
CHAMPMGN COUNrl
REGIONAL PLANNING
COMMISSION

Date: December 29, 2010

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

From: Susan Monte, CCRPC Planner

Re: Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Increase of Zoning
Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, and Selected Other Related Fees Pursuant to
LRMP Priority Item 3.1B.

Request: Review Proposed Fee Increases and Authorize Proceeding with Public Hearing
Process

Summary: This memorandum contains background information and content regarding a
proposed 8% increase to Zoning Ordinance fees, Subdivision Regulations fees, and
selected other related fees pursuant to LRMP Priority Item 3. lb.

Background The Champaign County Land Resource Managemeflt Plan (LRMP), adopted by the
County in April 2010, includes Prosperity Goal 3: Champaign County will encourage economic
growth and development to ensure prosperityfor its residents and the region.

The first Objective under Prosperity Goal 3 is LRMP Objective 3.1 (shown below). Priority
Item 3. lb (also shown below) is intended as a means for the County to implement Objective 3.1.

The County’s FY2O1O Planning Contract Work Plan included LRIvIP Priority Item 3.lb.

Fee Increase History Attachment B contains a summary of previous County adjustments to the
Zoning Ordinance fee schedule and Subdivision Regulation fee schedule.

Previous significant adjustments to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule
occurred in 1984, 1987, 1993, and 2002. A period of nine years will have passed since the last
significant Zoning Ordinance fee schedule adjustments approved in 2002. The Zoning
Ordinance fee schedule adjustments approved in 2002 had allowed for the next three-year period
in its fee adjustment (through the year 2005).

The Subdivision Regulations fee schedule was last adjusted by the County Board in 2004.

LRMP Objective 3.1:
Champaign County will seek to ensure that it
maintains comparable tax rates andfees, and a
favorable business climate relevant to similar
counties.

LRMP Priority Item 3.lb:
Reviewfees ofsimilar Illinois counties andpropose
adjustments to Champaign Countyfees as
appropriate.
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CHAMPAIGN COUNtY 
REGIONAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

Date: December 29,2010 

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole 

From: Susan Monte, CCRPC Planner 

Re: Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Increase of Zoning 
Ordinance, Subdivision Regulations, and Selected Other Related Fees Pursuant to 
LRMP Priority Item 3.1B. 

Request: Review Proposed Fee Increases and Authorize Proceeding with Public Hearing 
Process 

Summary: This memorandum contains background information and content regarding a 
proposed 8% increase to Zoning Ordinance fees, Subdivision Regulations fees, and 
selected other related fees pursuant to LRMP Priority Item 3.1b. 

Background The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP), adopted by the 
County in April 2010, includes Prosperity Goal 3: Champaign County will encourage economic 
growth and development to ensure prosperity for its residents and the region. 

The flrst Objective under Prosperity Goal 3 is LRMP Objective 3.1 (shown below). Priority 
Item 3.1b (also shown below) is intended as a means for the County to implement Objective 3.1. 

LRMP Objective 3.1: 
Champaign County will seek to ensure that it 
maintains comparable tax rates and fees, and a 
favorable business climate relevant to similar 
counties. 

LRMP Priority Item 3.1 b: 
Review fees of similar Illinois counties and propose 
adjustments to Champaign County fees as 
appropriate. 

The County's FY2010 Planning Contract Work Plan included LRMP Priority Item 3.1b. 

Fee Increase History Attachment B contains a summary of previous County adjustments to the 
Zoning Ordinance fee schedule and Subdivision Regulation fee schedule. 

Previous signiflcant adjustments to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule 
occurred in 1984, 1987, 1993, and 2002. A period of nine years will have passed since the last 
signiflcant Zoning Ordinance fee schedule adjustments approved in 2002. The Zoning 
Ordinance fee schedule adjustments approved in 2002 had allowed for the next three-year period 
in its fee adjustment (through the year 2005). 

The Subdivision Regulations fee schedule was last adjusted by the County Board in 2004. 
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Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Increase Zoning Fees

Consumer Price Index The present text amendment includes proposed adjustments to the fee
schedule to account for the increase in the consumer price index since 2006.

Table 1 contains annual data that illustrates that the Consumer Price Index (CPI) has increased
7.9 percent between 2006 through the first half of 2010.

Table 1. Consumer Price Index — All Urban Consumers (Original Data Value)

Year Annual HALF 1 HALF2
2000 172.2 170.8 173.6
2001 177.1 176.6 177.5
2002 179.9 178.9 180.9
2003 184.0 183.3 184.6
2004 188.9 187.6 190.2
2005 195.3 193.2 197.4
2006 201.6 200.6 202.6
2007 207.342 205.709 208.976
2008 215.303 214.429 216.177
2009 214.537 213.139 215.935
2010 217.535

Source: BLS Data Series Id: CUUR0000SA0, Area: US. City Average, Base Period ]982-84 100,
Years: 2000 to 2010, http://www.bls.gov/data/

The 7.9% CPI index increase is rounded to an increase of 8% for purposes of adjusting the fee
schedules of County Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations.

Attachment A contains a listing of existing fees and proposed adjustments to reflect an 8%
increase. The costs of paper copies of Department of Planning and Zoning documents are
proposed to be slightly adjusted based on document size.

Attachments

A Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments
B Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments
C Brief Explanation of the Consumer Price Index
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Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Increase Zoning Fees 

Consumer Price Index The present text amendment includes proposed adjustments to the fee 
schedule to account for the increase in the consumer price index since 2006. 

Table I contains annual data that illustrates that the Consumer Price Index (CPI) has increased 
7.9 percent between 2006 through the first half of 20 10. 

Table 1. Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers (Original Data Value) 

Year Annual HALF 1 HALF2 
2000 172.2 170.8 173.6 
2001 177.1 176.6 177.5 
2002 179.9 178.9 180.9 
2003 184.0 183.3 184.6 
2004 188.9 187.6 190.2 
2005 195.3 193.2 197.4 
2006 201.6 200.6 202.6 
2007 207.342 205.709 208.976 
2008 215.303 214.429 216.177 
2009 214.537 213.139 215.935 
2010 217.535 

Source: BLS Data Series Id: CUUROOOOSAO, Area: u.s. City Average, Base Period 1982-84= 100, 
Years: 2000 to 2010, http://www.bls.gov/datai 

The 7.9% CPI index increase is rounded to an increase of 8% for purposes of adjusting the fee 
schedules of County Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Regulations. 

Attachment A contains a listing of existing fees and proposed adjustments to reflect an 8% 
increase. The costs of paper copies of Department of Planning and Zoning documents are 
proposed to be slightly adjusted based on document size. 

Attachments 

A Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments 
B Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments 
C Brief Explanation of the Consumer Price Index 
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ATTACHMENT A

ZONING USE PERMIT FEE
Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments

PRINCIPAL STR UCTURE

SiNGLE or TWO-FAMILY DWELLING $12 per 100 square feet
$13 per 100 square feet. with a maximum fee of $1,620
per STRUCTURE

All Other BUILDINGS $275 plus $15 per 100 square feet
$300 plus $16 per 100 square feet. with a maximum fee
of $3,240 per STRUCTURE

PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE other than $260 $280
BUILDING (except tower or sign)

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE

BUILDING 150 square feet in area or less No fee

BUILDING greater than 150 square feet in area $16 per 100 square feet
$17 per 100 square feet. with a maximum fee of $3,240
per STRUCTURE

Other STRUCTURE (except tower or sign)

Residential ACCESSORY STRUCTURE $33 ~

MANUFACTURED HOME SITE in $33 $36
MANUFACTURED HOME PARK —

All other ACCESSORY STRUCTURES $130 $140

TOWER (PRINCIPAL or ACCESSORY)

Tower up to 50 feet in HEIGHT $33 $~

Tower greater than 50 feet in HEIGHT $33 plus $40 per 20 feet of HEIGHT in excess of 50 feet
$36 plus $43 per 20 feet of HEIGHT in excess of 50 feet

WIND FARM TOWER or 4 0
BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER 50

SMALL WIND TURBINE TOWER not over 50 $100
feet in HEIGHT

SMALL WIND TURBINE TOWER greater $100 plus $80 for each 20 feet in excess of 50 feet in
than 50 feet in HEIGHT HEIGHT (rounded to next highest 20 foot increment)

Turbine replacement on existing tower $100

Sign (PRINCIPAL or ACCESSORY)

Sign — Wall, Canopy- Mounted, or Projecting $33 $~

Sign — Freestanding $3 per square foot, but not less than $33
$3 per scjuare foot, but not less than $36 and with a
maximum fee of$ 1,620

ALTER, extend or move upon the same LOTa PRINCIPAL orACCESORYSTRUCTURE

BUILDING $16 per 100 square feet
$17 per 100 square feet with a maximum fee of $ 1.620

STRUCTURE other than BUILDING Same as new STRUCTURE

continued
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ATTACHMENT A 

Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments 
ZONING USE PERMIT FEE 

PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE 

SINGLE or TWO-F AMIL Y DWELLING $12 per 100 square feet 
$13 Qer 100 sguare feet, with a maximum fee of$1,620 
Qer STRUCTURE 

All Other BUILDINGS $275 plus $15 per 100 square feet 
$300 Qlus $16 Qer 100 sguare feet, with a maximum fee 
of ~3,240 Qer STRUCTURE 

PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE other than $260 $280 
BUILDING (except tower or sign) 

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 

BUILDING 150 square feet in area or less No fee 

BUILDING greater than 150 square feet in area $16 per 100 square feet 
$17 Qer 100 sguare feet, with a maximum fee of $3,240 
Qer STRUCTURE 

Other STRUCTURE (except tower or sign) 

Residential ACCESSORY STRUCTURE $33 lli 
MANUFACTURED HOME SITE in 

$33 $36 
MANUFACTURED HOME PARK 

All other ACCESSORY STRUCTURES $130 $140 

TOWER (PRINCIPAL or ACCESSORy) 

Tower up to 50 feet in HEIGHT $33 lli 
Tower greater than 50 feet in HEIGHT $33 plus $40 per 20 feet of HEIGHT in excess of 50 feet 

~36 Qlus $43 Qer 20 feet of HEIGHT in excess of 50 feet 

WIND FARM TOWER or 
$4500 

BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER 

SMALL WIND TURBINE TOWER not over 50 
$100 feet in HEIGHT 

SMALL WIND TURBINE TOWER greater $100 plus $80 for each 20 feet in excess of 50 feet in 
than 50 feet in HEIGHT HEIGHT (rounded to next highest 20 foot increment) 

Turbine replacement on existing tower $100 

Sign (PRINCIPAL or ACCESSORy) 

Sign - Wall, Canopy- Mounted, or Projecting $33 .$JQ 

Sign - Freestanding $3 per square foot, but not less than $33 
$3 Qer sguare foot, but not less than $36 and with a 
maximum fee of~I,620 

ALTER, extend or move upon the same LOT a PRINCIPAL or ACCESORY STRUCTURE 

BUILDING $16 per 100 square feet 
$17 Qer 100 sguare feet with a maximum fee of $1.620 

STRUCTURE other than BUILDING Same as new STRUCTURE 

continued 
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Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A

ZONING USE PERMIT FEE (continued)

Other Permits

Establish a USE or change an existing USE $65 ~
where no CONSTRUCTION is involved

Establish a USE or change an existing USE that No separate fee if a permit is issued for such
includes new CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION

Register a NEIGHBORHOOD HOME N f
OCCUPATION ~ ee

Change of USE for a RURAL HOME $33 $36
OCCUPATION —

TEMPORARY USE $65 $ZQ

Register a NONCONFORMING USE $33 $~

Zoning Compliance Certificate $33 ~

ZONiNG CASE FILING FEE

VARIANCE

ADMINISTRATIVE VARJANCE $100 ~jjQ

Minor or Major VARIANCE $200 ~2ZQ
SPECIAL USE or Map Amendment (exceptfor County Board WIND FARM Special Use Permit or BIG WIND
TURBINE TOWER Special Use Permit)

Two acres or less in area $400 ~$4~

Base Fee for area larger than two acres $400 ~

More than two acres but no more than 12 acres Add $40 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two
in area acres

Add $43 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two
acres

More than 12 acres in area Add $40 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two
acres and up to and including 12 acres
Add $10 per acre for each acre over 12 acres
Add $43 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two
acres and up to and including 12 acres
Add $11 per acre for each acre over 12 acres

County Board WIND FARM Special Use Permit $20,000 or $440 per WIND FARM TOWER, whichever
is greater

BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER Special Use Permit $3,300 per BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER

Appeal or Interpretation $200 ~2Q

Change ofNonconforming Use $100 ~$JIQ

Amendment to Petition Requiring a new legal notice $100 $I1~

continued
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Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A 

ZONING USE PERMIT FEE (continued) 

Other Permits 

Establish a USE or change an existing USE 
$65 lZQ where no CONSTRUCTION is involved 

Establish a USE or change an existing USE that No separate fee if a permit is issued for such 
includes new CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION 

Register a NEIGHBORHOOD HOME 
No fee 

OCCUPATION 

Change of USE for a RURAL HOME 
$33 $36 

OCCUPATION 

TEMPORARY USE $65 lZQ 
Register a NONCONFORMING USE $33 ~ 

Zoning Compliance Certificate $33 ~ 

ZONING CASE FILING FEE 

VARIANCE 

ADMINISTRATIVE VARIANCE $100 .IDQ 

Minor or Major VARIANCE $200 $220 

SPECIAL USE or Map Amendment (exceptfor County Board WIND FARM Special Use Permit or BIG WIND 
TURBINE TOWER Special Use Permit) 

Two acres or less in area $400 $430 

Base Fee for area larger than two acres $400 $430 

More than two acres but no more than 12 acres Add $40 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two 
III area acres 

Add $43 Qer acre to Base Fee for each acre over two 
acres 

More than 12 acres in area Add $40 per acre to Base Fee for each acre over two 
acres and up to and including 12 acres 
Add $10 per acre for each acre over 12 acres 
Add $43 Qer acre to Base Fee for each acre over two 
acres and UQ to and including 12 acres 
Add $11 Qer acre for each acre over 12 acres 

County Board WIND FARM Special Use Permit $20,000 or $440 per WIND FARM TOWER, whichever 
is greater 

BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER Special Use Permit $3,300 per BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER 

Appeal or Interpretation $200 $220 

Change of Nonconforming Use $100 $110 

Amendment to Petition Requiring a new legal notice $100 $110 

continued 

Key: Proposed Adjustments Are Underlined (and Indicated in Blue Ink) rev. 0110412011 Page 2 of4 



Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A

ENGINEERING REVIEWFEE

Stormwater Drainage Plan Review- Basic Fee

Initial Partial Payment upon application for $500 $~4Q

either Zoning Use Permit or SPECIAL USE

Balance of Basic Review Fee Basic Review Fee total cost not to exceed $1500
Basic Review Fee total cost not to exceed $1620

Unlimited Engineering Review Fee

Initial partial payment upon application for $1500 $1620
either Zoning Use Permit or SPECIAL USE

Balance of Unlimited Engineering Review Fee Amount by which total costs billed by County’s
consulting engineer exceed initial partial fee payment

SUBDIVISION FILING FEES

AREA GENERAL PLAN 1/2 amount of PRELIMiNARY PLAT fee

PRELIMINARY PLAT Basic Fee $400 for first lot and $100 for each additional lot
$430 for first lot and $110 for each additional lot

Stormwater Engineering Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500
Actual cost not to exceed $1~620

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS and engineering Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500
Actual cost not to exceed $1,620

Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500
Actual cost not to exceed $1~620

Unlimited Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500
Actual cost not to exceed $1 .620

FINAL PLAT fee $100 $112

Recording Fees Actual cost as per County Recorder’s Office

SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA ORDINANCE

Floodplain Development Permit $100 $JjQ
Special Flood Hazard Area Variance $200 $2~Q
Floodplain Determination $25 $17
Base Flood Elevation Estimate if published or previously $25 $17
estimated

New Base Flood Elevation Estimate $250 $272

continued
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Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A 

ENGINEERING REVIEW FEE 

Stormwater Drainage Plan Review- Basic Fee 

Initial Partial Payment upon application for $500 $540 
either Zoning Use Permit or SPECIAL USE 

Balance of Basic Review Fee Basic Review Fee total cost not to exceed $1500 
Basic Review Fee total cost not to exceed $1620 

Unlimited Engineering Review Fee 

Initial partial payment upon application for $1500 $1620 
either Zoning Use Permit or SPECIAL USE 

Balance of Unlimited Engineering Review Fee Amount by which total costs billed by County's 
consulting engineer exceed initial partial fee payment 

SUBDIVISION FILING FEES 

AREA GENERAL PLAN 112 amount of PRELIMINARY PLAT fee 

PRELIMINARY PLAT Basic Fee $400 for first lot and $100 for each additional lot 
$430 for first lot and $110 for each additional lot 

Stormwater Engineering Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500 
Actual cost not to exceed $1,620 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS and engineering Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500 
Actual cost not to exceed $1,620 

Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500 
Actual cost not to exceed $1,620 

Unlimited Review Fee Actual cost not to exceed $1,500 
Actual cost not to exceed $1.620 

FINAL PLAT fee $100 $110 

Recording Fees Actual cost as per County Recorder's Office 

SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA ORDINANCE 

Floodplain Development Permit $100 $110 

Special Flood Hazard Area Variance $200 $220 

Floodplain Determination $25 ill 
Base Flood Elevation Estimate if published or previously $25 ill 
estimated 

New Base Flood Elevation Estimate $250 $270 

continued 
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Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A

PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENTDOCUMENTS
Zoning Ordinance (207 pp.) $10 ll~
Subdivision Regulations (66 pp) $4 $~
Special Flood Hazard Ordinance (16 pp) $1.50

Stormwater Management Policy (18 pp) $1 ~
Public Nuisance Ordinance (30 pp) $3

Rental Habitability Ordinance (5 pp) Li
Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP)

LRMP Volume 1: Existing Conditions and Trends $30
LRMP Volume 2: Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan $15
LRMP Volume 3: Plan Appendices $30

Township Zoning Map $10 Li~
Photocopies

1 to 3 Photocopies Free
More than 3 Photocopies 30 cents each

Key: Proposed Adjustments Are Underlined (and Indicated in Blue Ink) rev. 01/04/2011 Page 4 of 4
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Existing Fee Schedule and Proposed Adjustments ATTACHMENT A 

PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT DOCUMENTS 

Zoning Ordinance (207 pp.) $10 ill 
Subdivision Regulations (66 pp) $4 $5 

Special Flood Hazard Ordinance (16 pp) $1.50 

Stormwater Management Policy (18 pp) $1 $1.50 

Public Nuisance Ordinance (30 pp) $3 

Rental Habitability Ordinance (5 pp) li 
Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 

LRMP Volume 1: Existing Conditions and Trends $30 
LRMP Volume 2: Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan $15 
LRMP Volume 3: Plan Appendices $30 

Township Zoning Map $10 $15 

Photocopies 
1 to 3 Photocopies Free 

More than 3 Photocopies 30 cents each 
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Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments ATTACHMENT B

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule

Date Description

Resolution 1130 5/1975 Omnibus text amendment which included adjustment of Zoning Use Permit fees
(e.g., new construction up to 1,000 square feet: $20 plus $2 per each additional 100
square feet.) Established $5,000 limit on any Zoning Use Permit fee.

Resolution 1132 5/1975 Text amendment which established $15 zoning fee to file an appeal.

Ordinance 195 7/1983 Omnibus text amendment which included temporary tower provisions and
established zoning use permit fee of $25 for temporary tower.

Ordinance 210 3/1984 Zoning case filing fees increased. Variance $25 increased to $50; Special Use $50
increased to $75; Map Amendment $50 increased to $100; Text Amendment fee of
$100 added.

Ordinance 286 3/1987 Fee schedule adjusted. New construction of single family structures increased to
$225 for first 2,500 square feet of floor area and to $350 ifmore than 2,500 square
feet of floor area. Other residential structures increase to $300 for first 3,000
square feet of floor area and to $500 beyond 3,000 square feet of floor area.
Commercial, business & public structure fees increased to $350- $750 depending
upon total floor area. Industrial structure fees increased to $550 - $4,500 depending
upon total floor area. Accessory building fees increased to $25 up to 200 square
feet plus $12 per each additional 100 square feet. Alter, remodel or extend
structure, moving, demolition, change of use fees set at $20. Establish mobile
home site fee of $20. Temporary use fee increase to $50. Zoning Case filing fee
increases, including Special Use $75 increased to $375 and Text Amendment or
Map Amendment $100 increased to $250. Establish Zoning Compliance
Certificate fee of $10.

Ordinance 297 10/1987 Text amendment which included a Zoning Use Permit fee of$100 to construct,
alter, remodel or extend an accessory structure.

Ordinance 424 3/1993 Fee schedule adjusted. Set $1500 limit on Zoning Use Permit fee for a single
structure. Establish $50 surcharge for Zoning Use Permits issued after start of
construction. Single- and 2-family dwellings: $100 plus $10 per 100 square feet;
other buildings: $200 plus $12 per 100 square feet. Principal structures other than
buildings (except towers or signs) $200; Accessory buildings: 150 square feet or
less (no fee) and greater than 150 square feet: $12 per 100 square feet. Accessory
residential structures $25; mobile home site in a mobile home park: $25; other
accessory structure (except towers or signs) $100.
Tower up to 50 feet height: $25; greater than 50 feet height: $25 plus $30 per each
20 feet in excess of 50 feet height. Wall, canopy mounted or projecting sign: $25.
Freestanding sign: $2 per square feet of sign area but not less than $25. Alter,
extend or move building upon the same lot: $12 per 100 square feet; Alter extend or
move structure other than a building upon the same lot: same as new structure.
Establish or change use where no construction: $50; Register neighborhood home
occupation (no fee). Change of use for rural home occupation: $25.Register a
nonconforming use: $25. Zoning Compliance Certificate increase from $10 to $25.
Zoning Case Filing increased. $50 Variance increased to $75 Administrative
Variance and $150 standard Variance. Special Use without Stormwater Drainage
Plans increased from $375 to $400. Special Use with Stormwater Drainage Plans
increased from $375 to $650. Map Amendment increased from $100 to $400.
Interpretation fee of $25 added. Change ofNonconforming Use fee of $75 added.
Amendment to Petition requiring new legal notice added: $75.

