smaller groups which 
an ideal number of people to meet at one time are 12 to 15 people.  They would increase their 
numbers by increasing their locations. 

Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to how wide the driveway is at 805 West Michigan Avenue.  Mr. 
Mooney stated that it is shy of being 15 feet wide. 

Mr. Myers clarified that he had just been reviewing his information on the minimum driveway 
width.  The City Engineer has indicated that 18 feet is adequate for two lanes of parallel parking.

Mr. Mooney responded that there would be 18 feet of driveway width once they widen the 
driveway as planned.  Sixteen feet they are proposing to asphalt, and they plan to leave a 2-foot 
portion in gravel, because the car would not drive on the area anyway.  The 2 feet of gravel area 
would be used to open the car door and for the driver to exit the vehicle.  If need be, they could 
pave the entire driveway all the way to the fence. 

Chair Pollock asked Mr. Bennett if he and his family are renting the home.  Mr. Bennett said yes.  
Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the Bennetts were sub-leasing to additional people or are 
they renting from the owners.  Mr. Bennett explained that there were two other people who lived 
in the home with his family and himself during the school year.  They currently only have one 
additional person living with them over the summer. 

Chair Pollock questioned if the owner of the property is a local resident.  Mr. Bennett answered 
that the property owner lives in California.  Mr. Mooney is the local agent for the property 
owner.

Ms. Stake inquired about the ministry office use in the home.  Mr. Mooney replied that there is 
an office in the home but that 90% of the office use is for personal use of the residents of the 
house.  His office is not located there.  Mr. Bennett added that there is a computer, a printer, and 
a scanner/fax machine in the office.  They also have a cabinet to hold office supplies.  Most of 
his own personal office use is done on his computer in his bedroom.  One of the other tenants 
uses the office for the majority of her personal use. 

Ms. Stake wondered who does the organization for these meetings and where do they do it.  Mr. 
Mooney said that most of the organization is done by the students out of their dorms or 
apartments.  We have other meetings on campus.  Ms. Stake asked who “we” are.  Mr. Mooney 
stated that “we” is the organization “Christians on Campus”.  Ms. Stake wanted to know where 
the “Christians on Campus” office is located.  Mr. Mooney explained that there is no office.  It is 
a registered student organization.  There really is no need for them to have an office.  Ms. Stake 
commented that they must send out notices somehow.  Mr. Mooney responded that the students 
send out notices via e-mail from their dorms or apartments.  There may be some small amount of 
office work done at the house. 
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Mr. Grosser stated that the written staff reports list 15 hours per week of ministry office use in 
the house for the organization.  Is this accurate?  Mr. Mooney said that is a little high.  Mr. 
Bennett explained that 15 hours is the amount that they are requesting just to set a number.  They 
do not come close to using the office at the house for that purpose.  The majority of the use of the 
office is for personal use of the residents. 

Mr. Grosser asked if they had employees.  Mr. Mooney replied that there are paid Christian 
workers but that he would not call them employees of the organization.  They are paid by some 
church groups.  They would use the office in the house only for a small amount, well under the 
15 hours. 

Ms. Burris expressed confusion.  It sounds more like they are having small groups, but yet they 
are trying to accommodate permanent parking for a much larger group.  She stated that she has 
20 people over to her house from time to time, but she would not expect to have to get a special 
use permit in order to have her visitors come and go.  She can understand the confusion of the 
neighborhood not knowing what is going on at the proposed house with people coming and 
going.  She is confused about why they would need a special use permit.   

Ms. Tyler explained that the organization, Christians on Campus, operated from this location last 
semester.  The City received some complaints and calls of concern so staff investigated.  It was a 
difficult determination to piece out what the uses are.  City staff’s interpretation is that in order 
for the Christians on Campus organization to continue those uses, they would need a special use 
permit because one of the primary uses is closest to being a “Church or Temple” use.  This way 
the City can pin down the hours of operation, the parking, etc.  Also the special use permit 
request is to allow two principle uses in the same structure.  People are allowed to have visitors 
at their homes, but not on a regular basis, not advertised and not with an official affiliation.  
These are the tests that they worked through with the Legal Department to come to this 
determination. 

Mr. Fitch wondered if there would ever be a situation where the residents would have more than 
four cars.  Mr. Bennett said no.  He does not have to worry about his children driving for a long 
time, because his oldest child is 5 years old.  Mr. Mooney pointed out that they would continue 
to work within the constraints of the special use permit. 

Mr. Ward remarked that he shared some of Ms. Burris’ confusion.  Is Christians on Campus a 
local organization or part of a national organization?  Mr. Mooney stated that it is a registered 
student organization at the University of Illinois.  Mr. Ward asked if there were any other units 
anywhere else or is it indigenous to the University.  Mr. Mooney said it is totally at the 
University of Illinois. 

Mr. Ward questioned if there is an address listed on the registration as a student organization.  
Mr. Mooney answered by saying that they use an e-mail address. 

Ms. Stake inquired if the property owner, who lives in California, is part of the group or does he 
just decide who is going to live in the house?  Mr. Mooney explained that the property owner is a 
personal friend of his.  The owner’s son was very well taken care of by a Christian organization 
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on a campus when he was in college.  The owner wanted to purchase a house to help other 
students so they would also be well taken care of while they are at college. 

Ms. Stake asked if the owner ever visits.  Mr. Mooney replied that the owner has been here 
before.  It is his responsibility to make sure that the house is kept in good shape. 

Sarah McEvoy and Huseyin Sehitoglu, of 805 West Michigan Avenue, approached the Plan 
Commission and gave a presentation with illustrations in opposition of the proposed special use 
permit request. Ms. McEvoy referred to the document that was handed out prior to the start of 
the meeting titled “Presentation by Sarah McEvoy and Huseyin Sehitoglu.”  Page 2 shows all of 
the properties within 250 feet of 811 West Michigan Avenue.  The properties in blue are single-
family owner-occupied homes that oppose the proposed special use permit request.  Seventy 
percent of the owner-occupied homes signed a letter of protest.  She mentioned that it was 
difficult to get signatures from larger institutions, sorority, the Farm House, and the University of 
Illinois because they are either governed by a Board of Directors or governing body that perhaps 
meets quarterly, so she could not get the nine required signatures to have an official protest.  
They did gather 51 signatures representing 43 households who are in opposition. 

She talked about the safety concern of vehicles backing out of the driveway at 811 West 
Michigan Avenue.  They feel it is injurious and detrimental to the public welfare.  The corner of 
Michigan and Lincoln Avenues is already used as a drop off point for members of the Twin City 
Bible Church, creating major traffic flow and management problems. 

She showed pictures of several vehicles parked in the driveway at 811 West Michigan.  She feels 
that widening the driveway would necessitate widening the apron.  Even though Mr. Mooney 
and Mr. Bennett have obtained parking at the McKinley Health Center, it is human nature to park 
as close as you can to where you are going. 

The photos show that all the cars in the driveway make it look like a parking lot, and she stated 
that typically there are cars parked double up and down the driveway during the morning and at 
night.  Although the Bennetts did not occupy the home until January of this year, the Christians 
on Campus organization was holding meetings at the home during the fall semester. 

She commented that even though the petitioners want to keep their meetings to invitation only, 
she feels that by granting the special use permit, the City would be opening up a door to a lot of 
uncertainty.  Once given a special use permit, habits and people change.  The Twin City Bible 
Church has promised numerous times that they would not expand, but they continue to do so. 

She showed a photo of her own driveway next door noting that towards the garage it is 10 feet 
wide and expands to 13 feet wide in the middle and then expands to 15.5 feet closer to the 
sidewalk and apron.  Running a new asphalt driveway 18 feet wide would not be congruent to 
their driveway.  This would give an institutional appearance.  It also appears that the expansion 
of the driveway at 811 West Michigan Avenue would encroach upon a mature tree in the front 
yard.
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Another photo shows vehicles backed up dropping people off at the Twin City Bible Church on a 
Sunday after school was over.  She feels that coming from a major arterial [Lincoln Ave.] to a 
minor street cannot handle this kind of congestion.  It is not safe.  She noted that the Christians 
on Campus Sunday luncheon, of course, happens when there are several services being held at 
the Twin City Bible Church.  Traffic really becomes unmanageable at that point. 

Ms. McEvoy stated that West Urbana was selected by the American Planning Association as one 
of 10 Great Neighborhoods in America in 2007.  This standing would not be maintained if the 
family atmosphere in the neighborhood disappears.  Her family feels that the driveway at 811 
West Michigan Avenue will end up looking like a parking lot, which lends an institutional 
appearance to the property, and which does not conform to preserving the essential character of 
the district. 

She showed a copy of the advertisement that Christians on Campus had posted on the internet.  It 
advertised Friday Night Dinner and Fellowship at 811 West Michigan Street.  It contradicts the 
“by invitation only” concept that Mr. Mooney and Mr. Bennett talked about earlier.  When 
talking with Mr. Mooney, she commented about the number of vehicles and people at 811 West 
Michigan Avenue.  She asked what the organization planned to do if they were successful, and 
Mr. Mooney told her that they would move some of the people to other sites.  This is one of her 
concerns because she has never encountered a church that did not want to grow. 

She feels that once the driveway at 811 West Michigan Avenue is widened then it would be 
difficult to sell the home ever again as single-family.  No one wants to buy a house with a 
parking lot in front or in back if they are a single-family.  Increasing the intensity of use at 811 
West Michigan with the dual purpose including a fellowship house and office would not be 
preserving the use as previously existed, and would most definitely be an encroachment of 
higher density into this area.  This would be inconsistent with the 2005 Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. McEvoy stated that they feel the granting of the special use permit would lower the property 
values of the few remaining owner-occupied homes on West Michigan Avenue.  Two residential 
homes have already been converted for office use by the Twin City Bible Church, and they have 
recently acquired a third property.  In that case, the church pastor said that they would be 
submitting a special use permit application to use the third single-family home as an office.  This 
has created an imbalance, and there is a danger of losing the flavor of what was once known as 
an owner-occupied family neighborhood. 

The final requirement that a special use permit must meet is that the proposed use is conducive to 
the public convenience at that location.  While a fellowship house would be conducive to the 
members of the Christians on Campus organization, it is not conducive to the public convenience 
of the neighborhood. 

She talked about what little she actually knows about the Christians on Campus organization.  
When inquiring about who her neighbors were going to be, several people helping unload a 
moving truck handed her business cards saying “Recovery Bible – Living Stream Ministries”.  
She suggested that Mr. Mooney and/or Mr. Bennett might address the association between 
Living Stream Ministries and the Christians on Campus organization to give people a better 
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understanding of who will be visiting or living at 811 West Michigan Avenue.  The neighbors 
are confused about what the organization is about. Lastly, she commented that they hoped that 
the petitioner would select a more safely located property that is technically compatible with the 
intended use as a fellowship house. 

Mr. Sehitoglu noted that when he purchased 805 West Michigan Avenue, there were families 
living on both sides of his home.  They have invested in their property and kept it well 
maintained. 

They are concerned about the proposed use at 811 West Michigan Avenue.  Residential 
driveways are not designed to accommodate 10-12 vehicles.  This kind of traffic affects the 
safety of the neighborhood.  Once a special use permit is allowed it is possible for things to 
change.  Although the Bennetts live in the house they are renters and could move.  They have 
out-of-state license plates so no one knows how long they will live on the property. 

He wanted to point out that on the diagram shown by Mr. Bennett for a possible parking solution 
in the driveway they indicated two guest cars.  Pastor Mooney comes to the property every 
morning and works at this location.  He stays there most of the day.  In addition he has assistants.  
So there are already two to three vehicles associated with the church personnel parked in the 
driveway before any students arrive to visit the fellowship home. 

Parking is a very difficult problem in this neighborhood.  There are no parking spaces available 
on the street for visitors.  The issue of parking, in conjunction with the residential flavor of the 
neighborhood changing, concerns his family very much.  So they ask the Plan Commission to 
follow the City staff’s recommendation to deny the request for a special use permit. 

Chair Pollock asked Mr. Myers to reiterate staff’s recommendation. Mr. Myers responded that 
staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward the case to the Urbana City Council with a 
recommendation for denial because the proposed church use will introduce additional traffic and 
parking in a way which will be unreasonably detrimental to the single-family residential district 
in which it will be located. 

Lisa Treul, 714 West Iowa Street, stated that the neighborhood has a covenant with the City of 
Urbana, and it is called the “Comprehensive Plan”.  It clearly states how we want to preserve the 
West Urbana Lincoln-Busey corridor. She stated that she attended the open house that the 
fellowship/church held.  They are lovely people and are doing wonderful things.  There is no 
argument there.  The argument is whether or not this is a good use at the proposed location and is 
it consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  She does not believe it is. 

She is a co-coordinator for the West Urbana Neighborhood Association (WUNA).  Last month, 
they held a WUNA at large meeting which they hold once a year.  The church members attended 
and presented their application.  Overwhelmingly the 50-odd neighbors attending the meeting 
said “no.”  This cannot go on.  It does not accommodate the public and it violates the 
Comprehensive Plan.  So she encouraged the Plan Commission to oppose the request for a 
special use permit. 
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Ruth Kaplan, 811 West Michigan Avenue, spoke in favor of the special use permit request.  She 
mentioned that she is a junior at the University of Illinois, and she has been a member of the 
Christians on Campus organization since her freshman year. Christians on Campus has been in 
existence since 2000.  The organization is growing, which of course, is one of their goals.  
However, their largest meeting is the Sunday morning meeting which is held at the Illini Union.  
Many religious groups hold their meetings at the Illini Union.  If they were to grow to the size 
where the Illini Union could not accommodate the organization then she is certain that the 
Michigan house could not accommodate them either.  The only meeting at 811 West Michigan 
Avenue where there are a lot of members attending is the Friday night meeting which is actually 
a smaller group meeting.  Some of her friends host smaller Christian group meetings in their 
dorm rooms.  The difference with Christians on Campus is that the members like to visit with 
families. Christians on Campus is an organization unto itself.  They have no technical affiliation 
with anyone else.  But like other Christians they communicate with other Christians.  Any 
Christian is welcome to attend their meetings. Having the house at 811 West Michigan Avenue is 
new to the organization as well.  Even some of the students in the organization felt that they were 
over using it at the beginning of the semester, which is one of the reasons why the use has 
decreased.  It is not just because of the City staff. 

Sarah Projansky and Kent Ono, 803 West Michigan Avenue, stated they were opposed to the 
special use permit request.  Ms. Projansky stated that she has a specific argument that she wanted 
to make, which is that the City of Urbana needs to step back and take a look at the 800 block of 
West Michigan Avenue as a whole and think about the block in the context of the neighborhood.  
To support this argument, she made a visual presentation on a 45-year history of the block, a 
copy of which was handed out prior to the the meeting. 

Her charts show that for forty years there were very few changes on their block.  In the last three 
years, there have been major changes which is why she is advocating that the City slow down 
and take a look at the block.  Twin City Bible Church was built in 1964.  Sometime between 
1964 and 1990, the Twin City Bible Church purchased 806 West Michigan Avenue, and they 
began using it as an office space, but it maintained the look of a single-family home.  In 
1990/1991, the Downtown to Campus Plan rezoning occurred.  The Twin City Bible Church and 
the rooming house were both rezoned to R-7, University Residential Zoning District.  The 
properties at 804, 806 and 808 were all rezoned to R-2, Single-Family Residential.  This 
rezoning increased the protection of existing family residential emphasis for the block and the 
neighborhood.  She explained the City’s justification for the rezoning of these properties. 

In 1992, the Twin City Bible Church expanded their structure at 810 West Michigan Street.  This 
was the first change to the structure of the block in 28 years.  In 2004, they moved to 803 West 
Michigan Avenue.  They were not aware of the major changes that were coming in less than a 
year.  They saw historical character in their home as well as the other seven homes on the block. 
Families with children lived in the three homes on the south side of the block and the block had 
the appearance and feel of an entirely residential neighborhood.  So, in 2005 the Twin City Bible 
Church demolished the single-family homes at 806 and 808 West Michigan Avenue and 
expanded significantly including an additional driveway and making the parking lot bigger. The 
appearance of the block began to change, but there was no additional high use organizations 
located on the block, whereas the proposed special use permit is for a high use organization.   
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Recently Twin City Bible Church purchased 804 West Michigan, and there is talk that they plan 
to submit an application for a special use permit to use it as an office. The rooming house at 1301 
South Busey Avenue is now occupied by ten young men, and there are only five single-family 
residences left, in one of which the petitioner is proposing ministry offices and renter occupied 
uses.

In their petition, the applicant stated that there would be meetings held six days a week.  As Mr. 
Mooney testified earlier, the house was primarily purchased by the owners to assist students.  
Thus, it is clear that the primary purpose of the property is the ministry and offices.  If they pave 
and widen the driveway, then it will look like a parking lot in the front yard.  She acknowledged 
that the petitioner has worked hard to solve the parking created by the proposed use.  The 
parking actually concerns her less than the vehicular traffic.  This has not been solved.  There 
have been a number of near misses that the residents in the area have had with their cars, that she 
has had with her 2-1/2 year old son on his tricycle, and that her next door neighbor has had with 
their 3 year old twins on their tricycles with the increased traffic flow.  We are talking about 
morning, afternoon and night time meetings.  So, the increase in the traffic flow threatens the 
neighborhood feel. 

The McKinley parking solution is a good solution, except that the members of the organization 
would then need to cross Lincoln Avenue.  It is extremely dangerous.  Many of the members of 
the Twin City Bible Church park on Michigan Avenue, because they do not want to cross 
Lincoln Avenue. 

In conclusion, Ms. Projansky stated that given two of the ten lots on the 800 Block of West 
Michigan Avenue are already zoned R-7.  We have very recently lost two of the historic homes 
on the block to the addition of the Twin City Bible Church.  Given all this and the fact that more 
time is needed to understand the vehicle flow and the safety issues, she argued that it is time for 
the City to step in and prevent any further erosion of the neighborhood quality and the balanced 
use.  She respectfully requests that the Plan Commission recommend against the proposed 
special use permit request. 

Mr. Ono commented that as you drive down Lincoln Avenue going south institutions line both 
sides of the street for part of the way until you get to Michigan Avenue, and then there is a mix 
of institutions and single-family residences.  It makes sense that there is a residential feel as you 
go down Lincoln Avenue to Michigan Avenue because of the Illini Grove, which is a beautiful, 
park-like forested arbor preserve. 

When David and Judy Chang chose to purchase 811 West Michigan Avenue directly across from 
the Illini Grove and in a residential neighborhood, they took a very big risk.  They gambled.  
They made a bet, and perhaps took for granted that the City of Urbana would allow them to 
convert a single-family residence on a residentially zoned section of one of the premier streets in 
the historic state street area in Urbana into an office space, ministry, and living quarters for 
workers doing institutional church related activities.  Given the seriousness of that risk, it is 
surprising to him that not a single person from the organization talked to him, his partner or any 
of the neighbors up and down the block prior to or after the house was purchased to find out 
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what people might think of them turning the single-family home into a church and the front yard 
into a busy driveway parking lot.  From the outset, they purchased the single-family dwelling 
knowing that the use of the house was in conflict with the feel of the residential neighborhood.  
Nevertheless, they assumed they could use the property for non-residential purposes.  He 
submitted that the Changs’ decision to purchase the home – a home where they had no intention 
of ever living themselves – for the purpose of using it as a church was a mistake.  It is a mistake 
because such an institution neither fits within the City’s plan for the street or neighborhood, nor 
is it compatible with the view of the residents who live here.  There are more obviously 
appropriate buildings one could purchase for such activities; sites already zoned for high-
intensity use. 

He remarked that no one from the organization came around and introduced themselves until Mr. 
Bennett visited the neighbors trying to explain the purpose of their special use permit request.  
He had never met Mr. Mooney or even saw him until today.  The kind of economic transaction 
that took place in the purchase of 811 West Michigan Avenue, the administrative act to try to get 
a special use permit, and with no face-to-face discussion either before purchasing the house or 
before and after the institutional activities began are precisely the unneighborly experience that 
happens as a result of creeping, unfeeling institutional encroachment and transactions without 
humanness into residential neighborhoods in Urbana. 

They received no information about the institutional goals of the church.  Thus, they have lots of 
questions.  What is Christians on Campus?  It is a student organization, but it has a site off 
campus in which they do their ministry.  How is it connected to the Living Stream Ministry?  
How is it related to the University of Illinois precisely?  Can the University have a student 
organization that functions in this way?  Why did the Changs front so much money to buy a 
house for several people to live there and participate in institutional activities while they 
themselves never plan to move there?  What is the ultimate goal of the proposed church? 

We cannot support what is clearly institutional encroachment into their residential neighborhood.  
He hoped the Plan Commission would not support it as well. 

Matthew Ando, of 712 West Michigan Avenue, stated that it is not a question of a church-like 
activity belonging at some R-2 location.  There is a mutual concern about having multiple such 
activities in such a small concentrated area.  It is a request for a certain amount of balance.  811 
West Michigan Avenue is the last single-family residence as one goes north along Lincoln 
Avenue.  It is important to take into consideration that the 2005 Comprehensive Plan states that 
single-family uses in the Lincoln-Busey corridor should be preserved. He mentioned that he 
shares an 18-foot wide driveway with his neighbors.  He can testify that it is impossible to park 
two cars next to each other and still be able to exit the vehicles in an 18-foot wide driveway.

Frank and Barbara Gladney, 709 West Michigan Avenue, spoke in opposition of the proposed 
special use permit.  Ms. Gladney requested that the Plan Commission recommend denial of the 
request for a special use permit.  She stated that the proposed use would add to the traffic 
congestion at the corner of Michigan and Lincoln Avenues and further exhausterbate the parking 
problems.  Granting this proposed permit would further erode the residential, livable quality of 
the neighborhood. There are already traffic problems at the corner of Michigan and Lincoln 
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Avenues.  The Twin City Bible Church is located across the street from the proposed location.  
Drop offs and pick ups often can cause traffic snags.  Consider the effect of another church at 
that corner.  One church on Michigan Avenue may be all that the neighborhood can adapt to. The 
neighborhood already has a parking crunch.  Church members park bumper to bumper along 
Michigan and Busey Avenues often making it difficult for residents and their company to find a 
space to park.  There have been several times when they have even had their driveway blocked. 

Hyunjoo Kim, 383 Paddock Drive in Savoy, spoke in favor of the special use permit request.  He 
said that when he came to the University of Illinois, he attended the Christians on Campus 
meetings.  Since then he has held Friday night meetings at his place for the last seven or eight 
years.  He has never had a problem with his neighbors.  When his family purchased a new home 
at the beginning of this year they decided not to have Friday meetings anymore at their home.  If 
there is a problem with too many people meeting at 811 West Michigan Avenue, then he would 
certainly be willing to hold Friday night meetings at his new home so there would be less traffic 
on Michigan Avenue. He expressed his confusion with why the neighbors are upset.  He would 
have 25 to 30 people at this old place.  Now they need a special use permit in order to hold 
meetings.  If there are any changes that need to be made, then the organization is willing to make 
those changes so they can continue to have their fellowship meetings. 

Sigmund Ku, 508 East Clark Street, spoke in favor of the proposed special use permit request.  
He mentioned that he is a fourth year student at the University of Illinois.  It has been fantastic 
for the students to have the house at 811 West Michigan Avenue to meet.  All of the members 
want to keep the property as a single-family house, because it is the environment that they want 
to meet in, especially for incoming freshmen that join the organization.  Having a family 
welcome you into their home really eases a new student’s nerves when going into a large college 
environment. He feels that there has been some miscommunication about how often it is used by 
the students.  The members of the organization do not just come and go, they call first to see 
what meeting time is available.  They respect the Bennetts, and they do not just barge into their 
house and hang out.  The Bennetts really enjoy having students come over to their house. 
Christians on Campus is not responsible for the Twin City Bible Church and what they have 
done over the past few years.  The members of the organization do not plan and have no 
intention of repeating what the Twin City Bible Church has done by expanding.  They enjoy the 
residential feel and want to keep it as such.  It is like a home away from home for the students.  
They would like to work with the neighborhood to keep everything at peace and to keep the 
flavor of the neighborhood. 

Kate Hunter, 510 West Oregon Street, expressed her concern about the neighborhood.  She 
stated that she has lived in the neighborhood since 1973.  She has seen many changes, and some 
of them have been very good, but she believes that the neighborhood has reached a tipping point 
about ten years ago.  There is encroachment that is possible from all directions.  She feels that 
the City needs to be very careful in considering requests in which someone is asking for yet 
another exemption to what has been long discussed for this particular area. She mentioned that 
she bicycles back and forth on Busey Avenue all the time.  The traffic, especially on Sundays, is 
unbelievable.  So let’s not do any more damage. 
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Paul and Margaret Frieson, 1705 Melrose Village Circle, Apartment 832, came before the Plan 
Commission to speak in favor of the proposed special use permit request.  Mr. Frieson pointed 
out that they just recently moved to the City of Urbana.  They knew Todd and Mandy Bennett 
prior to joining the fellowship.  They enjoy going over to the Bennett’s home to study and read 
the bible.  They find it strange and frustrating to feel it is illegal to go over to their friends’ 
house. He remarked that we live in a nation of law.  We make laws to keep us from people’s 
human nature. He thinks that the solution that Mr. Mooney and the Bennetts have proposed 
meets the requirements.  They want to set limits so everyone would be clear what their intent is.  
He feels there is a lot of confusion about what is really going on at the home. He expressed his 
confusion as to why a family would be required to get a special use permit to hold bible studies 
in their home.  This is why we have laws, and it is why the Bennetts and Mr. Mooney is applying 
for a special use permit.  He feels it is reasonable to allow two guest cars park in the driveway.  
He agrees that it is not reasonable to have ten cars parked in the driveway everyday.  He feels 
this is why the neighborhood is against the proposed use.  Most people in opposition have talked 
about things that have happened in the past as the petitioners were learning to get along with the 
neighborhood.  He did not feel this was relevant because the petitioners are not asking 
permission for the past, instead they are asking for a special use permit for the future.  They are 
asking for specific guidelines which if they violate they would be subject to the law. 

Since the petitioners were forced to stop holding bible study sessions in their home, he and his 
wife have started hosting the bible studies in their home.  As previously mentioned they are not a 
typical institution in that they do not meet a big building.  They would rather meet in people’s 
homes.  They expand their membership by adding more homes to meet at.  He and his wife are 
happy to provide one of these homes.  They love having the students over to their house.  He 
believes that they offer an excellent benefit to the community because it reduces the number of 
kids out drinking. Mr. Frieson believes that it is the duty of the local government to protect the 
interest of the minority group in this situation. 

Ms. Frieson echoed what her husband said.  They are new in the community, and it has been 
really nice to have a friend in the community.  She has been afraid to even go over to the 
Bennett’s home to visit because she feels like they will be watched or written up. The past is the 
past and they are trying to move forward.  They are trying to set guidelines for the members to 
follow.  She mentioned that they held an open house which was opened to the neighborhood to 
attend and address their concerns.  There were only two people from the community that 
attended the open house.  It is strange to her that all these concerns are coming out now instead 
of in a civil place at the Bennett’s home. 

Ty and Deb Newell, 704 West Michigan Avenue, approached the Plan Commission to speak in 
opposition.  Mr. Newell pointed out that it is not the Bennett’s home.  They are tenants.  It is not 
Mr. Mooney’s home.  He is supposedly representing someone who owns the home, but do we 
know that he officially has that representation?  Do we know that legally he is responsible for 
providing and asking for the special use permit?  When you look up the address provided in the 
Tax Assessor records for the owner, you find out the address is for an attorney’s office. The 
discussion about the learning curve, being naïve and the ambiguity of what is going on, he did 
not understand where an attorney purchases the home and there is a lack of knowledge of zoning 
rules.  He is surprised that it did not come up when the owner purchased the house to check into 
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the zoning to ensure that the proposed use would be allowed.  His urged the Plan Commission to 
deny the request for a special use permit. He stated that he and his wife have lived in their house 
since 1981.  There are annual block parties going from the 600 to the 800 block of Michigan 
Avenue each year.  This is their neighborhood.  Their earnings go into maintaining their home. 
He mentioned that he is a preacher’s kid.  His father would have been without a job if he didn’t 
increase the size of his flock. This is the mission of a church.  Meetings occur all day long, every 
day.  It is not realistic for them to think that they are going to limit the size of their meetings.  
Out of 40,000 students at the University of Illinois, and they only plan to allow about four new 
freshmen in to meet the upper classmen. If they want to be successful, then they need a place that 
follows the law and is within the zoning ordinance.  There is no reason for this particular house 
to be changed in this manner. 

Ms. Newell stated that she wants to maintain the neighborhood in which her four children grew 
up in.  She does not have a problem with what the Christians on Campus do.  She just has 
problem with the fellowship wanting to use the proposed site as a regular meeting place. 

Stephen Moll, 608 East Clark Street, Champaign, mentioned that he recently graduated from the 
University of Illinois.  He was a member of the Christians on Campus during his four years of 
attending the University. From his understanding, the staff’s recommendation to deny the 
proposal is due to parking.  If the petitioner wanted to widen the driveway, then they could 
simply take out a building permit with the City without having to obtain a special use permit 
hearing. He apologized for the number of cars that were previously parked in the driveway.  
There were e-mails sent out to the students in the organization to not park there anymore.  The 
students took the e-mail very seriously and began parking at the McKinley Health Center. 
Regarding the confusion about the whole idea of growing, the previous speaker talked about 
growth being an essential element of a church.  Christians on Campus is not a church.  It is a 
student organization.  They are registered with the University of Illinois. He knows that there is 
frustration with the Twin City Bible Church and how they continue to expand.  However, there 
needs to be a clear distinction made that the proposed site is a house, and they plan to keep it as a 
house.  They are not going to tear the house down and build another church on the corner.  The 
students like the environment that is provided in meeting in residential homes with families at 
dinner. Again, the reason for staff’s recommendation for denial is due to the parking.  He feels 
that there are many options that the Bennetts and Mr. Mooney have presented to alleviate the 
parking problems. 

Keith Erickson, 607 West Indiana Avenue, stated that the neighborhood is not against anyone.  
They are only in favor of maintaining a single-family environment that is conducive to bringing 
up children and to have a friendly neighborhood environment.  He feels that some of the 
statements made tonight are negative to what people feel.  This is simply a land use issue, and 
the neighborhood would be reacting in the same fashion if it were an attorney’s office, a medical 
office, an insurance office or an auto body shop.  It has nothing to do specifically with the 
current petitioners.  It is more the long-term goal that is being purported to the Plan Commission 
at this hearing.  Therefore, he requested that the Plan Commission deny this request. 

Chairman Pollock gave the petitioners an opportunity to respond to any of the testimony and to 
make any closing statements. 
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Mr. Mooney reiterated that they intend to keep it as a single-family home.  The Christians on 
Campus organization grows by adding families who can host students.  They do not grow by 
increasing the size of the meetings.  For their larger meetings, they have used the YMCA and the 
Illini Union.  They make use of other facilities, and the house at 811 West Michigan Avenue is 
by no means their only meeting place.  They are looking for an amount of usage of the home that 
is consistent and fits within the neighborhood.  They are willing to work with the neighborhood 
to find that amount of usage.  They do not want to impact the way the neighborhood looks or the 
overall residential feel to the neighborhood.  The students are comfortable there.  Because it is 
close to campus, it gets a little more use than some of the other meeting places.  They are willing 
to work to find a solution, so that the students can be cared for and hold bible studies sessions at 
the same time they add to the community. He mentioned that they did not have any meetings at 
this location during the first semester because they did not take possession of the house until mid 
December.  So, there is some confusion and/or inaccuracy there. The driveway width is not 18 
feet between two walls.  There is a wall on one side, but it is wide open on the other side.  So, 
they could park two cars side-by-side. However, the plan they are proposing is to use the one 
side for exiting the driveway. If necessary, they do not need to meet at this location in the 
morning.  The traffic congestion in the morning seems to be the primary issue mentioned in the 
written staff report.  Their primary concern is that they fit within the residential aspect.  If the 
City and the residential neighborhood feel that a couple of extra cars coming into the 
neighborhood early in the morning is going to create too much traffic, then the Christians on 
Campus organization can move the morning meetings elsewhere. Many of the issues are with the 
Twin City Bible Church.  There is nothing they can do about that.  Their Sunday morning 
meeting is held at the Illini Union, so it would not conflict with the church services held at the 
Twin City Bible Church on that day.  They would have lunch meetings start at 1:00 p.m. on 
Sundays, but the students can park at the McKinley Health Center. He believes that they can 
work within the requirements of the community and to a regulated degree.  He strongly 
recommended that the organization and the City work together with the community to help take 
care of some students who are away from home and want to study the bible. 

