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Lyle Shields Meeting Room, Brookens Administrative Center 
1776 East Washington Street, Urbana, Illinois      
          

                
             Page Number 
I. Call To Order  
 
II. Roll Call 
 
III. Approval of County Board Resolution to Meet as Committee of the Whole 
 
IV. Approval of Minutes 

A. Committee of the Whole Minutes – January 5, 2010     *1-13 
 
V. Approval of Agenda/Addenda 
 
VI. Public Participation 
 
VII. Communications 
 
VIII. Highway & Transportation: 

A. Monthly Reports 
1. County & Township Motor Fuel Tax Claims Monthly Reports – January 2010 *14 

 
B. County Engineer 

1. Bridge Petition – Compromise & Ogden Road Districts    *15-16 
 
2. Resolution Appropriating $450,000.00 from County Motor Fuel Tax Funds for *17-19 

the Replacement of Structure #010-0117 on County Highway 16 – Section  
#07-00944-00-BR 

 
3. Olympian Drive Informational Discussion      *20-26 
 

C. Other Business 
 

D. Chair’s Report 
 

E. Designation of Items to be Placed on County Board Consent Agenda 
 

IX. County Facilities 
A. Courthouse Exterior/Clock & Bell Tower Renovation Project 

1. Project Update          *27 
 
B. Facility Director/County Administrator 

1. FY2009 Year End Report        *28 
2. Physical Plant Monthly Reports       *29-32 
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County Facilities, continued 
 

C. Other Business 
 
D. Chair’s Report 

 
E. Designation of Items to be Placed on County Board Consent Agenda 

 
X. Environment & Land Use 
 

A. Request to Amend Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Zoning Case 658-AT-09:  *33-34 
Petitioner: Champaign County Zoning Administrator 

 
B. Update on Proposed Ameren 138kV Transmission Line from Bondville Substation *35-36 

to Southwest Campus Substation 
 
C. Monthly Reports 

1. December 2009         *37-44 
2. January 2010 (To Be Distributed) 

 
D. Other Business 

 
E. Chair’s Report 

 
F. Designation of Items to be Placed on County Board Consent Agenda 

 
XI. Adjournment 
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47 Betz inquired if Board members could vote to approve minutes for committees of which
48 they are not a member. Busey indicated the Board members could vote on all the minutes.
49
50 Motion carried with all ayes.
51
52 APPROVAL OF AGENDA/ADDENDA
53
54 MOTION by Kurtz to approve the agenda; seconded by Ammons. Motion carried with
55 all ayes.
56
57 Jones entered the meeting at 6:04 p.m.
58
59 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
60
61 Harold Scharlau invited all the County Board members to visit the site of the proposed
62 Olympian Drive project and contact the area residents in order to realize the transportation plan
63 is incorrect. Scharlau stated the traffic activity is lower than what was reflected in the plan and
64 he wondered who would use the road to justify the amount of money that will be expended on
65 the project. He suggested the County Board could use the money towards repaving County
66 existing roads to create as many jobs as the Olympian Drive project would.
67
68 Rosales entered the meeting at 6:06 p.m.
69
70 Bill Ziegler spoke about how the proposed Olympian Road project would dissect his
71 family farm and an area that is rich in historical value. There are three existing roads; including
72 1-74, Ford Harris Road, and Leverett Road in the immediate vicinity. The proposed Olympian
73 Drive project seemed a waste of tax dollars when existing roads are close.
74
75 Howard Erlandson also spoke about the proposed Olympian Drive project and described
76 the area’s visual appeal as it now stands.
77
78 William Cope, spoke about purchasing land in the vicinity of the proposed Olympian
79 Drive project and that he was aware of the project at the time of his purchase. He was surprised
80 how quickly the expensive project has moved to the forefront of the transportation plan. He
81 stated the people living in the affected area are not objecting to development, their objections are
82 to a badly design project. A group of residents employed Tom Berns to render a drawing
83 extending Lincoln Avenue as a better and cheaper way to meet the plan’s objectives. Cope
84 offered to provide Berns’s drawing to the County Board. He described that the current Olympian
85 Drive project will remove 80 acres of world’s best farm land from production without serving
86 much purpose. There are other roads nearby and an Olympian Drive extension is not needed.
87 The plan to build a ring road will lead to more miles driven and would not be environmentally
88 friendly. Cope suggested Board members visit the proposed construction site to see where a lot
89 of roads lead to nowhere. He closed by stating this road project would be a waste of money.
90
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91 Wysocki noted there is nothing on tonight’s agenda to discuss the proposed Olympian
92 Drive project, but the public was welcome to stay for the entirety of the meeting.
93
94 COMMUNICATIONS
95
96 There were no communications.
97
98 HIGHWAY & TRANSPORTATION
99 Monthly Reports

