AGENDA

Champaign County Environment Date: April 11, 2005
& Land Use Committee Time: 7:00 p.m.

Place: Meeting Room 1
Members:

Brookens Administrative Center
1776 E. Washington St.

Jan Anderson, Patricia Busboom, Chris Doenitz, Urbana, Illinois

Tony Fabri, Nancy Greenwalt (VC), Ralph
Langenheim (C), Brendan McGinty, Steve Moser, Phone: (217) 384-3708
Jon Schroeder

AGENDA
Old Business shown in Italics

1. Call to Order

2. Approval of Agenda

3. Approval of Minutes (February 14, 2005 and March 14, 2005) 1 thru 21
4. Public Participation

5. Correspondence
A. Urbana and Champaign Sanitary District - Fee Increase (Information only) 22

6. County Board Chair’s Report

7. Recreation and Entertainment License: Eastern Illinois A.B.A.T.E., Inc., 23 thru 31
for live music, motorcycle show and motorcycle rodeo at the Rolling Hills
Campground, 3151-A County Road 2800E, Penfield, IL. June 3" and 4",

2005

8. Case 181-05: Bateman Subdivision. Combined Area General Plan and 32 thru 59
Final Plat approval for a two-lot minor subdivision of an existing
residential lot located in the CR Zoning District in Section 18 of East
Bend Township.

9. Case 182-05: Greenwood Lake 5" Subdivision. Preliminary Plat, 60 thru 97
Engineering Drawing and Final Plat Subdivision Approval for a six lot
subdivision of an existing 10.5 acre tract in the AG-1 District and RRO
District located in Section 21 of East Bend Township, pursuant to Case
468-AM-04

4))



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Environment and Land Use Committee
April 11, 2005 Agenda
Page 2

Case 475-AT-04: Zoning Administrator

Request: Amend Sections 9.1.5 through 9.1.10 and Section 9.3
Adjust parameters of minor and major variance classifications
Clarify the presiding authority for each variance classification
Restrict hearing officer duties

Remove option of appealing a hearing officer decision to the ZBA

records to include hearing officer
Make editorial changes to improve clarity

m mSARA

Comprehensive Zoning Review

A. Status of CZR Phase One

B. ELUC Motion to Withdraw CZR Phase One Cases 415-AT-03 and
428-AM-04

Planning and Zoning Report

A. Barking Dog Enforcement

B. Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District - Salt Fork
Watershed Plan Technical Advisory Committee (Information Only)

C. Monthly Report (Information to be distributed at meeting)

D. Enforcement List (Information to be distributed at meeting)

Other Business

Determination of Items to be placed on the County Board Consent
Agenda

Adjournment

Broaden requirements regarding maintenance of minutes and public

98 thru 118

119 thru 122
123 thru 130

131 thru 133
134



DRAFT

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

Champaign County Environment DATE: February 14, 2005

& Land Use Committee TIME: 7:00 p.m.

Champaign County Brookens PLACE: Meeting Room 1

Administrative Center Brookens Administrative Center
Urbana, IL 61802 1776 E. Washington Street

Urbana, IL 61802

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jan Anderson, Chris Doenitz, Tony Fabri, Nancy Greenwalt (VC), Ralph
Langenheim (C), Brendan McGinty, Steve Moser, Jon Schroeder

MEMBERS ABSENT: Patricia Busboom

STAFF PRESENT: John Hall, Connie Berry, Jeffrey Roseman, Jamie Hitt

OTHERS PRESENT: Daryl Vinson, Dean Crider, Justin Kneeland, Maris Kneeland, Marc Sellers,
Jim Randol, Maurice Fisher, Hal Barnhart, Roger Meyer, Brian Shurter,

Christine Shurter, Rita McCannon, Robert Malohn, Angela Hunt, Justin
Davis, Larry Knox, Susan Vinson Olson, Virginia Vinson, Rob Kowalski

1. Call to Order, Roll Call

The meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m. The roll was called and a quorum declared present.

2. Approval of Agenda

Ms. Greenwalt requested that the Committee hear Item #10: City of Urbana Comprehensive Plan
prior to Item #7: Request of the Seymour Fire Protection District to waive fee for an amendment to
a previously granted Special Use Permit (Case #254-S-00) with regard to conditions imposed requiring

only one exterior light.

Ms. Anderson moved, seconded by Mr. Doenitz to approve the agenda as amended. The motion

carried.
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3. Minutes of Previous Meeting (January 10, 2005)

Mr. McGinty moved, seconded by Ms. Anderson to approve the January 10, 2005 minutes as

submitted. The motion carried.
4. Public Participation

Mr. Langenheim stated that staff has informed him that the Committee is not required to receive testimony
regarding Rural Residential Overlay Map Amendments and has advised the Committee not to accept

testimony.

Mr. Fabri moved, seconded by Ms. Greenwalt to accept testimony regarding Rural Residential

Overlay Map Amendments. The motion failed.

Mr. Marc Sellers, Seymour Fire Protection District Representative stated that a fee waiver is requested for
the required Special Use Permit. He said that the fire protection district has been placed in a financial

burden due to the State of Illinois withholding the second half of their Illinois First Grant.

5. Correspondence

A. Champaign County Fire Chiefs Association

Mr. Doenitz stated that he was contacted by fire chief who requested that the Committee be informed that
the letter from the Champaign County Fire Chiefs Association does not represent the opinion of all fire

protection district chiefs in Champaign County.
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Ms. Greenwalt moved, seconded by Mr. McGinty to place the letter from the Champaign County Fire

Chiefs Association on file. The motion carried.

6 County Board Chair’s Report

Ms. Wysocki informed the Committee that a Blue Ribbon Study Session is scheduled for February 15% and

encouraged all interested Committee members to attend.

7. Request of the Seymour Fire Protection District to waive fee for an amendment to a previously
granted Special Use Permit (Case #254-S-00) with regard to conditions imposed requiring one

exterior light.

Mr. Moser moved, seconded by Mr. Doenitz to approve the request to waive the fee for an amendment
to a previously granted Special Use Permit (Case #254-S-00) with regard to conditions imposed

requiring one exterior light and the fee for the related variance.

Mr. Schroeder stated that he served on the Zoning Board of Appeals from 1988-1998. He said that he was
contacted by a gentleman who happens to serve on the fire protection corporation and is also a local farmer.
He said that after his conversation with the gentleman he contacted Ms. Hitt and Mr. Roseman to discuss
the situation. This facility is located in the unincorporated area of the county and is for the protection of the
public within the area. The volunteers and Emergency Medical Technicians do not receive compensation
for their work. The facility was built in good faith that the State of Illinois would provide the entire Illinois
First Grant funds for its completion. He said that the in 2000 the Seymour Fire Protection District provided
staff with a plan which distinctly indicates three 500 watt sodium lamp bulbs on the west side of the building

but the Finding of Fact indicates differently with only one condition regarding glare. He said that he would
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prefer that the entire case be thrown out entirely. The fire protection district has shown a hardship and the

fee should be waived as well as adequate time given to complete the required screening.

Mr. Roseman stated that the three lights which were mentioned were indicated on the elevation plan and not
on the actual building plan. He said that there was a specific condition listed in the report stating that on-site
security lighting provided must not result in glare on to adjacent properties and roadways. The findings
specifically indicate that one security light is planned at two locations on the building with the possibility
of an additional light at the rear of the building. The structure currently has four lights mounted on the west
wall of the structure. He said that he visited the site, with only one light illuminated, and he did feel that
the glare was an issue. He did speak to the person which filed the complaint and they were not satisfied.
The flag pole light is a very bright light. He said that Ms. Hitt informed him that the fire protection
corporation did agree to install the screening but was unable to do it at this time due to the lack of funding
which is why a variance for the screening requirements is attached to the waiver request. An additional
violation was discovered during an inspection of the site in the erection of a freestanding lighted sign
without a permit. Upon notification the petitioner filed an application for a zoning use permit for the sign

to correct the violation of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Doenitz questioned the location of the complainant.

Mr. Roseman stated that the complainant is within the vicinity.

Mr. Schroeder stated that the plan clearly indicates three lights and questioned why this was ignored.

Mr. Hall stated that the three lights are indicated on the elevation plan and it is an apparent oversight by

staff. He said that the only time staff reviews elevation plans is when signs or building heights are in

question.
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Mr. Schroeder stated that it is common sense that lights be placed on an emergency facility. He said that
during his term on the ZBA lighting was always an issue which was considered and discussed. He said that
this is a public building which is serving the public good and the lighting is required for the emergency

personnel’s safety.

Mr. Doenitz stated that last Monday morning at 5:30 a.m. he drove through the parking lot of the facility

and witnessed that one light is not sufficient.

Mr. Roseman stated that staff proposed a solution to the petitioner entailing having only one light on during
non-emergency hours but allowing the petitioner to switch the other two lights on as needed during non-
emergency hours but allowing the petitioner to switch the other two lights on as needed during calls for

assistance and to clean-up the equipment after each call.

