
























































































































































































































































































































Plan Cases 2276-PUD-16 and 2277-PUD-16 

Correspondence received during the Plan Commission meeting on 05-19-2016 

 SUPPORT:  Photos of a model created in Google Earth software showing how the proposed 
building would look from an aerial view AND illustration of the elevations of the proposed 
building in comparison to the other buildings along Lincoln Avenue submitted by Adrienne 
Strohm. 

 OPPOSTION:  “LaSalle Confronts the PUD” handout, Summary of slide presentation AND 
“Threats to a Single-Family Residential Neighborhood” handout submitted by Liz Cardman and 
Paul Debevec. 















RE: Plan Case Nos. 2276-PUD-16 and 2277-PUD-16 – A request by Andrew Fell on behalf of Vision 
Housing, LLC for preliminary and final approval of a Residential Planned Unit Development at 802, 804 
and 806 South Lincoln Avenue and 809 West Nevada Street in the R-4, Medium Density Multiple Family 
Residential, and R-5, Medium High Density Multiple Family Residential Zoning Districts. 
 
I oppose the proposed PUD at Nevada and Lincoln. Tonight you are not just deciding on this application, 
but you are determining the future of West Urbana. Note on the screen where other PUD-Empires 
await—where investors have bought multiple adjoining properties. 
 
Note: 800 W Oregon block, owned by Green Street Realty; the 700 block of W High, owned by 
Dobrovolny, employee of Green Street Realty; Illinois & Busey, owned by Wampler/Sterling 
Management; and California & Lincoln, owned by Zachary Graham and managed by JSM.  
 
For this proposal and any potential PUD, my objections, are based on the La Salle criteria, as follows: 
 

1. LaSalle #1: the existing uses and zoning of nearby properties 
 
The proposed PUD-- or any PUD for that matter-- is hardly compatible with the neighboring 
properties. These parcels are within the Busey Corridor, and zoned for R4 & R5. Land use in the 
neighborhood to east, which the Busey Corridor is a part of, is predominantly R1 and R2, with the 
exception of some scattered R7 properties.  
 
The existing properties include:  

o a 4-unit apt at 809 W Nevada with 2 recently added unfinished basement units, legal or illegal, 
who knows, that are currently uninhabited. 
Bought May 2015, 8+ units, Klatt, R4 – medium density multiple family, $140K; Saunders 
prepared to pay $450K; assessed $150K; 

o a University Rooming House at 802 S Lincoln [# tenants unknown; 6 mailboxes] 
 Bought Jan 2016, Vision Housing, R7now; can be R5—medium high density multiple family; 
$500K; assessed $260K 

o a Duplex at 804 S Lincoln 
 Bought July 2015, Vision Housing, Duplex; can be R5-- medium high density multiple family; 
$730K with 806; assessed $240K 

o a Duplex at 806 S Lincoln 
Bought July 2015, Vision Housing, Duplex; can be R5-- medium high density multiple family; 
$730K with 804; assessed $240K  
 
Totals: Paid: $1.6 million. Assessed: $890K 
  

2. LaSalle #2: the extent to which property values are diminished by the particular zoning 
restriction:  

 
The existing buildings on these parcels comprise two R2 duplexes, a 4-unit house, and one University 
Housing. Their property values can actually increase if rebuilt to the legally permitted zoning of R4 and 
R5 for these parcels 
 
While property values would appreciate with a PUD, that same PUD would actually diminish property 
values of the single-family homes within a several block radius.  



 
You can see on the screen how single-family home values are depreciated because they’re located near 
grandfathered properties and large apartment complexes. A similar downturn would inevitably happen 
with properties near the proposed PUD facing a diminishment of their values. Tipping points happen, as 
my immediate neighborhood demonstrates. 
 
If my nearly 100-year old, 1500-square foot property at 708 W California, assessed at $161K, were a few 
blocks south, based on recent sales of similarly sized homes of similar vintage to the south, it could 
easily be assessed 36% higher. Its devaluation is due to the fact that it’s within a block of several high-
density properties on W Illinois and numerous run-down grandfathered higher density properties. 
 
600s: W Indiana/$220k/Jul 2013; 1600 sq. ft.:   
500s W Oregon, 1990 sq. ft., $232K, 05/2016;   
400s W VT, $220K, 07/2015; 1750 sq. ft.:   
500s W Iowa, $195K; 10/2014 
[Zillow.com] 
 

3. LaSalle#3: the extent to which destruction of the property value of the applicant promotes the 
health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the public;  

 
With a significantly higher residential density --from the current usage of 8 units and one rooming house 
to the proposed 79 units-- you would have a nearly 10-fold increase in residential density. With the 
maximum footprint permitted under the PUD, there are environmental impacts. Consider all these 
impacts itemized on the screen, on both the safety and general welfare of the public. 
 