100
101 MOTION by Beckett to receive and place on file the County & Township Motor Fuel
102 Tax Claims Monthly Reports for November 2009 and December 2009; seconded by Jay.
103 Motion carried with all ayes.
104
105 County Engineer
106
107 Cooper explained the resolution in the agenda packet was for the award of a contract to
108 replace a bridge located approximately five miles south of Homer on the Champaign-Vermilion
109 County Line, Section #08-01949-00-BR. It was recommended the contract be awarded to
110 Newell Construction in Danville Illinois, in the amount of $209,527.50. Cooper provided a map
111 of the area at the Board members’ desks. He noted the contract was for 10% under the
112 engineer’s estimate.
113
114 MOTION by Beckett to approve Resolution Awarding Contract for the Replacement of a
115 Bridge Located Approximately 5 Miles South of Homer on the Champaign-Vermilion County
116 Line Section #08-01949-00-BR; seconded by James.
117
118 Weibel inquired if the bridge would be completely located within Champaign County.
119 Cooper confirmed it would be under the township jurisdiction and that Vermillion County is
120 participating with 5-10% for their share.
121
122 Motion carried with all ayes.
123
124 Other Business
125
126 Betz asked when the Olympian Drive issue would come before the County Board.
127 Cowart did not know and Cooper has not received any information about the project at this time.
128
129 Chair’s Report
130
131 There was no Chair’s report.
132
133 Designation of Items to be Placed on County Board Consent Agenda
134
135 Agenda item 8B was designated for the consent agenda.
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136 COUNTY FACILITIES
137 Downtown Correctional Center — Chiller Update
138 Approval of Recommendation for Chiller Replacement at Downtown Correctional Center
139
140 MOTION by Betz to approve the three phase air chiller replacement at the Downtown
141 Correctional Center and forward the issue to the next Finance meeting; seconded by Ammons.
142
143 Reinhart explained two bundles in the large chiller and a heat exchanger in the small
144 back-up chiller failed in late July. They were able to replace one part in the heat exchanger on
145 the small chiller to finish the cooling season. Following disassembly and examination, it was
146 determined over 60% of the large chiller’s tubes were beyond repair. The chiller is over 20 years
147 old and has served its useful life. Beckett asked if the chiller had exceeded its projected lifespan
148 from its original placement. Reinhart deferred to Gleason, who confirmed the County had
149 definitely gotten its money’s worth out of both chillers. The chillers, which were not installed at
150 the same time, have exceeded their statistical life by a considerable amount. Beckett asked what
151 alternative the County had to replacing the chiller and Gleason stated there was no alternative.
152 In answer to Beckett’s questions about timing to have the chillers in place by the next cooling
153 season, Gleason said the lead time on replacement chillers of this type is twelve weeks. In order
154 to have the chiller purchased, onsite, and installed by mid-May, he is proposing the County
155 purchase the chiller at same time they are preparing construction documents to install the chiller.
156 The concept is that the County would hand the chiller’s purchase order to the contractor and the
157 contractor will then pay for the chiller and be responsible for its warranty. This will be included
158 in the bid documents. Beckett asked if the County would save money by buying the chiller
159 themselves instead of buying it through a contractor who would mark up the price. Gleason
160 answered there would be savings if the County continued to own the chiller, but he would not
161 recommend that course of action. He advised that the County have the contractor be responsible
162 for the chiller’s warranty.
163
164 Ammons asked how many chillers were involved and if contractors normally wanted
165 customers to purchase the equipment. Gleason explained he prepared some phasing options in
166 case sufficient funds were not available to replace both chillers at the same time. The project
167 involves two chillers of unequal size and the small chiller cannot carry the load by itself. A
168 backup chiller is critical because the nature of the building necessities people would have to be
