
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY BOARD
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE - ELUC/ County Facilities
County of Cinunpaign, Urbana, Illinois
Tuesday, October 2, 2012 —6:OOp.m.

Lyle Shields Meeting Room, Brookens Administralne Center
/776 E. Washington Street, tfrhana. Illinois

Page No.
L Call to Order

II. Roll Call

III. Approvaj of Minutes
A. Committee of the Whole — September 4,2012 (unnumbered. hut included1

IV. Approval of A2end&Addenda

V. Public Participation

VI. Communications

VU. County FaciIitie

A. Physical Plant Monthly Reports — lobe distributed at nzecting

B. 202 Art Br1e]I Construction Project
1. Monthly Report
2. Project Update

C. Report regarding Downtown Jail Facility

D. Chair’s Report

B. Other Business

F. Designation of Ttems to he Placed on the Consent Agenda

VIII.. Environment & Land Use

A. Recreation & Entertaimnent License: Egyptian Collectors Association Buy- 2-5
Sell-Trade Hunting Show — Charnpaigii County Fairounds, October 20-21.
2012

B. Request Prelin-y Recommendation tbr Approval of a Text Amendaient to 6-75
the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance in Zoning Case 710 Al-I 2 to
Amend the Champai County LESA - Petitioner: Champaign County
Zoning Administrator

C. Retuest Preliminary Recommendation for Approval of a Text Arnendinern to 76-9S
t9e Champa County Zoning Ordinance in Zonin2 Case 711-AT-12 to
Amend the Chan;pai County Zoning Ordinance by Changing the Deiinition
of Best Prime Farmland - Petitioner: Champaign County Zoning
Administrator



Committee of the Whole Agenda, Cont’d.
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

Page 2
D. Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Zoning Ordinance 99-116

Text Amendment to Amend Limits on Vehicles and Equipment in Rural
Home Occupations (deferredfrom March 6, 2012)

E. Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Zonin Ordinance Text 117-121
Amendment to Add “Agricultural Drainage Contractor Facility: to the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance

F. Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text 122-126
Amendment to Amend ‘Contractor Facility” in the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance

U. Monthly Report - to be distributed

H. Other Business

1. Designation of Items to be Placed on Consent Agenda

IX. Highway & Transportation

A. County & Township Motor Fuel Tax Claims-- AugustlSeptember, 2012 127-128

B. Final Bridge Reports 129-133

C. Resolution Appropriating an Additional $268,523.53 from County Motor Fuel 134-135
Tax for Curtis Road Phase I — Section #0O-00374-00-PV

D. Bridge Petition — Colfax Road District 136-138

ii Bridge Petition — Crittenden & Pesotum Road Districts 139-141

F. Bridge Petition — Tolono & Champaign Road Districts 142-144

0. Rcsolution Appropriating $1,000,000.00 for the replacement of Structure 145-146
#010-0151 located on County Highway 22

H. Olympian Drive Right-of-Way

1. Diesel Fuel Tank Removal

J. Other Business

I. Closed Session pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2 (c)(l 1) to consider litigation
which is probable or imminent against Champaign County

K. Designation of Items to be Placed on the Conscnt Agenda

X. Other Business

XI. Adjournment



CHAMPAIGN COUNTY BOARD
2 Committee of the Whole Mhiutes
3
4 Tuesday, September 4, 2012—6:OOpm
5 Lyle Shields Meeting Room
6 1776 E. Washington St, Urbana, IL
7
8
9 MEMBERS PRESENT: Alix, Amnions, Bensyl, Berkson, Betz, Carter, Cowart, Esry,

10 Holderfield, James, Jay, Kibler, Kurtz, Langenheim, Maxwell, MeGinty, Michaels, O’Connor, Petrie,
11 Quisenbeny, Richards, Rosales, Schroeder, Weibel
12
13 MEMBERS ABSENT: Anderson, Moser
14
15 OTHERS PRESENT: Deb Busey (County Administrator), Sheriff Walsh, Gordy 1-lulten, Alan
16 Reinhart, many members of the public
17
18 Call to Order
19
20 Board Chair Weibel called the meeting to order at 6:05pm.
21
22 Roll Call
23
24 The secretary called the roll and the following were present: Alix, Ammons, I3cnsyl, Berkson,
25 Betz, Carter, Cowart, Esry, Ilolderfield, James, Jay, Kibler, Kurtz, Langenheim, Maxwell, McGinty,
26 Michacls, Mitchell, O’Connor, Petrie, Quisenberry, Richards, Rosales, Schroeder and Weibel.
27
28 Approval of Minutes
29
30 Motion by Rosales to approve the minutes of August 7, 2012, as presented; seconded by
31 Mitchell. Motion carried unanimously.
32
33 Approval of Agenda/Addendum
34
35 Motion by James to approve the agenda for the meeting; seconded by Carter. Motion carried
36 unanimously.
37
38 Public Participation
39
40 Doug Bidner spoke in opposition to a zoning case on the agenda.
41 James Kilgore spoke about the jail situation.
42 Lauren Murray, Annie Murray, Gwen Miller spoke in favor of the zoning case request on the
43 agenda.
44 Martel Miller spoke in favor of more programs for youth and opposed building more jail space.
45 Beldon Fields spoke regarding public safety and the jail situation.
46 Jeremy Baumberger spoke regarding the upcoming decision on the jail needs assessment study.
47 A. Kirby read a letter from A. Courson in favor of the zoning case for LA. Gourmet Catering.
48 B. Twist spoke about the jail situation and mental health inmates.
49 Susan Warsaw spoke in favor of L.A. Gourmet.
50 Chris Evans spoke regarding thejail situation and thejail needs assessments study.
51 Catherine lihIer spoke in favor of the L. A. Gounnet catering.



Committee of the Whole Minutes. Cont ‘d.
Tuesday, September 4, 2012

52 Dun Knise spoke regarding thejail needs assessments study.
53
54 Communications
55
56 Kibler said the Champaign County Farm Bureau had sent a letter thanking the Sheriff for his help
57 with the Farm Bureau Tractor Drive.
58
59 Environment & Land Use
60 Zoning Case 699-AM-il
61
62 Motion by Quisenherry to recommend approval of a request to amend the Zoning Map to change
63 the zoning district designation from the existing AG-i Agriculture Zoning District to the AG-2
64 Agriculture Zoning District to allow the development of an event center authorized by the Zoning Board
65 of Appeals in related Zoning Case 700-S-Il; seconded by James, Schroeder said there have been other
66 businesses located in the area of the proposed event center and this would not be a special use, but rather
67 a zoning change in the Ag district. Langenheim asked the difference was between a country club and an
68 event center in operation. Hall said that was a good point, but possible ten acres is a bit small for a
69 country club. James asked for a roll call vote. Carter spoke in favor of approving the zoning change
70 request. Jay said this is a reasonable request, being beneficial not only to Hensley township, but to the
71 County as well. Mitchell said he can see the ambience they wish to create with this new business.
72 Petnie stated why she intended to vote against the case and that is that it should revert back to AG-l
73 should this particular business close. Holderfield addressed the issue for Petrie’s suggestion. She said
74 it makes it difficult to finance property if the business on the property is there now. Alix said the basis
75 for his decision relates to the Zoning Board of Appeals and the work they have completed. Quisenberry
76 and Michaels both stated they appreciate the work that L.A. Gourmet has put into their request.
77
78 Motion by Ammons to call the question; seconded by Weibel. Motion carried unanimously.
79
80 Motion to approve the zoning map change carried by roll call vote with Alix, Ammons,
81 Bensyl, Berkson, Betz, Carter, Cowart, Esry, Holdertield, James, Jay, Kibler, Kurtz, Langenheim,
82 McGinty, Maxwell, Michaels Mitchell, O’Connor, Quisenberry, Richard, Rosales, Schroeder and
83 Weibel voting yes. Petrie voted no.
84
85 Monthly Report
86
87 Motion by Langenheim to receive and place on file the monthly report of the Zoning Office;
88 seconded by Quisenberry. Motion carried unanimously.
89
90 County Facilities
91 Designation of Tap Ranked Firm for Consulting Services for Champaign County Jail Needs Assessment
92
93 Motion by Ammons to recommend approval that ILPP be designated as the top ranked fu’m for
94 consulting services for the Champaign County Jail Needs Assessment study; seconded by Langenheim.
95 Motion carried by roll call vote with Mix, Ammons, Berkson, Betz, Carter, Carter, Cowart, Kurtz,
96 Langenbeim, MeGinty, Petrie, Quisenberry, Richards, Rosales and Weibel voting yes and with
97 Bensyl, Esry, Holderfield, James, Jay, Kibler, Maxwell, Michaels, Mitchell, O’Connor and
98 Schroeder voting no.
99

100 Recommendation for Shields Meeting Room Improvements to Enhance County Board Public Access
101

2



Committee of the Whole Minutes, ConE ‘ci.
Tuesday, September 4, 2012

102 Ms. Busey stated there are significant issues with the sound system, which is failing. She also
103 noted the number of county board members will decrease on December 1. She noted there are two
104 designs on the desks this evening that will improve several areas of the meeting room with regard to the
105 sound system, video filming of the meetings and the configuration of the room. She noted the County
106 Clerk, the IT Department, Physical Plant and the Treasurer’s Office have compiled their resources to
107 follow through with upgrades and changes.
108
1 09 McGinty said he likes the horseshoe configuration. He said it is a good deal to be able to get this
110 completed in this fiscal year.
Ill
112 Motion by Kibler to approve the remodel of the Shields Meeting Room with replacement of
113 video system by the County Clerk, replacement of the sound system and presentation system by County
114 IT, remodel of room by Physical Plant going with Option #1, and replacement of nirnishings through the
115 Capital Asset Replacement Fund and further recommends to the Finance Committee the approval of a
116 transfer of $55,000 from the General County Contingent Line Item to thc Physical Plant Budget for the
117 completion of this project; seconded by Mitchell. Berkson said a true horseshoe configuration would
11 8 make more sense.
119
120 Motion by Weibel to substitute Option #1 with Option #2; seconded by Quisenberry. Kibler
121 stated either option was okay with him. Jay asked if it was necessary to make the decision at tonight’s
122 meeting with regard to the options and asked if that could be left open. Busey said it was most likely it
123 was open becausc thc equipment for both options is the same. Brief discussion continued. Motion
124 carried.
125
126 Discussion returned to the main motion. Kibler wanted a further breakdown of the costs
127 associated with the project. Alix wanted to know what kind of seating was to be in place for the public.
128 Gordy Ilulten explained for the committee how and where the video cameras would be placed and how
129 the streaming live would work. Motion carried.
130
131 Report Regarding Downtown Jail Facility
132
133 Reinhart said he and the Sheriff identified some areas that needed improvements. The first
134 noted was limited roof maintenance and repair. He has some photos showing areas of the roof that
135 needed repair. Another area needing maintenance and repair is the exterior masom-y walls. There are
136 areas that need tuck pointing for open cracks and mortarjoints.
137
138 Reinhart continued with needed interior improvements. He noted the indoor recreation area floor
139 tile has approximately 30% of the tile missing or is broken. The majority of the main corridor locks in
140 the jail area are obsolete. The natural lighting in the day rooms was greatly restricted in the 1980’s by
141 welding plate steel over the security windows. A short time later a series of small holes were drilled in
142 the place steel to allow a limited amount of natural light into the day room. He said shower stalls have
143 multiple layers of paint that have been applied over the years. They can no longer hold adhesion to new
144 paint. A proven method used in two of the stall is install aluminum mechanically fastened to the walls.
145 there are 8 remaining showers that need this work. The final item noted was painting of the cell blocks
146 and day rooms.
147
148 He told the committee that he’s not received all of the pricing quotes he requested, therefore he
149 provided a range of approximate costs associated with the repairs.
150
151 The Sheriff reviewed the priority list and said he disagreed with item #3 on the list, but did agree
152 with all of the other items.

3



Committee of the Whole Minutes, Coned.
Tuesday, September 4, 20)2

153
154 Motion by Michaels to recommend to the Finance Committee of the Whole approval of a budget
155 amendment of $50,000 from the Capital Facilities Fund Reserve for Downtown Correctional Center
156 Maintenance Projects; seconded by Mitchell. Brief discussion continued. It is intended for this to be
157 appropriated in this year’s budget, but if necessary it will here-encumbered in next year’s budget due to
158 the time left. Motion carried.
159
160 Courthouse Air Conditioning Compressor Failure
161
162 Reinhart explained about trouble with the Courthouse Air Conditioning Compressor. He
163 reviewed quotes received for repairs to the system.
164
165 Motion by Quisenberry to recommend to Finance Committee of the Whole approval of a budget
166 amendment of $11,000 from Courts Construction Complex Fund Balance for the courthouse air
167 conditioning compressor replacement; seconded by Cowart. Pet-ic asked if there would be a warranty
168 with the repair. Reinhart said there would definitely be a warranty, but he will investigate purchasing an
169 extended warranty. Brief discussion continued. Motion carried.
170
171 Lease Agreement for RPC for additional space at Brookens Administrative Center
172
173 Motion by McGinty to recommend approval a Lease Agreement for RPC for additional space at
174 Brookens Administrative Center; seconded by Weibel. Motion carried.
175
176 202 Art Bartell Construction Project
177
178 Motion by Quiscnbcrry to receive and place on file the reports of the 202 Art Bartell
179 Construction Project; seconded by Michacls. Mofion carried.
180
181 Physical Plant Monthly Reports
182
183 Motion by Kurtz to receive and place on file the monthly reports of the Physical Plant; seconded
184 by Michaels. Motion carried.
185
186 Othcrl3usiness
187
188 None.
189
190 Designation of Items to be Placed on the Consent Aenda
191
192 The Lease Agreement will be placed on the consent agenda.
193
194 Adiournment
195
196 Meeting declared adjourned at 8:40pm.
197
198
199 Respectfully submitted,
200
201 RanacWolken
202 Recording Secretary
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FILED
‘N

STATE OF ILLINOIS, SEP 07 2012/ ni Champaign County
?

. J Appflcation for JL1 Mt.
Recreation & EnbtaInmem?

Applications for License unr County
Oidnice No.55 ReguLating Recreational &
Other Businesses withIn the County (for use
by businesses covered by this Ordinance other
than Massage Parlors and simliarenterprises)

$ 100.00
$ 10.00
$ 4.00

j Checks Must Ge Made Payable To: Gordy Hulten, Champaign County Clerk 1

Nature of Activity to be
to bepred);
Tnpch.License

r INCOMPLETE FORMS Will NOT BE CONSIDERED FOR A UCENSE

I AND WiLL BE RETURNED TO APPLICANT

For Office Use Only

License No.

Date(s) of Event(s)f

Filing Fees:

BSness Nsme: -

License Fee:

Fling Fee;

TOTAL FEE;
Checker. Signaturt

S

$ 4.00

S

Per Year (or fraction thereat):
Per Single-day Event
Cleric’s fling Fee:

The undersigned thdMdual, paflneist4, or corporation hereby makes appIition fat the
issuance of a license to engage a business contzokd under County Ocdinance No. 55 and makes
the following statements under oath:

A. 1. Name of Busine: EzQ’4 p-ri N
2. cation of Busin for wNch aDakation Is de:

_______

( Cr44)
3. Busbiss address of Business for whith application Is made:

9’n— )a t4.f’ot4iIc.

C

7.

8.

4. Zoning Classification of Property: t—.if4’sstqIp5 -—
5. Date the Business covered by Ordinance No.56 began at this qaJn: 06. Nature of Business normally conducted at this location: 1t1 1<

It414RWA

all forms of

(NOTE: All annual licenses expire an December 31s1 of each year)

beginning & endthg dates):

_________

9. Do you own the building or property for which this license is sought?

_________________

10. If you have a lease or rent the property, state the name and address of the owner arid
when the lease or rfl&agteetnentqpees:OK4,D&/S Op fiP

)XE& (*t c),/n (‘. 11ff”
Ii. If any licensed adlvtty will occur outdoors attactiCsite Plan (with dflnsians) to th

application showing location of aN buildings, outdoor areas to be used for various
purposes and parking spaces. See page 3, item 7.

2



Reaeatlon & Entertainment License Appltation
Page Three

3. If foreign Corporation, give name and address of resident agent in Illinois:

AJ,1A

Give first date qualified to do business in Illiols: (I/A
Bush,ess address of Corporation in UUnois as stated hi Le of Incoiporatot

;&. éE .soAt Q
@sit1q)e3yA IL. cni

5. of Cgrai5esset forth in charter Cu P7 2$Ei I ltMd)E t1) Lt4.
6. Names of all Offl of the qorporation and other information as Ustftd:

Name of OfI’lcer4i41) lAç3cL mie:tet 4—kci.n tI
Dale elected oppointed: HEL Social o.:
Date of Birth:

____________________

Place of Birth: R1 1 L
Citizenship:
If naturated, place and date of naturalization:

_________________________________

Residential Addresses forjuast threeJ) years:
n-i4, c’c’ aa FA’t—(
(11LIA Al FL tC24O

Business, ocai atian, or em byment far tour ears pryceding da of applicatlo fpr
this license: ELI N

— PbS

A site plan (with dimensions) must a..any this app1Icatn. It must show the location of all
buldings, outdoor areas to be used for various purposes and park4ng spaces

4.

3



Recreation & Entertainment License Application
Page Two

8. if this business will be axiducted by a person other than the applicant, give the
fouovdng bifonnation about person employed by applicant as m3,ager, agent or
locally responsible party of the business in the designated location:

Name:__________________________ Date of Birth:

_______________________

Place of Birth:

_______________________

Social Security No.:

___________________

Residence Address:

_________________________________________________________________

Citizenship:

__________________

If naturalized, place and date of naturalization:

If, during the heense period, a new manager or agent is hked to conduct this business, the
applicant MUST furnish the County the above infocmation far the new manager or agent wttNn
ten (10) days.

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

If the applicait Is a caporation, ail the information required under Section 0 must be
supplied for the corporation and for each officer.

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

C. 1. Name(s) of owner(s) or local n11acer(s) (fridtaie any aliases):

__________________________

Le’-Kao.w{ t3” C.OttJ
Datof Birth.

___

- PtaceotBlrth: hLrP1,lL-
Social Security Fiunt&:

_________________

Citizegql9p:
If naturalized, state place and date of naturalization: (VA

2. Residential three (3) yearn:

3.

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

D. Answer only If applicant is a Corporation:

1 Name of Co oration exactly s shown In a Ides of in ration and as registered:
tJrI’4)tIJ (t%)-)e-7flQn fl2.

2 Date of Incoiporation: i ‘9’ State wherein Incorporated: Ii—,
4



Recreetlon & Entertainment License Application
Page Four

AFFIDAVrT
(Complete when applicant is an individual or Partnenhip)

liWe swear that IMe have mad the application and that all matters stated thereunder
are true and correct, are made upon my/our peisonal knowledge and Infomiatlon and are made for
the purpose of Inducing the County of Champaign to issue the permIt hereunder applied for.

lMle ft.rther swear that liwe will not violate any of the laws of the United States of America
or of the State of ftlIno or the Ordinances of the County of Champaign in the conduct ol the
b4aIness herewider apfled for.

g’w*s. dOhknraOf ie&two “....‘s &Pst.enhp $w’fln of Ovine, or ol one &t*o membsotFU.m.I4

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

___________

day of,

AFFIDAVIT
(Compbte when applicant Is a Corporation)

Rc

20

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

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

V further swear that we are the duly constituted and eieaedtllacs of said applicant and
as such se authorized and empowered to execute their behalf of said

along with amount of cnfl, or certified diedi
made payable to GORDY HULTEN, CHAMPAIGN COUNTY CtERl(. must be turned In the Champaign
County Clein Offic 1776 E. WasI*igton St. Uit.. Illinois 01802. A $400 Ping Fee thout be Included

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

5



To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

Prom: Sobs Hall Director & Zciing Mministiutor

____

Andy Kiss, Asciate Planner
Susan Monte, RPC Planner

Date: September 25,2012

RB Znlag Ordinance Text Amendment Case 710-AT-fl Lad
Evaluation and Site Assessment ESA) Update

Request: Request Prdlmlnaq Recommendation for Approval eta Tat
Amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance in
Zoning Case 710-AT-fl to Amend the Champaign County
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System

Petitioner Zoning Admiátrator

STA TUS’

The Zoning board of Appeals voted 4 to 2 (with no absences) to RECOMMEND ENACTMENT of this
amendment at the Special meeting that was held cc Sqtanba 19,2012.

The Committee of the Whole authmized this text amendment at the April 12, 2012, meeting. The
amendment recommended by the ZBA is unchanged from the Draft LESA that was recon.naided by the
LESA Update Committee. You may recall that the lISA Update Committee had voted 5 tel (with one
absence) to recommend the Draft LESA.

Standsd protocol is f the Committee to make a prelininaiy recommendation an a çsoposed tnt
amendment ii the first Committee meetbg following a ZBA rccommcndation and then defer the final
recommendation to the County Board until the next regularly scheduled Committee meeting (November
8,2012, in this instance). The deferral of the final recommendation intended to give municipalities and
townships with plan commissions one month in 4ilch to provide comments or piotests.

The one month deferral will also provide an oppoitunity for both the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) State Conservationist and Illinois
Department of Agriculture (IDAG) to review the Draft LESA and provide any comments pri to the
County Board vote. Those reviews are expected to be a necessaiy formality because both the NRCS and
IDAG have been provided copies throughout the p.octss and all comments to da have been positive.

If the Committee makes a final recommendation on this case at the November & 2012, Committee
meeting the ca will go to the flaIl Board on Novemba 29,2011

REVIEW BY THE LB.A.

ZBA members were provided copies of the minutes of all LESA Update Committee meetings
and the most important handouts from those meetings. Those minutes are summarized in in
93. on jges 7 toll of 39 of the Finding. ZBA manberse also able to review all of the
versions of the Draft LESA that were reviewed by the LESA Update Committee.

The ZBA reviewed the considerations of the LESA Update Committee in the recommended
update of the Land Evaluation Factors. See item 9.A. on pages 5,6 and 7 of 39 of the Findings.
The ZBA also reviewed the background ofevety proposed Site Assessment Factor and how it

1

6

a
Coin7

Dzimet4of

Hmáim
AdabIrál4Cflle

I776E.shmgIOflSIltct
IJ.bana,l!linois6iSO2

(217)314-3708



Zoning Admlnlstntor
SEPTEMBER 25.2012

compared to any existing Site Assessment Factor; the basis of the points awarded; whether or not
that Ftor was recommended by the LESA Guidebook; whether or not a similar Site Asnment
Factor is used by four other Illinois counties that were considered similar (DeKaib, Kendall,
McLean, and Ogle); and whether or not that Factor had been recommended by the Champaign
County Farm Bureau. See item 9.B.(2) on pages 11 to 20 of page 39 of the Findings.

The ZBA reviewed the total LESA scores for both the existing LESA and the Draft LESA for the
Test Sites used by the LESA Update Committee. See item 9.B.(3) on p.21 of 39 of the Findings.