Mr. Bennett echoed that throughout the time since he moved in at 811 West Michigan Avenue, 
they were made aware of the neighborhood’s concerns, specifically with the neighbors next door.  
There has been an air of civility, even during the public hearing.  They want to be part of the 
neighborhood which is why they are going through this process to establish what guidelines 
would be appropriate that fit in and meet the concerns and needs of the City, of the 
neighborhood, and of the Christians on Campus organization. 

With no further comments or questions from the public, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing for Plan Commission discussion and 
motion(s).

Ms. Upah-Bant asked what would happen if a bunch of students parked in the driveway.  Is there 
any legal sanction?  Can the City regulate the number of cars parked at a residential 
neighborhood?   
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Mr. Myers recommended that if the City Council would choose to approve the proposed special 
use permit request then they do so with a site plan.  The petitioner has presented a site plan, and 
if the Plan Commission feels that it should be the plan, then they should recommend approval of 
it.  Through the site plan process, the City can basically regulate the number of cars.  It would be 
difficult to regulate which ones are for residents and which ones are for visitors.  The “R” and 
the “G” indicated on the site plan for “resident” and “guest” parking indicates the petitioner’s 
intent on how they would manage cars within the driveway. The City would not enforce which 
spaces are for residents and guests. If there were additional cars parking there, then the City 
would follow up with the property owners and find out the nature of the ongoing gatherings and 
office use.  The City could generally hold the use to the site plan.  However, the City cannot 
strictly say that there could never be any additional guests, because households occasionally have 
larger personal gatherings. 

Mr. Fitch wondered how often a person can use their home for religious fellowship before it 
becomes problematic and they need to seek a special use permit.  People have a right to practice 
their religion in their homes up to some point.   

Chair Pollock reworded the question to be what was the criterion that the staff used to determine 
that this was a violation of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Myers answered that part of this case is based on the nature of what was taking place at the 
time that was reported by the neighbors.  Another part is based on what City staff found when 
they investigated.  There were gatherings held at 811 West Michigan Avenue on an on-going 
basis.  These gatherings were being advertised via the internet and through flyers.  It is one thing 
to have an occasional meeting or gathering in your home, but it is a different thing to have 
regularly scheduled and advertised meetings or gatherings five days a week, in addition to 
having an office in the home for staff. When City staff initially investigated, they recommended 
to the petitioners that they apply for a special use permit.  Since that time, he believes that the 
petitioners’ original plan has been modified somewhat in terms of the number of hours and the 
nature of the office use.  It sounds like they are trying to make it more compatible with the 
neighborhood’s desire to keep the residential atmosphere in the neighborhood.

Mr. Fitch commented that he gathered this from the testimony also.  Now he is thinking that if it 
is true that the use has been scaled back somewhat, then is a church designation or special use 
permit an overkill.  Ms. Tyler replied that City staff, pending this public hearing and this 
resolution, did ask the petitioners to cease all non-residential related activities. 

Mr. Ward stated that the case states quite clearly that it is a dual use.  It would seem to him that if 
there is a change then the proper procedure would be for the petitioner to withdraw the petition 
before the Plan Commission and to come back at a later date with whatever is necessary, if in 
deed the facts have changed.  What the Plan Commission has before them is a petition to allow 
two principal uses, a single-family residence and regular religious gatherings and related 
ministry office, on one lot. 

Mr. Grosser remarked that any time there is a room full of people addressing the Plan 
Commission, it is helpful, and he appreciated everyone attending the meeting.  He then  
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addressed several issues that he felt was happening during the public hearing.  The first issue is 
that some people feel that this particular activity of holding religious gatherings is the problem.  
The use itself is not important, but what is important is how often the meetings are held and what 
goes along with it such as the office use. 

The second concern is that the issue of parking is important.  He feels that the parking plan 
submitted by the petitioners is not reasonable.  Mr. Ando had addressed the same question he had 
which was about the driveway being 18 feet wide for parallel parking.  With a fence on one side 
they would not be able to open their doors in that width of space.  This means that the people 
will park further over into the yard and it will look more like a parking lot.  The issue that also 
makes this particular use incompatible with the single-family neighborhood is the activity level.  
When you have a single-family home, there is an expectation of the level of activity that is going 
to be happening in the house as far as the coming and going, etc.  What has been proposed are 
meetings with up to 20 people three times a week, meetings with up to 8 people every weekday, 
and an office use that is on-going.  This is not what one would see in a single-family 
neighborhood, and it is not the kind of activity level one would expect to have.  He feels this is 
incompatible with the neighborhood district. Regarding Mr. Fitch’s question about when it 
becomes a church use.  He feels that because it is an organized religious group, it falls in the 
church category.  It no longer gives off a single-family feel. 

Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2071-SU-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for denial because the proposed church use would introduce 
additional traffic and parking and an increased activity level that will be unreasonably 
detrimental to the single-family residential district in which it would be located.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grosser noted that his motion is close to the staff recommendation, but it included a second 
clause, which is the added increased activity level.  The staff recommendation was simply to 
deny because of the traffic and parking situation.  In his motion he is trying to make an argument 
that the activity level is not conducive to the neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan is really 
clear about this particular area.  While the Comprehensive Plan is not zoning, the purpose of a 
special use permit process in looking at this case in an R-2 Zoning District is to look at the whole 
picture and see what is the picture of the neighborhood.  Is a second church a reasonable use on 
this block?  The Comprehensive Plan states, “Lincoln/Busey Corridor.  Preserve these uses as 
they now exist while precluding further encroachment of higher density buildings into this 
unique residential area”.  This house is one of the houses on the Lincoln/Busey Corridor that 
has been a subject of a lot of discussion and efforts by the City to maintain the atmosphere. 
Furthermore, one of the neighbors gave testimony on the history of the block.  He felt this 
testimony is relevant to the case, because there is already a large church across the street which 
has taken up several single-family homes on the block to the point where the percentage of uses 
is about half and half.  Granting the proposed special use permit would tip that balance further. 

So in conclusion he wanted to add these two points for the Plan Commission’s consideration on 
the motion. 
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Ms. Stake read a letter in opposition submitted by Sandy Volk.  She agreed with Ms. Volk’s 
comments.  She stated that she has been working for the preservation of most all neighborhoods 
in the City of Urbana for 39 years.  It has been difficult because there are always groups like the 
Twin City Bible Church who promise to keep the residential homes as they are even though they 
were using them as offices.  Now they have torn those homes down.  So, there is no balance now 
in the neighborhood.  Many promises have not been kept.  The City needs to stop and think and 
just say “no”.  We cannot go any further with these types of uses and developments or else we 
will not have the residential neighborhood anymore.  We have some really nice neighborhoods 
that we want to keep. 

Ms. Upah-Bant agreed with Mr. Grosser that the increase in activity level really bothers her.  She 
mentioned that she lives in the area.  When she bought her home she knew she was 100 yards 
away from Farm House so if there is too much traffic at Farm House then she has no one to 
blame except for herself because she knew it was there when she purchased her home.  However, 
she does not believe that anyone would have expected a second church to be built on the 800 
block of Michigan Avenue.  She finds that the proposed use does not conform to the standards of 
the district, and it is not generally consistent with the future land use for the property.  According 
to the LaSalle National Bank criteria, it would be unfair to the other property owners in the area. 
She reiterated that it is not the use itself that they are opposed to.  Any kind of business that 
generates the kind of traffic that this institution seems to generate would be incompatible with 
the residential neighborhood. 

Mr. Ward thanked everyone for the civility and rational discussion.  His major concern is the 
congestion, the traffic and the public safety issue.  Anything that increases the existing problem 
with parking and amount of traffic is problematic.  He does not believe that the proposed special 
use permit is conducive to the public convenience as per the Comprehensive Plan because it will 
alter the nature of the neighborhood.  The parking issue is also a concern to him as well.  He 
reiterated that it is not the nature of the activity.  It is the increase of the activity level.  He just 
feels that it is the wrong proposal in the wrong place in the wrong environment in the wrong 
neighborhood at the wrong time.  So he intended to support the motion. 

Ms. Burris stated that although she supports the cause and benefits that Christians on Campus 
provides for students being away from home she does not feel that they are considering that the 
influx of traffic into this neighborhood generated for this use has disturbed the single-family feel 
of the neighbors.  In effect what they are trying to provide for the students, they are actually 
robbing the neighbors of.  The activity is novel and they should keep on doing what they are 
doing.  It is just that 811 West Michigan Avenue is not the place to have the leadership located. 

Mr. Fitch agreed with Mr. Grosser’s motion.  This is not a freedom of religion issue.  The 
Friesons can go over to the Bennetts house and study the bible with their friends.  This is about 
running a second church in a single-family residential neighborhood and the increase in the level 
of activity in the neighborhood along with the other activities mentioned by Mr. Myers, such as 
advertising, etc. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         July 24, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Jane Burris 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Lisa Karcher, Planner II; Teri 
Andel, Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Tim Pellegrini; Susan Taylor; Robert Walsh 

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 
present.

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. Grosser moved to approve the minutes of the May 22, 2008 and June 5, 2008 meetings as 
presented.  Mr. Fitch seconded the motion.  Both sets of minutes were approved by unanimous 
voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

There were none. 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 
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6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2078-SU-08:  A request by Trammell Crow Company to amend their 
existing Special Use Permit for a multi-family dwelling development at 1008, 1010 and 1012 
West University Avenue to include a parking lot at 508 North Goodwin Avenue, in the B-3, 
General Business Zoning District. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  She began with a brief 
introduction of the background and history of the proposed development.  She described the 
proposed site and the surrounding adjacent properties noting their current zoning and land use.  
She reviewed the proposed site plan and explained the changes from the original site plan 
submitted in the first special use permit request.  She talked about access to the site, retail and 
residential space, and parking. 

Ms. Stake asked if parking would take up more space than the actual building.  Using the site 
plan and the conceptual elevation plan, Ms. Karcher showed that on the first floor, the building is 
represented by two rectangles on the east end.  Commercial space will be located in these two 
rectangles on the first floor, while the rest of the first floor will be for parking.  The residential 
component of the development will make up the upper floor levels. 

Ms. Stake commented that she believes there should not be a parking lot when a building of this 
size is developed.  Parking should be provided for under the building. 

Ms. Karcher continued with the staff presentation by discussing the landscape plan.  She 
reviewed the requirements for a special use permit according to Section VII-4 of the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance.  She read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s 
recommendation, which is 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 recommends that the Urbana Plan Commission recommend 
approval of the Special Use Permit in Plan Case No. 2078-SU-08 to the Urbana 
City Council with the following conditions: 

1. The development shall be constructed in general conformance with the site 
plan submitted and attached.  The Zoning Administrator shall have the power 
to approve minor changes necessary for the project to comply with City 
regulations including building, fire, and site development codes. 

2. The design and appearance of the development shall be of a high standard of 
quality in substantial conformance to the illustration submitted as part of the 
Special Use Permit application submitted and attached.  This condition shall 
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include a requirement for masonry construction such as brick, stone, tile and 
the like whether weight bearing or veneer. 

Mr. Grosser stated that it appears the only way to access the residential parking spaces under the 
proposed building is from the surface parking lot.  Is this correct?   

Ms. Karcher said no.  She understands that there will be a gate at both entrances.  There will be a 
gate between the commercial parking area and the residential parking area so that commercial 
users will not be able to go into the residential parking area. 

With no further questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input. 

Robert Walsh and Tim Pellegrini, representatives of the Trammell Crow Company, approached 
the Plan Commission to answer any questions that they might have.  Mr. Walsh explained the 
reason why the project had not been started. They ran into some difficulties with the property 
survey.  This is also the main reason for the proposed change in the parking.  There is a dispute 
concerning one property boundary, and they felt that they could not construct the underground 
parking because of the dispute.  It is now in litigation and planned to go to trial in August.  
Meanwhile, they approached Robert Dayton about purchasing his property at 508 North 
Goodwin Avenue.  Mr. Dayton is interested in selling the property.  He wants to relocate his 
business elsewhere in the City of Urbana. 

In response to Mr. Grosser’s question about accessing the residential parking areas, residents will 
be able to go from one parking lot to the other.  There will be a driveway between the two first 
floor retail spaces leading to the commercial parking area.  There will be a gate separating the 
commercial and residential parking areas.  The gate will allow traffic to go both ways.  He stated 
that one of the advantages of the proposed layout is that they will be minimizing traffic exiting 
onto University Avenue.  Most of the residents will probably be using Goodwin Avenue to exit 
the development. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the proposed changes and the development hinges upon the 
outcome of the litigation.  Mr. Walsh said that Trammell Crow will go ahead with construction 
of the proposed development as presented in these plans regardless of the outcome of the 
litigation.

Ms. Stake did not understand why they are now planning to construct another parking lot.  Mr. 
Walsh explained that surveys performed found that most of the lots along University Avenue are 
132 feet deep.  They also discovered that the utility poles were on Trammell Crow’s property, 
and there were no easements for them.  Trammell Crow representatives spoke with the utility 
company, and they agreed to remove the poles and relocate the utility lines at their expense.  
Then an adjacent property owner a common property line surveyed, and that surveyor found an 
extra 4 to 5 feet.  The surveyor, according to regulations, split the difference between Trammell 
Crow’s property and the adjacent property.  However, Trammell Crow’s civil engineering and 
survey groups did a lot of research going back to the 1800s, and they feel that they have enough 
evidence to prove that they are correct.  As a result, the adjacent property owner is now suing 
Trammell Crow, and vice-versa. 
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Consequently, Trammell Crow would not be able to excavate the basement areas and provide the 
necessary foundation walls at that location without going onto the property in litigation. They are 
now planning for an alternate way to provide parking. 

Mr. Grosser questioned then the real reason for not constructing underground parking.  It is 
because of the property dispute and not because of the sanitary sewer lines as mentioned in the 
written staff report. Mr. Walsh replied that the underground sanitary line was a problem but they 
resolved that issue by planning to relocate the sanitary line around the building.  Now the 
sanitary line can remain in place because of the change in the development plans. 

Chair Pollock commented that Trammell Crow’s choice is to either go ahead with the new plan 
or wait until the court resolves the litigation which could take a long time.  Mr. Walsh said that is 
correct.  Even if the court decides to rule in favor of Trammell Crow, the adjacent property 
owner could appeal the decision, and it could take a long time. 

Mr. Grosser wondered how many bedrooms would make up the residential components of the 
development.  Mr. Walsh said that there would be about 280 bedrooms.  They are trying to 
provide one parking space for each bedroom which is more than what the City of Urbana 
requires.  Ms. Karcher added that her information shows 161 dwelling units – 35 efficiency units, 
40 one-bedroom units, and 86 two-bedroom units. 

Mr. Grosser questioned if they want to have as much parking as they are planning to provide.  
Mr. Walsh said yes.  Mr. Grosser asked if they expect all of their residential tenants to have 
vehicles.  Mr. Walsh said yes.  They expect them to be graduate students or upper classmen.  
They hope to also attract other people from the hospital in the area. 

Mr. Hopkins asked for clarification regarding the commercial parking area.  Commercial guests 
will enter and exit onto University Avenue and will not have access to the exit gate into the 
residential parking area, correct?  Mr. Walsh replied that is correct.  This is the way it was 
previously designed as well when they wanted to provide underground parking. 

Ms. Stake wondered how far away the building and the parking lot would be from University 
Avenue.  Ms. Karcher explained that the proposed development essentially complies with the 
setback requirements for the B-3 Zoning District.  Trammell Crow did receive variances for the 
rear and side-yard setbacks.  In the B-3 Zoning District, a residential use requires additional side 
and rear-yard setbacks based on the height of the building.  There is no height requirement.  So 
for the proposed development, they would have been required to have about a 22-foot rear yard 
setback and approximately 10 or 11 feet for the side-yard setback, which are more than what 
would be required if it would be a commercial building only.  As a result Trammell Crow 
received a variance to allow them to have a 5-foot side-yard setback and a variance for the rear-
yard setback to allow for terrace overhang.  Other than this the development would comply with 
the B-3 Zoning District requirements for a commercial structure. 

Ms. Stake commented that the proposed development will be located close to the railroad tracks.  
Ms. Karcher stated that the surface parking area does meet the required setbacks.  It is just the 
building that required variances. 
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Ms. Stake said that there will hardly be any open space.  Ms. Karcher responded that there are no 
Open Space Requirements (OSR) for a B-3 Zoning District, so the proposed development will 
comply with the regulations.  Mr. Walsh showed where they plan to have open plazas on each 
floor between the units. 

Mr. Grosser inquired about their intentions to relocate the Odman-Hecker Company.  Do they 
plan to relocate within the City limits of Urbana?  Mr. Walsh said that he did not know Mr. 
Dayton’s intentions because he had not spoken to him.  His counterpart, Rick Dickerson, 
indicated to him that Mr. Dayton would like to relocate.  Any help in this matter would be 
appreciated, but Trammell Crow will be helping them relocate their business. 

Ms. Stake asked how many feet the litigation was over.  Mr. Walsh said it is about 4 feet.  After 
the dispute came up the utility company refuses to touch the utility poles because now a portion 
of the poles is on the adjacent property. 

Ms. Upah-Bant asked for clarification on the retail spaces.  Mr. Walsh explained that there will 
be two separate retail spaces with the driveway access between them.  The apartment units will 
be located above. 

Mr. Grosser then asked City staff about the relocation of Odman-Hecker & Company.  Ms. 
Karcher said that she has not spoken with Mr. Dayton about relocating.  She has already inquired 
with Tom Carrino, City of Urbana Economic Development Manager, about doing so.  Mr. Walsh 
noted that Mr. Dayton was in Arizona for the early part of this year and that he just recently 
came back in May or June. 

Chair Pollock opened the meeting to Plan Commission discussion and motion(s). 

Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission recommend approval of Plan Case No. 2078-SU-
08 to the Urbana City Council with the conditions listed in the staff recommendation.  Ms. Upah-
Bant seconded the motion. 

Chair Pollock then said that it would be proper before any further action to ask if anyone in the 
audience had any comments or questions for or against this application. No one came forward to 
speak.

Mr. Grosser stated that he liked the project when it was originally presented.  It looks nice and 
will be a great use of the land.  Having spaces for graduate students to live nearby would be a 
good thing.  He is not happy about tearing down a business building to construct a parking lot, 
but it is clear that the project is not going to be built otherwise.  So, if they are going to construct 
a parking lot somewhere then it might not be such a bad thing to put it here. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Mr. Fitch - Yes Mr. Grosser - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. White - Yes 
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MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         July 31, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael 
Pollock, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: None

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; Teri 
Andel, Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Daniel Babai, Jennifer Feucert 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The meeting was called to order at 7:29 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was declared 
present with all members in attendance. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There were none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. White moved to approve the minutes of the July 24, 2008 meeting as presented.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

� Letter from John Douglas Bassett 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 
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6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2075-M-08:  A request by Daniel Babai to rezone 804-1/2 East Main Street 
from B-3, General Business, to B-2, Neighborhood Business – Arterial. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  He introduced the case by 
giving a brief background of the proposed site noting the current land uses and zoning 
designations of the site itself in addition to the adjacent surrounding properties.  He explained the 
purpose of the petitioner’s request to rezone the property.  By rezoning the property to B-2, the 
petitioner would be allowed to rebuild the single-family home that currently exists should it be 
destroyed by natural causes.  Under the current zoning of B-3, the petitioner would not be 
allowed to do so. 

He mentioned that the 2005 Comprehensive Plan directs the City to study the zoning 
inconsistencies in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood Area.  As a result, there will be a 
future plan case that will propose to rezone several properties in the neighborhood.  However, 
the petitioner for this case needs to get approval of the proposed rezoning now in order to 
purchase the property. 

Mr. Engstrom continued with his presentation by talking about the B-3 and B-2 Zoning Districts.  
He discussed how the proposed rezoning relates to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan.  He reviewed 
the La Salle National Bank Criteria and how it pertains to the proposed rezoning.  He read the 
options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, which is 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 recommends that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case 
No. 2075-M-08 to the Urbana City Council with a recommendation for approval. 

Mr. Hopkins asked if the lot width is 16-1/2 feet.  Mr. Engstrom said yes.  Mr. Hopkins 
wondered if it is a legal lot.  Mr. Engstrom explained that under the current zoning, a lot similar 
to the proposed lot could not be created anymore.  Mr. Hopkins questioned whether changing the 
zoning of the lot would solve the issue of being able to rebuild or is the lot not legal to build on 
either.  Mr. Engstrom said that the petitioner would need a variance to rebuild.  He would also 
have to put a fire rated wall between his rebuilt building and the neighboring property.  Zoning is 
what would prevent the petitioner from being able to rebuild.  Robert Myers, Planning Manager,  
added that it is a legal lot of record. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the petitioner would need a variance in order to rebuild 
regardless of whether the property is zoned B-3 or B-2.  Mr. Myers said that is correct. 

Mr. White commented that the appearance of the building seems to be strange.  It seems like the 
wall to the east is actually part of Ray’s Heating and Air Conditioning structure.  Someone has 
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built a second story over the existing structure on the proposed site, and the second story rests on 
the common wall.  The roof of the second story actually hangs over the adjacent property.  He is 
not sure if rebuilding on the lot would be possible anyway.  Mr. Engstrom responded by saying 
that the petitioner would probably not be able to rebuild the roof as it currently is.  He might 
have to construct a shed roof.

Mr. White wondered how the owner of Ray’s Heating and Air Conditioning felt about the 
proposed rezoning.  Mr. Engstrom explained that the owner called and asked what was going on 
with the proposed case.  After explaining the case to the owner of Ray’s Heating and Air 
Conditioning, he did not seem to have an opinion about the proposed rezoning.  Chair Pollock 
asked if the owner was notified of the proposed rezoning and of the public hearing.  Mr. 
Engstrom said yes. 

Mr. Hopkins inquired as to whether there is an access easement to allow parking in the back of 
the property.  Mr. Engstrom stated that he is not aware of an access easement.  It appears to be a 
legally non-conforming situation.  Chair Pollock pointed out that if the vehicles parking in the 
back belonged to Ray’s Heating and Air Conditioning, then the petitioner could tell them not to 
park there, because it is part of his property.  Mr. Engstrom said that is true. 

With no further questions for staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input. 

Daniel Babai, petitioner, approached the Plan Commission to answer any questions that the Plan 
Commission may have for him. 

Mr. Grosser asked what Mr. Babai intended to use the property as.  Mr. Babai replied that he 
plans to live in the back and rent the front to a small business to help offset his expenses. 

Mr. White inquired as to how long it has been since anyone has lived in the residential 
component of the structure in back.  Mr. Babai said that there was someone living there less than 
a month ago.  Mr. White commented that it has not been vacant long enough to lose its non-
conforming use.  Chair Pollock wondered how long it must sit vacant before this would happen.  
Mr. Engstrom stated that according to Section X-3.b of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance that the 
amount of time it could be vacant is six months before it would lose its non-conforming use. 

Mr. Myers noted that about five years ago, banks would just ask for a letter stating the zoning of 
a property and whether or not it was grandfathered in.  Nowadays, banks want more details.  This 
case is a result of the petitioner’s lender wanting more information. 

With no further input from the public audience, Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of 
the hearing.  He then opened the hearing up for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. White stated that he is having difficulty with this because the purpose of the rezoning is so 
the petitioner could rebuild if something should happen to the existing structure.  However, the 
upstairs wall appears to rest on the adjacent structure.  Chair Pollock pointed out that the Plan 
Commission is not sure if this is true.  The City is not sure if the petitioner would be able to 
rebuild, but without the rezoning, the petitioner definitely would not be allowed to rebuild. 
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Mr. Hopkins moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2075-M-08 to the Urbana 
City Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion. 

Mr. Hopkins explained that he shares Mr. White’s concerns.  This case is much more 
complicated than the zoning; however, none of the rest of those issues are before the Plan 
Commission.  He sees no reason why the zoning should not be changed, especially since it seems 
to be consistent with the 2005 Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. Stake commented that since it is a historic area, she feels that it should definitely be rezoned.  
Therefore, she plans to vote in favor of the motion. 

Mr. Myers clarified that if the existing structure were to be destroyed by fire or a tornado and the 
petitioner wants to rebuild, he is not sure if it could be rebuilt to be exactly as the way it is now.  
The petitioner would have to get approval of side-yard setback variances and would have to 
construct a fire wall, none of the building would be allowed to hang over on the adjacent 
neighboring property, and he would have to deal with stormwater in a way that water would not 
be going over onto the neighbor’s property.  Chair Pollock pointed out that City staff and the 
Zoning Board of Appeals would be involved in the process. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - No 

The motion was approved by a vote 7 ayes to 1 nay. 

Mr. Myers noted that the proposed rezoning case would be forwarded to the August 4, 2008 City 
Council meeting. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none. 

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

There was none. 

10. STAFF REPORT 

Mr. Myers reported on the following: 

Attendance:  He thanked the Plan Commission for attending the Special Meeting.  It was 
important to hold the special meeting so that the petitioner could move forward with his 
plans to purchase the property, etc. 
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MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         August 21, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Michael Pollock, Bernadine Stake, 
Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins 

STAFF PRESENT: Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services 
Department; Lisa Karcher, Planner II, Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; 
Teri Andel, Planning Secretary; Bill Gray, Director of Public 
Works Department 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Tom Berns, Delores Babel Cole, Chris Billing, Scott Dossett, 

Marianne Downey, Andrew Durst, Sue Fristoe, Laura Huth, Marsh 
Jones, Mike Lehman, Margaret Miller, Dale Oakes, Tracy 
Philbeck, James Reedy, Jason Reedy, Rich Sciortino, Aaron P. 
Smith, Chris Stohr, Susan Taylor, Julie Watkins, Scott E. Wyatt 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:32 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

City staff requested that they move the item under New Business to be first on the agenda since a 
representative of the petitioner was present and was from out-of-town.  With no objection from 
the Plan Commission, this item was moved. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Stake moved to approve the minutes of the July 31, 2008 meeting as presented.  Mr. Fitch 
seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Regarding Plan Case No. 2084-S-08
Site Plan for Faith Community Church 

Regarding Plan Case No. 2080-M-08
E-mail from Laura Huth 
Letter from Scott Wyatt (Handed out during meeting)

Regarding Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08 and Plan Case No. 2083-M-08
E-mail from Sarah Metheny and Jason Finley 
E-mail to Tyler Fitch from Jason Finley 

Other Communications
E-mail from Elizabeth Tyler regarding the 33rd Urbana Sweetcorn Festival 
Handout for miPLAN Brief no. six 
Handout for miPLAN Brief no. seven 
Copy of Planning Commissioners Journal Number 71/Summer 2008 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2085-S-08:  A request by Brinshore Development, LLC for approval of a 
combination Preliminary and Final Plat for Crystal View Townhomes First Subdivision, 
located on North Broadway Avenue, North of the Saline Branch Drainage Ditch. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, gave the staff report for this case to the Plan Commission.  He briefly 
introduced the case noting that the site was formerly known as Lakeside Terrace.  He presented 
background information regarding the history of the proposed site and how Brinshore 
Development, LLC is proposing to redevelop the proposed site.  He referred to Exhibit E, 
Overall Site Plan.  He pointed out the land uses, zoning and Comprehensive Plan designations of 
the proposed site and of the adjacent properties.  He discussed the following issues:  green 
features, right-of-way vacations, subdivision layout and access, drainage and sewers, and 
utilities.  He talked about the three subdivision waivers that the petitioner is requesting.  They are 
as follows: 

1) Waiver from Section 21.36(A)1 and Table A to allow the reduction of the 
pavement width for all streets from 31 feet to 28 feet.  Parking will only be 
allowed on one side of the road;
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2) Waiver from Section 21-36(C)4 requiring cul-de-sacs to have a minimum 100-foot 
right-of-way diameter and a minimum 80-foot paved turnaround diameter at the 
east end of Stebbins Drive.  The developer is proposing that emergency and 
service vehicles may turn around at the parking lot access point located 50 feet 
west of the cul-de-sac.  Construction of a full size cul-de-sac at this location is 
constrained by the site topography and lot dimensions; and  

3) Waiver from Section 21-37(A)1 requiring sidewalks on both sides of the street.  
The developer is proposing this requirement be waived for the south side of 
Stebbins Drive east of Division Avenue only.  An alternative sidewalk route with 
a five-foot width is proposed to extend along the south side of Stebbins and then 
north along the east side of Division Avenue for eventual extension north to Kerr 
Avenue and thence eastward as part of the Greenway Plan.  An additional 
sidewalk connection will also be provided to the east at a location further north so 
as to facilitate a connection to the adjacent Kerr Avenue development. 

He reviewed the criteria according to the Urbana Subdivision and Land Development Code that 
must be met when a petitioner requests waivers.  He read the options of the Plan Commission 
and presented staff’s recommendation, which was as follows: 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2085-S-08, a 
Combination Preliminary and Final Plat for Crystal View Townhomes First 
Subdivision to City Council with a recommendation for approval, including the 
three requested waivers from the requirements of the Subdivision and Land 
Development Code. 

Mr. White stated that on Exhibit E on the east end of Stebbins, there appears to be parking spaces 
on the south side of the street.  Is this correct?  Mr. Engstrom said that is correct. 

Mr. White asked if the Fire Department and the City Engineer were satisfied with not requiring 
the developer to construct a cul-de-sac at the end of Stebbins Drive.  Mr. Engstrom said that 
there was a meeting with the Public Works and Fire Departments and with the developers and 
engineers.  They all concurred that they would be able to use the turnaround for the parking 
access.  Mr. White expressed his concern with delivery trucks and garbage trucks having to pull 
into the parking lot and backing up to turn around.  The proposed development is bound to have 
a lot of little children living there and playing outside. 

Mr. White inquired if the parking lot could be moved further north.  Mr. Engstrom explained that 
Barr Avenue is there so it would be considered a front-yard and would have to meet setback 
requirements. 

Bill Gray, Director of Public Works Department, stated that garbage trucks would pull into the 
parking lot area to do a three-point turnaround and come back facing out. 

Mr. Pollock wondered if the dumpster(s) would be located directly at the end of the parking lot 
access drive.  Mr. Gray said yes. 
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Ms. Upah-Bant wondered if allowing Waiver #3 would set a precedent of any kind.  Mr. 
Engstrom stated that City staff believes the proposed site is really constrained, especially with 
the topography of the Saline Branch Drainage Ditch on the south side of the property.  They will 
be providing access through the proposed site.  Libby Tyler, Director of Community 
Development Services Department, added that there is some compensation in that the petitioner 
has increased the width of the sidewalk to five feet (four feet is required), and they will be 
providing an additional length of eastward extending sidewalk at the City’s request to connect 
the proposed development to the Kerr Avenue development.  Consequently there is some 
compensation for other connections provided for that partial waiver. 

Ms. Upah-Bant questioned if it would set a precedent to allow this waiver just because there are 
no homes being scheduled to be developed on the south side.  Ms. Tyler stated that each case is 
unique and must meet the three criteria according to the Subdivision and Land Development 
Code.  It is not like a variance.  It is a technical waiver from the standards.  The City does not get 
too many plats that meet each and every standard.  So, it is not the same bar that the City has for 
zoning variances, where there needs to be a public hearing and the petitioner needs to prove there 
is a hardship or unique circumstance. 