Ordinance 542 10/1997 Omnibus text amendment which included clarification regarding specific
circumstances when a Zoning Use Permit fee or a Zoning Compliance Certificate is
required.

Ordinance 557 3/1998 Omnibus text amendment which included clarification regarding procedure for
assessing and collecting fees.

continued
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Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments ATTACHMENTB 

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule 

Date Description 

Resolution 1130 5/1975 Omnibus text amendment which included adjustment of Zoning Use Permit fees 
(e.g., new construction up to 1,000 square feet: $20 plus $2 per each additional 100 
square feet.) Established $5,000 limit on any Zoning Use Permit fee. 

Resolution 1132 5/1975 Text amendment which established $15 zoning fee to file an appeal. 

Ordinance 195 711983 Omnibus text amendment which included temporary tower provisions and 
established zoning use permit fee of $25 for temporary tower. 

Ordinance 210 3/1984 Zoning case filing fees increased. Variance $25 increased to $50; Special Use $50 
increased to $75; Map Amendment $50 increased to $100; Text Amendment fee of 
$100 added. 

Ordinance 286 3/1987 Fee schedule adjusted. New construction of single family structures increased to 
$225 for first 2,500 square feet of floor area and to $350 ifmore than 2,500 square 
feet of floor area. Other residential structures increase to $300 for first 3,000 
square feet of floor area and to $500 beyond 3,000 square feet of floor area. 
Commercial, business & public structure fees increased to $350- $750 depending 
upon total floor area. Industrial structure fees increased to $550 - $4,500 depending 
upon total floor area. Accessory building fees increased to $25 up to 200 square 
feet plus $12 per each additional 100 square feet. Alter, remodel or extend 
structure, moving, demolition, change of use fees set at $20. Establish mobile 
home site fee of $20. Temporary use fee increase to $50. Zoning Case filing fee 
increases, including Special Use $75 increased to $375 and Text Amendment or 
Map Amendment $100 increased to $250. Establish Zoning Compliance 
Certificate fee of$10. 

Ordinance 297 10/1987 Text amendment which included a Zoning Use Permit fee of$100 to construct, 
alter, remodel or extend an accessory structure. 

Ordinance 424 3/1993 Fee schedule adjusted. Set $1500 limit on Zoning Use Permit fee for a single 
structure. Establish $50 surcharge for Zoning Use Permits issued after start of 
construction. Single- and 2-family dwellings: $100 plus $10 per 100 square feet; 
other buildings: $200 plus $12 per 100 square feet. Principal structures other than 
buildings (except towers or signs) $200; Accessory buildings: 150 square feet or 
less (no fee) and greater than 150 square feet: $12 per 100 square feet. Accessory 
residential structures $25; mobile home site in a mobile home park: $25; other 
accessory structure (except towers or signs) $100. 
Tower up to 50 feet height: $25; greater than 50 feet height: $25 plus $30 per each 
20 feet in excess of 50 feet height. Wall, canopy mounted or projecting sign: $25. 
Freestanding sign: $2 per square feet of sign area but not less than $25. Alter, 
extend or move building upon the same lot: $12 per 100 square feet; Alter extend or 
move structure other than a building upon the same lot: same as new structure. 
Establish or change use where no construction: $50; Register neighborhood home 
occupation (no fee). Change of use for rural home occupation: $25.Register a 
nonconforming use: $25. Zoning Compliance Certificate increase from $10 to $25. 
Zoning Case Filing increased. $50 Variance increased to $75 Administrative 
Variance and $150 standard Variance. Special Use without Stormwater Drainage 
Plans increased from $375 to $400. Special Use with Stormwater Drainage Plans 
increased from $375 to $650. Map Amendment increased from $100 to $400. 
Interpretation fee of $25 added. Change of Nonconforming Use fee of $75 added. 
Amendment to Petition requiring new legal notice added: $75. 

Ordinance 542 10/1997 Omnibus text amendment which included clarification regarding specific 
circumstances when a Zoning Use Permit fee or a Zoning Compliance Certificate is 
required. 

Ordinance 557 3/1998 Omnibus text amendment which included clarification regarding procedure for 
assessing and collecting fees. 

continued 
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Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments ATTACHMENT B

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule (continued)

Date Description

Ordinance 669 9/2002 Fee schedule adjusted. Single- and 2-family dwellings: $12 per 100 square feet;
other buildings: $275 plus $15 per 100 square feet. Principal structures other than
buildings (except towers or signs) $260; Accessory buildings: 150 square feet or
less (no fee) and greater than 150 square feet: $16 per 100 square feet. Accessory
residential structure $33; manufactured home site in a mobile home park: $33; other
accessory structure (except tower or sign) $130.
Tower up to 50 feet height: $33; greater than 50 feet height: $33 plus $40 per each
20 feet in excess of 50 feet height. Wall, canopy mounted or projecting sign: $33.
Freestanding sign: $3 per square feet of sign area but not less than $33. Alter,
extend or move building upon the same lot: $16 per 100 square feet; Alter extend or
move structure other than a building upon the same lot: same as new structure.
Establish or change use where no construction: $65; Register neighborhood home
occupation (no fee). Change of use for rural home occupation: $33. Register a
nonconforming use: $33. Temporary Use fee increase $50 to $65. Zoning
Compliance Certificate increase from $25 to $33. Zoning Case Filing increased.
Administrative Variance $100 and Standard Variance $200. Special Use with
Stormwater Drainage Plan $250 base fee.
Special Use and Map Amendment: 2 acres or less and base fee for larger areas:
$400; 2— 12 acres: add $40 per acre to base fee for each acre over 2 acres; more
than 12 acres: add $10 per acre for each acre over 12 acres.
Appeals and Interpretations: $200. Change ofNonconforming Use: $100.
Amendment to Petition requiring new legal notice: $100.

Ordinance 679 2/2003 Text amendment which included reference to Stormwater Management Policy and
revised fee schedule to include Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Basic Fee not to
exceed $1,500 and Unlimited Engineering Review Fee to be determined by total
amount billed to County by County’s consulting engineer.

Ordinance 745 4/2005 Text amendment which included hearing officer provisions and distinction between
administrative, minor and major variances. Clarification added to fee schedule.

Ordinance 848 5/2009 Text amendment which included wind farm and related wind turbine tower
provisions. Fee schedule adjusted to add $4,500 Zoning Use Permit fee per wind
farm tower and County Board Wind Farm Special Use Permit of $20,000 or $440
per wind farm tower, whichever is greater.

Ordinance 863 6/2010 Text amendment which distinguIshed between big wind turbine tower and small
wind turbine tower. Fee schedule adjusted to require $4,500 for big wind turbine
tower; $100 for small wind turbine tower not over 50 feet height; $100 plus $80 per
each 20 feet of height in excess of 50 feet in height for small wind turbine tower
greater than 50 feet in height; $100 for replacement of turbine on existing tower.
Zoning Case Filing fees adjusted to add Special Use permit fee of $3,300 per big
wind turbine tower.

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Subdivision Regulation Fee Schedule

Date Description

Ordinance 428 3/1993 Amend fee schedule to increase basic fee from $5 per lot but not less than $50 to
$25 per lot for the first 40 lots and $5.00 per lot thereafier but not less than $100.00.
Added a Physical Improvement Review Fee of $5 per lot, but not less than $150.
Added Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Fee of $5 per lot but not less than $250.

Ordinance 526 2/1997 Amend to clarif3 procedures throughout, including fee schedule.

Ordinance 725 7/2004 Amend fee schedule to add Area General Plan fee of Yz amount of Preliminary Plat
fee. Increased Preliminary Plat Basic Fee to $400 for first lot and $100 for each
additional lot. Set maximum limit of $1,500 for Stormwater Engineering Review
Fee, with exception if condition of unusual uncertainty regarding drainage. Set
maximum limit of $1,500 for Streets and Other Public Improvement Review Fee.
Set Final Plat Fee of $100.
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Previous Fee Schedule Adjustments ATTACHMENT B 

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance Fee Schedule (continued) 

Date Description 

Ordinance 669 9/2002 Fee schedule adjusted. Single- and 2-family dwellings: $12 per 100 square feet; 
other buildings: $275 plus $15 per 100 square feet. Principal structures other than 
buildings (except towers or signs) $260; Accessory buildings: 150 square feet or 
less (no fee) and greater than 150 square feet: $16 per 100 square feet. Accessory 
residential structure $33; manufactured home site in a mobile home park: $33; other 
accessory structure (except tower or sign) $130. 
Tower up to 50 feet height: $33; greater than 50 feet height: $33 plus $40 per each 
20 feet in excess of 50 feet height. Wall, canopy mounted or projecting sign: $33. 
Freestanding sign: $3 per square feet of sign area but not less than $33. Alter, 
extend or move building upon the same lot: $16 per 100 square feet; Alter extend or 
move structure other than a building upon the same lot: same as new structure. 
Establish or change use where no construction: $65; Register neighborhood home 
occupation (no fee). Change of use for rural home occupation: $33. Register a 
nonconforming use: $33. Temporary Use fee increase $50 to $65. Zoning 
Compliance Certificate increase from $25 to $33. Zoning Case Filing increased. 
Administrative Variance $100 and Standard Variance $200. Special Use with 
Stormwater Drainage Plan $250 base fee. 
Special Use and Map Amendment: 2 acres or less and base fee for larger areas: 
$400; 2 - 12 acres: add $40 per acre to base fee for each acre over 2 acres; more 
than 12 acres: add $10 per acre for each acre over 12 acres. 
Appeals and Interpretations: $200. Change of Nonconforming Use: $100. 
Amendment to Petition requiring new legal notice: $100. 

Ordinance 679 212003 Text amendment which included reference to Stormwater Management Policy and 
revised fee schedule to include Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Basic Fee not to 
exceed $1,500 and Unlimited Engineering Review Fee to be determined by total 
amount billed to County by County's consulting engineer. 

Ordinance 745 412005 Text amendment which included hearing officer provisions and distinction between 
administrative, minor and major variances. Clarification added to fee schedule. 

Ordinance 848 512009 Text amendment which included wind farm and related wind turbine tower 
provisions. Fee schedule adjusted to add $4,500 Zoning Use Permit fee per wind 
farm tower and County Board Wind Farm Special Use Permit of $20,000 or $440 
per wind farm tower, whichever is greater. 

Ordinance 863 612010 Text amendment which distinguished between big wind turbine tower and small 
wind turbine tower. Fee schedule adjusted to require $4,500 for big wind turbine 
tower; $100 for small wind turbine tower not over 50 feet height; $100 plus $80 per 
each 20 feet of height in excess of 50 feet in height for small wind turbine tower 
greater than 50 feet in height; $100 for replaoement of turbine on existing tower. 
Zoning Case Filing fees adjusted to add Special Use permit fee of $3,300 per big 
wind turbine tower. 

Previous Adjustments to Champaign County Subdivision Regulation Fee Schedule 

Date Description 

Ordinance 428 3/1993 Amend fee schedule to increase basic fee from $5 per lot but not less than $50 to 
$25 per lot for the first 40 lots and $5.00 per lot thereafter but not less than $100.00. 
Added a Physical Improvement Review Fee of$5 per lot, but not less than $150. 
Added Stormwater Drainage Plan Review Fee of $5 per lot but not less than $250. 

Ordinance 526 2/1997 Amend to clarify procedures throughout, including fee schedule. 

Ordinance 725 7/2004 Amend fee schedule to add Area General Plan fee of Yz amount of Preliminary Plat 
fee. Increased Preliminary Plat Basic Fee to $400 for first lot and $100 for each 
additional lot. Set maximum limit of$I,500 for Stormwater Engineering Review 
Fee, with exception if condition of unusual uncertainty regarding drainage. Set 
maximum limit of$I,500 for Streets and Other Public Improvement Review Fee. 
Set Final Plat Fee of$100. 
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ATTACHMENT C

Brief Explanation of the Consumer Price Index

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the average change in prices over time of goods
and services purchased by households. The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes CPIs for two
population groups: (1) the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W),
which covers households of wage earners and clerical workers that comprise approximately 32
percent of the total population and (2) the CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) and the
Chained CPI for All Urban Consumers (C-CPI-U), which cover approximately 87 percent of the
total population and include in addition to wage earners and clerical worker households, groups
such as professional, managerial, and technical workers, the self-employed, short-term workers,
the unemployed, and retirees and others not in the labor force.

The CPIs are based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and fuels, transportation fares, charges
for doctors’ and dentists’ services, drugs, and other goods and services that people buy for day-to
day living. Prices are collected each month in 87 urban areas across the country from about
4,000 housing units and approximately 25,000 retail establishments-department stores,
supermarkets, hospitals, filling stations, and other types of stores and service establishments. All
taxes directly associated with the purchase and use of items is included in the index. Prices of
fuels and a few other items are obtained every month in all 87 locations. Prices of most other
commodities and services are collected every month in the three largest geographic areas and
every other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services are obtained by personal
visits or telephone calls of the Bureau’s trained representatives.

In calculating the index, price changes for the various items in each location are averaged
together with weights, which represent their importance in the spending of the appropriate
population group. Local data are then combined to obtain a U.S. city average. For the CPI-U and
CPI-W separate indexes are also published by size of city, by region of the country, for cross-
classifications of regions and population-size classes, and for 27 local areas. Area indexes do not
measure differences in the level of prices among cities; they only measure the average change in
prices for each area since the base period. For the C-CPI-U data are issued only at the national
level. It is important to note that the CPI-U and CPI-W are considered fmal when released, but
the C-CPI-U is issued in preliminary form and subject to two annual revisions.

Source. htty.’//www bls.~ov/news. release/cpi. nrO.htm

Is the Consumer Price Index (CPI) a cost-of-living index?

The CPI frequently is called a cost-of-living index, but it differs in important ways from a
complete cost-of-living measure. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) has for some time used a
cost-of-living framework in making practical decisions about questions that arise in constructing
the CPI. A cost-of-living index is a conceptual measurement goal, however, not a straightforward
alternative to the CPI. A cost-of-living index would measure changes over time in the amount
that consumers need to spend to reach a certain “utility level” or “standard of living.” Both the
CP.l and a cost-of-living index would reflect changes in the prices of goods and services, such as
food and clothing that are directly purchased in the marketplace; but a complete cost-of-living
index would go beyond this to also take into account changes in other governmental or
environmental factors that affect consumers’ well-being. It is very difficult to determine the
proper treatment of public goods. such as safety and education, and other broad concerns, such as
health, water quality, and crime that would comprise a complete cost-of-living framework.
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Brief Explanation of the Consumer Price Index 

The Consumer Price Index (CPI) is a measure of the average change in prices over time of goods 
and services purchased by households. The Bureau of Labor Statistics publishes CPls for two 
population groups: (1) the CPI for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W), 
which covers households of wage earners and clerical workers that comprise approximately 32 
percent of the total population and (2) the CPI for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U) and the 
Chained CPI for All Urban Consumers (C-CPI-U), which cover approximately 87 percent of the 
total population and include in addition to wage earners and clerical worker households, groups 
such as professional, managerial, and technical workers, the self-employed, short-term workers, 
the unemployed, and retirees and others not in the labor force. 

The CPls are based on prices of food, clothing, shelter, and fuels, transportation fares, charges 
for doctors' and dentists' services, drugs, and other goods and services that people buy for day-to­
day living. Prices are collected each month in 87 urban areas across the country from about 
4,000 housing units and approximately 25,000 retail establishments-department stores, 
supermarkets, hospitals, filling stations, and other types of stores and service establishments. All 
taxes directly associated with the purchase and use of items is included in the index. Prices of 
fuels and a few other items are obtained every month in all 87 locations. Prices of most other 
commodities and services are collected every month in the three largest geographic areas and 
every other month in other areas. Prices of most goods and services are obtained by personal 
visits or telephone calls of the Bureau's trained representatives. 

In calculating the index, price changes for the various items in each location are averaged 
together with weights, which represent their importance in the spending of the appropriate 
population group. Local data are then combined to obtain a U.S. city average. For the CPI-U and 
CPI-W separate indexes are also published by size of city, by region of the country, for cross­
classifications of regions and population-size classes, and for 27 local areas. Area indexes do not 
measure differences in the level of prices among cities; they only measure the average change in 
prices for each area since the base period. For the C-CPI-U data are issued only at the national 
level. It is important to note that the CPI-U and CPI-W are considered [mal when released, but 
the C-CPI-U is issued in preliminary form and subject to two annual revisions. 

Source: http://l1l14'W.bis.gov/news.reieaseicpi.nrO.htm 

Is the Consumer Price Index (CPI) a cost-of-living index? 

The CPI frequently is called a cost-of-living index, but it differs in important ways from a 
complete cost-of-living measure. The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) has for some time used a 
cost-of-living framework in making practical decisions about questions that arise in constructing 
the CPI. A cost-of-living index is a conceptual measurement goal, however, not a straightforward 
alternative to the CPI. A cost-of-living index would measure changes over time in the amount 
that consumers need to spend to reach a certain "utility level" or "standard ofliving." Both the 
CPI and a cost-of-living index would reflect changes in the prices of goods and services, such as 
food and clothing that are directly purchased in the marketplace; but a complete cost-of-living 
index would go beyond this to also take into account changes in other governmental or 
environmental factors that affect consumers' well-being. It is very difficult to detennine the 
proper treatment of public goods, such as safety and education, and other broad concerns, such as 
health, water quality, and crime that would comprise a complete cost-of-living framework. 
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Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment to Increase Zoning Fees

Traditionally, the CPI was considered an upper bound to a cost-of-living index in that the CPI
did not reflect the changes in buying or consumption patterns that consumers would make to
adjust to relative price changes. The ability to substitute means that the increase in the cost to
consumers of maintaining their level of well-being tends to be somewhat less than the increase in
the cost of the mix of goods and services they previously purchased.

Since January 1999, a geometric mean formula has been used to calculate most basic indexes
within the CPI; in other words, the prices within most item categories (e.g., apples) are averaged
using a geometric mean formula. This improvement moves the CPI somewhat closer to a cost-of-
living measure, as the geometric mean formula allows for a modest amount of consumer
substitution as relative prices within item categories change.

Since the geometric mean formula is used only to average prices within item categories, it does
not account for consumer substitution taking place between item categories. For example, if the
price of pork increases compared to those of other meats, shoppers might shift their purchases
away from pork to beef, poultry, or fish. The CPI formula does not reflect this type of consumer
response to changing relative prices. In 2002, as a complement to the CPT-U and CPI-W, BLS
began producing a new index intended to more closely approximate a cost-of-living index by
reflecting substitution among item categories. It is unlikely, however, that the difficult problems
of defining living standards and measuring changes in the cost of their attainment over time will
ever be resolved completely.

Source: http://www. bls.gov/dolfaq/bls ques2. htm
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Traditionally, the CPI was considered an upper bound to a cost-of-living index in that the CPI 
did not reflect the changes in buying or consumption patterns that consumers would make to 
adjust to relative price changes. The ability to substitute means that the increase in the cost to 
consumers of maintaining their level of well-being tends to be somewhat less than the increase in 
the cost of the mix of goods and services they previously purchased. 

Since January 1999, a geometric mean formula has been used to calculate most basic indexes 
within the CPI; in other words, the prices within most item categOlies (e.g., apples) are averaged 
using a geometric mean formula. This inlprovement moves the CPI somewhat closer to a cost-of­
living measure, as the geometric mean fonnula allows for a modest amount of consumer 
substitution as relative prices within item categories change. 

Since the geometric mean formula is used only to average prices within item categOlies, it does 
not account for consumer substitution taking place between item categories. For example, if the 
price of pork increases compared to those of other meats, shoppers might shift their purchases 
away fro111 pork to beef, poultry, or fish. The CPI formula does not reflect this type of consumer 
response to changing relative prices. In 2002, as a complement to the CPI-U and CPI-W, BLS 
began producing a new index intended to more closely approximate a cost-of-living index by 
reflecting substitution among item categories. It is unlikely, however, that the difficult problems 
of defining living standards and measuring changes in the cost of their attainment over time will 
ever be resolved completely. 

Source: http://www.bls.gov/dolfaq/bls_ques2.htm 
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CHAMPAGNCOIJNTY

p~ REGIONAL PLANNINGCOMMISSION

Date: December 29, 2010

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

From: Susan Monte, CCRPC Planner

Re: Direction to CCRPC Planner Regarding Proposed Update of the Site Assessment
Portion of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System Pursuant to
LRMP Priority Items 4.5a and 4.5b

Request: Approve Proposal and Authorize Proceeding with the Proposed Update

Summary: This memorandum contains background information and a proposal for the
Committee to consider in accordance with LRMP Priority Items 4.5a and 4.5b.

Background

The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP), adopted by the County in
April 2010, includes two Priority Items for the County to consider implementing in order to achieve
the LRMP Objective 4.5, as follows:

By the year 2012, Champaign County will review the Site Assessment portion of
LESA for possible updates; thereafter, the County will periodically review the Site
Assessmentportion ofLESA forpotential updates at least once every 10 years.

The first Priority Item 4.5a (text provided below) is a part of the FY 2010 County Planning Contract:

LRMP Priority Item 4. 5a - Submit a proposal to EL UCfor Champaign County
review ofrecommended changes to the Site Assessment portion ofLESA.

A second Priority Item 4.5b (text provided below) is part of the FY 2011 County Planning Contract:

LRMP Priority Item 4. Sb - Prepare changes to the Site Assessment portion ofLESA
and submit changesforpublic review and approval by ELUC and County Board.
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Portion of the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System Pursuant to 
LRMP Priority Items 4.5a and 4.5b 

Request: Approve Proposal and Authorize Proceeding with the Proposed Update 

Summary: This memorandum contains background information and aproposal for the 
Committee to consider in accordance with LRMP Priority Items 4.5a and 4.5b. 