The Draft LESA consistently produced scores that on average were 17% higher than the existing
LESA on sites located outside of the “contiguous urban growth area” or CUGA (see item
9.B.(3)(a) on p. 21 of 39). Note that a higher LESA score indicates that a site is deserving of
more protection. On sites within the CUGA the Draft LESA was always lower than the existing
LESA and never above 150 points which is the “LOW” rating for protection (see item 9.E.(3)(b)
on p. 21 of39).

The EBA also reviewed two applications of the Draft LESA on farmland owned by ZBA
members. Those two assessments are summarized in item 9.B.(4) on pages 22 to 23 of 39 of the
Findings.

The ThA found that the proposed Site Assesnent factors are both valid and reliable. See item
..(5Xc) and (d) on p. 23 of 39 of the Findings.

LOCAL FOODS POLICY COUNCIL RESOLU’flON 2012-1

The ZBA reviewed the Local Foods Policy Council’s Resolution 2012-1 that is attached. The
ZBA considered some possible changes to the Site Assessment Factors that would have added
same special bonus Site Assessment points for any assessment in which local foodaproduction
existed within one mile of the subject site. The bonus points would have come from other Site
Assessment Factors in the Draft LESA. Item 9.D. on p.26 of 39 of the Findings summarizes the
evidence regarding Local foods.

Ultimately, no local foods changes were recommended at this time. The final vote reflects that 4
members of the ZBA did not want to propose changes to the Draft LESA regarding local foods at
this time and 2 members of the ZBA thought that such changes would be worthwhile.

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY FARM BUREAU COMMENTS

The Champaign County Farm Bureau provided comments twice during the public hearing.
CCFB comments are summarized in items 9B.(7) and (8) on p.24 of 39 of the Findings.

Z.B.A. RECOMMENDED TIMEFRAME FOR EVALUATION OF NEW L.E.S.A.

In item 17 of the Finding of Fact (see p. 31 of 39) the ZBA recommends that any amendment to
the existing LESA System be reviewed within 2 years of adoption to evaluate if the amended
LESA is producing the desired results.

ATfACHMENTS
A Brief Comparison of EzistingLESAto Proposed Update Draft LESA
B Local Foods Policy Council Resolution 2012-1
C As Approved Finding of Fact for Case 710-AT-12 with Recommended Amendment

2
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY LOCAL FOODS POLICY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION 2012— 1

A RESOLUTION ENCOURAGING THE PROTECTIoN OF AGRICULTURAL PARCELS IN CHAMPAIGN
COUNTY, ILLINOIS THAT ARE SUITABLE FOR LOCAl. FOOD PRODUCTION

Whereas, the Illinois Food, Farm and Jobs Act of 2007 calls for expandlng and supporting a State local
and organic food system” as well as assessing and overcomIng obstacles to an Increase in IoalIy grown
food and local organic food productlon; and,

Whereas, the Champan County Board created the Champaign County Local Foods Policy Council to
“encourage the ofleringof better and fresherfood available locallif and to “encourage the effloent use
of land, and preservation and coiiservatlon of agriculture”; and,

Whereas, the Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals and the Champaign County Board are
considering new guidelines that are designed to protect prime farmland by updating the Champaign
County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System; and,

Whereas, good sites for farms that produce locally grown food may easily be less than 25 acres and it
can be an advantage for them to be close to populous or urbanized areas for easy access to markets.

Now, therefore, be It resolved by the Champaign County Local Foods Policy Council to encourage the
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals and the Champan County Board to protect not only large
agricultural land parcels generally used for growing row crops, but also to protect agricultural land
parcels that could be best suited for local food production.

Passed by the Champaign County Local Foods Policy Council this 22’d day of August, 2012.

Tod Satterthwaite, Chair
Champaign County local Foods Policy Council
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AS APPROVED

710-AT-fl

FINDING OF FACT
AND FINAL DETERMINATION

of
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

Final Deteunination: RECOMMEND ENACTMENT

Date: September 19, 2012

Petilione: Zoning Administrator

Request: Amend the Cb.algn Conty Thmag Ordinance by amendIng the Cbnipalgn Conty
Land Enluado. and Site Aisnimeat (LESA) System that I. referred to In Section 3; and
Footaoqe 131. Secda. 5.3; and nb,ecd,. &4,s foHow,:

Part A. Rat, the Lad Evd.adon (LE) part a. follows:
1. Re.be all ,.Il luformafion to ,ntcb the ronnpoth lnlorm.tiot In the Son S,,rvey

of Chwwpuign Coun, Illinois 2003 edltia.
2. Revise ill exisdag soil productivity Information and replace with

inknnatlon from BuIleEIA Sn Optimum Cnp hvlucdvlty Ratlngfor
Illinois Soils published August 2000 by the Unwersity of Illinois College
of Agricultural, Consumer and Enviroamental Sdence, Office of
Research.

3. Delete the 9 existing Agriculture Value Group, and exktlng Relative
Value, ranlng from 100 toO ad add 18 Agriculture Value Groajis
with Relative LE ranging from 100 toO.

Part a Revise the Site Minimal (SA) pan a follow.:
I. Add ddI4io.. for “agrlc.hnn”; ajgfruhrJ prod.c’do.”; “anl.aI

nfl”; ‘best ph.. farla.d”; “f.rm dwelling”; ‘ivatock
managetent fadUty”; ‘Th-fn dwelll”; “preip.l use”; and “abject site”.

2. Delete SA Factor, A.Z; 43; B2.; Ba; C.2; D24 Di.; LI.; E.Z; £3.;
LA.; P.1.; EL; F.)4 P.4.; and KS.

3. Revise SA Factor A.I. to be niw Factor & Factor RI. to be .cw Factor 7.; Factor CI.
to be sew Facts, 5.; Factor D.l. be new Factor 14 and revise scorg guidance for
each revised Factor, as described In the legal advertisemeal.

4. Add new SA Patton 2a; 2b. Zc; 3; 4; 6; 9; 10; and scoring guidance for
each new Factor, a. described in the lepI advertisement

Pan C. Revise the Rating for Protection as described In tIle Iqal
advertisement.

Part D. Revise the general text and reformat

*NOTE, The description of the Request ha. been simplifled from the actual legal advertisement

10
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Case 710-A1-12 AS APPROVED
Pago3of38

FINDING OP FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
June 14,2012, June 28, 2012, July12, 2012, July 26, 2012, August 16,2012, August 30, 2012,
September 13, 2012, and September 19, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

1. The petitioner is the Zoning Administrator.

2. The proposed amendment is intended to reflect the recommendations of the LESA Update
Committee recommendations.

3. Municipalities with zoning and townships with planning commissions have protest rights on all
text amendments and they are notified of such cases. No comments have been received to date.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT

4. The proposed amendment is attached to this Finding of Fact as it will appear in the Zoning
Ordinance.

GENERALL YREGARDING THE LRM’P GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICES

5. The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) was adopted by the County
Board on April 22,2010. The LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Policies were drafted through an
inclusive and public process that produced a set often goals, 42 objectives, and 100 policies,
which are currently the only guidance lbr amendments to the Champaign Coun(y Zoning
Ordinance, as follows:
A. The Purpose Statement of the LRI’4P Goals, Objectives, and Policies is as follows:

“It is the purpose of this plan to encourage municipalities and the County to
protect the land, air, water, nabiral resourves and environment of the County
and to encourage the use of such resources in a manner which is socially
and economically desirable. The Goals, Objectives and Policies necessary
to achieve this purpose are as follows:”

B. The LRMP defines Goals, Objectives, and Policies as follows:
(1) Goal: an ideal future condition to which the community aspires

(2) Objective: a tangible, measurable outcome leading to the achievement of a goal

(3) Policy: a statement of actions or requirements judged to be necessary to achieve
goals and objectives

C. The Background given with the LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Policies further states,
“Three documents, the County Land Use Goals and Policies adopted in 1977, and two sets
of Land Use Regulatory Policies, dated 2001 and 2005, wne built upon, ipdated, and
consolidated into the LRMP Goals, Objectives and Policies.

12



Cage 710-AT-12 AS APPROVED
Pags4of3a

REGARDING LIMP GOALS

6. LRMP Goal 1 is entitled ‘Planning and Public Involvanent” and states that as follows:

Champaign County will attain a system of land resource management planning built
on broad public involvement that supports effective decision making by the County.

The proposed amendment should HELP ACHIEVE Goal 1 because the process by which the
Draft LESA Update was arrived at and by the 15 meetings of the LESA Update Committee and
the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearings.

7. LRMP Goal 2 is entitled “Governmental Coordination” and states as follows:

Champaign County will collaboradvely formulate land rnource and development
policy with other units of government In areas of ovedapping land use planning
jurisdlctio..

Goal 2 has two objectives and three policies. The pmposed amendment is not directly related to
Goal 2 but should HELP ACHIEVE Goal 2 because it should HEM’ ACHIEVE objective 2.1
that states that Champaign County will coordinate land resource management planning with all
County jwisdictions and, to the extent possible, in the larger region, for the following reasons:
A. The proposed amendment should HELP ACHIEVE objective 2.1 by the text amendment

process whereby municipalities and townships with planning commissions are notified of
any proposed text amendment and have the right to provide comments or even protest any
text amendment.

S. LRMP Goal 3 is entitled “Prosperity” and states as ibilows:

Cbampalgn County will encourage economic growth and development to ensure
prosperity forth residents and the regina

Goal 3 has three objectives and no policies. The proposed amendment WILL NOT IMPEDE the
achievement of Goal 3.

9. LRMP Goal 4 is entitled “Agriculture” and states as follows:

Champaign County will protect the long term viability of agriculture in Champaign
County and its land resource bases

Goal 4 has 9 objectives and 22 policies. The proposed amendment IS NECESSARY TO
ACHIEVE Goal 4 for the following reasons:

Objective 4.5 is the only relevant objective under Goal 4. There are no subsidiary policies under
Objective 4.5. Objective 4.5 states as follows:

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

13



Case 710-A T-12 AS APPROVED
Page 5of38

The proposed amendment will ACHIEVE Objective 4.5 fbr the ibllowing reasons:
A. Regarding the proposed Land Evaluation Factors (Part A of the amendment):

(I) Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands,
Second Edition (referred to as LESt Guidebook) is the most recent available
guidance ftr establishing a LESA system. Regarding guidance for establishing LE
Factors:
(a) Chapter 4 of the LESt Guidebook describes four classification systems that

may be used to rate soil based qualities which are as follows:
I. The Soil Potential Ratings classification system requires the most

information regarding yield potential and management costs. Soil
Potential Ratings are not available for Champaign County soils.

iL The other three classification systems are Soil Produdivity Ratings;
Land Capability Classes; and Important Farmland Classes and all
are available for Champaign County soils.

(2) The Land Evaluation Factors in the existing Champaign County LESA System
were classified using Soil Productivity Ratings, Land Capability Classes, and
Important Farmland Classes.

(3) The Soil Survey ofChampaign County, illinois 2003 edition, provides current land
capability classes (Table 8) and prime farmland (fable 9). (Att. F & 0 in the
Prelim, Memo).

(4) Regarding soil productivity ratings for Illinois soils:
(a) The productivity index in the existing LESA is from Soil Productivity in

Illinois, Circular 1156, published in 1978 by the University of Illinois
Cooperative Extension Service. Circular 1156 is no longer in publication
and has been replaced by later bulletins.

(b) As explained on the Illinois Department of Revenue website (see
Attachment N to the Prelim. Memo.), there are two types of soil
productivity index ratings for Illinois soils which are as follows:
i. Average Crop, Pasture, and Forestry Productivity Ratingsfor

IllInois Soils, Bulletin 810, August 2000, published by the
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign College of Agricultural,
Consumer, and Environmental Sciences Office of Research
Regarding Bulletin 810:

Bulletin 810 contains the crop yields and productivity indices r
crops under the average leveL of management used by all Illinois
frirmers for the 10 year period in the 1990’s.

• Bulletin 810 is the current source for farmland produuivity
under the Illinois Farmland Assessment Law.
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Case 710A T-12 AS APPROVED
Page6of38

iL Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois Soils, Bulletin 811,
January 15, 2011, published by the University of Illinois at Urbana
Champaign College of Aicu1turaI, Consumer, and Environmental
Sciences Office of Research. Regarding Bulletin 811:
• Bulletin 811 contains the crop yields and productivity indices for

crops under the optimum level of management used by the
topl6% illinois farmers for the 10 year period in the 1990’s.

• As explained in Bulletin 811 the optimum level of management
is near the level of management required for maximum profit

(c) The 10/04/Il lISA Update Committee memorandum included the
tbllowing comments made by KR. Olson, co-author of both Bulletin 810
and Bulletin 811, to RPC Planner Susan MonW
L Almost all of the optimum management productivity indices and

crop yields in Bulletin 811 are 13% higher than the ones for average
management in Bulletin 810.

iL The values in Bulletin 810 represent the 10-year average crop yields
for a soil with 50% of the fanners in the state with that soil getting
higher crop yields and 50% Iowa crop yields. Tax assessors use
these values.

iii. The crop yields in Bulletin 811 are the 10-year average crop yields
that the top 16% of farmers get (which is one standard deviation
above the mean value) with the other 84% getting Iowa yields.
Land appraisers, real estate agents, and some regulatory agencies
use these values.

(ci) Attachment B to the 10/4/2011 LESA Update Conunittee memorandum
compares “average managemar with “optimum managemenV’. Optimum
management includes better drainage improvements and application of
higher levels ofbasic nutrients. Optimum management will therefore han
a higher operating cost.

(5) The LESA Update Committee considered four options (alternative soil
classification systems) for classifying Land Evaluation factors and those options
were reviewed in the 10/04/11 LESA Update Committee memorandum.
Attachments 1,3, and K to the Preliminary Memorandum for Case 710-AT-Il are
the principal documentation of those alternatives. The alternative classification
systems were as follows:
(a) Option I, using only the Bulletin 810 Soils Productivity Index.

(b) Option 2, using only the Bulletin 811 Soils Productivity Index.

(c) Option 3, using the Bulletin 811 Soils Productivity Index in addition to
Slope classifications and Important Farmland Classifications.

15



AS APPROVEDCan 710-AT-fl
Page 7o138

(4) Option 4, using the Bulletin 811 Soils Productivity Index in addition to the
USDA Land Capability Classifications and Important Farmland
Classifications.

(6) At their 11/02/Il meeting the lISA Update Committee reviewed
recommendation by Committee member Kevin Donoho, District Conservationist
with the USDA-NRCS Champaign Field Office. Mr. Donoho submitted an LE
Calculation Recommendation (see Attachment C to the Supplemental
Memorandum for Case 710-AT-l2 dated 6/14/12) which can be summarized as
fbllows:
(a) Mr. Donoho stated his preference for the proposed “Option 4”.

(b) Mr. Donoho stated that an LB system that incLudes the ability to evaluate 3
soils classification sy!tems simultaneously, including Bulletin 811, Land
Capability Classification, and Farmland Classification, can provide the most
comprehensive assessment of LE when completed, while remaining simple
once developed and implemented.

(c) As reported in the minutes of the 11/02/11 LESA Update Committee
meeting Mr. Donoho stated he had consulted with the NRCS area soil
scientist with regard to the LE options under review, and that the soil
scientist concurred with his recommendation.

(7) The final LE Factors Update recommendation of the LE Update Committee was a
Revised Option 4 Proposal 11/15/Il that was a handout at the 11/16/11 LESA
Update Committee Meeting. See Attachment 0 to the Preliminary Memorandum
of Case 710-AT-I I. The Revised Option 4 was based on the recommendation of
Mr. Donoho but included 18 Agriculture Value Groups to ensure that there was not
too broad of a range in productivity of soils included in any one AVG.

B. Regarding the proposed Site Assessment Factors (Pail B of the amendment):
(I) The Zoning Board of Appeals reviewed the minutes of all LESA Update

Committee meetings and many of the handouts regarding the recommended Draft
Site Assessment Factors and those meetings, handouts, and Committee actions can
be swnrnarized as follows:
(a) At the first LESA Update Committee meeting held on June 8, 2011, the

Update Committee received three alternative sets of Site Assessment
Factors as follows:
I. A set of 13 Draft Site Assessment Factors was submitted by Bradley

Uken, the manager of the Champaign County Farm Bureau.
A set of six Draft Site Assessment Factors was submitted by John
Hall, Champaign County Zoning Administrator.

iiL A set of five Draft Site Assessment Factors was submitted by Susan
Monte, Planner with the Champaign County Regional Planning
Commission and Facilitator fin the LESA Update Committee. This
set of Draft Site Assessment Factors was based upon existing site
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assessment ctors in the existing Champaign County LESA that
match the SA-l factors found in Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment: A GuidebookforRatingAgricultural Lands. Second
Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, I 9S3.

(b) The three alternative sets of Draft Site Assessment Factors were considered
at theJune 21,2011, and July 13, 2011, LESA Update Committee meetings.
At both meetings the LESA Update Committee discussed their intent that
the revised Site Assessment Factors should emphasize agricultural
productivity and farmland protection over development suitability because
development suitability is considered in other aspects of the rezoning
process.

(c) A single set of 11 Draft Site Assessment Factors with limited assessment
guidance was distributed to the LESA Update Committee prior to the July
27,2011, meeting.

(d) A Working Drafi of 12 SA Factors and including two definitions was
handed out at the August 10,2011, LESA Update Committee meeting.

(e) At the September 7,2012, LESA Update Committee meeting the
Committee did the following regarding the proposed Site Assessment
Factors:
L The LESA Update Committee reviewed a group of 12 Draft SA

Factors that had been scored against 4 actual land parcels that had
been used in previous map amendment cases.

IL The LESA Update Committee compared a one mile radius fbr SA
Factors to a one-and-a-half mile radius for each of the 4 parcels and
decided that a one mile radius was sufficient.

iii. The LESA Update Committee discussed the availability of annual
aerial photography from the Champaign County Soil and Water
Conservation District.

iv. The LESA Update Committee discussed the difficulty of accurately
estimating the number of livestock at a livestock management
facility based on a windshield survey.

(f) At the November 2, 2011, LESA Update Committee meeting the LESA
Update Committee reviewed a Draft Updated LESA dated October 27,
2011, with Site Assessment Factors with assessment guidance and defined
terms. A 12th Site Assessment Factor had been added regarding drainage
improvements on the subject site and the Committee decided to pay
particular attention to this Factor during the field testing.

(g) At the November 16,2011, LESA Update Committee meeting the
Committee did the following regarding the proposed Site Msessmait
Factors:
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L The LESA Update Committee reviewed the results of field testing of
the Draft Updated LESA dated October 27, 2011, as applied to a
group of 18 randomly selected tracts of Champaign County land.
The field test sites were in six different types of locations including
being on a moraine; within the Contiguous Urban Growth Area
(CUGA); within one mile of the CUGA; more than 2 miles from the
CUGA; in a 100-year floodplain; and inc wooded riparian area

IL The LESA Update Committee discussed several changes to the
Draft SA Factors including a tiered approach in which not all Site
Assessment Factors were relevant if the subject site is located in the
Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGA).

ill. The LESA Update Committee eliminated the 12th Site Assessment
Factor had been added regarding drainage improvements on a
subject site due to inconsistent assessments in field testing.

iv. The LESA Update Committee asked for a second round of field
testing on a reduced set of 15 test sites.

(h) At the November 29, 2011, LESA Update Committee meeting the
Committee did the following regarding the proposed Site Assessment
Factors:

The LESA Update Committee reviewed the results of the second
round of field testing based on the Updated Version Revised Draft
LESA dated November 17, 2011.

ii. The LESA Update Committee reviewed the results of field testing
of the Draft SA Factors submitted by Brad Uken on June 8, 2011.

EEL The LESA Update Committee discussed in general that the II SA
Factors were producing satisfactory results and discussed additional
changes to the SA Factors including regarding the SA Factor that
assesses how much of site was in agricultural use in any of the last 5
years and the SA Factor that assessed how much of the site is
adjacent to agricultural use.

(i) At the December 14, 2011, LESA Update Committee meeting the
Committee did the following regarding the proposed Site Assessment
Factors:
I. The LESA Update Committee reviewed the results of the third

round of field testing based on the Updated Version Revised Draft
LESA dated Decemb 5, 2011.

II. The LESA Update Committee reviewed a Strikeout Copy of
Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated December 14,2011,
that had been prepared in response to the inconsistencies in ratin
fir the SA Factor that assesses how much of the sift is adjacent to
agilcultural use and the SA Factor that assess how much of the
surrounding area in a one mile radius is in agricultural use and
included revisions to the points awarded for best prime farmland
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versus best prime farmland larger than 25 aaes or larger than 15%
of a parcel and added points thr prime farmland larger than 25 acres.

ía The LESA Update Committee also deleted the SA Factor asssing
distance from the subject site to the nearest public assanbly use of
more than 200 persons and reassigned the 10 points to the SA Factor
for best prime farmland.

iv. The LESA Update Committee considered revised “levels of
protection” based on the total LESA score that included fewer points
in the range of very high rating for protection and more points for
both moderate and high rating for protection that had been included
in both the Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated December
5, 2011, and the Stzikeout Copy of Updated Version Revised Draft
lISA dated December 14, 2011.

(5) At the January 4,2012, LESA Update Committee meeting the Committee
did the following regarding the proposed Site Assessment Factors:
L The lISA Update Committee reviewed a Revised Draft LESA

dated December 29,2011 and an Alternate Revised Draft LESA
dated December 29,2011. that had fewer SA Factors for sites in the
Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGA).

it The LESA Update Committee discussed how to distinguish between
“fann” and “non-farm” dwellings.

iii. The lISA Update Committee discussed changing the number of
Draft SA Factors for a site located in the Contiguous Urban Growth
Area (CUGA).

iv. The LESA Update Committee reviewed additional changes to the
“levels of protection”.

(k) At the January 25, 2012, lISA Update Committee meeting the Committee
did the following regarding the proposed Site Assessment Factors:
I. The lISA Update Committee reviewed the Alternate Update Draft

LESA dated January 18, 2012, which had revisions to the Site
Assessment Factor assessing best prime farmland.

it The LESA Update Committee reviewed changes to the Site
Assessment Factor assessing agricultural land use adjacent to the
site.

iii. The LESA Update Committee reviewed changes to the Site
Assessment Factor assessing the highest percentage of the site in
agricultural production in the last 5 years.

iv. The LESA Update Committee reviewed changes to the Site
Assessment Factor assessing the amount of agricultural land use
within one mile of the site.

iv. The LESA Update Committee reviewed additional thanges to the
“levels ofprotection”.
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(1) At the February 22, 2012, LESA Update Committee meeting the
Committee did the following regaiding the proposed Site Assessment
Factors:
I. The LESA Update Committee reviewed the Strikeout Version of

Revised Draft LESA dated February 10,2012, which had many
minor editing thanges and definitional changes and substantive
changes to the scoring guidance for many Site Assessment Factors
including changes that addressed the “creeping effect” whereby
approval of some familand conversion can inadvertently lower
LESA scores on nearby properties.