Ms. Stake asked if there is room for more houses to be built.  Mr. Engstrom replied no.  The 
Saline Branch Drainage Ditch is there. 

Ms. Stake inquired as to how much the City of Urbana is helping pay for the proposed 
redevelopment.  Mr. Engstrom recalled that the City will be paying over $200,000 in Federal 
HOME funds and CDBG funds. 

Ms. Stake questioned what was going to be redesigned.  Mr. Engstrom clarified that the far west 
side of the proposed site, the lots do not meet the required setback requirements.  If the petitioner 
feels that they cannot redesign the plans for that area, then they will need to get approval of a 
variance request. 

Ms. Stake commented that the entire project looks like a wonderful development for many 
people.  She feels that it is important to have time to think about it.  She asked about the 
proposed path.  Mr. Engstrom responded that the Greenways and Trails Plan calls for a path 
along the Saline Branch Drainage Ditch to go straight from Broadway all the way across 
Cunningham Avenue.  Since there is private property not owned by the petitioner, they could not 
construct the path all the way to Cunningham Avenue.  Even if they could have constructed the 
path, the City does not want pedestrians and cyclists to cross Cunningham Avenue mid block.  
Creating a tunnel beneath Cunningham Avenue presents some problems. The Urbana Park 
District and the City Engineering Division are in agreement that it would be better for 
pedestrians and cyclists to cross Cunningham Avenue at Kerr Avenue where the crossing is 
protected by a signal.

Ms. Stake inquired about the right-of-way vacation.  Mr. Engstrom explained that there would be 
a public hearing to vacate the existing rights-of-way of the former development, Lakeside 
Terrace.  The public hearing would be held on September 2, 2008, and he believes that the City 
Council would then take action at their next meeting. 



  August 21, 2008 

Page 5

Ms. Stake wondered how many people would be living in the townhomes.  Mr. Engstrom stated 
that Exhibit E shows the floor plans and elevations.  There will be 48 two-bedroom units, 12 
three-bedroom units and 10 four-bedroom units.  Each unit will house one family.  The units are 
grouped like townhomes. 

Ms. Stake questioned whether City staff has heard back from any of the utility companies.  Mr. 
Engstrom explained that whenever staff receives a preliminary or final plat, they send it out to 
different agencies including Champaign County and utility providers for comments.  He has 
received comments back from Illinois American Water Company regarding the existing water 
lines.  They wanted to know if the petitioner would be vacating the existing water line down 
Division Street.  The developer is planning to install a new water line down Division Street. 

Ms. Stake believed that they should receive the Preliminary Plat first.  City staff send it out for 
comments and review, bring the Final Plat back to the Plan Commission along with any 
comments received and then the Plan Commission make a recommendation to City Council.  She 
argued that the Plan Commission does not get to see all of the information.  Ms. Tyler replied 
that City staff has met with the utility providers.  They still have a few more days to respond, but 
staff is not expecting more responses.  The engineers met with the utility providers already. 

In terms of whether it is proper to bring both the preliminary and final plats together to the Plan 
Commission, it is most courteous to allow for grouping.  This way the Plan Commission and 
City Council can see all of the information at one time.  The developers are ready to start 
construction on the proposed development.  The developers and the City staff have been working 
on this project for about five years.  City staff had brought some description prior to this meeting 
to the Plan Commission about four years ago.   

Preliminary and final plats are not a one-step/two-step process.  They serve different functions.  
The preliminary plat shows all of the detailed important information, such as utility lines and 
topography.  The final plat is almost inconsequential.  It only shows the lot lines.  If the Plan 
Commission approved the Preliminary Plat only tonight, then under the Subdivision Ordinance, 
City staff could take the Final Plat to the City Council without the Plan Commission reviewing 
it.  The final plat is important in that it is the plat that gets recorded, which is what allows people 
to buy lots that are legally described.  So, for the transfer of property, final plats are important.  
For planning issues, preliminary plats or general area plans are more important.  In this case, 
City staff felt it was important to bring both the preliminary and final plats to the Plan 
Commission for review.  Ms. Stake commented that when she was on the City Council, they 
never had both the preliminary and final plats presented to them at the same time.  By presenting 
them at different times, it gives the Plan Commission more time to look at it.  Therefore, she 
objected to both plats coming before the Plan Commission at the same time. 

Chair Pollock stated that the overall site plan shows an existing fence line.  Is the fence still 
there?  Will there be a fence between the Saline Branch Drainage Ditch and the proposed 
development?  Mr. Engstrom deferred this question to the developer when he came up to speak. 

Chair Pollock commented that the Plan Commission and the City staff have talked about 
sidewalks and about paths.  Are they both going to be constructed in the proposed development?  
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Mr. Engstrom answered that in the proposed development the sidewalks will be extra wide as 
Ms. Tyler had mentioned.  The sidewalks and the paths are one in the same. 

Chair Pollock inquired about the connection to the Kerr Avenue development to the northeast.  
Will this be a path connection or a street connection?  Mr. Engstrom explained that it is a 
proposed path connection.  It will be a ten-foot right-of-way, which will allow for emergency 
access.  It will not be a public street. 

With no further questions from the Plan Commission for the City staff, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing up for the petitioner’s representatives and any one else that would like to address the 
Plan Commission. 

Rich Sciortino, President of Brinshore Development, LLC, thanked everyone, especially City 
staff.  He mentioned that the company does many projects down state and in other states in the 
Midwest, and he felt the Urbana City staff has been the most professional staff that he has ever 
worked with.  They have been working on the proposed development for a long time. 

Brinshore Development has tried to blend into the proposed project everything that is important 
to the City of Urbana from “green” elements to the walkway along Stebbins Drive, etc.  They are 
proud to work cooperatively with the City of Urbana.  He believes the Birch Village project in 
Champaign is a testament of how well the proposed development will run.  He encouraged the 
Plan Commission and anyone else interested to look at the former Birch Village site.  It has a 
waiting list and is a model community.  He expects the proposed development to be just as nice. 

Concerning the fence along Saline Branch Drainage Ditch, he stated that they intend to keep the 
fence.  There is actually a space between their property line and the fence line.  So, they decided 
rather than improve an area that is a floodplain along the Saline Branch to leave it the way it is 
and improve the sidewalk and the pedestrian way along south part of Stebbins Drive. 

Chair Pollock wondered if the fence runs along the entire length of the southern property line.  
Mr. Sciortino said yes. 

The community building is intended to be a model for green initiatives.  The building will have 
recycled materials, and there will be a wind turbine to help with some of the electricity costs.  
Everything energy efficiency has a great payback.  All of the apartments will have tenant paid 
utilities so they want to make sure that the utilities are not a burden to their residents.  The 
community building will have a community room which will get used a lot.  It will also have a 
computer center and business center in it.  There will be an exercise facility for the residents. 

Tom Berns, of Berns, Clancy and Associates, mentioned that they held discussions with the 
Urbana Park District regarding the sidewalks connecting Crystal Lake Park to Chief Shemauger 
Park on the east side.  If they would have extended the sidewalk to Cunningham Avenue as 
originally planned in the Greenways and Trails Plan then the pedestrians would have ended up in 
the wrong place.  With how they plan to provide the connection, it will be easier for pedestrians 
and bicyclists to cross Cunningham Avenue and get to Chief Shemauger Park at the Kerr Avenue 
intersection. 
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With no further testimony or public input, Chair Pollock closed the public portion of the hearing.  
He then opened the hearing for Plan Commission discussion and/or motions. 

Mr. White remarked that the Urbana School District #116 has 55% low income.  The problem is 
that the mobility rate is 25%.  Champaign School District #4, by comparison, has 47% low 
income.  The state average is 40% low income.  The real problem is that the proposed 
development would be bringing in more low income children.  The Equalized Assess Value 
(EAV) behind each child in Champaign is $165,000.  In Urbana, the EAV is $115,000.  The 
State of Illinois suggests $150,000.  Therefore, he feels that the City of Urbana has more of this 
type of development than they can support to really give the children the education that they 
need to get out of the situation that they are in. 

Regarding the cul-de-sac, he is not sure if he likes the cul-de-sac not being built.  Chair Pollock 
shared Mr. White’s concern about which side of the street the parking would be on.  It seems 
they might lose a couple of parking spaces, but they would have people facing out when they 
parked.  It might be a better idea. 

Mr. White commented that to turn around an UPS truck with ease, it would take 50 feet.  A fire 
truck needs 60 feet.  The only thing that one could turn around in the proposed cul-de-sac would 
be a car.  He did not know how to suggest to improve it. 

Ms. Stake suggested that the Plan Commission send the case back and have the developer look at 
the cul-de-sac.  Chair Pollock did not feel that this issue would be major enough to not forward 
the case on.  The Plan Commission could send it to the City Council with a recommendation and 
let the City Council know of their concern with the turnaround on the east end of Stebbins. 

Mr. Gray elaborated more on this issue.  He pointed out that City staff had a lengthy 
conversation with the developer about the cul-de-sac.  In the beginning, City staff also rejected 
the plan outright, because it did not meet the 100-foot radius of right-of-way and 80-feet of 
pavement standard.  City staff spoke with the engineer on the project and with the petitioner 
about various options, which included shortening the street and removing units, etc.  If you look 
at the contours of the area, you can see that there is a very steep drop off, so they cannot make it 
a large, typical cul-de-sac width.  So rather than do nothing, the proposed cul-de-sac would at 
least be able to accommodate smaller vehicles.  When they discussed larger vehicles such as 
dump trucks, moving trucks, garbage trucks, etc., City staff concluded that if they pull in, then 
they could do a three-point turn through the large driveway to the parking to the north.  It is not 
ideal, but they would not be pulling into someone’s private driveway. 

They cannot fit a normal size cul-de-sac in this area, and they did not want to reduce the street 
width because they want access to the units all the way to the east.  They thought the proposed 
cul-de-sac was the best idea in a tough situation.  They even looked at making it a private street 
versus a public street.  City staff gave it a lot of thought and feel like this is the best of all the 
scenarios.

Chair Pollock asked if City staff had considered not allowing large vehicles beyond the turnoff.  
Mr. Gray replied that they are going to need to allow larger vehicles to make deliveries.  Mr. 
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White commented that he is concerned about there being a lot of little children playing outside 
when a driver is trying to back up. 

Ms. Stake inquired as to whether they could remove one unit to allow for a larger turnaround 
area.  Mr. Berns explained that they have spent more time worrying about the cul-de-sac than 
about all the other serious, technical issues.  The proposed plan is a product of a long time 
working with the City staff.  If they did not have the cul-de-sac and did not extend Stebbins 
Drive to the end of the homes then it is more difficult. There is ten-foot high bluff represented by 
a diagonal line on the overall site plan.  Barr Avenue is a long way up there.  It is not possible to 
move anything further east because of the bluff.  They were trying hard not to diminish the size 
of the capacity of the project, but to provide a reasonable accommodation of the right-of-way and 
to still allow some grass area on the south side of Stebbins before you get to the ditch. 

Ms. Stake commented that sometimes developers might have to change their plans and not have 
as many units as they think they need to have.  Ms. Tyler noted that everyone had talked early on 
about the size of the project.  The prior City Council had pushed for more units at this location 
because of the affordable housing goals.  This actually led to their inability to get funding for the 
project from the State of Illinois.  So the developer went back and reduced the number of units to 
70.  This is the minimum that City Council felt comfortable with because they were looking at 
maximizing replacement of affordable housing.  The previous development on the site, Lakeside 
Terrace, had 99 units.  The last Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA) submittal was 
successful which has locked funding into providing 70 units.

The proposed development has much more green space than Lakeside Terrace did.  It will be a 
much safer, calmer layout than before.  The traffic circle is designed to slow down traffic.  City 
staff went back and forth with some of the technical issues on the turnaround.  The proposed cul-
de-sac is the least objectionable concept. 

Mr. Fitch wondered if they had considered angling the units to the northwest.  Chris Billing, of 
Berns, Clancy and Associates responded that he reviewed different scenarios by turning and 
trying to stack things in different orders, etc.  There is no way to get a full-size cul-de-sac within 
the space that is available.  The nice thing about it is that it is a very short segment of street, so 
there would be very little traffic that will use it. It is as low a volume street segment from a 
traffic standpoint as one would ever see in Urbana. This just seems to be the best solution. 

Chair Pollock questioned if it would help to take out the last parking space to the south.  It might 
be easier for one to access the cul-de-sac if there was not a car parked in the last parking space.  
Mr. Billing replied that the parking spaces on the south side are for visitor parking, and they are 
not going to be striped.  They could post a “no parking” sign in that last space.  There are enough 
parking spaces on the site. 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2085-S-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval including Waivers #1 and #3.  He wanted to vote 
on Waiver #2 separately, so City Council would know that there had been discussion.  Ms. 
Burris seconded the motion. 
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Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
Chair Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 

 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Waiver #2 to the City Council with a 
recommendation for approval.  Mr. Fitch seconded the motion. 

Mr. White commented that he does not like how the cul-de-sac is planned to be built.  He would 
rather eliminate some of the units but he realizes that this is impossible.  Chair Pollock stated that 
he has come to the same conclusion in that although the proposed cul-de-sac is not ideal it 
appears to be the best solution given the situation.  Ms. Upah-Bant agreed.  Every idea or 
suggestion the Plan Commission comes up with has already been thought of and rejected.  She 
would hate to jeopardize the project because we need this development. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Chair Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - No 

The motion was approved by a vote of 5-1. 

Ms. Stake was curious as to whether the developer planned to remove any of the trees.  Mr. 
Billing said no.  All of the existing trees will remain. 

Ms. Tyler noted that Plan Case No. 2085-S-08 will be forwarded to the City Council on 
September 2, 2008. 

8. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2084-SU-08:  A request by Faith Community Church for a Special Use 
Permit to allow for the construction of an accessory building on an existing church 
property located at 2105 North Willow Road in the R-1, Single-Family Residential District. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  She gave a brief 
introduction and background of the proposed special use permit request.  She described the 
proposed site, noting its location, zoning and future land use designation as well that for the 
adjacent surrounding properties.  She referred to the Revised Site Plan that was handed out prior 
to the meeting.  She discussed parking and screening requirements.  She reviewed the 
requirements for a special use permit according to Section VII-4 of the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance.  She read the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation, 
which was as follows: 
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Based on the evidence presented n the written staff report, and without the benefit 
of considering additional evidence that may be presented during the public 
hearing, staff recommends that the Plan Commission recommend approval of the 
proposed special use permit in Plan Case No. 2084-SU-08 to the City Council 
with the following conditions: 

1. The proposed development shall be constructed in general conformance to the 
revised site plan. 

2. Screening shall be provided along the south boundary of the proposed 
parking lot to screen the parking from adjacent residential properties.  The 
screening shall be reviewed and approved by the Zoning Administrator and 
the City Arborist. 

3. Additional parking shall be provided that is equal to the amount of parking 
that is eliminated by the construction of the proposed accessory building. 

Mr. Fitch inquired as to whether City staff expected an increase in the number of events held (i.e. 
wedding receptions) and if so, would there be adequate parking spaces for the increased activity?  
Ms. Karcher assumed that they may have an increase because they will have better facilities; 
however, these types of events will not be occurring at the same time as a church use would be 
going on. Hopefully there will not be a need to increase the number of parking spaces. 

Chair Pollock asked about the subject property.  Are all three lots owned by Faith Community 
Church?  Ms. Karcher said that is correct. 

Chair Pollock wanted to know if the existing parking lot is lit.  Ms. Karcher replied yes. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to what type of screening would be required.  Ms. Karcher stated that 
although there is a nice tree line there, parking lot screening will be required to shield car 
headlights. If vegetation is used it must be at least 18 inches when planted.  The City Arborist 
will review the screening plans. 

Marsh Jones, Pastor of Faith Community Church, thanked City staff for working with them on 
this project.  The Church is willing and happy to meet all of the City’s requirements.  They are 
planning to plant more trees.  The parking lot will be striped and meet the required number of 
handicap parking spaces.  In addition, they are hoping to make the building as green as possible. 

Chair Pollock asked about the nature of the lights are in the parking lot.  Pastor Jones explained 
that they have lights on the power towers that shine toward the existing building. 

Chair Pollock commented that there is a lot of property available to build on.  What was the 
nature of the decision that led the Church to want to build as close to the adjoining residential 
neighborhood as possible?  Pastor Jones stated that there are two considerations. First, they want 
the building to be accessible out of the existing units so people could walk to the proposed 
building easily without going clear down to the west end of the property.  It would be a long 
walk through the parking lot. Second, the major power lines crossing the property make it 
impossible to build under.  Ameren IP has an easement which prohibits the Church from building 
under those lines.  The Church is required to build 45 feet off of the center either way. 
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Chair Pollock asked whether the Church had considered constructing the accessory building on 
the west side of the existing building.  Pastor Jones replied that they had thought of it.  The 
reason for not proposing that is because again it would be a long walk from the entrances/exits of 
the existing buildings to the new building. 

Sue Fristoe, of 2102 Hagan Boulevard, mentioned that she does not live in City limits.  She 
expressed her concern about how far the proposed building would be from the property line.  
Does this set a precedent for another structure to be built to the west?  Chair Pollock answered 
that if the petitioner plans to construct additional structures on these lots, then they would need to 
come back through a regular public hearing process depending upon what it is they want to do 
and whether or not the use would fit into the current zoning. 

Ms. Fristoe expressed the concern of a neighbor about noise.  Her neighbor had commented to 
her that she could set her clock on Sunday mornings by the children and the bus honking the 
horns.  Chair Pollock stated because it is a request for a special use permit, the Plan Commission 
can make certain requirements and demands to protect the neighborhood.  There is no noise 
barrier.  The foliage used for screening the headlights in the parking lot might stop some of the 
noise, but it will not stop it all.  Ms. Tyler explained that noise is something the Plan 
Commission can take into consideration and place restrictions on as far as hours of operation.  
The City of Urbana also has a noise ordinance to protect against loud, raucous noise.  A 
disturbed neighbor can call the police.  The City also limits the hours of construction as well. 

Ms. Karcher answered Ms. Fristoe’s first question by saying that the proposed building will be 
about 50 feet from the property line.  Ms. Fristoe asked if there would be open areas to the south 
of the proposed building.  Ms. Karcher stated that the drive is located there and will remain the 
same, which is about ten feet from the property line. 

Ms. Stake asked whether the children will be playing in an open grassy area or on the black-top.  
Pastor Jones said that they would be playing on both places.  Ms. Stake asked if the black top 
was for both parking and for children to play.  Pastor Jones clarified that they are talking about 
two events.  They have a small private school, and no one is allowed to drive on the black top on 
the weekdays when the children would be playing there.  They have restrictions on that.  
However, on Sunday mornings many children play on the front drive, which is north of both  
existing units.  This is where the buses are.  He agrees that the children should not be getting on 
the buses and honking the horns.  They try to fight this all the time. 

With no further questions or comments from the public audience, Chair Pollock closed the public 
input portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened it up for Plan Commission discussion and/or 
motions.

Ms. Stake moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2084-SU-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the motion.  Roll call on 
the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - Yes 
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The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Ms. Tyler announced that this case would be forwarded to City Council on September 2, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2080-M-08:  A request by the City of Urbana Zoning Administrator to 
rezone a number of properties in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood. 

Given the number of properties and area involved in this case, Chair Pollock suggested that after 
hearing the staff report and taking public input, the Plan Commission continue this case to the 
next scheduled meeting to allow people who want to speak and are unable to attend this meeting, 
an additional opportunity to do so.  The Plan Commission agreed. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented the case to the Plan Commission.  She began by addressing 
the Comprehensive Plan and explained that the proposed rezoning request is a directive from the 
2005 Comprehensive Plan to correct inconsistencies in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood 
between the zoning and the land use.  She explained the steps City staff has taken that lead up to 
this point in the process, which are:  1) conducting land use and zoning studies of the areas 
identified by the Comprehensive Plan; 2) presenting Staff’s initial rezoning proposal at a Historic 
East Urbana Neighborhood Association meeting and a public open house in January 2008; and 3) 
conducting a property owner preference survey.  City staff adjusted the initial proposal during 
each of these three steps based on the response of property owners. 

She explained the proposed rezoning designations from R-4 to R-3.  Chair Pollock asked if the 
City would be turning churches and educational institutions that are part of the proposed 
rezoning request into non-conforming properties under the proposed zoning.  Ms. Karcher 
answered that technically the property itself would not become non-conforming. The use would 
be non-conforming in the sense that it would not have a special use permit to allow the existing 
use.  Chair Pollock wondered if a property owner of these types of uses would be allowed to 
rebuild under the new zoning.  Ms. Karcher explained that the property owner would need to 
apply for a special use permit in order to rebuild.  Ms. Tyler replied that City staff wanted to 
avoid any situation where a property owner could not possibly rebuild, but they did allow some 
properties to be included in the rezoning request that would require either a conditional use 
permit or a special use permit to rebuild. 

Chair Pollock asked what the down side would be if they do not allow these properties to be 
rezoned.  If something happens to a property of this type, and it was not included in the proposed 
rezoning, then a multi-family apartment building could be built in its place, correct?  Ms. Tyler 
said yes.  The feedback from neighborhood is to correct the zoning to be more compliant with 
the actual uses and to limit some of the uncertainty in the area that has hampered its 
improvement.  City staff does not want to take away the property rights of the owners, but at the 
same time, they want a good pattern of the rezoning so that it makes sense and fits the 2005 
Comprehensive Plan.  Yes, the proposal would create a very few non-conforming properties, but 
they have also removed some of the non-conformities that currently exist.  The proposed 
rezoning will make the neighborhood more conforming that what it currently is.  Being legally 
non-conforming is not necessarily harmful.  Most of us probably live in homes that are legally 
non-conforming in one way or another.   



  August 21, 2008 

Page 13

Mr. Fitch wondered if Ms. Karcher had talked to someone at the Marilyn Queller Child Care 
Center or at the School of Metaphysics.  Ms. Karcher pointed out that the Marilyn Queller Child 
Care Center is owned by the Webber Street Church, so that was part of their vote.  The School of 
Metaphysics did send in a support of the rezoning of their property.  She did not actually call 
them though. 

Ms. Karcher continued with her staff presentation.  She talked about the proposed rezoning from 
R-5 to R-3 and the differences between those zones.  She talked about the properties that are 
being proposed to rezone from R-4 to CRE.  She mentioned that the Urbana Park District is in 
favor of these three properties being rezoned to CRE. 

She reviewed the proposed rezoning of the commercial properties on the north side of Main 
Street from B-3 to R-3.  City staff is not proposing to rezone the properties in this category 
where the owners are opposed to the rezoning.  She went on to talk about the proposed rezoning 
of properties from B-3 to B-2.  She listed the major differences between the two districts.  She 
mentioned that the properties who opposed being rezoned to R-3 are being proposed to rezone to 
B-2.

Ms. Karcher said that Staff tried to limit the number of non-conforming properties that the 
proposed rezoning would create.  The only concerns that City staff have regarding non-
conformities are with the School of Metaphysics, the Webber Church and the Marilyn Queller 
Child Care Center.  Article X of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance does address non-conformities.  It 
basically says that by the act of the City rezoning a property, the use would be rendered non-
conforming, but it would still be considered as lawful uses and may continue as a non-
conformity.  City staff mailed property owner preference forms as part of its review of potential 
nonconformities. 

She reviewed the LaSalle National Bank Criteria that pertains to the proposed rezoning case.  
Regarding the options of the Plan Commission, she stated that the City Attorney’s office has 
indicated that the Plan Commission can recommend the rezoning of properties either 
individually, in blocks or as a whole. 

Ms. Tyler added that Ms. Karcher and Mr. Engstrom have worked very hard over the last several 
months with the neighborhood.  There is a lot of detail work on this.  It is the most 
comprehensive zoning study that City staff has done in years. In addition to being a directive 
from the 2005 Comprehensive Plan, the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood is the only older 
neighborhood that isn’t zoned single-family residential or single and two-family residential.  
Most older residential neighborhoods are zoned single-family. Decades ago, planners and 
developers had big eyes and zoned higher than uses were.  There was a lot of multi-family 
zoning in the various neighborhoods. In recent decades, the City has down-zoned those older 
areas.  In West Urbana, there were two or three different down-zoning efforts into the 1980s.

Regarding the three places where the business or organization would become non-conforming 
and need either a special use permit or a conditional use permit, should something happen to 
their building, the Plan Commission could try to grant those permits, but she did think it would 
be advisable along with the rezoning.  The Marilyn Queller Child Care Center, the Webber Street 
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Church, and the School of Metaphysics each have a right to continue to exist.  They are 
grandfathered.

Mr. White stated that City staff has done a good job on the rezoning case.  Chair Pollock agreed. 

With no questions from the Plan Commission for City staff, Chair Pollock opened up the public 
input portion of the hearing. 

Chris Stohr, Chairman of the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood Association (HEUNA), spoke 
in favor of the proposed rezoning case.  This is an affordable housing neighborhood.  Many of 
the property owners have put a lot of sweat equity into fixing up and maintaining their homes.  It 
has been distressing for neighbors to see some of the homes fall into neglect and become 
distressed because of lack of maintenance often because they are being rented.  When this 
happens, the property owner might apply for a demolition permit and construct an apartment 
building.  Some apartment buildings have not fit in with the surrounding properties.  There are 
some where the dumpster and/or the parking lot are located in the front yard.  This does not 
benefit the neighborhood or add value to the surrounding properties.  It is the Association’s 
contention that owner-maintained and renter-maintained single and two-family residential 
properties adds value to the neighborhood, and so they are glad to see the City down zone many 
of the properties in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood. 

He submitted a letter with some photos attached from a fellow neighbor, Scott Wyatt, who lives 
at 204 South Grove Street.  The letter is in regards to how Grove Street has fallen to developers 
demolishing single-family homes that add historic value to the neighborhood and building 
apartment complexes in their places.  In his letter, Mr. Wyatt complained about variances being 
requested “after the fact” and often are to reduce the setback requirements, which allow the 
multi-family units to encroach even more into the neighborhood.  The owner of the apartment 
complex uses the setback area to erect a self-supporting sign between the sidewalk and the 
complex.  The photos are of two apartment complexes; one at 404 East Elm Street and the other 
is located at 606 East Elm Street. The so-called increase in property values and taxes is created 
by the property owner allowing an existing structure to be run down to the point where it has no 
property value.  If they would have maintained the property as a good property owner might, the 
whole area would benefit. 

Deloris Elizabeth Cole, owner of Lipton Animal Hospital, stated that her property is not up for 
rezoning.  However, she wanted to ask the Plan Commission to consider the affect the rezoning 
would have on her property and the future of her business.  She is not necessarily opposed to the 
rezoning.

Laura Huth, of 408 West William in Champaign, mentioned that she owns a business at 201 
West Green Street in downtown Urbana.  She pointed out that she had submitted electronic 
comments in support of the rezoning.  She stated that the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood is 
very supportive of the proposed rezoning.  When she moved to the Champaign-Urbana area, she 
lived at 504-1/2 East Elm Street.  She got to know her neighbors pretty quickly, and then they 
began to leave either because their units were being torn down and replaced with apartment 
buildings that do not fit into the character of the neighborhood.  Many other people chose to 
leave as the neighborhood began to change.  This is one of the reasons why she decided to run 
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for City Council.  She is very supportive of the proposed rezoning.  The work that City staff and 
HEUNA have done is great.  She commented that she is also in support of Plan Case No. 2082-
CP-08 and 2083-M-08 to rezone 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street as well. 

Scott Dossett, of 501 East High Street, stated that he is not totally supportive of the proposed 
rezoning case.  He is one of the founding members of HEUNA.  His concerns have more to do 
with the integrity and the feel of the planning process and how it relates to citizen expectation 
and fudging of boundary lines in this specific case.  He realizes that City staff has spent a lot of 
time on this and has met with the neighborhood to get input from the residents. 

If you align Exhibit B, C and D, you will note that on Exhibit B in the yellow area marked as the 
“Historic East Urbana area” and up, it extends the entire way along Green Street to Urbana 
Street, which is where the pink area starts.  In looking at Exhibit C, you will note that the area in 
yellow that was targeted for neighborhood preservation gets truncated by the block between 
Urbana and Maple on Green Street.  In Exhibit D, we lose another block between Maple Street 
and South Grove Street.  He is particularly concerned about the loss of the last area, which 
essentially amounts to the 8 or 10 properties that project out to the west.  His interest in these 
properties is magnified by the next two cases, Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08 and 2083-M-08, which 
are the properties on the north side of the block where three property owners have come together 
to petition the City to down zone their homes to R-3.  Immediately across their properties to the 
south (in spite of the fact that it was included in the study area) are properties being left zoned R-
5.  He does not understand why this happened, because two of the homes are small single-family 
homes that have not been occupied very steadily for many years.  His fear is that someone has 
made offers on these two homes, and the neighborhood is going to get R-5 development there.  
Therefore, he asked the Plan Commission to look at the inconsistencies in the planning process 
as they make their deliberations.   

Ms. Karcher responded that City staff originally began this case studying the entire area, and 
when they looked at the Comprehensive Plan, they realized that the areas that were the intent of 
the City Council and in the Comprehensive Plan were outlined by the dashed lines.  This is part 
of the reason why the block was taken out of the proposed rezoning. The other reason is that City 
staff has already seen construction plans to convert two properties into apartment structures.  
These plans have already moved forward regardless of the outcome of the proposed case. 

Ms. Tyler added that the dashed line is hard to see on the Comprehensive Plan map.  The dashed 
line goes down Grove Street.  It is a border on the map.  City staff did not feel that they could 
second guess what the Comprehensive Plan maybe should have been.  The Comprehensive Plan 
took years to update.  These boundaries were drawn and adopted by Ordinance.  City staff felt it 
would be not in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan to extend the boundaries of the proposed 
rezoning.  City staff did study a little larger area and then adjusted the boundaries.  City staff did 
let owners of properties just west of the line that the City would be able to deal with their 
requests as a separate case. 

Mike Lehman, of 608 East Green Street, stated that he is happy to see the proposed rezoning.  He 
has a long term commitment to the area.  This started out in 1950, somehow or another.  The 
Illinois Terminal, what we now called light rail, went right down along Main Street.  Hopefully, 
the proposed rezoning will preserve the area in case the railroad comes back. 
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Almost half of the properties included in the proposed rezoning are single-family owner-
occupied homes. Almost 80% are already in conformity meaning duplexes or single-family 
homes whether rented or owner-occupied.  He feels that there is an enormous amount of support 
for the rezoning. One person complained that they had just bought a house and had big plans.  
This person felt that the proposed rezoning would hurt the neighborhood.  His opinion is that the 
community does not owe anyone for bad market timing with their investments. 

The real question is whether the government is supposed to guarantee people a quick profit or 
support a viable neighborhood.  Sure someone could come in and tear down a house and build an 
apartment complex and say that the property value went up.  It does not take into account the 
neighboring properties, and if it is 80% of the people, then this needs to be taken into account.  
He stated that he would like to be able to sell his house someday if he should ever move and 
make a little money on it, but the bottom line here is a longer term investment where people 
invest their money, their families and work in rehabilitating and maintaining their homes.  These 
are all strategic investments in building a better community.  The majority of the property 
owners support the down zoning.  It makes a lot of sense. 

Marianne Downey, of 503 East California Avenue, spoke in favor of the proposed rezoning.  She 
has lived in the area for the last four and a half years, and she loves it.  She has seen many young 
families move in and continue with the efforts of the retirees.  She would like to see a balance 
maintained, not only of the older neighborhood members, but of the new members who move in.  
She would also like to see a balance between owner-occupied homes and renter-occupied homes.  
When any of these particular populations get out of balance that is when you see situations in the 
neighborhood that are not sustainable or wear down the neighborhood in one way or another.  
Balance is what they are trying to achieve, and the proposed rezoning will help them to continue 
to bring more balance into the neighborhood. 