Background 

The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP), adopted by the County in 
April 2010, includes two Priority Items for the County to consider implementing in order to achieve 
the LRMP Objective 4.5, as follows: 

By the year 2012, Champaign County will review the Site Assessment portion of 
LESAfor possible updates; thereafter, the County will periodically review the Site 
Assessment portion of LESA for potential updates at least once every 10 years. 

The first Priority Item 4.5a (text provided below) is a part of the FY 2010 County Planning Contract: 

LRMP Priority Item 4.5a - Submit a proposal to ELUCfor Champaign County 
review of recommended changes to the Site Assessment portion of LESA. 

A second Priority Item 4.5b (text provided below) is paxt of the FY 2011 County Planning Contract: 

LRMP Priority Item 4.5b - Prepare changes to the Site Assessment portion of LESA 
and submit changes for public review and approval by ELUC and County Board. 



Proposal to Conduct Update the ‘Site Assessment’ Portion of the County’s LESA System

Background (continued)

What is LESA? LESA stands for a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment system. LESA is an
analytical tool in the form of a numeric rating system which is used as an objective means to rate
and rank a site for agricultural importance. A LESA system is designed to take into account both
soil quality and other social and economic factors affecting a site’s importance for agriculture.’
Attachment B contains a brief history of LESA development in the U.S.

How LESA is Used LESA is used by federal, state and local government officials as a tool to
assist in formulating policy or in making land use decisions that involve conversion of farmland.
The LESA system can help units of government meet the following two overall objectives:
• Facilitate identification and protection of important agricultural land.
• Assist in implementing farmland protection policies.

Components ofLESA A LESA system consists of two parts, a ‘Land Evaluation’ section and a
‘Site Assessment’ section:

The Land Evaluation section is used to evaluate a tract of farmland based upon the
productivity of its soils. The soils information is based on data from the National
Cooperative Soil Survey, one of the largest natural resource databases in the world.

The Site Assessment section considers non-soil factors relative to a specific parcel of
land. Site assessment involves three major areas:~
• Non-soil factors related to agricultural use of a site.
• Factors related to development pressures.
• Other public values of a site.

(Source: USDA NRCS website: http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programsflesa/lesasysdesuses.html

LESA in Champaign County In 1983, two committees (a seven-member Land Evaluation
Committee and a 12-member Site Assessment Committee) were formed to prepare a local
version of LESA for County Board review. Champaign County adopted its LESA system in
1984. (Champaign County Resolution No. 2248 is provided as Attachment C.)

LESA is used by the County’s Zoning Board of Appeals and/or County Board as a tool to assist
in making a land use decision that involves farmland conversion in Champaign County whenever
land in the rural zoning districts (AG-i AG-2 and CR Districts) is proposed for either rezoning or
a special use permit.

To obtain a LESA score for a particular site, the ‘LE’ or Land Evaluation score and the ‘SA’ or
Site Assessment score are separately calculated.2 Then each score is added up to result in a single
number. The higher the total LESA score, the more highly rated a site is for agricultural use. A
copy of the worksheet used by Department of Planning and Zoning staff to calculate the LESA
score is provided as Attachment D.
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Background (continued) 

What is LESA? LESA stands for a Land Evaluation and ~ite Assessment system. LESA is an 
analytical tool in the form of a numeric rating system which is used as an objective means to rate 
and rank a site for agricultural importance. A LESA system is designed to take into account both 
soil quality and other social and economic factors affecting a site's importance for agriculture. 1 

Attachment B contains a brief history ofLESA development in the u.s. 

How LESA is Used LESA is used by federal, state and local government officials as a tool to 
assist in formulating policy or in making land use decisions that involve conversion of farmland. 
The LESA system can help units of government meet the following two overall objectives: 

Facilitate identification and protection of important agricultural land. 
Assist in implementing farmland protection policies. 

Components of LESA A LESA system consists of two parts, a 'Land Evaluation' section and a 
'Site Assessment' section: 

The Land Evaluation section is used to evaluate a tract of farmland based upon the 
productivity of its soils. The soils information is based on data from the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey, one of the largest natural resource databases in the world. 

The Site Assessment section considers non-soil factors relative to a specific parcel of 
land. Site assessment involves three major areas:· 

Non-soil factors related to agricultural use of a site. 
Factors related to development pressures. 
Other public values of a site. 

(Source: USDA NRCS website: http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/programs/lesa/lesasysdesuses.html 

LESA in Champaign County In 1983, two committees (a seven-member Land Evaluation 
Committee and a 12-member Site Assessment Committee) were formed to prepare a local 
version ofLESA for County Board review. Champaign County adopted its LESA system in 
1984. (Champaign County Resolution No. 2248 is provided as Attachment C.) 

LESA is used by the County's Zoning Board of Appeals and/or County Board as a tool to assist 
in making a land use decision that involves farmland conversion in Champaign County whenever 
land in the rural zoning districts (AG-l AG-2 and CR Districts) is proposed for either rezoning or 
a special use permit. 

To obtain a LESA score for a particular site, the 'LE' or Land Evaluation score and the 'SA' or 
Site Assessment score are separately calculated? Then each score is added up to result in a single 
number. The higher the total LESA score, the more highly rated a site is for agricultural use. A 
copy of the worksheet used by Department of Planning and Zoning staff to calculate the LESA 
score is provided as Attachment D. 
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Proposal to Conduct Update the ‘Site Assessment’ Portion of the County’s LESA System

Why Update the “Site Assessment (SA) Portion ofLESA?

1) The LESA system was developed by the USDA Soil Conservation Service during the early
1980’s and was intended to be kept current by periodic review and revision.

2) Champaign County’s LESA system was prepared by two committees of local representatives
who recommended the system be reviewed every 5 years. Twenty-six years have passed
since the Champaign County Board adopted the Champaign County LESA system in 1984.

3) Significant zoning and land use policy related changes have occurred since the County’s
LESA system was adopted in 1984, and these need to be included and referenced in an
updated LESA. Examples of changes to include in a LESA update are:

• The County Zoning Ordinance defines ‘best prime farmland’ as sites which have a Land
Evaluation score of 85 or greater based on the County’s LESA system.

• The County adopted LRMP which includes a set of updated goals, objectives and policies
and two County maps (Future Land Use - 2030 Map and the Land Use Management
Areas Map) for use as guidance in making land-use decisions.

4) The Blue Ribbon Environmental Panel, in its 2004 Advisory Report to the County Board,
recommended: “The County should complete an update of the Site Assessment portion of
its LESA system with the goal of more fully integrating it into the Rural Residential Overlay
or Rural Planned Development criteria for approval or denial of rural subdivisions.” ~

5) The Champaign County LRMP includes Objective 4.5 under its Agriculture Goal.
Objective 4.5 is: “By the year 2012, Champaign County will review the Site Assessment
portion ofLESA for possible updates; thereafter, the County willperiodically review the Site
Assessment portion ofLESA forpotential updates at least once every 10 years.”

6) The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebook for Rating Agricultural Lands
(2~K~ Edition) provides the following (non-mandatory) guidelines:

• Between 3 and 10 SA factors are recommended for a LESA. (The existing Champaign
County LESA includes 20 SA factors.)

• Illustrative SA factors of three types are provided: agricultural productivity factors; non
agricultural development pressure factors; and other factors that reflect public values of a
site supporting retention in agriculture.

• SA factors related directly to agricultural productivity may be the only pertinent SA
factors if the planning and zoning process already provides for farm zoning. (Only 5 of
the 11 illustrative SA factors related to agricultural productivity are included in the
existing Champaign County LESA)

7) Agricultural Land/Water Resource Specialist Terry Savko, Office of Farmland Protection,
Bureau of Land and Water Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture, recommends that
the update of the SA portion of the Champaign County LESA include review of SA factors
to eliminate redundancy, and that the addition of an SA factor regarding wind turbine
location be considered.
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Why Update the "§..ite Assessment (SA) Portion of LESA? 

1) The LESA system was developed by the USDA Soil Conservation Service during the early 
1980's and was intended to be kept current by periodic review and revision. 

2) Champaign County's LESA system was prepared by two committees oflocal representatives 
who recommended the system be reviewed every 5 years. Twenty-six years have passed 
since the Champaign County Board adopted the Champaign County LESA system in 1984. 

3) Significant zoning and land use policy related changes have occurred since the County's 
LESA system was adopted in 1984, and these need to be included and referenced in an 
updated LESA. Examples of changes to include in a LESA update are: 

• The County Zoning Ordinance defines 'best prime fann1and' as sites which have a Land 
Evaluation score of 85 or greater based on the County's LESA system. 

• The County adopted LRMP which includes a set of updated goals, objectives and policies 
and two County maps (Future Land Use - 2030 Map and the Land Use Management 
Areas Map) for use as guidance in making land-use decisions. 

4) The Blue Ribbon Environmental Panel, in its 2004 Advisory Report to the County Board, 
recommended: "The County should complete an update of the Site Assessment portion of 
its LESA system with the goal of more fully integrating it into the Rural Residential Overlay 
or Rural Planned Development criteria for approval or denial of rural subdivisions." 3 

5) The Champaign County LRMP includes Objective 4.5 under its Agriculture Goal. 
Objective 4.5 is: "By the year 2012, Champaign County will review the Site Assessment 
portion of LESA for possible updates; thereafter, the County will periodically review the Site 
Assessment portion of LESA for potential updates at least once every 10 years." 

6) The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebook for Rating Agricultural Lands 
(2nd Edition) provides the following (non-mandatory) guidelines: 

• Between 3 and 1 0 SA factors are recommended for a LESA. (The existing Champaign 
County LESA includes 20 SA factors.) 

• Illustrative SA factors of three types are provided: agricultural productivity factors; non­
agricultural development pressure factors; and other factors that reflect public values of a 
site supporting retention in agriculture. 

• SA factors related directly to agricultural productivity may be the only pertinent SA 
factors if the planning and zoning process already provides for fann zoning. (Only 5 of 
the 11 illustrative SA factors related to agricultural productivity are included in the 
existing Champaign County LESA) 

7) Agricultural LandlWater Resource Specialist Terry Savko, Office of Farmland Protection, 
Bureau of Land and Water Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture, recommends that 
the update of the SA portion of the Champaign County LESA include review of SA factors 
to eliminate redundancy, and that the addition of an SA factor regarding wind turbine 
location be considered. 
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Proposal to Conduct Update the ‘Site Assessment’ Portion of the County’s LESA System

Proposal

The Proposal for Committee review is provided as Attachment A.

Attachments

A Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA

B Brief History of LESA Development

C Champaign County Resolution No. 2248 (Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment System)

D LESA Worksheet

Notes:

1. Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebook for Rating Agricultural Lands, Second
Edition. Prepared for the USDA Natural Resources Conversation Service by James R. Pease
and Robert E. Coughlin. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1996, p. 3.

2. In Champaign County, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District staff
prepares the LE portion of the LESA score and Champaign County Department of Planning
and Zoning staff prepares the SA portion of the LESA score. The LESA Worksheet provided
as Attachment D is used to calculate a total LESA score.

3. The difference between the intended use of the SA (Site Assessment) factors of LESA and
the intended use of the Rural Residential Overlay factors of the Champaign County Zoning
Ordinance are worth noting. The SA factors are intended to assess the agricultural economic
viability of a site. The RRO factors are intended to assess the suitability of a site for
residential use.
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Proposal to Conduct Update the 'Site Assessment' Portion of the County's LESA System 

Proposal 

The Proposal for Committee review is provided as Attachment A. 

Attachments 

A Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA 

B Brief History of LESA Development 

C Champaign County Resolution No. 2248 (Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment System) 

D LESA Worksheet 

Notes: 

1. Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebook for Rating Agricultural Lands, Second 
Edition. Prepared for the USDA Natural Resources Conversation Service by James R. Pease 
and Robert E. Coughlin. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1996, p. 3. 

2. In Champaign County, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District staff 
prepares the LE portion of the LESA score and Champaign County Department of Planning 
and Zoning staff prepares the SA portion of the LESA score. The LESA Worksheet provided 
as Attachment D is used to calculate a total LESA score. 

3. The difference between the intended use of the SA (Site Assessment) factors ofLESA and 
the intended use of the Rural Residential Overlay factors of the Champaign County Zoning 
Ordinance are worth noting. The SA factors are intended to assess the agricultural economic 
viability of a site. The RRO factors are intended to assess the suitability of a site for 
residential use. 
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ATTACHMENT A

Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA

Scope of Work

1) Form Update Committee

2) Work with Update Committee to review SA factors and weighting of SA factors. Includes
the following tasks:

• Consider if all existing SA factors are necessary for technical reasons and eliminate those
not necessary for technical reasons.

• Consider if all remaining existing SA factors are adequate for a proper LESA

• Recommend any additional SA factors

• Consider if the existing SA factor weighting is adequate and adjust SA factor weighting
as necessary

3) Work with Update Committee to test proposed SA factor weighting in accordance with
LESA Guidebook recommendations.

4) Provide opportunity to Update Committee to offer related recommendations to County Board
regarding:

a) Whether the resulting proposed balance of relative weights of the LE (Land Evaluation)
score and SA (Site Assessment) score is adequate or whether it should be adjusted to
include more of a focus on agricultural productivity.

b) Whether the definition of ‘best prime farmland’ should be adjusted, based on ‘SA’ (Site
Assessment) factors directly relevant to agricultural productivity.

Update Committee

An Update Committee should be appointed by the County Board to represent public and key
stakeholder perspectives and technical experts. Staff recommends a nine-member Update
Committee be comprised of the following persons:

Resource Conservationist Champaign County Soil & Water Conservation District

Member Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water
Conservation District

2 Members 2 Champaign County Committee of the Whole/ELUC members

Member Champaign County Farm Bureau Land Use Committee

Member Original Site Assessment Committee of the Champaign County
LESA System

Representative development or real estate community

Past Member Past Champaign County ZBA Chair/Member

Director Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning
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Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA 

Scope of Work 

1) Fonn Update Committee 

2) Work with Update Committee to review SA factors and weighting of SA factors. Includes 
the following tasks: 

• Consider if all existing SA factors are necessary for technical reasons and eliminate those 
not necessary for technical reasons. 

• Consider if all remaining existing SA factors are adequate for a proper LESA 

• Recommend any additional SA factors 

• Consider if the existing SA factor weighting is adequate and adjust SA factor weighting 
as necessary 

3) Work with Update Committee to test proposed SA factor weighting in accordance with 
LESA Guidebook recommendations. 

4) Provide opportunity to Update Committee to offer related recommendations to County Board 
regarding: 

a) Whether the resulting proposed balance of relative weights of the LE (Land Evaluation) 
score and SA (Site Assessment) score is adequate or whether it should be adjusted to 
include more of a focus on agricultural productivity. 

b) Whether the defInition of 'best prime farmland' should be adjusted, based on 'SA' (Site 
Assessment) factors directly relevant to agricultural productivity. 

Update Committee 

An Update Committee should be appointed by the County Board to represent public and key 
stakeholder perspectives and technical experts. Staff recommends a nine-member Update 
Committee be comprised of the following persons: 

Resource Conservationist Champaign County Soil & Water Conservation District 

Member Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water 
Conservation District 

2 Members 2 Champaign County Committee of the Whole/ELUC members 

Member Champaign County Fann Bureau Land Use Committee 

Member Original Site Assessment Committee of the Champaign County 
LESA System 

Representative development or real estate community 

Past Member Past Champaign County ZBA Chair/Member 

Director Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning 
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ATTACHMENT A

Update Committee (continued)

Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA

Update Committee meetings will be open to the public. Over the course of the project, a total of
three, and potentially four, Update Committee meetings would be scheduled to occur during a
weekday morning time period.

Resources available to the Update Committee are:

• Agricultural Land/Water Resource Specialist Terry Savko, Office of Farmland
Protection, Bureau of Land and Water Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture

• Champaign County Geographic Information Systems Consortium staff to be consulted, as
needed

Update Review Procedural Diagram

FINAL UPDATE RECOMMENDA TION

STUDY SESSION (IF REQUESTED BY COUNTY BOARD)

Staff: RPC Planner
ADVICEI1~~~I!

Proposed Update Timeline

The approved FY 2011 County RPC Planner Work Plan includes time allocated toward
completion of LRMP Priority Item 4.5b. A proposed Update Timeline follows on the next page:

Champaign County Board

UPDATE FEEDBACK
RECOMMENDA TION

• Illinois Department of
Agriculture, Bureau of Land and
Water Resources, State Resource
Consultant

• CCGIS Consortium Staff
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ATTACHMENT A 

Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA 

Update Committee (continued) 

Update Committee meetings will be open to the public. Over the course of the project, a total of 
three, and potentially four, Update Committee meetings would be scheduled to occur during a 
weekday morning time period. 

Resources available to the Update Committee are: 

• Agricultural LandiWater Resource Specialist Terry Savko, Office of Farmland 
Protection, Bureau of Land and Water Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture 

• Champaign County Geographic Information Systems Consortium staff to be consulted, as 
needed 

Update Review Procedural Diagram 

Staff: RPC Planner 

Proposed Update Timeline 

Champaign County Board 

FINAL UPDATE RECOMMENDATION 

STUDY SESSION (IF REQUESTED BY COUNTY BOARD) 

Champaign County Board 
C-O-W 

UPDATE 1 
RECOMMENDATION 

ADVICE • Illinois Department of 
Agriculture, Bureau of Land and 
Water Resources, State Resource 
Consultant 

• CCGIS Consortium Staff 

The approved FY 2011 County RPC Planner Work Plan includes time allocated toward 
completion ofLRMP Priority Item 4.5b. A proposed Update Timeline follows on the next page: 
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ATI’ACHMENT A

Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA

Proposed Update Timeline

1. Request County Board /Chair to establish Update Committee (UC)
2. Obtain County Board approval of UC

_____________________ prior to Ifrlarch 201]

3. Complete intro memo to UC and draft of proposed adjustments to SA factors (DRAFT)
4. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for review

_________________prior to March 2011

5. Hold UC Meeting 1 prior to March 18 (Agenda: introduction; feedback regarding DRAFT;
additional key stakeholder input recommendation, and propose testing method of SA factor
scoring)

6. Revise DRAFT based on feedback received to date
7. Staff to conduct Test 1 of SA factor scoring based on revised DRAFT
8. Draft memo to UC regarding Test 1 results, revised DRAFT, and staff recommendation
9. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for review

_________________prior to May 2011

10. Hold UC Meeting 2 (Agenda: feedback regarding DRAFT; Test 1 results; staff
recommendation; review project timeline for mid-course adjustment to add a fourth meeting
as may be needed)

11. Revise DRAFT to include UC feedback
12. Staff to conduct Test 2 of SA Factor scoring
13. Draft memo to UC regarding Test 2 results, revised DRAFT and additional topics as

applicable
14. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for approval

____________________prior to July 2011

15. Hold UC Meeting 3 or, as feasible, solicit UC feedback via email or online (Agenda:
Approve final DRAFT and feedback regarding additional topics as applicable)

_________________prior to September 2011

16. Prepare review package for County Board C-O-W
17. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to County Board Secretary

_________________prior to September 26, 2011

18. Facilitate C-O-W and County Board review
October 4, 2011 C-O-W
Reserve October 25, 2011 County Board Study Session if requested
Seek CB approval in November 2011
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ATTACHMENT A 

Proposal to Update the Site Assessment Portion of the Champaign County LESA 

Proposed Update Timeline 

1. Request County Board IChair to establish Update Committee (UC) 
2. Obtain County Board approval ofUC 
________ prior to lv/arch 2011 

3. Complete intro memo to UC and draft of proposed adjustments to SA factors (DRAFT) 
4. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for review 
________ prior to March 2011 

5. Hold UC Meeting 1 prior to March 18 (Agenda: introduction; feedback regarding DRAFT; 
additional key stakeholder input recommendation, and propose testing method of SA factor 
scoring) 

6. Revise DRAFT based on feedback received to date 
7. Staff to conduct Test 1 of SA factor scoring based on revised DRAFT 
8. Draft memo to UC regarding Test 1 results, revised DRAFT, and staff recommendation 
9. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for review 
________ prior to l'vfay 2011 

10. Hold UC Meeting 2 (Agenda: feedback regarding DRAFT; Test 1 results; staff 
recommendation; review project timeline for mid-course adjustment to add a fourth meeting 
as may be needed) 

11. Revise DRAFT to include UC feedback 
12. Staff to conduct Test 2 of SA Factor scoring 
13. Draft memo to UC regarding Test 2 results, revised DRAFT and additional topics as 

applicable 
14. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to UC for approval 
________ prior to July 2011 

15. Hold UC Meeting 3 or, as feasible, solicit UC feedback via email or online (Agenda: 
Approve final DRAFT and feedback regarding additional topics as applicable) 

_______ -'prior to September 2011 

16. Prepare review package for County Board C-O-W 
17. Review internally, revise as needed, and distribute to County Board Secretary 
_______ -'prior to September 26, 2011 

18. Facilitate C-O-W and County Board review 
.. October 4,2011 C-O-W 
.. Reserve October 25,2011 County Board Study Session if requested 
.. Seek CB approval in November 2011 
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ATTACHMENT B

Brief History of LESA Development
With Focus on Illinois

1981
The U.S. Congress enacted the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) as a subtitle of the
1981 Farm Bill. The FPPA directed federal agencies to evaluate their programs and projects
and to modify their actions so as to produce the least impact on farmland and to assure that
federal programs are administered in a manner that, to the extent practicable, will be
compatible with state and local government and private programs and policies to protect
farmland.

USDA and local government officials recognized that standard soil surveys did not provide
enough information to meet public policy needs regarding issues of farmland conversion and
farmland protection. The Soil Conservation Service (now NRCS) developed and began
testing a generic national model of a LESA system that provided for consistent terminology
and a set of classification procedures using soil-based and other site factors. LESA was
developed as a new instrument for making objective ratings regarding agricultural land
suitability that had the capacity to provide a great deal of local flexibility.