IL The LESA Update Committee discussed possible refinements to the
definition of “frm dwelling” and reviewed further field test results.

(m) At the March 7, 2012, LESA Update Committee meeting the Committee
L The LESA Update Committee reviewed the Revised Draft LESA

dated February 28, 2011, that reduced the SA Factors considered for
sites in the Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGA) to only factors
I and 2; and added a new definition for “principal use” and included
other definitional changes; and included final changes to the levels
of protection”.

IL The LESA Update Committee requested final editing that would add
consistency regarding ‘lesser than’ and ‘weater than’.

(2) Regarding the proposed Site Assessment Factors and how they compare to the Site
Assessment Factors in the existing Champaign County LESA System and to
LESAs in other relevant Illinois counties:
(a) Proposed SA Factor 1 assesses the size of the subject site and is similar to

existing SA Factor 111. except for the following differences:
I. The proposed SA Factor I assesses “size of the subject site” but the

existing SA Factor D. 1. assesses “size of site feasible for thrming”
so the proposed SA Factor I is simpler and easier to assess without
considering feasibility issues.

IL The largest site considered in the proposed SA Factor I is “mote
than 25 acres” and the largest she considered in the existing SA
Factor D. 1. is “100 acres or more” so the proposed SA Factor I is
less biased towards site area than the existing LESA.

iii. The smallest site considered in the proposed SA Factor us “5 acres
or less” and the smallest site considered in the existing SA Factor
Dl. is less than 5 acres” and zero points is awarded inboth
instances so there is little difference in this regard.

Iv. The possible points awarded for the proposed SA Factor 1 is 10
points (5% of the total for Site Assessment) and possible points
awarded for the existing SA Factor DI. is S points (4% of the total
for Site Assessment).
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v. The proposed SA Factor I does not nsider 25 acres as an optimum
size thr Thmilazid but assumes that large tracts of farmland are more
valuable for agriculture than smaller tracts of farmland.

vi. This is one of the example site assessment factors included in the
LESA Guidebook reviewed by the Committee and is consistent with
other Illinois county LESA’s reviewed by the Committee (Kendall,
McLean, Ogle, and DeKaIb indirectly) but was not in the 6/8/11
proposal by Brad Liken of the Champaign County Farm Bureau.

(1,) Proposed SA Factor 2 assesses if the subject site is Best Prime Familand;
and, ifso, ifthe site is more than 15% ofa larger land parcel that existed on
January 1,2004, or whether the site is larger than 25 acres; and if not Best
Prime Farmland then whether the site is at least 51% Prime Farnilaixi and if
so,whethu the siteis25 acres orlargeror ifthesiteismorethan 15%ofo
larger land parcel that existed on January 1, 2011. Regarding proposed SA
Factor 2:
I.

U.

The proposed SA Factor 2 is not similar to any existing SA Factor.
The proposed SA Factor 2 relies on the same definition of “best
prime farmland” as that used in the Zoning Ordinance.

iii The possible points awarded for the proposed SA Factor 2 is 30
points (15% of the total for Site Assessment) for even the smallest
site of Best Prime Farmland and 40 points (20% of the total for Site
Assessment) for Best Prime Farmland sites that are larger than 25
acres or more than 15% of a larger land parcel that existed on
January 1, 2004.

iv. The overall effect of proposed SA Factor is to encourage less
conversion of both Best Prime Farmland and Prime Farmland which
is consistent with the original intent of the LESA System.

v. Regarding the date of January 1,2004, that is relevant to Best Prime
Farmland, 2004 is the year in which best prime farmland and
“maximum lot size” was first introduced into the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance and certain parcels of land that existed prior to
1/1/04 are exempt from those Zoning Ordinance limitations on the
use of best prime farmland.

vi Regarding the date of January 1, 2011, that is relevant to Prime
Farmland, 2011 is 11w year in which the Draft Update LESA was
developed.

vii. No other Illinois county is known to have identified “best prime
formland” and no other Illinois LESA includes “best prime
farmland” as an SA Factor.

vUL None of the other illinois county LESA’s reviewed by the
Committee (Kendall, McLean, Ogle, and DeKaIb) even consider
“prime” farmland in their SA Factots.

ix. “Best Prime Farmland” and “Prime Farmland” were not in the
6/Sill proposal by Brad Uken of the Champaign County Farm
Bureau.
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x. The use of “Best Prime Farmland” and “Prime Farmland” as SA
Factors is not an impediment to the validity of the proposed Diaft
LESA and can be instrumental in providing significant distinction in
Site Assessment scores for properties that are either “Prime
Farmland” or “Best Prime Farmland”.

(c) Proposed SA Factor 3 assesses whether the site is in the Contiguous Urban
Growth Axea (CUGA). Regarding proposed SA Factor 3:
L The proposed SA Factor 3 is somewhat similar to a suite of existing

SA Factors that are B.3. (prior governmental actions) and El.
(caitral sewer) and E.2. (central water) and E.3. (Transportation)
and E.4. (fire protection service).

ii. The proposed SA Factor 3 relies on the same definition of
“Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGAy’ as that used in the
Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP).

iii. If the site is not located in the CUGA the points awarded lbr
proposed SA Factor 3 is 40 points (20% of the total for Site
Assessment). For a comparison to the existing SA Factors, this
compares to the total of 50 points possible for the entire suite of
similar existing SA Factors B.3. and B. I. and El. and El and E.4.
If the site is located in the CUGA zero points are awarded and SA
Factors 4 through 10 are not relevant.

iv. The CUGA is desciibed in Volume 2 of the Champaign County
Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP).

v. The existing LESA does not recognize that not all parts of a
municipal Eli are in the CUGA so the proposed SA Factor 3 is
more protective of areas not in the CUGA and that will not have
access to sewer or water.

vi. SA Factor 3 is similar to “land use policy designation” that is one of
the example “non-agricultural productivity” site assessment &ctors
included in the LESA Guidebook reviewed by the Committee and is
consistent with most of the other Illinois county LESA’s reviewed
by the Committee (Kendall, Ogle DeKalb, but not McLean,) except
those counties awarded only 9 to 20 points for this factor but also
awarded additional points based on distance from water, sewer, fire
protection, etc.; and is similar to Factor #6 (worth a maximum 20
points) in the pmposal of 6/8/1 lby Brad Uken of the Champaign
County Farm Bureau (who also awarded additional points in
categories of water, sewer, and road surface).

(d) Proposed SA Factor 4 assesses the amount of perimeter of the subject site
that is adjacent to parcels with a principal use of agriculture. Regarding
proposed SA Factor 4:
I. The proposed SA Factor 4 is similar to existing SA Factor A.2. Land

use adjacent to site and A.2. and both SA Factors rely on the Zoning
Ordinance definition of agriculture.
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IL TheproposedSAEactor4assigns2pointspereachlO%ofsite
perimeter up to a maximwn of20 points and the existing SA Factor
A2. assigns various points per each side of the site up to a
maximum of 18 points but because the scoring is in terms of whole
sides A.2. is less specific (and less flexible) than SA Factor 4.

vi. “Compatibility with adjacent uses” is one of the example site
assessment factors included in the LESA Guidebook reviewed by
the Committee and is consistent with other illinois county LESA’s
reviewed by the Committee (Kendall, McLean, Ogle, and DeKaIb);
andissimilartoFactor#2inthe6/8/11 proposalbyBradUkenof
the Champaign County Farm Bureau except that Uket’s Factor #2
focused on “production agriculture” and relied on “whole side
scoring” as the existing A.2. and awarded a maximum of 25 points if
all sides were in piuduction agriculture.

Va Considering the compatibility of adjacent land uses does not
surrender fannland protection to sprawl but merely recognizes that
all other things being equal, the more that a parcel of land is
surrounded by incompatible uses the less desirable that parcel is for
long term agricultural production. And, logically, larger tracts of
farmland are more likely to be bordered by other farmland and to the
extat that this Factor reduces protection for fannland, that will
generally only happai for smaller tracts of farmlani

(e) Proposed SA FactorS assesses the distance from the subject site to the
nearest city or village limits. Regarding proposed SA Factor 5:

The proposed SA FactorS is nearly identical to existing SA Factor
C. I. in what is being assessed (distance from the nearest city or
village) but the points are awarded very differently between the two
factors as follows:
• SA FactorS awards only 5 points if the site is within 1.5

miles of the city or village and existing SA Factor
C.l.awards up to S points at 1.0 to 1.49 miles from the city
or village and therefore SA FactorS is less piotective of sit
within 1.5 miles of a city or village.

• SA FactorS and existing Cl. are identical and awards 10
points for sites within 1.50 to 3.00 miles ofa city or village.

• SA Factor 51s more ptotective of sites that are more than
3.00 miles from a city or village and awards 15 points
compared to the maximum 10 points awarded by existing
C.l.

IL This is similar to one of the example “non-agricultural productivity”
site assessment factors included in the LESA Guidebook reviewed
by the Committee and is consistent with other Illinois county
LESA’s reviewed by the Committee (Kendall, McLean, and
DeKaib); and is similar to Factor #7 (worth a maximum 20 points)
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in the proposal of 6/8/liby Brad liken of the Champaign County
Farm Bureau.

iii. While it is true that some specialty farming operations may benefit
from being closer to a city or village and it is true that any city or
village in Champaign County will contain important services for
fanriers, it is also true that the County has no control over
annexation agreements within 1.5 miles of a city or village and it is
true that the 1.5 mile extraterritorial jurisdiction of the larger
municipalities in the County will continue to expand for the
foreseeable future and therefbre the County should be more
concerned about prime farmland that is more than 1.5 miles and in
some instances much Thither than 1.5 miles from a city or village.

(f) Proposed SA Factor 6 assesses the higiest percentage of the she in
agricultural production in any of the last 5 years. Regarding proposed SA
Factor 6:

The proposed SA Factor 6 is somewhat similar to existing SA
Factor Al. which assesses the percentage of the site that is suitable
for agricultural uses and the basic differences are as follows:
• Existing Factor A.3. requires judgment about what land is

suitable for agriculture but no guidance is provided.
Proposed SA Factor 6 requires very little judgment.

• Existing Factor A.3. receives a maximum of 10 points (5%)
and proposed SA Factor 6 receives a maximum of 15 points
(7.5%).

• Existing Factor A.3. considers whether as little as 10% of the
site is suitable for agriculture but proposed SA Factor 6 does
not award points if as much as 20% of the site has been in
production in the last 5 years. Proposed SA Factor 6 thus
provides less protection to land that has not been in
production in the last 5 years but in Champaign County
prime farmland is almost always in production unless there is
some significant reason for it not to be and in those instances
the proposed SA Factor 6 therefore makes an allowance (by
providing less protection) in those instances.

IL The guidance provided for proposed SA Factor 6 specifies the
following:
• Land in government sponsored agricultural programs should

be considered as being in production.
• Woodlands or timberland should only be considered in

production if there is a plan for managing the resource and if
there is,no plan then the reurce is not in production.

iii. “Percent of site in agrictltural use” is one of the example site
assessment actors included in the LESA Guidebook reviewed by
the Committee and proposed SA Factor 6 is identical the a actor in
the Kendall County LESA but the McLean and DeKaib unty
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LESA factors are more similar to existing factor A.3. and no Ogle
County LESA factor is simiiar and the 6/8/11 proposal by Brad
liken of the Champaign County Farm Bureau included a factor
identical to the existing Al. except that Uke&s Factor received a
maximum of 20 points #2 focused on “production agriculture” and
relied on “whole side scoring” as the existing A.2. and awarded a
maximum of 20 (15%) points if all sides were in production
agriculture.

viL Recognizing and considering how much of a site has been fanned in
the past 5 years does not mean that only land that has been in
production is worth saving but it does provide for instances when an
owner has not seen value in production on part of the property and
in Champaign County that wifl generally never be prime farmland or
at least not much prime farmland and in those instances SA Factor 6
will provide less protection.

(g) Proposed SA Factor 7 assesses the percentage land zoned AG-I, AG-2, or
CR within 1 mile of the site. Regarding proposed SA Factor 7:

The proposed SA Factor 7 s veiy similar to existing SA FactorB.l.
which assesses the percentage land zoned AG-I, AG-2, or CR
withIn 1.5 miles of the site and the differences are as follows:
• In general, a 1.5. mile radius will encompass more than twice

as much land as a 1.0 mile radius and thereibre SA Factor 7
will require only about half as much analysis as existing SA
Factor BA.

• The Illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS
77/ at seq) does not rely on any separation greater than one
mile for livestock managemait facilities and therefore from
an agricultural consideration there is no need to use a radius
greater than one mile.

• Usingaradiuslessthan l.5mileshelpsminiinizetheeffect
of the urbanized area for LESA sites that are located within
the municipal 1.5 mile extratenitorial planning jurisdiction
(ETJ) established by statute. This is generally only relevant
to those parts of the municipal ET) that are not within the
Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGA) and that are at least
one mile from the municipal boundary.

• Existing SA Factor B. I. has a total of 10 points and
proposed SA Factor 7 also has a total of 10 points.

Ii. Not much guidance is provided for proposed SA Factor 7 because
this Factor is nearly identical to an existing Factor that has no
guidance.

ilL “Percent of land zoned AG-I, AG-2, or CR within I mile of the
site” is similar to “compatibility of surounding uses” that is one of
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the example site assessment factors included in the LESA
Guidebook reviewed by the Committee and is consistent with other
illinois county LESA’s reviewed by the Committee (Kendall,
McLean, Ogle, and PexaIb); and is similar to Factor #4 in the
6/8/11 proposal by Brad liken of the Champaign County Farm
Bureau except that Uken’s proposal retained the 1.5 mile radius of
the existing LESA.

(h) Proposed SA FactorS assesses the percentage of land within I mile of the
site with a principal use of agriculture. Regarding proposed SA FactorS:
L The proposed SA FactorS is very similar to existing SA Factor A.1.

which assess the percentage of area in agricultural us within 1.5
miles of the site and the differences are as follows;
• Regarding the differences between the 1.0 mile and 1.5 mile

radius of assessment, refer to the discussion under SA Factor
7.
Existing SA Factor A.1. awards points in a non-linear
method by assigning 0 points if less than 25% of the area is
in agriculture and then 8 points (44% of the total of 18) if
between 25% to 49% is agriculture and then 12 points (67%
of the total of 18) if 50% to 74% is in agriculture and then 16
points (89% of the total of 18) if 75% to 89% is in
agriculture and the total 18 points if only 90% is in
agriculture. The non-linear scale at which the points are
awarded in SA Factor A. I. is not based on any known
phenomenon and appears arbitrary whereas the linear scale
used in ptposed SA Factor 8 is a simple linear distribution.
The proposed SA FactorS distinguishes between sites that
are best prime farmland or at least 51% prime farmland and
other sites. If the subject site is either best prime fanniand or
at least 51% prime familand proposed SA Factor 8 specifies
that the assessment should only consider parcels with a
principal use of agriculture that existed on April 12, 2011.
This limit on consideration of non-agricultural development
a&r April 12, 2011, is intended to address the concern about
the “creeping effect” that is reviewed in the LESA
Guidebook that was reviewed by the LESA Update
Committee. The creeping effect is what happens when
approval ofnon-agricultural development subsuauly leads
to less agricultural land use in the area that tha causes lower
subsequent LESA ratings on other nearby lands. This
provision will ensure that any approval of non-agricultural
development on a site that is either best prime nnland or
51% prime farmland will not contribute to a lower rating on
SA Factor 8 for any non-agricultural development proposed

26



Case 710-AT-fl AS APPROVED
Page 18of38

in the fhture. April 12,2011, is the date of the annual digital
ortho-photography for the year 2011.

ii. Even though proposed SA Factor 8 is nearly identical to existing
Factor Al. the proposed SA Factor 8 has extensive guidance that is
not included with existing Factor A. 1. that has no guidance. The
guidance is necessary to ensure that any assessment is as close as
possible to the current practices in the Department of Planning and
Zoning. The guidance for this Factor needs to mirror as much as
possible the practices of the Department of Planning and Zoning.

ilL “Percent of 1an of land within I mile of the site with aprincipal use
of agriculture” is similar to “compatibility of surrounding usa” that
is one of the example site assessment factors included in the LESA
Guidebook reviewed by the Committee and is consistent with other
flhinois county LESA’s reviewed by the Committee (Kendall,
McLean, Ogle, but not Delcalb); and is similar to Factor #1 in the
6/8/11 proposal by Brad liken of the Champaign County Farm
Bureau except that Uken’s proposal retained the 1.5 mile radius of
the existing LESA.

(i) Proposed SA Factor 9 assesses the distance fim the site to the nearest 10
non-farm dwellings. Regarding proposed SA Factor 9:

The proposed SA Factor 9 is not similar to any existing SA Factor.
The following is relevant information regarding this Factor:
• The illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS

77/ a seq) requires new livestock management facilities to
meet minimum separations fiuni the nearest non-farm
readence and “populated area” and defines “populated area”
as an area containing a public assembly use or 10 non-farm
dwellings.

• The required separations in the Illinois Livestock
Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/ et seq) vary
depending upon the number of “animal units” (equates to
different number of different types of livestock) at the
livestock management facility. The required separations
vary from ¼ mile for a non-farm residence or mile for a
populated area and a livestock management facility of 50 to
1,000 animal units up to ½ mile %r any non-farm residence
or I mile from a populated area for a livestock management
facility of more than 7,000 animal units.

• Assessing a subject site for proximity to the closest 10 non-
farm dwellings will reveal which sites could accommodate
new livestock management facilities. However, livestock
management facilities are not a large component of
Champaign County agriculture.

27



Case 710-A T-12 AS APPROVED
Page 19 of38

Proximity to the closest 10 non-farm dwellings is also
directly relevant to compatibility with row aop agriculture
and row crop agriculture is the largest component of
Champaign County agriculture. Each new non-farm
dwelling is one more possible incompatibility for row crop
agriculture and the same areas that could accommodate new
livestock management facilities arc the areas in which row
crop agriculture can operate with the fewest incompatibilities
with non-farm dwellings.

ii. Guidance for proposal SA Factor 9 is similar to that for proposed
SA Factor 8 since both should minor the practices in the
Department of Planning and Zoning. The guidance tbr this Factor
also needs to mirror as much as possible the practices of the
Department of Planning and Zoning.

iii. “Distance fiom the site to the nearest 10 non-farm dwellings’ is
similar to “compatibility of surrounding uses” that is one of the
example site assessment factors included in the LESA Guidebook
reviewed by the Committee and is only somewhat similar to Factor
4 in the Ogle County LESA (Number of non-farm dwellings within
.5 miles of the site) and not similar to any other factor in any other
other Illinois county lISA reviewed by the Committee (Kendall,
McLean, and DeKaIb); and is not similar to any Factor in the 6/8/Il
proposal by Brad Uken of the Champaign County Farm Bureau.

(U Proposed SA Factor 10 assesses the distance fim the site to the nearest
known livestock management facility and the size of that facility.
Regarding proposed SA Factor 10:

The proposed SA Factor 10 is not similar to any existing SA Factor.
The following is relevant information regarding this Factoit
• The Illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS

77/es seq) requires new livestock management 1cilities to
meet minimum separations from the nearest non-farm
residence and “populated area” and defines “populated area”
as an area containing a public assembly use or 10 non-farm
dwellings.

• The required separations in the Illinois Livestock
Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/ et seq) vary
depending upon the number of “animal units” (equates to
different number of differit types of livestock) at the
livestock management facility. The required separations
vary from ¼ mile for a non-farm residence or ½ mile for a
populated area and a livestock management facility of 50 to
1,000 animal units up to Vi mile r any non-farm residence
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or 1 mile from a populated area for a livestock management
facility of more than 7,000 animal units,
The Illinois Department of Agriculture has registered six
livestock management facilities in Champaign County with
400 or more “animal units”. The LESA Update Committee
reviewed a map illustrating where these facilities are located
in the county and used the map during the field testings

• Three of the field test sites were located near livestock
management facilities of less than 400 animal units.

• Assessing a subject site ffir proximity to livestock
management facilities will reveal which sites could
accommodate new livestock management facilities.
However, livestock management facilities are not a large
component of Champaign County agriculture.

• Proximity to livestock management facilities is also directly
relevant to compatibility with row crop agriculture and row
crop agriculture is the largest component of Champaign
County agriculture. The same areas that could accommodate
new livestock management facilities are the areas in which
row crop agriculture can operate with the fewest
incompatibilities with non-farm dwellings.

• Livestock management facilities of less than 50 animal units
are not considered in the assessment because small facilities
can easily be established as a response to a zoning change
and the degree of incompatibility is much less if that are
less than 50 animal units.

• This Factor receives a maximum of 10 points which is only
5% of the total for Site Assessment and therefore the lack of
a livestock management facility will not “leave a lot of
points on the table” or result in unusually low assessments.

IL Factor lOis divided into Part a (proximity to a facility of 400 or
more animal units); Part b (proximity to a facility of 200 to 299
animal units); and Part c (proximity to a facility of 5- to 199 animal
units). Guidance for proposed SA Factor lOis as follows:
• Part a should be assessed first and Part b should only be

assessed if the response to Part a is “more than I mile” and
likewise for Part b and then Past c.

• The assessment may be based on data available from the
Livestock Management Facilities Program at the illinois
Department of Agriculture or actual site inspection or drive-
by inspection or landowner interview or testimony in the
zoning case.

iii. “Distance from the site to the nearest known livestock management
facility” is not similar to any of the example site assessment factors
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included in the LESA Guidebook reviewed by the Committee and is
not similar to any factor in any oth& Illinois county LESA reviewed
by the Committee (Kendall, McLean, Ogle, and DelCaIb); and is not
simiiar to any Factor in the 6/S/il proposal by Brad liken of the
Champaign County Farm Bureau.

(3) Test sites were used by the LESA Update Committee to evaluate the Draft LESA.
Some of the test sites were chosen at random and others were sites fotmerly
proposed for an RRO rezoning. In addition the test sites were used to compare
scores obtained using the existing LESA and the Draft LESA. The following are
statements regarding comparisons between the Draft LESA and the existing LESA:
(a) For Test Sites not in the Continuous U’ban Growth Area (CUGA) the Draft

LESA scores we always higber than the existing LESA scores. Overall
test sites not within the CUGA averaged 17% higher scores that the existing
LESA scores. Higher LESA scores are generally considered more
protective of prune farmland.

(b) For Test Sites within the CUGA the Draft LESA scores were always lower
than existing LESA scores and never more than 150 points and therefore
never received more than a “LOW’ rating for protection, which is
consistent with the purpose of the CUGA. Test Sites 4 and I) rated a
“MODERATE” rating for protection in the existing LESA.