Margaret Miller, of 501 East High Street, expressed her concern about Maple Street being 
dropped from the proposed rezoning.  She does not want to see more houses be demolished and 
turned into parking lots or apartment buildings. 

With no further comments or questions from the audience, Chair Pollock closed the public 
portion of the hearing. 

Ms. Stake asked why Maple Street was not included in the rezoning.  Ms. Karcher explained that 
City staff is essentially sticking to the Comprehensive Plan that shows a dashed line ending at 
South Grove Street.  It goes from Grove Street to Green Street to Glover Street to East Main 
Street.  City staff stayed within this boundary for the actual proposed rezoning. 

Ms. Stake wondered why the Comprehensive Plan was planned this way.  Ms. Tyler responded 
that the zoning jumps up to R-5 west of Grove Street.  City staff is looking primarily at the R-4 
Zoning District.  It may be with the next two cases through the City’s regular rezoning process 
that it could be altered. 

Ms. Stake wondered if people on Maple Street could then come in and ask for their properties to 
be rezoned.  Ms. Tyler said yes.  With the boundary (dashed line) in the Comprehensive Plan, 
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City staff felt they would be out of line to extend that within the purview of the study.  City staff 
is following the Comprehensive Plan’s study area.  There may be some subsequent actions occur 
which would not be surprising. 

Chair Pollock announced that this case would be continued to the next scheduled meeting of the 
Plan Commission on September 4, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08:  A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos and 
Elizabeth Adams to amend the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map 
designation for 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from Central Business to Residential 
(Urban Pattern). 

Plan Case No. 2083-M-08:  A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos and 
Elizabeth Adams to rezone 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from R-5, Medium High 
Density Multiple Family Residential, to R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented these two cases together to the Plan Commission.  Referring 
to Exhibit A, she showed where the three properties are located on East Elm Street.  She 
described the proposed uses of the three properties as well as that of the surrounding properties.  
Also, she noted the zoning of the proposed properties and of the surrounding properties.  Exhibit 
C shows how the proposed rezoning relates to the Future Land Use Map.  The properties are part 
of the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood area.  The petitioners have proposed an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan, so that the proposed zoning and its existing use is consistent with the 
current use of the properties as single-family homes.  She reviewed the LaSalle National Bank 
Criteria that pertain to the proposed rezoning case.  She read the options of the Plan Commission, 
and she presented staff’s recommendation, which was as follows: 

Staff recommended that the Plan Commission take action on the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment prior to taking action on the rezoning. 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 recommends that the Plan Commission 
forward both Plan Case Nos. 2082-CP-08 and 2083-M-08 to the Urbana City Council 
with a recommendation for approval. 

Ms. Upah-Bant stated that she is entirely baffled by this case.  It appears to her that this would be 
spot zoning.  She understands why the property owners would want to rezone to R-3, but it 
bothers her that there are two properties zoned R-5 right in the middle of them.  How can they 
approve this?  How can they amend the Comprehensive Plan and make a little island of R-5?  
Chair Pollock commented that “Residential” as indicated in the Comprehensive Plan would 
cover the R-3, R-4 and R-5 Zoning Districts.  These zoning districts are all residential zoning 
districts.  The rezoning would be different though.  The Comprehensive Plan would allow us to 
do this in a uniform way. 

Ms. Karcher suggested looking at this in a larger context.  City staff is proposing a rezoning of 
the properties to the east to R-3.  Planners like to think in terms of blocks. In the proposed 
rezoning case, it is consistent in the sense that City staff is proposing to rezone properties east of 
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Grove Street which would also be zoned R-3. It would be somewhat of a continuation of that 
rezoning except the two properties in between would remain zoned R-5.  Ms. Upah-Bant asked if 
this is not kind of odd.  Ms. Karcher replied said yes and no.  South of there, everything is zoned 
as R-5, but there is still a mix of multi-family and single-family.  The applicants are attempting 
to preserve the use of their properties as single-family and protecting it.  Ms. Tyler added that it 
is not an easy case.  Usually people want to up zone, and here we have people wanting to down 
zone to match what their use is.  There is a rezoning study going on nearby. 

The harder planning question is about changing the Comprehensive Plan.  We cannot meet the 
LaSalle National Bank Criteria without changing the Comprehensive Plan.  One question led to 
another.  Chair Pollock asked if it is fair to say that the HEUNA rezoning case and the fact that 
this area was left out has spurred the petitioners to want to attach to the HEUNA rezoning.  Ms. 
Tyler said yes. 

Mr. White remarked that the community decided in 2005 that they wanted to do through the 
Comprehensive Plan.  He does not understand why staff is messing with it at all.  It is a 2005 
document and is labeled as such.  It is not zoning, and it is not a legal requirement.  So let’s not 
keep trying to amend the Comprehensive Plan.  As far as the change in zoning, he does not have 
a problem with it.  It does kind of look like spot zoning. 

Chair Pollock commented that in the past there have been zoning changes made that did not 
necessarily match the Comprehensive Plan, and there has not always been a change to the 
Comprehensive Plan to precede the changes.  He inquired as to whether there is some legal 
jeopardy in doing rezoning without changing the Comprehensive Plan.  Why are they going 
together in this case?  Ms. Tyler replied that City staff is trying to be fastidious.  She believes 
that they could rezone without changing the Comprehensive Plan.  She did not think it would 
create legal jeopardy but that staff could check with the Legal Department. 

Chair Pollock questioned if they are moving into a direction where if a proposed rezoning is not 
in line with the Comprehensive Plan designation, then the Plan Commission and City Council 
should expect to see an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  Ms. Tyler said yes.  This is 
what they have done in the past.  It is the way in which City staff feels they need to bring 
rezoning requests forward technically.  The Plan Commission and/or City Council might feel 
comfortable with the rezoning but not with the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  This has 
happened in the past, and it is okay.  Generally, Staff wants the two to be consistent. 

Chair Pollock wondered if this is a minor change in direction in terms of looking more regularly 
at looking at rezoning requests and amendments to the Comprehensive Plan together.  Ms. Tyler 
said that City staff would like to be able to do that.  We stopped being able to do that very 
effectively with the old Comprehensive Plan.  The old plan was just so out-of-date.  Now, we 
have a new up-to-date plan, and we really do not want to see a lot of amendments.  If there is a 
big change of direction then staff will bring it forward to Plan Commission and City Council to 
discuss it.  We do need to be able to amend the Comprehensive Plan from time to time for the 
right reasons.  Staff feels it is best to bring rezoning requests and amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan together to the Plan Commission and City Council. 
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Mr. White remarked that the 2005 Comprehensive Plan was approved by City Council without 
changing the zoning, so why change the Comprehensive Plan when changing the zoning?  Chair 
Pollock suggested that the Plan Commission concentrate on what is before them.  They have the 
opportunity if they do not agree with this to vote on one and not on the other. 

Mr. Fitch asked if the block immediately to the south of the proposed three properties was the 
block that City staff removed from the proposed Historic East Urbana rezoning area.  Ms. 
Karcher said yes. 

Mr. Fitch inquired if these three property owners had requested to be included in the Historic 
East Urbana rezoning area.  Ms. Karcher explained that the proposed case before them came out 
of the petitioners attending the Neighborhood Open House that City staff held regarding the 
Historic East Urbana rezoning study.  The petitioners told staff that they desired to have their 
properties be part of the rezoning study.  City staff told them that unfortunately their properties 
are not within the study area and that under the Comprehensive Plan, their properties are 
designated as being “Central Business.”  These three properties were not included in the Historic 
East Urbana rezoning for these reasons. 

Mr. Fitch questioned if the petitioners had filed the proposed rezoning application prior to City 
staff removing the block to the south from the study area.  Ms. Karcher replied that technically 
staff did not publish anything in the study area.  When the petitioners attended the open house 
the block to the south was part of the zoning study.  Many things changed after receiving input 
from the neighborhood. 

Ms. Karcher reiterated that the proposed rezoning request is different from what they normally 
see in that the rezoning is going down rather than up.  They look at the Comprehensive Plan to 
see if it supports what is being proposed.  Her only recommendation is that if the Plan 
Commission is thinking about doing a rezoning and not a Comprehensive Plan amendment that 
they make sure they state why they are doing it.  The Comprehensive Plan is a guiding 
document.  Ms. Tyler added that if the Plan Commission did not want to approve the 
Comprehensive Plan and approve the rezoning, then they make a finding about the timing.  It is a 
good thing to think about in terms of in the long run, what should the Central Business District 
area be.  There is a way to decouple these two cases if the Plan Commission is not comfortable 
with the Comprehensive Plan aspect. 

Chair Pollock stated that they are two different cases.  It is his intention, especially after hearing 
the discussion, to take the cases separately. 

Ms. Upah-Bant felt like she was still missing something.  She appreciated the explanations that 
Ms. Karcher and Ms. Tyler have given.  However, what if these three property owners had asked 
to be rezoned to R-7?  They are not making any changes based on the zoning change.  She felt 
that this is what the real difference is in the proposed case.  No one ever asks to increase their 
zoning and then not act on it.  Now we are down zoning and it will not make any difference.  Ms. 
Karcher explained that it will make a difference to the petitioners because it is their intention to 
preserve their properties as single-family.  Ms. Upah-Bant argued that the petitioners are the 
property owners so of course they can preserve their properties even without the rezoning.  Is 
this an attempt to reach beyond the grave and make sure that their properties never change?  One 



  August 21, 2008 

Page 20

might almost think that it is a way to stick it to the two property owners in the middle of these 
three properties. 

With no further questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input. 

Jason Reedy, of 501 East Elm Street, explained that he is not one of the petitioners in this case.  
He owns a property on the other side of Elm Street that refused to participate.  He stated that the 
petitioners do not want to rezone their properties.  They think they do because they think they are 
preserving their neighborhood, but it is too late to preserve the neighborhood, especially now that 
two more homes to the east are planned to be demolished and rebuilt as multi-family apartment 
building.

Chair Pollock asked if Mr. Reedy realized that under a lower zoning this would not be allowed to 
happen.  The petitioners in this case want to rezone their properties to a lower designation to 
protect that area from being redeveloped into multi-family dwellings.  Mr. Reedy urged the Plan 
Commission to deny the proposed rezoning case before them because otherwise the petitioners 
will be stuck in the neighborhood surrounded by multi-family homes like he is.  The difference is 
that he wants his property to remain zoned as R-5, so he can sell his home easier when he 
decides to do so.  No one wants to live in a single-family home completely surrounded by multi-
family apartment buildings.  The Plan Commission would be helping the petitioners by denying 
the proposed rezoning case before them. 

He agreed that it would be great if all of the properties in this area were included in the Historic 
East Urbana rezoning.  It would force the R-5 units to become non-compliant.  Then if 
something happened to the apartment buildings such as a wind storm, fire, etc., the property 
owners would not be able to rebuild the apartment buildings.  The neighborhood could have an 
opportunity to retake these properties and turn them back into single-family homes.  But as it 
stands now, this part of the neighborhood is gone as far as single-family homes.  The only thing 
left to do is sell your house, leave the neighborhood and let it get demolished.  It is a shame but 
that is where it is going. 

Christopher Stohr, of 405 East High Street, stated that Ms. Metheny could not attend the meeting 
because of work responsibilities.  He commented that Mr. Reedy’s story has been heard time and 
time again where a property owner has sunk their hearts and souls and money into maintaining 
and fixing up their properties only to find themselves living next door to an apartment building.  
It is heart breaking.  This is the same reason why Ms. Metheny and the other petitioners want to 
try and hold onto and preserve what little single-family residential aspects are left in this area.  
As a part of that neighborhood he supports the petitioners and continues to encourage his 
neighbors to down zone their properties to preserve what is left. 

With no further input from the audience, Chair Pollock suggested that the Plan Commission 
continue these two cases to the next scheduled meeting to give the petitioners another 
opportunity to attend the public hearing and address the Plan Commission.  With no objection 
from the Plan Commission this public hearing was continued until September 4, 2008. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         September 4, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Ben Grosser, Marilyn Upah-Bant 

STAFF PRESENT: Elizabeth Tyler, Director of Community Development Services 
Department; Robert Myers, Planning Manage; Lisa Karcher, 
Planner II, Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; Teri Andel, Planning 
Secretary

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Katy Balderson, Marianne Downey, Jason Finley, Paul 

MacCallum, Sara Metheny, Dennis Roberts, Bill Sheridan, 
Christopher Stohr, Susan Taylor 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There was none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Mr. White moved to approve the minutes of the August 21, 2008 meeting as presented.  Ms. 
Stake seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

There were none. 
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5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2080-M-08:  A request by the City of Urbana Zoning Administrator to 
rezone a number of properties in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, briefly restated the purposed of the rezoning.  She addressed the issue 
of the block bounded by Maple, Grove, Elm and Green Streets.  She explained that based on the 
2005 Comprehensive Plan Map, this block was not included in the rezoning request.  Libby 
Tyler, Director of Community Development Services Department, added that City staff has 
received telephone calls and e-mails from people expressing their concerns about the boundaries.  
She apologized for the confusion.  Map #10 in the Comprehensive plan is not very clear on the 
west boundary.  There is text on top of the boundary line on the map that obscures the Grove 
Street western boundary.  City staff had sent out some notices outside of the boundary, and there 
were a field survey map that included areas outside of the boundary.  In making a determination 
on what the true boundaries would be, City staff felt that they had to comply with Map #10 of the 
Comprehensive Plan since it has been adopted by Ordinance.  Staff felt that it would be improper 
to go beyond that boundary for the broader zoning study. 

She went on to say that there were some property owners just west of the study area that are 
interested in rezoning their properties as well.  City staff has accommodated those property 
owners’ requests to rezone as a separate concurrent plan case. 

Another concern for the area is the building plans for two properties located at 503 and 505 East 
Elm to be developed as apartment buildings.  There is a concern by the residents of the Historic 
East Urbana Neighborhood area to include these two properties in the rezoning request.  She 
believes that some of the residents want to include these two properties to cease the construction 
process.  From a legal standpoint, City staff cannot cease the construction of apartment buildings 
on these two properties because the building permits have been issued, and the building plans are 
compliant with the zoning of the properties.  It was not included in the official study area 
boundary, and it would likely be considered a taking at this late stage. 

These properties have been zoned R-5, High Density Multiple Family Residential, for a long 
time.  City staff recommended studying the area to the east zoned R-4, Medium Density Multiple 
Family Residential, to correct the zoning down to R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential.  It is 
still seen as a buffer area, and it doesn’t mean that it doesn’t have other concerns that need to be 
addressed by the City.  One of the things that City staff will be looking at, in addition to the 
separate rezoning case that will be considered next, is the possibility of applying some design 
guidelines.  Where you have disputed buffer areas and areas that have a lot of pressure, these are 
good areas to take a look at applying some overlay design review. 

The City already has the MOR, Mixed Office Residential Zoning District, where design 
guidelines have been adopted for any construction of that area.  City staff will be bringing the 
Lincoln-Busey Design Guidelines to the Plan Commission and the City Council in the near 
future.  The properties zoned R-5 in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood would be a logical 
third area to apply some design guidelines. 
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City staff would like to work with the developer for 503 and 505 East Elm Street and with the 
neighbors to come up with a plan that would allow the apartment buildings to fit better into the 
area.  City staff is encouraged because the last apartment building that the developer built in the 
City of Urbana fit very well into the neighborhood.  It is called Coler Crossing and is located at 
the corner of Coler Avenue and Green Street. 

Mr. Fitch stated he appreciated Ms. Tyler’s explanation.  He does not want to expose the City of 
Urbana to a lawsuit.  It is unfortunate that they cannot include the block in question in the 
rezoning request.  It is probably the last and best example of why the Historic East Urbana 
Neighborhood Association (HEUNA) is in favor of the rezoning.  He pointed out that the text 
covering the boundary line on Map #10 of the Comprehensive Plan reads as such, 
“…Neighborhood Plan to determine appropriate boundaries and desired development.”  This 
makes it sound like there is some flexibility to be able to adjust the boundary line.  The HEUNA 
Plan had a vision of down zoning this particular area. 

With no further questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input.  
There was no audience participation so Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of the 
hearing and opened the case up for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2080-M-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Burris seconded the motion. 

Ms. Stake asked if the people who are concerned about the boundary propose that the City 
downzone the area separately from the proposed rezoning case.  Ms. Tyler responded that it 
would definitely be a separate case because City staff has already legal noticed what is shown in 
the Comprehensive Plan.  The HEUNA Plan does not have a map showing the boundaries in it.  
Such a request would take more time and studying of the R-5 Zoning District.  Therefore, it 
might be a better area to apply design guidelines rather than to down zone it.  If individual 
property owners, such as the petitioners in the next case, want to request a down zoning of their 
properties, City staff would certainly take their petitions.  However, she feels that they do not 
know enough yet to say whether they should pursue another zoning study for this area.  It is not 
as clear as it was for the proposed area further east where there is so much single-family use in 
an R-4 Zoning District.  It seems like an obvious disconnect between the use and the zoning in 
the proposed rezoning area.  As we get into the area of concern, there are many apartment 
buildings, it is a higher zone, and there are higher expectations.  Therefore down zoning of the R-
5 properties becomes much trickier.  Staff will certainly think about it and talk about it some 
more though. 

Mr. Fitch stated that he is very much in favor of the proposed rezoning.  He thanked City staff 
for all their work on this case.  The survey of the residents was a particularly strong element of 
the proposed rezoning.  The residents expressed overwhelming support. 

Chair Pollock commented that the proposed rezoning represents a lot of work, even more than 
what appears on the surface. 
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Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Chair Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote.  Mr. Myers noted that this case would go before 
the City Council on September 15, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08:  A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos and 
Elizabeth Adams to amend the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map 
designation for 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from Central Business to Residential 
(Urban Pattern). 

Plan Case No. 2083-M-08:  A request by Sara Metheny, Jason Finley, Samuel Santos and 
Elizabeth Adams to rezone 502, 504 and 508 East Elm Street from R-5, Medium High 
Density Multiple Family Residential, to R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, briefly reviewed the two cases.  She stated that the two cases could be 
reviewed together but that the Plan Commission should make two separate recommendations – 
one for each case. 

With no questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input. 

Jason Finley, 504 East Elm Street, stated that he is one of the petitioners in these two cases.  As 
Ms. Karcher mentioned earlier, the north half of the 500 block of East Elm Street was not 
included in the larger rezoning initiative.  He and his neighbors are very much in favor of the 
rezoning initiative so they were instructed by City staff to file the two petitions to rezone their 
properties separately.  Basically, the purpose behind the proposed rezoning request and 
Comprehensive Plan amendment are the same as those behind the larger rezoning, which is to 
preserve the low density character of the neighborhood and to bring the zoning more in line with 
actual use. 

He commented that it has been fulfilling to be a part of a community in which people know each 
other.  He previously lived in an apartment building in East Urbana, so he has seen first hand 
how the lack of motivation of the apartment owners and the tenants of such buildings who do not 
treat the apartment buildings as their own homes.  The motivation to care about appearance or 
upkeep beyond an immediate short term needs is something that he feels is important for 
preserving the character of a neighborhood in the long run. 

Sara Metheny, one of the petitioners and owner resident of 502 East Elm Street, said that she has 
lived in her home for 23 years and loves the neighborhood.  Thankful to her neighbors who 
spoke at the previous Plan Commission meeting in her favor.  She is glad to hear that City staff is 
willing to work with the property owner of the two properties across the street from her home 
when he builds the new apartments. She talked about the big oak trees that were cut down at 406 
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East Elm Street about eight years ago after the property was purchased and the old house was 
torn down. 

Chris Stohr, Chairman of the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood Association (HEUNA), 
expressed his gratitude of the efforts of City staff, Alderman Dennis Roberts and Dr. Libby Tyler 
to come together and work out an agreement. 
Ms. Metheny re-approached the Plan Commission to ask for a continuance.  She feels it might be 
a good idea to meet with the property owner of 503 and 505 East Elm Street and with City staff 
and see what may happen with regards to the construction of two apartment buildings.  
Otherwise, she and the other petitioners might be shooting themselves in the foot to down zone if 
there are not some accommodations made.  It could put them in a position where it becomes a 
race to sell their homes as quickly as possible before the property values go down. 

Chair Pollock stated that the petitioners are free to continue the case; however, given the amount 
of time it will take to address these other issues, then this petition may expire.  Mr. Fitch 
commented that if the petitioners continue with their application and wish to sell at a later date, 
the future property owners could always come back individually and request to up zone the 
properties again.  Chair Pollock said yes.  It would require another change to the Comprehensive 
Plan along with the zoning in trying to keep the two in sync with each other. 

Ms. Tyler pointed out that it is easier to try to down zone rather than up zone.  It would be a 
harder path in the future.  City staff may be able to hold a meeting with the property owner of 
503 and 505 East Elm Street between now and the next Plan Commission meeting.  Maybe that 
would give the petitioners a better sense of the value of their petition.  The larger planning issue 
would take so much time that the petition would become invalid.  Mr. Pollock questioned how 
long the Plan Commission could hold the case open.  Ms. Tyler did not believe that there were 
hard and fast rules.  If the petitioners ask for a continuance, then there is more leeway to get 
more information.  They are still on safe ground right now.  The City has had continuances of 
several difficult text and plan cases before.  Chair Pollock informed Ms. Metheny that if the 
petitioners are interested in continuing the cases, then they have the right to do so. 

Ms. Burris stated that she understood the petitioners’ concern, but the request to continue the 
rezoning and Comprehensive Plan amendment requests does not sit right with her.  If the 
petitioner wants to rezone, then now is the time to do so.  The new property owner of 503 and 
505 East Elm Street has already purchased the properties and are planning to build the apartment 
buildings.  She feels that it is admirable of the property owner to be willing to work with City 
staff for design elements.  However, the petitioners cannot assume that the promises made 
between the City and the property owner of 503 and 505 East Elm Street would be bonding.  The 
property owner could change his mind.  Either the petitioners want to protect the rights that they 
have now or leave it open.  Chair Pollock added that they certainly hope the developer, as a good 
neighbor, works with City staff and the neighborhood in trying to come up with something that 
fits in well.  However, legally the developer does not have to do so. 

Ms. Metheny described the apartment buildings across the street.  All these apartment buildings 
are close to the downtown area and to the City building.  She would think that the City (with a 
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world class university) would want to put nice buildings in the downtown area.  She realizes that 
City staff is working on it.

Ms. Tyler replied that City staff has some varied success.  Even beyond the City’s rules and 
regulations, City staff has been able to use a good neighbor persuasion.  They achieved a great 
look with Coler Crossing.  In other cases, it is more economic.  City staff has tried working with 
other developers in getting a better look, and it has not been very receptive.  City staff is 
optimistic in this case and will definitely give it their best shot with the property owner of 503 
and 505 East Elm Street. 

Ms. Metheny inquired as to how many units the new property owner plans to build.  Ms. Karcher 
stated that it appears to be five units on each floor, so there could be about ten units per building, 
but they would need a set of full plans to be sure. 

Chair Pollock asked Ms. Metheny what she would like to do regarding the proposed two cases.  
Ms. Metheny stated that she would like to continue with two petitions as they stand. 

With no further questions or concerns from the audience, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing up for Plan Commission discussion and/or 
motion(s).  He reminded the Plan Commission that they need to deal with the two cases 
separately when making motions. 

Ms. Burris commented that she is in favor of the rezoning, but she is against changing the 
Comprehensive Plan.  She does not believe that the Comprehensive Plan should be tampered 
with.  It would set a precedent for future people to try to change the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2082-CP-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for denial.  Mr. Fitch seconded the motion. 

Mr. White stated that the Comprehensive Plan is what it is.  He does not agree that someone who 
files a petition should be able to request a change to the Comprehensive Plan with all the work 
and input that went into creating the 2005 Comprehensive Plan. 

Ms. Stake felt that it was a mistake to not include this section of Urbana when they updated the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Sometimes we make mistakes.  However, she does not like the idea of 
changing the Comprehensive Plan over and over again.  So she will probably vote in favor of 
denying the Comprehensive Plan amendment.  She will definitely vote in favor of the rezoning 
request though. 

Chair Pollock commented that the Comprehensive Plan is a snapshot that is not written in stone, 
so it can be changed.  He would not call it a mistake because when they were creating/updating 
the Comprehensive Plan they were looking at everything in the entire City.  The things that came 
up during discussions of updating the Comprehensive Plan are issues and topics that people are 
aware of and alarmed by or terribly interested in personally.  There are about five to ten specific 
areas that drew a lot of attention.  It is not that every single area in the City was well considered 
and thought out.  It may just not have been addressed at that particular time. He likes the fact that 
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people in the neighborhood want to protect the neighborhood nature of where they live.  If the 
people who live there want to make a change, he does not see a problem with that, and he 
applauds them for coming forward. 

Mr. Hopkins thought this to be a tricky issue.  His reaction is to also not change the 
Comprehensive Plan.  However doing so is also information.  The information is that the 
designations, if they have that much strength, on the maps in the Comprehensive Plan are block 
by block and not parcel by parcel.  This means that they are approximations.  In some cases, they 
were kept separate from apparent parcel lines to avoid this. 

This block is already more than two-thirds commercial.  It is adjacent to blocks that were 
intentionally identified to become “Central Business”.  Two of the five parcels on this block are 
multi-family.  By not changing the Comprehensive Plan designation, he believes that they are 
keeping the message that this is what makes sense there at sometime in the future.  If they 
change the zoning down now, then they are acknowledging that someone will come back to the 
Plan Commission and City Council and ask to bring the zoning back up later.  When they ask to 
bring the zoning back up later, then it will be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated 
that this is okay with him, but he does not feel that this is what other people are imagining and 
accomplishing by not changing the Plan and changing the zoning. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Pollock - No 
 Ms. Stake - No Mr. White - Yes 

The motion to deny was approved by a vote of 4 – 2. 

Mr. Fitch moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2083-M-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion. 

Mr. White opposed the proposed rezoning because there is commercial to the north in the same 
City block.  There are apartment buildings going in on two lots across the street as well.  There 
are duplexes and multi-family units to the west.  He believes that this block would be a 
wonderful location for a store.  Therefore, he would prefer to leave the zoning as is.  He does not 
believe that rezoning would protect them against anything, because as long as they own the 
house, they can keep it as a single-family residence. 

Ms. Stake felt that the City should rezone the properties, because the petitioners have requested 
it.  One of the things that the City needs to be doing is saving more of the older homes.  This is 
part of our conservation.  The City of Urbana has a lot of nice old homes that should be saved.  
Therefore, she is going to vote in favor of the motion. 

Mr. Fitch stated that because of the timing of the larger rezoning, the filing of the proposed 
petition to rezone and then the filing of the building permit for the two apartment buildings, these 
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two petitions have been put in a difficult situation.  He is going to respect the petitioners’ wishes 
and approve their request to rezone. 

Mr. Hopkins expressed two concerns about the rezoning.  The first concern is whether or not the 
rezoning would accomplish what the petitioners wish to accomplish.  The second concern is 
whether the petitioners will be happy with the rezoning once they have it.  He understands that 
the petitioners would like to be able to continue to use their properties the way they use them 
now.  The concerns they raise depend not on how they use their properties, but on how their 
neighbors use their properties.  In other words, it is not a question of “do I not like my house?”, it 
is that “I would not like my house as much if all the neighboring houses became these ugly 5-
unit or 10-unit apartment buildings with no trees”.  Rezoning the petitioners’ properties does not 
deal with this. The way in which this attempts to accomplish this is that three property owners 
have gotten together and are essentially making a mutual commitment to rezone their properties.  
The difficulty is that the zoning is not really going to accomplish this because any one of those 
properties can still come back to the City to get a rezoning individually.  There is no actual 
binding of these three properties together.  If the intent is to bind these three properties in a 
commitment, the way to do that is with a Covenant of Deed.  This would have more affect in 
accomplishing the purpose.  So, his inclination is to vote against the proposed rezoning because 
he does not feel that it works. 

Ms. Stake feels that the Plan Commission should vote in favor of the rezoning because it is 
making a statement that this is a residential area.  Ms. Tyler is very good at working with 
developers, and if she works with the developer of 503 and 505 East Elm Street, then they accept 
the fact that there would be a mixed residential and larger buildings.  This does not mean that 
they have to say that all the residential properties will become larger buildings.  So, she feels this 
should be a precedent to show that the City really is in favor of saving the older homes.  By 
rezoning the homes, it is one way of saying that we are in favor of keeping the single-family 
homes as they are. 

Ms. Burris saw three petitioners coming together as a community.  Although we are talking 
about a short block and two of the houses are going to be turned into apartment buildings, the 
petitioners want to preserve the corners and the ends of the block.  She feels it is more about 
community.  The idea is to preserve community.  If at some point in time, one or two of the 
properties sell, and the new owners want to build apartment buildings, then they could come 
back to the Plan Commission and to the City Council and ask to be rezoned back up.  Right now, 
these homes deserve their lifetime, and she would not want to cut it short by denying the 
rezoning request and causing the property owners to house hunt somewhere else.  Ms. Stake 
agreed with Ms. Burris’s comments. 

Chair Pollock commented that Mr. Hopkins may in fact be right.  This may not accomplish what 
the ultimate goal is for the petitioners, but the fact is that by coming together and forming a 
community in this block, if they are making an error in the long term, it is not something that 
cannot be repaired.  The petitioners own their homes, and he is willing to allow them to rezone 
their properties, so he plans to support the motion. 



  September 4, 2008 

Page 9

Mr. White expressed his concern about spot zoning.  There would be an R-3, R-5 and 
Commercial all in the same block.  This rezoning would set a precedent; therefore, he would 
prefer to leave the zoning as it is.  Chair Pollock responded by saying that he did not see the 
precedent as a particular problem.  When other rezoning cases come before them, the Plan 
Commission and the City Council should consider them based on their merit.  There may be 
some cases they agree with and others they do not agree with, but they are not going to decide 
any other case based on the approval of the proposed case. 

Mr. Hopkins felt this is a concern.  There is an inference that one could take from some of this 
discussion, which is that it is reasonable for the City to zone a piece of property for whatever an 
individual property owner wants because they own it or for a small cluster of property owners 
want because they own it, and that this is the criteria of zoning.  However, this is not the 
underlying legal authority by which the City backs its zoning authority.  The backing for the 
zoning authority is some reasonable application of principles such as what are set out in a land 
use plan as the backing for regulation of the use of property.  So there is a precedent here that 
matters. 

Ms. Burris stated that the average person buying a home does not look at the zoning of the 
property when purchasing it.  They look at the community and the school.  The petitioners 
purchased their single-family homes in an R-5 Zoning District.  They might have thought it was 
zoned for single-family since that is the type of properties they purchased.  So, she is not 
convinced that this will set a precedent or that it will be detrimental. 

Mr. Fitch noted that he has only been on the Plan Commission a short while, but he has seen 
individuals come in all the time to request a zoning change.  It is almost never down zoning 
requests though.  There is usually a discussion on how a rezoning request fits into the public 
good.  In this case, the notion of community and the notion of making a statement is good logic. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - No Mr. Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Mr. White - No 

The motion to approve was passed by a vote of 4 – 2. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that these two cases would go before the City Council on September 15, 
2008.

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 
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8. NEW BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2086-S-08:  A request by Meijer Store Limited Partnership for approval of a 
Combination Preliminary and Final Plat of the Second Replat of Lots 1 and 2 of Meijer 
Urbana Subdivision consisting of 30.946 acres located northeast of the intersection of 
Windsor Road and Philo Road in the City’s B-3, General Business Zoning District. 

Lisa Karcher, Planner II, presented the request to the Plan Commission.  Using Exhibit A, 
Location and Existing Land Use Map, she showed where the proposed subject property is 
located.  Referring to Exhibit B, Existing Zoning Map, she pointed out the current zoning and 
land use of the proposed site as well as for the surrounding properties.  The Future Land Use 
Map (Exhibit C) shows the proposed area being designated as “Regional Business”.  The 
Preliminary Plat (Exhibit D) shows how the developer plans to divide the property up into nine 
lots.  She discussed the proposed subdivision layout and talked about access to the property.  She 
also talked about drainage for the proposed site in addition to sidewalks and utility easements.  
She read the options of the Plan Commission. 