Mr. Doenitz stated that he has been a volunteer fireman for 25 years and the lights are required.

The motion carried unanimously.

8. Case 445-AM-04: Crystal Hunt Request to amend the Zoning Map to allow for the
development of 14 single family residential lots in the AG-1, Agriculture Zoning District by
adding the Rural Residential Overlay (RRO) Zoning District (As amended on December 15,
2004).

Mr. Moser moved, seconded by Mr. Schroeder to recommend denial of Case 445-AM-04: Crystal

Hunt Request to amend the Zoning Map to allow for the development of 14 single family residential
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lots in the AG-1, Agriculture Zoning District by adding the Rural Residential Overlay (RRO) Zoning

District (As amended on December 15,2004). The motion carried.

9. Case 468-AM-04: The Knox Family Trust One, U/A/D, 12/11/90 and Larry Knox, Trustee
Request to amend the Zoning Map to allow for the development of 6 single family residences
on 7 lots in the AG-1, Agriculture Zoning District by adding the Rural Residential Overlay
(RRO) Zoning District.

Mr. Doentiz moved, seconded by Mr. Schroeder to recommend approval of Case 468-AM-04: The
Knox Family Trust One, U/A/D,12/11/90 and Larry Knox, Trustee Request to amend the Zoning Map
to allow for the development of 6 single family residences on 7 lots in the AG-1, Agriculture Zoning

District by adding the Rural Residential Overlay (RRO) Zoning District. The motion carried.

10.  City of Urbana Draft Comprehensive Plan

Mr. Rob Kowalski, Planning Manager distributed materials to the Committee regarding the City of Urbana’s
2005 Comprehensive Plan. He said that the City of Urbana is approximately six to eight weeks from
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. The process has been intense and has included a significant amount
of public participation. In 2001, the Mayor of Urbana appointed a steering committee which proceeded to
complete an existing conditions report, held neighborhood visioning workshop sessions followed by a
neighborhood survey and focus groups. The information which was compiled was utilized in preparing 14
draft versions of future land use maps and gives detail of each part of the city within one and one-half mile
and their planned future land uses. The maps were taken to the surveyed neighborhoods for review and
feedback. The 2005 Comprehensive Plan was sent out to approximately 40 different agencies for their

review and comment including the Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning. The Plan itself



O 00 1 AN W bW e

NN N N N N N N = e e e e e ek ek e e
NN bW = OV 0NN R W e O

DRAFT SUBJECT TO APPROVAL DRAFT ELUC 2-14-05

has an overall vision statement and offers a community profile, offers development trends, goals and
objectives and illustrations of how the future land use descriptions are desired. He said that an
implementation program will be in the plan which will be a listing of specific actions which need to be taken

in order to achieve the goals, objectives and visions.

Mr. McGinty stated that he served on the Urbana Planning Commission for five years and having worked

with the old plan congratulated Mr. Kowalski for his efforts.
Mr. Moser congratulated Mr. Kowalski for rectifying the drainage issues on the proposed Wal-Mart site.

Mr. Roseman stated that the comments which were sent to the City of Urbana were based on staff review.
He said that the Committee is not obligated to act upon these comments although it would be courteous to

send an official comment from the County.
Ms. Greenwalt recommended that the Committee send a letter in support of staff’s comments. She stated
that she agrees with Items #1, #2 and #3 but has not had adequate time to review Items #4 through #19. She

questioned if ELUC was the governing body to recommend Items #14 through #19.

Mr. Roseman stated that in order to meet the City of Urbana’s deadline the letter was forwarded under his

signature.
Mr. Langenheim stated that Items #1, #2 and #3 are the only policy statements included within the letter.

Mr. Moser questioned the Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction line on the east side of the Future Land Use Map
#2.

Mr. Kowalski stated that the ETJ line on the east side of the Future Land Use Map #2 is the approximate
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line which is one and one-half mile of the City of Urbana’s boundary. He said that the March 10" meeting
will begin the public hearing process and no final action is expected. He said that a second meeting is

proposed for March 24™ and forwarded to the City Council in April.

Mr. McGinty moved, seconded by Mr. Moser directing staff to prepare a letter for signature by Ralph
Langenheim, ELUC Chairman that incorporates Items #1, #2 and #3 from the letter dated January
28, 2005 from the Director of Planning and Zoning. The motion carried.

11.  Planning and Zoning Report

Mr. Roseman gave an overview of the January 2005 monthly report.

Mr. Schroeder questioned the progress of Nuisance violations.

Mr. Roseman stated that the Nuisance and Zoning violations are grouped together in the count. He said that
Ms. Hitt indicates that there are 311 outstanding violations since 1990. He said that he is reviewing the
outstanding violations list searching for duplicates and barking dog complaints and investigating how this
Committee could assist in removing the barking dog complaints from the Department’s responsibilities.
Mr. Schroeder stated that since the County now has the animal control facility the barking dog issues should
be switched over to the Animal Control Department. He said that junkyard issues should be handed over
to the State’s Attorney’s Office or Sheriff’s Office so that they can put some teeth into rectifying the
violations.

Mr. Doenitz questioned how a barking dog violation from a year ago could still be a valid complaint.

Mr. Roseman stated that he agreed. He said that there are several other complaint issues which require
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staff’s attention such as: kennels, inoperable vehicles, placement of fill in the floodplain.
Mr. Moser questioned the number of complaints in relation Mrs. Lo’s properties.

Ms. Hitt stated that there are approximately three or four violations on the list but she is sure that there are
more which have not had complaints filed. She said that one of the violations located at 1404 Rising Road,

Champaign is being forwarded to the State’s Attorney’s Office.

Mr. Moser questioned if there is anything that the County can do to make the property owners clean up these

properties.

Ms. Hitt stated that as soon as she can she will visit the sites and get them to the State’s Attorney’s Office

for action.

Ms. Greenwalt stated that staff was directed to prioritize the complaints which were received and she is sure
that barking dogs is not a top priority. She questioned what steps needed to be taken to move the barking
dog complaints to Animal Control and requested that staff provide this information at the next ELUC

meeting.

Mr. Roseman stated that Mr. Joel Fletcher, Assistant State’s Attorney, must be consulted regarding this

issue.

Ms. Hitt stated that she discussed this issue with Ms. Busey, Co-Administrator for Champaign County, and
she indicated that the Animal Control Ordinance was amended in 2004. The Nuisance Ordinance would

require an amendment referencing the barking dog. complaints to Animal Control.
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Mr. Roseman stated that he will discuss this issue with Mr. Fletcher and provide a report at the March ELUC
meeting. He questioned the Committee if when a case is referred to the State’s Attorney’s Office should
it be removed from the backlog list and a separate list compiled or have the case remain on the list and

included in the total number of backlog cases.

Mr. Moser stated that he would prefer a separate list compiled for cases referred to the State’s Attorney’s

Office.

12.  Determination of Items to be placed on the County Board Consent Agenda
A. Support of HB-4910: Eliminating an inoperable vehicle loophole from the State Statute 55
ILCS 5/12002 of the County Code.
The consensus of the Committee was to place Item #12.A: Support of HB-4910, Eliminating an
inoperable vehicle loophole from the State Statue 55/ILCS 5/12002 of the County Code on the County
Board Consent Agenda.

13.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 8:02 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

10

10
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Secretary to the Environment and Land Use Committee

eluc\minutes\minutes.frm
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DRAFT

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

Champaign County Environment DATE: March 14, 2005

& Land Use Committee TIME: 7:00 p.m.

Champaign County Brookens PLACE: Meeting Room 1

Administrative Center Brookens Administrative Center
Urbana, IL 61802 1776 E. Washington Street

Urbana, IL. 61802

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jan Anderson, Patricia Busboom, Chris Doenitz, Nancy Greenwalt (VC),
Brendan McGinty, Steve Moser, Jon Schroeder

MEMBERS ABSENT: Tony Fabri, Ralph Langenheim (C)

STAFF PRESENT: Jeffrey Roseman, Connie Berry, Susan Monte, Jamie Hitt, Frank DiNovo,
Joel Fletcher
OTHERS PRESENT: Steve Willard, Hal Barnhart

1. Call to Order, Roll Call
The meeting was called to order at 7:02 p.m. The roll was called and a quorum declared present.
2. Approval of Agenda

Ms. Greenwalt indicated that an item for public participation had been omitted from the agenda and
requested that it be added as a new Item #4.

Ms. Anderson moved, seconded by Mr. Doenitz to approve the agenda as amended. The motion
carried by voice vote.

3. Minutes of Previous Meeting (April 08, 2004 and May 03, 2004)

Ms. Anderson moved, seconded by Mr. Doenitz to approve the April 08, 2004 and May 03, 2004
minutes as submitted.

Ms. Busboom requested that staff finalize all minutes for the Environment and Land Use Committee and

the Zoning Board of Appeals for approval. She stated that it is difficult to approve minutes which are over
one year old.