1982
Illinois passed the Farmland Preservation Act (505 ILCS 75/1 et seq.) to protect the
agricultural industry’s land base. With passage of this Act, the Illinois Department of
Agriculture was legislatively directed to review all state agency projects and activities that
may have a direct or indirect effect upon the potential conversion of farmland in Illinois, and
to determine compliance with rules adopted to implement the Farmland Preservation Act.
(Source: Illinois LESA System, Illinois Department ofAgriculture, revised August, 2001)

1983
The Illinois LESA System was adapted for use on a statewide basis by the Illinois
Department of Agriculture, USDA Soil Conservation Service, University of Illinois
Cooperative Extension Service, and the Association of Illinois Soil and Water Conservation
Districts. That same year LESA was approved by Soil Conservation Service for use to assist
in making land use decisions where agricultural land may be involved.

1992
Initial update of the Illinois LESA System.

1994
Congress enacted the Final Rule of the FPPA. The Final Rule includes LESA system criteria
adapted for use by federal agencies in evaluating projects causing agricultural land
conversion.

2001
Second update of the Illinois LESA System.
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.. The u.s. Congress enacted the Fannland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) as a subtitle of the 
1981 Farm Bill. The FPPA directed federal agencies to evaluate their programs and projects 
and to modify their actions so as to produce the least impact on fannland and to assure that 
federal programs are administered in a manner that, to the extent practicable, will be 
compatible with state and local government and private programs and policies to protect 
farmland. 

.. USDA and local government officials recognized that standard soil surveys did not provide 
enough information to meet public policy needs regarding issues of farmland conversion and 
farmland protection. The Soil Conservation Service (now NRCS) developed and began 
testing a generic national model of a LESA system that provided for consistent terminology 
and a set of classification procedures using soil-based and other site factors. LESA was 
developed as a new instrument for making objective ratings regarding agricultural land 
suitability that had the capacity to provide a great deal of local flexibility. 

1982 
.. Illinois passed the Farmland Preservation Act (505 ILCS 75/1 et seq.) to protect the 

agricultural industry's land base. With passage of this Act, the Illinois Department of 
Agriculture was legislatively directed to review all state agency projects and activities that 
may have a direct or indirect effect upon the potential conversion of farmland in Illinois, and 
to determine compliance with rules adopted to implement the Fannland Preservation Act. 
(Source: Illinois LESA System, Illinois Department of Agriculture, revised August, 2001) 

1983 
.. The Illinois LESA System was adapted for use on a statewide basis by the Illinois 

Department of Agriculture, USDA Soil Conservation Service, University of Illinois 
Cooperative Extension Service, and the Association of Illinois Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts. That same year LESA was approved by Soil Conservation Service for use to assist 
in making land use decisions where agricultural land may be involved. 

1992 
.. Initial update of the Illinois LESA System. 

1994 
.. Congress enacted the Final Rule of the FPP A. The Final Rule includes LESA system criteria 

adapted for use by federal agencies in evaluating projects causing agricultural land 
converSIOn. 

2001 
.. Second update of the Illinois LESA System. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 224R
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE CHAMPAIGN COUNTY
LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

WHEREAS, the Environment and Land Use Committee has carefully
studied the proposed Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment System and recommends the County Board accept the system
as a tool to assist in making land use decisions; and,

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board has carefully considered
the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System and finds that this
System could provide valuable guidance and assistance to the County
Board, the Environment and Land Use Committee, and the Zoning Board
of Appeals in making land use decisions affecting the future
development of the County’s agricultural land; and

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board further finds the Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment System an appropriate tool to be
used in conjunction with the County’s Land Use Goals and Policies,
as a basis for the continued implementation of the County Zoning
Ordinance and Ordinance Regulating Development in Special Flood
Hazard Areas, and for the overall protection of the public health,
safety and welfare of the residents of Champaign County;

WHEREAS, the County Board, Environment and Land Use Committee
and Zoning Board of Appeals shall use the Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment System as a tool for making land use
decisions affecting agricultural land;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the document entitled
Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System, dated

FebruarY 1984, is hereby adopted as a tool for making land
use decisions.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED AND RECORDED this ~ day of

February , A.0. 1984. _z2,
C~64~ i2

~ ChairmaV Champaign ounty oard

~hampaign County, Illinois
ATTEST: ________________________

C y er&
Clerk of County Board

F
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RESOLunON NO. 2248 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 
LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 

WHEREAS, the Environment and Land Use Committee has carefully 
studied the proposed Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment System and recommends the County Board accept the system 
as a tool to assist in making land use decisions; and, 

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board has carefully considered 
the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System and finds that this 
System could provide valuable guidance and assistance to the County 
Board, the Environment and Land Use Committee, and the Zoning Board 
of Appeals in making land use decisions affecting the future 
development of the County's agricultural land; and 

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board further finds the Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment System an appropriate tool to be 
used in conjunction with the County's Land Use Goals and Policies, 
as a basis for the continued implementation of the County Zoning 
Ordinance and Ordinance Regulating Development in Special Flood 
Hazard Areas, and for the overall protection of the public health, 
safety and welfare of the residents of Champaign County; 

WHEREAS, the County Board, Environment and Land Use Committee 
and Zoning Board of Appeals shall use the Champaign County land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment System as a tool for making land use 
decisions affecting agricultural land; . 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the document entitled 
Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System, dated 
....!.F-"'e .... brwu.,.a"-'r~y __ , 1984, is hereby adopted as a tool for maki ng 1 and 
use decisions. 

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED AND RECORDED this ~ day of 
February , A.D. 1984. 
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The following two Committees prepared this Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System for
Champaign County, Illinois.

Land Evaluation Committee

Joe Barkley, Resource Conservationist, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation
District

Tyrone Clapper, Champaign County Zoning Administrator
Ken Kesler, Chairman, Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation

District
Ron Lowery, District Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department

of Agriculture
Bill McNamara, Senior Extension Adviser, Agriculture Cooperative Extension Service,

University of Illinois
Lois Rocker, Associate Planner, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission
Bob Wendt, Manager, Champaign County Farm Bureau

Site Assessment Committee

Joe Barkley, Resource Conversationist, Champaigf~ County Soil and Water Conservation
District

Tyrone Clapper, Champaign County Zoning. Administrator
Gerald Compton, Land.Use Committee Co-Chairman, Champaign County Farm Bureau
Don Flessner, Member, Champaign County Board
Ken Kesler, Chairman, Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation

District
Miy Kurnerow, Member, Champaign County Board
Ron Lowery, District Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department

of Agriculture
Lois Rocker, Associate Planner, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission
Susan Stone, Land Use Chairman, League of Women Voters
Laurel Talkington, Planner II, Planning and Economic Development Department, City of

Champaign
Russell Taylor, Member, Champaign County Board
Clarence Thompson, President, Northwood, Inc.

State Resource Consultants

Ronald A. Darden, Superintendent, Division of Natural Resources, Illinois Department of
Agriculture

Carolyn 14. Sands, Former Staff Member, Bureau of Farmland Protection, Division of Natural
Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture

Typing, Printing and Graphics

Vicki Shingleton, Administrative Secretary, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission
Ton Reed, Graphics Technician, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission
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The following two Committees prepared this land Evaluation and Site Assessment System for 
Champaign County, Illinois. 

Land Evaluation Committee 

Joe Barkley, Resource Conservationist, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation 
District 

Tyrone Clapper. Champaign County Zoning Administrator 
Ken Kesler. Chairman. Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation 

District 
Ron lowery. District Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department 

of Agriculture 
Bill McNamara. Senior Extension Adviser. Agriculture Cooperative Extension Service, 

University of Illinois 
lois Rocker, Associate Planner, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
Bob Wendt, Manager. Champaign County Farm Bureau 

Site Assessment Committee 

Joe Barkley, Resource Conversationist, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation 
District 

Tyrone Clapper, Champaign County Zoning Administrator 
Gerald Compton. Land.Use Committee Co-Chairman, Champaign County Farm Bureau 
Don Flessner, Member, Champaign County Board 
Ken Kesler, Chairman. Board of Directors, Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation 

District 
Amy Kummerow. Nember. Champaign County Board 

'Ron lowery, District Conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, United States Department 
of Agriculture . 

lois Rocker, Associate Planner, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
Susan Stone, land Use Chairman, league of Women Voters 
Laurel Talkington. Planner II, Planning and Economic Development Department, City of 

Champaign 
Russell Taylor, Member, Champaign County Board 
Clarence Thompson. President, Northwood, Inc. 

State Resource Consultants 

Ronald A. Darden, Superintendent, Division of Natural Resources, Illinois Department of 
Agriculture 

Carolyn M. Sands. Former Staff Member, Bureau of Farmland Protection, Division of Natural 
Resources, Illinois Department of Agriculture 

Typing, Printing and Graphics 

Vicki Shingleton. Administrative Secretary, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
Tom Reed, Graphics Technician, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
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I. Introduction

The Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment system (LESA), is a program
designed to evaluate the vfäbiTity of a site foF agrTcultural uses. Although the system
itself was developed by the Soil Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of Agri
culture, the County’s LESA system was prepared locally to take into consideration local
conditions such as physical characteristics of the land, compatibility of surrounding land
uses, and urban growth. factors affecting land development.

A~ 4ts name implies, LESA is divided into two parts. First, in the Land Evalu
ation portion of the system, soils of a given area are rated and placed into groups
ranging from the best to worst based on soil characteristics, capabilities, and produc
tivity. The second part of the system, Site Assessment, identifies important factors
other than soils that contribute to the quality of a site for agricultural uses. Appli
cation of LESA combines a value for Land Evaluation with a value for Site Assessment to
determine the total value of a given site for agricultural uses. The Land Evaluation is
assigned a maximum of 100 points, and the Site Assessment is assigned a maximum of 200
points. The total maximum number of points possible for any site is 300. The higher the
total value of a site, the higher the agricultural economic viability, and the higher the
cost for non-agricultural development.

The Champaign County LESA System will provide a valuable new tool to guide in
making land use decisions in Champaign County. Applications of the LESA system will gen—
.erally fall under two types of requests involving conversion of an agricultural use to a
non—agricultural use. The most frequent application of LESA will be when a request is
made to rezone a tract of land from the County’~ AG-i., Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture,
and/or CR, Conservation—Recreation Districts to another zoning district or districts. The
LESA system can also be used for site comparison to minimize loss of productive land when
it is essential to convert some agricultural land to a non-agricultural use.

In using LESA to help determine the advisability of a requested zoning change,
reference should always be made to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of
permitted uses under the requested zoning designation. Although a request may be for a
specific use, once the zoning is changed and the proposed use is not implemented, a number
of other uses could be permitted without requiring further approval.

In applying LESA in Champaign County, the user of the system must remember that it
is one among several tools to assist in making land use decisions; .it should not be used
alone. This document, whTch describes the County’s LESA system, should be used in con
junction with the County’s Land Use Goals and Policies, as a basis for the continued
implementation of the County’s Zoning Ordinance and the Ordinance Regulating Development
of Special Flood Hazard Areas, and for the overall protection of the public health, ~i~ty
and welfare of the residents of Champaign County. Since the County’s LESA System is
designed to be based on existing conditions, this system requires periodic review and
possible modification to adjust for changing needs and conditions. Initial review should
occur two years from the system’s effective date and subsequent reviews should take place
at least every five years.

The following sections of this document provide a detailed description of each
part of the LESA system and instructions for calculating the total Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment Value.
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1. Introduction 

The Champaign County land Evaluation and Site Assessment system (lESAJ, is a program 
designed to evaluate the viability of a site for agrTcultural uses. Although the system 
itself was developed by the Soil Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of Agri­
culture, the County's lESA system was prepared locally to take into consideration local 
conditions such as physical characteristics of the land. compatibility of surrounding land 
uses. and urban growth. factors affecting land development. 

As 4ts name implies. lESA is divided into two parts. First. in the land Evalu­
ation portion of the system. soils of a given area are rated and placed into groups 
ranging from the best to worst based on soil characteristics, capabilities. and produc­
tivity. The second part of the system. Site Assessment, identifies important factors . 
other than soils that contribute to the quality of a site for agricultural uses. Appli­
cation of lESA combines a value for land Evaluation with a value for Site Assessment to 
determine the total value of a given site for agricultural uses. The land Evaluation is 
assigned a maximum of 100 points, and the Site Assessment is assigned a maximum of 200 
points. The total maximum number of points possible for any site is 300. The higher the 
total value of a site. the higher the agricultural economic viability. and the higher the 
cost for non-agricultural development. 

The Champaign County lESA System will provide a valuable new tool to guide in 
making land use decisions in Champaign County •. Applications of the lESA system will gen­
.erally fall under two types of requests involving conversion of an agricultural use to a 
non-agricultural use. The most frequent application of lESA will be when a request 'is 
made to r~zone a tract of land from the Count~'~ AG-l e Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture. 
and/or CR, Conservation-Recreation Districts to another zoning district or districts. The 
lESA system can also be us~d for site comparison to minimize loss of productive land when 
it is essential to convert some agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. 

In using lESA to help determine the advisability of a requested zoning change, 
reference should always be made to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of 
permitted uses under the requested zoning designation. Although a request may be for a 

. specific use, once the zoning is changed and the proposed use is not implemented, a number 
of other uses could be permitted without requiring further approval. 

~ 

In applying lESA in Champaign County, the user of the system must remember that it 
is one among several tools to assist in making land use decisions; .it should not be used 
alone. This document~ch describes the County's LESA system, should be used in con­
junction with the County's land Use Goals and Policies, as a basis for the continued 
implementation of the County's Zonin9 Ordlnance and the Ordinance Regulating Development 
of Special Flood Hazard Areas, and for the overall protection of the publ1C health, safety 
and welfare'of the resldents of Champaign County. Since the County's l[SA System is 
designed to be based on existing conditions. this system requires periodic review and 
possible modification to adjust for changing needs and conditions. Initial review should 
occur two years from the system's effective date and subsequent reviews should take place 
at least every five years. 

The following sections of this document provide a detailed description of each 
part of the lESA system and instructions for calculating the total Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Value. 
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II. Land Evaluation

In the agricultural Land Evaluation part, the soils of Champaign County have been
placed into nine groups ranging from the best to the worst, based on their suitability for
cropland production (See Table I).

For Champaign County, the soils were ranked according to three criteria: land
capability classification, important farmland identification, and soil productivity. A
relative value has been determined for each group; the best group was assigned a relative
value of 100 with all other groups being assigned lower relative values. Table II shows
the breakdown of the soils groups by three criteria and the relative value for each
agricultural group.

The Land Evaluation procedure will help responsible planners and decision makers
determine the importance of the County’s soil resources in terms of their Importance to
the agricultural base. In addition, the Land Evaluation portion of the LESA System is
intended to meet the following objectives:

(1) It will determine land quality for agricultural uses.
(2•) It will distinguish between classes of land of differing quality to enable

decision makers to select lands to be protected for agricultural uses.
(3) It will be stable and consistently applicable with national land

classification systems.
(4) It will be technically sound and compatible with national land classification

systems.
(5) It will be flexible to accommodate differences among areas.
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II. Land Evaluation 

In the agricultural Land Evaluation part. the soils of Champaign County have been 
placed into nine groupS ranging from the best to the,worst, based On their suitability for 
cropland production (See Table I). 

For Champaign County, the soils were ranked according to three criteria: land 
capability classification, important farmland identification, and soil productivity. A 
relative value has been determined for each group; the best group was assigned a relative 
value of 100 with all other groups being assigned lower relative values. Table II shows 
the breakdown of the soils groups by three criteria and the relative value for each 
agricultural group. 

The Land Evaluation procedure will help responsible planners and decision makers 
determine the importance of the County's soil resources in terms of their importance to 
the agricultural base. In addition, the Land Evaluation portion of the LESA System is 
intended to meet the following'objectives: 

(1) 
(2,) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

It will determine land quality for agricultural uses. 
It will distinguish between classes of land of differing quality to enable 
decision makers to select lands to be protected for agricultural uses. 
It will be stable and consistently applicable with national land 
classification systems. 
It will be technically sound and compatible with national land classification 
systems. . .. - • 
It will be flexible to accommodate differences among areas. 
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TABLE I
List oF Soil Series and Evaluations

Champaign County, Illinois

2 3 1, 5- •6 7 8 9

Land
Capability Important Productivity Agricultural

Map Class C Farmland Index Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series ~_! Subclass Determination local No ~

23A Blount 0—2 11w Prime 105 1,005 .2 6
238 Blount 2—5 lIe Prime 105 624 .1 5

270 Miami 2—5 lIe Prime 110 267 * 6
27C2 Miami 5—10 lIla Statewide 95 755 .1 7

Importance
2702 Miami 10—15 lYe Statewide 80 429 .1 7

Importance
27E2 Miami 15—20 VIe Non—Prime 60** 406 .1 8

568 Dana 2—5 lIe Prime 135 23,839 3.7 3

.57 Harpstec 0—2 11w Prime 135 2,252 .4 4

73 Ross 0—2 11w PrIme ~, ,130 1,001 .2 4

918 Swygert 1—5 lIe Prime 115 3,448 .5 6

102A La Hague 0—3 I Prime 130 1,476 .2 3.

125 Se1.a 0—2 11w PrIme 135 2,703 .4 1.

1318 Alvin 1—5 lIe Prime 100 212 * 6

1348 Camden 1—5 lIe Prime 120 1,244 .2 5

1468 ELliott 1—5 lIe Price 130 31,039 4.8 5

1480 Proctor 1—S He Prime 135 6,881 1.4 3

1691 Orenton 0—3 1 Prime 150 16,183 2.5 1

1508 Onarga 1—5 He Prime 110 268 * 6

152 Drummer 0—2 11w Prime 155 268,094 38.8 2

153 Pella 0—2 liv Prime 130 6,358 1.0 4

154A Flanagan 0—3 1 Prime 160 99,607 15.6

*Less than 3~
‘tmBest Estimate
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r ABl [ I 
List of Soil Series and Evaluations 

Challpaign County, Illinois 

2 4 5 ' 6 7 8 9 

land 
Capabil i ty Important Productivity Agricul tural 

Map Class & Farmland Index Acres Value 
Syllbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Determination local No % Group -----
23A Blount 0-2 IIw Prime 105 1,005 .2 6 
238 Blount 2-5 lIe Prime 105 624 .1 6 

278 Miami 2-5 lIe Prime 110 267 .. 6 
27C2 Miami 5-10 HIe Statewide 95 755 .1 

Importance 
2702 Mialli 10-15 IVe Statewide 80 429 .1 7 

Importance 
27E2 Miaai IS-2O VIe Non-Prime 6O"" 406 .1 8 

568 Dana 2-5 lIe Prille 135 23,839 3.7 3 

,67 Harpster 0-2 II II Priae 135 2,252 .4 4 

73 Ross 0-2 IIw Priae ,130 1,001 .2 4 

918 Swygert 1-5 lIe Prime 115 3,448 .5 6 

102A La Rogue 0-3 PriBe 130 1,476 .2 J. 

125 Selma 0-2 II II Prime 135 2,703 .4 

131B Alvin 1-5 lIe Prime 100 212 .. 6 

134B Camden 1-5 lie Prille 120 1,244 .2 5 

146B Ell iott 1-5 lie PriDe 130 31,039 4.8 5 

148B Proctor 1-5 lIe Prime 135 6,881 1.4 

149A Brenton 0-3 Prille ISO 16,183 2.5 

150B Onarga 1-5 He Prhe 110 268 .. 6 

152 Oru •• er 0-2 IIv Prill8 155 248,094 38.8 2 

153 Pella 0-2 1Iv Prime 130 6,368 1.0 4 

154A Flanagan 0-3 Priu 160 99,607 15.6 

"less than .l~ 
**Best Esti.ate 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Land
Capability Important Productivity Agricultural

Hap Class C Farmland index Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series Slope •Subciass Determination Local No Z Group

l7I8 Catlin 2—7 lIe Price 145 16.069 2.5 3

1948 Morley 2—5 lIe Prime 105 738 .1 6
194C2 Morley 5—12 lIle Statewide 100 890 .1 7

Importance
19402 Harley 12—20 lYe Non—Prime 9Ø** 251 * 8

198* Elburn 0—3 I Prime 155 17,048 2J

1998 PIano 1—5 lIe Prime 140 5,330 .8 3

206 Tharp 0—2 11w Prime 105 2,736 .4 6

219 Hillbrook 0—2 I Prime 135 1,426 .2 3

2218 Parr 2—5 lIe Prime 120 7,708 1.2 5
221C2 Parr 5—10 tIle Statewide 105 5,821 .9 7

Importance
22103 Parr 10—15 iVe Statewide 90~ 330 .1 7

Importance

22382 Varna 2—5 lIe Prime 120 11,142 1.7 5
223C3 Varna 5—12 IVe Statewide 105 3,044 .5 7

Importance

232 Ashkum 0—2 11w Prime 135 28,281 4.4 4

2338 8irkbeck 1—5 lie Prime 120 2,735 .4 5

~34A Sunbury 0—3 I Prime 140 1,797 .3 3

235 Bryce 0—2 11w Prime 125 1,489 .2 5

236* Sabina 0—3 11w Prime 130 2,760 .4 4

24103 Chatsworth 7—15 VIle Hon—Prime 50~ 288 ‘ 8

242* Kendall 0—3 11w Prime 130 1,545 .2 4

2439 St. Charles 1—5 tIe Prime 120 1,842 .3 5

2918 Xenia 2—S lIe Prime 120 5,299 .8 5

302 Ambraw 0—2 11w Prime 110 2,887 .4 6

322C2 Russell 4—11 tIle Statewide 105 — 1,867 .3 7
Importance

diess than .1
~8est Estimate.
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1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

land 
Capabil i ty Illportant Productivity A9r icu! tura! 