Ms. Stake asked about walkways to the store entrance.  Ms. Karcher referred to Exhibit F, Site 
Improvement Plan, and pointed out that the sidewalks are indicated by a very faint line in a hatch 
pattern.  She stated that there is a sidewalk that connects with the shared use path along the 
eastern side of the drive from Windsor Road to the pavement in the parking lot.  They have done 
the same thing on the north side off Amber Lane.  Off Philo Road, the developer has provided a 
sidewalk on the south side of the northern most access drive.  The sidewalk leads to the 
pavement of the parking lot.  Pedestrians will then walk through the parking lot as anyone else 
would who park their vehicles in the lot.  So, Meijer has provided for sidewalk connections from 
each of the roads that they front on. 

Ms. Stake asked if there is a berm that will protect the Meijer store from the residential areas 
besides the roads that are on each side.  Ms. Karcher stated that this was part of the annexation 
agreement. The Planning Manager has been working with the neighbors to the east and with the 
developer on putting up a fence to shield the loading dock from the residential properties.  
Essentially there are berms on the north side to shield the development from the residential north 
of Amber Lane.  The developer plans to use landscaping to shield the residential neighbors 
across Philo Road where outlots will have their parking to the outside. 

Mr. Myers stated that the preliminary and final plats comply with the annexation agreement in 
terms of berms and screening.  As you drive around the building on the surrounding streets, one 
will be able to see the top of the Meijer store but not the parking lot.  Behind the Meijer store, 
there is a low berm and a drop off down to the townhomes.  Then there is a row of landscaping in 
trees.  Also, near the loading dock they will construct a fence or wall to provide a little more 
buffering.  City staff has been working very closely with the Ridge Homeowner’s Association 
and with Meijer in terms of what screen would go between the loading area and the townhomes.  
He said that Meijer still has a few things to comply with in order to make sure that they are good 
neighbors on the east side.  City staff will make sure that these things are finished before Meijer 
opens their door. 
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Mr. Hopkins inquired as to whether or not the outlot idea in general was part of the annexation 
agreement.  Ms. Karcher replied that Meijer had a general idea that they would have outlots, but 
they were not sure about how they would divide them up.  The preliminary and final plats are 
consistent with the Site Plan that was included in the annexation agreement. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered if the berms on Philo Road would still exist even if they will not be 
within the outlots.  Ms. Karcher said yes. 

Mr. Hopkins questioned where the access to the outlots would be located.  Mr. Myers stated that 
the outlots are not to take access directly from Windsor or Philo Roads.  Ms. Karcher added that 
they would have to comply with the City’s Access Management Guidelines for spacing between 
intersections.  So, it is possible for the access to each outlot to be off the main access drives into 
the proposed site.  Mr. Myers pointed out that any driveway to an outlot must be at least 150 feet 
from the street.  

Mr. Fitch inquired about how many access drives there would be and where traffic lights would 
be located.  Ms. Karcher explained that there would be six access drives with two access points 
from Windsor Road, two from Philo Road and two from Amber Lane.  The traffic lights would 
be located at the intersection of Windsor Road and Boulder Drive, at the intersection of Windsor 
and Philo Roads, and at the intersection of Philo Road and Scovill Street.  There are really only 
two traffic lights that correspond with accesses to the proposed development. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered if there would be left turn access roads that do not have traffic lights.  
Ms. Karcher recalled that the first entry way from Windsor Road is right turn only. 

Chair Pollock asked if there would be a median on Windsor Road.  Ms. Karcher said no.  They 
have actually improved Windsor and Philo Roads as part of this project. 

Ms. Stake inquired about drainage for the site.  Ms. Karcher responded that the City Engineering 
Division office has reviewed and approved the proposed plats.  When the annexation agreement 
was approved, it was agreed that the developer would do a regional detention basin.  In the 
Eastgate Subdivision, there is a huge detention basin, which was engineered to hold the drainage 
for the proposed tract as well as everything to the east.  Mr. Myers commented that from the very 
beginning the developer took drainage into account and designed it so the water would go 
elsewhere.

With no further questions for staff, Chair Pollock opened this item up for public input.

Paul MacCallum, representative of Meijer Store, said that he has worked with Meijer for many 
years.  They make a nice store, and the outlots that they sell are to good end users that help the 
community.

Ms. Stake asked if he dealt with the drainage.  Mr. MacCallum replied that he is a surveyor and 
not an engineer.  He has dealt with drainage on a minimal level; however, he knows that the 
beautiful detention pond in Eastgate Subdivision was designed really well, because it is very 
pretty and serves a very good function. 
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Ms. Stake inquired if the Meijer Store is like the store in the City of Champaign.  Mr. 
MacCallum responded by saying yes.  The difference between the two is that the Meijer store in 
Champaign has a lot of other development around it; whereas, this Meijer store will be a big 
store by itself.  Mr. Myers added that this store is Meijer’s newest prototype store.

Ms. Stake remembered all the opposition there was when Meijer originally submitted plans 
several years ago.  Mr. Myers stated that things have changed since then.  The proposed 
development was on the outskirts of town.  He would now consider the proposed project as an 
infill project. 

With no more questions or concerns from the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock closed the public 
input portion and opened this item up for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2086-S-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion. 

Mr. Fitch commented that we want the Urbana Meijer to be better than the Champaign Meijer. 

Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Chair Pollock - Yes 
 Ms. Stake - Yes Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Mr. Myers noted that this case would be forwarded to the Urbana City Council on September 15, 
2008.

Plan Case No. 2087-S-08:  A request by Urbana, LLC for approval of a Combination 
Preliminary and Final Plat of the Replat of Lots 2 and 3 of Lincoln & I-74 Resubdivision, 
encompassing 2.94 acres to be divided into two lots, located at the southwest corner of 
Lincoln Avenue and Killarney Street in the City’s B-3, General Business Zoning District. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, presented the subdivision request to the Plan Commission.  He gave a 
brief explanation for the purpose of the proposed subdivision request.  Referring to Exhibits A 
(Location and Existing Land Use Map), Exhibit B ( Zoning Map), and Exhibit C (Future Land 
Use Map), he described the area noting the current land use, zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
designation of the proposed site as well as that of the surrounding properties.  He discussed 
access to the proposed subdivision.  He also talked about stormwater drainage and sewer mains, 
water utilities and sidewalk connections.  He read the options of the Plan Commission and 
presented staff’s recommendation, which was as follows: 

Staff recommended that the Plan Commission forward the Combination 
Preliminary/Final Replat of Lots 2 and 3 of Lincoln & I-74 Resubdivision to the 
Urbana City Council with a recommendation of approval. 
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Ms. Stake asked whether there was going to be one or two buildings.  Mr. Engstrom answered by 
saying that the developer has not submitted any building plans as of yet.  The proposed site is 
divided into two lots.  From his understanding, there will be a hotel constructed on Lot 1, and the 
developer has not indicated what they plan to build on Lot 2.  When the developer submits the 
building plans, they will go through the plan review process administratively. 

Ms. Stake questioned where the sidewalks would lead to.  Mr. Engstrom replied that the 
sidewalks will allow people to get around the site.  Generally any subdivision is required to 
provide sidewalks along the right-of-way. 

Mr. Hopkins asked if the access for Lot 101 is by easement on a curb cut to the north of the lot.  
Mr. Engstrom said that is correct.  Mr. Hopkins inquired as to whether the gas station shown on 
the aerial photo is the old gas station.  Mr. Engstrom said no, it is a new gas station.  Mr. 
Hopkins questioned if the curb cut was then used by a current facility.  Mr. Engstrom explained 
that the curb cut leads to the new gas station. 

Mr. Hopkins wondered if the gas station lot was big enough for another tenant.  Mr. Engstrom 
said technically yes.  However, he is not sure if the property owner is going to develop the 
property further.  Mr. Hopkins asked if the curb cut had been sized or approved as efficient to 
serve all the lots.  Mr. Engstrom said yes. 

Ms. Stake questioned what kind of screening would be used on the south to Capstone 
Condominiums.  Mr. Engstrom responded by saying that the developer will submit landscaping 
plans when they submit the building plans.  When the site is proposed to be developed, there is a 
requirement for screening between lots zoned for business and lots zoned for residential. 

Ms. Stake commented that she did not understand why the developer has submitted a 
preliminary/final plat before submitting building plans.  Mr. Engstrom explained that this is the 
actual subdivision process.  Unless a petitioner submits a request for a special use permit or other 
special zoning permission, then building plans generally do not go before Plan Commission and 
City Council. 

With no more questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened this item up for public input. 

Bill Sheridan, of HDC Engineering, mentioned that they are working on the Site Plan for the 
proposed hotel.  They will address all the screening and access through common ingress/egress 
easements.  The new gas station has been totally redeveloped.  There will be no further 
development on the gas station parcel.  The proposed replat is simply a reconfiguration of lots 
lines.  There are no changes other than to extend the sewers. 

With no further questions or comments from the audience, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion, and he opened this item up for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2087-S-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Burris seconded the motion.  Roll call on the 
motion was as follows: 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         October 9, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, 
Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Ben Grosser 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manage; Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; 
Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner/Historic Preservation Planner; 
Connie Eldridge, Grants Management Division Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Brian Adams, Dick Brazee, Cathy Eastman, Tony and Mary 

Graham, Medford Johnson, Georgia Morgan, Kent Ono, Beverly 
Rauchfuss, Marc Rogers, John and Candice Sloan, Shirley 
Stillinger, Susan Taylor 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There was none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Stake moved to approve the minutes of the September 4, 2008 meeting as presented.  Mr. 
Hopkins seconded the motion.  Mr. Hopkins recommended changing the word “imaging” to 
“imagining” in the second to last line of the first paragraph on Page 7.  The Plan Commission 
approved the minutes as amended by unanimous voice vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Revision of Section XI-15. Design Review Board of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt the Crystal 
Lake Neighborhood Plan as an element of the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  He gave a brief 
introduction and showed the west study area boundary as Lincoln Avenue and the east boundary 
as one block east of Broadway Avenue.  The northern boundary is Country Club Road, and the 
southern boundary extends along the rail right-of-way south of University Avenue.  He explained 
that the Plan contains goals and strategies similar to the King Park Plan and the Downtown 
Strategic Plan.  The proposed plan, if approved, will become a guiding document for the 
planning area. 

He reviewed the steps in the planning process that have been completed and what phases are left.  
The phases involved include: 

1) The Background Research Phase – Research on the neighborhood’s history and 
existing conditions. 

2) The Visioning Phase - Visioning workshops, resident and business surveys, and open 
house events to gather public input. 

3) The Plan Concepts Phase - Staff synthesized information from the surveys and 
stakeholder interviews.  They used this information to try to identify with some trends 
and issues and to try to create some preliminary goals. 

4) The Draft Plan Preparation Phase – Preparation of a draft plan with goals and a map.  
Staff presented these drafts documents to the public to get more input. 

5) Final Plan Preparation Phase – The draft plan is currently going through the City 
review process.  The proposed plan has been presented to the Community Development 
Commission and is now before the Plan Commission, which will make a 
recommendation to the City Council. 

6) Implementation Phase – This will consist of carrying out strategies identified in the 
plan, and will guide the City’s activities in coming years, help in allocating City funds 
and prioritize Capital Improvement Plan projects, and provide a basis for review of 
rezoning requests and building permits. 
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The plan overview consists of six major components, which are the Background, the Process, 
Trends and Issues, the Plan Concepts map, Goals and Objectives and the Implementation 
Strategies, as well as the Appendix. 

Mr. Engstrom gave a brief description of the Background and the Process.  With Trends and 
Issues, there are four key topic areas – Land Use and Development, Housing, Mobility and 
Community Enhancements.  He discussed the Plan Concepts Map and the Goals and Objectives.  
He explained how each of these were created, the comments and ideas of the residents, the 
stakeholders and City staff that were involved as well as the existing City documents, such as the 
2005 Comprehensive Plan and the Development Agreement between the City of Urbana and 
Carle Foundation Hospital, that support them.  The Implementation Strategies are aimed at 
achieving the Goals and Objectives of the Plan. 

Mr. Engstrom discussed the comments and concerns of the Community Development 
Commission (CDC).  During their meeting, a CDC member recommended having homes either 
facing Crystal Lake Park or on new public open space.  The CDC also discussed the potential for 
a community center.  The CDC suggested prioritizing the implementation strategies.  Their final 
comment was that the strategy to promote apartments should be clarified as promoting the 
maintenance and upgrade of existing apartments.  

As for public comments, City staff has received only one comment during the 30 day review 
period.  The comment states that business uses should not expand into the residential areas or 
into the park, which is something that City staff concurs with. 

He read the options of the Plan Commission and gave staff’s recommendation, which is as 
follows: 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08 
to the Urbana City Council with a recommendation for approval. 

Ms. Upah-Bant quoted Implementation Strategy M12, which states, “Create safe bicycle path 
along Lincoln Avenue towards campus.”  She recalled discussing this issue extensively when 
they reviewed the Urbana Bicycle Plan.  It was determined then that Lincoln Avenue was not 
wide enough, and Goodwin Avenue was should have the bike path instead.  Mr. Pollock added 
that south of University Avenue is not included in the boundary of the proposed Crystal Lake 
Neighborhood Plan, so why is there a strategy listed for outside the Plan area?  If the idea is to 
hook this path up to a broader vision for a bike path that goes through the Plan area, then he 
would agree that we need to talk about how to accomplish this on the busiest street in Urbana.  
Mr. Engstrom replied that the issue for a bike path along Lincoln Avenue to campus came up 
early in the process, and City staff will take a closer look at why it is still mentioned.  Robert 
Myers, Planning Manager, noted that City staff will ensure that this implementation strategy 
matches the Bicycle Master Plan.  

Mr. Pollock feels it is crucial to discuss the replacement of housing that is removed. The Plan 
states that removed housing will be replaced one-for-one in a “larger neighborhood.”  What 
defines a “larger neighborhood”?  Mr. Engstrom explained that City staff had in mind a 
neighborhood where one could easily walk or bike to Crystal Lake Park or to Carle. 
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Mr. Pollock referred to H1 in the Implementation Strategies.  He did not feel that “encouraging” 
Carle would be enough to make sure the one to one replacement happens in neighborhoods 
where homes are removed due to the Carle expansion.  The City would need something that 
would do more than just encourage Carle to do this.  Mr. Engstrom responded that Carle will be 
asking for an amendment to the Development Agreement with the City of Urbana.  When this 
happens, the City would be more specific than just encouraging Carle to be put into the 
amendment.  Mr. Pollock stated that he realizes the proposed plan is kind of a small 
Comprehensive Plan, and it does not call for this type of specificity.  However, he would like to 
bring this up and make sure it stays at the top of the list. 

Mr. Pollock went on to discuss the Community Center.  Is any of the planning area inside Tax 
Increment Financing (TIF) District #3?  The purpose for him asking this question is because part 
of the reason people agreed to take those revenues and use them for business promotion and 
development was the agreement that some of those funds would get put back into the 
neighborhood in the form of a community center.  He understands that there has been a lot of 
discussion about this, but this is something that the City committed to years ago already.  Mr. 
Engstrom explained that City staff proposes a community center to go into a larger 
neighborhood, such as the King Park neighborhood. 

Mr. Myers said that he had the answer to Ms. Upah-Bant’s earlier question regarding a bike path 
on Lincoln Avenue.  The Urbana Bicycle Master Plan shows that Lincoln Avenue is not slated 
for either a bicycle lane or route.  Instead it shows Goodwin and Coler Avenues as being routes.  
So Implementation Strategy M12 will be modified to reflect the Bicycle Master Plan. 

Ms. Stake felt it would be a good idea to change “encourage” to “require” in Implementation 
Strategy H1.  She did not think that the Plan Commission should let the proposed plan be 
approved with “encourage” as part of the language in this case.  Mr. Pollock pointed out that this 
is an amendment to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan, and it is not actually a development 
agreement with Carle.  So, he is not sure if they should change the wording or just keep it on the 
radar, because the Plan Commission will be reviewing a future amendment to the Development 
Agreement between the City of Urbana and Carle in the next few months.  Mr. Myers added that 
City staff has spoken with representatives from Carle.  Carle recognizes that it is important to the 
Mayor, the City, and to the residents that houses be replaced one-for-one, so they are willing to 
see that it happens.  However, Carle is not sure what role they would play because they are not 
developers, but they are in agreement with the concept.  City staff feels that this should be 
pinned down in the Development Agreement Amendment with Carle. 

Mr. Engstrom reviewed a map with the Commission showing the boundaries of TIF # 3.  It only 
goes to the east side of the Lincoln Avenue right-of-way.  If a community center would be 
partially funded by the TIF District #3 funds, he understood it would need to be located within 
the District’s boundaries.

Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input. 

Cathy Eastman, of 1311 North Berkley Avenue, requested that the Plan Commission table this 
item to a future meeting to allow City staff to get some additional feedback from the neighbors 
east of Broadway Avenue.  There are a number of issues and changes to North Broadway 
mentioned in the proposed plan that would affect the neighborhood to the east, such as additional 
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sidewalks on the north end, additional street lighting, and a multi-use path.  She is concerned that 
there is a need for additional feedback. 

Mr. Myers asked if Ms. Eastman was asking that the boundary of the proposed plan be 
expanded, or does she just want the residents along the east side of Broadway Avenue to have a 
second opportunity to look at what is being proposed in the Broadway Avenue Corridor?  Ms. 
Eastman replied that she does not know what the neighborhood’s options are.  Many of these 
issues will have an impact on the adjacent neighbors.  They are not sure if they will have other 
opportunities to voice their concerns or if this meeting is their only chance. 

With no further comments or questions from the public, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He then opened the hearing up for Plan Commission discussion and/or 
motion(s).

Chair Pollock asked if this area was originally part of the proposed plan.  Mr. Engstrom 
answered that originally the east boundary for the plan was Broadway Avenue.  As part of the 
feedback from the first visioning session, some neighbors on the east side of Broadway Avenue 
wanted to be included in the proposed plan, so City staff expanded the boundary to include the 
block just east of Broadway Avenue.  Chair Pollock inquired as to whether the residents in the 
block where the expansion occurred had been notified about the Plan Commission meeting.  Mr. 
Engstrom said yes.  The residents in this area have been notified of every meeting, except for the 
Visioning session.

Mr. Myers added that if people feel like they need more time for comment, then the Plan 
Commission could table the item until the next meeting. City staff initially discussed the eastern 
boundary of the proposed plan quite a bit. They decided that extending the boundary to 
Cunningham Avenue might dilute the original impetus for the plan, which was a concern for 
neighbors about the proposed expansion of Carle Hospital.

Chair Pollock realizes that there are other plans in the works at the same time.  When we look at 
what is being planned that would affect the residents along the east side of Broadway Avenue in 
terms of a multi-use path, sidewalks or other amenities, would that be done in conjunction with 
the Urbana Park District (UPD) as a reflection of their plan?  Is the UPD far enough along that 
they are aware of what the City is proposing?  Or do the changes along Broadway Avenue have 
anything to do with what the UPD is doing?  Mr. Myers responded that the UPD has adopted a 
long term plan over the next 50 years.  The proposed Crystal Lake Neighborhood Plan reflects 
what the UPD’s adopted long-range plan.  Subsequent to finishing their plan, some residents 
have expressed a concern about UPD’s plans to purchase properties on Franklin Street, as they 
become available. But the Crystal Lake Plan reflects the UPD’s adopted plan. 

Ms. Stake requested that the Plan Commission postpone making a decision regarding this case 
until the next regularly scheduled meeting.  Mr. Fitch agreed.  With no objection from the other 
members of the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock continued this case until October 23, 2008. 
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Plan Case No. 2074-T-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt design 
guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor, amend the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to enable 
design review in certain areas, and establish the Lincoln-Busey Corridor design overlay 
district.

Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  She began by 
explaining that there are three reasons for the text amendment, which are as follows:  1) Adopt 
design guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor, 2) Amend the Zoning Ordinance to enable 
design review to take place in specified areas by creating a Design Review Board, and 3) 
Establish the Lincoln-Busey Design Overlay District. 

Ms. Bird described the boundary lines of the proposed Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  She reviewed 
the proposed Design Guidelines pointing out that there are five chapters – 1) Introduction, 2) 
Existing Conditions, 3) The Design Review Process, 4) Design Guidelines and 5) Photo 
Inventory.

She stated that the text amendment will add Section XI-15, Design Review Board, to the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance.  This will create a Design Review Board to enable and administer design 
review for projects in multiple areas and will establish the Lincoln-Busey Corridor Design 
Review Overlay District.  She referred to the revised Section XI-15 handout, which she passed 
out prior to the start of the meeting. 

She read the options of the Plan Commission and noted that although the three components of 
the proposed text amendment can be discussed together, they should be voted on separately.  She 
presented staff’s recommendation, which is as follows: 

Staff recommends that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2074-T-08 to 
the Urbana City Council with a recommendation to approve the Lincoln-Busey 
Corridor Design Guidelines, approve the Zoning Ordinance text amendment 
creating the Design Review Board, and approve the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
Design Review Overlay District. 

Chair Pollock commented that this is all within one plan case number.  Will the City Council 
vote on the elements separately in different votes?  Ms. Bird said yes. 

Mr. Fitch wondered about the process for where the guidelines come from.  Were the Lincoln-
Busey Design Guidelines basically staff-driven with public input?  Ms. Bird replied that is 
correct.  Mr. Fitch asked if this is the process that she would anticipate for future guidelines for 
other areas.  Ms. Bird explained that design guidelines could be appropriate for fragile areas.  
City staff would work with the residents in the neighborhood or business owners on the design 
guidelines.

Mr. Fitch stated that he was talking more about procedural protections, such as notice provisions, 
required public meetings and time tables, etc. He asked how the proposed design guidelines 
differ from neighborhood conservation districts (NCD).  Ms. Bird replied that neighborhood 
conservation districts are where the property owners come together and decide to apply for a 
NCD.  The proposed design guidelines are really driven by the Urbana City Council. 
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Mr. Fitch wondered if the proposed Design Review Board would be the arbitrator of any future 
NCD with design review or would there be a separate review board for NCDs.  Ms. Bird said 
that this is a good question and not something that City staff has discussed. 

Chair Pollock asked if a NCD could employ the same type of design guidelines as being 
proposed in the text amendment.  Mr. Myers said yes.  The City wrote the NCD Ordinance 
flexible enough to customize the requirements for the particular needs of an area.  Some areas 
feel that design guidelines are useful while other areas do not.  Each area has different needs.  
Which body would carry out design guidelines would need to be specified for each district.   

Chair Pollock questioned if there would be a new design review board for each district.  Ms. Bird 
said no.  As proposed, this text amendment would create one Design Review Board that would 
review design in all areas that have adopted design guidelines.  All of the members of the Mixed 
Office Residential (MOR) Development Review Board except for two (who are specifically 
appointed to the MOR Development Review Board because they live in or near the MOR Zoning 
District) would also serve as members of the Design Review Board.  There is no requirement 
that any of the members of the Design Review Board be associated with the neighborhood in 
which design guidelines have been created for. 

Mr. Fitch inquired if one could arrive at the same result using the NCD process or the design 
review process.  Mr. Myers answered yes.  However, the Design Review Board deals with one 
sliver of the planning spectrum.  It deals with design for new developments.  The NCD is a 
broader planning tool that could be used potentially for a variety of things. 

Ms. Stake wondered if one would change the zoning by adding an overlay district to a property 
or area.  Ms. Bird responded by saying no.  This is purely design review to help buildings be 
compatible with what is located on either side of it.  It does not change the underlying zoning.  
Any project proposals in an overlay district still have to meet the zoning for that particular 
parcel.

Ms. Stake asked if any of this will come before the Plan Commission or City Council after it has 
been decided.  Ms. Bird stated no. 

Ms. Stake commented that it does not help much that the design guidelines “encourage” certain 
types of development.  It should say it either is required or say it is not allowed.  Ms. Bird 
explained that the idea with design guidelines is that each project is going to be unique.  If the 
City writes a set of requirements, then there could be a project that meets all those requirements, 
but is still a bad project and won’t look good in the corridor.  If there are guidelines that give the 
Design Review Board the ability to interpret them and decide whether a project meets the intent, 
then there will be better chance for projects be appropriate.  The intent is for new construction to 
be compatible with the existing environment. 

Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to how anyone would go about changing the design criteria once it 
has been approved.  Ms. Bird answered that they would need to file a Zoning Ordinance text 
amendment and staff would bring it before the Plan Commission and the City Council for 
approval.
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Mr. Hopkins talked about the membership of the Design Review Board.  He recalled that an 
owner of a local small business with fewer than 40 employees made sense for the MOR Zoning 
District for a particular reason.  The reason is to get mixed use small businesses by implication to 
use existing buildings with small footprints.  So the City wanted input and understanding from 
the type of people we wanted to get involved in using those buildings.  It’s unclear to him why it 
would make sense to include this requirement on the Design Review Board. 

His second question is "what is the definition of a “community or residential representative”.
Ms. Bird said that staff may need to include that in the section of the Zoning Ordinance that 
gives definitions of various words used throughout.  Mr. Myers added that a community 
representative could be from community group.  A residential representative may be a resident 
who lives in a particular block of the City or someone who knows what it is like to live in a 
specific area.  Mr. Hopkins pointed out that the Design Review Board is to serve as a city-wide 
board, so that could mean anyone then.  Thus he does not know what they are trying to 
accomplish with a “community or residential representative. 

Ms. Stake stated that it seems in trying to make the Design Review Board serve the entire City, it 
has become difficult.  The Lincoln-Busey Corridor is very different from much of the other areas 
in the City.  It is very important that we keep the existing residential and most of the buildings.  
It is important to have design guidelines for developers who demolish some of the buildings and 
construct new buildings.  However, this is not what the rest of the City is like, so she feels that 
the proposed text amendment is trying to do too many things at once.  Ms. Bird asked if she was 
suggesting that there be a separate Design Review Board for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  Ms. 
Stake replied yes. 

Mr. Myers commented that there are a couple of different elements in trying to specify the 
composition of the Board.  The first is values and the second is technical expertise.  If there is 
someone representing the neighborhood, then they would know what it is like to live in that area, 
about quality of life issues, etc.  The technical side could be covered by members such as an 
architect or a realtor.  A developer/business owner has both technical expertise and knows what 
values are important to the development community.  City staff can better define the difference 
between a local developer and a developer representative. 

Ms. Upah-Bant asked for clarification in that for every neighborhood there would be a set of 
design guidelines.  Ms. Bird replied no.  City staff tried to create a Design Review Board that 
would be able to accommodate reviewing projects in other areas of the City that required, 
developed and adopted design guidelines.  City staff is not suggesting that we develop design 
guidelines for every neighborhood.  The Lincoln-Busey Corridor is unique in that it is under 
certain pressures because of its location between the University of Illinois and the single-family 
neighborhood.  So, it is a fragile area that design guidelines would help. 

Chair Pollock asked about remodeling and alterations to existing structures.  So if someone 
wanted to add a sunroom onto their existing house, they would come in and fill out an 
application for a building permit.  City staff would decide whether or not the sunroom might 
infringe upon the appearance of the neighborhood or the integrity of the corridor.  If they decided 
that the proposed sunroom affects the neighborhood, then the Design Review Board would meet 
to discuss that individual request or application.  Ms. Bird said that this is correct.  However, it 
would not be City staff that made the preliminary determination of whether a project would 
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affect the neighborhood or not. It would be the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the Design 
Review Board.  If they jointly decided that the project did not require the review of the full 
Design Review Board, then it would be reviewed administratively.  If one or both of them 
decided that it should go to the Design Review Board for review, then it would go before the 
entire Board. 

Chair Pollock asked if the Chair of the Design Review Board would be appointed by the Mayor 
or designated as such by the Design Review Board.  Mr. Hopkins said that the text amendment 
states that the position of Chair would be elected by the Design Review Board. 

With no further questions for City staff from the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing up for public input. 

Georgia Morgan, of 804 West Nevada Street, stated that she also questioned the make-up of the 
Design Review Board.  What is the importance of having a small business owner on the board?  
What is a community representative?  What is a residential representative?  She gathered from 
listening to comments that part of the impetus behind the design is the anticipation that there will 
be more overlay districts with their own design guidelines in the future.  However, there will 
only be one board reviewing the cases.  Is it possible for the membership of the Design Review 
Board to have an ad hoc member who would be from whatever district that was being considered 
in place of the small business owner?  This would ensure local representation on the board. She 
inquired about false divided light windows.  What are they and why are they so terrible?  Ms. 
Bird responded by saying that false divided light windows have the snap in muntins or muntins 
between a single pane of glass.  In the design community, they are thought to give a false sense.  
They also do not provide the same depth that the individual divided light windows do.  Ms. Bird 
explained that this is an example of why they would be design guidelines and not requirements. 

Ms. Stake inquired as to whether Ms. Morgan had been notified of the public hearing.  Ms. 
Morgan said yes.  Ms. Bird remarked that City staff sent notices to all property owners and 
tenants in the actual Lincoln-Busey corridor as well as to all property owners within 250 feet. 

Kent Oto, of 803 West Michigan Avenue, suggested that the Historic Preservation Commission 
be the review board for this particular design area (Lincoln-Busey Corridor), because in part of 
the fragile nature of the area and because of the many historic buildings in the neighborhood. He 
agreed with Ms. Morgan in that it would be easy enough to bring in two people living in a 
district to review cases for that overlay district as well as a resident of the adjacent living area.  
He feels that a resident living outside of a district would also have some interest in protecting 
their homes from encroachment or from the design possibilities that might occur.  Having people 
with design abilities and aesthetic skills and interest on the Design Review Board could be a very 
positive thing.  He did not think that developers, small business owners or architects would be 
the best type of people to provide that kind of input. Mr. Oto believes from what he has seen that 
the proposed text amendment would be a very positive thing.  The intent is to protect the 
residents who live in the area from having an institutional design elements introduced into the 
work done on homes in the corridor. 

Ms. Stake agreed.  The historic part of the City of Urbana is right along Lincoln Avenue, so it 
would be good to have the Historic Preservation Commission review any future cases for this 
district.
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Shirley Stillinger, of 1003 South Busey Avenue, mentioned that as a resident in the corridor, she 
feels very reassured of the direction that the text amendment is going.  There are differences on 
the details, but the overall intent is very reassuring.  It is important to keep the street and the area 
a good place to live.  She expressed her appreciation for the work that City staff has done on the 
proposed text amendment. 

Brian Adams, of 412 West Elm Street, stated that he lives in the MOR Zoning District and they 
have design guidelines in place for his neighborhood.  There is the Development Review Board 
to monitor and comment on new developments.  He feels it is a good thing.  He wishes the City 
would have had the design guidelines in places years ago, because there have been some pretty 
unsightly buildings constructed in the area that have destroyed the historical and aesthetic 
character of the neighborhood.   Given the design guidelines currently in place for the MOR 
Zoning District, it would not be possible to build anymore undesirable buildings in the 
neighborhood.

Ms. Stake wondered how much area the MOR Design Guidelines cover.  Mr. Adams replied by 
saying that it covers Elm Street, part of Green Street and part of Springfield Avenue.  He does 
not know the exact boundaries of the top of his head. 

Ms. Stake asked who is on the Development Review Board for the MOR Zoning District.  Mr. 
Adams answered that he is on the board because he lives in the neighborhood.  There is a 
developer, an architect, nearby neighbor, small business owner, member of the Plan Commission 
and a member of the Historic Preservation Commission. 

With no further questions or comments from members of the audience, Chair Pollock closed the 
public input portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing up for Plan Commission 
discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. Myers noted that there is another element to this proposal.  The design guidelines are not 
only a helpful tool, but having a review process where neighbors can give input can be beneficial 
as well. 