Regarding Safety: with a significantly higher residential density --from the current usage of 8 units and 
one rooming house to the proposed 79 units-- you would have a nearly 10-fold increase in residential 
density.  
 
This would result in a concurrent similar increase in both vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Further, the 
decreased parking requirements for a PUD will result in increased on-street parking. There will also be a 
significant increase in water and sewer usage stressing an aging infrastructure. 
 
Regarding the General Welfare of the Public: Public Welfare would be greatly diminished through the 
environmental impacts of:  

 a decrease in green space;  

 an increase in shade on abutting properties to the east with a 5-story building looming 
overhead;  

 significantly less drainage due to the footprint of the proposed building, which will also 
adversely affect drainage on adjoining residential properties.  

 
4. LaSalle #4: the relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship imposed upon the 

individual property owner:  
 
The developer purchased these properties within the last year, knowing fully their assessed values; 
knowing fully their condition; and knowing fully their zoning. Thus, he cannot declare that he would 
suffer a hardship in being denied zoning of a PUD. Let the Speculator Beware. In fact, if the parcels are 
rebuilt to the current R4 and R5 zoning, the developer would still enjoy a significant gain over the 



current usage. Further, if the existing zoning is enforced, it will be a far greater gain to the public living in 
the adjoining neighborhood, as other La Salle criteria reinforce. 
 

5. LaSalle #5: the suitability of the subject property for the zoned purpose:  
 
With the exception of properties directly facing Lincoln Avenue, the neighborhood to the east is one of 
predominantly single-family homes and duplexes. Within the Busey Corridor, those properties facing 
Lincoln Avenue are University Residential, or what I would call cohesive living units. The proposed PUD 
is therefore entirely unsuitable.  
 
Note on the screen key factors of the immediate neighborhood in which the proposed PUD sits:   
 

 #1: that there are no properties that are over three stories – much less the proposed 5— 
or  

 #2 there is only one PUD on a combined lot: Nabor House [1002 S Lincoln], which, as a 
fraternity, houses a cohesive living group unlike the proposed PUD with 79 separate units. 

 
6. LaSalle#6: the length of time the property has been vacant as zoned considered in the context of 

land developed in the area in the vicinity of the subject property:  
 
#6 is irrelevant: the properties were not vacant at least through this past spring semester. 
 

7. LaSalle #7: the care which a community has undertaken to plan its land use development:  
 
The screen shows how the community has been extremely involved in planning land use development 
for this neighborhood, since 1990 with the Downtown to Campus Plan and more recently with the 
2005 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
I, with other neighbors, had countless meetings with City planning staff to craft zoning for the Busey 
Corridor and to establish design guidelines for review by the Development Review Board to protect the 
adjacent single-family residential neighborhood.  
 

 1990 Downtown to Campus Plan: The plan recommended a variety of immediate, short-term, 
and long-term solutions to its findings, but the most significant recommendation was the 
adoption of the new Proposed Future Land Use Map, which was sought to guide new 
residential, commercial, and office development into appropriate locations while still protecting 
the established single-family residential areas and the neighborhood’s overall character and 
appearance 

 In the 2005 Comprehensive Plan created zoning for the Busey Corridor to "Preserve these uses 
as they now exist while precluding further encroachment of higher density buildings into this 
unique residential area." 

 The creation of the Design Review Board with design guidelines for new development is   
o #1 to “ensure that future growth in the Lincoln-Busey Corridor is compatible with the 

existing built environment in the corridor,” which is R1 and R2 to the east; and mostly 
R7 and R1 to the south. 

o and #2 to “aid in the visual transition from the larger scale buildings of the University 
and related institutional uses fronting Lincoln Avenue to the single-family homes of the 
West Urbana Neighborhood to the east.” 



 
The proposed PUD adheres to neither the Comprehensive Plan nor the goals of Design Review. The 
PUD is more than an encroachment on this residential area. It is an invasion. 
 
West Urbana neighbors raised the funds for the Historic Urbana street signage to signal the 
psychological and physical divide between the west side of Lincoln, representing the Campus; and the 
east side of Lincoln, representing a quiet residential neighborhood. The Comprehensive Plan frames this 
this intent in its plan. For these reasons, the APA commended the efforts of city and community by 
designating West Urbana a “Great Neighborhood” in 2007 – the first year it issued these awards.  
 

8. LaSalle#8: and the community need for the use proposed by the applicant:  
 
In recent years there has been an extraordinary boom in high density housing for the student 
population in Urbana-Champaign, as the screen notes. 
 