12
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The motion carried by voice vote.
4. Public Participation

Mr. Steve Willard addressed Item #7. He said that what was known as “The Shed” is now called “Rock the
Shed,” a not-for-profit organization. He requested that the required fees for a map amendment and special
use be waived because “Rock the Shed” is a private family business. He indicated that currently he has an
insurance policy which covers the venue which takes places within the shed. He noted that a $2 admission
is charged to pay for the band but if a youth is unable to pay they are still admitted into the facility.

5. Correspondence

Mr. Roseman distributed letters dated February 14, 2005 and February 28, 2005 from Attorney Brian T.
Schurter, advising staff that a township planning commission has been adopted by Stanton Township and
that planning commissions have been proposed in Rantoul and Compromise Townships. Mr Roseman
distributed a letter received March 11, 2005 from Mahomet Township Clerk Donna Parsons, indicating the
the formal protest of Zoning Cases 415-AT-03 and 428-AM-04 by Mahomet Township Resolution No.
2005-2.

The consensus of the Committee was to accept the correspondence and place on file.

6 County Board Chair’s Report

None

7. Request of Rock the Shed, Inc, a not-for-profit corporation and Steve Willard, shareholder,
to waive the required fee for a Map Amendment and Special Use Permit to operate a Private
Indoor Recreational Development located in Section 36, Newcomb Township.

Mr. Doenitz moved, seconded by Mr. McGinty to approve the request of Rock the Shed, Inc, a non-
profit corporation and Steve Willard, shareholder, to waive the required fee for a Map Amendment
and Special Use Permit to operate a Private Indoor Recreational Development located in Section 36,
Newcomb Township. The motion carried by voice vote.

8. Request of Bob and Rita Wingler, d.b.a. The Apple Dumplin’ to waive the required fee for a
Zoning Use Permit for a sign, located in Section 2 of Urbana Township.

13
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Mr. Moser moved, seconded by Mr. Doenitz to approve the request of Bob and Rita Wingler, d.b.a.
The Apple Dumplin’ to waive the required fee for a Zoning Use Permit for a sign, located in Section
2 of Urbana Township.

Ms. Greenwalt noted that historically the Committee has not waived the fees for a private business. She said
that the approval of this waiver maybe setting a precedence for future requests.

Ms. Busboom stated that the business has been in operation for approximately 18 years and the sign was
located in front of the business. She said that the sign was relocated to the porch of the building and should
be grandfathered.

Mr. Doenitz stated that this issue appears to be nit picky and the County should not be concerned with the
$33 fee.

Ms. Anderson questioned if any kind of work was required by staff.

Mr. Roseman stated that due to a site visit a letter was mailed to the owner regarding zoning deficiencies.
He said that Ms. Hitt informed the owner that if the existing sign was relocated a Zoning Use Permit would
be required accompanied by a $33 fee. He noted that staff is not being nit picky but following procedure.

The motion carried.

9. Consideration of an amendment to the Champaign County Liquor Ordinance No. 653,
Ordinance Establishing the Rules and Regulations Governing the Sale and Consumption of
Alecoholic Liquor.

Ms. Greenwalt noted that the information included in the packet are the changes proposed for recommended
approval. She said that the information distributed at tonight’s meeting is the complete ordinance with the
proposed changes incorporated into the text.

Mr. McGinty moved, seconded by Ms. Anderson to approve the amendment to the Champaign
County Liquor Ordinance No. 653, Ordinance Establishing the Rules and Regulations Governing the
Sale and Consumption of Alcoholic Liquor

Mr. Fletcher stated that previously there was a problem with insufficient review time for submitted liquor
license applications. He said that one of the amendments to the Liquor Ordinance increases the application
fee by 25% but if the application is submitted 30 days prior to the expiration date of the existing license a
25% rebate will be issued. He said that clarification of procedures regarding criminal background checks
has been proposed. He said that due to the time frame regarding receipt of the criminal background check
a provisional license will be issued to the applicant upon application and replaced with a annual license

3

14
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when the criminal background check is completed. He noted that on Page 12 of the distributed Ordinance
as revised March 24, 2005, Section 8.C, Date of Application should be amended to include the following
text: April 1 through June 1 of year in which the application is made. He said that on Page 22, Section 10.2,
Annual License should be amended to include the following text: An annual License shall be issued within

ten (10) days after receipt of criminal background information from the Illinois State Police, unless such

information materially alters the application of the criteria listed in Section 10.A.1.(1) through (25), above.

Mr. Moser questioned why the criminal background checks were necessary.

Mr. Fletcher stated that state law and the current ordinance allows a criminal background check and the
proposed language will make it workable.

Mr. Moser stated that he does not understand why an applicant who has had a liquor license for over fifteen
years has to comply with this provision. He said that if a new business is created or a new owner buys an
existing business then they should be required to have a criminal background check completed.

Ms. Busboom questioned the expense to the applicant regarding the criminal background check.

Mr. Fletcher stated that currently the expense to the applicant would be $20 per person, which is a fee set
by the Illinois State Police. He said that in the past the County Sheriff has charged a fee for required
fingerprints for business licenses but has not, in the past, charged a fee for liquor license applicant
fingerprints.

Ms. Busboom asked what the procedure is for submitting a renewal application.

Mr. Fletcher stated that a completed application accompanied by the appropriate fee is to be submitted to
the County along with a separate check payable to the Illinois State Police for fingerprinting charges.

Mr. Moser questioned if the existing business could be grandfathered.

Mr. Fletcher stated that if this provision is proposed he would require adequate time for review and
preparation and forwarded to the Liquor Advisory Commission.

Ms. Greenwalt stated that if the provision was proposed it would not be approved in time to meet the liquor
license renewal dates for 2005. She said that as Chairman of the Liquor Advisory Commission she kept in
correspondence with the Sheriff. She said that it was his preference that if the criminal background check
was to be included within the Liquor Ordinance that it indicate that the criminal background checks be
completed by the State Police and not completed internally.

Ms. Anderson questioned if the same procedure will be followed for the liquor license applicants regarding
criminal background checks as is followed at the County Nursing Home.

4
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Mr. Fletcher stated that he is unable to confirm the procedure which is followed at the County Nursing
Home.

Mr. McGinty and Ms. Anderson accepted the amended text as proposed by Mr. Fletcher.

The motion carried by voice vote.

10.  Case 475-AT-04: Zoning Administrator Request to amend Section 9.1.5 through 9.1.10 and
Section 9.3

. Adjust parameters of minor and major variance classifications

. Clarify the presiding authority for each variance classification

. Restrict hearing officer duties

. Remove option of appealing a hearing officer decision to the ZBA

. Broaden requirements regarding maintenance of minutes and public records to include
hearing officer

F. Make editorial changes to improve clarity

oW

Ms. Monte stated this is ELUC’s initial review of the proposed text amendment and that proposed text
amendments are typically held at ELUC for one month to provide sufficient opportunity for municipalities
and townships to consider a protest. She said the text amendment proposes to restrict a hearing officer’s
duties and also includes proposed miscellaneous corrections to Chapter 9 of the Ordinance and that a
majority ZBA recommendation to the County Board is to adopt the proposed amendment. She reviewed
the amendment which further restricts hearing officer duties: currently the Ordinance allows that a hearing
officer may preside over all Minor Variance cases; whereas the proposed text amendment allows a hearing
officer to preside over a Minor Variance request: 1) only during times as authorized by the County Board;
and 2) only provided that no other request for a variance, special use or rezoning is concurrently under
consideration for the subject site or structure. She said the text amendment modifies the upward parameter
of a Minor Variance to include only requests for deviations that do not exceed 25% (whereas the existing
Ordinance indicates the upward parameter of a Minor Variance to include requests for deviations that do
not exceed 50%).

Ms. Monte reviewed other Chapter 9 corrections proposed as part of the text amendment. She said the
existing Ordinance allows that an appeal of a hearing officer decision may be heard by the ZBA and that a
correction to this Section of the Ordinance is proposed (based on Illinois state statute) that a hearing officer
decision is final subject to an administrative review as provided in Article III Administrative Review,
Illinois Code of Civil Procedure (735 ILCS 5/3-101 et seq., 1996). She said that the existing Ordinance
indicates that minutes and public records are required to be maintained for the ZBA and that the proposed
amendment indicates that minutes and public records are required to be maintained for both the ZBA and
hearing officer. She said the text amendment also provides clarification to the existing Ordinance with
regard to who the presiding authority is for each classification of Variance (Administrative, Minor and

5
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Major) with a table added to Paragraph 9.1.6(A).

Ms. Busboom questioned who would be appointed as hearing officer and what qualifications would be
required.

Ms. Monte said the existing Zoning Ordinance contains a paragraph about required qualifications for a
hearing officer. She said the hearing officer provisions were adopted by the County Board in 1993 and have
been in the Zoning Ordinance since then, although that to date the County Board has not elected to utilize
the hearing officer provisions. She said that a list of hearing officer candidates has not yet been forwarded
to the Policy Committee for their consideration.

