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2009 Urbana Plan Commission Annual Report 

OVERVIEW

In 2009, the Urbana Plan Commission met 16 times and considered 25 cases.  This compares to 
2008 when the Plan Commission met 17 times and considered 24 cases.  The breakdown of the 
types of cases considered is as follows: 

Annexation Agreements      2   
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals Cases  3 
Comprehensive Plan Amendments    1 
Planned Unit Developments     2 
Special Use Permits      3 
Zoning Map Amendments      7 

(two associated with an annexation agreement)  
Zoning Text Amendments     7 

City staff also held study sessions on the following topics:

 St. Mary’s Road Corridor Plan 
CUUATS Long Range Transportation Plan 2035 

Continuing members of the Plan Commission include Michael Pollock (Chairperson), Jane 
Burris, Tyler Fitch, Ben Grosser, Lew Hopkins, Bernadine Stake, and Marilyn Upah-Bant.  Plan 
Commission members who were reappointed this year were Bernadine Stake and Tyler Fitch.  
Dannie Otto was appointed to the Plan Commission in May to fill a vacancy.  Plan 
Commissioner Don White resigned in June and Andrew Fell was appointed in August to fill his 
seat. 

Staff support to the Plan Commission in 2009 was provided by City Planner/Community 
Development Services Director, Dr. Elizabeth H. Tyler, FAICP; Planning Manager, Robert 
Myers, AICP; Planners – Rebecca Bird, Jeff Engstrom, AICP and Lisa Karcher, AICP; and 
Planning Secretary, Teri Andel.

This report lists the plan cases considered by the Plan Commission in 2009 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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2009 PLAN CASE SUMMARY 

Annexation Agreements

1. Annexation  Case No. 2008-A-02 and Plan Case No. 2089-M-08: Request by Carl and 
Beverly Andres for an annexation agreement and to rezone a 0.41-acre tract of 
property at 1707 East Airport Road from Champaign County AG, Agriculture 
District to City, R-2, Single-Family Residential Zoning District upon annexation.   

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the annexation agreement and related 
rezoning case on January 8, 2009.  The City Council approved and authorized execution of 
the agreement on January 20, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-01-003.  

2. Annexation Case No. 2009-A-07 and Plan Case No. 2120-M-09: Request by James 
Tull for an annexation agreement and to rezone upon annexation a 1.6-acre tract of 
property at 2209 East Perkins Road from Champaign County CR, Conservation-
Recreation District to City, R-1, Single-Family Residential Zoning District.   

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the annexation agreement and related 
rezoning case on December 10, 2009.  The City Council approved and authorized 
execution of the agreement on December 21, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-12-
128.

Champaign County Board of Appeals Cases

1. CCZBA-635-AM-08: Request by Country Arbors Nursery, Inc. to amend the 
Champaign County Zoning Map from AG-1, Agriculture to AG-2, Agriculture for a 
41.5 acre tract of land located at 1742 CR 1400N. 

The Plan Commission recommended defeating a resolution of protest on January 22, 2009.  
The City Council defeated the resolution of protest on February 2, 2009; therefore, 
Resolution No. 2009-02-002R was NOT adopted. 

2. CCZBA-611-AM-0: Request by Casey’s Retail Company to amend the Champaign 
County Zoning Map from R-5, Manufactured Home Park to B-4, General Business 
for a 1.04 acre tract of land located at 2218 E University Avenue. 

The Plan Commission recommended defeating a resolution of protest on February 19, 
2009.  The case was withdrawn at the request of the petitioner prior to action by the City 
Council.
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3. CCZBA-634-AT-08: Request by the Champaign County Zoning Administrator to 
amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance concerning wind turbine 
developments (wind farms). 

The Plan Commission recommended defeating a resolution of protest on April 23, 2009.  
The City Council defeated the resolution of protest on May 4, 2009; therefore, Resolution 
No. 2009-05-018R was NOT adopted. 

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

1. Plan Case No. 2114-CP-09: Request by the Zoning Administrator to adopt the 
Champaign County Multi-Jurisdictional Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan and amend 
the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan by adopting the Hazard Mitigation Plan as an 
element. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the plan and adoption of the portions of 
the plan pertaining to the City as an element of the 2005 Urbana Comprehensive Plan on 
August 6, 2009.  On August 17, 2009, the City Council adopted the Campaign County 
Multi-Jurisdictional Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan as a whole and adopted as an official 
amendment to the 2005 Comprehensive Plan those portions pertaining to Urbana by 
adopting Ordinance No. 2009-08-090. 

Planned Unit Developments

1. Plan Case 2100-PUD-09: Request by Nabor House Fraternity for approval of a 
Preliminary Development Plan for the Nabor House Fraternity Planned Unit 
Development (PUD). 

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the preliminary development plan along 
with two requested waivers on February 19, 2009.  The City Council approved the 
preliminary development plan and the two requested waivers on March 2, 2009 by 
adopting Ordinance No. 2009-03-014.  The appropriate exhibit was not included in the 
adopted ordinance; therefore, the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 2009-03-020 on 
March 16, 2009 to integrate a copy of the approved preliminary development plan. 

2. Plan Case 2105-PUD-09: Request by Nabor House Fraternity for approval of a Final 
Development Plan for the Nabor House Fraternity Planned Unit Development (PUD). 