(c) Test Site A was the only test site that was “prime farmland” and not “best
prime farmland”. Test Site A received a “MODERATE” rating for
protection under both the existing and Draft LESA. If Test Site A was “best
prime farmland” the Draft LESA score would have been 30 points higher
and would have received a “HIGH” rating thr protection. The existing
LESA does not distinguish between “prime farmland” and “best prime
farmland” or evai less productive soils.

(d) Test Site A can be compared to Test Site I and Test Site 16 which are both
40 acres and best prime farmland. The differences in LESA rating between
Test Site A versus Test Site 1 and Test Site 16 are much larger in the Draft
LESA (differences of 60 points and 65 points, respectively) than the
existing LESA (differences of3l points and 37 points, respectively). At
least half of the difference between Draft LESA and existing LESA scares
for Test She 1 and Test Site 16 ale due to the 30 points for best prime
farmland in the Draft LESA. The total LESA score for each Test Site I and
Test Site 16 is very high and is within 10% of the highest possible rating of
300.

(e) TestSite8andTestSitel7arebothlessthan2oacresinareawith”best
prime farmland” and have very similar scores using the existing LESA (224
and 226, respectively) but have a geater difThrvnce in scores under the
Draft LESA (244 with a “HIGH” rating and 258 with a “VERY HIGH”
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rating, respectivdy). In the Draft LESA the points for these two sites differ
by a few points on many Site Assessment Factors but the mor difference
is on Site Assessment Factor 6 (hig)iest percent of site in production in last
5 years) where Test Site 17 is rated at 15 and Test Site 8 is rated at 0.
Under the existing LESA both sites are rated a loon existing Site
Assessment Factor 3 (amount of site suitable for production).

(4) The ZBA compared the existing LESA score and the proposed Draft lISA score
for two properties that belonged to two ZBA members. The properties were as
follows:
(a) A 38.25 acre property consisting of four separate tax parcels in Section 26

of Newcomb Township. This property consists of about 31% Drummer soil
and about 69% Xenia soil and under the existing LESA has an overall LE of
85.13 and under the Draft lISA has an overall 11 of 87 but would still be
best prime farmland by virtue of3l% of the soil being Agriculture Value
Group 2. Regarding the site asssment and protection rating for this
property:
• This property is less than a mile from the Village of Mahomet but is

not located in the CUGA;
• Most (97.3%) of the land within a one tulle radius is zoned AG-I,

AG-2, or CR but only 58% of that land is in agricultural use. See
the attached map for SA Factor 8.

• Less than half (47.4%) of the site perimeter borders parcels with a
principal use of agriculture.

• The entire property has 10 or more non-farm dwellings that border
It.

• There is a known 400 or more animal unit livestock management
facility within .9 mile of the property.

• Total SA for the existing LESA is 102 points and the Draft LESA
totals 149 points.

• ThetotalscorefortheexistingLESAislS7pointswhichisamid-
range “Moderate” level of protection under the existing LESA.

• The total score for the Draft LESA is 236 points which is a mid
range “High” level of protection under the Draft LESA. Note that
the Draft LESA score is about 26% higher than the existing LESA.

(b) A 19.75 acre property consisting of two separate tax parcels in Section 2 of
Sidney Township. This propty consists overall of about 14% Drummer
soil and about 80% Xenia soil and undu the existing LESA has an overall
LE of 76.2 and under the Draft LESA has an overall LE of 83 but would
still be bt prime farmland by virtue of 14% of the soil being Agriculture
Va]ue Group 2. Regarding the site assessment and protection rating for this
property:
• As reviewed above, this property is best prime farmland overall and

totals less than 25 acres.
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• This jntperty is 1.7 miles from the Village of Sidney and is not
located in the CUGA;

• All of the land within a one mile radius is zoned AG-I, AG-2, or CR
and 79.3% of that land is in agricultural usa See the attached map
for SA FactorS.

• About a third (3 3%) of the site perimeter borders parcels with a
principal use of agriculture.

• The property is within .46 mile of 10 non-farm dwellings.
• There are no known livestock management facilities of 50 animal

units or more within one mile of the property.
• Total SA for the existing LESA is 116 points and the Diaft LESA

totals 145 points.
• The total score for the existing LESA is 192 points which is amid-

range “Moderate” level of protection under the existing LESA,
• ThetotalscorefortheDraftLESAis228pointswhichisalow

“High” level of protection (only 3 points above Modaate) under the
Draft LESA. Note that the Draft LESA score is about 20% higher
than the existing USA,

(5) In general, the proposed SA Factors can be summarized as follows:
(a) The proposed SA Factors are more focused on agricultural productivity than

are the existing SA Factors. The proposed Draft LESA has 145 points
(72.5% of possible Site Assessment points) awarded for factors that the
LESA Guidebook considered as productivity Mated. This compares to
only 74 points (37% of possible Site Assessment points) in the existing
LESA that is focused on productivity.

(b) The proposed SA Factors are less focused on developmait pressures and
other public values than are the existing SA Factors. The proposal Draft
LESA has only 15 points (SAF #5) for Development Pressure (or 55 points
(27.5% of total SA) if SAF#3 is considered) and none for other values.
This compares to the existing LESA that has 78 points (39% of total SA)
fbr Development Pressure and 48 points (24%) for other public values.

(c) The proposed SA Factors are valid based on the focus on agricultural
productivity and conformance with the Champaign County Land Resource
Management Plan (SAF#3).

(d) The proposed SA Factors are reliable based on the guidance that is included
and the field testing by the LESA Update Committee.

(6) An email dated March 7,2012, from Ms. Tary Savko of the illinois Dqaztment of
Agriculture to the LESA Update Committee can be summarized as follows:
(a) She commended the LESA Update Committee for a thorough revision of

the SA Factors with a focus on protecting prime farmland.
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(b) She recommended evaluating the revised SA Factors in no more than two
years to ensure that the Factors truly evaluate what they wac intended to
evaluate.

(c) She stated she had no problems with the LESA and suggested it was ready
for County Board review.

(7) Kyle Krapf testified at the August 16,2012, public hearing on behalf of the
Champaign County Farm Bureau and his testimony can be summarized as follows:
(a) The Farm Bureau would like to see the definition of farm dwelling

changed. The current definition of farm dwelling in the Draft LESA seems
to put the burden on the fanner to prove that a dwelling on less than 35
acres is a farm dwelling. The Farm Bureau recommends using assessment
records to determine farm dwellings.

(ii) The Farm Bureau urges the County to use a 30 day notification to all
residents within 1.5 miles of any proposed zoning change to facilitate
landowner’s awareness of any proposed change and to ensure that reliable
information is available in the public hearing regarding any existing
livestock management facilities.

(c) The Farm Bureau urged the Zoning Board of Appeals to add a suggested
LESA review schedule to its recommendation to the County Board.

(8) At the September 19, 2012, public hring, Kyle Krapf, spe8khlg on behalf of the
Champaign County Farm Bureau, testified that a farm dwelling is a dwelling
occupied by a farm owner, operator, tenant farm worker, or seasonal or year round
hired faun worker. This may be determined by utilizing assessment records, other
public documents or by information provided as part of the public record to the
Zoning Board of Appeals.

C. Regarding the proposed Ratings for Protection (Part C of the amendment):
(I) The existing LESA System has four different levels of “rating for protection” that

are “very high” for total LESA scores of 220 to 300; “high” for total LESA scores
of 200 to 219; “moderate” for total LESA scores of 180 to 199; and “low” for total
LESA scores that are less than 180. Regarding the existing LESA ratings for
protection:
(a) The range of 80 points for a “very high” rating is second only to the range of

180 points for the “low” rating and is four times as wide as the 20 point
ranges for both “higW’ and “moderate” and there is no known justification
for that disparity in point ranges.

(b) The existing LESA ratings for protection and the point ranges are similar to
those of other illinois county LESAs reviewed by the LESA Update
Committee (Kendall, McLean, Ogle, and DeKaIb).
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(c) Large sites that are more than 1.5 miles from a municipality should be
expected to have the highest ratings for protection in a LESA system.
Existing Factors B.3. (10 points) and Cl (10 points) and 112. (10 points)
andfl.3.(8points)andthe5factorsingroupF(38points)are&lrather
difficult to assess and account for a total of 66 points which is most of the
80 points for the “very high” rating. Thus, in the existing LESA System a
large rural site with an LE= 100 would likely receive at least 234 points
which is the lower range of a “very high” rating.

(2) The proposed Draft LESA System also has thur levels of “rating for protection”
that are “very high” for total LESA scores of 251 to 300; “high” for total LESA
scores of 226 to 250; “moderate for total LESA scores of 151 to 225; and “low” for
total LESA scores of less than 150. Regarding the proposed Draft LESA ratings
for protection:
(a) The range of 75 points for both “veiy high” and “high” ratings is the same

range ofpoints as for the “moderate” rating. These ranges of ratings is
arguably more equitable than the existing LESA ratings.

(b) The range of 150 for the “low” rating is lower than the existing ‘low” rating
but the proposed “low” rating can only apply to sites in the Contiguous
Urban Growth Area (CIJGA). Sites in the CUGA should receive no more
than a “low” rating for protection and sites outside of the CUGA should
receive a higher rating for protection.

(c) A comparison of expected Draft LESA scores for hypothetical large, non
CUGA Best Prime Familand sites found the following:

If careflul assumptions are made regarding the probable ratings thr
proposed SA Factors 3,7,8, and 9 based on a site being further than
1.5 miles from a municipality and if 0 points are assumed for SA
Factor 10, it can be expected that a large (25 acres or larger) best
prime farmland site with an LE of9l to 100 would have a total
LESA rating of “very high” (approx. 262 to 290 points) ifmore than
1.5 miles from a municipality and “moderate” to “very high”
(approL 209 to 277 points) if less than 1.5 miles from a
municipality If the site is best prime fannland based on the 10% of
AVG 1,2,3, or 4 soils the LE could be as low as 73 and the total
LESA scores would be accordingly lower.

• The probable ratings for large best prime farmland sites outside of
the CUGA are consistent with expectations that such sites should
receive the highest rating for protection.
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I). Regarding locally grown foods and LESA:
(1) Resolution No. 2012-1 was passed by the Champaign County Local Foods Policy

Council on August 22. 2012, and is summarized as follows:
(a) Sites for nuns that produce locally grown food may easily be less than 25

acres and it can be an advantage fir them to be close to populous or
urbanized areas for easy access to markets.

(b) The Champaign County Local Foods Policy Council encourages the
protection of not only large agricultural land parcels generally used for
growing row crops, but also to protect agricultural land parcels that could be
best suited for local food production.

(2) Accommodating for locally grown ibods in the Site Assessment portion of the
Draft LESA was not undertaken for the following reasons:
(a) A definition of local foods would need to be drafted and adopted by the

County.

(b) A formal list of known oca fi,od producen would need to be identified in
order to conduct any assessment.

(c) Local foods Site Assessment (SA) thctors should focus on the land
surrounding a subject site rather than the subject site itself

(d) ft would not be feasible to make any local foods SA factors worth a large
amount of points (more than 10 points or about 5% of total Site
Assessment) because points would have to be subtracted from other fhctors
and would potentially sacrifice levels of protection ofprime farmland.
Nonetheless, local foods production maybe worth consideration as a Site
Assessment factor in the future.

(e) Changes to accommodate locally grown foods in LESA need to be carefully
scrutinized to determine the effects of those changes on the protection
ratings of prime tännland in general because the Draft SA factors were
prepared to provide adequate levels ofprotection to both prime faimland
and best prime farmland.

(I) The Champaign County LESA should only be amended with local foods
Site Assessment factors after the Local Foods Policy Council has had an
opportunity to define “local foods” and has prepared a list of local food
producers.

10. LRMP Goal 5 is entitled “Urban Land Use” and states as follows:

Champaign County will encourage urban development that is compact and
contiguous tD existing cities, villages, and existing unincorporated settlements.
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The proposJ amendment HELPS ACHIEVE GoalS bemuse it recognizes the Contiguous
Urban Growth Area (CUGA) which ACHIEVES Policy 5.1.3 and promotes compact and
contiguous urban owth which ACHIEVES Polic 5.1.2 and 5.1.4.

II. LRMP Goal 6 is entitled “Public Health and Safety’ and states as follows:

Champaign County will ensure protection of the public health and public safety a
land resource management decisions.

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 6 in general.

12. LRMP Goal 7 is entitled “Transportation” and states as follows:

Champaign County will coordinate land use decisions In the unincorporated area
with the existing and planned transportation infrastructure and services.

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 7 in general.

13. LRMP Goal 8 is entitled ‘t4atural Resources” and states as Ibllows:

Champaign County will strive to conserve and enhance the County’s landscape and
natural resources and ensure their sustainable use.

Goal 8 has 9 objectives and 36 policies. The proposal amendment will HELP ACHIEVE Goal 8
for the following reasons:

Objective 8.2 is the only relevant objective under Goal 8. Objective L2 states as follows:

Champaign County wifi strive to conserve its soil resources to provide the greatest
benefit to current and future generations.

The proposed Draft LESA will HELP ACHIEVE Objective 8.2 for the following reasons:

The only subsidiary policy under Objective 8.2 is policy 8.2.1 that reads as fbllows:

The County will strive to minimize the destruction of its soil resources by non
agricultural development and will give special consideration to protection of best
prime farmland. Best prime farmland is that comprised of soils that havei Relative
Value of at least 85 and includes parcels with mixed soils that have a Land Evaluation
score of RSor greater as defined in the LESA.

The proposed amendment will HELP ACHIEVE Policy 8.2.1 for the following reasons:
A. The current LESA does not include any discussion of “best prime farmland” nor does it

assign any site assessment points in a LESA assessment to best prime rtnland or even
prime farmland.
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B. Proposed Site Assessmait (SA) Factor 2 assesses whether or not the subject site is best
prime farmland or whether or not the subject site is at least 51% prime familand or some
lesser quality farmland as follows:
(1) SA Factor 2 awards 30 points if the site is best prime ffirmland and an additional 10

points if the site is more than 15% of a larger tax parcel that existed on 1/1/04 or if
the parcel is larger than 25 acres.

(2) SA Factor 2 also awards 10 points if the site is not best prime farmland but is at
least 51% prime farmland and is larger than 25 acres or is part of 25 acres ofprime
faniiland that has beet developed from a larger prime farmland tax parcel since
April 12, 2011.

(3) Because SA Factor 2 assesses whether or not the subject site is best prime farmland
or whether or not the subject site is at least 51% prime farmland it also assesses
whether or not the site is a lesser quality soi) in which case no points are awarded.

14. LRMP Goal 9 is entitled “Energy Conservation” and states as ibllows:

Champaign County will encourage energy conservation, efficiency, and the use of
renewable energy sources.

The proposed amendment is WILL NOT IMWDE the achievenient of Goal 9.

15. LItMP Goal 10 is aititled “Cultural Amenities” and states as follows:

Champaign County will promote the development and preservation of cultural
amenities that contribute to a high quality of life for its citizens.

Goal lOis NOT RELEVANT to the proposed amendment in general.

REGARDING THE PURPOSE OF TILE ZONING ORDINANCE

16. The proposed amendment appears to HELP ACHIEVE the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance as
established in Section 2 of the Ordinance for the following reasons:

A. Paragraph 2.0 (a) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to secure adequate light pine air, and
safety from fire and other dangers.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

B. Paragraph 2.0 (b) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to conserve the value of land,
BUILDINGS, and STRUCTURES throughout the COUNTY.

The pmposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.
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C. Paragraph 2.0 (c) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to lessen and avoid congestion in the
public streets.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

D. Paragraph 2.0 Cd) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to lessen and avoid hazards topersons
and damage to property resulting from the accumulation of runoff of storm or flood waas.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

E. Paragraph 2.0 (e) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to promote the public health, safety,
comfort, morals, and general welfare.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

F. Paragraph 2.0 ( of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to regulate and limit the height and
bulk of buildings and structures hereafter to be erected.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

0. Paragraph 2.0(g) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to establish, regulate, and limit the
building or setback lines on or ajong any street, trafficway, drive or parkway.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

H. Paragraph 2.0 (h) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to regulate and limit the intensity of the
use of lot areas, and regulating and determining the area of open spaces within and
surrounding buildings and structures.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

I. Paragraph 2.0 (i) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to classify, regulate, and restrict the
location of trades and industries and the location of buildings, structures, and land designed
for specified industrial, residential, and other land uses.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

3. Paragraph 2.0 (j) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to divide the entire County into
districts of such number, shape, area, and such different classes according to the use of
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land, buildings, and structures, intensity of the me of lot area, area of open spaces, and
other classification as may be deemed best suited to carry out the purpose of the ordinance.

The proposed amwdmait is not directly related to this purpose.

K Paragraph 2.0(k) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to fix regulations and standards to
which buildings, structures, or uses therein shall confbrm.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

L. Paragraph 2.0 (1) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to prohibit uses, buildings, or
structures incompatible with the character of such districts.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

M. Paraaph 2.0 (m) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to prevent additions to aM alteration or
remodeling of existing buildings, structures, or uses in such a way as to avoid the
restrictions and limitations lawfully imposed under this ordinance.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

N. Paragraph 2.0(n) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to protect the most productive
agricultuni lands from haphazard and unplanned intrusions of urban uses.

The proposed amendment is directly related to this purpose because the proposed
amendment will improve the existing LESA system which provides a rating of the level of
protection a piece of land should be given based on its soils and other locational
characteristics, but at this time does not take into consideration local food production
(direct to consumer food production).

0. Paragraph 2.0 (o) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to protect natural features such as
forested areas and watercourses.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

P. Paragraph 2.0 (p) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have beai adopted and established is to encourage the compact development
of uthan areas to minimize the cost of development of public utilities and public
transportation &cilities.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.
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Q. Paragraph 2.0 (a) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to aicourage the preservation of
agrin4tural belts smwunding urban areas, to retain the awicukural nature of the County,
and the individual character of existing communities.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

ft. Paragraph 2.0 Cr) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regniations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to provide thr the safe and efficient
development of renewable energy sources in those parts of the COUNTY that are most
suited to their development.

The proposed amendment is not directly related to this purpose.

17. The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends that any new LESA be evaluated within two years of
adoption.
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DOCUMENTS OF RECORD

PreliniinaryMemorandum%rCase7IO-AT-l2datedJune8,2012,withanaclmients:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole Memoitnduin dated March 26, 2012,

with attachments:
A Champaign County Resolution No. 7642
B Champaign County Resolution No. 7797
C Brief Comparison of Existing LESA to Proposed Update Draft LESA
V Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Update Draft

dated March 7, 2012
C Resolution No. 2248 Mopting the Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment (LESA) System, February 1984 (existing LESA)
1) U.S.D.A. N.R.C.S. Champaign County, Illinois Conversion Legend 1975 Map Symbol to

2001 Map Symbol
E Table 5. Acreages and Proportionate Extent of the Soils from Soil Survey ofChampaign

County, Illinois 2003 edition.
F Table 8. Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture from Soil Survey of

Champaign County. Il/in ois 2003 edition.
G Table 9. Prime Farmland from Soil Survey ofChampaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.
H Chapter 4. Selecting and scaling Land Evaluation factors excerpted from Land Evaluation

and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands, Second Edition. Soil and
Water Conservation Society, 1983

I Descntion ofData Used in Each LE Option. Attachment D to the 10/04/11 LESA
Update Committee memorandum

3 IS Scores for &ich Option Applied to Test Sites. Attachment E to the 10/04/Il LESA
Update Committee memorandum

K Comparing the IS Options. Attaciunent F to the 10/04/Il LESA Update Committee
memorandum

L Pages 129 to 135 excerpted from Soil Survey ofChampaign County. Illinois 2003 edition.
M Parts 622.00 to 622.04 from the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NJtCS)

National Soil Survey Handbook
N Soil Productivity Index Ratings for Illinois soils web page introductory pages
0 Revised Option 4 Proposal 11/15/Il (Handout I for the 11/16/Il LESA Update

Committee Meeting)
P Memorandum to LESA Update Committee dated 12128/I 1(Handout from John Hall to the

LESA Update Committee on 1/4/12)

2. Preliminary Memorandum for Case 711-AT-12 dated June 14,2012, with attachments:
A Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole Memorandum dated March 26, 2012,

with attachments:
A Brief Comparison of Existing Best Prime Farmland to Proposed Best Prime

Farmland

B Comparison of”At Risk Amounts” of LE=100 Soil Under Different Best Prime Farmland
(BPF) Definitions (Attachment B to the 12/19/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum)
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C (included separately) LESA Update Committee manoranduin dated 2114112 (Memo#2 for
the 2/22/12 LESA Update Committee meeting) with Attaclunqits:
A Field Test Scores and BPF Definition Options
B Map of Soils Outside CUGA and Incorporated Areas
C BPF Definition Options Data on Soils Outside CUGA and Incorporated Areas
D Suggested Text for Best Prime Familaud Definition Recommendations

3. Supplemental Memorandwn for Case 710-AT-12 dated June 14, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Memorandum to LESA Update Committee dated 10/04/11
C LE Calculation Recommendation to LESA Update Committee by Kevin Donoho dated

10/26/li
D Draft Evidence Regarding the Recommended Update to Land Evaluation Factors

4. Written testimony submitted by Debra Guest at the June 14, 2012, public bearing

5. Comments submitted by Norman Stenzel received June 152 2012

6. Supplementa] Memorandum for Case 710-ATI2 dated June 21, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B On the £4 Portion ofLESA: Validity and Reliability submitted by Norman Stenzel on June

iS, 2012
C Comparison Scoresheets for LESA Update Field Test Sites
D Comparing Existing LESA Scores to Recommended Draft LESA Score
E Illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/ct seq.) General Requirements

Related to Size of Facility. February 15, 2007
F Documents from the from the LESA Update Committee:

(1) LESA Update Field Test Sites Handout November 2,2011 (a handout at the
November 2, 0211, LESA Update Committee meeting)

(2) Location Map of 18 Initial Test Parcels
(3) Various maps for LESA Update Field Test Sites
(4) ChapterS. Selecting and scaling Site Assessment Factors excerpted from Land

Ej’aluaiion and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands,
Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983

(5) Chapter 6. Combining and weighting factor ratings for a LESA System excerpted
from Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural
Lands, Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983

(6) Illinois LESA System. Revised August 2001. Illinois Department of Agriculture
(7) Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System for Kendall County, Illinois

(8) Ogle County, Illinois Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System
(9) Artide 11- Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System excerpted from

the McLean County, illinois Zoning Ordinance
(10) DeKaIb County, Illinois Land Evahiation and Site Assessment System

7. Level of Protection Handout for Case 711-AT-il for June 28, 2012, meeting
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8. Supplementai Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated July 3,2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advtisenient
B Farm Focused Alternative LES4 submitted by Norman Stenzel on July 1, 2012

9. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated July 26, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Additional Draft Evidence Regarding the Draft Site Assessment Factors
C Approved Minutes of the June 8,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments

- Memorandum from John Hall, Champaign County Zoning Administrator dated June 8,
2011, with Draft SA Factors

- Site Assessment Factors submitted on June 8,2011, by Bradley liken, Champaign
County Farm Bureau Manager

- Images from the Powerpoint presentation inclwling Preliminary SA Factors
D Approved Minutes of the June 21, 2011, LESA Update Committee
E Approved Minutes of the July 13, 2011, LESA Update Committee
F Approved Minutes of the August 10, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:

- Handout I Working Draft-SA Factors as of 8/10111
0 Approved Minutes of the September 7, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:

- Meeting 6- Review of Draft SA Factors (Attachment A to the 9/2/Il LESA Update
Committee Memorandum)

H Approved Minutes of the October 12,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 10/05/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachment:

Attachment A Modified Draft SA Factors Based on Committee Review Comments
on 9/7/11

Approved Minutes of the November 2, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 10/27/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Updated Version Draft LESA dated October 27, 2011
o Champaign County Review of Site Suitability Factors in Rewning Cases

J Approved Minutes of the November 16, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 11/Il/Il LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Aftachments

o Attachment A Field Test Notes
o Attachment C Field Test Results
o Handout 2 Alternative Draft Site Assessment (from 11/16/Il LESA Update

Committee Meeting)
o Handout 3 (from 11/16/Il LESA Update Committee Meeting)

K Approved Minutes of the November 29, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 11/23/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum

L Approved Minutes of the December 14, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 12/06)11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Attachment 1) Field Test Site Results
o Attachment E Proposed Revisions to Draft LESA Update

M Approved Minutes of the January 4,2012, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 12/29/Il LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:
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o Handout (Memorandum) from John Hall, Zoning Administrator (from 1/04/12
LESA Update Committee Meeting)

N Approved Minutes of the January 25,2012, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 1/18/12 LESA Update Committee Memorandum

o Approved Minutes of the Febniary 22, 2012, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 2/10/12 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with attachment:

o Attachment A The creeping effect. Pages 121 & 122 excerpted from Land
• Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands.

Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983
P Draft Minutes of the March 7, 2012, LESA Update Committee with attachment:

- 2/28/12 LESA Update Committee Memorandum
Q Versions of the Draft Updated LESA (in notthooks at the tables during ZBA meetings and

on the website):
• Updated Version Draft LESA dated Ovtober 27, 201 1(an attachment to the

10/27/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum for the 11/02/Il LESA Update
Committee Meeting)

• Updated Version Revised Draft LF.SA dated November 17,2011 (a handout in a
11/18/11 email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout
at the 11/29/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated December 5, 2011 (a handout in a
12/06/11 email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout
at the 12/14/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Strikeout Copy of Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated December 14, 2011
(a handout at the I 2/14/I I LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Revised Draft LESA dated December 29, 2011 (a handout in a 12/29/li email
from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the 1/04/12
LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Altanate Revised Draft LESA dated December 29, 2011 (a handout in a 12/29/Il
email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the
1/04/12 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Alternate Update Draft LESA dated January 18, 2012, that was an attachment to
the Januaiy 25, 2012, LESA Update Committee Agenda

• Strikeout Version of Revised Draft LESA dated February 10, 2012 (a handout in a
2/10/12 email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at
the 2/22/12 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Revised Draft LESA dated February 28, 2011 (a handout in a 2/29/12 email from
Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the 3/07/12 LESA
Update Committee Meeting)

R Comparison of Expected Draft LESA Scores For Hypothetical, Large, Non-CUGA. BPF
Sites (a handout from the January 25, 2012, LESA Update Committee meeting)

10. Written Statement submitted byNorinan Stenzel on August 9, 2012

11. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated August 10, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
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B Written statement submitted by Norman Stenzel on August 9, 2012
C Comparative score sheet for Thorsland-Haynes property
D Map of SA Factor 8 analysis for Thorsiand-Haynes property

12. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated August 16, 2012, with attachments:
A Comparative score sheet for Sevaz Sisters Fanns
B Map of SA FactorS analysis 1kw Seven Sisters Farms
C Revised Map of SA FactorS analysis for Thorsiand & ilaynes

13. Written statement submitted by Kyle Krapf at the August 16, 2012. public hearing

14. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 O-AT-12 dated August 30, 2012, with attachment:
A email dated March 7,2012, from Terry Savko to Susan Monte
B Draft Finding of Fact

15. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 I-AT-12 dated August 30, 2012, with attachment:
A Draft Finding of Fact

16. Champaign County Local Foods Policy Council Resolution No. 20 12-1 received at the August 30,
2012, public hearing

17. LESA Score suggestions submitted by Eric Thorsland at the August 30, 2012, public hearing

18. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-l2 dated September 6,2012, with attachments:
A Champaign County meal Foods Policy Council Resolution No. 2012-I received Augtst

30, 2012
B LESA Score suggestions submitted by Eric Thorsland on August 30,2012

19. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated September 19,2012

20. Written statement submitted by Kyle Krapf at the September 19, 2012, public hearing

21. Written statement submitted by Norman Stenzel at the September 19, 2012, public hearing

22. Facts on Direct-to-Consumer Food Marketing submitted by Eric Thorsiand at the September 19,
2012, public hearing
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SUMMARY FINDING OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on,
Jun 14,2012, June 28,2012, July12, 2012, July 26, 2012, August 16, 2012, August 30,2012,
September 13,2012, and September 19,2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

I. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment IS NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE the Land
Resource Management Plan because:

A. The pmposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment IS NECESSARY TO ACHIEVE
LRMP Goal 4.

B. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment will also HELP ACHIEVE LRMP
Goals 1,2,5, and 8.

C. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment WILL NOT IMPEDE the achievement
of LRMP Goals 3 and 9.

D. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment is NOT RELEVANT to LRMP Goals 6,
7, and 10.
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FINAL DETERMINATION
Pursuant to the authority granted by Section 9.2 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning
Board of Appeals of Champaign County determines that:

The Zoning Ordinance Amathnent requested in Case 710-AT-12 should BE ENACTED by the
County Board in the form attacted hereto.

The foregoing is an accurate and complete record of the Findings and Determination of the Zoning Board
ofAppeals of Champaign County.

SIGNED:

Eric Thorsland, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

ATTEST:

Secretaiy to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date
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INTROOUCflON

The Champaign County Iand Evaluation and Site Assessment System (l.ESA) isa tool designed to
provide County officials with a systematic and objective means to numerically rate a site or a parcel
in terms of its agricultural importance.

Intended Use of M

The LESA is Intended for the following applications within champaign County:

• To assist County officials to evaluate the proposed conversion of farmland on a parcel or site in
County rezoninc cases that include farmland conversion to a non-agricultural land use.

• To assist in the review state and federal projects for compliance with the Illinois Farmland
Preservation Act and the Federal Farmland Protection PolicyAct in terms of their Impact on
Important farmland.

The Land Evaluation (LE) portion of LESA is additionally intended as a means to determine the ‘Best
Prime Farmland’ designation of a particular site or parcel.

The LESA Is one of several tools intended to assist in making land use decisions; it should be used in
conjunction with the Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan, and land use regulations
induding the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, Champaign County Subdivision Regulations, and
Champaign County Storm water Management Policy.

LESA Score Overview

The LESA system Ts a numerical rating system that consists of two separate components:
Land Evaluation (LE) and Site Assessment (SA).

The LE portion of LESA is based on the soils properties of a subject site. A single LE score Is
calculated, with a maximum LE score of 100 points possible.

The SA portion of LISA consists often non-soil factors shown in Table 1. Each SA factor identifies a
separate and measurable condition. SA Factors 1,2, and 3 are used to assess the importance of
continuing the agricultural use of a site located In any unincorporated area. SA Factors 4 through
10 are additionally used to assess the Importance of continuing the agricultural use of a site located
outside of the Contiguous Urban Growth Area (CUGA). The maximum SA score possible foc a site is
200 poInts.
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Table 1. Summary of SA Factors

Applicable to all subject sites:

1 sizeofsite

2 Best Prime Farmland designation of site

If Best Prime Farmland, site size and configuration

if Prime Farmland, she size and configuration

3 whether site is located within the CUGA’

Applicable to sites located outside of the CUGA’

4 percentage of site perimeter adjacent to agriculture principal uses

5 distance from sfte to nearest municipality

6 largest area of site In agricultural production aver past five years
7 area of land zoned rural within one mile

8 area of agriculture principal uses within one mile

9 distance to nearest ID nan-farm dwellings

10 proximity to livestock nianagement facility

Note:
‘CUGA’ is an acronym for the ‘Contiguous Urban Growth Area’ The COCA is a feature of

the annually updated Land Use Management Area Map of the Champaign County Land
Resource Management Plan. The CUGA is described in the Site Assessment section of LESA.

The total LESA score is the sum of the LE points and SA points fora particular site. The maximum
total LESA score possible for a she is 300 points,

The higher the total LESA score, the more highly rated the site is to be protected for continued
agricultural use. The total LESA score of a site signifiçs a rating for protection of a site as follows:

251— 300 very high rating for protection

226 — 250 high rating for protection

151— 225 moderate rating for protection

150 or below low rating for protection
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LAND EVALUATION

The Land Evaluation (LI) portion of LESA is based on the ranking of Champan County soils
according to the following three soils classification systems.

Land Capability Classification
A system of grouping soils developed by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA)
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS). Soils are grouped primarily on the basis of their
capability to produce common cultivated crops and pasture plants without deteriorating over a
long period of time. A detailed explanation of the Land Capability Classification system Is
provided in Part 622.02 of the USDA NR$ National Soil Survey Handbook.

Farmland Classification
A soils classification system developed by the USDA NRCS to better manage and maintain the
soils resource base of land most suitable for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed
crops. Farmland Classification identifies the soils series map units as; Prime Farmland; Farmland
of Statewide Importance; or Farmland of Local Importance. A detailed explanation of the
‘Farmland Classification’ system, including the definition of Prime Farmland, is provided in Parts
622.03-622.04 of the USbA NRCS National Soil Survey Handbook.

• Pi’oductlvlty Index of Illinois Soils Under Optimum Management
The soils productivity index is based on data published in Table 52 of Bulletin 811, developed by
the Office of Research, College of Agricultural, Consumer and Environmental Sciences,
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC). Bulletin 811 provides crop yields and
productivity indices under an optimum level of management used by the top 16% of canners in
Illinois. The crop yields were updated in January, 2011 to reflect growing conditions from 2000
to 2009. Bulletin 811 Year 2011 crop yields and productivity indices for optimum management
are maintained at the UIUC Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences.

Agricuitwe Value Group

The LE portion of LESA places the soils of Champaign County into several ‘Agriculture Value Groups’
ranging from the best to the worst, based on the three soils classifications systems indicated above.
which generally gauge a site’s suitability for crop production based on soil properties. A relative LE
value is determined for each Agricufture Value Group, with the best group assigned a relative value
of 1 and all other groups assigned lower relative values. Table A in Appendix A contains details
regarding the composition of the Agriculture Value Groips.

Calculating a Land Evaluation Scott

The Land Evaluation (LE) score is cakulated separately from calculations to determine the Site
Assessment (SA) score.

The LE score of a subject site is typically calculated by the Champaign County Champaign County Soil and
Water Conservation District office and provided to the Champaign County Zoning Office as part of the
Natural Resource Report for a subject site.



Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System Update Draft dated March 7,2012

LE WORK5IIEET

The LE Worksheet provided on the following page can be used to calculate the LI score for a subject
site.

The steps below describe how to calculate an If score, based on the format of the LE Worksheet:

1. Outline the subject site to be rezoned, and overlay with a Champari County soils map unit
layer. Soils data produced by the National Cooperative Soil Survey is available at the NRCS
operated ‘WebSoll Survey.’

Soils data produced by the National Cooperative Soil Survey, and Champaign County parcel
data, is available at the Champaign County 615 Consortium website ‘61$ Web Map — Public
Interface for Champaign County, Illinois.’

2. In Column 1, list both the ‘soil map unit’ and ‘soil series’ (e.g., ‘154A Flanagan’) for each soil
located on the subject site.

3. From Table A in Appendix A. record the Agriculture Value Group for each soil in Column?.

4. From Table A in Appendix A, record the S for each Agriculture Value Group In Column 3.

5. Calculate the acreage of each soil within the subject site. Record the number of acres for each
soil in Column 4.

6. For each soil, multiply the LI indicated in Column 3 by the number of acres indicated in
Column 4. Record the product in Column 5.

7. Add up the Column 4 acre5 and record the total. Add up the products shown in Column Sand
record the total.

8. Divide the column 5 total by the Column 4 total. The result is the LE Score forthe subject site.

When calculating an LE score, a score ending in 0.49 or lower should be rounded down to the
nearest whole number. A score ending in 0.5 or higher should be rounded up to the next whole
number.

The maximum number of LE points possible for any subject site is 100.
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IF WORKSHEET

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN 4 colUwi 5

Agricufture Group Procbjct of
Map Unit Symbol and Soil Series Value Relative Acres Column 3 and Column 4

Group LE

Tota Is:

Column 5 total divided by Column 4 tal:

LE Score:

Example: A 5.3 acre parcel that has five soil types: 1346 Camden. 152A Drummer, 242A Kendall,
3107A Sawmill, and 570(2 Martinsville. Following the steps outlined to calculate the I.E. the
I.E score for this parcel equals 88.

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COWMN 4 COLUMNS

Agriculture Group Product of
Map Unit Symbol and Soil Sedes Value Relative Acres Column 3 and Column 4

Group LE

242A Kendall 5 88 0.20 17.60

151% Drummer 2 100 0.83 83

570C2 Martinsville 13 75 0.01 0.75

1348 Camden 9 83 1.64 136.12

310Th Sawmill 6 87 2.63 228.81

Totals: 5.31 466.28

Column 5 total divided by Column 4 total: 37.81

LEScace: SB
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SITE ASSESSMENT

The Site Assessment (SA) process provides a system for identifying Important factors, other than
soils, that affect the economic viability of a site for agricultural uses.

5.4 Factors

The primary criteria used to identify SA factors are that each factor: 1) be relevant to continued
agricultural use of a subject site within the rural areas of Champaign County; and 2) be measurable.

There are 10 SA Factors. Table 2 contains a summary of the 10 SA Factors and the point values
assigned to each SA Factor.

Table 2. Summary of SA Factors and Potential SA Points

____________________

Potential Points

SA Factors that apply In all areas: Subtoti Tot.I

1 size of site IC

2 a) Best Prime Farmland des€nation of site 30

b) If Best Prime Farmland, site size and configuration as of 1/1/2004
10

c) if Prime Farmland, site size and configuration as of 4/12/2011

3 whether site Is located within the CUGA’ 48 90

SI. Factocs that apply only outside of the CUGR

4 percentage of site perimeteradjacentto agriculture principal Uses 20

5 distance from site to nearest municipality 15

6 highest area of site in agricultural production over past five years 15

7 area of land zoned rural within one mIle 10

8 area of agriculture principal uses within one mile 20

9 distance to nearest 10 non-farm dwellings 20

10 proxImity to a livestock management facility 10 110 200

Note:
‘CUGA’ is an acronym for the ‘Contiguous Urban Growth Area’.

SA Factors 1,2 and 3 are applied to all subject sites. LA Factors 4 through 10 are additionally
applied to subject sites located outside the Contiguous Urbana Growth Area (CUGA). CUGA is

identified in the land Use Management Areas Map’ of the Champaign County Land Resc’jrce
Management Plan as land designated for non-agricultural land use. The Land Use Management
Areas Map is updated annually to reflect accurate municipal boundaries and to reflect any

adjustments to the CUGA based on changes to areas served by public sanitary sewer.
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The CUGA consists of:

land designated for urban land use on the future land use map of an adopted municipal
comprehensive land use plan, intergovernmental plan or special area plan, and located within
the service area d a public sanitary sewer system with existing sewer service cc sewer service
planned to be available in the near-to mid-term (within approximately fIve years);

• land to be annexed by a municipality and located within the service area of a public sanitary
sewer system with existing sewer service or sewer service planned to be available in the near-to
mid-term (within approximately five years); or

• land surrounded by incorporated land or other urban land within the County.

Calculating the 54 Score

The SA score of a subject site is calculated by planning staff of the Champaign County Planning and
Zoning Department. The SA scoring is based on review of several sources of information which
may typically include:

• Champaign County GIS Consortium data regarding parcels, corporate limits, zoning districts,
digital orthophoto, etc.

• ‘Land Use Management Map’ of Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan
• field site inspection or windshield survey of site
• landowner interview

Each of the SA factors has point values, ranked on a ‘best-to-worst’ scale. The point values for each
SA Factor are proportionately represented and no interpolation to an intermediate value should
occur to obtain an SA Factor score.

The maximum number of possible SA score fcc a subject site or parcel is 2).

The process of calculating the SA score of a subject site invoLves: selecting the appropriate point
value response for each SA Factor, and then adding the 5* Factor points to obtain a total 5* score.

The SA Worksheet beginning on the following page contains a description of each 5* Factor and
scoring instructions for each 5* Factor.
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SA WORKSHEET

More than 25 acres 10 points
20.1 to 25 acres 8 points
15.lto2oacres GpointsWhat size is the subject site?
10.1 to 15 acres 4 poênts
5.01 to 10 acres 2 points

Sacresorless 0 points

Factor 1 considers that the size of the subject site has an impact on its long-term viability for
ricuIturaI purposes. The factor recognizes that the predominant raw crop form of agriculture is
generally more efficiently farmed on larger sites.

Scoring Factor!: Determine the area of the subject site based on current Champaign County
Assessor Office tax parcel size data or on a legal description of the subject site.

2a Is the subject site Best Prime Farmland? Yes 30 points
No 0 points

Factor Za assigns value to a subject site if ft is designated as Best Prime Farmland, consistentwith
the Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan goak, objectives and policies.

An estimated 96.6% of the County consists of Prime Farmland soils. “Best Prime Farmland” is a
subset of Prime Farmland soils identified by Champaign County in order to differentiate among
Prime Farmland soils. The definition of ‘Best Prime Farmland’ Is provided in the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance.

Scoring Factor 2a: Refertothe LE score of the subject site and to the “Best Prime Farmland”
definition in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

2t If the subject site is Best Prime Farmland,

which one of the foflowing statements correct:

(1) The subject site Is 15% or less of a larger real estate tax parcel (or multiple
parcels) that existed on January 1, 2004. (Yes 0 poInts)

(2) The subject site is larger than 15% of a larger real estate tax parcel (or
multiple parcels) that existed on January 1, 2004. (Yes 10 poInts) 10 points

(3) The subject site was not part of a larger tax parcel or parcels on January 1,
2004, and is 25 acres or less. (Yes 0 points)

(4) The subject site was not part of a larger tax parcel or parcelson January 1,
2004, and is largerthan 25 acres. (Yes 10 points)

Factor 2b assigns value to a subject site fit exceeds the lot size and configurationlimlts noted. The
15% limIt and 25-acre lot size limit featured are arbitrary values selected to represent the general
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Factorzb (continued)

concern about the conversion and loss of best prime fanniand. The Champaign Countyzoning
Ordinance has included a maximum lot size limit on Best Prime Farmland since July, 2004.

Scoring Factor 2b: Review subject site size and configuration based on Champaign County paitel
kientlficatlon tax maps for the year 2004 (also referred to as the 27* Edition of the Champaign
County tax map atlas).

2c If the subject site is not Best Prime Farmland and is at least 51% Prime
Farmland,

which one of the following statements is correct:

(1) The subject site is larger than 25 acres. (Yes 10 points)

(2) All of the following statements are twe

I The subject site is pal of a larger parcel that existed or. April 12. 2011.

ii, Since April 12, 2011, a separate portion or portions of that larger parcel
have been converted to a non-agricultural use as the result of a
rezofling or special use.

iii. In total, the area of the subject site and those areas convened to a
non-agricultural use (as identified in item H. above) is larger than 25
acres.

(Yes 10 points)

— (3) Neither (1)or (2) above apply to the subject site. (Yes 0 points)

Factor Zc assigns value to a subject site which is not Best Prime Farmland but which consists of at
least 51% PrIme Farmland and exceeds a 25-acre lot size and configuration as of April 12, 2011.
The 25-acre size threshold is an arbitrary value selected to represent the general concern about the
conversion and loss of Prime Farmland.

This factor awards 10 points to a subject site If It would result in conversion of more than 25 acres of
Prime Farmland, or if the subject site would cumulatively contribute to the conversion of more than
25 acres of Prime Farmland on a larger parcel existing as of April 12,2011.

Scoring Factor 2c: Assess whether the soils on the subject site are comprised of at least 51% Prime
Farmland based on the ‘Farmland Classification’ column of Table A in Appendix A.

Review the lot size and configuration based on Champaign County parcel IdentifIcation tax maps and
digital orthophotography as of April12. 2011. (April 12, 2011 is the date of the annual digital
orthophotography available forthe year 2011)
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no 4Opoints
3 Is the subject site located within the Contiguous Urban Growth Area?

yes Opaints

Factor 3 is a general measure of development pressures which tend to support the conversion of
agricultural sites to urban uses.

The ‘Land Use ManagementAreas Map’ of the Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan
specifies the location of the ‘Contiguous Urban Growth Area’ (CUGA). CUGA island designated for
non-agricultural land use, and consists of:

• land designated for urban land use on the future land use map of an adopted municipal
comprehensive land use plan, intergovernmental plan or special area plan, and located within
the service area of a public sanitary sewer system with existing sewer service or sewer service
planned to be available in the near-to mid-term (within approximately fIve years);

• land to be annexed by a municipality and located within the service area of a public sanitary
sewerflstem with e)thtir€ sewerservlce or sewer service planned to be available In the near-to
mid-term (wIthin approximately five years); or

• land surrounded by Incorporated land or other urban land within the County.

Scoring Factor 3: Review the CUGA boundaries of the current champaign County Land Resource
Management Plan “Land Use Management Map”.

if the subject site Is located within the CLJGA, skip the remaining SA Factor questions and indicate a
total SA score for only SA Factors 1,2 and 3 at the end of the SA Worksheet

6fl
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Continue to answer the following SA Factor questions only It the subject site Is tooted outside the
1JGA

Amount of the perimeter of a subject site that is 9lto 100% of perimeter 20 points —

adjacent to parcels with a principal use of 81 to 90% of perImeter 18 points
agriculture. 71 to 80% of perimeter 16 points

61 to 70% of perimeter 14 poInts

a) If thesubject site is Best Prime Farmland 51to 60% of perimeter 12 points

and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland, 10 poInts

the amount of the perimeter of the subject 21 to 30% of perimeter 6 points
site that is adjacent to parcels with a principal 11 to 20% of perimeter 4 points
use of agriculture that existed on April 12. ito 10% of perimeter 2 points
2011. none 0 points

b) lfthesubjectsitelsssthan51%Prkne
Farmland,

the amount of the perimeter of the subject
site that Is adjacent to parcels with a principal
use of agriculture.