Ms. Busboom stated that she served on the Zoning Board for five years and ELUC for many more and it
surprises her that she has never heard of this provision. She questioned if the Hearing Officer would be
hired or appointed.

Ms. Monte stated the hearing officer is an appointed position which would probably receive a per diem
based on what is decided by the County Board. She said the proposed text amendment adds a provision that
a hearing officer may not be appointed unless the County Board decides by resolution to enact a hearing
officer. She said the proposed text amendment further restricts hearing officer duties, more so than the
existing Zoning Ordinance provisions regarding hearing officer duties. She said during consideration of
the proposed text amendment the ZBA expressed a desire that they be assisted by a hearing officer only :
1) with regard to Minor Variance requests for deviations less than 25% and only provided that no other
zoning cases are requested concurrently to a Minor Variance; and 2) only during that time that the ZBA is
considering hearings for the Comprehensive Zoning Review cases.

Ms Monte said that over the past two-year period (from January, 2003 through December, 2004) a total of
46 Variance cases were considered by the ZBA. Of those 46 cases, only approximately 11 of those cases
would qualify to be heard by a hearing officer if, for example, the criteria for screening of Minor Variance
cases to be allowed to be heard by a hearing officer (as proposed in the text amendment under consideration)
were in place during that time.

Ms. Busboom questioned if a staff person would qualify as a hearing officer.

Mr. Roseman stated that at least two or three hearing officers would be appointed to alleviate any conflicts
of interest which might arise with a specific case. He said that the text amendment was initially proposed
due to the prospect of Phase One zoning hearings in each township to help alleviate the ZBA’s burden of
additional meeting dates. He said that when a hearing officer is no longer required to assist the ZBA an
additional resolution can be proposed to eliminate the hearing officer. He said that someone such as a retired
land use lawyer could be qualified as the hearing officer.
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Mr. DiNovo stated that the only candidates which have been discussed for the hearing officer appointment
are former ZBA members.

Ms. Monte read the qualifications of the hearing officer.
Mr. Doenitz asked why the County would want to add more bureaucracy.

Mr. Roseman stated that the key reason why the County Board may want to consider this provision is to help
speed up the processing of certain Minor Variance cases which will be submitted during the hearings for the
Comprehensive Zoning Review.

Mr. Doenitz stated that he is afraid that this provision will ruin the continuity of trusting the ZBA to take
care of the public’s cases.

Ms. Greenwalt questioned if the Committee desired to change the proposed amendment what would be the
procedure.

Ms. Monte stated that at next month’s ELUC meeting, the Committee has the option to remand this case
back to the ZBA or to make a recommendation to the County Board that it be denied.

Ms. Anderson asked if this text amendment came from ZBA.

Ms. Monte stated originally the text amendment from the Zoning Adminstrator was to expand duties of a
hearing officer, but that the ZBA modified that request to instead restrict hearing officer duties.

Mr. DiNovo stated that the hearing officer provisions were added in 1993 with the thought that a hearing
officer would expedite hearing cases, but after it was reviewed it appeared that no time would be saved. He
said that the tool is available in the Ordinance if for some reason the County Board desires to utilize it. He
said that just because it is included in the Zoning Ordinance does not mean that it has to be utilized, but it
does provide that option to the County Board if ever required.

Ms. Busboom stated that until a hearing officer is proven necessary she does not support the proposed
amendment.

Ms. Busboom moved to deny Case 475-AT-04. The motion failed by lack of a second.
Ms. Anderson stated that the hearing officer provisions are included in the Ordinance and have not been

utilized. The amendment is to further restrict the duties of the hearing officer which means that the hearing

officer, if utilized, will be used even less than what was originally proposed ,therefore she supports Case
475-AT-04.

18



00~ N R WN

O O S REUS IR US BE VSRR VSRR VSRR U RR VSRR US BR VS I (O I (S I (O I (O I (O B S I S I S IR S I 2 B e o e e e e e
OO 00NN DB WN - OV IO WNPAWROWOOH IO WUWN—ONWY

ELUC 3/14/05 DRAFT SUBJECT TO APPROVAL DRAFT

Mr. McGinty questioned the procedure if the hearing officer provisions were removed from the Zoning
Ordinance and then proposed to be added back into the Ordinance at a later date.

Ms. Monte said the existing Zoning Ordinance includes provisions to allow the use of a hearing officer.
She said a new text amendment would need to be proposed to eliminate that existing Section of the Zoning
Ordinance. A new text amendment would require a legal public notice to be advertised, another public
hearing by the ZBA, areview by ELUC and final approval by the County Board. Ifin the future the hearing
officer was to be added back into the Ordinance the same procedure would be required.

Mr. DiNovo agreed that the first thing that would be required would be to draft a new zoning case to repeal
the hearing officer provisions which are currently in the Ordinance. He said that if at a later date if a hearing
officer is desired provisions would be required for adoption. The process would approximately consume
three months before it would appear before the Board.

Ms. Busboom stated that she will accept the proposed amendment so that the Committee may move on to
other issues.

Mr. Schroeder stated that he supports the text amendment to further restrict duties of a hearing officer. He
said that it would prove very difficult to have seven ZBA members at each township hearing; therefore the
provision to allow the limited use of a hearing officer would help alleviate that situation.

11.  Planning and Zoning Report
A. Barking Dog Enforcement

Mr. Fletcher stated that he is working with Mr. Roseman regarding the Barking Dog Enforcement and
requested that Item #11(A) be deferred to the April 11, 2005, meeting.

B. Enforcement list review

Mr. Roseman distributed the following documents for the Committee’s review: 1) Zoning and Nuisance
Enforcement Cases dated March 14, 2005; 2) Cases Referred to the State’s Attorney’s Office dated March
14, 2005; and 3) Kennel Cases to be Resolved via Zoning Ordinance Amendments dated March 14, 2005.
He said that there are 259 outstanding cases to date. The list includes 71 cases of inoperable vehicles; 22
cases of domestic animal complaints, of which 16 are kennels. He said that he discussed the kennel cases
with Mr. DiNovo and he indicated that these types of cases will be resolved with an amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance, therefore at this time no action is required unless a serious complaint is received. The
list includes 12 floodplain related issues which have been discussed with the Illinois Department of
Resources to determine which cases can be removed from the list. He said that as requested by the
Committee a list has been provided indicating which cases have been referred to the State’s Attorney’s
Office. He noted that further review is required to determine which cases can be removed from the list due

8
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to non-existence, compliance, etc.

Mr. Schroeder thanked staff for the distributed enforcement lists. He questioned if the barking dog
complaints which are indicated on the list includes the kennel complaints also.

Mr. Roseman stated that the barking dog complaints and the kennel complaints are two different issues and
are treated separately.

Mr. Schroeder questioned the procedure from the State’s Attorney’s Office once a case has been referred.
Mr. Fletcher stated that a notice is sent regarding the complaint and if no response is received a second
notice is sent to the violator. If no response is received from the violator after receipt of the second notice
a complaint is filed by the State’s Attorney’s Office with the court system. He said that typically the judge
will give the violator two or three chances to bring the violation into compliance but if the matter is not
taken care of then a fine is issued. He said that there are some cases on the list which have proceeded to the

court system but there are procedural problems with some other cases.

Mr. Schroeder questioned what effect will an additional person hired within the State’s Attorney’s Office
have on enforcement.

Mr. Fletcher stated that he is unable to respond to Mr. Schroeder’s question at this time.

Mr. Moser questioned if there were repeat violators on the list.

Ms. Hitt stated that there are repeat violators on the list.

Mr. Roseman noted that the State’s Attorney, prior to this monthly report to the Committee, has not had an
opportunity to review the cases on the enforcement lists that are indicated as being with the State’s Attorney

Office.

Mr. Doenitz moved, seconded by Mr. Moser, to remove all Comprehensive Review Zoning Cases
which have received a protest from a township from consideration.

Ms. Greenwalt stated that this is not an item on the agenda therefore no action can be taken at tonight’s
meeting.

Ms. Busboom requested that Mr. Doenitz’s request be placed on the April 11, 2005 agenda.

12.  Determination of Items to be placed on the County Board Consent Agenda
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The consensus of the Committee was to place Item #9, Consideration of an amendment to the
Champaign County Liquor Ordinance No. 653, Ordinance Establishing the Rules and Regulations
Governing the Sale and Consumption of Alcoholic Liquor, on the County Board Consent Agenda.

13. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:53 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Secretary to the Environment and Land Use Committee

eluc\minutes\minutes.frm

10
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Fee Increase Notice

To: All Interested Parties

From: Michael R. Little, Interim Executive Director, Urbana & Champaign Sanitary District
Date: March 25, 2005

Subject: Interceptor Cost Recovery Fee

Beginning on May 1, 2005 the District’s Interceptor Cost Recovery Fee will
increase from $140.00/Population Equivalent (PE) to $160.00/PE, in accordance
with Sanitary District Ordinance No. 591, which was passed by the District’s Board
of Trustees on February 5, 2004.