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the final development plan on April 23, 
2009.  The City Council approved the final development plan on May 4, 2009 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2009-05-045. 
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Special Use Permits

1. Plan Case No. 2093-SU-08: Request by Mervis Industries for a Special Use Permit to 
establish a Recycling Center at 3008 North Cunningham Avenue in the IN, Industrial 
Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on January 22, 
2009.  The City Council approved the Special Use Permit with conditions on February 2, 
2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-02-006. 

2. Plan Case No. 2107-SU-09: Request by Church of the Living God for a Special Use 
Permit to establish a Church at 1701 North Carver Drive in the R-3 Zoning District. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval subject to certain conditions on May 21, 
2009.  The City Council approved the Special Use Permit with conditions on June 1, 2009 
by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-06-058. 

3. Plan Case No. 2117-SU-09: Request by the Urbana & Champaign Sanitary District 
for a Special Use Permit to expand the existing wastewater treatment facility at 1100 
East University Avenue in the CRE, Conservation-Education-Recreation Zoning 
District.

The Plan Commission recommended approval on September 10, 2009.  The City Council 
approved the Special Use Permit on September 21, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-
09-105.

Zoning Map Amendments

1. Plan Case No. 2099-M-09:  Annual Update of the Official Zoning Map. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on March 5, 2009.  The City Council 
approved the annual update to the Official Zoning Map on March 16, 2009 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2009-03-021. 

2. Plan Case 2101-M-09: Request by MOJO Properties to rezone 708 South Vine Street 
from R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential to R-4, Medium Density Multiple 
Family Residential. 

The Plan Commission recommended denial on March 26, 2009. The City Council denied 
the zoning map amendment on April 6, 2009. 
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3. Plan Case 2102-M-09: Request by Steve Happ to rezone 2003 and 2005 South Philo 
Road from B-1, Neighborhood Business to B-3, General Business. 

The Plan Commission recommended approval on April 9, 2009.  The City Council 
approved the zoning map amendment on April 20, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-
04-040.

4. Plan Case 2103-M-09: Request by Clive Follmer to rezone 2001 South Philo Road and 
1401 East Harding Drive from B-1, Neighborhood Business to B-3, General Business.   

The Plan Commission recommended approval on April 9, 2009.  The City Council 
approved the zoning map amendment on April 20, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-
04-041.

5. Plan Case 2106-M-09: Request by Kevin and Julia Webster to rezone 714 West 
California Avenue from R-2 (Single-Family Residential) to R-7 (University 
Residential).

The Plan Commission recommended denial on May 7, 2009. The City Council denied the 
zoning map amendment on June 15, 2009. 

Zoning Text Amendments

1. Plan Case 2074-T-08: 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.

The Plan Commission discussed the case on October 9 and October 23, November 20, and 
December 4, 2008; and on January 8, 2009.  The Commission recommended denial on 
January 8, 2009.  The City Council adopted the design guidelines and approved the zoning 
text amendment on January 20, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-01-004 and 
Ordinance No. 2009-01-005. 

2. Plan Case 2081-T-08:  Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Article VI of 
the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to include Outdoor Lighting Standards. 

The Plan Commission discussed the case on February 5 and March 5, 2009.  The 
Commission recommended approval subject to minor wording clarifications on March 5, 
2009.  City Council approved the text amendment with additional revisions on April 20, 
2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-03-018. 
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7

3. Plan Case No. 2097-T-09: Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Section VI-
5 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding replacement of existing garages located 
in the side-yard setback.

The Plan Commission discussed the case on February 19 and March 5, 2009.  The 
Commission recommended approval on March 5, 2009.  The City Council approved the 
zoning text amendment on March 16, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-03-019. 

4. Plan Case No. 2098-T-09: Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Section V-8 
of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding administrative review in the MOR, 
Mixed-Office Residential Zoning District.  

The Plan Commission recommended approval on February 19, 2009.  The City Council 
approved the zoning text amendment on March 2, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-
03-015.

5. Plan Case 2104-T-09: Request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to amend Article 
IX, Comprehensive Sign Regulations of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance as they pertain 
to signs.

The Plan Commission recommended approval on May 7, 2009 with the recommendation 
that language be deleted requiring monument signs.  The City Council approved the zoning 
text amendment with the recommended language deletion on June 1, 2009 by adopting 
Ordinance No. 2009-05-053. 

6. Plan Case No. 2110-T-09: Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Section IX-
4.C of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding sign illumination.  

The Plan Commission discussed the case on July 9, August 6 and September 10, 2009.  The 
Commission recommended approval on September 10, 2009 with two minor wording 
changes.  The City Council approved the zoning text amendment with the wording changes 
on September 21, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-09-106. 

7. Plan Case No. 2113-T-09: Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Table VIII-
3 and Section VIII-4 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance to allow access drives serving 
individual townhouse units to be up to 18 feet wide or 45% of the lot width, whichever 
is greater. 

The Plan Commission discussed the case on August 20 and September 10, 2009.  The 
Commission recommended approval on September 10, 2009.  The City Council approved 
the zoning text amendment on September 21, 2009 by adopting Ordinance No. 2009-09-
103.
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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:         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 



  October 23, 2008 

Page 6

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 



  November 20, 2008 

Page 2

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 
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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 



  November 20, 2008 

Page 9

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 
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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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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. 



  October 9, 2008 

Page 3

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 



  October 9, 2008 

Page 9

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. 



  October 23, 2008 

Page 5

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. 



  October 23, 2008 

Page 7

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 
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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 



  December 4, 2008 

Page 11

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 
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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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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 
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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 
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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 
