Factor4 assesses the amount of the perimeterof thesubject site that ls adjacent to parcels that
have the principal use of agriculture. The assessment is made based on principal use of each parcel
that is adjacent to the subject site. The principal use of a parcel (as used in the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance) represents the main use for which a lot is intended.

Additionally, for a subject site that’s Best Prime Farmland and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland,
Factor4 includes the ptovisian to not recognize any adjacent non-agricultural principal use
established after a set date of April12, 2011. (April 12, 2011 Is the date of the annual digital
orthophotography available for the year 2011.) This measure Is Intended to partially address the
problem referred to as ‘creeping effect’ whereby case-by-case land use decisions may lower LESA
scores on nearby sites, thereby justifying more land conversion decisions.

Mare points are assigned to a subject site that is surrounded by parcels with the principal use of
agriculture.

Scoring Factor 4: Measure the perimeter of the subject site adjacent to parcels with a principal
use of agriculture.

Defined terms relevant to the scoring of this factoi’ include;

AGRICULTURE: The gmwing. harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay, rain, fnjit and
truck orvegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture, mushroom growing, orchards, forestry
and the keeping, raising and feeding of livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,
swine, sheep, beef cattle, pony and horse production, furfarms, and fish and wildlife farms;
farm buildings used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for
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Scoring Factor 4 (continued)

use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protectingfarm macNnery
and equipment from the elements, for housing livestock or poultry and for preparing
Ià’estock or poultry products far market; farm dwelhngs occupied by farm owneff,
operators, tenants or seasonal or year-round hired farm workers. It is intended by this
definition to include within the definition of agrkuItur 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.

FARM DWELtING: A dwelling occupied by a farm owner or operator, tenant farm worker, or hired
farm worker. (In Champaign County, It Is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot
that is 35 acres or larger isa farm dwelling, unless Information provided as part of the public
record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

PRINCIPAL USE: As used in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the main purpose for
which land s designed, arranged, intended, orfor which it is or may be occupied or
maintained. (The primary purpose of a lot may not necessarily be the largest use on the
lot in terms of the area of the lot that is occupied by that use and it may not necessarily
be the use that generates the most income for the person who owns or resides on the
lot)

Guidelines for measuring perimete ofsubject site adjacent to panels with prtndpal use of agriculture:

Adjacent property is property that touches or that is directly across a street, highway or interstate right-
of-way or a rail road right-of-way from a subject site.

Measure the perimeter of the subject site that Is adjacent to parcels that have a principal use of
agriculture. Parcels with a principal use of agriculture are generally as follows:

a. Any parcel that is 35 acres or larger whether or not there is a dwelling, with the exceptions noted
below.

b. Parcels that are less than 35 acres In area and that either have a farm dwelling or have no
dwelling, with the exceptions noted below.

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

(1) Any parcel that is inside an incorporated municipality.

(2) Any parcel that is zoned Residential. Business, or Industrial on the Champaign County
Zoning Map and contains a non-agricultural principal use.

(3) Any parcel or portion of a parcel on which a Special Use has been approved by the
County except for a Rural Specialty Business or greenhouse.

(4) Institutional land that is not specifically used for production agflculture such as jand
owned by the University of Illinois but not in agricultural production or land owned by
the Champaign County Forest Preserve District that is not in agricultural production.

(5) Any parcel or portion of a parcel considered as nonconforming use, as defined in the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.
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more than 3 miles IS points

Distance
from the subject site to the 1.51 to 3 miles 10 poInts

nearest city or village limits, within 1.5 miles S points
adjacent 0 points

Factor 5 awards higher pointsthefurthera subject site es from a city orvilla€e. Factor5 i5 based On
the general assumption that thefurther the subject site is from a municipality, the less chance there
is of a nearby land use or development that would conflict with the agricuftural land use of that
subject site.

Scoring FactorS: Measure outward from the property lines of the subject site to the nearest
municipal boundary.
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BOtolX% 15 point

6
The highest percentage of the subject site In agricultural 60 to 79% 11 points

production in any of the lastS years. 40 to 59% 7 points
ZOto3g% 3 points

less than 20% 0 points

Factor 6 is intended to serve as a general indicator of the agricultural viability of a sub)ect site.

Scoring Factor 6: Based on the most recent five years of annual digital orthophotography,
estimate the highest percentage of area of the subject site in agricultural production. To obtain
accurate information, the scoring of Factor S may additionally require a field site Inspection,
windshield survey of the subject site, or landowner interview.

Defined terms relevant to the scoring of this factor Include:

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION: The growing, harvesting, and storing of crops and the keeping,
raising, and feeding of livestock or poultry and the buildings and land used in those
activities Including:
• any farm dwelling,
• land taken out of productk,n foi purposes of government-sponsored agrkultu,al

programs, or
• land beitig used productively. 5uch as woodlands for which there is a plan for

managing the tber.

FARM DWEWNG: A dwelling occupied by a fain, owner oroperator, tenant farm wo4ter, or hfred
farm worker. (in Champaign County, it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot
that is 35 acres or larger is a farm dweiiir€ unless information provided as part of the
public record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

Guidelines for estimating pestentoge ofsubject site In agricultural production In on), of the lastS years

Based on review of digital orthophotography of the subject site for the most recent fle years,

a. If there is no structure on the subject site and the subjectslte appears to be in crop land,
then count the entire subject site as in agricultural production.

b. If only a street or road improvement is present on the subject site, and no wooded area is
present on the subject site, then count the entire subject site as in agricultural production.

c. Unless information is available to indicate otherwise,

(1) If the subject site is 35 acres or larger and has both a dwelling and what appears to be
crop land, then count the entire site as agricultural production.

(2) If the subject site is less than 35 acres and has both a dwelling and what appears to be
crop land, then count all of the subject site-- except for one acre, inclusive of the dwelling —

as in ricuftural production. The one acre will be assumed to contain the wel, septic
system, and any non-agricultural outbuildings.

d. A part of the subject site that appears not to be crop land may be counted as in agricultural
production only provided the landowner indicates that part of the subject site was or is not in
production due to participation in a government-sponsored agricultural program, or due to
implementation of a crop management plan.
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9itoi% 10 points
Sito9O% 9points
litoSO% Spoints
Si to 70% 7 poInts

Percentage of land zoned AG-i Agricutture, AG-2 51 to 60% 6 points
7 Agriculture or CR Conservation-Recreation wIthin 1 mile 41 to 50% S points

ofsubjectsite.
- 31to40% 4points

21to30% 3points
iito2O% 2points
ltoiO% ipoints

nofle 0 points

Factor? measures the amount of land in the one-mile area surrounding the subject site zoned
AG-i Agriculture, AG-2 Agriculture, or CR Conservation-Recreation. These are the rural zoning
districts within the County.

More points are assigned to a higher percentage of land zoned AG-i, AG-2, orCR within one mile of
the subject site because;
• rural zoning districts are Intended for agricultural land uses, and
• land within the5e districts is subject to use restrictions and limits on the density and location of

non-agricultural land uses.

Scoring Factor 7: Measure the area zoned AG-i, AG-2, and CR outward one mile from the
property lines of the subject site.
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8 Percentage of area within 1 mile of a subject site which 91 to 100% 20 points
consists of parcels with a principal use of agriculture. 81 to 90% 18 points

JltoSO% l6points
a) If the 5ubject site Is Best Prime Farmland and/or at 61 to 70% 14 points

least 51% Prime Farmland, 51 to 60% 12 points
41 to 50% 10 poInts

the percentage of area within one mile of the subject 31 to 40% 8 points
site which consists of parcels with a pcncipal use of 21 to 30% 6 point
agriculture that existed on April 12, 2011. 11 t 20% 4 point

ito 10% 2 poInts
b) If the subject site Is less than 51% Prime Farmland, none 0 points

the percentage of area within one mile of the subject
site which consists of parcels with a principal use of
agriculture.

Factor 815 a major indicatorof the agricultural character of the general area, based on the
assumption that areas in the County dominated by agriculture are generally more viable forfarm
purposes. The assessment Is made based on the piiclpal use of parcels located within one mile of
the subject site. The principal use of a parcel (as used in the Champaign County Zoning OcdThar,ce)
represents the main use for wfiich a lot is intended.

Additionally, for a subject site that is Best Prime Farmland and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland,
Factor8 includes the pro.sion to not recognize any non-agricultural principal use established aftera
set date of AprIl 12,2011 within one mile of the subject site except for development that has been
annexed by a municipality. (Apsil 12, 2011 s the date of the annual digital orthophotography
available for the year 2011.) This measure is intended to partially address the problem referred to
as ‘creeping effect’ whereby case-by-case land use decisions may lower LESA scores on nearby sites,
thereby justifying more land conversion decisions.

More points are assigned to a subject site with a greater percentage of area within one mile
consisting of parcels with the principal use of agriculture.

Scoring Factor 8: Estimate the area of land within a one-mile distance outward from the property
lines of the subject sitethat consists of parcels with the principal use of agriculture.

The defined terms shown below generally form the basis on which this factor is scored:

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay, gtain, fruit and
truck orvegetable crops, florinilture, horticulture, mushroom growing, orchards, forestry and
the keeping, raising and feeding of livestock or poultry, including dalrying, poultry, swine, sheep,
beef cattle, pony and horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms; farm buildin
used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for use on the tarn,;
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 farni 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.
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Scoring Factor 8 (continued)

FARM DWELLING; A dwelling occupied by a farm owner or operator, tenant farm worker, or hired
farm worker. (In Champaign County. it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot
that Is 35 acres or larger is a farm dwelling un’ess information provIded as part of the
public record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

PRINCIPAL. USE: As used in the champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the main purpose for
which land is designed, arranged, intended, or for which it is or may be occupied or
maintained. (The primary purpose of a lot may not necessarily be the largest use on the
lot in terms of the area of the lot that is occupied by thatuse and it may not necessarily
be the use that generates the most income for the person who owns or resides on the
lot.)

Guidelines for estbnoting area within one mile of subject site consisting of parcels with pfliidpd s of
ugflctdture:

Generally identify parcels with a ptincipal use of agriculture as follows:

a. Any parcel that ls35 acres or larger whether of not there is a dwelling, with the exceptions noted
below.

b. Parcels that are less than 35 acres in area and that either have a farm dwelling or have no
dwelling, with the exceptions noted below.

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

(1) Any parcel that is inside an incorporated municipality.

(2) Any parcel that is zoned Residential, Business, or Industrial on the Champaign County
Zoning Map and contains a non-agricultural principal use.

(3) Any parcel or portion of a parcel on which a Special Use has been approved by the
County, except for a Rural Specialty Business orgreenhouse.

(4) Institutional land that is not specifically used for production agriculture such as land
owned by the University of Illinois but not In agricultural production, or land owned by
the Champaign County Forest Preserve District that is not in agricultural production.

(5) Any parcel or portion of a parcel considered as nonconforming use, as defined in the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.
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mace than 1 mile 20 points

0.76 to I mile 18 points
What is the distance from the subject site to 0.51 to 0.75 mile 16 points
the nearest 10 non-farm dwellings? 0.26 to 0.50 mile 14 points

0.01 to 0.25 mile 12 points
—

_________________________________________________

adjacent 0 points

Factor 9 considers the proximity of the nearest 10 non-farm dwellings as a general indicator of an

existing land use incompatibility with production agriculture and an incompatibilitywith livestock
facilities vis—a-vis the illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 IICS 77/ etseq.)

In Champaign County, it Is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot less than 35 acres isa

non-farm dwelling, unless information provided as part of the public record to the Zoning Board of

Appeals indicates that a dwelling is part of on-site agricultural operations or otherwise qualifying as

a farm dwelling.

The defined term for Non-Farm Dwelling is shown below:

NON-FARM DWELUNG: A dwelling that is not occupied by a farm owner oroperator, tenant farm

worker, or hired farm worker.

Scoring Factor 9; Measure the linear distance outward from the closest point on the property

line of the subject site to the façade of the tenth nearest non-farm dwelling.
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b) How dose is the subject site to a known li.estock adjacent to 025 mim 7 points
management facility of 200- 399 animal units? 0.26 to 0.5 mile 6 poInts

0.51 to 0.75 mile S points
Answer Port C) Ps& If the subject site is more than 1 0.76 to 1 mile 4 points
mile from a known livestock management facility of more than 1 mIle n/a
200-399 animal uniLs.

Factor 10 is a measure of the compatibility of the subject s%te for continued agricultural use based
on its proximity to an existing nearby livestock mana€ement facility. More points are ass€ned to a
subject site in closer proximity to a known livestock management facility.

Scoring Factor 10: A response may be based on data available from the Livestock Management
Facilities Program, Iflinois Department of Agrlcufture, actual site inspection, and/or landowne
interview.

The maximum points possible for this factor is 10 poWts.

This is a 3-part factor. Part a) measures proximity of a subject site to a livestock management
facility of 400 or more animal units. If the subject site is located more than one mile from such
facility, then respond to Part b). Part b) measures proximity of a subject site to a livestock
management facility of 200-399 animal units. If the subject site is located more than one mile from
such facility, then respond to Part c).

SA Total Score

a) How dose Is the su Wect site to a known livestock
management facility of 400 or more animal units?

Answer Pans b arc) if the subjectsite Is more than
.1 mile from a known livestock management facility of
400 or mare animal units.

10

adjacent to 0.25 mile
0.26 to 0.5 mile

0.Slto 0.75 mile
0.76 to 1 mile

more than 1 mile

10 points
9 points
B points
7 points

n/a

c) How close Is the subject site to a known livestock
management facility of 50—1.99 animal units?

adjacent to 0.25 mile
0.26 to 0.5 mile

0.51 to 0.75 mile
0.76 to 1 mile

more than 1 mile

4 points
3 poInts
2 points
1 point

0 points

Gjq
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CALCULATING THE TOTAL LESA SCORE

The total LESA score is the sum of the LE points and SA points for a partktdar site or parcel. The
maximum total LESA score possible fora site iS 300 points.

LETotal

SATotal

Total LESA Score

The higher the total LESA score, the more highly rated the subject site or parcel is to be protected
for continued agncuftural use. The total LESA score of a site signifies a ratrIg for protection of the
subject site or parcel as follows:

251— 300 very high rating for protection

226 — 250 high rabng for protection

151— 225 moderate rating for protection

150 or below low rating for protection

* The maximum LI score possible fora site is 1 points.
The maximum SA score possible foc a site is 200 points.
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champaign County LESA Defined Terms Appendix B

DEFINED TERMS

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing & 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, induding 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 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 web as a grain elevator, canning or
slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by others are stared or
processed. Source: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

The principal use of a parcel (as defined In the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance)
represents the main use for which a lot is intended. Guidelines for estimating whether a
parcel has a principal use of agriculture are generafly as follows:

a. Any parcel that is 35 acres or larger whether or not there is a dwellir, with the
exceptions noted below.

b. Parcels that are less than 35 acres in area and that either have a farm dwelhng or
have no dwelling, with the exceptions noted below.

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

1) My parcel that is inside an incorporated municipality.

2) Any parcel that is zoned Residential, Business, or Industrial on the
Champaign County Zoning Map and contains a non-agricultural principal use.

Any parcel or portion of parcels on which a Special Use has been approved
by the County, except for a Rural Specialty Business or greenhouse.

4) Institutional property that is not specifically used for production agrlcutture
such as land owned by the University of Illinois but not in agricultural
production or land owned by the Champaign County Forest Preserve District
that is not in agricultural production.

5) Any parcel or portion of a parcel considered as nonconforming use, as
defined in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION: The growing, harvesting, and storing of crops and the keeping, raising,
and feeding of livestock or poultry and the buildings and land used in those activities, including:
any farm dwelling; land taken out of production for purposes of government-sponsored
agricultural programs; or land being used productively, such as woodlands for which there is a
plan for managing the timber.
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Champaign County lISA Defined Terms Appendix B

ANIMAl. UNITS: A measure that is based on the number, species and size of an animal. The
following table lists for selected species, the size and number of animals multiplied by a
specified conversion factor equivalentto 50 animal units:

Species/Size Conversion Factor 50 Animal Units
Swine over 55 lbs. 0.4 125
Swineunders5lbs. 0.03 1,667
Dairy 1.4 35
Yourigdalrystock 0.6 84
Cattle tO 50
Sheep, lamb, goals 0.1 500
Hones 2. 25
Turkeys 0.02 2,500
Laying hens or broIlers 0.01 — 0.03 • 1,667 -5,
Ducks 0.02 2,500

Sourte: Livestock Management Fadlities Program, Illinois Depaflmeit of Agriculture
Table Note: * depends on type of livestock waste handlingfacility provided

BEST PRIME FARMLAND: A subset of Prime Farmland soils identified by the County, and as defined in
the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

FARM DWELLING: A dwelling occupied by a farm owner or operator, tenant farm worker, or hired
farm worker. (In Champaign County, it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a
lot that is 35 acres or larger is a farm dwelling, unless information provided as part of the
public record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

UVESTOCIC MANAGEMENT FACILITY: A ‘livestock management facility’ is any animal feeding
operation, livestock shelter, or on-farm milking and accompanying milk-handling area. A
‘livestock waste handling facity’ is an immovable structure or device (except sewers) used
for collecting, pumping, treating, or disposing of livestock waste or forthe recovery of by
products from the livestock waste. Two or more livestock manacement facilities under
common ownership, within K mile of each other, and that share a common livestock waste
handling facility are considered a single livestock management 6cility. (Illinois Livestock
Management Facilities Act (510 1LCS 77/etseq.)

NON-FARM DWELLING: A dwelling that Is not occupied by a farm owner oroperator, tenant farm
worker, or hired farm worker.

PRINCIPAL USE: As used in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the main purpose for which
land is designed, arranged, intended, or for which it is or may be occupied or maintained.
(The primary purpose of a lot may not necessarily be the largest use on the lot in terms of
the area of the lot that is occupied by that use and it may not necessarily be the use that
generates the most income for the person who owns or resides on the lot.)

SUBJECT SITE: The area of a parcel that is proposed for development As an example, for a zoning
case to request a rezoning, the subject site will be the area of the parcel or parcels that is
proposed to be rezoned.



To: Champaign County Buard Ca’ rnlife, of the Whole

AdmJi9straiLve cater
1776 E. Wnhingtom Street

fl.na, IIIInoIs6l8OZ

(217)3S4.3708

The Zoning Bo&d of Appeals voted 6 toO (with no absences) to RECOMMEND ENACINEWr of this
amendment at the Special meeting that w held on S.ptc.uber 19.2012.

The Committee dtbe Whole aighcwized this text amendment at the Apr11 12, 2012, mecthg. The
amendment recommended by the ZBA s unchanged from the recominendabon by the LESAU
Committee You may nan that the LESA Update Committee had voted 6 toO (with one absence) to
recommend this clange to die definition of “best pnme farmland”

Standard pttocol is for the Committee to make a prelimmaiy recommendation on a proposed text
ainendmem at the fira Committee meetmg following a ZBA recommendation and then defer die final
recommendation to the County Board until die next regularly scheduled Committee meeting Qlovember
8, 2012, in this rnstince) The deferral of the final recommendation is Intended to give municipalities and
townships with plan commissions one month In which to provide comments or pmtests

If the Committee makes a final reconimendatica oq thissa the November 8,2012, Committee
meethig the case will to the ll Board on November 29, 2012.

REVIEWBYiiaZ.B.A.

ZBA members were provided copies of the minutes of all LESA Update Committee meetings
and the most important handouts fivm those meetings that werc relevant to the proposed
definition of “best pnme farmland” Those minutes axe summarized in item 9 B on pages ito
11 of 39 of the Finding of Fact ibr related Case 710-AT-12

ThZBA reviewed the total LESA scores for both the existing LESA and the Draft LESA for the
Test Sites used by the LESA Update Committee including the determ’rnt’ons ofbest prime
farmland See item 9 B (3) onp 21 of 39 of the Finding of Fact for related Case 710-AT-12

The ZBA also reviewed two applications of the Draft LESA on farmland owned by ZBA
membas. Those two assessments an summannd in ftan 9 B (4) on pages 22 to 23 of 39 of the
Finding ofFact for related Case 710-AT-12. Both operties wee “best prime farmland” by
virtue of the percent of soil on each property that was in Agriculture Value Groups 1,2,3 and/or
4. One property had an overall Laud Evaluation (CE) rating of 87 but was 31% Agrirniltiire

1

co
Itmcra

From: Jobn N.H Director & Zoning Administrator
Andy Kiss, AssocialePlanna
Susan Moute, RPC 1wr

Date: Septeaber 25,2012

RE: Zoning Ordinance Tnt Amendment Case 711-AT-U

Request: Request Preliminary Recommendation for Approval of a Text
Amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance In
ZonIng Case 711-AT-12 to Amend the definition of”best prime
farmland”

Petitioner: Zoniu Administrator

STATUS
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Zoning Administrator
SEPT9ABER25. 2012

Value Group 2 soils and the other property had an overall LE of 83 but was 14% Agriculture
Value Group 2 soils.

Relevant evidence in the attached Finding is primarily on pages 4 through 8 of the Finding.

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY FARM BUREAU COMMENTS

The Champaign County Farm Bureau ovidcd comments during the public hearing. CCFB
comments are summarized in itan l3.F. of the Findings.

A’rrACNMENTS
A Brief Comparison of Existing Best Prime Farmland to Proposed Best Prime

Farmland
B As Approved Finding of Fact for Case 71J.-AT42 with Recommended Amendment
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AS APPROVED

711-AT-fl

FINDING OF flCf
AND FINAL DETERMINATION

of
Champaign Cou.ty Zoning Bond of Appeals

Final Determination: RECOMMEND ENACTMENT

Dale: September 19, 2012

Petitioner: Zoning Administrator

Request: Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance as fouows:

Part A. In Secdon 3, revIse the definition of “best prime farmland” as follows:
a) delete “Relative Value of 85” and “Land Evahiation rating of 85” and replace with

“average Land Evaluation rating of 91 or higher”; and

b) •dd “prime farmland soils that under optimum management have 91% to 100% of
the highest soil praductivifies In Champaign County, on average, as reported Ia the
Bulletin 811 Optimum Oop Productivity Rutiagifor Illinois Soils”; and

add “soils identified as Agriculture Value Group. 1,2,3 andlor 4W the Champaign
County Land Evaluation and Site Amtsment (LESA) System”; ad

d) add “Any development site that indudes a dgtlficaat amount (10% or ure of the
sreapropa.edtobedevdoped)ofAgrIcultureVakeGroaps1,2,3aud/4,oIh”.