The Interceptor Cost Recovery Fee applies to all sanitary sewer extensions serving
undeveloped property and is collected by the Sanitary District at the time an
application for an Illinois EPA construction permit is submitted to the Sanitary
District for signature.

If you have any questions about either of these fees, please contact Michael Little at
(217) 367-3409.

RECEIVED

MAR 7 200

CHAMPAIGH £0. P & 7 DEPARTMENT

URBANA &

.?‘ CHAMPAIGN

SANITARY
[ S’ Nt DISTRICT
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STATE OF ILLINOIS

COUNTY OF CHAMPAIGN
ENTERTAINMENT, RECREATION, No. 2005-018
LODGING OF TRANSIENTS, AND RACEWAYS LICENSE $24.00

EASTERN ILLINOIS A.B.A.T.E.

License is hereby granted to MARTHA KELLEY at 378CR 2700N, MAHOMET ILLINOIS to
hold a Motorcycle Race/Rodeo with Live entertainment at Rolling Acres Campground, Penfield

lllinois in Champaign County on June 3™ and June 4™, 2005 . This License expires the June 5",
2005 at 12:01am.

Witness my Hand and Seal this day of April, A.D. 2005.
MARK SHELDEN
County Clerk Chairman, Champaign County License Commission

Champaign County




For Office Use Only

STATE OF ILLINOIS, _ S N
Champaign County License No. 2005~ 1S
Application for: Date(s) of Event(s) Sene 314 9005
Recreation & Entertainment License VL m«: s
Business Name: S ALT
Applications for License under County License Fee: $ 9\ Q. OO

Ordinance No. 55 Regulating Recreational & - _
Other Businesses within the County (for use Filing Fee: 4.00

by businesses covered by this Ordinance other TOTAL FEE: (:g\\ 4 .00

than Massage Parlors and similar enterprises)
Checker's Signature:

Filing Fees: Per Year (or fraction thereof): $ 100.00
Per Single-day Event: $ 10.00 F l L E D
Clerk’s Filing Fee: $ 4.00 MAR 3 g 2005

Checks Must Be Made Payable To: Mark Shelden, Champaign m

The undersigned individual, partnership, or corporation hereby makes application for the
issuance of a license to engage a business controlled under County Ordinance No. 55 and makes
the following statements under oath:

A. 1. Name of Business: Eas—"e,rn \\\nms ABP\T’ inc .

2. Location of Business for which application is made: Rol\\ nqjl\ \s
__Camparound Porrfield \L
3. Business addfess of Business for which application is made:

3151- A R 2800 B Penield 1L

Zoning Classification of Property:

- Date the Business covered by Ordinance No. 55 began at this location:

Nature of Business normally conducted at this location:
Campatoun

7. Nature of Actn?i’ty to be licensed (include all forms of recreation and entertainment

to be provided): _\\ve. Mus\C, mo*orol cle Sﬁxow moloro« 3 rodeD

ook

8.  Term for which License is souaht (specifically beginning & ending dates):™
Tune _3+4 , 2005
(NOTE: All annual licenses expire on December 3131 of each year)

9. Do you own the building or property for which this license is sought? ~nD
10. If you have a lease or rent the property, state the nameﬁ <§ address of the owner and
when the lease or rental agreement expires:

3151-A CR P00 E, PQH‘Q\Q,\& WL (TSurk 3v4, 20 )

11. If any licensed activity will occur outdoors attach a Site Plan (with dimensions) to this
application showing location of all buildings, outdoor areas to be used for various
purposes and parking spaces. See page 3, ltem 7.

INCOMPLETE FORMS WILL NOT BE CONSIDERED FOR A LICENSE
AND WILL BE RETURI ' APPLICANT
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Recreation & Entertainment License Application
Page Two

If this business will be conducted by a person other than the applicant, give the
following information about person employed by applicant as manager, agent or
locally responsible party of the business in the designated location:

Name: Date of Birth:

Place of Birth: ; Social Security No.:
Residence Address:

Citizenship: If naturalized, place and date of naturalization:

If, during the license period, a new manager or agent is hired to conduct this business, the
applicant MUST furnish the County the above information for the new manager or agent within
ten (10) days.

Information requested in the following questions must be supplied by the applicant, if an
individual, or by all members who share in profits of a partnership, if the applicant is a
partnership. :

If the applicant is a corporation, all the information required under Section D must be
supplied for the corporation and for each officer. ; :

Additional forms containing the questions may be obtained from the County Clerk, if
necessary, for attachment to this application form.

1. Name(s) of owner(s{ or local manager(s) (include any aliases):
' artha Kelley
~ Date of Birth: Place of Birth: _Dedcoy+, MT
Social Security Number: i Citizenship: _US
If naturalized, state place and date of naturalization:
2. Residential Addresses for the past three (3) years:

378CR 2700 N, Mahomet, IL._L1853

3. Business, occupation, c(employggnb of applicant for four (4) years preceding date of
application for this license:

) Verﬁ'r\*:\) ot Ninoi s

EACH OFFICER MUST COMPLETE SECTION D. OBTAIN ADDITIONAL FORM PAGES IF
NEEDED FROM THE COUNTY CLERK AND ATTACH TO THIS APPLICATION WHEN FILED.

Answer only if applicant is a Corporation: "—:S'*’ o‘F q\\ O'C('; v s Q'H‘acl’k d

1. Name of Gorporation exactly as shown in articles of incorporation and as registered:
Easkin LLVinovs NAKTE  Inc.,
2. Date of Incorporation: )2 ) o) ] 198 ( State wherein incorporated: m’! NOVS
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Recreation & Entertainment License Application
Page Three

If foreign Corporation, give name and address of resident agent in lllinois:

N/A

Give first date qualified to do business in lllinois:

Business address of Corporation in‘lllinois as stated in Certificate of Incorporation:

P.0. Box @33, Chammm L (1820

Objects of Corporation, as set forth in charter: Metor (},,’% ’ 1sts R %H?*Ed&:(ﬂib_ﬂ

Names of all Officers of the Corporation and other information_as hsted

Name of Officer: _ Grea_ (e Title: res d €ﬂ+
Date elected or appointed”! 1a{\\ |a00 Y Social Security No.;: _

Date of Birth: _ ) Place of Birth: __ Tuscola , \L
Citizenship: us :

If naturalized, place and date of naturalization:

Residential Addresses for past three (3) years:
HIYE, Broadwa u
Tolo NO, |

Business, occupation, or employment for four (4) years preceding date of apphcauon for
this license:

Mechanic, Business owneyr

A site plan (with dimensions) must accompany this application. It must show the location of all
buildings, outdoor areas to be used for various purposes and parking spaces.
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‘ Recreation & Entertainment License Application
Page Four

: AFFIDAVIT
(Complete when applicant is an Individual or Partnership)

I/We swear that l/we have read the application and that all matters stated thereunder
are true and correct, are made upon my/our personal knowledge and information and are made for
the purpose of inducing the County of Champaign to issue the permit hereunder applied for.

I/We further swear that I/we will not violate any of the laws of the United States of America
or of the State of lllinois or the Ordinances of the County of Champaign in the conduct of the
business hereunder applied for.

Signature of Owner or of one of two members of Pannership Signature of Owner or of one of two members of Partnership

Signature of Manager or Agent

Subscribed and sworn to before me this _ _ day of | | , 20

Notary Public

AFFIDAVIT
(Complete when applicant is a Corporation)

We, the undersigned, president and secretary of the above named corporation, each first
being duly sworn, say that each of us has read the foregoing application and that the matters stated
therein are true and correct and are made upon our personal knowledge and information, and are
made for the purpose of inducing the County of Champaign to issue the license herein applied for.

We further swear that the applicant will not violate any of the laws of the United States of
America or of the State of lllinois or the Ordinances of the County of Champaign in the conduct
of applicant’s place of business.

We further swear that we are the duly constituted and elected officers of said applicant and
as such are authorized and empowered to execute their application for and on behalf of said

[ty Lyt

¢ Signature of President Signature of Secretary

ww%,@m

Signature of Man4ger or Agent

;29 day of MM 2005 .

T'rb’e i
LORE AL WOODWORTH
Hotary Public, State of lilinois %ﬁ %Z{) WUM,

My Commission Expires 09/17/06 . . Notafy Public
This COMPLETED application along with the ate amount of cash, or certified check

made payable to MARK SHELDEN, CHAMPAIGN Ct JLERK, must be turned in to the Champaign
County Clerk’s Office, 1776 E. Washington St., Urba 27 561802. A $4.00 Filing Fee should be included.