169 moved out if the cooling system goes down. He did not think contractors would care if
170 equipment was purchased as long as they are informed what type of chiller is involved. The
171 chiller purchase order containing specifications will be bound into the contract bid documents.
172 This has worked successfully in the past on fast-track projects. He warned they would add a
173 slight markup to handle the paperwork.
174
175 James noted the savings were not that great with a water-cooled system compared to an
176 air-cooled system. He asked if one version is preferred and whether there would be labor cost
177 savings in replacing both chillers at one time. Gleason wanted a firm direction from the County
178 Board as to how many of the three phases will be done at this time. His recommendation was for
179 the air-cooled system, primarily for the back-up feature. The air-cooled option costs more up
180 front, but it is not dependent on the tower. The tower is the weak link in the analysis because
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181 there is only one and if the tower fails the water-cooled equipment is out of action. The air-
182 cooled systems are completely independent and if one dies, the other one will carry the load just
183 fine.
184
185 Nudo asked Busey about the long-term prospects of ownership of the Downtown
186 Correctional Center. He knew there were plans at some point to move that correctional center
187 closer to the Satellite Jail. Busey said that was a question for the County Board. The County
188 Board’s long term financial planning has anticipated looking at moving the downtown beds to
189 the Satellite Jail by 2013. The Satellite Jail was designed and built so that it could be expanded
190 for the entire jail operation to be under one roof. No decision has been made by the County
191 Board, but this has always been anticipated in the long-term plan for the Public Safety Sales Tax
192 Fund. Nudo was aware the chiller is an immediate decision; however, the next owner of the
193 downtown building would likely gut the inside for a different use. He asked about the chiller’s
194 intrinsic value to next owner or whether it would simply have to be replaced. Gleason doubted
195 any new owners would scrape the investment in the new chiller. There would be changes to the
196 building for a different use, but the cooling source could still be the same. There will be long-
197 term value to this investment enough if the building function changes. Nudo agreed this needed
198 to be done.
199
200 Richards asked if there had been any success with following-up on DCEO energy
201 efficiency grants to help pay for the project. Reinhart stated there had been none. Richards
202 wondered where the money would be found to pay for the chiller. Busey said it would be placed
203 on next week’s Finance agenda after tonight’s action. Some options included looking at the
204 Public Safety Sales Tax Fund, looking at the General Corporate Fund, or issuing more debt. She
205 would bring options to the Committee of the Whole meeting next week.
206
207 Weibel asked if the chiller could be pulled out and used elsewhere should the County
208 Board decide to demolish the Downtown Correctional Center in 2013. Gleason confirmed the
209 chillers could be pulled out and used somewhere else.
210
211 Beckett inquired if the present emergency could be solved by adopting Phase 1 and
212 waiting to see the condition of the County’s finances before moving forward with Phase 2 and
213 Phase 3. Gleason said it was possible, but the downside is the facility would still be married to a
214 cooling tower which was well past its projected lifespan. He specifically put Phase 1 together to
215 illustrate it was possible to proceed with only one phase at this time.
216
217 Gladney asked what would happen if the contractor who owns the chiller went out of
218 business. Gleason explained the County would end up owning the chiller because it paid for the
219 equipment, but the warranty would be in place through the contractor because he installed it.
220
221 Smucker called question and no member objected. Beckett confirmed the motion on the
222 floor was to approve all three phases of the air-cooled chiller project.
223
224 Motion carried.
225
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