Part B. Reve Innate 13 if Settle. 53 to strike referemen to “has a Land Evaluation stun rater
than or eqnal to SSo. the C.unty’s Land Evaliatlot and Site Aueumeat System” and
replace with “I. made up of soils that are BEST PRIME FARMLAND”

Part C. Robe paragraph 5.4.4 to strike referent, t. “has a Land Evaluatlo. score greater Its, or
eq.al was on the C.unty’. Land Ev.h.ado. and Site Assesameat System” and replace with
“Is made up of soils that an BEST PRIME FARMLAND”

CONTENTS

FIr(I)114u OF YiCr pages 2—11

OF R*CO1lI pages 12—16

SUMMARYflNDINGOFFACI’ pagel7

FINAI_ DEI’E114IrSA’I’ION page iS

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT page 19-20
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Can 711-A T-12 AS APPROVED
Page2of2o

FINDJNG OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
June14, 2012, Jane 22,2012, July12, 2012, July 26, 2012, August 16,2012, Augiut 30, 2012,
September 13,2012, and September 19, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

I. The petitioner is the Zoning Administrator.

2. The proposed amendment is intended to reflect the recommendations of the LESA Update
Committee recommendations as well as the changes in the LESA Update.

3. Municipalities with zoning and townships with planning commissions have protest rights on all
text amendments and they are notified of such cases. No comments have been received to date.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT

4. The proposed amendment is attached to this Finding of Fact as it will appear in the Zoning
Ordinanca

GENERALLYREGARDING IRE LRMP GOALS, ORIECTIVFS, AND LOUCIES

5. The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) was adopted by the County
Board on April 22, 2010. The LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Polici were drafted through an
inclusive and public process that produced a set often goals, 42 objectives, and IOU policies,
which are currently the only guidance for amendments to the Champaign County Zoning
Ordinance, as follows:
A. The Purpose Statement of the LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Policies is as follows:

“It is the purpose of this plan to encourage municipalities and the County to
protect the land, air, water, natural resources and environment of the County
and to encourage the Use of such resources in a manner which is socially
and economically desirable. The Goals, Objectives and Policies necessary
to achieve this purpose are as follows:”

B. The LRMP defines Goals, Objectives, and Policies as follows:
(I) Goal: an ideal future condition to which the community aspires

(2) Objective: a tangible, measurable outcome leading to the achievement ofa goal

(3) Policy: a statement of actions or requirements judged to be necessary to achieve
goals and objectives

C. The Background given with the LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Policies further states,
“Three documents, the County Land Use Goals and Policies adopted in 1977, and two sets
ofLand Use Regulatory Policies, dated 2001 and 2005, were built upon, updated, and
consolidated into the LRMP Goals, Objectives and Policies.
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REGUDmG LIMP GOALS

6. LRMP Goal I is entitled “Planning and Public Involvement” and states that as follows:

Champaign County will attain a system of land resource management planing built
on broad public Involvement that supports effective decision making by the County.

The proposed amendment should HELP ACHIEVE Goal I because the process by which the
proposed definition of best prime farmland was arrived at and by the 15 meeting of the LESA
Update Committee and the Zoning Board of Appeals public hearings.

7. LRMP Goal 2 is entitled “Governmental Coordination” and states as follows:

Champaign County will collaboratively formulate land reiource and development
policy with other units of government in areas of overlapping land use planning
jurisdiction.

Goal 2 has two objectives and three policies. The proposed amendment is not directly related to
Goal 2 but should HELP ACHIEVE Goal 2 because it should HELP ACHIEVE objective 2.1
that states that Champaign County will coordinate land resource management planning with all
County jurisdictions and, to the extent possible, in the larger region, for the following reasons:
A. The proposal amaidmait should HELP ACHIEVE objective 2.1 by the text amendment

pwccss whereby municipalities and townships with planning commissions are notified of
any proposed text amendment and have the flt to provide comments or even protest any
text amendment.

8. LRMP Goal 3 is entitled “Prosperity” and states as follows:

Champaign County wifi encourage cconomlc growth and development to ensure
prospcrity for Its residents and thc region.

Goal 3 has three objectives and no policies. The proposed amendment WILL NOT
UNREASONABLY IMPEDE the achievement of Goal 3.

9. LRMP Goal 4 is entitled “Agriculture” and states as follows:

Champaign County wifi protect the long term viability of agriculture In Champaign
County and Its land resource base.

Goal 4 has 9 objectives and 22 policies. Many of the policies under Goal 4 refer to “best prime
farmland”; because best prime thrmland is not defined in Goal 4, the proposed amendment WILL
NOT IMPEDE achievement of Goal 4.
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10. LRMP GoalS is entitled “Urban Land Use” and states as follows:

Champaign County will encourage urban development that is compact and
contiguous to existing cities, villages, and existing unincorporated settlements.

Many of the policies under Goal S refer to “best prime farmland”; because best prime farmland is
not defined in Goal 5, the proposed amendment WILL NOT IMPEDE achievement of Goal 5.

11. LRMP Goal 6 is entitled “Public Health and Safetf and states as follows:

Cbamp.gn County will ensure protection of the public health and public safety In
land resource management decisions.

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 6 in general.

12. LRMP Goal 7 is entitled “Transportation” and states as follows:

Champaign County will coordinate land use decisions in the unincorporated area
with the existing and planned transportation Infrastructure and services.

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 7 in general.

13. LRMP GoalS is entitled “Natural Resources” and states as follows:

Champaign County wifi strive to conserve and enhance the County’s landscape and
natural resources and ensure their sustainable use.

Goal 8 has 9 objectives and 36 policies. The proposed amendment should HELP ACHWVE Goal
S for the following reasons:

Objective 8.2 is the only relevant objective under Goal g• Objective 8.2 states as follows:

Champaign County will strive to conserve Its soil resources to provide the greatest
benefit to current and future generations.

The proposed Draft LESA will HELP ACHIEVE Objective 8.2 for the following reasons:

The only subsidiary policy under Objective 8.2 is policy 8.2.1 that reads as fOllows:

The County will strive to minimize the destruction of its soil resources by non
agricultural development and will give special cqnslder.tion to protection of best
prime farmland. Best prime farmland Is that comprised of soils that have a Relative
Value of at least 85 and Includes p.rcels with mixed soils that hives Land Evaluation
score of 85 or greater as defined in the LESA.
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The proposed amendment will HELP ACHIEVE Policy 8.2.1 for the fbflowing reasons:

A. Regarding the existing definition for “best prime farmland” as used in the Zoning
Ordinance and the Land Resource Management Plan:
(I) “Best prime farmland” as used in the Zoning Ordinance and the Land Resource

Management Plan Soils identified in the Champaign County Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment (LESA) System with a Relative Value of 85 or greater and tracts
of land with mixed soils that have a LESA System Land Evaluation rating of 85 or
greater.

(2) The most productive prime farmland in the existing LESA System are the soils in
Agriculture Value Group I (with Relative Value =100) which make up about
20.8% of the total acreage of the County in the existing LESA System.

(3) A menlo to the LESA Update Committee dated 12/28/Il (and included as Aft. P to
the Preliminazy Memorandum in related Case 710-AT-Il) demonstrates that the
existing Agriculture Value Group (AVG) in the existing LESA System includes
many soils with a productivity index of 130 which is approximately only 82% as
productive as AVG 1. Thus the current definition of best prime farmland applies
to soils that are only 82% as productive as the most productive soils.

(4) The existing appxoach of averaging of LE values to detetmine what is best prime
farmland means that when soils in existing4giiculture Value Groups (AVG) 5
(Relative Value (1W) 85), AVG 6 (RV70), AVG 7 (RV=65), or AVG 8
(RV=41) are present with AVG 1 soils (RV=lOO) at as much as 25% 1073% of the
site, the overall LE rating can easily be less than 85 and in those cases the AVG I
soils are “at risk” of being converted to non-agricultural use in full conformance
with the Zoning Ordinance and the LRMP policies. There is some degree of
uncertainty in the estimation of AVG soils “at risk” because it is not known if these
exact combinations of soils are even possible based on the actual geographic
distribution of soils.

(5) The current definition of best prime fhrmland identities 511,461 acres of land
(about 80% of the County) as best prime farmland. Note that this acreage is from
the existing LESA system and includes some acreage that is now already developed
as urbanized area

(6) The current definition of best prime farmland and the existing LESA system also
leaves about 66,945 acres of LE=100 soils at risk of being overlooked due to the
averaging of LE values under the airrent definition of “best prime farmland”.

B. The subject of Zoning Case 7l0-AT-12 is a proposed updated LESA with a new LE
analysis. Regarding the LE values in the existing LESA as compared to those in the
proposed Draft LESA:
(I) The productivity index in the existing LESA is from Soil Productivity in Ehinots,

Circular 1156, published in 1978 by the University of illinois Cooperative

83



Case 711-A T-12 AS APPROVED
Page6of2O

Extension Service. Circular 1156 is no longer in pb1ication and has been rqlaced
by later bulletins.

(2) As explained on the Illinois Department of Revenue wthsite (see Attachment N to
the Prelim, Memo.), there are two types of soil productivity index ratings lbr
Illinois soils which are as follows:
(a) Average Crop, Pasture, and Forestry Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois

Soils, Bulletin 810, August 2000, published by the University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental
Sciences Office of Research. Regarding Bulletin 810:

Bulletin 810 contains the crop yields and productivity indices for crops
under the average level of management used by all Illinois farmers for
the 10 year period in the 1990s.

• Bulletin 810 is the current source for farmland productivity under the
Illinois Farmland Assessment law.

(b) Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois Soils. Bulletin 811, January
15, 2011, published by the University of illinois at Urbana-Champaign
College of Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences Office of
Research. Regarding Bulletin 811:
• Bulletin 811 contains the crop yields and productivity indices for crops

under the optimum level of management used by the topl 6% illinois
farmers for the 10 year period in the 1990’s.

• As explained in Bulletin 811 the optimum level of management is near
the level of management required for maximtm profit.

(3) The 10/04/I I LESA Update Committee memorandum included the following
comments made by KR. Olson, co-author of both Bulletin 810 and Bulletin 811, to
RYC Planner Susan Monte:
(a) Almost all of the optimum management productivity indices and crop yields

in Bulletin 811 are 13% higher than the ones for average management in

Bulletin 810.

(b) The values in Bulletin 810 represent the 10-year avenge crop yields for a
soil with 50% of the farmers in the state with that soil getting higher crop
yields and 50% lower crop yields. Tax assessors use these values.

(c) The crop yields in Bulletin 811 are the 10-year average crop yields that the
top 16% of farmers get (which is one standard deviation above the mean
value) with the other 84% getting lower yields. Land appraisers, real estate
agents, and some regulatory agencies use these values.

(4) Attachment B to the 10/4/2011 LESA Update Committee memorandum compares
“average management” with “optimum management”. Optimum management
includes better drainage improvements and application of higher levels of basic
nutrients. Optimum management will therefbre have a higher operating cost.
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C. Regarding the proposed definition r “best prime fanuland” as recommended by the
LESA Update Committee:
(1) The LESA Update Committee recommendation is based on the updated LE values

in the Draft LESA.

(2) The LESA Update Committee recommendation for “best prime farmland” is as
follows:

Prime panniand Soils identified in the Champaign County Land Evaluation
and Site Assessinnit (LESA) System that under optimum management have
91% to 100% of the highest soil productivities in Champaign County, on
avaage, as reported in the Bulletin 811 Optimum Crop Productivity Ratings
for Illinois Soils. Best Prime Farmland consists of the following:
a) Soils identified as AgTiculture Value Groups 1,2,3 and/or 4 in the

Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA)
System;

b) Soils that, in combination on a subject site, have an average LE of
91 orhi, as determined by the Champaign County LESA
System; or

c) Any development site that includes a significant amount (10% or
more of the area proposed to be developed) ofAgriculture Value
Groups 1,2,3 and/or 4 soils, as determined by the Champaign
County LESA System.

(3) The LESA Update Committee recommendation identifies 425,634 acres of
land as best prime farmland and Attachment C td that memo indicates that
only 14,708 acres of LE= 100 soils would be put at risk by that
recommendation. This estimate of at risk soils is based on the soil acreages
outside of the existing incorporated areas (municipalities) and also outside
of the “Contiguous Uthan Growth Are&’ (or CUGA, that is identified in the
Land Resource Management Plan as that part of the municipal extra
territorial area that is capable of being sewered) and are given on page 3 of
the LESA Update Committee memorandum dated 2/14/12 (included as
Attacbment C in this memo). This 425,634 aces is about 76.3% of all land
in the County that is outside of the CUGA and existing incorporated areas.

I). Overall, the definition of”best prime farmland” recommended by the LESA Update
Committee will protect about 24,165 fewer acres of prime farmland (using the acreages in
Attachment B to the 12/29/Il LESA Update Committee memorandum reviewed at the
1/04/12 LESA Update Committee meeting) but will protect all prime farmland that has
productivity within 90% of the highest productivity in the County (based on current soil
productivity data) and will result in approximately 52,237 fewer acres of AVG 1,2,3 or 4
put at risk of loss. Therefore, the proposed amendment will HELP ACHIEVE Policy
82.1
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B. Adoption of this amendment based on the proposed definition of “best prime farmland”
recommended by the LESA Update Committee will nonetheless be a change fiom policy
8.2.1 in the Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and Policy 8.2.1 should be
amended to reflect this change at the next annual LRMP update.

F. In testimony by Kyle Krapf on behalf of the Champaign County Eami Bureau at the
September 19,2012, public hearing Mr. Krapf stated that the LE part (meaning the
proposed definition ofbest prime rmland) was a step in the right direction though the
designation ofbest prime farmland is higher than the Farm Bureau policy calls thy, and it
will be an effective tool.

14. LRMP Goal 9 is entitled “Energy Conservation” and states as follows:

Champaign County wifi encourage energy conservation, efficiency, and the use of
renewable energy sourcei.

The proposed amendment is WILL NOT IMPEDE the achievement of Goal 9.

IS. LRMP Goal lOis entitled “Cultural Amenities” and states as thllows:

Champaign County will promote the development and prnervatlon of c.ltural
amenities that contribute to a high quality of life for hi citizens.

Goal lOis NOT RELEVANT to the proposed amendment in general.

REGARDING THE PURPOSE OF IKE ZONING ORDINANCE

16. The proposed amendment appears to HELP ACHIEVE the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance as
established in Section 2 of the Ordinance for the following reasons:

A. Paragraph 2.0 (a) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to secure adequate light, pure air, and
safety from fire and other dangers.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

B. Paragraph 2.0(b) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to conserve the value of land,
BUILDINGS, and STRUCTURES throughout the COUNTY.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.
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C. Paragraph 2.0 (c) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to lessen and avoid congestion in the
public streets.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

I). Paragraph 2.0 (d) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to lessen and avoid hazards to persons
and damage to property resulting from the accumulation of runoff of storm or flood waters.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

E. Paragraph 2.0 (e) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to promote the public health, safety,
comfort, morals, and general welfare.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

F. Paragraph 2.0 (f) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to regulate and limit the height and
bulk of buildings and structures hereafter to be erected.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

Cl. Paragraph 2.0(g) of the Ordinance slates that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to establish, regulate, and limit the
building or setback lines on or along any street, traflicway, drive or parkway.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

H. Paragraph 2.0 (Ii) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to regulate and limit the intensity of the
use of lot areas, and regulating and determining the area of open spaces within and
surrounding buildings and structures.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

I. Paragraph 2.0 (i) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to classi’, regulate, and restrict the
location of trades and industries and the location ofbuildings, smictures, and land designed
for specified industrial, residential, and other land uses.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.
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3. Paragraph 2.0 (5) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to divide the entire County into
districts of such number, shape, area, and such different classes according to the use of
land, buildings, and structures, intensity of the use of lot area, area of open spaces, and
other classification as may be deemed best suited to carry out the purpose of the ordinance.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

K. Paragraph 2.0 (Ic) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to fix regulations and standards to
which buildings, structures, or uses therein shall confomi.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

L. Paragraph 2.0 (1) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to prohibit uses, buildings, or
structures incompatible with the character of such districts.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

M. Paragraph 2.0 (m) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to prevent additions to and altention or
remodeling of existing buildings, structures, or uses in such a way as to avoid the
restrictions and limitations lawfully imposed under this ordinance.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

N. Paragraph 2.0 (ii) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to protect the most productive
agricultural lands from haphazard and unplanned intrusions of urban uses.

The proposed amendment is directly related to this purpose. The proposed amendment will
change the existing definition of best prime farmland from soils with a Relative Value or a
combination of soils with a Land Evaluation score of 85 to any combination of soils where
at least 10% of the land has soils that belong to Agricultural Value groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 or
hasaLandEvaluationscoreof9l.

0. Paragraph 20 (o) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to protect natural features such as
Thrested areas and watercourses.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.
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P. Paragraph 2.0 (p) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have been adopted and established is to encourage the compact development
of urban areas to minimize the cost of development ofpublic utilities and public
transportation ci1ities.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

Q. Paragraph 2.0 (q) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have beai adopted and established is to encourage the presevalion of
agricultural belts surrounding urban areas, to retain the agricultural nature of the County,
and the individual character of existing communities.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

It Paragraph 2.0 (r) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the zoning regulations and
standards that have beui adopted and established is to provide for the safe and efficient
developmerg of renewable energy sources in those parts of the COUNTY that are most
suited to their development.

The proposed amendment is not related to this purpose.

REGARDING OTHER RELEVANTEJ’IDENCE

17. The proposed text amendment will IMPROVE the text of the Zoning Ordinance because it will
replace the multiple current references in the Zoning Ordinance to “Land EvaluatlDn score
greater than or equal to 85 on the County’s Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
System” with one definition that will be easier to manage in the future.
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DOCUMENTS OF RECUR!)

Preliminary Memorandum for Case 71 0-AT-I 2 dated June 8, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisanent
B Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole Memorandum dated March 26, 2012,

with attachments:
A Champaign County Resolution No. 7642
B Champaign County Resolution No. 7797
C Brief Comparison of Existing LESA to Proposed Update Draft LESA
D Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assement (LESA) Update Draft

dated March 7,2012
C Resolution No. 2248 Adopting the Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment (LESA) System, February 1984 (existhig LESA)
D U.S.D.A. N.R.C.S. Champaign County, illinois Conversion Legend 1975 Map Symbol to

2001 Map Symbol
B Table 5. Acreages and Proportionate Extent of the Soils from Soil Survey ofChampaign

County. Illinois 2003 edition.
F Table 8. Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture from Soil Survey of

Champaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.
0 Table 9. Prime Fanniand from Soil Survey ofChampaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.
H Chapter 4. Selecting and scaling Land Evaluation factors excerpted from Land Evaluation

and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfbr Rating Agricultural Lana, Second Edition. Soil and
Water Conservation Society, 1983

I Descrztion ofData Used in Each IS Option. Attachment I) to the 10/04/11 LESA
Update Committee memorandum

3 LE Scores for Each Option Applled to Test Sites. Attachment B to the 10/04/Il LESA
Update Committee memorandum

K Comparing the LE (h?ti(rns. Attachment F to the 10/04/Il LESA Update Committee
memorandum

L Pages 129 to 135 excerpted from Soil Survey ofChampaign County. Illinois 2003 edition.
M Parts 622.00 to 622.04 fiom the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)

National Soil Survey Handbook
N Soil Productivity Index Ratings for Illinois soils web page introductory pages
0 Revised Option 4 Proposal Il/IS/Il (Handout I for the 11/16/Il LESA Update

Committet Meeting)
P Memorandum to LESA Update Committee dated 12/28/Il (Handout from John Hall to the

LESA Update Committee on 1/4/12)

2. Preliminary MemDrandum for Case 71 1-AT-l2 dated June 14,2012, with attachments:
A Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole Memorandum dated March 26, 2012,

with attachments:
A Brief Comparison of Existing Best Prime Farmland to Proposed Best Prime

Farmland

B Comparison of”At Risk Amounts” of LE=lOO Soil Under Different Best Prime Farmland
(BPF) Definitions (Attachment B to the 12/19/Il LESA Update Committee Memorandum)
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C (included separately) LESA Update Committee memorandum dated 2/14/12 (Menio#2 for
the 2/22112 LESA Update Committee meeting) with Attachments:
A Field Test Scores and BPF Definition Options
B Map of Soils Outside CUGA and Incorporated Areas
C BPF Definition Options Data on Soils Outside CUGA and Incorporated Areas
V Suggested Text for Best Prime Farmland Definition Recommendations

3. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 0-AT-12 dated June 14, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Memorandum to LESA Update Committee dated 10/04/11
C LE Calculation Recommendation to LESA Update Committee by Kevin Donoho dated

10/26/11
V Draft Evidence Regarding the Recommended Update to Land Evaluation Factors

4. Written testimony submitted by Debra Griest at the June 14, 2012, public hearing

5. Comments submitted by Norman Stenzel received June 15, 2012

6. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 7l0-AT-l2 dated June 21,2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B On the £4 Portion ofLESA: Validity and Reliability submitted by Norman Stenzel on June

15, 2012
C Comparison Seoresheets for LESA Update Field Test Sites
I) Comparing Existing LESA Scores to Recommended Draft LESA Score
E Jilinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/et seq.) General Requirements

Related to Size of Facility. February 15,2007
F Documents from the from the LESA Update Committee:

(1) LESA Update Field Test Sites Handout November 2,2011 (a handout at the
November 2, 0211, LESA Update Committee meeting)

(2) Location Map of 18 Initial Test Parcels
(3) Various maps for LESA Update Field Test Sites
(4) ChapterS. Selecting and scaling Site Assessment Factors excerpted from Land

Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands.
Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983

(5) Chapter 6. Combining and weigiting factor ratings for a LESA System excerpted
from Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural
Lank Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983

(6) Illinois LESA System. Revised August 2001. Illinois Department of Agricuiture
(7) Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System for Kendall County, Illinois

(8) Ogle County, Illinois Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System
(9) Article Ii- Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System excerpted from

the McLean County, Illinois Zoning Ordinance
(10) DeKaib County, Illinois Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System

7. Level of Protection Handout for Case 71 l-AT•1 I for June 28, 2012, meeting
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S. Supplemental Memorandum lbr Case 71 0-AT-12 dated July 3, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Farm Focused Alternative LESA submitted by Norman Steuzel on July 1, 2012

9. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated July 26, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Additional Draft Evidence Regarding the Draft Site Assessment Factors
C Approved Minutes of the June 8, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments

- Memorandum from John Hall, Champaign County Zoning Administrator dated June 8,
2011, with DrafiSA Factors

- Site Assessment Factors submitted on June 8,2011, by Bradley liken, Champaign
County Fanu Bureau Manager

- Images from the Powerpoint presentation including Preliminary SA Factors
1) Approved Minutes of the June 21,2011, LESA Update Committee
E Approved Minutes of the July 13, 2011, LESA Update Committee
F Approved Minutes of the August 10,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:

- Handout I Working Draft-SA Factcxs as of 8/10/11
U Approved Minutes of the September 7, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:

- Meeting 6- Review of Draft SA Factors (Attachment A to the 9/2/11 LESA Update
Committee Memorandum)

H Approved Minutes of the October 12, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 10/05/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachment:

Attachment A Modified Draft SA Factors Based on Committee Review Comments
on 9/7/Il