STATE OF ILLINOIS,
Champaign County FOR ELUC USE ONLY

Recreation & Entertainment License
Check List and Approval Sheet

County Clerk’s Office
1 Proper Application Date Received:
] 2 Fee .- Amount Received:
Sheriff's Department
[:] 1. Police Record Approval: Date:
1 =2 Credit Check Disapproval: Date:
Remarks: Signature:
Planning & Zoning Department
[] 1. Proper Zoning Approval: Date:
] 2 Restrictions or Violations - Disapproval: Date:
Remarks: Signature:
Environment & Land Use Committee
] Application Complete Approval: Date:
1 2 Requirements Met Disapproval: Date:
Signature:

Remarks and/or Conditions:
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Officers:

Name

Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name
Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name
Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name
Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name

Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name

Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Name

Title

SSN

DOB
Citizenship
Address

Eastern Illinois A.B.A.T.E., Inc.
A Not-for-Profit Corporation

Greg Cler
President, since 12/2004

, Tuscola, IL
US
414 East Broadway, Tolono, IL

Chris Abrahamson
Vice-President, since 12/2004

, Champaign, IL
US
2805 Willowpark, Champaign, IL

Alicia Smith
Membership Coordinator

o, Champaign, IL
US
1619 West Clark, Champaign IL

Karen Sollers
Treasurer, since 12/2003

; , Danville, IL
US
504 North Broadway, Newman, IL

Tom Sollers
Activities Coordinator, since 12/2003

, Tuscola, IL
US
504 North Broadway, Newman, IL

Michelle Shepherd
Products Coordinator

, St. Marys, PA
US
1519 Fairway Drive, Rantoul, IL

Denny Holsapple
Public Relations Coordinator since 12/2003

, Vandalia, IL
US
949 N County Road 500 E
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Name Cecil Randle

Title Safety & Ed Coordinator
SSN
DOB , Stauton, IL

Citizenship US
Address 7 Chestnut, Danville, IL

Name Nichole Hemrich

Title Secretary, since 12/2004
SSN

DOB

Citizenship  US
Address 13998 N 80 East Road, Homer, IL 61849

Name Martha Kelley

Title Legislative Coordinator & Rep to the State Board, since 12/2003
SSN

DOB , Dearborn, MI

Citizenship US
Address 378 CR 2700 N, Mahomet IL
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Champaign
County
Department of

PLANNING &
ZONING

Brookens
Administrative Center
1776 E. Washington Street
Urbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708
FAX (217) 328-2426

Subdivider

Mike Bateman
663 CR3350N
Fisher IL 61843

TO: Environment and Land Use Committee
FROM: John Hall, Associate Planner
DATE: April 4, 2005

RE: Case 181-05, Bateman Subdivision

REQUESTED ACTION

Combined Area General Plan and Final Plat approval for a two-lot minor subdivision of an
existing residential lot located in the CR Zoning District in Section 18 of East Bend Township
located on the southwest side of CR3350N at the residence at 663 CR3350N.

The plat has been signed by the East Bend Township Highway Commissioner and approved
by the County Health Department.

The proposed subdivision does not meet certain of the minimum subdivision standards and

Area General Plan approval (by ELUC) is required including the following waivers:

1. Waive the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (1) that no part of a minimum required
lot area shall be located on Colo silty clay loam soil.

2, Waive the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (4) that no part of a minimum required
lot area shall be located more than one foot below the Base Flood Elevation (BFE)
prior to the commencement of any change in elevation of the land.

3. Waive the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (7) that a minimum required lot area
for any lot must have positive surface drainage with no significant identifiable area
of likely stormwater ponding and provided that any portion of any lot that is likely
to experience ponding of stormwater is noted on the Final Plat.

Final Plat approval requires the following waivers:

1. Waive requirement of paragraph 9.1.2 q. for percolation test data at a minimum
frequency of one test hole for each lot in the approximate area of the proposed
absorption.

2. Waive requirement of paragraph 9.1.2 r. for certification on the plat by a Registered

Professional Engineer or Registered Sanitarian that the proposed land use, the
proposed lot, and the known soil characteristics of the area are adequate for a private
septic disposal system.

At this time the division of a lot that is five acres or less in area requires a zoning variance

and the Subdivider is preparing an application for that zoning case. The following condition

is required for subdivision approval at this time:

1. The Subdivision Officer shall hold the Final Plat and not release it to be filed with the
Recorder of Deeds unless and until the Zoning Board of Appeals approves a variance
for division of a lot that is five acres or less.

Engineer/Surveyor

Moore Surveying and Mapping
101 West Ottawa
Paxton IL. 60957

Location, Roadway Access, and Land Use

The subject property is a 4.984 acre parcel in the Northwest 1/4 of Section 18 of East Bend Township. See
the Location Map. The existing parcel is the residential lot at 663 CR3350N.

The proposed subdivision is bordered by other residential lots on three sides and bottomland floodplain on
the south side. See the Land Use Map.
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Case 1817-05 Bateman Subdivision

East Bend Township, Section 18
APRIL 4, 2005

Applicable Zoning Regulations

The subject property is zoned CR Conservation Recreation. See the attached Zoning Map. The proposed lots
meet all Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations requirements for individual lots except where a
waiver is required. See Table 1 for a summary.

Table 1. Review Of Minimum Lot Requirements '

Lot Requirement Range for Proposed Lots Notes
Characteristic {or Limit)
Proposed Proposed Lot 2 Average
Lot 1 (exist. dwelling)
Lot Area Minimum: 2.492 acres | ACCEPTABLE- MEETS
{acres) 1.00 1.493 acres 3.490 acres MINIMUM REQUIREMENT
Maximum:
3.00
I
Lot Frontage 20.00 316.33 feet 98.99 feet 239.50 feet | ACCEPTABLE-EXCEEDS
(feet) (minimum) MINIMUM REQUIREMENT
Lot Depth 80.00 380.00 feet 665.00 feet 522.50 feet ACCEPTABLE-EXCEEDS
(feet) (minimum) (approx.) MINIMUM REQUIREMENT
Average Lot 200.00 200.00 feet? 228.61 feet 214.30 feet | ACCEPTABLE-EXCEEDS
Width (feet) {(minimum) MINIMUM REQUIREMENT
Lot Depth 3.00: 1.00 1.90: 1.00 2.91:1.00 2.40:1.00 ACCEPTABLE- LESS THAN
to Width (maximum) MAXIMUM ALLOWED
NOTES FOR TABLE 1 NR= No Requirement (or limit)
1. The maximum lot size only applies when Best Prime Farmland is involved.
2. Average lot width for proposed Lot 1 determined by the largest diameter circle that fits within the lot
lines.

A zoning variance is required because the property is not greater than 5 acres. See the discussion below under
Required Variance.

Subdivision approval is required because there are no Illinois Plat Act exceptions available for the creation
of lots less than five acres in area and the only alternative available is to subdivide.

Minimum Subdivision Standards

Minimum subdivision standards were added to the Subdivision Regulations on July 8, 2004. Table 2 reviews
the conformance of the proposed subdivision with those standards and required waivers are discussed below.
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Case 187-05 Bateman Subdivision

East Bend Township, Section 18
APRIL 4, 2005

Table 2. Preliminary Assessment Of Compliance With Minimum Subdivision Standards’

Standard

Preliminary Assessment "

SUITABILITY STANDARDS (Section 6.1.5 a.)

1} No part of a minimum required LOT AREA
shall be located on the following soils:
Ross silt ioam soil {No. 3473A), Ambraw silty
clay loam soil (No. 3302A), Peotone silty clay
loam soil (No. 330A), or Colo silty clay loam
soil (3107A)

{Note: the minimum required lot area is
43,560 square feet)

2) No part of a minimum required LOT AREA
shall contain an EASEMENT for an interstate
pipeline

DOES NOT CONFORM. On this property Colo silty
clay loam is the bottomland soil in the Sangamon
River floodplain. The Final Plat indicates the
approximate north bank of the Sangamon River is
about 40 north of the centerline of the river.

Proposed Lot 1will conform.

Proposed Lot 2 {with the existing dwelling) has only
about 26,764 square feet (.614 acre) that is not
located on Colo soil and requires a waiver.

Without the proposed subdivision the existing
property exceeds this standard.

APPEARS TO CONFORM. The closest known
pipeline is the “lllini” pipeline of the Mid-American
Pipeline Company that is approximately one-quarter
mile east of the subject property.

3) No part of a minimum required LOT AREA
shall be within a runway primary surface or
runway clear zone

4) Prior to the commencement of any change in
elevation of the land, no part of a minimum
required LOT AREA shall be located more than
one foot below the BASE FLOOD ELEVATION
(BFE).

{Note: the minimum required lot area is
43,560 square feet)

5} When a connected public sanitary sewer is
not available, the septic suitability of the soils
occupied by each proposed L.OT must be the
most suitable soils on the larger tract from
which the SUBDIVISION is proposed.

APPEARS TO CONFORM. No runway is known to
be in the vicinity of the subject property.

DOES NOT CONFORM. Proposed Lot 1 has more
than one acre above the BFE and conforms to this
requirement.