Within the vicinity of the proposed PUD, consider recently built massive high-density apartments at 901 
Western with 84 units; 1010 W University with 181 units; and many lesser density ones [such as 611 W. 
Elm and 708 & 710 W. Green]. The market is saturated, as the screen highlights, and my handout, 
“Threats to a Single-Family Neighborhood” confirms. 
 
“Source: Chris Saunders quote: http://www.illinoishomepage.net/news/local-news/construction-boom-
may-be-short-lived 
“"We're probably on the tail end of this construction boom. There's fewer lots available, fewer projects 
on slate for 2017, so I think we're gonna take a few years, absorb it, but I don't we're gonna see the 
growth like we've seen here the last few years." 
 

9. Summary 
 
In summary, I remind you of the 1990 Downtown to Campus Plan which has as its “most significant 
recommendation the adoption of the new Proposed Future Land Use Map, which was sought to guide 
new … development into appropriate locations while still protecting the established single-family 
residential areas and the neighborhood’s overall character and appearance.”  
 
[cited in the 2002 Comprehensive Plan Existing Conditions Report] 

The nomination of West Urbana for an APA Great Neighborhood Award says: “Making a great 
neighborhood isn't magic but, as West Urbana shows, it takes a community where residents are 
involved with their neighborhood and plan for its future.” 

Together, the city and the citizens can continue to make this neighborhood great. The proposed PUD 
will be detrimental to this goal, and I ask that you deny the application. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
  

http://www.illinoishomepage.net/news/local-news/construction-boom-may-be-short-lived
http://www.illinoishomepage.net/news/local-news/construction-boom-may-be-short-lived


HANDOUT:  

Threats to a Single-Family Residential Neighborhood 
 
High rates of rentals are detrimental to the economics and spirit of Urbana.  

 Too many students and the average income rate plummets. Lower income rates trigger less 
business investment. 

 Too many renters are a transitory population that ignores the social, economic, political fabric of 
a great town. 

 A surplus of rental units leads to increased malign neglect of properties, an incursion of both 
tenants and landlords who have no interest in the health of the neighborhood. 

 Where is “A quiet place where yards are wide, people few, and motor vehicles restricted are 
legitimate guidelines in a land use project addressed to family needs”? The Supreme Court 
legitimizes single-family neighborhoods. Will Urbana? 

 
Critical Stats: Critical Results: Urbana has too many Rentals 
 

 % of Urbana units that are rentals 
 
Houses: 15,243 (14,258 occupied: 5,662 owner occupied, 9,741 renter occupied) 

Urbana % of renters: 63% 

State: 34% 

 

 % of Champaign units that are rentals 
 
Champaign Houses: 28,605 (27,142 occupied: 14,733 owner occupied, 16,592 renter occupied) 

Champaign % of renters:  53% 

 

 Average age and income  
 

Urbana Median resident age:   24.0 years 

Champaign Median age: 25.9 years 

Illinois median age:   37.2 years 

 
Estimated median household income in 2013: $29,797 (it was $27,819 in 2000, or in 2013 
dollars: $38+K : i.e., the median income has gone down.) 
 

Urbana: $29,797 

Champaign $38,683 

IL: $56,210 

 
Estimated per capita income in 2013: $19,642 
Champaign estimated per capita income in 2013: $23,995 
 
From: http://www.city-data.com/city  

http://www.city-data.com/city


 

 Single-Family homes going rental: within several block radius of my home at 708 W California: 
over 2 dozen since I’ve lived here. Tipping points happen, and my immediate neighborhood 
demonstrates that. 
 

 School District under stress: it is known that “….. we’re a very diverse school district, that 70% 
of our students qualify for free and reduced lunch, and that we’re in a state and a community 
that are financially strapped.” – David Owen, Superintendent, Urbana Schools 
[http://www.smilepolitely.com/culture/larry_kings_in_view_creeps_on_urbana_school_district
_116/#sthash.0WwIeCIr.dpuf ] 
 

 Pressures of new high-density apartment construction:  
o Developers agree: C-U is overbuilt: Chris Saunders: “"We're probably on the tail end of 

this construction boom. There's fewer lots available, fewer projects on slate for 2017, so 
I think we're gonna take a few years, absorb it, but I don't we're gonna see the growth 
like we've seen here the last few years." [http://www.illinoishomepage.net/news/local-
news/construction-boom-may-be-short-lived ] 

o Vacancy rates in Urbana: 2000: 6.43%; 2010: 11.15% 
o Vacancy rates in Champaign: 2000 6.47%; 2010: 5.20% 

 [http://www.news-gazette.com/news/local/2011-06-05/housing-vacancy-rates-
champaign-county-2010-and-2000.html – from decennial federal census] 

o The Tenant Union does not have figures, and local realtors are not quick to reveal 
occupancy stats and the impact of mega-housing going up. However, from the Tenant 
Union website: “The myth that a student has to sign a lease during fall semester to get a 
good place for the next fall semester just isn't true now that the vacancy rate has 
grown.” A fact confirmed in the DI: “Housing Decisions: Fools Rush In,” 10/20/2015 

o “Urbana, with the biggest increase in vacancies in the area, is feeling the effects of a 
building boom and now is overbuilt with apartments, according to a city official.” [News-
Gazette, “Census shows increase in vacant homes,” 06/05/2011 ] 

o Anecdotal: near 708 W CA, homes grandfathered in at higher density have not been 
fully occupied these past few years. 