Chair Pollock wondered if the proposed text amendment is flexible enough to allow someone 
from the neighborhood to serve on the Board.  Mr. Myers replied that the text amendment as 
written calls for a residential representative to serve on the Board, but it does not specify that the 
representative be from this specific area.  However, there will be an opportunity for residents to 
attend the Board meetings and voice their concerns and opinions. 

Ms. Stake asked what the process is for an application.  Ms. Bird reviewed the process.  When an 
application comes in, the Zoning Administrator looks at the application and decides whether the 
application is for a major redevelopment/development, which she would then forward on to the 
Design Review Board.  If the Zoning Administrator has a question of whether or not the 
application should go before the Board, then she consults with the Chair of the Design Review 
Board.  If they both decided that the proposed project does not require review of the Board, then 
they would review it and make an administrative decision. 
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If the application goes to the Board, then City staff would schedule a public hearing, which 
would involve noticing neighbors and putting up a sign on the property.  So, the neighborhood 
would have a chance to give their input on a project.  One example of what could be reviewed 
administratively would be the addition of a small sunroom on the back of a house.  This would 
be something that would not be viewed from the public street if it was built in scale with the 
existing house. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that the City has a similar process with the Historic Preservation 
Commission.  Minor projects are reviewed administratively, and major projects are reviewed by 
the Historic Preservation Commission.  The Zoning Ordinance specifies what is considered a 
major project and minor project.  The intent of this is to keep very minor changes from going to 
the Board or Commission. We do not stop the process to discourage maintenance, changes or 
modifications.  Minor changes such as constructing a fence in the backyard shouldn’t be a long 
and difficult process.  This also helps City staff manage its workload and devote its manpower to 
highest priority projects.

Ms. Upah-Bant feels uncomfortable with the appeal process.  If an application is denied, it 
sounds like the only applicant’s only choice is to resubmit an application.  Ms. Bird stated that 
there is an appeal process.   

Ms. Stake questioned if a person would have to submit an application for work needing to be 
done if the property is within an overlay district.  Ms. Bird said yes.  Exterior building projects 
would need to be reviewed and approved either by the Zoning Administrator or by the Design 
Review Board depending on the level of the project. 

Ms. Stake inquired if there could be someone from the district serve on the Board.  Ms. Bird 
answered that in speaking with the City’s Legal Department, the City Attorney did not feel it 
would be possible to write in the Zoning Ordinance that there would be members switching out.  
However, it might be possible to write in the text amendment that one of the members is defined 
in the design guidelines for a district.  So, the design guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
would specify who the person is. 

Mr. Hopkins commented that the architect, the developer, the Historic Preservation Commission 
member and the Plan Commission member makes sense to include on the Design Review Board.  
This means we would have three empty slots.  He doubted that the City would have three 
districts within five years.  So, the additional three slots could be filled by a member from each 
district.  If there are more than three districts, then the City would need to work it out at that 
point.  The text amendment could read, “Citizen representatives must be one from each 
designated overlay district. 

Mr. Fitch expressed concern about the lack of specified process.  In other City ordinances, it lists 
the types of projects that trigger different levels of review.  We could borrow some of their ideas.  
He feels that some sort of procedural depth needs to be added in the formation of the guidelines.   

Mr. Hopkins commented that the design guidelines are good.  He does not believe that they need 
to be changed. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION APPROVED

            
DATE:         October 23, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Lew Hopkins, Michael Pollock, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-
Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser 

STAFF PRESENT: Lisa Karcher, Planner II, Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; Rebecca Bird, 
Associate Planner/Historic Preservation Planner; Teri Andel, 
Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Dick Brazee, Paul Debevec, Ann Reisner, Shirley Stillinger, Gail 

Taylor

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:35 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There was none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Upah-Bant moved to approve the minutes of the October 9, 2008 meeting.  Mr. White 
seconded the motion.  Ms. Stake recommended a change on Page 7 to the second line of the 
second paragraph from the bottom of the page.  She proposed that they add the word “not” 
before the word “allowed”, so that the sentence reads, “It should say it either is required or say it 
is not allowed”.  The Plan Commission members approved the minutes as amended by 
unanimous voice vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Copy of the October 9, 2008 Plan Commission Minutes 
Postcard Announcing Crystal Lake Neighborhood Plan Public Hearing regarding Plan Case 
No. 2088-CP-08 
Letter from Andrea Antulov regarding Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08 
Photos taken of the property at 601 West Green Street for Plan Case No. 2074-T-08 
Cunningham Avenue Beautification Report 
Looking for Lincoln Notification 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt the Crystal 
Lake Neighborhood Plan as an element of the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, presented an updated staff report for this case to the Plan Commission.  
He gave a brief recap of the discussion held at the previous Plan Commission meeting.  He stated 
that City staff had met with Cathy Eastman who had at the October 9th meeting requested a 
continuation so that the North Broadway Neighborhood Association could have another 
opportunity for input.  He discussed the outcome of a meeting subsequently held with the North 
Broadway Neighborhood residents at the Anita Purves Nature Center.  Those topics included the 
installation of missing sidewalks, the installation of a multi-use path along the western side of 
Broadway Avenue and along Country Club Road, and street lighting to be installed on the east 
side of Broadway Avenue. 

Mr. Engstrom mentioned an update to Implementation Strategy M12 regarding a bicycle path 
along North Lincoln Avenue.  He also addressed the Plan Commission’s concern regarding the 
language use of the word “required” in place of the word “encourage” in Implementation 
Strategy H1. 

Ms. Stake mentioned that she got a phone call from Andrea Antulov.  Ms. Antulov had 
suggested that City staff put the proposed Plan on display at the Lincoln Square Village Mall 
and/or at the Urbana Free Library for further public review prior to a decision being made.  She 
also mentioned that one time her property is inside the boundary for the proposed plan, and the 
next time her property is not included.  Ms. Stake asked when City staff took all the surveys, was 
Ms. Antulov’s property included?  Mr. Engstrom said yes.  Ms. Antulov’s property was included 
in the survey.  City staff mailed out a postcard about the public hearing 30 days prior to the 
October 9, 2008 Plan Commission meeting to all the residents within the proposed plan area, so 
Ms. Antulov should have received one. He handed out a copy of the postcard that had been 
mailed out. 

Ms. Upah-Bant felt bothered by Carle’s reluctance to have the word “required” used in the plan 
rather than “encourage.” She did not understand the difference between having it in the plan and 
having it in the development agreement.  If Carle is going to go along with the plan, then why 
does it matter whether the word “required” is used or not in the plan?  City staff discussed this 
issue with Carle Hospital administrators, and Carle mentioned that they would be amenable to 
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this approach in the development agreement amendment.  Ms. Stake expressed her concern about 
this issue as well. 

With no further questions from the Plan Commission for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing for public input.  There was none. Chair Pollock then closed the public input portion of 
the hearing and opened it for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. White commented that Carle is one of the major employers in the City of Urbana.  There are 
many people who come to Carle for medical treatment, and some of them or their families stay in 
hotels and eat at restaurants in the City of Urbana.  The wording of the plan almost sounds like 
the City does not want Carle to be here because they are taking over some houses. 

He really does not want to see healthcare dollars be shunted off to pay for replacement housing.  
So he is adamantly against anything that somehow recommends or requires anything from Carle.  
He believes it sends the wrong message. 

Ms. Stake replied that the housing would still be there.  Are they replacing the housing for free?  
Mr. Engstrom answered that Carle would be supporting the replacement of housing through 
various means. For instance Carle has supported some units at the Crystal View Terrace. They 
were instrumental in getting the application approved for their tax credits, and Carle has also 
pledged to buy computers for Crystal View Terrace’s computer lab.  However, they will not be 
building housing there.  Ms. Stake stated that she did not understand how this would be 
supporting replacement housing.  Mr. Engstrom explained that nowadays, it is hard to find the 
right buyers to purchase affordable housing.  Carle plans to use their resources to connect their 
employees and other people they are involved with to help find buyers.  This is one method in 
which they support replacement housing. 

Ms. Stake questioned if Carle would be tearing down housing and supporting new.  Mr. 
Engstrom said that over the long term, Carle would be expanding their campus if they get an 
amendment to their development agreement.  Carle would then be tearing down some of the 
housing that they own.  This will be done in phases.  When Carle comes to the City to request an 
expansion of the MIC Zoning District, City staff will ask for an amendment to the development 
agreement, in which they will try to work out the specific terms for which Carle will support 
housing replacement. 

Ms. Stake wondered if Ms. Antulov’s house would be one that might be torn down.  Mr. 
Engstrom replied no.  Ms. Antulov’s house is not one of the properties owned by Carle.  Carle 
will only be able to tear down properties which they own, and the City would not use eminent 
domain.  Ms. Stake commented that apparently Ms. Antulov’s house is located near some homes 
that would be torn down then.  Mr. Engstrom said that is probably correct.  Mr. Hopkins pointed 
out that when Ms. Antulov mentioned that sometimes she was part of the area and other times 
she is not, she is probably referring to being invited to the meetings that were held by the City of 
Urbana regarding this case.  Chair Pollock pointed out that Ms. Antulov lives in the Crystal Lake 
Park area on Busey Avenue, but that she is acting as a neighborhood advocate for the residents 
along Broadway Avenue. 
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Mr. Hopkins stated that he has two kinds of reactions regarding Carle and housing.  The first 
reaction is that the current statement is inappropriate and misleading.  The notion of one for one 
replacement usually means in housing policy or eminent domain or urban development projects 
exactly what it says.  Each housing unit eliminated by this project will be replaced somewhere 
else with a housing unit that somebody will pay for.  He understands that this is not what is 
meant in the proposed plan at all, so the wording needs to be changed. 

The second reaction is that the term “encourage” belongs in a plan rather than the word 
“required”.  One for one replacement, in a development agreement would be a negotiated 
compact of the agreement.  In negotiation, you put a lot of things on the table and work it out 
between two or more parties for what is going to be in the agreement.  So it does not help for a 
plan to pretend to be an agreement when it is not.  It would be misleading to people.  A plan 
cannot actually take the action. A plan is a guiding document. 

Chair Pollock agrees that Carle is a valuable asset to the local economy, and we certainly do not 
want to send a bad message.  On the other hand, the proposed plan would be an addendum to an 
agreement that was already agreed upon and approved through a lot of negotiation.  Carle does 
have a responsibility to the neighborhood.  Eventually a real agreement or an amendment to the 
existing agreement is going to come forward.  Mr. Hopkins made a great point in that if the City 
is going to require in the amendment to the agreement that there be some kind of replacement 
housing that it should be up front, but it does not necessarily go in a comprehensive plan, which 
is a guiding document.  So, at whatever point an amendment to the agreement comes before the 
Plan Commission and City Council regardless of what they decide to do with the Comprehensive 
Plan description of this and based on having been involved in negotiations between Carle and the 
neighborhood, if it does not require housing replacement, then he will not support it at all at that 
point.

When he reads the proposed plan, when talking about the language that requires Carle to support 
housing replacement, it does not state that the City requires Carle to build or to develop.  It just 
states that we require Carle to support replacement housing, which can be a very broad 
application.  “Encourage” is okay for a comprehensive plan, but in an agreement, it does not 
mean anything. 

Mr. White moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case 2088-CP-08 to the City Council 
with a recommendation for approval with the following conditions:  1) Remove Objective 13.4, 
concerning additional street lighting on Broadway, from the Plan and 2) Amend Implementation 
Strategy M12 to read “Create safe bicycle path towards the U of I campus along Fairview and 
Goodwin Avenues, as shown in the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan”.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the 
motion.

Chair Pollock suggested a friendly amendment to include the following condition in the motion:  
Amend Implementation Strategy H3 to read “Encourage investment in existing rental properties 
such as apartments at Lincoln and Fairview”.  Mr. Engstrom pointed out that this was 
something brought up by the Community Development Commission to show the position that 
the City does not encourage the conversion of housing to multi-family, but that we do encourage 
investment into the existing rental properties.  Mr. White accepted the friendly amendment to the 
motion.  Ms. Upah-Bant agreed as the seconder. 
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Mr. White moved to amend the motion to take out any and all references to Carle Hospital and 
the replacement of properties and any of the language that deals with one for one replacement 
housing, because it sends the wrong message to someone who reads this and happens to be 
interested in setting up a business.  If they are going to do it for Carle, then we need to be 
consistent and do it for others who purchase homes such as the School District and the Urbana 
Park District. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that he would second the motion if it were a little more specific.  Mr. 
Engstrom responded that the two sections that contain language about one for one replacement 
housing are H1 and Goal 10.1 on Page 45.  Chair Pollock read Goal 10.1, and Mr. White restated 
his motion to amend to remove Strategy H1.  Mr. Hopkins seconded the motion to amend. 

Ms. Stake commented that there is a long-standing problem between what the City does for Carle 
and what the City does for the neighborhood.  The neighborhood has had a really difficult time 
because of Carle.  This neighborhood is one of the only integrated, low-income areas. It does not 
hurt to say that Carle can at least look at it or think about replacement housing.  Therefore, she 
would like to send it to the City Council as it currently is worded.  We have had problems with 
Carle destroying some of the low-income housing, and it does not get replaced.  Therefore, she 
would vote no on the motion to amend. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that the reason to keep Goal 10.1 and delete H1 is because Goal 10.1 does 
not identify the responsibility as being Carle’s.  Implicitly, since it is the City’s plan, the City is 
saying that this is what we are going to do.  It is our responsibility to do it in any number of 
ways, which might include a development agreement with Carle, but it includes a lot more than 
this.

The reason it is appropriate to remove Strategy H1 is because it is badly and confusingly worded, 
and because it is not Carle’s responsibility.  He stated that he would vote in favor of the 
amendment. 

The motion to amend passed by a hand vote of 3-2.  So, the motion now reads:  

The Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2088-CP-08 to the City Council with a 
recommendation to approve with the following conditions: 

1. Remove Objective 13.4, concerning additional street lighting on Broadway, 
from the Plan; 

2. Amend Implementation Strategy M12 to read “Create safe bicycle path 
towards the U of I campus along Fairview and Goodwin Avenues, as shown in 
the Urbana Bicycle Master Plan”;

3. Amend Implementation Strategy H3 to read “Encourage investment in 
existing rental properties such as apartments at Lincoln and Fairview”; and

4. Remove Strategy H1 
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Roll call on the main motion, including the amendment, was as follows: 

 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Pollock - No 
 Ms. Stake - No Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes 
 Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was approved by a voice vote of 3-2.  Mr. Engstrom pointed out that this case would 
go before the City Council on November 3, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2074-T-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt design 
guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor, amend the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to enable 
design review in certain areas, and establish the Lincoln-Busey Corridor design overlay 
district.

Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner, gave the staff presentation for this case to the Plan 
Commission.  She presented a brief recap of the discussions held at the previous Plan 
Commission meeting and reviewed the revisions made to the text amendment. 

The revisions include changes to the language under Membership, Administrative Review, 
Process Clarification and other minor word changes to clarify the.  Other issues that arose 
included wanting more detail regarding the process of creating a new design overlay district and 
adopting new design guidelines.  City staff envisions this process as being initiated by the City 
Council and not by members of a neighborhood. 

She talked about City staff currently being involved in creating design guidelines for part of the 
Historic East Urbana Neighborhood.  In creating design guidelines for this district, City staff will 
follow the same process in which the Lincoln Busey Corridor went through with meetings be 
held in the beginning to gather public input and notifications being sent out to residents inside 
the district as well as to those within 250 feet of the district for those meetings. 

There was one suggestion that the Historic Preservation Commission be the body to administer 
design review in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor because it is a relatively historic neighborhood.  
This would present a couple of difficulties in that historic preservation is very well defined 
legally.  The members of the Historic Preservation Commission can only review projects to do 
with properties that are legally designated as historic landmarks and districts. This would also 
create a difficulty with having future design review overlay districts.  City staff would prefer to 
create one board than having different boards for each district because administratively it would 
make things very difficult. 

Ms. Stake stated that she did not understand why it would be difficult to have different boards for 
each district.  Ms. Bird clarified that the City already has quite a few boards and commissions to 
administer.  It is a great deal of work to keep the boards and commissions organized.  Also, it is 
quite difficult to get people who are qualified to want to serve on the boards and commissions.  
Lastly, there is currently not enough City staff to handle five more boards/commissions. 
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Ms. Stake said that she believes that there are too many members from the development field.  
There should be more people on the board from the neighborhood.  She also would not want 
someone from east Urbana to decide what would be best for west Urbana. 

Ms. Stake wondered what the fee would be to apply for a design review application.  Lisa 
Karcher, Planner II, stated that the fee amount would be set by the City Council when the 
proposed district would be approved.  Chair Pollock wondered how much the Site Plan 
application for the MOR, Mixed Office-Residential Zoning District is.  Ms. Karcher replied that 
there is a $150 fee. 

Ms. Upah-Bant stated that she is confused about the proposed makeup of the board for the 
proposed Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  Ms. Bird pointed out that City staff is not proposing a design 
review board specific to the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  It is a City design review board.  She 
explained the reason that City staff left it with two residents (one from each future overlay 
district) is because the City does not foresee having more than two design review overlay 
districts.  Chair Pollock asked if there were additional overlay districts, then there could be a 
possibility of a change of two of the seven members.  Ms. Bird said yes. 

Ms. Stake commented that City staff is recommending that four members would constitute a 
quorum.  However, if one of the four has a conflict of interest, then that would only leave three 
voting members.  She feels that three is not enough.  Chair Pollock stated that this means that 
two of the three voting members could theoretically be making the decision. 

With no further questions from the Plan Commission for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing for public input from the audience. 

Gail Taylor, of 307 South Orchard Street, stated that the proposed text amendment to add 
Section XI-15. Design Review Board to the Urbana Zoning Ordinance was lifted from the MOR 
Ordinance.  Living in the MOR Zoning District, she has discovered that property owners have no 
rights, including the right to have a petition to be heard fairly in a public hearing. 

The proposed Design Review Board is setup similarly to the Development Review Board for the 
MOR Zoning District.  The chair of the Design Review Board, depending on their relationship 
with City staff, could do things to circumvent fair hearings, property owners’ rights, and the right 
to public notice.  City staff is only proposing one resident from the proposed district to serve on 
the Design Review Board.  Already it seems like the Board would be stacked. 

Ms. Taylor pointed out that even though board and commission members volunteer their time, 
they still represent different interests in the community.  When does a member remove 
themselves from voting on a case due to conflict of interest? 

She talked about the conflict she has with the adaptive reuse of 601 West Green Street and more 
importantly with the process to get approval for the adaptive reuse.  She noted that the Zoning 
Administrator reviewed and approved the redevelopment plans as a minor work.  What is being 
proposed for the Design Review Board for future overlay districts such as the Lincoln-Busey 
Corridor mirrors the ordinance for the MOR Zoning District and the Development Review 
Board.
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Ms. Stake wondered if Ms. Taylor had received any notification of what was going to be 
happening at 601 West Green Street.  Ms. Taylor said no.  She wants to ensure that the residents 
and property owners in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor have adequate representation and that there 
is public notification even if the Zoning Administrator reviews and makes the determination of 
whether or not to approve a design review application.  Chair Pollock pointed out that if there is 
a basic disagreement with the notification laws on who gets to find out what publicly on any 
level, then that is within the purview of the City Council.  They make those rules and can amend 
them, and City staff abides by those rules.  There is no public notice that is required that does not 
go out.  There is no ignoring of these requirements. 

Paul Debevoc, of 708 West California Avenue, commented that the proposed plan is impressive 
in its detail and in its organization.  We should be in favor of the principle of the design 
guidelines.  Fortunately it is a proactive document.  There is no controversy or crisis at the 
moment, so there is no urgency that the proposed plan be adopted immediately. As the previous 
speaker pointed out, there are parallels between the MOR and the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  He 
read excerpts from the MOR Ordinance and noted that similar language is in the Design Review 
Board Ordinance before the Plan Commission.  He stated that the difficulty here is in the 
ambiguity of the language in the two ordinances.  He is positive that none of the City staff wakes 
up in the morning and comes to work with the goal of infuriating the citizens of Urbana.  Quite 
the contrary, he is sure that City staff comes to work with the goal of doing good for the City of 
Urbana.

He then showed pictures of 601 West Green Street from each of the four directions – north, 
south, east and west.  He commented that the difficulty any one would have looking at the 
changes being made and wonder how ever could the redevelopment plans not go to the 
Development Review Board.  So he suggested that City staff reword the Ordinance to tell how a 
project is going to be triggered for review.  City staff could choose some parameters.  It could be 
the incremental cost to the building, the amount of the structure that is being dealt with and then 
choose some level.  Quantitative requirements are all over the Zoning Ordinance, such as how 
tall something can be and what the setback requirements are.  So it is not unreasonable to ask 
City staff to write a statement setting a level for when a project will be forwarded to City 
Council.

Ms. Stake asked if Mr. Debevoc felt that any redevelopment project should go before the Design 
Review Board.  Mr. Debevoc responded that he did not have enough experience in how onerous 
that may be.  From his own experience, there are many minor work projects (1% effects) that he 
would not worry about at all.  Mr. Debevoc stated that the language in the MOR Ordinance and 
the language in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor Ordinance are so similar that they do not want to 
have another divisive, debilitating incident that just recently occurred. 

Ann Reisner, of 905 South Busey Avenue, agreed with Mr. Debevoc’s comments.  There is 
language in the proposed ordinance that says that joint determinations by the Zoning 
Administrator and the Chair of the Design Review Board cannot be appealed to the Zoning 
Board of Appeals.  She finds this problematic, because there would be no mechanism to appeal a 
decision.  Ms. Bird explained that this type of determination would be able to be appealed to the 
Circuit Court, but not to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Ms. Reisner withdrew her complaint 
about this issue then.  She just wanted some mechanism for appeal. 
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She believes that having an additional resident from the district serve on the board would be a 
nice balance.  She asked City staff to explain their reasoning for taking out the additional 
resident.  Ms. Bird stated that the board was originally envisioned as having a balance between 
professionals with expertise and residents.  The Historic Preservation Commission and Plan 
Commission members are still citizens even though they serve on a City board.  Ms. Reisner 
stated that she sees a licensed realtor, a developer and an architect might all have interest in 
growth; whereas the residents would have interest in stability.  So, she feels that City staff is 
balancing off the interest of the neighborhood.  So she urged City staff to include one more 
resident on the board. 

With no further comments or questions from the audience members, Chair Pollock closed the 
public input portion of the hearing.  He then asked City staff if they had any additional 
comments.

Ms. Bird clarified that the MOR design guidelines and text amendment were the starting points 
used by City staff in creating the proposed ordinance and text amendment.  There are some 
significant differences though.  One is that the MOR is a zoning district, and the proposed 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor would not affect zoning at all.  It is purely design, which is significantly 
different.  Another difference is that the Design Review Board would not have the same kind of 
power that the MOR Development Review Board would have because the MOR Zoning District 
deals with zoning as well as design. 

She pointed out that in trying to address some of the issues that have come up recently with the 
administrative review, City staff included the language about a decision being made jointly by 
the Chair of the Design Review Board and the Zoning Administrator.  The way that the current 
MOR Ordinance is written the Zoning Administrator has the authority to grant variances because 
it is a zoning district. However, no variances would be granted by either the Zoning 
Administrator or the Design Review Board in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor because it is not about 
zoning. Therefore any variances a developer/property owner might want would need to go before 
the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

Ms. Bird clarified that the Historic Preservation Commission member, the Plan Commission 
member, the developer, and the architect that serve on the MOR Development Review Board 
will also serve on the Design Review Board.  The other three members will consist of a realtor 
and two residents (one from the Lincoln-Busey Corridor Overlay District and one from another 
neighborhood).

The suggestion that every project go before the Design Review Board would be quite 
problematic on a number of different levels.  One is that for property owners who want to 
maintain or make minor improvements to their homes, they would first spend a lot of time and 
effort going before the Design Review Board to get approval.  This could create a disincentive 
for property owners to maintain or improving their properties. 

It is also quite a bit of work to prepare the noticing, write memos and give staff presentations to 
the Board.  If this is required so a property owner could repair a step going up to the porch, then 
it will take a lot of staff time. 
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Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to whether “conflict of interest” is legally defined anywhere.  What 
would be an acceptable conflict of interest?  Ms. Bird states that the Zoning Ordinance states that 
a conflict of interest generally has to do with a financial matter. Ms. Upah-Bant stated that if City 
staff cannot describe what constitutes a “conflict of interest”, then how are we to expect 
board/commission members to know?  Would a member have to benefit financially in order for 
it to be considered a conflict of interest?  She would like to see this defined.  Ms. Karcher stated 
that staff can provide clarification. 

Ms. Upah-Bant wondered if City staff had any problem with making the Design Review Board 
bigger by having more members to allow for an additional resident from within the district to 
serve on the Board.  Ms. Bird explained that the reasons City staff left the number of members at 
seven was to keep the balance of residents to professionals. 

Ms. Upah-Bant stated that she likes Mr. Debevoc’s suggestion that they use a percentage or 
somehow quantify how much change is required before the Design Review Board becomes 
involved.  Ms. Bird replied that in all of the other city design overlay district ordinances that she 
has researched, she has found the language to be very vague.  She pointed out that the more you 
pin down what it is that you want, a project could meet all those requirements and still end up 
being bad.  So the language is written with some flexibility so the Board has the ability to make a 
good decision. 

Ms. Upah-Bant stated that she was surprised to hear that a property owner could possibly be 
required to come before the Design Review Board every time they wanted to make a repair to 
their home.  They should come up with a list of maintenance and repairs that would be allowed 
without having to come before the Design Review Board. 

With no further questions for City staff from the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing up for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Ms. Stake feels the Design Review Board should have more members than seven.  There really 
needs to be at least two people from the district serving on the Board.  She really likes Mr. 
Hopkins’ idea that he mentioned at the previous meeting about having four members – one from 
each district.  Only she wants two from each proposed new district.  So, the Design Review 
Board would keep growing in membership as overlay districts are approved. 

She is really concerned about what would be considered a minor project and a major project.  
Her idea of each is different from other people’s ideas.  She drove by 601 West Green Street 
earlier in the day, and she would consider it to be major work. Ms Stake also does not like the 
Zoning Administrator being allowed to grant variances.  Ms. Bird pointed out that the Zoning 
Administrator does not have this ability in the proposed Lincoln-Busey Corridor Overlay 
District.  The Zoning Administrator only has the power to grant variances in the MOR Zoning 
District.

Ms. Stake questioned whether notification would be required in the proposed Ordinance when 
the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the Design Review Board review and consider 
approval of future projects.  Chair Pollock answered that if the Zoning Administrator and the 
Chair of the Design Review Board decides that a proposed remodeling or project does not rise to 
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the level of needing to go before the Design Review Board, then they can make that decision and 
construction can take place without design review. 

Ms. Bird stated that in the Historic Preservation Ordinance there is a chart listing the level of 
review for specific types of projects.  This chart is a guideline for the Zoning Administrator and 
Chair of the Historic Preservation Commission when a project comes in to determine the level of 
review that is needed. 

Mr. Hopkins asked where in the Zoning Ordinance is the MOR Ordinance located.  Jeff 
Engstrom, Planner I, stated that the Ordinance pertaining to the Development Review Board is 
located in Article XI of the Zoning Ordinance, which begins on page 140.  Ms. Karcher added 
that the use regulations for the MOR Zoning District are located in Section V-8, which begins on 
Page 38.  Ms. Bird stated that the MOR Design Guidelines are in a separate document. 

Mr. Hopkins commented that part of what is framing the discussion for the proposed case is the 
case that has happened in the MOR Zoning District.  It would be useful to him to clarify a little 
about what happened in that case.  People are talking about variances.  Were there actually 
variances granted?  Was development review administratively processed?  Ms. Bird explained 
that the case was administratively processed, and in the process, when the Site Plan was first 
approved two variances were granted by the Zoning Administrator.  Later the developer realized 
that he needed two additional variances, which the Zoning Administrator granted 
administratively as well.  Two of the variances were for the parking lot, one variance had to do 
with the exterior staircase on the west side of the building, and the fourth variance was for a 
handicap accessible ramp on the east side of the building. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that a variance is a judgment call on a specific requirement, and is often 
quantitative.  The rest of the development review activity and the kind of design review we are 
talking about for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor are not about variances.  Any variance that arises in 
the Lincoln-Busey Corridor would then need to go before the Zoning Board of Appeals.  It is the 
MOR Ordinance, itself, that gives the Zoning Administrator the right to grant variances.  Outside 
of the MOR Zoning District, the Zoning Administrator does not have the right to grant variances. 

He felt that the Plan Commission should work on the wording of the proposed text amendment 
some more before making a decision.  In his opinion, it would be more effective to work on this 
than at the Committee of the Whole level.  Chair Pollock commented that if there are significant 
changes that the Plan Commission thinks should be made to in the wording or in other elements 
of the proposal.  He does not feel that the Plan Commission should do this on the floor.  
Therefore, he suggested that the Plan Commission give some indication or direction to the City 
staff on what they would like to see addressed, allow City staff time to make changes and then 
bring it back to the Plan Commission at a later date. 

Mr. Hopkins pointed that he heard two major concerns, which are an issue with the process and 
one with the criteria.  Regarding the process, notification of building permits is when they are 
approved.  Ms. Bird noted that they are published in the News-Gazette but not by the City.  The 
News-Gazette chooses to publish them.  However, the City does post them on the City of Urbana 
website.  Mr. Hopkins stated that his point is that the content of a building permit is public 
knowledge once a building permit is approved. 
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He commented that it is not clear in the proposed Ordinance how it is determined whether a 
property owner/developer needs to submit an application.  His understanding is that when a 
person submits a building permit application, City staff looks it over and determines whether that 
person needs to file a design review application as well.  So for example, if someone from the 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor submits a permit application for plumbing repairs, will the application 
reach the Zoning Administrator?  Ms. Bird explained that the application would reach the Zoning 
Administrator but because of other reasons, not because of being in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor. 

Given all this, Mr. Hopkins stated that if the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the Design 
Review Board make a determination that what they have before them in the form of a building 
permit application and an application for design review, then a notice gets published.  However, 
the ordinance does not require notification be published that a design review determination was 
made by the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the Design Review Board.  The City could 
require City staff to do this.  Then we will have set up a process where (if the notification 
actually works and is done in a way that people will actually see it) we will have a more 
reasonable basis for an appeal process.  Chair Pollock asked if the publication should be a blurb 
in the newspaper or some type of notice mailed out to people within a certain area.  Mr. Hopkins 
stated that he hasn’t figured this part out yet.  What the notification is, it needs to work.  Chair 
Pollock commented that if there is a little notice in the back of the News-Gazette, none of the 
neighbors of the proposed review and construction will see it. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that there is another possible step in this in that if an executive decision is 
made, then the executive has to report that decision to the Design Review Board.  Any member 
of the Board could challenge that executive decision.  This will also allow for public notification 
to be made. 

He pointed out a discrepancy in the language of the proposed ordinance.  In H.1. Zoning 
Administrator Review Procedures on Page 150, it states as follows, “Joint determinations as to 
whether the application is to be reviewed administratively or by the Board cannot be appealed to 
the Zoning Board of Appeals.”  Staff pointed out that an appeal could be filed with the Circuit 
Court.  However, in J.4. Design Review Board Review Procedures, the first sentence states as 
such, “Any order, requirement, decision or condition of approval made by the Zoning 
Administrator or Design Review Board is appealable by any person aggrieved thereby to the 
Zoning Board of Appeals in accordance with the procedures of Section XI-3.C.”  He suggested 
that they note in one of these that an apparent exception exists. 

Regarding issues with the criteria, Mr. Hopkins remarked that in design review, it is incredibly 
difficult to make quantitative thresholds work.  We could use a dollar amount.  However, one 
could rewire the entire house without going to the Design Review Board.  Rewiring of the house 
might cost more than a project that would be considered a major work.  We could use the criteria 
of change in square footage.  However, we then might miss anything that transforms the face or 
the design of the building.  So he is having a hard time thinking of a way to do this 
quantitatively.