Proposed Lot 2 {with the existing dwelling) has
about 24,664 square feet (about .566 acre) that is
located at or above the BFE and an additional 1,050
square feet that is located no more than one foot
below the BFE so that about 25,714 square feet
{.590 acre) of Lot 2 meets this standard.

Without the proposed subdivision, the existing
property has approximately 49,550 square feet
. r ve the BF

APPEARS TO CONFORM. The proposed Lot 1 has
soil of equal suitability as proposed Lot 2,

6) The amount of farmland with a Land
Evaluation score of 85 or greater that is
occupied by each LOT must be minimized as
much as possible.

APPEARS TO CONFORM. No farmland with an LE
of 85 is utilized by this subdivision
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Table 2. Preliminary Assessment Of Compliance With Minimum Subdivision Standards’

Standard

7) A minimum required LOT AREA for any LOT
must have positive surface drainage with no
significant identifiable area of likely
stormwater ponding and provided that any
portion of any LOT that is likely to experience
ponding of stormwater is noted on the FINAL
PLAT.

{Note: the minimum required lot area is
43,560 square feet)

8) Possible driveway locations on each LOT must
comply with the Minimum Stopping Sight
Distance standards based on lawful speed

limits at that location.

l Preliminary Assessment I

DOES NOT CONFORM. Proposed Lot 1 appears to
conform to this standard.

Proposed Lot 2 (with the existing dwelling) does not
appear to meet this standard because so much of
this land is bottomiand that floods and is likely to
pond. There is probably no more than 26,764
square feet (about .614 acre) of land with positive
surface drainage on proposed Lot 2.

Without the proposed subdivision the existing
r X i ndar

APPEARS TO CONFORM. There are no traffic
visibility concerns at this property.

AGRICULTURAL COMPATIBILITY STANDARDS (Section 6.1.5

b.)

1) Possible driveway locations on each LOT must
be limited such that driveway entrances to
existing public STREETS are centralized as
much as possible consistent with good

engineering practice.

APPEARS TO CONFORM. There are no provisions to
centralize the new driveway in this subdivision but

proposed Lot 1 has a very wide frontage (316 feet).

2) The location of a SUBDIVISION on the larger APPEARS TO CONFORM. The existing property does
tract from which the SUBDIVISION is not border any farmland and proposed Lot 1 is not
proposed must maximize the separation of the | wooded outside of the SFHA.
proposed SUBDIVISION from:

i. adjacent farmland that is under different
OWNERSHIP at the time of SUBDIVISION; and
ii. adjacent public parks, natural areas, or
nature preserves

3) The SUBDIVISION LOT arrangement must APPEARS TO CONFORM. The existing property does
minimize the perimeter of the SUBDIVISION not border any farmland and is bordered by other
that borders adjacent agriculture and must be | residential lots on three sides.
located next to adjacent residential LOTS
whenever possible.

Notes

1. A waiver is required for any Minimum Subdivision Standard to which the proposed Area General Plan

and subdivision does not conform.
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Soil Conditions / Natural Resource Report

A Section 22 Natural Resource Report (see attached) prepared for this site by the Champaign County Soil and
Water Conservation District indicates the following:

1. The soils making up the proposed subdivision are not Best Prime Farmland.
2. The 100-year floodplain covers over % of the tract.
3. The are that is to be developed has many nice trees that should be saved. This is possible if the home

is built toward the front of the lot.
4. The Cambden soil (map unit 134B) has moderate restrictions due to its shrink-swell characteristics.
Drainage, Stormwater Management Policy, and Flood Hazard Status
The subject property is not located in an organized drainage district.

The Subsidiary Plat indicates spot elevations in selected locations and the centerline topographic profile of
the public road. There appears to be little or no tributary area under different ownership that drains through
the proposed subdivision.

No Stormwater Drainage Plan is required for the subdivision due to the low development density (impervious
area less than 16%).

A large portion of the existing property is in Zone A on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)Panel No.
170894 0025 B dated March 1, 1984. See the excerpt from the FIRM. Note 2 on the Surveyor’s Certificate
on the Final Plat correctly identifies the Base Flood Elevation (BFE, the floodwater level from the 100-year
storm) as 705.18.

The Subsidiary Plat indicates spot elevations but does not indicate the line of the BFE. Interpolation of the
spot elevations indicates that proposed Lot 1 has more than one acre above the BFE but proposed Lot 2 (with
the existing dwelling) has only about 24,664 square feet (about .566 acre) that is located at or above the BFE
and an additional 1,050 square feet that is located no more than one foot below the BFE so that only about
25,714 square feet (.590 acre) of Lot 2 meets the Minimum Standard related to the BFE. See the discussion
under Required Waivers for Minimum Subdivision Standards below.

Public Improvements

No public improvements are indicated or required in this subdivision.
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Water Wells

The subject property does not have access to either a public water supply or a public sanitary sewer system.
A private water well and a wastewater disposal system already exist on the subject property. The existing
well that serves the existing dwelling (on proposed Lot 2) will be located on proposed Lot 1 and an easement
is granted for access to that well. See the note on the plat.

Soil Suitability For Septic Systems

The County Health Department has approved the proposed subdivision. See the attached letter. The existing
wastewater system on proposed Lot 2 is not indicated on the plat but is located southeast of the existing
dwelling on proposed Lot 2.

The report Soil Potential Ratings For Septic Tank Absorption Fields Champaign County, Illinois rates the
Cambden silt loam soil as having a “very high” potential (a soil potential index of 100) for septic suitability
with no limitations.

Required Zoning Variance

The Subdivision Regulations require that plats be in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance and the
proposed plat does not conform to the following requirement:

1. Zoning Ordinance paragraph 5.4.2 A. 3. prohibits the further division of any lot that is 5 acres
or less in area and the subject property is only 4.98 acres in area. The subdivider (owner) thought
that the existing tract was 5.29 acres in area as indicated on his real estate tax bill and the Sidwell Tax
Atlas. However, the Final Plat indicates that the property is only 4.98 acres in area and a variance is
required. Any approval of the Final Plat at this time should include the following special condition:

The Subdivision Officer shall hold the Final Plat and not release it to be filed with the
Recorder of Deeds unless and until the Zoning Board of Appeals approves a variance for
division of a lot that is five acres or less.

REQUESTED WAIVERS AND REQUIRED FINDINGS

Article 18 of the Champaign County Subdivision Regulations (see attached) has always required four specific
findings for any waiver of the Subdivision Regulations but such Required Findings have customarily never
been made. The adoption of the Minimum Subdivision Standards has given the Board greater authority to
deny subdivision requests and a greater need for Required Findings.

An outline of the four Required Findings has been prepared as a standard form and is attached. This form will
be included with all subdivision cases when waivers are requested or required. The Required Findings do not
have to be of great length or complexity so long as the basis of any particular approval or denial is clearly
stated. The Required Findings are generally as follows:
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Required Finding 1. Does the waiver appear to be detrimental or injurious to the public safety?

Required Finding 2. Are there special circumstances unique to the property that are not
generally applicable to other property and will granting the waiver provide any special privilege
to the subdivider?

Required Finding 3. Do particular hardships result to the subdivider by carrying out the strict
letter of the regulations?

Required Finding 4. Do the special conditions or practical difficulties result from actions of the
subdivider?

Area General Plan Approval And Required Waivers Of Minimum Subdivision Standards

The Minimum Subdivision Standards were added to the Area General Plan section of the Subdivision
Regulations in Subdivision Case 175-04, Part B, which also added the requirement that any subdivision
needed Area General Plan approval except for those subdivision pursuant to a Rural Residential Overlay
(RRO) map amendment. The subject subdivision is not pursuant to an RRO amendment and so requires Area
General Plan approval. Only ELUC approves the Area General Plan and Area General Plan approval is
required in order for the full Board to consider Final Plat approval.

It does not appear feasible to divide this property in such a way so that both resulting lots would meet the
Minimum Subdivision Standards and Area General Plan approval requires the following waivers from the
Minimum Subdivision Standards:

1.

Proposed Lot 2 (with existing dwelling) does not meet the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (1)
that no part of a minimum required lot area shall be located on Colo silty clay loam soil (3107A).

The excerpt from the Soil Survey (see attached) has the subject property indicated. On this property
Colo silty clay loam (map unit 402 on the excerpt; this is the old map unit number) is the bottomland
soil in the Sangamon River floodplain. Colo silty clay loam soil often floods and it also has the lowest
rating for septic tank leach fields of any soil type in Champaign County .

The Final Plat indicates the approximate north bank of the Sangamon River is about 40 north of the
centerline of the river and this is the likely general extent of the Colo soils.

The proposed Lot 1 will have more than one acre that is not located on Colo silty clay loam soil and
exceeds this standard.

Proposed Lot 2 (with the existing dwelling) appears to have only about 26,764 square feet (.614 acre)

that is likely not located on Colo soil and requires a 38.60% waiver (.614 acre is 38.6 % less than one
acre) of this Minimum Subdivision Standard
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Note the following:

A.