Kap Class & f arlDland Index Acres Value 
Symbol Soil Series Slope ·Subclass Oeter.ination local No % Group 

17IB Cat! i n 1-7 lIe Prime 145 16,069 2.5 J 

1948 "orley 2-5 lIe Prille 105 738 .1 6 
194C2 norley 5-12 IIIe • Statewide 100 890 .1 

hportance 
19402 Horley 12-20 lYe Non-Prime 90** 251 * 8 

198A Elburn 0-3 Prime 155 17,048 2.7 

199B Plano 1-5 lIe Prime 140 5,330 .8 3 

206 Thorp 0-2 IIw Price 105 2,736 .4 6 

219 Millbrook 0-2 Prime IJ5 1,426 ,2 3 

2218 Parr 2-5 lIe Prillt 110 7,708 1.2 5 
221C2 Parr 5-10 IIle Statewide 105 5,821 .9 7 

bportance 
2210J Parr 10-15 IVe Statewide 

,~ 
90- ·330 .1 

Impor tanc.,!! 

22382 Varna 2-5 lIe Prille 120 11,142 1.7 5 
223C3 Varna 5-12 lVe Statewide 105 3,044 .5 

Importance 

2J2 Ashkua 0-2 II .. Prime 135 28,281 4.4 4 

2J38 Birkbeck 1-5 lIe Prille 120 2,735 .4 5 

~34A Sunbury 0-3 Priu 140 1,797 .3 

235 Bryce 0-2 1Iw Prille 125 1,489 .2 5 

236A Sabina 0-3 II .. Prime 130 2,760 .4 4 

24103 Chatsworth 7-15 YIIe Non-Prime 50- 288 * 8 

242A Kendall 0-3 II .. Prime 130 1,545 .2 4 

2438 St. Charles 1-5 lIe Prhe 120 1,842 .J 5 

2918 Xenia 2-5 lIe Prime 120 5,299 .8, 5 

302 A.braw 0-2 II .. Prime 110 2,687 .4 6 

322C2 Russdl 4-11 IIIe Statewide 105 1,867 .3 
hportance 

*Less than .n: 
"Best Estillate. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9

land
Capability Important Productivity Agricultural

Nap Class C Farmland lodex Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Determination Local No Group

330 Peotone 0—2 Hw Prime 125 3.678 .6 5

3878 Ockley 1—5 lIe Prime 110 1,174 .2 6
387C3 .Ockley 5—12 lYe Statewide 90 278 * 7

Importance

398A Wea 0—3 1 Prime 120 3,213 .5 3

402 Cob 0—2 11w Prime 110*4 10,643 1.7 6

4408 Jasper 1—5 lIe Prime 125 2.410 .4 5
440C2 Jasper 5—ID TIle Statewide 120 728 .1 7

Importance

4488 flona 2—7 lIe Prime 110 297 * 6

481A Raub 0—3 1 Prime 140 22,269 3.5 3

490A OdelI 0—3 1 Prime 135 . 1,319 .2 3

5708 Fiartinsvjlle 2—5 lIe Prime l20 778 .1 5
570C2 Nartinsyjije 5-10 IlIe Statewide 105 1,054 ,2 7

Importance
57002 Hartinsville 10—18 IVe Statew1de 90 275 ~ 7

Importance

637 Nusk.ego 0—2 111w Statewide l25~ 46* 7
Importance

5~33 Urban land —— None Non—Prime 0 1,235 .2 9

802 Orthents, —— None Non—Prime 0 3,554 .6 9
loam

865 Pits, gravel —— None Non—Prime Q 313 9

2027C Hiasi—Urban 2—10 None Non—Pr1me G 384 ~1 9
land complex

2152 Drummer—Urban 0—2 None Non—Prime 0 4.300 .7 9
land complex

2154A Flanagan— 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 3.695 .6 9
Urban land
complex

4Less than .IZ
**Best Estimate.
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'1. J 5 1 8 \I 

land 
Capabi 1 i ty Important Productivity Agd cuI tural 

Map Class & rarmland Inde. Acres Value 
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subcl ass --- Oeterllination local No % Group ------
330 Peotone 0-2 JIw Prillle 125 3.678 .6 5 

3878 Ockley 1-5 lIe Prime 110 1,174 .2 6 
387C3 .Ock ley 5-12 lYe Statewide 90 278 • 

Importance 

398A Ilea 0-3 Prime 120 3,213 .S 3 

402 Colo 0-2 HI< Prime 110** 10,643 1.7 6 

4408 Jasper 1-5 lIe Prime 125 2,410 .4 5 
440C2 Jasper 5-10 llle Statewide 120 H8 .1 

Importance 

4488 Mona 2-7 lIe Prime 110 297 * 6 

481A Raub 0-3 Prime 140 22,269 3.5 3 

490A Odell 0-3 Prille 135 1,319 .2 3 

5708 Harti nsv it I e 2-5 lIe Prime 120 778 .1 5 
S70t2 Hartinsville 5-10 Ille Statewide 105 1,054 .2 7 

Importance 
57002 Hartinsville 10-18 IVe Statewide 90 275 -II 7 

Importance 

637 Huskego 0-2 IIIw Statewide 125- 44 * 
ImportanCl! 

5'33 Urban land None Non-Prin 0 1,235 .2 9 

802 Orthents, None Non-Prime 0 3,554 .6 9 
loaa 

865 Pits, gravel None Non-Prille (I 313 tI- 9 

2021C Miami-Urban 2-10 None Non-Priae 0 384 .1 9 
land complex 

2152 Orullller-Urban 0-2 None Non-Pri .. 0 4,300 .1 g 
land complex 

21S4A F1anagan- 0-3 None Non-Pri .. 0 3,695 .6 9 
Urban land 
complex 

*Less than .I~ 
**Best Estimate. 
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3 4 5 6 7 3 9

Land
Capability Important Productivity Agricultural

Map Class ~ Farmland hides Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Determination local No ~ Group

21718 Catlin—Urbaj, 2—7 None Non—Prime 0 1,662 .3 9
land complex

2198A Elburn—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 766 .1 9
land complex

2235A Sabina—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prine 0 232 * 9
land complex

2481A Raub—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 1,163 .2 9
land complex

N Water —— None Non—Prime 0 1,262 .2 9

CLeSS than .l~
~Dest Estimate

SOURCE: Soil Survey of Champaign County, Illinois, prepared by U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station.
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2 J 4 5 6 1 a 

land 
Capabi I ity Important Productivity Agritul tural 

Map Class & Farmland Index Atres Value 
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Oeterlllination lotal No % Group 

21718 Catlin-Urban 2-7 None Non-Prime 0 1.662 .3 9 
land complex 

2198A Elburn-Urban 0-3 None Non-PriM 0 766 .1 9 
land complex 

2236A Sabina-Urban 0-3 None Non-Prine 0 232 .. 11 
land complex 

2461A Raub-Urban 0-3 None Non-Prille 0 1,163 .2 11 
land complex 

11 Water None Non-Prille 0 1,262 .2 g 

*tess than .1% 
-Best htillate 

~OURCE: Soil Survey of Champaign County, Illinois, prepared by U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with Illinois Agricultural Experiment Station. 
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TABLE 2

SOIL GROUPS FOR
CHAMPAIGN COUNIY. Illinois

2 3 5 6

Tand
Capability Important

Agricultural. Class C Farmland Productivity Relative
Group Subclass Classification Index Acres Percent Value

I Prime 150—150 132,838 20.8 100

2 11w Prime 155 248,094 38.8 98

3 I. lie Prime 120—145 85,619 13.4 87

4 11w Prime 130—135 44,910 7.0 85

5 He, 11w Prime 120—130 69,364 10.8 79

5 lIe, 11w Prime 100—115 24,099 3.8 70

7 IIle,lIIg, Statewide 80—125 15,565 2.4 65
IVe Importance

B lVe,Vle, Non—Prime ~,el~w 90 • 965 .1 41
Vile

9 None Non—Prime 0 18,566 2,9 0

Appendix shows how Relative Value is determined.
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HI. Site Assessment

Agricultural economic viability of a site cannot be measured in isolation from
existing and impending land use needs of Champaign County. The Site Assessment process
provides a system for identifying important factors, other than soils, that affect the
economic viability of a site for agricultural uses.

This section describes each of 21 Site Assessment factors to be considered when a
change to another land use is proposed in an area zoned AG-l, Agriculture, AG-2, Agricul
ture, or CR, Conservation-Recreation. The 21 Site Assessment factors are grouped into th
following six major areas of consideration:

A. Agricultural Land Uses
B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions
C. Compatibility and Impact of Uses
D. Land Use Feasibility
E. Existence of Infrastructure
F. Environmental Impact

Based upon current land use data, land use regulations, site inspection and other
pertinent information, a point value is determined by analyzing each site assessment fac
tor and selecting a number value that best reflects the quality of the property in
question.

SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS. VALUES. MD D~SCRIPTIONS OF FACTORS

A. Agricultural Land Uses

1. Percentage of Area In Agricultural Uses within one and one-half (li) miles of
Site.

90% or more 18
75% to 89% 16
50% to 74% 12
25% to 49% 8
Less than 25% 0

This factor is a major indicator of the agricultural character of an area.
Areas in the County that are dominated by agricultural uses are generally more
viable for farm purposes. The definition of “agricultural land uses” should. be
interpreted to mean all agricultural and related uses that can be considered to
be part of the farm operation. This would include farmland (cropland), pasture
lands, or timberlands whether or not in current production and farm residences,
barns, and out—buildings. For a more extensive definition of “agriculture” see
Section V Definitions.

The 1.5 mile area of consideration for this factor was selected for two
reasons: First, in Champaign County, a 1.5 mile radius is a reasonable and
manageable area when analyzing the land use and overall characteristics of the
area. Second, the State of Illinois has set one and one-half miles as the
jurisdictional boundary for municipal planning.

Since this factor is a major indicator of the agricultural character of an
area, it has a maximum value of 18.
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III. Site Assessment 

Agricultural economic viability of a site cannot be measured in isolation from 
existing and impending land use needs of Champaign County. The Site Asses"sment process 
provides a system for identifying important factors, other than soils, that affect the 
economic viability of a site for agricultural uses. 

This section describes each of 21 Site Assessment factors to be considered when a 
change to another land use is proposed in an area zoned AG-1, Agriculture, AG-2," Agricul­
ture, or CR, Conservation-Recreation. The 21 Site Assessment factors are grouped into th 
following six major areas of consideration: 

A. Agricultural Land Uses 
B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions 
C. Compatibility and Impact of Uses 
D. Land Use Feasibility 
E. Exi-stence of Infrastructure 
F. Environmental Impact 

Based upon current land use data. land use regulations. site inspection and other 
pertinent information, a point value is determined by analyzing each site assessment fac­
tor and selecting a number value that best reflects the quality of the property in 
~uestion. 

SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS. VAlUE~. AND O~SCRIPTIONS OF FACTORS 

A. Agricultural Land Uses 

1. Percentage of Area in Agricultural Uses within one and one-half (ll) miles of 
Site. 

90% or more 
75% to 89% 
50% to 74% 
25% to 49% 
less than 25% 

18 
16 
12 
8 
o 

This factor is a major indicator of the agricultural character of an area. 
Areas in the County that are dominated by agricultural uses are generally more 
viable for farm purposes. The definition of "agricultural land uses" should be 
interpreted to mean all agricultural and related uses that can be considered" to 
be part of the farm operation. This would include farmland (cropland), pasture 
lands. or timberlands whether or not in current production and farm residences. 
barns, and out-buildings. For a more extensive definition of "agriculture" see 
Section V Definitions. 

The 1.5 mile area of consideration for this factor was selected for two 
reasons: First. in Champaign County. a 1.5 mile radius is a reasonable and 
manageable area when analyzing the land use and overall characteristics of the 
area. Second. the State of Illinois has set one and one-half miles as the 
jurisdictional boundary for municipal planning. 

Since this factor is a major indicator of the agricultural cha~acter of an 
area. it has a maximum value of 18. 
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2. Land Use Adjacent to Site.

All Sides in Agricultural Uses 18
1 Side in Non-Agricultural Uses 16
2 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 12
3 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 8
All Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 0

In order to limit potential nuisance cornplalnts and other forms of conflict,
pre-existing adjacent land uses shall be evaluated in all cases.

The term “agricultural uses” is defined as all uses related to the farm
operation, as in Factor 1 above.

Since this factor Is again a major Indicator of the agricultural character of
an area, it therefore has a maximum value of 18.

3. Percentage of Site in or Suitable for Agricultural Uses.

75% to 100% 10
50% to 74% 8
25% to 49% 6
10% to 24% 4
Oto9% 0

This factor is to be utilized to assess the site’s current use. Additionally,
this factor may indicate the potential viability of the site for agricultural
purposes.

Again, the term “agricultural uses” will mean the same as in Factors 1 and 2
above.

8. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions

1. Percentage of land zoned AG-i, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture and/or €R,
Conservation—Recreation within 1.5 miles of the Site.

90% or more 10
75% to 89% 8
50%to74% 6
25% to 49% 4
Less than 25% 0

This factor is Important since zoning regulations derive from police power.
When land is zoned other than AG—l, AG-2 or CR, the potential exists for non
agricultural uses which may be incompatible with agriculture.

The 1.5 mile area of consideration was selected for the same reason as in
Factor A.l.
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2. Land Use Adjacent to Site. 

All Sides in Agricultural Uses 18 
1 Side in Non-Agricultural Uses ' 16 
2 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 12 
3 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 8 
All Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses a 

In order to limit potential nuisance comp1aint~ and other forms of conflict, 
pre-existing adjacent land uses shall be evaluated in all cases. 

The term "agricultural uses" is defined a's all uses related to the farm 
operation, as in Factor 1 above. 

Since this factor is again a major indicator of the agricultural character of 
an area, it therefore has a maximum value of 18. 

3. Percentage of Site in or Suitable for Agricultural Uses. 

75l to 100% 
50% to 74% 
25% to 49% 
10% to 24% 
o to 9% . 

10 
8 
6 
4 
o 

This factor is to be utilized to assess the site's current use. Additionally, 
this factor may indicate the potential viability of the site for agricultural 
purposes. 

Again, the term "agricultural uses" will mean the same as in Factors 1 and 2 
above. 

B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions 

1. Percentage of land zoned AG-l. Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture and/or €R. 
Conservation-Recreation within 1.5 miles of the Site. 

90% or more 
75% to 89% 
50% to 74% 
25% to 49% 
less than 25% 

10 
8 
6 
4 
o 

This factor is important since zoning regulations derive from police power. 
When land is zoned other than AG-1, AG-2 or CR, the potential exists for non­
agricultural uses which may be incompatible with agriculture. 

The 1.5 mile area of consideration was selected for the same reason as in 
Factor A.l. 
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2. Percentage of Site zoned AG-i, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture or CR,
Conservation-Recreation.

90% to 100% 10
15% to 89% 8
50% to 74% 6
25%to49% 4
24% or less 0

This factor is to be utilized to assess the site’s current zoning. If the
site is to be zoned other than AG-i, AG-2, or CR, the potential for non
agricuitur~l uses which may not be compatible exists.

3. Have prior governmental actions committed site to development?

No 10
Partially 6
Yes 0

Frequently, actions by local government can commit a site for development.
The major consideration under this factor is the existence of a comprehensive
plan. This factor also recognizes that some communities do not have an adopted
comprehensive plan. In addition, this factor recognizes that an adopted
comprehensive plan does not necessarily mean the public infrastructure, such as
utilities, streets, and other public services, is in place to support a
particular development. Therefore, other go~iernmental actions (such as the
public infrastructure, the provisions of a capital improvements program and/or
adopted resolution by a governmental body scheduling public improvements on or
near the site) should be considered in conjunction with what a comprehensive plan
shows land use to be.

If no comprehensive plan exists or the comprehensive plan shows land use as
., agriculture and no other governmental actions have committed the site for devel—

• opment, assign a high point value. If a comprehensive plan exists and shows land
use other than for agriculture, but no other public governmental actions have
committed the site for development, assign a partial value. Also, if no cZmpre—
hensive plan has been adopted, but other governmental actions have Committed the
site for development, assign a partial value. Finally, if a comprehensive plan
exists showing land use other than for agricultural uses and public improvements
and services are available and support the development, assign a low value.

Prior Federal, State or local governmental financial support for conserva
tion practices is an action by a government body which would commit a site to
continue in agriculture, and therefore, the land should receive a high value.

C. Compatibility/Impact of Uses.

1. Distance from City or Village Corporate Limits..

More than 1.5 miles 10
1 to 1.49 miles 8
.5 to .99 miles 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
0 to .24 miles 2
Adjacent 0
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2. Percentage of Site zoned AG-l, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture or CR, 
Conservation-Recreation. 

90% to 100% 
75% fo 89% 
50% t.o 74% 
25% to 49% 
24% or less 

10 
8 
6 
4 
o 

, 
This factor is to be utilized to assess the site's current zoning. If the 

site is to be zoned other than AG-1, AG-2, or CR, the potential for non­
agricu1tur~1 uses which may not be compatible exists. 

3. Have prior governmental actions committed site to development? 

No 
Parti ally 
Yes 

10 
6 
o 

Frequently, actions by local government can commit a site for development. 
The major consideration under this factor is the existence of a comprehensive 
plan. This factor also recognizes that some communities do not have an adopted 
comprehensive plan. In addition, this factor recognizes that an adopted 
comprehensive plan does not necessarily mean the public infrastructure, such as 
utilities, streets, and other public services, is in place to support a 
particular development. Therefore. other go~ernmental actions (such as the 
public infrastructure, the provisions of a capital improvements program and/or 
adopted resolution by a governmental body scheduling public improvements on or 
near the site) should be considered in conjunction with what a comprehensive plan 
shows land use to be. 

If no comprehensive plan exists or the comprehensive plan shows land use as 
agriculture and no other governmental actions have committed the site for deve1-

.opment, assign a high point value. If a comprehensive plan exists afld shows land 
use other than for agriculture, but no other public governmental actions have 
committed the site for development. assign a partial value. Also, if no compre­
hensive plan has been adopted, but other governmental actions have committed the 
site for development, assign a partial value. Finally, if a comprehensive plan 
exists showing land use other than for agricultural uses and public improvements 
and services are available and support the development, assign a low value. 

Prior Federal, State or local governmental financial support for conserva­
tion practices is an action by a government body which would commit a site to 
continue in agriculture, and therefore, the land should receive a high value. 

C. Compatibility/Impact of Uses. 

1. Distance from City or Village Corporate limits. 

More than 1.5 miles 
1 to 1.49 miles 
.5 to .99 miles 
.25 to .49 miles 
o to .24 miles 
Adjacent 

10 
8 
6 
4 
2 
o 
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A site adjacent to a city or village is more viable for urban development
than a site located many miles from the nearest urban areas. Because urban uses
are generally considered to be incompatible with agricultural pursuits, the
impact on agricultural and rural areas will be minimized when development occurs
close to established urban areas.

2. Compatibility of proposed use and zoning change with surrounding
Agricultural Uses.

Incompatible ‘ 10
Somewhat Incompatible 6
Compatible 0

As in any land use change, compatibility with surrounding land uses must be
determined. This factor more than any other deals with the problems encountered
when agricultural and non-agricultural uses are permitted to mix. It becomes
difficult to determine whether some uses are totally compatible. Also the
density or intensity of similar uses become a gray area in terms of compati
bility. Clearly a subdivision next to an animal confinement operation is incom
patible and can be predicted to result in conflict. However, a large lot resi
dential development located adjacent to row crop farming might result In less
conflict. An agricultural supplier (seed dealer, fertilizer dealer, farm
implement sales) could be considered compatible with agriculture. For these
reasons, a point value for “somewhat incompatible” is included In this factor.

The term “surrounding” area In this instance will depend on the size of the
parcel for, which a land use change is proposed. The area that would be directly
influenced by the proposed land usechange will be considered “surrounding” area.
Each land use change will have a different area of influence based on the size
and intensity of the proposed use.

The Champaign County Zoning Ordinance provides for a range of uses permitted
in each zoning district. Refer to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the

range of uses in the proposed zoning district.

D. Land Use Feasibility

1. Size of Site Feasible for Farming.

100 Acres or More 8
40 to 99 acres 6
20 to 39 acres 4
5 to 19 acres 2
under 5 acres o
This factor recognizes that the size of a parcel of land has an impact on a

site’s viability for agricultural purposes. Also, it is a recognition that
modern agriculture may require large tracts of land for efficiency purposes. A
truck farm or animal confinement operation would be an exception.
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A site adjacent to a city or village is more viable for urban development 
than a site located many miles from the nearest urban areas. Because urban uses 
are generally considered to be incompatible with agricultural pursuits, the 
impact on agricultural and rural areas will be minimized when development occurs 
close to established urban areas. 

2. Compatibility of proposed use and zonJng change with surrounding 
Agricultural Uses. 

Incompatible 
Somewhat Incompatible 
Compatible 

10 
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As in any land use change. compatibility with surrounding land uses must be 
detenmined. This factor more than any other deals with the problems encountered 
when agricultural and non-agricultural uses are penmitted to mix. It becomes 
difficult to determine whether some uses are totally compatible. Also the 
density or intensity of similar uses become a gray area in terms of compati­
bility. Clearly a subdivi,sion next to an animal confinement operation is incom-

, patible and can be predicted to result in conflict. However, a large lot resi­
dential development located adjacent to row crop farming might result in less 
conflict. An agricultural supplier (seed dealer. fertilizer dealer. farm 
implement sales) could be considered compatible with agriculture. For these 
reasons. a point ,value for "somewhat incompatible" is included in this factor. 

The term "surrounding" area 1n -this inshnce will depend on the size of the 
parcel fo~ which a land use change is proposed. The area that would be directly 
influenced by the proposed land use.change will be considered "surrounding" area. 
Each land use change will have a different area of influence based on the size 
and intenSity of the proposed use. 

The Champaign County Zoning Ordinance provides for a range of uses permitted 
in each zoning district. Refer·to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the 

. range of uses in the proposed zonin~ district. 

land Use FeaSibility 

1. Size of Site Feasible for Farming. 

100 Acres or More 
40 to 99 acres 
20 to 39 acres 
5 to 19 acres 
under 5 acres 

8 
6 
4 
2 
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This factor recognizes that the size of a parcel of land has an impact on a 
site's viability for agricultural purposes. Also, it is a recognition that 
modern agriculture may require large tracts of land for efficiency purposes. A 
truck farm or animal confinement operation would be an exception. 
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2. Soil Limitations for Proposed Use and Proposed Zoning Change.