He believes that the City can still express in some policy fashion the kinds of things we are 
looking for.  One way to do this is by examples.  We would want examples of what would and 
what would not be considered administratively reviewed.  They should be focused on trying to 
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hit the margins of where people would have a tough time of deciding. Another thing that these 
examples could help make clearer is what is in the Zoning Ordinance by right?  And what is in 
the design review?  The design review is not about variances and it is not about whether or not 
one meets the zoning criteria. 

Ms. Stake reiterated that the Design Review Board should have more members, so that there can 
be two people from the neighborhood serving on the Board.  Ms. Upah-Bant agreed.  She would 
think that there would be plenty of people from the neighborhood willing to serve on the Board.  
Chair Pollock believes that if five of the Board members are to be consistent from one district to 
another, adding an additional resident should not be a major hurdle, because they are not talking 
about adding additional professionals. 

Mr. White mentioned that the City is currently only talking about two districts.  So, we could 
have two additional residents from each proposed new district serve on the Board.  They could 
add some language to the Design Review Board Ordinance to only allow up to six residents to 
serve on the Board.  He mentioned that having residents from the Historic East Urbana 
neighborhood working on the Board for the West Urbana area could be very valuable on their 
input.

Mr. Hopkins talked about the quorum issue.  Part of the issue is that conflicts are sometimes 
announced in the meeting because a Board member discovers a conflict once deliberations begin.  
He assumed the reason that City staff included language stating as follows, “Abstaining shall not 
change the count of Board members present to determine the existence of a quorum”, to prevent 
holding meetings over and having to restart them if one of the members of a quorum discovered 
a conflict interest.  He is not sure how the City should handle this issue at this time.  He did feel 
it is important to find out how other Boards and Commissions deal with this issue.  One solution 
might be to raise the requirement of a quorum. 

Mr. Hopkins does not believe that the proposed Design Review Board will meet that many times.  
It is very likely that they may only have one agenda item in the three year term.  He expressed 
concern that there might be an agenda item, in which the Board meets on to make a 
determination without first being trained on what they are doing.  He is also concerned about the 
notion that we could make up multiple committees, because we would get a very different kind 
of deliberation.  Although he is not necessarily in favor of adding more residents, he would much 
rather add more residents and have a larger committee than have committees that shift in and out 
for different cases. 

His last concern is about residents serving on the Board.  We have to be careful about the notion 
of residents in the area for two reasons.  One is the Lincoln-Busey Corridor is an incredibly small 
area.  He imagines that people think the residents must be single-family home-owners in the 
district.  In fact, the proposed current language would allow a condominium owner.  In affect, 
what we are doing, especially if we add two or more residents of that corridor, is giving a kind of 
localized control of neighbors to a very specific set of people with a very specific set of attributes 
to tell the rest of their neighbors what they can do.  Chair Pollock added that some of them will 
also have very specific agendas in some instances. 
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Mr. Hopkins stated that one way to balance this is by the way we design the makeup of the 
Board.  This is one of the reasons why we do not stack it.  Therefore, he is reasonably 
comfortable with the current makeup of the proposed Design Review Board the way it is 
designed.

Ms. Stake asked if Mr. Hopkins wanted the developers being the ones with the power.  Mr. 
Hopkins replied that there is only one developer being proposed to be on the Board, so they 
would not have the power.  Ms. Stake feels that the developer goes along with the architect, etc.  
Chair Pollock commented that no matter what commission you are developing and no matter 
how you do it, it is by Council approval of a Mayor appointment.  We need to assume that we 
have people working on City commissions and boards that work in the best interest of the public. 

Mr. Hopkins argued that another way to think about the proposed Board is that it should have 
one rental property owner, one tenant, one single-family owner, one across the street owner, one 
future student trying to do finances and trying to find a place to live without high transportation 
costs, etc., because when talking about whose interests are being dealt with in this district, it is 
not just the single-family home owners living in the district.  Ms. Stake replied that this is 
correct, but you can see that this has not been the high priority in the community. 

Ms. Upah-Bant mentioned that she would like the conflict of interest defined because it is such a 
small area.  Chair Pollock felt it would be very difficult to define this.  In general, for one of the 
Plan Commission members to declare a conflict of interest, it is up to the individual member to 
make this determination, to declare a conflict of interest and to act accordingly.  Mr. Hopkins 
believes that defining “conflict of interest” because the Lincoln-Busey Corridor is a small area 
and because of the way the board is being defined. 

Ms. Karcher summarized the Plan Commission’s concerns to be the following: 

1)  Board composition, how a quorum is defined, and how conflict of interest is defined and 
handled.

2) Notification requirements, and 
3) Parameters or criteria for administrative decisions. 

With no further comments by the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock continued the proposed text 
amendment case to a future meeting date. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none.
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION         APPROVED
           
DATE:         November 20, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael 
Pollock, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Don White 

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; 
Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner; Teri Andel, Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Dick Brazee, Rich Cahill, Paul Cheng, Paul Debevoc, Brad 

Gregorica, Hyun Kyang Lee, Shirley Stillinger, Susan Taylor, 
Crystal Whiters 

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

There was none. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Stake moved to approve the minutes of the October 23, 2008 meeting as presented.  Ms. 
Upah-Bant seconded the motion.  Robert Myers, Planning Manager, recommended the following 
change to the last paragraph on Page 3: Change “Carle” Park to “Crystal Lake” Park.  The 
minutes of the October 23, 2008 were approved as corrected by unanimous voice vote. 

4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Email from Georgia Morgan regarding Plan Case No. 2074-T-08 
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Revised Article VI. Development Regulations of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance for Plan Case 
No. 2063-T-08 

5. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2074-T-08: A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt design 
guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor, amend the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to enable 
design review in certain areas, and establish the Lincoln-Busey Corridor design overlay 
district.

Robert Myers, Planning Manager, presented an updated staff report for the proposed text 
amendment to the Plan Commission. First, City staff would be willing to add one more resident 
to the list of members of the Design Review Board.  He advised the Plan Commission to think 
about this.  This might increase the chances of the Plan Commission not being able to get a 
majority vote. An option would be to eliminate one of the professional board members such as 
the developer or the realtor. Second, staff noted that the language about the prohibition of an 
appeal of a joint decision of the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the Board has been 
eliminated. Third, under administrative review, he recommended striking #3 (Changing the floor 
area ratio of an existing principal structure by more than 5%) from the list of criteria that should 
be met. Upon reflection, this criteria isn’t necessarily related to exterior changes. For instance, 
attic space converted to a dwelling unit that would change the floor area ratio but would not 
change the exterior of the property.  Most changes to the exterior would trigger a change to the 
footprint of the existing structure, and this would be covered under Criteria #2 (Changing the 
building footprint of an existing principal structure greater than 15%).

Mr. Grosser questioned what would happen if the Zoning Administrator and the Chair of the 
Board did not agree.  Mr. Myers replied that the Zoning Administrator is designated with making 
the determinations on the Zoning Ordinance. Consultation with the chair of the Board is 
necessary, but ultimately the decision would be up to the Zoning Administrator.  Like any 
decision in the Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning Administrator’s decision can be appealed.  He felt 
that especially given recent events, the Zoning Administrator will have a heightened sensitivity 
about whether or not a project is considered a major or minor work and when a project would go 
before the Board. 

Ms. Stake commented that there is not any language in the proposed text amendment that tells 
them what a minor visible change is.  Do other cities have administrative review or do 
development projects go directly to the Board?  Mr. Myers replied that on Page 150 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, it states that if a project requires a building permit and can be seen from a 
public right-of-way or alley, if it is construction of a new principal structure, changing of 
building footprint of an existing principal structure greater than 15% and substantially changing 
the appearance and/or scale of an existing building, as determined by the Zoning Administrator 
in consultation with the Design Review Board Chair, then it will be considered a major work and 
go before the Design Review Board. 

Many cities have administrative review. Some do not and every project goes to the Board.  This 
is not something that City staff or the Board would want however, because there are many 
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projects that are minor works and do not need full review by the Board.  It would take longer and 
is simply unnecessary.  If the approval process is a burden to perform simple projects, then 
people will stop doing exterior maintenance and repairs on their homes. 

With no further questions for City staff from the Plan Commission, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing for public input. 

Shirley Stillinger, of 1003 South Busey Avenue, mentioned that she lives in the middle of the 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  She cannot come to grips with the makeup of the proposed Design 
Review Board.  She does not see the rationale in having a developer serve on the Board.  What 
role would they play?  They could remove the developer and realtor and add two more residents 
and still have a seven member board. 

Rich Cahill, of 307 South Orchard Street, stated that he sees many parallels between the 
proposed ordinance and the MOR ordinance.  He finds it good with what City staff has clarified 
what would be considered for administrative review, but he also feels that there should be criteria 
regarding parking and another for the removal of trees. The problem with the notification process 
is that it is impossible to notify everyone when a project is being administratively reviewed.  He 
did not see Urbana connected with the other municipalities mentioned in the chart on Page 2 of 
the written staff report.  None of them, except maybe College Station, Texas, relate to 
Champaign-Urbana.  He does not have an issue with the makeup of the proposed Design Review 
Board.  He understands the purpose for having a developer and a realtor serve on the Board.  He 
asked staff and Plan Commission to consider tightening up the Administrative Review section.  
He mentioned that he would like to see some of the changes in the proposed Ordinance be 
proposed to help fix some of the problems with the MOR Ordinance at a future time. 

Paul Debevoc, of 708 West California Avenue, expressed his concern about the administrative 
review section.  He talked about the four criteria that City staff is proposing to be met to 
determine whether a project could be administratively reviewed or whether it requires full review 
of the Design Review Board.  He projected photos of different properties along West Green 
Street, including 601 West Green Street which is the property that has created much controversy 
in the MOR Zoning District. He questioned whether the proposed Ordinance for the Lincoln-
Busey Corridor is more stringent than the existing MOR Ordinance.  Chair Pollock asked if the 
redevelopment of the existing structure at 601 West Green Street would have required Board 
review under the proposed ordinance.  Mr. Myers replied yes, he believes it would have. 

Chair Pollock questioned if the parking behind 601 West Green Street would require Board 
review.  Mr. Myers said that a parking increase would probably fall under the criteria of 
substantial change, but if the Plan Commission felt it would be helpful to clarify, then they could 
add another criteria regarding parking triggering Board review. 

Ms. Stake inquired if a developer/property owner could change every side of a house without 
having the Board review the project.  Mr. Myers said it would be possible, yes.  For instance, 
they could install siding without going before the Board.  They could also change out all of the 
windows without triggering Board review.  However, if they bumped out all four sides of a 
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structure, then it might trigger Board review if it affects the footprint of the structure by more 
than 15%. 

The Plan Commission discussed why the sides of 601 W Green were boarded up. Although it 
appeared as if there were not going to be any windows on the first floor, window openings were 
boarded just during construction.  They also talked about the removal of trees.  Chair Pollock 
asked if removal of trees would trigger Board review in the proposed text amendment.  Mr. 
Myers said no because the City does not have a tree preservation ordinance. 

Dick Brazee, of 905 South Busey Avenue, stated that he lives in the middle of the Lincoln-Busey 
Corridor.  His property shares a corner of a property that started the issues with parking about 
four years ago.  The issue at the time was the green space and the paving over that upset the 
residents in the area. He encouraged the Plan Commission and City staff to continue discussing 
loss of green space, installing parking lots, and removal of trees as triggering design review. 

With no further comments from the public audience, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He then opened it up for Plan Commission discussion. 

Ms. Burris stated that she applauds the work that has been done and understands why, but she is 
not convinced that the proposed ordinance is the right thing to do.  This is not a direction in 
which she wants to go in, so she cannot support the proposed text amendment. 

Mr. Hopkins felt that there is still more work to do on the proposed ordinance.  He would not 
want this for his neighborhood for reasons that Ms. Burris is talking about.  Many of the things 
that he has done to his house and to his yard would not have been approved by a Design Review 
Board. Regarding the membership section of the proposed Ordinance, he finds it intriguing that 
in order to have a voice and serve on the proposed Design Review Board one must own a 
property in the district and live in it. This country long ago did away with property ownership 
requirements for participating in government. Also, he understands that the developer and realtor 
are positions to counter the notion that only single-family owner-occupants in the districts should 
have a voice.  However, there are other ways to represent the rest of the community other than 
having a developer and a realtor serve on the board.  Why isn’t there a renter in the district 
serving on the board?  We need to be really careful about the makeup of the membership.  He 
recommended deleting the requirement of it being an owner-occupant who serves on the board. 

Chair Pollock suggested changing the language on page 148 of the proposed Ordinance to read, 
“Two residents of Urbana.  The residents should include one representative from each design 
review district who owns and or occupies….”.  Mr. Hopkins stated that this raises a very 
interesting possibility because it suggests that it could be an owner of a rental property or it could 
be a renter in the rental property.  However, making this change will completely change the 
politics of what people are trying to accomplish with the proposed Ordinance. 

Ms. Stake believes that the problem started with the MOR Zoning District.  The idea was to keep 
the history of the structures by leaving them as they were and not by demolishing them and 
rebuilding structures. That lowers adjacent property values because of the increase in the noise 
pollution, the increase in the number of vehicles and the decrease of open green space.  She is 
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concerned about the 28% of properties in the district which are single-family, owner-occupied 
home owners. 

Ms. Burris thought the assumption that renters do not care for their homes is absurd.  It is the 
individuals who live in the structures that make the community, not the people who own them.  
Ms. Stake replied that she is talking about developers coming in and tearing down the existing 
structures to build something else.  Chair Pollock pointed out that the proposed Ordinance does 
not change the zoning, so it does not ensure that a structure will not be torn down and something 
else built in its place if the zoning is appropriate. 

Chair Pollock stated that from the discussions they have held so far regarding the proposed text 
amendment, he wonders what the goal of the proposed text amendment is.  Why has it come 
before the Plan Commission?  What is the ultimate goal that they are trying to achieve by 
passing this kind of legislation?  It appears that the Plan Commission members, City staff and the 
public are not in concert on the answer to these questions.  Mr. Myers replied that in the fall of 
2006, City Council directed City staff to pursue six strategies to improve the quality of life in 
West Urbana and other neighborhoods. One of the six strategies was design review in the 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  Although the vast majority of the West Urbana Neighborhood was 
down zoned in the early 1990s – meaning that not much more could be built within the 
neighborhood -- the Lincoln-Busey Corridor was not rezoned. The zoning is still mixed in the 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor and there are still some higher zoned properties with less intensive uses.  
Chair Pollock noted that there were in fact a few properties in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor that 
were down zoned.  If the intention is to prevent large scale development in the mixed area, then 
they need to ask themselves if the proposed text amendment will accomplish this goal.  Mr. 
Myers pointed out the proposed design guidelines are not intended to prevent large scale 
development, but that if it happens it should respect its neighbors. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that the reason the Lincoln-Busey Corridor is of focus is because it is a 
transition point.  It is the border where things change from one thing to something else.  It is also 
a transition in that it is changing.  Therefore, he sees the proposed design guidelines and text 
amendment as a guide to ensure that the changes would be more acceptable to everyone, but it is 
not designed to stop change. 

Mr. Fitch agreed with Mr. Hopkins.  He stated that although he could not speak to the Lincoln-
Busey area, but he could speak about the next area to possibly use the design guidelines, which is 
in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood.  Zoning is the key.  Design guidelines just guide the 
development of new structures to fit in more. 

He likes the makeup of the proposed Design Review Board.  He would accept changing the 
wording from “property owner” to “resident” in the language of the proposed ordinance that 
talks about the makeup of the board. 

Mr. Grosser agreed with the discussions of the Plan Commission.  He addressed Ms. Stillinger’s 
question about why a developer would serve on the proposed board.  A developer can help 
answer questions about what the possibilities could be other than what is being proposed on a 
site plan.  A developer offers the logistics of what it means to develop a piece of property. 
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Having said that, he did not see the purpose for having a real estate professional serve on the 
Board.  He agrees with Mr. Hopkins about not restricting the resident board members to only 
property owners.  A characteristic of this area is that many people who live in the area do not 
own property.  So it would make sense to change “and” to “or.” He also would not want this in 
his neighborhood.  However, he feels that it is important that the characteristics of this particular 
small passage of the City are pretty unique.  The people who live in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
want the proposed text amendment as well. 

Mr. Fitch suggested the following. Rather than striking #3 in G.4 Applications, they could add to 
the end “that substantially change the appearance.” Second, add language to #4 in G.4, so that it 
reads as such, “Substantially changing the appearance and/or scale of an existing building 
including the building, grounds and parking, as determined by the Zoning Administrator…”.
Third, include language that requires the Zoning Administrator to report any administrative 
review to the Design Review Board, and provides a mechanism for the Design Review Board to 
override the Zoning Administrator’s decision forcing the application process and the Board’s 
consideration.

Mr. Grosser wondered how this would be different from having every project go before the 
Design Review Board.  Mr. Myers responded that Mr. Fitch’s third suggestion would cause the 
building permit application to delay acting on the permit until the next Board meeting, just to 
insure that administrative approval wasn’t overridden.  This could mean a delay of a month or so 
for the Board to meet. 

In terms of Mr. Fitch’s second recommendation, Mr. Myers said that a building permit 
application is the trigger for review.  A developer and/or property owner would be required to 
obtain a building permit for everything we’ve discussed except the removal of trees, because the 
City does not have a tree preservation ordinance.  Parking lots have not always required building 
permits, but this changed about a year ago and are now required. 

Ms. Stake inquired about administrative review.  Would the developer/property owner still need 
to show what they are planning to do?  Mr. Myers said yes.  They would need to submit an 
application and the application would have to meet the design guidelines.  It would also need to 
include a site plan of what the project would look like when finished. 

Ms. Stake commented that maybe the Design Review Board could meet more than once a month.  
Mr. Myers replied that we do not want to discourage maintenance and repair.  If someone is 
performing a minor repair such as reroofing a house with exactly the same kind of asphalt 
shingles, do we really want to take up the Board’s time to review it?  There is a lot of work that 
goes on behind the scene.  City staff prepares and sends out 60 copies of the packets, notices are 
published in the News-Gazette, hours of preparation of minutes, etc.  He suggested that based on 
comments tonight that parking be added as triggering board review. He feels that along with the 
other proposed criteria it would catch any major or even medium development project and 
require it to go before the Board. 

Chair Pollock asked if there was any objection to striking #3 criteria (floor area ratio) from the 
list as recommended by Mr. Myers during his staff presentation.  Mr. Hopkins stated that if they 



  November 20, 2008 

Page 7

strike #3 from the list, then a case like 601 West Green Street does not necessarily trigger Board 
review, because the building footprint could be interpreted to include all of the porches.  So, if 
you take all of the porches, it could double the footprint of the building.  If you do not have any 
indicator based on floor area ratio, then there is nothing to trigger with respect to that.  So he 
would be inclined to include such a trigger.  But he also feels that 5% may be too small as a 
change in floor area ratio. 

Chair Pollock asked the members of the Plan Commission if they want to send this back to the 
City staff to make changes, then what do they want to change? 

Mr. Hopkins discussed the following issues: 

 1) G-1 – He feels that this implies that a developer/property owner has to apply for a design 
review application anywhere in the City.  In actuality, it only applies in a design review district.  
It also begs for a cross reference, where any general rules about applying for a building permit 
ought to indicate that if a person is applying for a building permit in a design review district, then 
they are required to apply for design review.  They need to either assume or specify that this only 
applies to projects that require a building permit, and that this is an additional component of a 
building permit in particular districts.  We also need to get the right set of labels associated with 
triggering this because a building permit does not include plumbing or electrical. 

 2) G-4a – He suggested changing the language to read as such, “Design Review Board 
Review.  Applications for the following projects, and where if visible from public rights-of-way 
other than alleys, shall be subject to review by the Design Review Board.”  On the other hand, he 
did not believe that this phrase should be included because it begs a whole lot of additional 
complications that they do not want to deal with.  How do they decide if something is visible? 

 3) Zoning Administrator’s Decisions – There are two types of decisions that the Zoning 
Administrator can make.  The first one is whether a project needs to go before the Board or not.  
The second is the actual design review decision.  He believes that the Zoning Administrator 
should report a project to the Design Review Board immediately if she decides that it only 
requires administrative review.  Then the Board members could decide to override her decision 
and require review by the Board.  This process would be different than informing the Board of an 
administrative decision by the Zoning Administrator and the Chair after a building permit has 
been issued.  He pointed out that you cannot make a building permit retractable a month later 
when the Board finally meets.  This would also help clarify what decision of the Zoning 
Administrator is appealable.  The administrative decision of approval of a project does need to be 
reported, because it is appealable to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  Therefore, he feels that the 
procedural steps need to be clarified. 

Mr. Myers stated that the Zoning Administrator makes literally thousands of administrative 
decisions a year – day in and day out.  Permits are issued.  Every single day there are dozens of 
issues that administrative decisions are made on whether or not they meet the Zoning Ordinance 
or not.  He advised against having to notify everyone of all administrative decision made in the 
district but said that it shouldn’t be a problem just to report to the Board joint determinations of 
Zoning Administrator and the Chair on design review applications.
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Mr. Grosser believed that there should not be any recourse by the Board.  So many of the 
decisions are going to be things that the Board does not want to see or know about.  This is the 
reason why City staff is suggesting that they be administrative review.  The answer is to make 
the administrative review criteria strong, so we are confident that nothing controversial will slip 
through.  We could certainly have the Zoning Administrator report to the Board, the same way 
City staff reports to the Plan Commission at the end of the meeting.  Chair Pollock agreed that by 
giving the Board the ability to override the joint decision of the Zoning Administrator and the 
Chair of the Board, they would be compromising the Zoning Administrator’s ability to make 
administrative decisions. 

Chair Pollock took a poll to see how many of the Plan Commission members felt the floor area 
ratio percentage should be higher than 5%. The majority of the Plan Commission agreed. 

Chair Pollock took a poll to see how many of the Plan Commission members felt that there 
should be an additional criteria triggering Board review of parking lots.  All of the Plan 
Commissioners agreed. 

Mr. Fitch thought J.2 Application Review Criteria should specify that new guidelines should be 
reviewed by the Plan Commission as well as amendments to the old guidelines.  Mr. Myers 
stated that he would add that. 

Mr. Grosser asked if the design guidelines are part of the ordinance or will it get passed 
separately.  Mr. Myers explained that the design guidelines would be passed at the same time as 
the Ordinance, except it would be assigned a separate ordinance number. 

Ms. Stake inquired about the makeup of the Board again.  Mr. Grosser suggested removing the 
realtor from the list of members.  Ms. Upah-Bant believed it might be appropriate to have a real 
estate agent on the Board, because it would affect their colleagues’ income.  Mr. Fitch added that 
a real estate agent could be beneficial in that they could give input as to how a development 
project would affect the value of the properties around the project site.  There was a split in the 
Plan Commission about whether or not the real estate agent should be removed from the list. 

Regarding changing “and” to “or” in C.d.b on Page 148, Mr. Myers pointed out that the current 
proposed language states that it “should” be single-family owner-occupied residents in the 
district, but that does not require the two residents to be single-family owner-occupied residents 
in the district.  If they make the requirements too specific, then it makes it more difficult to find 
people willing to serve on the Board.  The majority of the Plan Commission agreed with the 
language change from “and” to “resident, owner or tenant”.

Mr. Fitch asked City staff for a count of the number of building permits that were issued in the 
Lincoln-Busey Corridor over the last year.  Mr. Myers said that they could supply that 
information for the Board. 

Mr. Hopkins raised an issue about the word “should” versus “shall.”  He did not feel that most of 
the people would recognize what “should” really means in terms of an ordinance.  Chair Pollock 
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pointed out that it does not say “must” and it leaves some leeway for the Mayor to make sure the 
Board has enough people to function if there are not residents willing to serve. 

With no further discussion, Chair Pollock continued this case to the next scheduled meeting. 

6. OLD BUSINESS 

There was none. 

7. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2063-T-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator for an omnibus text 
amendment to the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, began presenting the staff report for the proposed text amendment.  He 
reviewed the proposed changes through Article II when Robert Myers, Planning Manager, 
suggested continuing this case to the next scheduled meeting to allow time for the staff report on 
the Cunningham Avenue Beautification Plan, which is scheduled to go before City Council on 
December 1, 2008. 

Chair Pollock asked Plan Commission members to read through the staff report and attachments 
related to the proposed text amendment.  Rather than Mr. Engstrom going through each revision 
one by one at the next scheduled meeting, the Plan Commission should come prepared with 
specific questions or concerns.  The Plan Commission agreed, and the case was continued to the 
next scheduled meeting. 

8. NEW BUSINESS 

There was none.

9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 

Paul Debevoc, of 708 West California Avenue, talked about the proposed omnibus text 
amendment for the Urbana Zoning Ordinance in Plan Case No. 2063-T-08.  He stated that it is a 
very long document and very hard for a single individual to review all of it. 

Listed below are some of his suggestions: 

� City staff should come up with some mechanism to have someone sign off on every page 
of the proposed ordinance. 

� He also believes that regarding the zoning map, there should be some list or map 
available to the public indicating all of the non-conforming properties in the city.  There 
is no easy way to get this information. 

� It would be helpful to have a connection to the Assessor’s database to make it easier to 
get information regarding properties. 
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� An authorized copy of the Zoning Ordinance should be available at the Urbana Free 
Library.

� Some typos that need to be looked at: 
� Figure 1 (Floor Area Ratio) and Figure 2 (Open Space Ratio) – The drawings should 

be accurate. 
� Table V-1 (Table of Uses) – Is agriculture really a permitted use in the R-1, R-2, R-3, 

R-4, R-5, R-6 and R-6B Zoning Districts? 
� Formula for parking space calculation should be looked at again, because it did not 

calculate correctly. 

Regarding open space ratio (OSR) illustration in the definition section, Mr. Myers stated that a 
certain percentage of a roof and balconies are included into the OSR.  There could be a courtyard 
on the roof designed for people’s use. Also, agricultural uses are permitted use in the R-1, R-2, 
R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6 and R-6B Zoning Districts.  This is not a mistake. 

10. STAFF REPORT 

Mr. Myers reported on the following: 

Crystal Lake Neighborhood Plan was adopted by the City Council on November 17, 2008 as 
an element of the Comprehensive Plan.   

11. STUDY SESSION 

Review and Comment on the Cunningham Avenue Beautification Final Report 

Ryan Brault, Redevelopment Specialist in the Economic Development Division, presented the 
final draft of the Cunningham Avenue Beautification Plan to the Plan Commission.  He gave a 
brief introduction and provided background information on the proposed plan.  He reviewed the 
general recommendations and design elements of the plan.  He talked about the planning 
implications and the financial impact. 

Chair Pollock inquired about the roundabout that the consultants propose for the intersection at 
Country Club Road/Perkins Road and Cunningham Avenue.  He felt this should be stricken from 
the plan because it would be a disaster.  Mr. Brault responded that the roundabout was identified 
in the plan as an alternative and which the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) would 
most probably not allow it to be constructed anyway. 

Ms. Stake felt it was wonderful to put in public art and planting trees.  She asked if they would 
use trees indigenous to Illinois.  Mr. Brault replied that the plan calls for native plantings. The 
plan would be to use trees that are indigenous to our specific area. 

Mr. Grosser felt it important to clarify that the public art recommendations in the report are only 
suggestions or possibilities. Decisions on specific art would be up to the Public Arts 
Commission.  Mr. Brault explained that every concept in the plan is a suggestion and is not 
mandatory.  It is a concept plan which is intended to be visionary.  However, the plan does 
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provide a design theme, and City staff does want to try to make real ideas fit the theme of the 
plan.

He pointed out that the public art piece shown extending over Interstate 74 would most likely not 
be allowed by IDOT as illustrated.  IDOT does not want to allow anything in the right-of-way 
that would be distracting to drivers as they travel over the bridge.  IDOT is willing to work with 
the City on doing other improvements.  For instance, IDOT would allow art work that is affixed 
to the retainer walls on the sides of bridges.  It is integral to the bridge, and it is basically 
decorative railings and landscaping around the bridge. 

Mr. Hopkins mentioned that the new bridge on Curtis Road and Interstate 57 supposedly has 
some of these features.  He asked who is spending their money this way.  His reaction is that if 
he was considering how to spend the City budget or a TIF (Tax Increment Finance) budget to 
which he was contributing as a developer or a land owner, the priorities do not make sense to 
him.  He does not see why park benches should be installed on what is not -- and probably 
should not be -- a pedestrian corridor. 

Chair Pollock asked if a TIF District is not designed to eliminate blight and promote economic 
development using the tax funds within the district to pay for the improvements.  Mr. Brault said 
yes.  Chair Pollock commented that he did not see that the recommendations in the proposed 
plan do either one of these. It is very nice to look though. 

Chair Pollock inquired as to how much it cost the City to do the study.  Mr. Brault said it was 
around $100,000. Mr. Pollock said that municipalities across the country are suffering because of 
the current economic situation.  It is liable to get worse.  He would ask that the City Council 
question where they spend all revenues such as TIF funds, including the $100,000 it cost to hire 
a consultant to draw up the proposed plan. Although he likes some of the ideas that the 
consultants have come up with, he questions whether this is the best place for the City to be 
dedicating its shrinking resources. 

Mr. Brault stated that he will take the Plan Commission’s comments and concerns to the City 
Council.  They have already had an opportunity to study the proposed plan in draft form.   

Chair Pollock questioned how much money was spent on the plan to prepare drawings and plans 
for elements that IDOT has never had any intention of approving. He could never imagine IDOT 
allowing a roundabout on a four lane major access point into Urbana.  Mr. Brault replied that the 
consultants have done roundabouts in other cities.  Mr. Hopkins added that the reason IDOT will 
not allow a roundabout at this intersection is not because it should not be there, but because 
people in places like Urbana do not know how to use roundabouts.  Elsewhere roundabouts work 
efficiently, even on four lane highways.  Mr. Brault pointed out that even the City of Urbana’s 
Public Works Department was skeptical about the roundabout, which is why City staff insisted 
that the consultant use other intersection treatments in the proposed plan.  The consultant and 
City staff did not receive feedback from IDOT until after the plan was well underway. 

Chair Pollock questioned if City staff has any idea of how much funding and matching funding 
might be available from the state and/or federal government.  What would the remaining amount 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION         APPROVED

            
DATE:         December 4, 2008   

TIME: 7:30 P.M. 

PLACE: Urbana City Building 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Michael 
Pollock, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant, Don White 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: none

STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Jeff Engstrom, Planner I; 
Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner; Teri Andel, Planning Secretary 

      
OTHERS PRESENT: Dick Brazee, Merl and Phyllis Mennenga, Susan Taylor, Jane 

Tigan

1. CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m., the roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared with all members present. 

2.         CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

Chair Pollock suggested changing the order of the agenda.  The first change is to move 
Annexation Case No. 2008-A-04 and Plan Case No. 2091-M-08 under Item 7.  The second 
change is to follow these two cases with Plan Case No. 2063-T-08 under 5, Continued Public 
Hearings.  Lastly, the Plan Commission will consider Plan Case No. 2074-T-08.  With no 
objections from the other members of the Plan Commission, these changes were approved. 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Ms. Upah-Bant moved to approve the minutes of the November 20, 2008 meeting as presented.  
Mr. Grosser seconded the motion.  The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 
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4.         COMMUNICATIONS 

Memo from Jack Waaler regarding Plan Case No. 2063-T-08 
Revised Table VIII-3, Widths for Access Drives (Plan Case No. 2063-T-08) 
Revised Section XI-15, Design Review Board (Plan Case No. 2074-T-08) 

5. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Annexation Case No. 2008-A-04:  Annexation agreement between the City of Urbana and 
Mennenga Construction, Inc. for a 0.21-acre tract of property at 109 Country Club Road. 