The existing 4.98 acre property exceeds this standard because it has more than one acre (
minimum required lot area) on the north side of the Sangamon River that is not located on
Colo silty clay loam soil.

The proposed lots could be reconfigured so as to reduce the amount of waiver that is required
but it does not appear possible to divide this property into two lots that would each meet this
standard. For example, proposed Lot 1 could be reduced from the proposed 1.493 acres to
only one acre in area and still meet the average lot width requirement. If Lot 1 were only an
acre in area the larger Lot 2 would probably still not comply with paragraph 6.1.5. a. (1) but
the amount of waiver could be reduced to as little as 3.24% if Lot 2 had 42,149 square feet (or
about .967 acre) not on Colo soil. However, reducing proposed Lot 1 to only an acre would
mean that it would not front directly on the Sangamon River and its attractiveness would likely
be diminished.

The proposed subdivision will have little effect on the existing dwelling for the following
reasons:

(1)  The existing wastewater treatment and disposal system on proposed Lot 2 is a Class
I surface discharging system that does not require a leach field and so does not depend
on soil type and the proposed subdivision will have no effect on the existing
wastewater system.

(2)  The existing dwelling on proposed Lot 2 is well above the Base Flood Elevation and
not subject to flooding and the proposed subdivision will have no effect on the flood
hazard for the existing dwelling.

Proposed Lot 2 (with existing dwelling) does not meet the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (4)
that no part of a minimum required lot area shall be located more than one foot below the Base
Flood Elevation (BFE) prior to the commencement of any change in elevation of the land.

Proposed Lot 1 exceeds this standard.

Proposed Lot 2 does not meet this standard but already has a dwelling in place that is well above the
Base Flood Elevation. The proposed subdivision requires a 31.00% waiver (25,714 square feetis .590
acre) of this Minimum Subdivision Standard. Without the proposed subdivision the existing property
has approximately 49,550 square feet (about 1.138 acre) above the BFE and exceeds this standard.

Note the following:

A

The existing 4.98 acre property exceeds this standard because it has more than one acre (the
minimum required lot area) that is above the Base Flood Elevation.
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The proposed lots could be reconfigured so as to reduce the amount of waiver that is required
but it does not appear possible to divide this property into two lots that would each meet this
standard. For example, if proposed Lot 1 were reduced to only an acre in area the excess area
could be added to proposed Lot 2 and that would reduce the amount of waiver that is required.
If the subdivision were revised to make Lot 1 only an acre in area the amount of waiver
required for the larger Lot 2 would be only about 10.68% if Lot 2 had 38,906 square feet (or
about .893 acre) at the required elevation. And as above, reducing proposed Lot 1 to only an
acre would mean that it would not front directly on the Sangamon River and its attractiveness
would likely be diminished.

The proposed subdivision will probably have little effect on the existing dwelling on proposed
Lot 2 because it is is well above the Base Flood Elevation and not subject to flooding and the
proposed subdivision will have no effect on the flood hazard for the existing dwelling.

Proposed Lot 2 (with existing dwelling) does not meet the requirement of paragraph 6.1.5. a. (7)
that a minimum required lot area for any lot must have positive surface drainage with no
significant identifiable area of likely stormwater ponding and provided that any portion of any
lot that is likely to experience ponding of stormwater is noted on the Final Plat.

At this location this standard is nearly identical to the standard regarding bottomland soils and the
amounts are identical. Thus, the proposed Lot 1 meets this standard but proposed Lot 2 requires a
38.60% waiver of this Minimum Subdivision Standard.

Note the following:

A.

The existing 4.98 acre property exceeds this standard because it has more than one acre (the
minimum required lot area) that has positive drainage.

The proposed lots could be reconfigured so as to reduce the amount of waiver that is required
but it does not appear possible to divide this property into two lots that would each meet this
standard. For example, if Lot 1 were only an acre in area the larger Lot 2 would probably still
not comply with paragraph 6.1.5. a. (7) but the amount of waiver could be reduced to as little
as 3.24%. And as with the other required waivers, reducing proposed Lot 1 to only an acre
would mean that it would not front directly on the Sangamon River and its attractiveness
would likely be diminished.

The proposed subdivision will probably have little effect on the existing dwelling on proposed
Lot 2 because the existing dwelling on proposed Lot 2 is well above the Base Flood Elevation
and not subject to flooding. However, with no changes the proposed subdivision will leave
little room for accessory structures on proposed Lot 2.
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Final Plat Approval And Required Waivers

The proposed subdivision does not conform to the following requirements for Final Plats and waivers are
required for the following:

1.

The plat does not contain percolation test data at a minimum frequency of one test hole for each
lot in the approximate area of the proposed absorption field as required by paragraph 9.1.2 q.

A soil percolation test has been conducted by the owner for proposed Lot 1 and the County Health
Department has approved this subdivision based upon the submission of the test results but those
results have not been included on the plat. If the test data was on the plat any new wastewater system
on proposed Lot 1 would still have to have additional soil tests in order to received County Health
Department approval of a new wastewater system.

No percolation test data has been provided for proposed Lot 2 with the existing dwelling. There is an
existing “jet” system that is in already in operation on proposed Lot 2 and there are no changes likely
to result from the proposed subdivision.

The plat does not contain certification by a Registered Professional Engineer or Registered
Sanitarian that the proposed land use, the proposed lot, and the known soil characteristics of
the area are adequate for a private septic disposal system as required by paragraph 9.1.2 r.

The subdivision has been approved by the County Health Department even though the plat does not
contain any certification. The plat does not contain the required description but soil test results have
been submitted to the County Health Department that has required that the proposed covenants (see
attached) require a seepage field disposal system if possible and establish other requirements for if a
seepage field is not possible. These covenants and the subdivision have been approved by the County
Health Department.

ATTACHMENTS

mOAOWp

o

Subdivision Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)

Final Plat of Bateman Subdivision dated September 1, 2004

Subsidiary Plat of Bateman Subdivision dated September 1, 2004

Covenants for Bateman Subdivision received February 23, 2005

Section 22 Natural Resource Report By The Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation
District

Excerpt from Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM)Panel No. 170894 0025 B dated March 1,1984
Excerpt from the Champaign County Soil Survey

Article 18 from the Champaign County Subdivision Regulations

Worksheet for Required Findings for Waivers (Minimum Subdivision Standards)
Worksheet for Required Findings for Waivers (Final Plat Requirements)
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ATTACHMENT A. LOCATION MAP

st + —— Y X L. - a uv n . 8 2 3t -3
PNy - 3 w - Qs
™ (Wt TS \EfT ; - & =3
S . at [ a\J\ ] ] Jz \\ ~ % 30
- H - ( sl A\ - . SN
N = ” \ -~
10051 O, T 1 - " 5 % 2
S 2 ‘s /ﬂ\\ = Q@
. = P N 8 D —
= L e, HE 08 Vs e
- ERP3 NS a = )
R 8
00wt P o o 3
- -~ » ,V.
- \_ﬁ / N | A
\ - = s %/ PR £ <]
J,ﬂ 4l L ~ - B oa [N
. -~ .
ookt . - —— v Y ~ <
. \\ B! S| &
- - = B 2 g
~ oy ~
Y
0621 PoF
} 3 Py .m m : K
- EERS IR v ] i * z ® * . X
Ve (Wl ' .\ .\ !
/ . o \
o011 d L/ . - [ 2 \k N )
. \ - %
. 1 - R
2 - um 2 ) ] = 7
7f|»aL\ 3] ‘_\ - a u\_m. ) N
3000 —— = 2
Vel . T F.] = Co ) 8.
B a & x
LAY ™ RCa— B -t
h\ W - 2 um A !
™~ f
e ) \\
H 2 =
2 ) 1 . S/,m - 2l 2
ol f .\. . = N 2\ y 2
N H Lo 7
- N z N 7 D
* * y =3 g = s A=
- - \/ - 2
By G 2 s i f m L] 4
H . - + = L ”
~ v H . 2 - "4 i <
pﬁ - 5 Bt s j
v = ) /A =
A A x 7 2 ST
1 o
i 1 — %
- i
L -t a Iz 3 uhl . E] 2 el w ~ f n
m \, [ 4 V « 2 - 2
! ‘ 1L - 3
] m
A
(\S:= , .
- A .
v - ]
< AW 2 LA .\ E m
ot o & 2 o i w
m nEavi n
&'y v L &
& RV Bl x * nou
(.w 2 P [
& a w u i “ o A’ o
«ll . 2 2
o . 3
/. wl J F
&
8 . « 3
. H
N .
. 2 AW
F 2
= TR
ALNDOD a Tz
vid e
M M %

iz
















































































































































































































































































































	Approval of Minutes February 14, 2005 & March 14, 2005
	Correspondence for U-C Sanitary District
	Recreation & Entertainment License
	Case 181-05
	Case 182-05
	Case 475-AT-04 - Zoning Administrator
	Comprehensive Zoning Review
	Planning & Zoning Report