 

What will more rentals bring? Where is the loyalty to Urbana?  

 
Do most landlords or tenants care about: 

 Recruiting new businesses? [e.g. Trader Joe’s]: high rates of student [i.e., low-income] 
population deflates buying power of owner-occupied income. Consider the impact of general 
income statistics, which includes the student population: Persons below poverty level, percent, 
2009-2013: 35.8% -- a figure that greatly distorts buying power of permanent residents and 
discourages business investment. [http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/17/1777005.html ] 

 Local parks, schools, charity-care of Carle, etc.? 

 Solar Panel Installation? 

 Farmers’ Market clientele: (note: summer evacuation of many undergraduates) 

 Walkability over more cementification? 611 & 701 W. Green: prime examples 
o “Keep the Green in Green Street”  
o Note: Impact of averaging the setback after several raze and rebuild: the average 

setback decreases after each variance is approved. 



 Improved drainage over more cementification? 

 Massive fundraising for the Urbana Fee Library? 

 Continued support for social services? 
 

Issues to Consider: threats to owner-occupied single-family residences. 
 

 Malign Neglect? Inspection program only modestly effective. Landlords are encouraged to 
practice ‘Ruin and Raze’ of their properties. 
 

 Empire building and Precedent of ZBApprovals, e.g.,  
o 800/IL/CA (505 S Busey, 805 W IL, 803 W IL, 809 W IL: owned by Wampler/Sterling 

Management, including recently purchased historic homes at 803 and 805, formerly 
owned by Lois Green. 

o 800/CA/OR (Zachary Graham owns; JSM manages: 807 W CA, 809 W CA, 808 W OR, 602 
S Lincoln, 604 S Lincoln) In the Fall 2012: developer browsing, seeking rezoning: (Royal 
Properties) looking at the Graham properties on Lincoln between Oregon and Coler and 
extending back onto Oregon and California. Council member to WUNA steering 
committee: “They have met with Libby and seen the PUD criteria and she suggested 
they meet with WUNA so that neighborhood concerns are addressed in advance much 
as things were done with Nabor House round 2.” Plans to rezone and rebuild were 
dropped at the time. 

 

 Rooming Houses: city goals once considered eliminating this zoning and giving existing 
designations a limited number of years before being eliminated. Note, e.g., 712 W CA, which has 
been a party house, but now is rented out to several tenants at most [not to the capacity of 10]. 
 

 Party Houses: homes bought by fraternities and others to avoid on-campus liabilities. E.g.: 707 
W IL has been one regularly. Note online “707 Henny Boyz” advertising parties with liquor for 
sale. 

 

 Acknowledgement of Intent of Single Family Zoning? The Supreme Court has ruled: 
The increased number of party “barns” and rental houses are lowering the quality of life for 
otherwise responsible residents. In an often-quoted U.S. Supreme Court opinion, Justice 
Douglas wrote in defense of single-family zoning:  
“The regimes of boarding houses, fraternity houses, and the like present urban problems. More 
people occupy a given space; more cars rather continuously pass by; more cars are parked; noise 
travels with crowds.  
“A quiet place where yards are wide, people few, and motor vehicles restricted are legitimate 
guidelines in a land use project addressed to family needs .... The police power ... [may] lay out 
zones where family values, youth values, and the blessings of quiet seclusion and clean air make 
the area a sanctuary for people.”  
[Quoted in K. Brener: “Belle Terre and Single-Family Home Ordinances: Judicial Perceptions of 
Local Government and the Presumption of a Validity.” New York University Law Review, May 
1999, Vol. 74:447, p.468.] 

 

 City of Urbana, Comprehensive Plan, 2005: it’s in the Plan. How can we put it into effect? 



o “Because of its proximity to campus, the West Urbana neighborhood experiences many 
conflicts between single-family and multi-family land uses. Many of these conflicts 
relate to high demands for parking, issues of property maintenance as well as other 
general nuisance concerns. 

o “Many neighborhoods have experienced the loss of single-family homes for various new 
land uses such as multi-family development, parking lots, and expansion of existing 
institutions. 

o “Some neighborhoods have zoning inconsistencies that work counter to the overall 
goals of the neighborhood.” 