Plan Case No. 2091-M-08:  A request to rezone a 0.21-acre tract of property at 109 Country 
Club Road from Champaign County R-1, Single Family Residential Zoning District to City 
R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential Zoning District upon annexation. 

Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner, presented these two cases together to the Plan Commission.  
She began by briefly introducing the purpose for the proposed annexation agreement and 
rezoning requests and by providing background information on the proposed site.  She talked 
about the proposed zoning of the property and reviewed the La Salle National Bank criterion that 
pertains to the proposed rezoning request.  The closest portion of the City, about 600 feet away, 
is zoned R-3, Single and Two Family Residential, which allows duplexes by right if the property 
meets certain minimum standards. She reviewed the options of the Plan Commission and 
presented staff’s recommendation for both cases. 

With no questions from the Plan Commission for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing for 
public input. No one spoke.

Mr. White noticed that the surrounding properties in the County are single-family residential.  
Ms. Bird pointed out that the property directly to the west is a duplex. Merl Mennenga, 
Mennenga Construction, Inc., clarified that there are two duplexes immediately to the west of the 
proposed site. 

Ms. Stake wondered how the two duplexes were allowed in a single-family residential zoning 
district.  Ms. Bird that the duplexes may have also been built prior to the change in the County 
R-1 Zoning District, which now restricts duplexes, or the duplexes might have obtained special 
use permits in the County under the current zoning. 

Ms. Stake commented that none of the maps show what the surrounding properties are zoned in 
the County.  Is it all single-family residential except for the two properties with duplexes on 
them?  Mr. Myers said that prior to this request, the Mennengas applied with Champaign County 
for a Special Use Permit so they could hear any concerns from their neighbors. Champaign 
County approved the Special Use Permit application to construct a duplex; however, due to 
sewer service permit requirements, the petitioner cannot act upon the Special Use Permit until 
they get an annexation agreement with the City. 

Ms. Stake stated that it appears there are still properties available to build on.  Is this correct?  
Mr. Mennenga answered by saying that all of the lots have buildings on them.  There are no 
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vacant lots.  Ms. Stake asked if more duplexes could be built on the empty space of each lot.  Mr. 
Myers said that the County allows only one primary structure per lot. 

Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to whether the duplexes to the west were hooked up to the sanitary 
sewer.  Mr. Mennenga replied that the duplexes to the west are in the County. 

Ms. Upah-Bant did not understand why they needed to bring this property into the City.  She 
does not like having spot annexations.  Mr. Myers explained that the proposed property would 
not actually come into the City unless the City’s boundaries reached the property at some point 
in the future.  The annexation agreement is required because the City of Champaign and the City 
of Urbana have agreements with the Sanitary District that they will not provide any permits to 
connect to the sewer system unless a property is either annexed or has an annexation agreement 
with the appropriate City. 

With no further comment or concerns from the public, Chair Pollock closed the public input 
portion of the hearing.  He, then, opened the hearing for Plan Commission discussion and/or 
motion(s).

Mr. Grosser moved that the Plan Commission forward Annexation Case No. 2008-A-04 and Plan 
Case No. 2091-M-08 to the City Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion.  Roll call on the motion was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - Yes 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Mr. Myers noted that these cases would be presented to City Council along with the Plan 
Commission’s recommendation on December 15, 2008.  

6. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2063-T-08:  A request by the Zoning Administrator for an omnibus text 
amendment to the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

Jeff Engstrom, Planner I, began presenting the staff report for the proposed text amendment.  He 
reviewed the proposed major changes to the Zoning Ordinance.  They are as follows: 

Article IV. Districts and Boundaries 

There were no major changes.  With no questions from the Plan Commission members regarding 
changes to this Article, Mr. Engstrom continued with staff presentation. 
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Article V. Use Regulations 

1. Section VI.3.E – Remove vehicle repair from the list of allowed home occupations.  
There are several caveats in the Zoning Ordinance that people who have home 
occupation permits allowing them to perform vehicular repairs are suppose to follow, 
but the regulations are very hard to follow.  Therefore, it generally creates a nuisance 
for the adjacent neighbors.  Many other cities in the State of Illinois do not allow 
vehicular repair as a home occupation use. 

Mr. Myers added that City staff has received a number of complaints about zoning violations 
occurring at residences regarding vehicular repair.  Many times, the property owners do not have 
home occupation permits to perform this type of service. 

Mr. Grosser wondered if by removing automobile repair as a home occupation use, would it get 
rid of the option for someone to do an occasional minor or small repair for someone else in their 
garage and make money.  If he wants to help a friend fix their motorcycle in his garage, will this 
change prohibit that?  Mr. Engstrom replied that if he was planning to apply for a home 
occupation permit to be able to fix motorcycles in his garage at home, then yes it would. 

Mr. Engstrom continued with his staff presentation.

Article V-1. Table of Uses 

1. Replace older terms with more modern terms 
2. Add schools as a special use under Public and Quasi-Public in the B-4 Zoning 

District.  This is currently not permitted at all. 
3. Under Miscellaneous Business, permit shopping centers by right in the B-3 Zoning 

District and as a special use in the Campus Commercial District (CCD) Zoning 
District.

Mr. Hopkins did not feel it is that simple to permit shopping centers by right in the B-3 Zoning 
District and as a special use in the CCD Zoning District.  He feels it would depend on parking 
requirements and other things associated with parking in a shopping center.  Mr. Engstrom stated 
that City staff has taken this into consideration.  Parking for shopping centers has usually been 
easily worked out.

Mr. Hopkins recommended putting the list of uses in alphabetical order to make it easier to look 
them up. 

Mr. Engstrom continued with his presentation by discussing the following: 

4. Add “recycling center” as a special use in Industrial zoning districts. 
5. Move “automobile salvage yard (junkyard)” to require a special use permit instead of 

a conditional use. 
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Chair Pollock questioned whether staff plans to include a definition of “recycling center” in the 
Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Engstrom replied no.  Mr. Myers stated that there is currently a 
definition for “junk” but not “recycling center.”

Mr. White inquired as to the difference between a “junkyard” and a “recycling center.”  Mr. 
Engstrom read the definition of “salvage yard” for clarification. 

Mr. Engstrom continued pointing out the major changes being proposed, which are as follows: 

Article VI. Development Regulations 

Section VI-5.B.13 Yards - Revise to add ground mounted solar panels as an exception to be 
allowed within side and rear yards.  These are currently considered a mechanical device and 
therefore currently not allowed in required yards. 

Mr. Fitch asked if there is a width limit for the solar panels. Someone could conceivably install a 
wall of solar panels in a side yard, for instance.  Mr. Engstrom stated that when he was 
researching solar panels, he did not find any other cities that have a width limit. One is not 
proposed here. 

Section VI-5.E.2 Yards – Mr. Engstrom stated that staff is proposing to clarify a long-
standing interpretation regarding vehicles for sale being allowed to encroach up to five feet 
into the required front yard if they are properly screened.  This is what the City allows for 
any other parking area.  Mr. Myers added that this revision specifically has to do with cars.  
Basically, a business owner is not allowed to store or display merchandise outdoors in the 
front yard setback.  However, what is the difference between a parked car for sale and a 
parked car for a customer in terms of visually?  This is the reason why they are proposing to 
change this. 

Section VI-6.A Screening – Staff is proposing to convert most of the text into tables to make 
it easier to understand and use. 

Section VI-6.C and D Screening – Add proposed language to require screening for new trash 
containers and for ground mounted mechanical equipment. 

Mr. Grosser recommended spelling out OSR (Open Space Ratio) and FAR (Floor Area Ratio) to 
City staff. 

Mr. Hopkins commented that in Footnote 17, seventy-five feet seems high for a building or 
structure.  Is this building height limit new?  Mr. Engstrom explained that it is only a verbatim 
transposition of Section VI-2.B.  This is not new language being proposed. 

Mr. Hopkins stated that the wording in Footnote 17 is odd in that it refers to uses permitted, and 
yet most of the uses, except schools, require a special use permit in the R-2, R-3 and R-4 Zoning 
Districts.  Seventy-five feet equals six or seven stories.  A six or seven-story building in an R-2 
Zoning District, where a large portion is usually single-family houses, would be a pretty big 
building.
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Chair Pollock inquired as to whether schools are subject to zoning regulations.  Mr. Myers 
replied that in terms of building codes, there is a state building code that schools are required to 
follow.  The City does not issue building permits for schools because the State of Illinois does 
that.  In terms of zoning, the City’s position is that buildings constructed by a government 
agency must comply with the City’s zoning. 

Mr. Hopkins commented that he was not proposing to make a change to the proposed text 
amendment.  However, the City might want to research this issue and make a change to it in the 
future.  He does not want to hold the proposed case up for this issue. 

Mr. Engstrom continued with the staff presentation by talking about the following: 

Article VII. Standards and Procedures for Conditional and Special Uses 

There were no major changes.  With no questions from the Plan Commission members regarding 
changes to this Article, Mr. Engstrom continued with staff presentation. 

Article VIII. Parking and Access 

Table VIII-3. Widths for Access Drives – Staff is proposing to add duplexes to the category 
that would allow a minimum of 9 feet wide driveways.  This would be consistent with the 
provision that allows duplexes and single-family homes to have vehicles back out onto the 
streets rather than have to turn around and have a two-way drive. 

Section VIII-7. Bicycle Parking – Includes some changes that were recommended in the 
Bicycle Master Plan. 

Mr. Fitch asked about the change to daycare facilities.  Does the change alter the meaning of 
“daycare facility” or is it simply adding “daycare facility” to Table VIII-7. Parking 
Requirements by Use?  Mr. Engstrom replied that it would be simply add it back into the table.  
He explained that it was previously in the table but inadvertently removed. 

Article IX. Comprehensive Sign Regulations and Article X. Nonconformities 

There were no major changes.  With no questions from the Plan Commission members regarding 
changes to these Articles, Mr. Engstrom continued with staff presentation. 

Article XI. Administration, Enforcement, Amendments and Fees 

Section XI-10.B – City staff proposes to add the notification requirement back into the Zoning 
Ordinance.

Mr. Myers explained that this is the essential notice performed for all zoning cases.  City staff 
has been following this procedure for years.  About two years ago when the Zoning Ordinance 
was last republished, this language was inadvertently struck.  Regardless, City staff has 
continued to do the same noticing and meeting all the state requirements.  Staff realized during 
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this text amendment process that the language had been removed and will be reinserting it 
exactly as it was before. 

Section XI-12.C – Make some minor word substitutions. 

Chair Pollock asked if “owner-occupant” refers to owner or occupant or to someone who owns 
and occupies.  Mr. Engstrom stated that it is intended to mean someone who owns and occupies 
a property in the MOR (Mixed Office Residential) Zoning District. 

Section XI-12.E – Change language to allow the MOR DRB (Development Review Board) to 
meet as needed, rather than monthly. 

Section XI-12.F – Change language to allow site plan approval by a simple majority. 

Mr. Myers pointed out that the current voting requirements, which require a two-thirds majority 
vote in favor of approval, have made it impossible to get site plans approved. Since denied cases 
automatically get appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals, all the applications have gone to the 
ZBA.  None of the other boards and commissions requires a two-thirds majority vote to approve 
applications. There needs to be a process in place where the MOR DRB can actually improve 
plans that are being proposed. If the process is set up so the Board can never pass anything, then 
can they really improve anything? 

Ms. Stake wondered if this is because people do not come to the meetings or is it because of this 
rule.  Mr. Myers stated that it is because of the two-thirds majority rule.  There have been times 
when a majority of the Board members have voted to approve site plans, but because they did not 
receive a two-thirds majority vote in favor of approval, the site plan request was denied. 

Section XI-12.H – Make an appeal of a site plan that is not approved by the MOR DRB to be 
optional to the applicant.  A site plan denied by the ZBA should not automatically be 
appealed to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

Article XII. Historic Preservation and Article XIII. Special Development Provisions 

There were no major changes.   

Mr. Engstrom stated that this was the end of staff presentation. 

Mr. Grosser asked if City staff has ever received any complaints about a home occupation auto 
repair business that met all of the conditions of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Engstrom replied that 
during his tenure with the City of Urbana, there has never been an active home occupation 
automobile repair business.  All of the home businesses of this type that he knows about are 
operating without a home occupation permit. 

Mr. Grosser wondered what City staff’s rationale is for removing auto repair as a home 
occupation use.  Mr. Engstrom stated that property owners would not be able to comply with the 
current regulations.  Some of the regulations include the following:  1) only allowed to work on 
one vehicle at a time and 2) cannot have any other vehicles on their property or on the street. 
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Mr. Myers added that practically speaking; a vehicle repair business in a residential area is not 
compatible. Constant problems are revving of engines, cars being worked on outdoors instead of 
in a garage, car parts outdoors, extra cars parked on the street – that’s a common complaint – 
engine oil, etc. The last home car repair in Urbana the City dealt with turned out to be a drug 
house, but in fairness that’s not necessarily because of the type of home occupation.   

With no further questions from the Plan Commission for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the 
hearing for public input.  With no comments or concerns from the audience, Chair Pollock 
closed the public input portion of the hearing and opened it up for Plan Commission discussion 
and/or motion(s). 

Mr. Fitch moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2063-T-08 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the motion. 

Mr. Grosser did not feel it made sense to remove the auto repair home occupation permit use.  At 
best, it would only penalize anyone who would like to do something that follows all of the rules.  
City staff has only told them about examples of when people were not following the rules and in 
fact were not permitted at all.  It makes sense to make this a permitted use that could then be 
enforced than to strike the option entirely.  So, he moved to amend the main motion to restore the 
language in Article V.13.E.  Ms. Stake seconded the motion to amend. 

Ms. Stake stated that it seems like it would be a chance for some people to have a small business 
as long as they stay within the rules. 

Mr. Hopkins could not envision how a person could come out ahead in such a business and stay 
within the rules.  No major automobile repairs are permitted.  He would assume this would 
exclude most of the repairs that one could make any significant money on in a small shop.  No 
queuing of vehicles outside, which means an auto repair shop owner would have to get rid of the 
vehicle he just finished working on prior to getting another vehicle to work on.  So, he believes 
that if a person is only going to make $500 a year doing these types of repairs, then that person is 
not going to bother to apply for a permit or cause a nuisance.  The only people who will bother 
applying for home occupation permits are the ones who plan to make more than a few hundred 
dollars per year. 

Mr. White agreed with Mr. Hopkins.  He added that getting the City to enforce the rules is 
another issue.  If they allow a home auto repair, he would not trust the City to enforce that the 
rules are being followed.  The reason he says this is because there are other ordinances that are 
not enforced to some extent or another.  So, he would assume to take it out altogether. 

Mr. Fitch read the definition of major automobile repair.  Many of the repairs mentioned remind 
him more of a body shop service.  Mr. Engstrom then read the definition of minor automobile 
repair.

Mr. Grosser commented that on the viability of this kind of activity, there are different levels of 
viability depending on what someone does for a living or has available for time.  He could 
envision someone having an interest in this as a hobby. Regarding enforcement, of course City 
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staff is not going to go all over the City looking for violations.  This is something that would be 
triggered by a neighbor who would call and complain. One reason he would prefer the language 
to be left in allowing automobile repair as a home occupation use rather than what is being 
suggested, which is for people to go ahead and do it against the law, is that a neighbor could use 
knowledge of a fellow neighbor’s activity (repairing automobiles out of their garage) to harass 
that neighbor. 

Ms. Upah-Bant inquired as to how much a home occupation permit costs.  Mr. Engstrom said 
$25 which is a one-time fee. 

Ms. Upah-Bant wants to know what the City will do if someone fixes her car in their garage for 
pay.  Mr. Engstrom stated that City staff would consider it a use violation.  Staff would send out 
a letter and try to keep an eye on the property.  If it happened again, then staff might issue some 
fines.  Mr. Hopkins added that there is still a way to enforce, because it would be illegal.  Mr. 
Grosser agreed that there is a way to enforce even if the auto repair use is allowed as a home 
occupation.  He remarked that this is why he is suggesting that it be added back in, because by 
removing it, no one would be able to work on vehicles in their garages or driveways.  They have 
not heard about people who are following the law, so he did not understand why the City would 
want to take away their option.  Ms. Upah-Bant and Ms. Burris both agreed with Mr. Grosser. 

Chair Pollock called for a hand vote on the motion to amend.  The motion to amend passed by a 
6-2 vote. 

Roll call on the main motion as amended was as follows: 

  Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
  Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
  Mr. Pollock - Yes Ms. Stake - Yes 
  Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - Yes’ 

The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Mr. Myers noted that this case would go before the City Council on December 15, 2008. 

Plan Case No. 2074-T-08: A request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt design 
guidelines for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor, amend the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to enable 
design review in certain areas, and establish the Lincoln-Busey Corridor design overlay 
district.

Rebecca Bird, Associate Planner/Historic Preservation Planner, presented a brief update to the 
staff report.  She reported on the changes made since the last meeting.  Those changes include:  

� Adding one additional resident to the Design Review Board membership 
� Expanding the language to include the installation or enlarging of a parking lot as one of 

the types of projects that would require review 
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� Adding language to further clarify what types of projects are subject to what level of 
review

� Adding language requiring new and amended guidelines to be reviewed by the Plan 
Commission.   

She noted staff’s recommendation, which is that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 
2074-T-08 to the Urbana City Council with a recommendation for approval of the Lincoln-Busey 
Design Guidelines, approval of the Zoning Ordinance text amendment as written in the handout 
listed under Communications of these minutes, and approval of the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
Design Review Overlay District.

Regarding Section XI-15.F.3, Chair Pollock requested that staff clarify the meaning of the 
additional language, “…but in no case shall action be taken by less than 4 votes” as suggested in 
the handout.  Does this mean that there must be four votes in favor of an action to pass?  Or does 
this simply require four members to vote and a 3-1 vote would pass a motion? 

Mr. Grosser pointed out a typographical error on Page 148 under Section XI-15.C.d.b. “Three”
should be “Four” with the revised language adding an additional member.  Mr. Hopkins also 
pointed out that the language in Section XI-15.H.2 and F.3 should be consistent. He pointed out 
that it is also unclear about whether an abstaining member of the Design Review Board is 
included in the vote.  To be consistent with the MOR Development Review Board, and what was 
just approved in the previous text amendment, he agreed that an abstaining member should not 
be included in the vote.  He suggested that it read, “Approval of an application shall require a 
majority vote of those members present and not abstaining, but in no case shall action be taken 
by fewer than 4 votes in total.”

Mr. Hopkins agreed. 

Ms. Stake moved that they should change the language in Section XI-15.C.1.d.b to read, “…The 
residents should shall include a representative from each design review district who owns or and
occupies a residence in the district.  If there is only one design review district, other residents 
should shall own or occupy a residence elsewhere in the City district.”  Ms. Upah-Bant 
seconded the motion. 

Ms. Stake feels it is only fair to have at least one person who owns a home in the district to serve 
on the board.  She believes that a person who lives in the district will be more concerned about 
what happens in the district than say a real estate agent or a local developer. 

Chair Pollock commented that a motion was premature since the Plan Commission had not yet 
held public discussion on this case yet. The motion and second were withdrawn.   

Chair Pollock then asked if there were any more questions from the Plan Commission members 
for City staff.   

Ms. Stake wondered why City staff changed the percentage of an increase in the floor area ratio 
(FAR) of a building used to determine further review of submitted redevelopment plans by the 
Design Review Board from 5% to 15%.  Robert Myers replied that staff was following through 
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with a request by the Plan Commission to increase the percentage. The Plan Commission has the 
could change the percentage. 

Ms. Stake inquired as to the difference between the FAR (floor area ratio) and the footprint of a 
building.  Mr. Myers explained that the footprint is the outline of the building on a lot.  
Typically, the footprint includes any portion of the building that touches the ground or extends 
below the ground.  The FAR is the ratio between the total square footage of the building and the 
lot area.  The FAR comes into play because it essentially defines how tall the building can be in 
the relationship to the lot. 

With no further questions for City staff, Chair Pollock opened the hearing up for public input.  
There was none. Chair Pollock closed the public input portion of the hearing and opened it up for 
Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 

Mr. Grosser would not like to have eight members for the Design Review Board.  It gives more 
power to deny a case.  On a seven-member board, it takes four votes to approve or deny a 
motion.  However, on an eight-member board, it takes four votes to deny and give votes to 
approve.

Chair Pollock pointed out that the eighth person came from the Plan Commission’s desire to 
have more residential representation on the board.  Mr. Grosser responded that he understood 
this, and he mentioned that he did not feel strongly about what a real estate agent could bring to 
the board. 

MAIN MOTION 
Mr. Fitch moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2074-T-08 to the Urbana City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Hopkins seconded the motion. 

AMENDMENT #1 
Mr. Grosser moved to amend the motion by removing the real estate agent from the list of 
Design Review Board members and keeping it a seven member board in Section XI-15.C.1.d.a 
(Page 148).  Ms. Stake seconded the motion. 

Mr. White commented that a real estate professional would be very objective.  Ms. Stake pointed 
out that several citizens have testified at previous meetings expressing their desire to get rid of 
the real estate agent.  She did not feel that a real estate agent was needed either.  There is a 
developer and that is enough. 

Roll call on the amendment was as follows: 

 Ms. Burris - Yes Mr. Fitch - No 
 Mr. Grosser - Yes Mr. Hopkins - No 
 Mr. Pollock - No Ms. Stake - Yes 
 Ms. Upah-Bant - Yes Mr. White - No 

The motion to amend failed by a vote of 4 – 4. 
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AMENDMENT #2 
Ms. Stake moved to amend the main motion by changing the FAR requirement mentioned in 
Section XI-15.G.4.a.3 (Page 150) from 15% to 10%.  With no second, the motion to amend died. 

AMENDMENT #3 
Ms. Stake moved to amend the main motion by changing the language in Section XI-15.C.1.d.b 
(Page 148) to say “and” instead of “or” and change “city” to “district”.  Ms. Burris seconded 
the motion to amend. 

Ms. Burris recalled having a lengthy discussion during a previous Plan Commission meeting 
about making the change that is currently in the proposed text amendment.  The proposed 
wording is used because the Plan Commission wanted to allow residents who both rent and 
own/and live in the area a place on the Design Review Board.  Renters should have just as much 
of a voice as people who own their homes.  She feels that the language should remain as it is 
currently written without any changes. Also, she does not like the idea of changing “city” to 
“district” because it is a City board.  Some of the members should remain City-wide. 

Mr. Fitch agreed with Ms. Burris’ explanation of why the proposed wording is being suggested 
by staff.

Ms. Stake disagreed with Ms. Burris’ in that the board should not be city-wide.  People who care 
about the Lincoln-Busey Corridor should serve as members on the board.  Residents from south 
Urbana do not care about the Lincoln-Busey Corridor. 

Mr. Grosser expressed his concern about the proposed amendment.  As currently written, the 
proposed text amendment would include residents from the Lincoln-Busey district.  With the 
amendment that Ms. Stake is suggesting, if there should ever be three districts, then there would 
be no option for a renter to serve on the Design Review Board.  There would only be owners 
who occupy their homes serving on the Board.  The Mayor will make nominations and the City 
Council will approve the nominations of the members who serve on the Design Review Board.  
It is reasonable to presume that the Mayor and the City Council will not approve of a board that 
has zero owner-occupied residents on it from the district. 

Mr. Hopkins understood Section XI-15.C.1.d.b to only apply to the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
Design Review Board.  If there is another district, then there would be another constitution of a 
board to serve that district.  If this is the case, then the wording proposed in the text amendment 
does not say this. He mentioned that he does care about what happens in the Lincoln-Busey 
Corridor, but for different reasons than the residents living there.  He cares in that the proposed 
text amendment is a City ordinance and not a neighborhood self-protection deed restriction.  
What the City staff is going to enforce and enable to happen in the City affects lots of other 
things about the City.  This includes the City’s tax base and who gets to live where, how far 
students have to commute to campus, and many other things.  To say what the City makes 
happen in one little neighborhood can be decided just by the people who live that neighborhood, 
it misrepresents what City action is all about. 

Ms. Stake feels that the majority of the people in the City care about the City in some sense or 
another, but as for every other neighborhood, they do not care as much as the person who lives 



  December 4, 2008 

Page 13

next door to something that is being built.  This is only design review.  It does not include all of 
the other rules for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor. There is going to be change in the Lincoln-Busey 
Corridor.  Some people may like the changes, but some of the people might be disturbed by it.  
One of the things that the City can do is to have more residents serve on the board so 
redevelopment plans can be discussed more so there are fewer controversies about what happens 
when new issues arise. 

Mr. Grosser asked City staff for clarification on Mr. Hopkins’ previous comment.  Ms. Bird 
explained that the proposed text amendment creates a Design Review Board.  It does not create a 
Lincoln-Busey Design Review Board.  The Design Review Board would review design in any 
district that has adopted design guidelines. 

Mr. Grosser asked if the membership would potentially shift if a second district would be 
created.  Ms. Bird said no, not with the way the proposed text amendment is written.  Chair 
Pollock noted that if the motion to amend was approved, then it would change the makeup of the 
Board.  Mr. Grosser then asked if the motion to amend is approved and three districts are created, 
is it correct that there could not be a renter on the Board.  Chair Pollock said that is correct.  The 
only way a renter would be allowed to serve on the Board would be to increase the number of 
members. 

Ms. Stake stated that this was not her intention.  She only wants at least one owner-occupant to 
serve on the Board.  Mr. Hopkins pointed out that if they just make the word changes that Ms. 
Stake proposed, then it does not accomplish what she describes as her intention.  Her intention is 
that there be three residents on a Busey Corridor Board, not a city wide Design Review Board.  
One of the three residents must be an owner-occupant.  The other two members could be owners 
or occupants (renters) that live in the district.  Ms. Stake withdrew her motion to amend. 

AMENDMENT #4 
Ms. Stake moved to amend the main motion by changing the language in Section XI-15.C.1.d.b 
(Page 148) to say that three members must be residents who live in the district and at least one of 
the three should be an owner-occupant.  If there are other districts, then the members will be the 
same except for the three residents.  Ms. Upah-Bant seconded the motion. 

Mr. Fitch felt this goes back to the very first meeting.  This was discussed and the consensus was 
that this might not be workable to have three people rotating on and off of a board.  Mr. Grosser 
understood the motion to amend to apply only to the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  Ms. Stake 
commented that she did not understand why this could not be for the whole City if only three 
people change when a new district is added.  Chair Pollock explained that the proposed 
ordinance is written for a city-wide Design Review Board.  Her motion recommends that they 
change that to be specific to the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  Ms. Stake stated that she did not want 
that.  She wants a city-wide Design Review Board, where the three residential members change 
from one district to the next, but the other members remain the same.  Chair Pollock stated that is 
not what the language says in the motion to amend. 

Ms. Burris did not feel that a rotating Board would do well in making city-wide decisions.  It 
would not be stable enough in making consistent decisions.  
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Ms. Upah-Bant wondered when they changed it from a Lincoln-Busey Design Review Board to 
a city-wide Design Review Board.  Ms. Bird explained that when City Council first asked City 
staff to look at this, it was specific to the Lincoln-Busey Corridor.  This was several years ago, 
and since then, there have been discussions about design guidelines and a design review district 
in the Historic East Urbana Neighborhood (HEUNA) area as well.  City staff realized that 
creating a different board each time a district is proposed would not be the right way to go about 
it.  A city-wide Design Review Board is being proposed. 

Mr. Grosser pointed out that the MOR (Mixed Office Residential) Development Review Board 
currently exists.  The proposed text amendment would allow for the Lincoln-Busey Corridor 
Design Review Board, and eventually there will probably be a HEUNA Design Review Board.  
He understands Ms. Stake’s intentions to be that with each new district a Design Review Board 
is created with some members in common with the other Design Review Boards and the resident 
members change from district to district.  He does not like that someone from one district could 
not serve on the Board for another district as part of the residential membership.  He also feels 
that if the City ends up with three or four Design Review Boards, it might become difficult to 
find people who are interested in serving on them. 

Chair Pollock called for a hand vote on the motion to amend.  The motion to amend failed by a 
vote of 1-7.

Mr. Hopkins recalled that part of Ms. Stake’s motion to amend was to change “should” to
“shall”.  He remembered the Plan Commission discussing this at a previous meeting, and it is 
not accidental that the permissive “should” is used.  Mr. Fitch said that is correct.  The rationale 
is that in case the Mayor and City Council could not find anyone who is willing to serve in a 
given district that they could fill the board with a resident from elsewhere in the City. 

AMENDMENT #5 
Mr. Hopkins moved to amend the main motion to delete the second 2 in Section XI-15.G.4.c 
(Page 150), which states “Visible from no public right-of-way other than an alley”.  Ms. Stake 
seconded the motion.  Chair Pollock asked for a hand vote and the motion to amend passed by 
unanimous vote. 

AMENDMENT #6 
Mr. Fitch moved to amend the main motion by changing the language in Section XI-15.C.1.d.b 
to read, “A number of residents of Urbana equal to the sum of one resident of each design review 
district plus one resident from a part of the City not in the design review district.”  This would 
allow one board that would expand only as new design review districts were created.  Ms. Upah-
Bant seconded the motion. 

Mr. Fitch stated that there would be no distinction between owner occupancy.  A person from 
each design review district would have to serve on the Board.  All of the resident members 
would have to live in the City.  At least one resident member would have to live outside of any 
design review district.  With this language, the Design Review Board would start with seven 
members.  Only when and if a second district is created that the board would increase to eight 
members. 
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Chair Pollock commented that if the Plan Commission approves this motion, then City staff 
would have to take a look at it, refine any language legally and look at the question of going to 
seven members to see if it is mentioned anywhere else in the proposed ordinance.  Ms. Bird 
added that City staff would need to look at how they would word the language under Quorum, 
etc.

Mr. Hopkins stated that this motion seems to solve a problem or two.  It gets away from having 
an eight person board, which the Plan Commission just demonstrated that four people could 
object and a motion could fail because of it.  It completely simplifies the notion of resident in a 
way that may actually advantageous because it eliminates the non-resident owner as an option.  
Therefore, he likes it. 

Chair Pollock called for a hand vote on the motion.  The motion to amend passed by a vote of 5-
3.

AMENDMENT #7 
Mr. White moved to amend the motion by deleting #5 in Section XI-15.B (Page 147).  Mr. 
Grosser seconded the motion.  Ms. Bird stated that this clause simply outlines the difference 
between the Development Review Board and the Design Review Board.  The Design Review 
Board would only be allowed to review the design of a development project and not the land use. 

Mr. Hopkins felt that the reason to include this clause is in the first part of the sentence.  Mr. 
White stated that the first part of the sentence makes sense and understands why it is included.  
However, they cannot deny a land use that is permitted by right. 

Chair Pollock asked if it was the consensus of the Plan Commission to hand this over to the City 
staff to make sure this is clarified.  The Plan Commission members agreed. 

Ms. Stake expressed her concern about the administrative review section on Page 150 in Section 
XI-15.G.4.b.  She feels the language is vague.  Chair Pollock recalled the Plan Commission 
having already discussed this at a previous meeting.  It is the consensus of the Plan Commission 
members that this Section has the correct amount of flexibility and the correct amount of 
definition on this issue. 

SUMMARY
Mr. Fitch summarized what the Plan Commission would like to see changed in the proposed text 
amendment.  The changes are as follows:  1) Fix typographical errors in Section XI-15.C.1.b by 
changing “three” to “four”; 2) Clarify that an abstention is not counted toward a vote in Section 
XI-15.F.3; 3) Strike the second 2 in Section XI-15.G.4.c; 4) Replace language in Section XI-
15.C.1.d.b; 5) Clarify that Section XI-15.B.5 is not a limitation on permitted land use possibly by 
eliminating the clause after the comma; and 6) Clarify meaning of additional language in Section 
XI-15.F.3.

Ms. Bird mentioned that one of the members had inquired at the previous meeting about the 
number of building permits that have been applied for in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor in the past 
year.  She stated that there have been zero building permits applied for in this area.  Mr. Fitch 
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