Severe 10
Moderate to Severe 8
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

Frequently,, projects are proposed for sites where the soils present limita
tions for development. These limitations can and usually do increase the cost of
the proposed development. This factor recognizes the need to select alternative
sites which do not possess severe limitations for the proposed use. Refer to the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of permitted uses in the proposed
zoning district.

Sources of information for this factor can be obtained from the Natural
Resource Report prepared by the Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation
District and Soil Survey of Champaign County) Illinois issued March 1982.

3. Depending on the proposed use or project, either factor 3.a. or factor 3.b.,
but not both, will be used. Factor 3.a. recognizes efforts to select sites
on the least productive farmland when it is necessary to convert some agri
cultural land to a non-agricultural use. Factor 3.5. considers whether

•there is a need to rezone additional agricultural land for urban uses.

a. Alternative Sites proposed ~n less jroductive land.

Yes 8
No 0

This factor can be used for site comparison where it is. essential to convert
some agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. Many times with a little in
vestigation, sites for development on less productive agricultural land can be
proposed as alternatives. The total points assigned to one site can be compared
with the total points determined for any number of. other sites. All other,,thjngs
being equal, converting the site with the lowest total point value would have the
least adverse impact on the agricultural base. The site with the highest value
should receive more protection than those with the lowest values. Any proposed
conversion should consider the Impact on adjacent agricultural areas and the
local agricultural base.

b. Need for additional land.

Vacant buildable land available 8
Little buildable land remaining 0

If large amounts of appropriately zoned land within the area are vacant and
available for urban use, assign a high value. If there is little or no appro
priately zoned land vacant, assign a low value. Availability of vacant land
depends on a number of factors including but not limited to: zoning, available
land on the market, size of parcel, location, access to transportation modes.
Vacant land refers to both land with no structures or buildings or land with
structures or buildings which could be utilized or removed by the proposed user.
This factor promotes the concept of infilling, an objective specified in
Champaign County’s Land Use Goals and Policies.

12/29/2010

52

, . 
\. .. 

2. Soil Limitations for Proposed Use and Proposed Zoning Change. 

Severe 
Moderate to Severe 
Moderate 
Slight to Moderate 
Slight 

10 
8 
6 
4 
o 

ATTACHMENT C 

12 

frequently. projects are proposed for sites where the soils present limita­
tio~s for development. These limitations can and usually do increase the cost of 
the proposed development. This factor recognizes the need to select alternative 
sites which do not possess severe limitations for the proposed use. Refer to the 
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of permitted uses in the proposed 
zoning district. 

Sources of information for this factor can be obtained from the Natural 
Resource Report prepared by the Champaign County SoH and 11ater Conservation 
District and Soil Survey of Champaign County. Illinois issued March 1982. 

Depending on the proposed use or project. either factor 3.a. or factor 3.b •• 
but not both. will be used. Factor 3.a. recognizes efforts to select sites 
on the least productive farmland when it is necessary to convert some agri­
cultural land to a non-agricultural use. Factor 3.b. considers whether 

,there is a need to rezone additional agricultural land for urban uses. 
r 

a. Alternative Sites proposed 6n less productive land. 

Yes 
No 

8 
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This factor can be used for site comparison where it is. essential to convert 
some agricultural land to a non-agricultural use. Many times with a little in-

.vestigation, sites for development on less productive agricultural land can be 
proposed as alternatives. The total points assigned to one site can be compared 
with'the total points determined for any number o~ other sites •. All other~things 
being equal, converting the site with the lowest total point value would have the 
least adverse impact on the agricultural base. The site with the highest value 
should receive more protection than those with the lowest values. Any proposed 
conversion should consider the impact on adjacent agricultural areas and the 
local agricultural base. 

b. Need for additional land. 

Vacant buildable land available 8 
Little buildable land remaining 0 

If large amounts of appropriately zoned land within the area are vacant and 
available for urban use, assign a high value. If there is little or no appro­
priately zoned land vacant. assign a low value. Availability of vacant land 
depends on a number of factors including but not limited to: zoning. available 
land on the market, size of parcel. location, access to transportation modes. 
Vacant land refers to both land with no structures or buildings or land with 
structures or buildings which could be utilized or removed by the proposed user. 
This factor promotes the concept of infilling. an objective specified in 
Champaign County's Land Use Goals and Policies. 
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E. Existence of Infrastructure

1. Availability of Central Sewage System.

More than 1.5 miles 10
.75 to 1.49 miles 8
.5 to .74 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
200 feet to .24 miles 2
200 feet or less or on-site 0

The availability to a site of a central sewer system with sufficient capa
city encourages growth and reduces the long-term viability of a site for agri
culture. The term “on site” is intended to include a sewer system which exists
on the site with no extension necessary. According to the Illinois Private
Sewage Disposal Act and Code, “new or renovated private sewage disposal systems
i}i~11 not be approved where a public sanitary sewer is located within 200 feet of
the property and is available for Connection”.

2. Availability of Central Water System.

More than 1.5 miles 10
.75 to 1.49 miles 8
.5 to .74 miles 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
200 feet to .24 miles 2
200 feet or less or on-site 0

This factor recognizes that the existence of a central water system encour
ages growth and reduces the long-term viability of a site for agriculture. As a
central water system is extended into an agricultural area, the character of the

• area may change and more non-agricultural development occur. The term “on site”
is intended to include water systems which currently exist or which will be
constructed on the site with no need for extension.

3. Transportation.

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning T site beyond
1.5 miles from City or Village Corporate Limits io

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning, Some minor
improvements required - ~ite beyond 1.5 miles from City or
Village Corporate Limits 8

Adequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning ~ site beyond
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 6

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezonin~ — site within
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 4

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning, Some minor
improvements required — ~ite within 1.5 miles of City or
Village Corporate Limits 2

Adequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning ~ site within
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 0

1Use actual road miles to nearest corporate limits.
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The availability to a site of a central sewer system with sufficient capa­
city encourages growth and reduces the long-term viability of a site for agri­
culture. The term "on site" is intended to include a sewer system which exists 
on the site with no. extension necessary. According to the Illinois Private 
Sewage Disposal Act and Code. "new or renovated private sewage dlsposal systems 
shall not be approved where a public sanitary sewer is located within 200 feet of 
the property and is available for connection". 

2. Availability of Central Water System. 

More than 1.5 miles 
.75 to 1.49 miles 
.5 to .74 miles 
.25 to .49 miles 
200 feet to .24 miles 
200 feet or less or on-site 
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8 
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2 
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This factor recognizes that the existence of a central water system encour­
ages growth and reduces the long-term viability of a site for agriculture. As a 
central water system is extended into an agricultural area, the character of the 
area may change and more non-agricultural development occur. The term "on site" 
is intended to include water systems which currently exist or which will be 
constructed on the site with no need for extension. 

3. Transportation. 

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning 1 site beyond 
1.5 miles from City or Village Corporate Limits 10 

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning, Some minor 
improvements required - yite beyond 1.5 miles from City or 
Village Corporate Limits 8 

Adequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning f site beyond 
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 6 

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezonin¥ - site within 
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 4 

Inadequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning, Some minor 
improvements required - yite within 1.5 miles of City or 
Village Corporate Limits 2 

Adequate for Planned Use and Proposed Rezoning T site within 
1.5 miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 0 

luse actual road miles to nearest corporate limits. 
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Access to transportation is a consideration in the location of all types of
uses. The location of industrial, comercial, and residential uses within 1.5
miles of existing municipalities results in a more efficient movement of goods
and people. The location of non-agricultura.l uses along rural roads may necessi
tate the upgrading and widening of rural roads, which results in a further loss
of farmland. High volume/high speed traffic. may not be compatible with agricul
tural uses.

The type of road providing access to a site whether existing or to be
provided by a developer, and the availability of transportation modes are major
factors in determining suitability of the planned use or proposed rezoning.
Determining adequacy of the transportation infrastructure to the site depends on
a number of factors such as loading (weight of vehicles and number of vehicles),
roadway capacity to handle traffic volumes, traffic control devices (traffic
signals, regulatory and guide signs, pavement markings, etc.), and availability
of transportation modes (bus, rail, major highway). Since the type of transporta
tion infrastructure to support the planned use or proposed rezoning may vary
among governmental jurisdictions there may be a need to determine adequacy for a
specific transportation component (pavement structure, intersection geometrics,
number of lanes, etc). Sources for determining adequacy of the existing transpor
tation infrastructure would be the appropriate government body having jurisdic
tion. This factor recognizes plans by the developer to provide transportation
improvements as well as any existing plans for improvements by a government body.

4. Distance of site from fire protecti,on service.

Not in fire protection district (FPD) 10
In a FPD, but more than 5 miles from fire
protection service 8

2~ to 5 miles - volunteer 6
0 to 2.49 miles — volunteer 4
2~ to 5 miles — paid 2
o to 2.49 miles - paid 0

Fire protection requires a combination of equipment, manpower, and avail
ability and supply of water. This factor is also related to distance between
fire station and proposed development. Distance should be calculated by actual
road miles from fire protection service to the site.

F. Environmental Impact of Proposed Use and Zoning Change

1. Impact on Flooding/Drainage

Negative Impact 6
Some Impact 4
Little or none with special design

or protective measures provided or
required 2

None 0

This factor addresses whether the proposed use or zoning change will have
impact on neighboring properties from surface runoff; this factor is also con
cerned with environmentally sensitive areas such as floodplains and wetlands.
This factor takes into account whether reasonable provisions have been made to
collect and divert surface runoff in order to reduce the likelihood of damage to
adjoining properties. The selection and design of measures will depend on
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Access to transportation is a consideration in the location of all types of 
uses. The location of industrial. commercial, and residential uses within 1.5 
miles of existing municipalities results in a more efficient movement of goods 
and people. The location of non-agricultural uses along rural roads may necessi­
tate the upgrading and widening of rural roads, which results in a further loss 
of farmland. High volume/high speed traffic. may not be compatible with agricul-
tural uses. . 

The type of road providing access to a site whether existing or to be 
provided by a developer, and the availability of transportation modes are major 
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Determining adequacy of the transportation infrastructure to the site depends on 
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varying local conditions such as soils, topography, physical features and the
extent of impervious surface. Refer to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the
range of permitted uses in the proposed zoning district.

2. Impact on historic, cultural, unique or important vegetation areas, or other
areas of ecological importance.

Negative impact 6
Some impact 4
No impact 0

Situations. may arise when a land use change will adversely affect unique
historical, cultural or vegetation areas. These include unusual or locally
important wildlife or vegetation, and areas of historic significance such as (1)
a site or structure where an important historic event occurred (landmark), (2) a
building or an area or district which is either architecturally unique or
significant in local or broader traditions, and, (3) an area or site which may
yield significant archeologic data or evidence. Refer to Champaign County Zoning
Ordinance for the range of uses in the proposed zoning district.

3. Impact on recreation and open spaces.

Negative impact 6
Some impact 4
No impact • 0

Limiting development in environmentally sensitive areas may provide oppor
tunity for recreational open space and protect natural areas. Also, a land use
change may result in conflicting uses and prevent or reduce public access for
recreational purposes. This factor includes the physical space, services and

• facilities. Refer to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses
in the proposed zoning district.

4. Impact on Water Quality

Severe 10
Moderate to Severe 8
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

This factor reflects impacts on the quality of surface water and ground
water. Surface water refers to streams or surface depressions such as lakes and
reservoirs (natural or man-made). Groundwater begins as precipitation seeps
downward into the ground through the soils, some serving the important needs of
vegetation as soil moisture and some percolating deeper into the ground becoming
our groundwater resources. Residential, commercial and industrial developments
will have varying degrees of impact on surface and ground water quality. Design
features may compensate for impacts on water quality. Refer to Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses in the proposed zoning district.
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varying local conditions such as soils, topogr?phy, physical .featur~s and the 
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Situations· may arise when a land use change will adversely affect unique 
historical. cultural or vegetation areas. These include unusual or locally 
important wildlife or vegetation, and areas of historic significance such as (1) 
a site or structure where an important historic event occurred (landmark), (2) a 
building or an area or district which is either architecturally unique or 
significant in local or broader traditions. and. (3) an area or site which may 
yield significant archeo10gic data or evidence. Refer to Champaign County Zoning 
Ordinance for the range of uses in the proposed zoning district. 
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Limiting development in "environmentally sensitive areas may provide oppor­
tunity for recreational open space and protect natural areas. Also, a land use 
change may result in conflicting uses and prevent or reduce public access for 
recreational purposes. This factor includes the physical space. services and 
facilities. Refer to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses 
in the proposed zoning district. 
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This factor reflects impacts on the quality of surface water and ground 
water. Surface water refers to streams or surface depressions such as lakes and 
reservoirs (natural or man-made). Groundwater begins as precipitation seeps 
downward into the ground through the soils, some serving the important needs of 
vegetation as soil moisture and some percolating deeper into the ground becoming 
our groundwater resources. Residential, commercial and industrial developments 
will have varying degrees of impact on surface and ground water quality. Design 
features may compensate for impacts on water quality. Refer to Champaign County 
Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses in the proposed zoning district. 
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5. Impact on Water Supply

Severe 10
Moderate to Severe 8
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

Although water use as a dornestic~s~Jpp1y may have first priority) It is only
one of the multiple uses. Much water must be available for agricultural crops
and animals, commercial and Industrial development) waste treatment, fire pro
tection, recreation, and fish and wildlife. This factor also reflects impacts on
both ground and surface water. However, most of the water use for residential1
commercial and industrial developments in the County comes from ground water.
While Champaign County is blessed with abundant ground water resources, these
water resources are finite and are not distributed uniformly. The term water
supply or water use implies water withdrawals. The principal requisite for
withdrawal use is that water must be taken from a groundwater or surface water
source and conveyed to the place of use. Residential, commercial and industrial
developments will have varying degrees of water withdrawals. Refer to the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of permitted uses in the proposed
zoning district. Also refer to Water Use Act of 1983 when withdrawals can
reasonably be expected to occur in excess of IbO,OOO gallons on any day from any
new point at which underground water i~~diverted from its natural state.

..
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Although water use as a domestic's~pply may have first priority. it is only 
one of the multiple uses. Much water must be available for agricultural crops 
and animals. commercial and industrial development, waste treatment, fire pro­
tection, recreation, and fish and wildlife. This factor also reflects impacts on 
both ground and surface water. However, most of the water use for residential. 
commercial and industrial developments in the County comes from ground water. 
While Champaign County is blessed with abundant ground water resources, these 
water resources are finite and are not distributed uniformly. The term water 
supply or water use implies water withdrawals. The principal requisite for 
withdrawal use is that water must be taken from a groundv/ater or surface \'/ater 
source and conveyed to the place of use. Residential, commercial and industrial 
developments will have varying degrees of water withdrawals. Refer to the 
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of permitted uses in the proposed 
zoning distrlct. Also refer to Water Use Act of 1983 when withdrawals can 
reasonably be expected to occur in excess of 100,000 gallons on any day from any 
new point at which uryderground water i~:diverted from its natural state. 
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IV. Instructions for Calculating the Total Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Value
for a Site.

The following are instructions to determine the total Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment value for the parcel in question. The Land Evaluation part and Site Assessment
part each require separate calculations.

A. Land Evaluation Value

The land Evaluation value will be provided by the Champaign Soil and Water Conser
vation District office to the Champaign County Zoning office when a petition is filed for
a map amendment (rezoning). Otherwise, the land Evaluation value can be calculated by
working through the following steps:

1. Outline tract of land to be rez9ned on a soils map. Soil maps can be found in
the Soil Survey of Champaign County and are also available at the Champaign
County Soil and Water Conservation District office.

2. Acreage of individual soil types within area of concern can be obtained by
using a planimeter or other appropriate method or can be obtained from the
Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District.

3. From Column 9 of Table 1, select the appropriate Agricultural Value Group for
each soil type and list them in a column to the right of the soil type.

4. From Column 7 of Table 2, select the relative value for each corresponding
agricultural group.

5. Multiply the number of acres by the relative value for each soil type.
6. Total the product (acre x relativ~ Value) of each soil type and divide this

number by the total number of acres in area of concern. This figure is the
value of the Land Evaluation part of the LESA system. The maximum number of
points possible for any given parcel is 100.

7. Example: an 80 acre tract of land has three soil types: 154A - Flanagan, 152
— Drummer and 56B — Dana. Based on the following calculations, the Value for
the land Evaluation part would be 93.

• 1 2 3 ProductSoils AG Group Relative Value Acres (Relative Value X Acres)

~}54A 1 100 20 2,000
152 2 98 20 1,960
56B 3 87 40 3,480

7,4413

~Agricultural Group — Obtained from Table 1.
3Relative Value — Obtained from Table 2.
Acres — use a planimeter or can be obtained from the Champaign County Soil and Water

Conservation District.

Land Evaluation = Total of Product ~ Total number of acres in parcel.
7440 80

93

B. Site Assessment Value

To establish the Site Assessment point value of the given parcel, work through
the following steps:

1. Based upon local land use information, site inspection, and other
pertinent data, assess the site for each factor shown in Section III.
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IV. Instructions for Calculat;ng the Total Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Value 
for a Site. 

The following are instructions to determine the total land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment value for the parcel in question. The land Evaluation part and Site Assessment 
part each require separate calculations. 

A. land Evilfuation Value 

The land Evaluation value will be provided by the Champaign Soil and Water Conser­
vation District office to the Champaign County Zoning office when a petition is filed for 
a map amendment (rezoning). Otherwise. the Land Evaluation value can be calculated by 
working through the following steps: 

". Soi 1 s 

~'l54A 
152 
568 

1. Outline tract of land to be rezpned on a soils map. Soil maps can be found in 
the Soil Survey of Champaign County and are also available at the Champaign 
County Soil and ~/ater Conservation District office. 

2. Acreage of individual soil types within area of concern can be obtained by 
using a planimeter or other appropriate method or can be obtained from the 
Champaign County Soil and Water Conservation District. 

3. From Column 9 of Table 1, select the appropriate Agricultural Value Group for 
each soil type and list them in a column to the right of the soil type, 

4. From Column 7 of Table 2, select the relative value for each corresponding 
agricultural group. 

5. Multiply the number of acres by the relative value for each soil type. 
6. Total the product (acre x relative va1ue)'of each soil type and divide this 

number by the total number of acres in area of concern. This figure is the 
value of the land Evaluation part of the lESA system. The maximum number of 
points possible for any given parcel is 100. 

1. Example: an 80 acre tract of land has three soil types: 154A - Flanagan, 152 
- Drummer and 56B - Dana. Based on the following calculations, the Value for 
the land Evaluation part would be 93. 

AG Groul!l Relative Va1ue2 Acres3 Product 
(Relative Value X Acres) 

1 100 20 2.000 
2 98 20 1.960 
3 87 40 3,480 

mJ T.m 

~Agricultura1 Group - Obtained from Table 1. 
Relative Value - Obtained from Table 2. 

3Acres - use a planimeter or can be obtained from the Champaign County Soil and Water 
Conservation District. 

land Evaluation = Total of Product T Total number of acres in parcel. 
= 7440; 80 
:; 93 

B. Site Assessment Value 

To establish the Site Assessment point value of the given parcel. work through 
the following steps: 

1. Based upon local land use information. site inspection. and other 
pertinent data. assess the site for each factor shown in Section III. 
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2. A point value for each factor is determined by analyzing each Site Assess
ment factor and choosing the category that best suits the property in
question.

3. Add all factor values to arrive at a Site Assessment subtotal. The
maximum number of possible points for any given parcel is 200.

C. Assessing a Site for its Agricultural Viability

Once the value for the Land Evaluation part and Site Assessment part are
obtained, add both values for the total points for each site.

The total maximum points possible for any site are 300. The Land Evaluation
may be assigned a maximum of 100 points, and the Site Assessment may be assigned a
maximum of 200 points.

The following breakdowh should be used in evaluating a rezoning from AG-i,
Agriculture , AG-2, Agriculture, and/or CR, Conservation-Recreation to another
zoning district for protection of Agriculture:

220 — 300 - Very High Rating for Protection
200 — 219 - High Rating for Protection
180 - 199 - Moderate Rating for Protection
179 or below - Low Rating for Protection

The higher the total points accrued for a site, the more agriculturally viable
the given site will be. When considering a number of sites for a non-agricultural
use, selection of the site with the lowest point score will usually result in
protection of the best agricultural land in the most viable locations.

1.
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2. A point value for each factor is determined by analyzing each Site Assess­
ment factor and choosing the category that best suits the property in 
question. 

3. Add all factor values to arrive at a Site Assessment subtotal. The 
maximum number of possible points for any given parcel is 200. 

C. Assessing a Site for its Agricultural Viability 

Once the value for the land Evaluation part and Site Assessment part are 
obtained, add both values for the total points for each site. 

The total maximum points possible for any site are 300. The Land Evaluation 
may be assigned a maximum of 100 points, and the Site Assessment may be assigned a 
maximum of 200 points. 

The following breakdown should be used in evaluating a rezoning from AG-l, 
Agriculture , AG-2, Agriculture, and/or CR, Conservation-Recreation to another 
zoning district for pr.otection of Agriculture: 

2~0 - 300 
200 - 219 
180 - 199 
179 or below -

Very High Rating for Protection 
High Rating for Protection 
Moderate Rating for Protection 
Low Rating for Protection 

~ . 
The higher the total points accrued for a site, the more agriculturally viable 

the given site will be. When considering a number of sites for a non-agricultural 
use, selection of the site with the lO\~est point score will usually result in 
protection of the best agricultural land in the most viable locations. 
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V. Glossary

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay,
grain, fruit and truck or vegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture,
mushroom growing, orchards, forestry and the keeping, raising and feeding of
livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,swlne, sheep, beef cattle,
pony and horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms; farn
buildings used for growing, harvesting and prepariôg crop products for market,
or for use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and
protecting farm machinery and equipment from the elements, for housing
livestock or poultry and for preparing livestock or poultry products for
market; farm dwellings occupied by farm owners, operators, tenants or seasonal
or year—round hired farm workers. It is Intended by this definition to
include within the definition of agriculture all types of agricultural
operations, but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain
elevator, canning or slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced
primarily by others are stored or processed. Source: Champaign County Zo~j~
Ordinance.

AG-l, AGRICULTURE: The AG-l, Agriculture District is intended to protect the
areas of the County where soil and topographic conditions are best adapted to
the pursuit of agricultural uses and to prevent the admixture of urban and
rural uses which would contribute to the premature termination of agricultural
pursuits. Source: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

AG-2, AGRICULTURE: The AG-Z, Agriculture District is intended to prevent scat
tered indiscriminate urban development and to preserve the agricultural nature
within areas which are predominantly vacant and which presently do not demon
strate any significant potential for development. This district is intended
generally for application to areas within one and one-half (li) miles of
existing communities in the County. Source: Champaign County Zon~
Ordinance.

AGRICULTURAL LAND: Land In farms regularly used for agricultural production. The
term includes all land devoted to crop or livestock enterprises, for example,
the farmstead lands, drainage ditches, water supply, cropland, pasture land,
or timberland (whether or not in current production), and grazing land of
every kind in farms.

CAPABILITY CLASS: Capability classes are broad groupings of soil mapping units
that have similar potentials and/or limitations and hazards. These classes
are useful as a means of introducing the map users to more detailed
information on a soils map. The classes show the location, amount and general
suitability of the soils for agricultural use.

The national capability classification shows soils groupings in eight
classes:

CLASS I - soils have few limitations that restrict their use.
CLASS II — soils have some limitations that reduce the choice of plants

or require moderate conservation practices.
CLASS III - soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants

or require special conservation practices, or both.
CLASS IV — soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of

plants, require very careful management, or both.
CLASS V — soils have little or no erosion hazard but have other

limitations impractical to remove that limit their use largely
to pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife food and cover.

CLASS VI - soils have severe limitations that make them generally
unsuited to cultivation and limit their use largely to
pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife food and cover.
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V. Glossary 
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AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay, 
graln, fruit and truck or vegetable crops~ floric~lture,.h?rticulturp.,. 
mushroom growing, orchards, forestry and ~he keeplng, ralslng and feedlng of 
livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry, 'swine, sheep, beef cattle, 
pony and horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms; farm 
buildings used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, 
or for use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and 
protecting farm machinery and equipment from the elements, for housing 
livestock or poultry and for preparing livestock or poultry products for 
marketi farm dwellings occupied by farm owners, operators, tenants or seasonal 
or year-round hired farm workers. It is intended by this definition to 
include within the definition of agriculture all types of agricultural 
operations, but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain 
elevator, canning or slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced 
primarily by others are stored or processed. Source: Champaign County Zoning 
Ordinance. 

AG-l, AGRICULTURE: The AG-l, Agriculture District is intended to protect the 
areas of the County where soil and topographic conditions are best adapted to 
the pursuit of agricultural uses and to prevent the admixture of urban and 
rural uses which would contribute to the premature termination of agricultural 
pursuits. Source: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance. 

AG-2, AGRICULTURE: The AG-2, Agriculture District is intended to prevent scat­
tered lndiscriminate urban development and to preserve the agricultural nature 
within areas which are predominantly vacant and which presently do not demon­
strate any significant potential for development. This district is intended 
generally for application to areas within one and one-half (l~) miles of 
existing communities in the County. Source: Champaign County Zonin~ 
Ordinance. 

AGRICULTURAL LAND: Land in farms regularly used for agricultural production. The 
term lncludes all land devoted to crop or livestock enterprises, for example, 
the farmstead lands, drainage ditches, water supply, cropland, pasture land, 
or timberland (whether or not in current production), and grazing land ef 
every kind in farms. 

CAPABILITY CLASS: Capability classes are broad groupings of soil mapping units. 
that have slmi1ar potentials and/or limitations and hazards. These classes 
are useful as a means of introducing the map users to more detailed 
information on a soils map. The classes show the location, amount and general 
suitability of the soils for agricultural use. 

The national capability classification shows soils groupings in eight 
classes: 

CLASS I soils have few limitations that restrict their use. 
CLASS II soils have some limitations that reduce the choice of plants 

or require moderate conservation practices. 
CLASS III - soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants 

or require special conservation practices, or both. 
CLASS IV - soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of 

plants, require very careful management, or both. 
CLASS V soils have little or no erosion hazard but have other 

limitations impractical to remove that limit their use largely 
to pasture, range, woodland, or wildlife food and cover. , 

CLASS VI soils have severe limitations that make them generally . 
unsuited to cultivation and limit their use largely to 
pasture, range, woodland, or "/ildlife food and cover. 
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CLASS VII — soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to

cultivation and that restrict their use largely to grazing,
woodland, or wildlife.

CLASS VIII - soils and landfornis have limitations that preclude their use
for commercial plant production and restrict their use to
recreation, wildlife, or water supply, or to aesthetic
purposes.

The soils in Champaign County fall into capability classes I thru IV, VT, and
VII.

CAPABILITY SUBCLASS: Subclasses are groups of capability units within classes
that have the same kinds of dominant limitations for agricultural use as a
result of soil and climate. The subclass provides information about both the
degree and kind of limitation. There are two subclasses that are used with
the soils in Champaign County:

Subclass (e) erosion - applies to soils where the susceptibility to erosion
is the dominant problem or hazard in their use.
Erosion susceptibility and past erosion damage are
the major soil factors for placing soils in this
subclass.

Subclass (w) excess water - applies to soils where excess water is the
dominant hazard or limitation in their use. Poor
soil drainage, wetness, high water table, and
overflow are the criteria for determining which soils
belong in this subclass.

Capability CLASS I has no subclass.

CAPITAL II4PROVEMENTS PROGRN4~ A proposed timetable or schedule of all future
capital improvements töThe carried out during a specific period and listed in
order of priority, together with cost estimates and the anticipated means of
financing each project.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: A plan intended to guide the growth and development of ~a com
munity or region and one that includes analysis, recommendations and proposals
for the community’s land use, population, economy, housing transportation, and
community facilities.

CONSERVATION: The preservation, protection, and restoration of natural resources
and ecãiystems.

CR, CONSERVATION-RECREATION: The CR, Conservation-Recreation District is intended
to protect the public health by restricting development in areas subject to
frequent or periodic floods and to conserve the natural and scenic areas
generally along the major stream networks of the County. Source: Champaign
County Zoning Ordinance.

DiSTRICT: A section of the County/City/Village in which zoning regulations and
standards are uniform. Source: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance. See
Cha~paign County Zoning Ordinance l~or General Intent of all Zoning Districts.

FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE: This land is of statewide importance for the
production of food, feed, fiber, forage and oliseed crops. Generally,
additional farmlands of statewide importance include those that are nearly
prime farmland and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated
and managed according to acceptable farming methods. Some may produce as high
a yield as prime farmlands if conditions are favorable.
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soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited to 
cultivation and that restrict their use largely to grazing, 
woodland, or wildlife. 
soils and landforms have limitations that preclude their use 
for commercial plant production and restrict their use to 
recreation. wildlife, or water supply, or to aesthetic 
purposes. 

The soils in Champaign County fall into capability classes I thru IV. VI, and 
VII. 

CAPABILITY SUBCLASS: S4bclasses are groups of capability units within classes 
that have the same kinds of dominant limitations for agricultural use as a 
result of soil and climate. The subclass provides information about both the 
degree and kind of limitation. There are two subclasses that are used with 
the soils in Champaign County: 

Subclass (e) erosion - applies to soils where the susceptibility to erosion 
is the dominant problem or hazard in their use. 
Erosion susceptibility and past erosion damage are 
the major soil factors for placing soils in this 
subclass. 

Subclass (w) excess water - applies to soils where excess water is the 
dominant hazard or limitation in their use. Poor 
soil drainage. wetness, high \'Iater table. and 
overflow are the criteria fQr determining which soils 
belong in this subclass. 

. '" - . 
Capability CLASS I has no subclass. 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRN~: A proposed timetable or schedule of all futUre 
cap1taJ 1mprovements to be carried out during a specific period and listed in 
order of priority. together with cost estimates and the anticipated means of 
financing each project •. 

CO~lPREHENSIVE PLAN: A plan intended to guide the growth and development of ,a com­
mun1ty or reg10n and one that includes analysis. recommendations and proposals 
for the community's land use, population, economy, housing transportation. and 
community facilities. 

CONSERVATION: The preservation. protection, and restoration of natural resources 
and ecosystems. 

CR, CONSERVATION-RECREATION: The CR. Conservation-Recreation District is intended 
to protect the pu6t1C Health by restricting development in areas subject to 
frequent or periodic floods and to conserve the natural and scenic areas 
generally along the major stream networks of the County. Source: Champaign 
County Zoning Ordinance. 

DISTRICT: A section of the County/City/Village in which zoning regulations and 
standards are uniform. Source: Champaign ~ounty Zoning Ordinance. See 
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for General Intent of all lon1n9 Districts. 

FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE: This land is of statewide importance for the 
product1on of food. feed, fiber. forage and oilseed crops. Generally, 
additional farmlands of statewide importance include those that are nearly 
prime farmland and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated 
and managed according to acceptable farming methods. Some may produce as high 
a yield as prime farmlands if conditions are favorable. 

12/29/2010 



ATTACHMENT C

~3OOH 11 ~L;L 992

21
INFRASTRUCTURE: The basic instaflations and facilities on which the continuance

and growth of a community depends such as: roads, schools, utilities, trans
portation and communication systems.

LOT: A designated parcel, tract or area of land established by plat, subdivision
— or as otherwise permitted by law, to be used, developed or built upon as a

unit. SOURCE: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

PRIME FARMLAND: Prime farmland is land that is best suited to food, feed, forage,
fiber and oilseed crops. It may be cropland, pasture, woodland, or other
land, but it is not urban and built up land or water areas. It either is used
for food or fiber or is available ~or those uses. The soil qualities, growing
season, and moisture supply are those needed for a well managed soil
economically to produce a sustained high yield of crops. Prime farmland
produces the highest yields with minimum inputs of energy and economic
resources, and farming it results in the least damage to the environment.

Prime farmland has an adequate and dependable supply of moisture from precip
itation or irrigation. The temperature and growing season are favorable. The
level of acidity or alkalinity is acceptable. Prime farmland has few or no
rocks and is permeable to water and air. It Is not excessively erodible or
saturated with water for long periods and is not frequently flooded during the
growing season. The slope ranges mainly from 0 to 5 percent.

PRODUCTIVITY INDEX: Productivity indexes for grain crops express the estimated
yields of the major grain crops as a percentage of the average yields obtained
under basic management. Soil productivity is strongly influenced by the
capacity of a soil to supply the nutrient and soil-stored water needs of a
growing crop in a given climate. ~‘Source:’ Soil Productivity in Illinois,
Circular 1156, University of Illinois, College of Agriculture, Coopèi~Tve
Extension Office.
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INFRASTRUCTURE: The basic installations and facilities on vlhich the continuance 

and growth of a community depends such as: roads, schools, utilities, trans­
portation and communication systems. 

LOT: A designated parcel, tract or area of land established by plat, subdivision 
--- or as otherwise permitted by law, to be used, developed or built upon as a 

unit. SOURCE: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance. 

PRI~lE FARMLAND: Prime farmland is land that is best suited to food, feed, forage, 
flber and oilseed crops. It may be cropland,_ pasture, vloodland, or other 
land, but it is not urban and built up land or water areas. It either is used 
for food or fiber or is availabl~ tor those uses. The soil qualities, growing 
season, and moisture supply are those needed for a well managed soil 
economically to produce a sustained high yield of crops. Prime farmland 
produces the highest yields \'Jith minimum inputs of energy and economic 
resources, and farming it results in the least damage to the environment. 

Prime farmland has an adequate and dependable supply of moisture from precip­
itation or irrigation. The temperature and growing season are favorable. The 
level of acidity or alkalinity is acceptable. Prime farmland has few or no 
rocks and is permeable to water and air. It is not excessively erodible or 
saturated vlith water for long periods and is not frequently flooded during the 
growing season. The slope ranges mainly from 0 to 5 percent. 

PRODUCTIVITY mDEX: Productivity indexes for grain crops express the estimated, 
Ylelds of the major grain crops as a percentage of the average yields obtained 
under basic man~gement. Soil productivity is strongly influenced by the 
capacity of a soi 1 to supply the nutri ent and soil-stored water needs of a 
gro\,/ing crop in a given climate. "Source:' Soil Productivity in Illinois. 
Circular 1156, University of Illinofs, College of Agrlculture. Cooperative 
Extension Office. 
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DETERHINJNG RELATIVE VALVE

CHA1~PA1GN COUNTY

1 2 3 4 5

ADJUSTED PRODUCTIVITY INDEX
AGRICULTURAL FOR THE GROUP DIVIDED BY PRODUCT OF

GROUP THE HITITIEST ADJUSTED RELATIVE PRODUC— T1flES 100 RELATIVE VALUE
PRODUCTIVITY INDEX TIVITY INDEX

I 158/158 1.00 100 100

2 155/156 0.98 100 98

3 138/158 0.87 TOO 87

4 134/158 0.85 100 85

5 125/158 0.79 100 79

6 110/158 0.70 100 70

7 103/158 0.65 100 65

8 65/158 0.41 100 41

9 0/158 0.00 — 100 0
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OETERHINING RELATIVE VALUE 

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 

2 3 4 5 

AOJUSTEO PRODUCIIVITY INOEX 
AGRICULTURAL FOR THE GROUP DIVIDED BY PROOUCT OF 

GROUP IHE HIGHEST ADJUSTED RELATIVE PROOUC- liliES 100 RElATIVE VAt~E 

PRODUCTIVITY INDEX TIVITY INDEX 

158/158 1.00 100 100 

2 155/158 0.98 100 98 

3 138/158 0.87 100 87 

4 134/158 0.85 100 85 

125/158 0.19 100 79 

6 110/158 0.70 100 70 

103/158 0.65 100 65 

8 65/158 0.41 100 41 

.. 
9 0/158 0.00 ~ 100 0 

~ . .. 
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WORKSHEETS FOR DETERHINING RELA1IVE VALUES

GROUP 1

flap Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

149A 150 18,183 2,427,450

154A 160 99,607 15,937,120

198A 155 17,048 2,642,440

Total: 132,838 21,007,010

Total product total acres weighted average.
21,007,010 132.838 158.16 (Round to 158>

Weighted average highest weighted average of all groups (158) X 100 Relative Value
158 158 X10O~’lOO

GROUP TI

flap Symbol Productivity Index K Acres Product

152 155 268,094 38,454,570

38,454,570 - 248,094 155
155 ~ 158 K 100 — 98.1 (Round-ta 98)

GROUP III

flap Symbol Productivity Index K Acres Product

•~ 56B 135 23,839 3,218,265

102A 130 1,476 191,880

1488 135 8,881 1,198,935

1718 165 16,069 2,330,005

1996 140 5,330 746,200

219 135 1,426 192,510

234A 140 1,797 251,580

398A 120 3,213 385,560

481A 140 22,269 3,117.660

490A 135 1,319 178,065

Total: 85,619 11,810,660

11,810,660 ~ 85,619 — 137.96 (Round to 138)
138 158 X 100 — 87.3 (Round to 87)
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WORKSHEETS rOR OETERMINING RELATIV[ VALUES 

GROUP I 

Hap Symbnl Productivity Index x Acres Product 

149A 150 16.183 2,427,450 

154A 160 99.607 15,937,120 

19SA 155 2,642,440 

Total: Il2.838 21,007,010 

Total product; total acres ~ weighted average. 
21,007,010 ; 132,838 u 158.14 (Round to 158) 

Wei9hted average; highest wei9hted average of all groups (I58) X 100 a Relative Value 
158; 158 X 100 a 100 

GROUP II 

Hap Symbol Productivity Index x Acres Product 

152 155 248,094 38,454,570 

38,454,570 ~ 248,094 a ISS 
, . 155 ; 158 X 100. 98.1 (Round-·to !) 

GROUP III 

Mal! Sy~bol Produc ti vi tf Index X ~ 

.& 56B 135 23,839 
t - 3,218,265 

\: 102A 130 1,476 .. 191,880 

1488 135 8,881 1,198,935 

1718 145 16,069 2,330,005 

1998 140 5,330 746,200 

219 135 1,426 192,510 

234A 140 1,797 251,580 

398A 120 3,213 385,560 

48lA 140 22,269 3,117,660 

490A 135 1,319 

Total: 85,619 11,810,660 

11,810,660 "i 85,619 .. 137.94 (Round to 138) 
138!. 158 X 100 - 87.3 (R~und to 87) . -

12/29/2010 



ATTACHMENT C

~oo~ U ~J~.96

25
GROUP IV

t4ap Symbol Productivity Index I Acres Product

67 135 2,252 304020

73 130 1,001 130,130

125 135 2,703 364,905

153 .130 6,368 827,840~

232 135 28,281 3,817,935

2364 . 130 2,760 358,800

2424 130 1,545 200,850

Total: 44,910 6,00’.,480

6,006,480 . 46,910 133.7 (Round to 136)
134 158 1 100 84.81 (Round to 86)

GROUP V

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

1348 120 1~44 149,280

1468 130 31,039 4,035,070

2218 120 7,708 924,960

22382 120 11,142 1,337,040

~ “~ 2338 120 2,735 328,200

4.
‘ 235 125 1,489 186,125

2438 120 1,842 221,040

2918 120 5,299 535,880

330 125 3,678 459,150

4408 125 2,410 301,250

5108 120 778 93,360

Total: 69,364 8,571,955

8,671,955 69,364 — 125.02 (Round to 125)
125 2 158 X 100 — 79.11 (Round to 79)
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GROUP IV 

Hap Sl"bo I Productivity Index Acres Product 

67 135 2,252 304,020 

73 130 1,001 130,130 

125 135 2,703 3M,90S 

153 .130 6,368 827 ,840 

232 135 28,281 3,817,935 

23511 )30 2,760 358,800 

24211 130 1,545 200,850 

Total:, 44,910 6,004,480 

6,004,480 44,910 a 133.7 (Round to 134) 
134 ; 158 X 100 a 84.81 (Round to ~) 

GROUP V 

Map Srmbol Product i vi tl Index X Acres .. ~ 

1348 120 1-;'244 149,280 

1468 130 31,039 4,035,070 

221B 120 7,708 924,960 

22382 120 11,142 1,337,040 

t . 2338 120 2,735 328,200 

It. .. 235 125 1,489 186,125 

2438 120 1,842 221,040 

2918 120 5,299 635,880 

330 125 3,578 459,750 

4408 125 2,410 301,250 

5708 120 778 ~ 

Total: 69,354 8,671,955 

8,671~955 ~ 69,364 - 125.02 (Round to 125) 
125 ; 158 X 100 - 79.11 (Round to !!) 
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ATTACHMENT C

26
GROUP VI

Map Symbol Productivi~y_ !ndev X Acres Produet

23A 105 1,005 105,525

238 105 624 65.520

276 110 267 29,370

916 P115 3,448 396,520

1318 100 212 21,200

1508 110 268 29,480

1968 105 738 77,490

206 105 2.736 287,280

302 110 2.687 295.570

3878 110 1,174 129,140

402 110 10,643 1,170.730

4488 110 ‘ 297 32.670

Total: ‘26,099 2,640,495

2,640,495 ~ 24,099 — 109.56 (Round to 110)
110 158 X 100 69.62 (Round to 70)

GROUP VU

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

27C2 95 755 71,725

2702 80 429 34,320

194C2 100 890 - 89,000

221C2 105 5,821 611,205

22103 90 estimated 330 29,700

223C3 105 3,044 319,620

322C2 105 1,867 196,035

387C3 90 278 25,020

440C2 120 778 93,360

570C2 105 1,054 110,670

57002 90 275 24.750
637 125 44 5,500

Total: 15,565 1,610,905

1,610,905 .~ 15,565 — 103.495 (Round to 103)
103 - 158 X 100 — 65.2 (Round to 65)
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ATTACHMENT C 

26 
GROUP VI 

Map SXabol Productivitx Inde> X Acres Product 

23A 105 1,005 105,525 

23B 105 624 65.520 

27B 110 267 29.370 

91B 'liS 3,448 396,520 

1318 100 212 21.200 

1508 110 268 29,480 

1948 105 738 77 ,490 

206 105 2,736 287,280 

302 110 2,687 295,570 

3878 110 1,174 129,140 

402 110 10,643 1,170,730 

4488 llO 297 32,670 

Total: ~ 24,!.099 2,640,495 

2,640,495 ~ 24,099 • 109.56 (Round to 110) 
110 ; 158 X 100 a 69.62 (Round to !2) 

GROUP VII 

. MaE! SX.bol Productivitl Index X Acres Product 

. ~' .. 27C2 95 755 71,725 
t -

It. 2702 80 429 34,320 .. 
194C2 100 890 89,000 

221C2 105 5,821 611,205 

22103 90 estimated 330 29,700 

223C3 105 3,044 319,620 

322C2 105 1,867 196,035 

387C3 90 .278 25,020 

440C2 120 778 93,360 

570C2 105 1,054 110,670 

57002 90 275 24,750 
631 125 44 5,500 

Total: 15,565 1,610,905 

1,610,905 ~ 15,565 • 103.495 (Round to 103) 
• 103 ~ 158 X 100 • 65.2 (Round to 65) . -

12/29/2010 



ATTACHMENT C

SOQR ii. ~998

a7
GROUP Vii1

Hap Symbol Pruductivitylndeu I Acres Product

2?~2 60 estimated 409 26.360

19402 90 251 22,590

24103 50 estimated 288 14,400

Total: 945 61,350

61,350 f 965 66.92 (Round to 65)
65 1 158 X 100 • 41.14 (Round to ~j)

GROUP IX

Nap Symbols For Group IX are urban built—up areas or vater.

Productivity indices and product vould be zero.

Relative Value is 0.

12/29/2010
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ATTACHMENT C 

BDOk 

GROUP YII~ 
27 

Hap SYllIbol ~ttiyity~~ Acres Produc t 

27EZ 60 estinated 406 24,360 

19402 90 251 22 ,590 

24103 50 estimated 288 

Total: 945 61,350 

61,350 ! 945 • 64.92 (Round to 65) 
• 65 ; 158 X 100 • 41.14 (Round to :1) 

GROUP IX 

Map Symbols for Group IX are urban built-up areas or water. 

Productivity indices and product would be zero. 

Relative Value is O. 

t • 

-\ . .. 

12/29/2010 



Date:
Case #:

LAND EVALUATION AN]) SITE ASSESSMENT
WORKSHEET

ATTACHMENT D

Worksheet for calculating the total point value for the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
System. Refer to the Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System manual for
specific instructions and definitions.

I. Land Evaluation Value

II. Site Assessment

A. Agricultural Uses:

1. Percentage of Area in Agricultural Uses within one and one half (1 ‘/i) miles of Site
90% or more 18
75%to89% 16
50%to74% 12
25%to49% 8
Lessthan25% 0

2. Land Use Adjacent to Site
All sides in Agricultural Use 18 18
1 Side in Non-Agricultural Uses 16
2 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 12
3 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 8
All Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 0

3. Percentage of Site in or Suitable for Agricultural Uses
75%tolOO% 10
59%to74% 8
25%to49% 6
l0%to24% 4
0%to9% 0

B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions:

1. Percentage of land zoned AG-i, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture and/or CR, Conservation-Recreation
within one-half (1/2) miles of Site

90% or more 10
75%to89% 8
S0%tol4% 6
25%to49% 4
Less than 25% 0

2. Percentage of Site zoned AG-I, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture or CR, Conservation-Recreation
90%tolOO% 10
75%to89% 8
50%to74% 6
25%to49% 4
24%orless 0

3. Have prior governmental actions committed site to development
No 10
Partially 6
Yes 0

(1)
12/29/2010
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< Date: 
Case#: 

LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT 
WORKSHEET 

ATTACHMENT 0 

Worksheet for calculating the total point value for the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
System. Refer to the Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System manual for 
specific instructions and def"mitions. 

I I. Land Evaluation Value 

II. Site Assessment 

A. Agricultural Uses: 

1. Percentage of Area In Agricultural Uses within one and one half (I y.) miles of Site 
90% or more 18 
75% to 89% 16 
50% to 74% 12 
25% to 49% 8 
Less than 25% 0 

2. Land Use Adjacent to Site 
All sides in Agricultural Use 18 18 
1 Side in Non-Agricultural Uses 16 
2 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 12 
3 Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 8 
All Sides in Non-Agricultural Uses 0 

3. Percentage of Site in or Suitable for Agricultural Uses 
75% to 100% 10 
59% to 74% 8 
25% to 49% 6 
10% to 24% 4 
0% to 9% 0 

B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions: 

1. Percentage of land zoned AG-I, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture and lor CR, Conservation-Recreation 
within one-half (1/2) miles of Site 

90% or more 10 
75% to 89% 8 
50% to 74% 6 
25% to 49% 4 
Less than 25% 0 

2. Percentage of Site zoned AG-I, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture or CR, Conservation-Recreation 
90% to 100% 10 
75% to 89% 8 
50% to 74% 6 
25% to 49% 4 
24% or less 0 

3. Have prior governmental actions committed site to development 
No 10 
Partially 6 
Yes 0 

(1) 
12/29/2010 



C. Compatibility/Impact of Uses:
ATTACHMENT D

1. Distance from City or Village Corporate Limits
More than 1.5(1 ‘/2) miles 10
1 to 1.49 miles 8
.25 to .49 miles 6
Oto .49 miles 4
Adjacent 0

2. CompatibIlity of proposed use and zoning change with surrounding Agricultural Uses
Incompatible 10
Somewhat Compatible 6
Compatible 0

D. Land Use Feasibility:

1. Size of Site Feasible for Farming
100 acres or more 8
40 to 99 acres 6
20 to 39 acres 4
Stol9acres 2

Under S acres 0

2. Soil Limitations for Proposed Use and Proposed Zoning Change
Severe 10
Moderate to Severe 8
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

3a. Alternative Sites proposed on less productive land
Yes 8
No 0

or
3b. Need for additional land

Vacant buiidabie land available 8
Little buildable land remaining 0

E. Existence of Infrastructure:

1. AvaIlability of Central Sewage System
More than 1.5(1 ‘/z)miles 10
.75 to 1.49 miles 8
.5Oto.74miles 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
200 feet to .24 miles 2
200 feet or less or on-site 0

2. Availability of Central Water System
Morethan 1.5(1 ‘Ia) miles 10
.75 to 1.49 miles S
.50 to .74 miles 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
200 feet to .24 miles 2
200 feet or less or on-site 0

3. Transportation
~ Inadequate for planned Use and Proposed Rezoning - Site 10
beyond 1.5 (1 Va) miles from Chy or Village Corporate Limits
* Inadequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning, Some 8
Minor improvements required - site beyond 1.5(1 Va) miles
from Citylvillage Corporate Limits
*Adequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning - site beyond 6
1.5 (1 ‘Ia) miles of CityNillage or Village Corporate Limits
*Ij~dequate for Planned Use Sc Proposed Rezoning - site within 4

12/29/2010
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C. CompatibilitylImpact of Uses: 
ATTACHMENT 0 

1. Distance from City or Village Corporate Limits 
More than 1.5 (I Y2) miles 10 
I to 1.49 miles 8 
.25 to .49 miles 6 
o to .49 miles 4 
Adjacent 0 

2. CompatiblHty of proposed use and zoning change with surrounding Agricultural Uses 
Incompatible 10 
Somewhat Compatible 6 
Compatible 0 

D. Land Use Feasibility: 

1. Size of Site Feasible for Farming 
100 acres or more 8 
40 to 99 acres 6 
20 to 39 acres 4 
5 to 19 acres 2 

Under 5 acres 0 

2. Soil Limitations for Proposed Use and Proposed Zoning Change 
Severe 10 
Moderate to Severe 8 
Moderate 6 
Slight to Moderate 4 
Slight 0 

3a. Alternative Sites proposed on less produc:tlve land 
Yes 8 
No 0 

!ll:. 
lb. Need for additional land 

Vacant buildable land available 8 
Little buildable land remaining 0 

E. Existence of Infrastructure: 

1. Availabillty of Central Sewage System 
More than 1.5 (I Y2) miles 10 
.75 to 1.49 miles 8 
.50 to .74 miles 6 
.25 to .49 miles 4 
200 feet to .24 miles 2 
200 feet or less or on-site 0 

2. Availability of Central Water System 
More than 1.5 (1 Y2) miles 10 
.75 to 1.49 miles 8 
.50 to .74 miles 6 
.25 to .49 miles 4 
200 feet to .24 miles 2 
200 feet or less or on-site 0 

3. Transportation 
.. Inadequate for planned Use and Proposed Rezoning - Site 10 
beyond 1.5 (1 v.) miles from City or Village Corporate Limits 

'" Inadequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning, Some 8 
Minor improvements required - site beyond 1.5 (l V2) miles 
from CityNiIlage Corporate Limits 
* Adequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning - site beyond 6 
1.5 (I Y2) miles of CityNiIlage or Village Corporate Limits 
*Inadequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoninll: - site within 4 

12/29/2010 



AJTACHMENT D
1.5 (1 34) miles of City or Village Corporate Limits
lnadequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning, Some minor 2

improvements required - site within 1.5 (1 34) miles ofCity/Village
Corporate Limits
Adequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning - site within 1.5

(1 34) miles ofCity/Village Corporate Limits 0

4. Distance of site from fire protection service
Not in fire protection district (FPD) 10
In a FPD, but more than 5 miles from fire protection service 8
2 34 to 5 miles - volunteer 6
0 to 2.49 miles - volunteer 4
2Yzto5miles-paid 2
Oto2.49miles-paid 0

F. Environment Impact of Proposed Use and Zoning Change:

1. Impact on Flooding/Drainage
Negative Impact 6
Some Impact 4
Little or none with special design or protective measures provided or required 2
None 0

2. Impact on historic, cultural, unique or important vegetation areas, or
other areas of ecological importance
Negative impact 6
Some impact 4
No Impact 0

3. Impact on Recreation and open spaces
Negative impact 6
Some impact 4

No Impact 0

4. Impact on Water Quality
Severe 10
Moderate to Severe S
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

5. Impact on Water Supply
Severe io
Moderate to Severe 8
Moderate 6
Slight to Moderate 4
Slight 0

Land Evaluation Total:

Site Assessment Total:

Total Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Point Value
(3)

Very High Rating for Protection
High Rating for Protection
Moderate Rating for Protection
Low Rating for Protection

Assessing a Site Where Proposed Agricultural Uses are to be Converted:

220-300
200-219
180-199
179 or below 12/29/2010
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1.5 (1 y,) miles of City or Village Corporate Limits 
·Inadequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning, Some minor 2 
improvements required - site within 1.S (1 y,) miles ofCityNilIage 
Corporate Limits 
• Adequate for Planned Use & Proposed Rezoning· site within 1.S 
(1 y,) miles ofCityNillage Corporate Limits 0 

4. Distance of site from fire protection service 
Not in fire protection district (FPD) 10 
In a FPD, but more than S miles from fire protection service 8 
2 Y, to Smiles - volunteer 6 
o to 2.49 miles - volunteer 4 
2 Y, to Smiles - paid 2 
o to 2.49 miles - paid 0 

F. Environment Impact of Proposed Use and Zoning Change: 

1. Impact on FloodinglDralnage 
Negative Impact 6 
Some Impact 4 
Little or none with special design or protective measures provided or required 2 
None 0 

2. Impact on historic, cultural, unique or important vegetation areas, or 
other areas of ecological importance 
Negative impact 6 
Some impact 4 
No Impact 0 

3. Impact on Recreation and open spaces 
Negative impact 6 
Some impact 4 

No Impact 0 

4. Impact on Water Quality 
Severe 10 
Moderate to Severe 8 
Moderate 6 
Slight to Moderate 4 
Slight 0 

5. Impact on Water Supply 
Severe 10 
Moderate to Severe 8 
Moderate 6 
Slight to Moderate 4 
Slight 0 

Land Evaluation Total: 

Site Assessment Total: 

Total Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Point Value 
(3) 

Assessing a Site Where Proposed Agricultural Uses are to be Converted: 

220 - 300 
200 - 219 
180 -199 
179 or below 

Very High Rating for Protection 
High Rating for Protection 
Moderate Rating for Protection 
Low Rating for Protection 

ATTACHMENT D 

12/29/2010 



rPc CHAMPMCN COUNTY

REGIONAL PLANNING
COMMISSION

Date: January 4, 2011

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

From: Susan Monte, CCRPC Planner

Re: Direction to CCRPC Planner Regarding Proposed Champaign County Building
Code Feasibility Study Consistent with County Board Resolution No. 7482 and the
Approved Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant

Request: Authorization to Proceed

Summary: This memorandum includes background information, project description and
proposed timeline for completion of a Feasibility Study regarding a Champaign
County Building Code.

Background Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning Director John Hall was
notified in September, 2010 regarding the award of an $8,325 Energy Efficiency and
Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) for the development of a report entitled:

“Champaign County Building Code with Energy Efficient Building Design
Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility Study.”

This project is included in the approved FY20 11 County Planning Contract Work Plan as per
County Board Resolution No. 7482 dated September 23, 2010. The EECBG contract period is
18 months beginning October, 1, 2010 through March 31, 2012. We request that this project
start in January, 2011 with work on the report to be completed by October, 2011, with an
anticipated completion time of 10 months.

Project Description (Excerpt from EECBG Application)
Develop this report for consideration of the Committee: “Champaign County Building Code with
Energy Efficient Building Design Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility Study.”

‘Energy Conservation” is one of 10 goals of the [LRIvIP], and directly relevant to the proposed
project.

LRMP Energy Conservation Champaign County will encourage energy conservation, efficiency, and
Goal 9 the use of renewable energy sources.

LRMP Objective 9.1 Champaign County will seek to reduce the discharge of greenhouse gases.

LRIVIP Policy 9.1.2 The County will promote energy efficient building design standards.

LRMP Objective 9.2 Champaign County will encourage energy efficient building design
standards.

LRIvIP Policy 9.2.1 The County will enforce the Illinois Energy Efficient Commercial
Building Act.

continued
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY 
REGIONAL PLANNING 
COMMISSION 

Date: January 4,2011 

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole 

From: Susan Monte, CCRPC Planner 

Re: Direction to CCRPC Planner Regarding Proposed Champaign County Building 
Code Feasibility Study Consistent with County Board Resolution No. 7482 and the 
Approved Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant 

Request: Authorization to Proceed 

Summary: This memorandum includes background information, project description and 
proposed timeline for completion 'of a Feasibility Study regarding a Champaign 
Courtty Building Code. '. 

Background Champaign County Department of Planning and Zoning Director John Hall was 
notified in September, 2010 regarding the award of an $8,325 Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation Block Grant (EECBG) for the development of a report entitled: 

"Champaign County Building Code with Energy Efficient Building Design 
Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility Study. " 

This project is included in the approved FY2011 County Planning Contract Work Plan as per 
County Board Resolution No. 7482 dated September 23,2010. The EECBG contract period is 
18 months beginning October, 1,2010 through March 31,2012. We request that this project 
start in January, 2011 with work on the report to be completed by October, 2011, with an 
anticipated completion time of 10 months. 

Project Description (Excerpt from EECBG Application) 
Develop this report for consideration of the Committee: "Champaign County Building Code with 
Energy Efficient Building Design Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility Study. " 

'Energy Conservation" is one of 10 goals of the [LRMP], and directly relevant to the proposed 
project. 

LRMP Energy Conservation Champaign County will encourage energy conservation, efficiency, and 
Goal 9 the use of renewable energy sources. 

LRMP Objective 9.1 Champaign County will seek to reduce the discharge of greenhouse gases. 

LRMP Policy 9.1.2 The County will promote energy efficient building design standards. 

LRMP Objective 9.2 Champaign County will encourage energy efficient building design 
standards. 

LRMP Policy 9.2.1 The County will enforce the Illinois Energy Efficient Commercial 
Building Act. 

continued 



Update - Champaign County Building Code Feasibility Study

One other LRMP goal directly relevant to the proposed project is ‘Public Health and Safety’,
[as follows]:

LRMP Public Health and Champaign County will ensure protection of the public health and public
Safety Goal 6 safety in land resource management decisions.

LRMP Objective 6.2 Champaign County will seek to ensure that public assembly, dependent
population, and multifamily land uses provide safe and secure
environments for their occupants.

LRMP Policy 6.2.1 The County will require public assembly, dependent population, and
multi-family premises built, significantly renovated, or established after
2010 to comply with the Office of State Fire Marshal life safety
regulations or equivalent.

LRMP Policy 6.2.2 The County will require CC Liquor Licensee premises to comply with the
Office of State Fire Marshal life safety regulations or equivalent by 2015.

LRMP Policy 6.2.3 The County will require Champaign County Recreation and Entertainment
Licensee premises to comply with the Office of State Fire Marshal life
safety regulations or equivalent by 2015.

LRMP Objective 6.3 Champaign County will seek to ensure that all new non-agricultural
construction in the unincorporated area will comply with a building code
by 2015.

The proposed report will provide critical preliminary information to the County Board for
review, so that Board members may understand the financial implications and other identifiable
cost-benefit implications of the County implementation and enforcement of a building code with
energy efficient building design standards. It is only following County Board review of the
proposed report, and at the direction of the Committee of the Whole at such time, that an
opportunity for additional public input regarding County Board implementation and enforcement
of a building code with energy efficient building design standards would be sought.

Measurable Goals and Objectives ofProject (Excerptfrom EECBG Application)
Provides needed information to County Board.. for its consideration of implementation and
enforcement of a building code with energy efficient building design standards. Report to
include:

• Review of relevant case studies of counties which have adopted a building code with
energy efficient building design standards and best management practices in
administration of such a building code;

• Cost-benefit study of Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a building
code with energy efficient building design standards; and

• Recommendations regarding Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a
building code with energy efficient building design standards.

Statement of Work (Excerptfrom EECBG Application)
The report will be developed by the planning staff of the Champaign County Regional Planning
Commission, in consultation with John Hall, Champaign County Department of Planning and
Zoning, and with review or input from Champaign County Administrator Deb Busey.
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Update - Champaign County Building Code Feasibility Study 

One other LRMP goal directly relevant to the proposed project is 'Public Health and Safety', .. 
[as follows]: 

LRMP Public Health and Champaign County will ensure protection of the public health and public 
Safety Goal 6 safety in land resource management decisions. 

LRMP Objective 6.2 Champaign County will seek to ensure that public assembly, dependent 
population, and multifamily land uses provide safe and secure 
environments for their occupants. 

LRMP Policy 6.2.1 The County will require public assembly, dependent population, and 
multi-family premises built, significantly renovated, or established after 
2010 to comply with the Office of State Fire Marshal life safety 
regulations or equivalent. 

LRMP Policy 6.2.2 The County will require CC Liquor Licensee premises to comply with the 
Office of State Fire Marshal life safety regulations or equivalent by 2015. 

LRMP Policy 6.2.3 The County will require Champaign County Recreation and Entertainment 
Licensee premises to comply with the Office of State Fire Marshal life 
safety regulations or equivalent by 2015. 

LRMP Objective 6.3 Champaign County will seek to ensure that all new non-agricultural 
construction in the unincorporated area will comply with a building code 
by 2015. 

The proposed report will provide critical preliminary information to the County Board for 
review, so that Board members may understand the financial implications and other identifiable 
cost-benefit implications of the County implementation and enforcement of a building code with 
energy efficient building design standards. It is only following County Board review of the 
proposed report, and at the direction of the Committee of the Whole at such time, that an 
opportunity for additional public input regarding County Board implementation and enforcement 
of a building code with energy efficient building design standards would be sought. 

Measurable Goals and Objectives 0/ Project (Excerpt from EECBG Application) 
Provides needed information to County Board ., for its consideration of implementation and 
enforcement of a building code with energy efficient building design standards. Report to 
include: 

Review of relevant case studies of counties which have adopted a building code with 
energy efficient building design standards and best management practices in 
administration of such a building code; 

• Cost-benefit study of Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a building 
code with energy efficient building design standards; and 

Recommendations regarding Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a 
building code with energy efficient building design standards. 

Statement of Work (Excerpt/rom EECBG Application) 
The report will be developed by the planning staff of the Champaign County Regional Planning 
Commission, in consultation with John Hall, Champaign County Department of Planning and 
Zoning, and with review or input from Champaign County Administrator Deb Busey. 
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Update - Champaign County Building Code Feasibility Study

Work Plan Tasks

1. Report on relevant case studies and best management practices of counties which
have adopted a building code with energy efficient building design standards.

2. Identify building code implementation and enforcement strategy options specific to
Champaign County. (Consult with CCDPZ Director and CC Administrator.)

3. Conduct a cost-benefit study specific to Champaign County identified for implementation
and enforcement of a building code with energy efficient building design standards. (Consult
with CCDPZ Director and CC Administrator.)

4. Develop recommendations to Committee of the Whole Committee based on the above three
[Work Plan Taskj feasibility study components. (Consult with Champaign County
Department of Planning and Zoning Director and Champaign County Administrator.)

5. Provide a review copy of the Feasibility Study report to the Champaign County Committee of
the Whole. Present major findings of the report and recommendations to the Committee.

End Product (Excerptfrom EECBG Application)
The end product of all project tasks will be a report entitled: Champaign County Building Code
with Energy Efficient Building Design Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility
Study.

The report will contain recommendations for County Board consideration with regard to
Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a building plan with energy efficient
building design standards.

Budget Estimate Summary (Excerptfrom EECBG Application)
Estimated Total Cost: 11,100
Applicant (County) share: 25% of total: $2,775

Note: Mr. Hall plans to submit a separate budget amendment request at the January 18, 2011
Committee of the Whole meeting for transfer of the awarded EECBG funds to the general fund.
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Update - Champaign County Building Code Feasibility Study 

Work Plan Tasks 

1. Report on relevant case studies and best management practices of counties which 
have adopted a building code with energy efficient building design standards. 

2. Identify building code implementation and enforcement strategy options specific to 
Champaign County. (Consult with CCDPZ Director and CC Administrator.) 

3. Conduct a cost-benefit study specific to Champaign County identified for implementation 
and enforcement of a building code with energy efficient building design standards. (Consult 
with CCDPZ Director and CC Administrator.) 

4. Develop recommendations to Committee of the Whole Committee based on the above three 
[Work Plan Task] feasibility study components. (Consult with Champaign County 
Department of Planning and Zoning Director and Champaign County Administrator.) 

5. Provide a review copy ofthe Feasibility Study report to the Champaign County Committee of 
the Whole. Present major findings of the report and recommendations to the Committee. 

End Product (Excerpt from EECBG Application) 
The end product of all project tasks will be a report entitled: Champaign County Building Code 
with Energy Efficient Building Design Standards: Implementation Strategy and Feasibility 
Study. 

The report will contain recommendations for County Board consideration with regard to 
Champaign County implementation and enforcement of a building plan with energy efficient 
building design standards. 

Budget Estimate Summary (Excerpt from EECBG Application) 
Estimated Total Cost: 11,100 
Applicant (County) share: 25% oftotal: $2,775 

Note: Mr. Hall plans to submit a separate budget amendment request at the January 18,2011 
Committee of the Whole meeting for transfer of the awarded EECBG funds to the general fund. 
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