Approved Minutes of the November 2,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 10/27)11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Updated Version Draft LESA dated October 27, 2011
o Champaign County Review of Site Suitability Factors in Rezoning Cases

J Approved Minutes of the November 16,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 11/11/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Attachment A Field Test Notes
o Attachment CFieldTest Results
o Handout 2 Alternative Draft Site Assessment (from 11/16111 LESA Update

Committee Meeting)
o Handout 3 (from 11/16/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

K Approved Minutes of the November 29, 2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 11/23/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum

L Approved Minutes of the December 14,2011, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 12/06/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Attachment D Field Test Site ResuLts
o Attachment E Proposed Revisions to Draft LESA Update

M Approved Minutes of the January 4, 2012, LESA Update Committee with attachments:
- 12/29/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with Attachments:

o Handout (Memorandum) from John Hall, Zoning Administrator (from 1/04/12
LESA Update Committee Meeting)
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N Approved Minutes of the January 25, 2012, lISA Update Committee with attachment:
- 1/18/12 LESA Update Committee Memorandum

0 Approved Minutes of the February 22,2012, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 2/10/ J 2 LESA Update Committee Memorandum with attachment:

o Attachment A The creeping effect Pages 121 & 122 excerpted from Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands.
Second Edition. Soil and Water Conservation Society, 1983

P Draft Minutes of the March 7, 2012, LESA Update Committee with attachment:
- 2/28/i 2 LESA Update Committee Memorandum

Q Versions of the Draft Updated LESA (in notebooks at the tables dining ZBA meetings and
on the website):
• Updated Version Draft LESA dated October 27,201 1(an attachment to the

10/27/11 LESA Update Committee Memorandum for the 11/02/Il LESA Update
Committee Meeting)

• Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated November 17, 2011 (a handout in a
11/18/11 email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout
at the 11/29/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Updated Version Revised Draft LESA dated December 5, 2011 (a handout in a
12/06/Il email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout
at the 12/14/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Strikeout Copy of Updated Version Revisal Diaft LESA dated December 14, 2011
(a handout at the 12114/11 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Revised Draft LESA dated December 29, 2011 (a handout in a 12/29/11 email
from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the 1/04112
LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Alternate Revised Draft LESA dated December 29, 2011 (a handout in a 12129/11
email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the
1/04/12 USA Update Committee Meeting)
Alternate Update Draft LESA dated January 18, 2012, that was an attachment to
the January 25. 2012, LESA Update Committee Agenda

• Strikeout Version of Revised Draft LESA dated February 10,2012 (a handout in a
2/10/12 email from Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at
the 2t22J12 LESA Update Committee Meeting)

• Revised Draft LESA dated February 28, 2011 (a handout in a 2/29/12 email from
Susan Monte to the LESA Update Committee and a handout at the 3/07/12 LESA
Update Committee Meeting)

R Comparison of Expected Draft LESA Scores For Hypothetical, Large, Non-CUGA. BPF
Sites (a handout from the January 25, 2012, LESA Update Committee meeting)

10. Written Statement submitted by Norman Stenzel on August 9, 2012

II. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-I 2 dated August 10, 2012, with attachments:
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement
B Written statement submitted by Norman Stenzel on August 9, 2012
C Comparative score sheet for Thorsland-Haynes property
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D Map of SA Factor 8 analysis r Thorsland-Haynes propesty

12. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated August 16, 2012, with attachments:
A Comparative score sheet for Seven Sisters Farms
B Map of SA Factor 8 analysis for Seven Sisters Farms
C Revised Map of SA Factor S analysis Ibr Thorsiand & Haynes

13. Written statement submitted by Kyle Krapf at the August 16,2012, public hearing

14. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated August 30, 2012, with attachment:
A email dated March 7, 2012, from Texty Savko to Susan Monte
B Draft Finding of Fact

15. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 l-AT-12 dated August 30, 2012, with attachment:
A Draft Finding of Fact

16. Champaign County local Foods Policy Council Resolution No.2012-I received at the August 30,
2012, public hearing

17. LESA Scare suggestions submitted by Eric Thorsland at the August 30, 2012, public hearing

18. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-12 dated September 6,2012, with attachments:
A Champai County Local Foods Policy Council Resolution No. 20 12-1 received August

30, 2012
B LESA Score suggestions submitted by Eric Thorsland on August 30, 2012

19. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 710-AT-I 2 dated September 19, 2012

20. Written statement submitted by Kyle Krapf at the September 19, 2012, public hearing

21. Written statement submitted by Norman Stenzel at the September 19, 2012, public hearing

22. Facts on Direct-to-Consumer Food Marketing submitted by Eric Thorsland at the September 19,
2012, public hearing

94



Case 711-AT-fl AS APPROVED
Page llof2O

SUMMARY FENDING OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on,
June 14,2012, June 28,2012, July12, 2012, July 26,2012, August 16, 2012, August 30, 2012,
September 13, 2012, and September 19, 2012, the Zoning Board ofAppeals of Champaign County
findsthat:

1. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment will HELP ACHIEVE the Land Resource
Management Plan because:

A. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment will HELP ACHIEVE LRMP Goals I,
2, and 8.

B. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment will NOT IMPEDE the achievement of
LRMPGoaIs3,4,5,and9.

C. The proposed Zoning Ordinance text amendment is NOT RELEVANT to LRMP Goals 6,
1, and 10

2. The proposed text amendmait will IMPROVE the Zoning Ordinanca
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FINAL DETERMINATION

Pursuant to the authority granted by Section 9.2 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning
Board of Appeals of Champaign County determines that:

The Zoning Ordinance Amendment requested in Case 711-AT-fl should BE ENACTED by the
County Board in the form attached hereto.

The foregoing is an accunte and complete record of the Findings and Determination of the Zoning Board
of Appeals of Champaign County.

SIGNED:

Eric Thorsiand, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

AnEST:

Secretary to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date
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AS APPROVED Case 711-A T-12
Page 19 of2O

Part A. Revise the SectIon 3 definItion of “best prime farmland” to read as follows:

BEST PRIME FARMLAND: Prime Farmland Soils identified in the Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System that under optimum management have 91% to
100% ofthe highest soil productMties in Champaign County, on average, as reported in the
Bulletin 811 Optimum Crop Productivity Ratings for Illinois Soils. Best Prime Farmland consists
of the fbllowing:
a) Soils identified as Agriculture Value Groups 1,2,3 and/or 4 in the Champaign County

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System;

b) Soils that, in combination on a subject site, have an average LEaf 91 or higher, as
determined by the Champaign County LESA System; or

c) Any development site that includes a significant amount (10% or more of the area
proposed to be developed) of Agriculture Value Groups 1, 2, 3 and/or 4 soils, as

determined by the Champaign County LESA System.

Part B. Revise Footnote 13 in Section 5.3 to read as follows:
13. The following maximum LOT AREA requirements apply In the CR, AG-I and AG-2

DISTRICTS:
A) LOTS that meet all of the following criteda may not exceed a maximum LOT AREA

of three acres:
1) The LOT is RRO-exempt;
2) The LOT is made up of soils that are BEST PRIME FARMLAND; and
3) The LOT Is created from a tract that had a LOT AREA greater than or equal

to 12 acres as of January 1, 1998.
6) LOTS that meet both of the following criteria may not exceed an average

maximum LOT AREA of two acres:
1) The LOT is located within a Rural Residential OVERlAY DISTRICT; and
2) The LOT is made up of soils that are BEST PRIME FARMLAND.

C) The following LOTS are exempt from the three-acre maximum LOT AREA
requirement indicated in Paragraph A:
1) A ‘Remainder Area Lot’ A ‘Remainder Area Lot’ is that portion of a tract

which existed as of January 1, 1998 and that is located outside of the
boundaries of a RRO-exempt LOT less than 35 acres in LOT AREA. No
CONSTRUCTION or USE that requires a Zoning Use Permit shall be
permitted on a ‘Remainder Area Lot.’

2) Any LOT greater than or equal to 35 acres in LOT AREA.
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Part C. Revise SubsectIon 5.4.4 to read as follows:

5.4.4 Avenge Maximum LOT AREA Rtqulrement

LOTS within a Rural Residential OVERLAY DISTRICT that are made up of soils that arc
BEST PRIME FARMLAND must not exceed an avenge maximum LOT AREA of two
acres.
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To: Champaip County Board Committee of the Whole

Canny From: Jula u.n t*ector & Thnig Adininisintor

Date: September 25,2012

RE: Zoning Ordinance requIrements hr Rnt Home Occapadons

Request: Request mppnivsl to proceed with, public hearing for ma
ameadmeat to the Zoning Ordinance limits for numbers of

AdmInklndve Cat., vehicles and large equipment authortzed In Rural Home
1776 a %½udngWJStretL Occupations

LJ,bwm, Illinois 61802
STAITJS

(217)384-3708
This item was deferred at the March 6,2012, meeting.

The proposed amendment (see attached) has been revised based on comments
fium Board members.

A comparison table is also attached that compares the relevant existing
requiitments with the proposed amendment

OVERVIEW OP PROPOSED AMENDMENT
The major changes in the attached Proposed Amendment can be sumniaiized as follows:

1. N. more than 3 “truck tractors” (semi trucks) or three ‘MOTOR VLHICLES with
• fades axles” (roughly 52,000 pound loaded) or some combinatio, thereof is ptposed

to replace the current weight limit of 3 vdiicles over 8,000 pounds.

2. All vehicle loads and weights must comply with the illinois Vehicle Code. The Illinois
Vehicle Code already applies and it is included here so that citizens will be informed.

3. VehIcle parking requirements are proposed to be less restrictive and more
flexible. Note that paragraph 7.1.2 a is now iore consistent and 7.4 is no longer
referenced for screening. Loading berths are also not required by this.

4. Exlitlng vehicles at existing RHOs are still grandfathered as before @ut using the
new larger size threshold).

5. No limits are proposed on equipment that ii kept indoors but the limit on outdoor
equipment is similar to the ptevious proposal- no more than 10 vehicles and! or pieces
of eq.lp.nut may be outside.

6. Equipment screening is proposed to be Identical to vehicle screening.

7. Screening for gneral outdoor (nou-equlpaeat) storage Is proposed to be IncI.ded
I. the RHO section of the Ordhia.ce

S. Maximum numbers of employees is adjusted by lowering the minimum lot size from
5 acres to 2 acres.

9. All employees may be present during Inclement weather for 5 days out of any 30
days.
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Zoning Adminbtrator
FEBRUARY 29.2012

10. Family wemben who move from the property may aiit he considered “resident”
employeeL

AflACHMENTS
A Exiting subsectIon 7.1.2 Raral Home Occupations
B Revised Proposed Amendment (AISNOTATED) to Section 7.1.2 Rural Home

Occupations dated September 20,2012
C Revised Proposed Amendment (NON-AM4OTATED) to SectIon 7.1.2 Rural Borne

Ocnpatio.s dated September 20,2012
D Table Comparing Existing Ordinance Requirements for Rural Home Occupation

To Proposed Ameudme.t

2
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Champaign Coun Illinois
Zoning Ordinance

SECTION 7.1.1 NEIGHBORHOOD HOME OCCUPATIONS - CONTINUED

0. Processes employed shall not ceate odor, dust, noise, gas, smoke, or vibration
discernable at the property line other than of such a nature, quantity, intensity,
duration, or time of occurraice customarily associated with the exclusive
residential use of a similar DWELLING.

H. Deliveries by truck shall be limited to no more than an average of one per week
and a maximum of two in any given week for trucks no larger than a standard
commercial delivery truck. Deliveries by semi-trailer trucks are prohibited.

I. Prohibited NEIGHBORHOOD HOME OCCUPATION activities shall include:

i. automobile and thick repair;
ii. salvage, recycling and solid waste hauling;
iii. sale of articles not produced on the premises except as provided in Section

7.1 .lEiii or as such sales are incidental to the provision of a service.
iv. sales of guns and ammunition provided that a Gun Dealers License is

obtained am the Federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms and
sales are made by appointment only subject tote limitations of Section
7.l.IE.

3. Outdoor STORAGE or DISPLAY is prohibited.

K. No more than one commercial vehicle less than or equal to 36,000 pounds gross
vehicle weight and no more than 25 feet in length shall be permitted on LOTS
located in a residential zoning district as part of the NEIGHBORHOOD HOME
OCCUPATION.

L. All NEIGHBOR}IOOD HOME OCCUPATIONS shall be registered with the
Department of Planning and Zoning on fonns prepared by the Zoning
Administrator.

7.12 RURAL HOME OCCUPATIONS as defined in Section 3, are permitted as an
ACCESSORY USE in any DWELLING in the AG-i, Agriculture, AG-2; AgTiculhlre;
and CR, Conservation-Recreation DISTRICTS subject to the llowing standards:

A. RURAL HOME OCCUPATIONS shall not be located on lots fronting on streets
located wholly within a recorded subdivision or within 500 fect of a residential
zoning DISTRICT.

B. Non-family employees shall only be pennitted subject to the following
limitations:

i. on lots smaller than five acres no more than one employee may be present
on the premises and no more than one additional employee may report to
the site for work perfbrmed off the premises.

fl•.$.— IA



Champaign County, Illinois
Zoning Ordinance

SECTJON 7.13 RURAL HOME OCCUPATIONS - CONTINUED

ii. on tots five acres or larger no more than two anployees may be present on
the premises and no more than three additional employees may repott to
the site for work performed off the premises.

C. Changes to the exterior of the DWELLING or ACCESSORY BUILDING which
would indicate that it is being utilized in whole or in part for any purpose other
than that ofaresidentia] or farm BUILDING are prohibited.

D. NomorethanoneSlGNnotmorethansixsquarvfeetinareashallbepermitted.

E. Non-farm, Second Division vehicles are defined by the Uhinois Vehicle Code,
used in any RURAL HOME OCCUPATION shall be limited as follows:

i. no mort than three selfpmpelled vehicles over 8,000 lbs. woss vehicle
weight shall be permitted;

ii. no more than 10 vehicles in total, including vehicles under 8,000 lbs. gross
vehicle weight trailers and off-mad vehicle shall be permitted excluding
patron or employee personal vehicles;

iii. all Second Division vehicles shall be stored indoors or parked no less than
50 feet from any lot line andno less than 100 fret from any off-site
existing DWELLING conforming as to USE.

F. Processes employed shall not create odor, dust, noise, gas, smoke, or vibration
discernable at the property line other than of such a nature, quantity, intensity,
duration, or time of occurrence customarily associated with AGRICULTURE.

G. No storage of volatile liquid, flammable gases, hazardous material or explosives
shall be permitted except as such might be kept for customary agricultural
purposes in quantities and concentrations customarily found on Thrnis.

H. Off-street parking spaces shall be provided subject to the provisions of Section
7.4 for all employees and patrons.

Prohibited RURAL HOME OCCUPATION activities shall include:

i. outdoor storage of any number of unlicensed vehicles or more than two
licensed vehicles awaiting automobile or truck repair;

ii. outdoor automobile or truck repair OPERATIONS;
iii. salvage or recycling STORAGE or OPERATIONS;
iv. outdoor storage of any vehicle equipment or container used for solid waste

hauling
v. retail sale of articles not produced on the site except grain seed sales or as

such sales are incidental to the provision of a savice,

J. Outdoor sales DISPLAY shall be limited to items produced on-site, shall occupy
anareanolargerthan500squarefeet,andshallnotbepermittedinrequired
SETBACKS or the SIDE and REAR YARDS.
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Champaign County illinois
Zoning Ordinance

SECTION 713 RURAL HOME OCCUPAflONS - CONTINUED

K. Outdoor STORAGE shall be limited to SIDE YARDS or the REAR YARD and
screened as provided by Section 7.6.

L. All RURAL HOME OCCUPATIONS shall obtain a Zoning Use Pamit in
accordance with Section 9.1.2 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance prior
to opemtion.

7.2 YARDS for DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDINGS and STRUCTURES

7.2.1 AG-i, AG-2 and CR DISTRICTS

A. FRONT YARD

The minimum FRONT YARD dimension shall be detetmined according to the
SEThACK LINE provisions specified in Section 5.3.

B. SIDE YARD

No DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING or STRUCTURE shall be locatcd
less than 10 feet from any side LOT LINE.

C. REAR YARD

No DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING or STRUCtURE shall be located
lessthanlOfeetfromanyREARLOTLINE.

7.2.2 R-i, R-2, R-3 and R4 DISTRICTS

A. FRONT YARD

The minimum FRONT YARD dimensions shall be determined according to the
SEThACK LINE provisions specified in Section 5.3.

B. SIDEYARD

No DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING or STRUCTURE shall be located
less than five feet from any side LOT LINE.

C. REAR YARD

No DETACHED ACCESSORY BUILDING or STRUCTURE shall be located
less than five feet from any REAR LOT LINE.



Attacbaest B: Revised Pnpoicd Amendment (ANNOTATED) to Section 7.1.2 RnI flsie
Occup.tio.s

SEPTEkeER 20.2012

1. Revise existing p.ngrapb 7.1.2E. to read as follow.:
(Note: Existing words to be deleted are indicated in single strike out and words previously
proposed to be added are underlined and new deletions are in double strike out and new additions
are in double underlining.)

44fl) No more than 10 vthiolui MOTOR VEHICLES in total, including
veiiialftl und 8,000 lbs. posa v*iole weight, licensed trailers and-off-
road ;‘thiale shall be permitted excluding patron or employee or owner
personal ;.hi.ls. MOTOR VEHICLES.

iiW4) All Pir flivinin v’i’ MOTOR VEHICLES and licensed trailers
shall be stored indoorn in an unclosed BUILDING or parked out&ors
subie to tht foUowin minimum senarations for outdoor nmtin2z
1. no more than one MOTOR VEHICLE that conforms to narasanli

7.1.1 K. may be natal ouldoon no ls than five feet fix’m p SIDE
or REAR LOT LINE nor ls than 10 feet from a FRONT LOT
LINE; and

ii. ouMea DaljcinQ ftr mon than one MOTOR VEHICLE shall be no
less than 50 feet from any lot line and no less than 100 feet from
any off-site existing DWELLING conforming as to USE; g

iii. if lc than 30 feet from any lot line and/or less than 100 feet
from any off-site existin2 DWELLING conforming as to USE,
outdoor oaitini for more than one MOTOR VEHICLE shall be at

SCREEN acent that mare than one MOTOR VEHfCLE that is
more than 15.000 noimds £roS vehicle wei2ht must be screaed
withaTvneDSCREEN.

B-i

E. Non-farm, Second DñiLion vehiolet w defined by the fllinoio Vtdiielo Code
MOTOR VEHICLES used in and narked at any RURAL HOME OCCUPATION
shall be limited as follows:
(I) The number of MOTOR VEHICLES and licaised trailers disolaving the

name of the RURAL HOME OCCUPATION or used in any way for the
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION shall be within the limits established in
this uaranDh.

{) No more than three vthiol ov L000 15g. goss weight MOTOR
‘i i;s I T ... rp. .Jrfl9)flJwi iur
with tandem axles, both as defined by the 11 Vi”’-’ “Me (62% lIPS
511 et seal shall be permitted aml all MOTOR VEHICLE loals and
weights shall conform to the Illinois Vehicle Code (625 ILLS 5/15-1111

•& .
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Attachment B: Revlied Proposed Amendment (M4NOTATED) to Section 7.1.2 Rural Home
Occupations

SEPTEMBER 20.2012

(5) The above requirmnits of painravhs 7.1.2E. and F. shall aptly to any
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION for which an aimlition is received after
May September 1.2012. and to the expansion of any RURAL HOME
OCCUPATION for which an application had been received on or before
Stanba 1,2012.

(6) The above reauimnents of parananh 7.1.2E. and the requirements of
Section 8 notwithsiwing
(a) Any MOTOR VEHICLE or licaised traila or mccc of equipment

that was included in any application for. or authorization of. any
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION for which an application had
been received by the Zoning Administrator on or before May
Sa,tember 1.2012. may continue to be used in that RURAL
HOME OCCUPATION provided that the total number of MOTOR
VEHICLES in the RURAL HOME OCCUPATION are not more
than 10 and further provided that no more than 3 such MOTOR
VEHICLES are truck tractors or MOTOR VEHICLES with
tandem axles. both as defined by the Illinois Vehicle Code (625
ILCS 5/1 et sec,

(1,) Mw RURAL HOME OCCUPATION that comvlies with
subparanaph 7.1 .2ESIO)(a) shall be authorid to have that saint
number of MOTOR VEHICLES or licensed trailers or pieces of
euuinmcnt lonz as it continues in business at that location and
any MOTOR VEHICLE or licaised trailer or niece of equipment
may be revlad with a similar MOTOR VEHICLE or 1iceised
trailer or niece of eguivment

2. Insert new paragraph 1.1.2F. to read as follows:

I 11,11.1.1 • I’ t!.t Iii LiiYS t41i 1iSI (.i. I (.(.jlj ATION shall be
limited as follows:
(II The number of complete nieces of equipment that are motorized or non-

motorized and used in any way for the RURAL HOME OCCUPATION
shall be within the limits established in this paraanh. Complete nieces
of equipment shall include, but not be limited to. bucket loaders, road
fla&m. bulldozers. treiichers, backhoes. ridin2 lawn mowers, devices
mounted on trailers, and any agricultural ecuinment used for non
agricultural uses. Eauinment does not include hand tools or bench tools or
tools mounted on a table or wheel barrows or similar tools.

(21 No more than 10 complete pieces of cciuivment may be kevt in outdoor
STORAGE provided, however, that the number of nieces of equipment
that may be kent in outdoor STORAGE shall be reduced by the number of

8-2
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Attachmeat B; Rn6sed Proposed Amendment (ANNOTATED) to Scctio• 7.1.2 Rural float
Occupations

SEPTEMBER20. 2012

MOTOR VEHICLES and trailers also patted outdoors and all other
aiuivmwt must be ka in an aiclosed BUILDING. This limit shall auoly
to eadi individual piece of equipment. Equioment kept j outdoor
STORAGE must meet the following muiljmum separations for outdoor
STORAGE of eauipment:

Emiloment in outdoor STORAGE shall be no less than 50 feet
from any lot line and no less than 100 feet from any off-site
existing DWELLING conforming as to USE; g

ii. if las than 50 feet from any lot line and? or ls than 100 feet from
any off-site existinE DWELLING conforming as to USE,

shaflbesthra1atletI0ffrornany
LOT LINE and scxeened by a Tvne A SCREEN excant that
eouinmeit tsll& than four feet mit he screened with a Tvne D
SCREEN.

.,..t— nFfl3Pi I.

2. Revise paragraph 7.12H. to read as follows:

H. Off-street parking spaces shall be provided abjsi) Is ths pflien pith the
minimum size and numbs recuired by Section 7.4 for all onsite employees and
onsite natrons. More than four such yehicl shall be screened as reauired by
7.1.2 E. 4. Loadinfi baths are not renuired for Rural Home Occtnafin

Revise paragnph 7.1.2 K to read as follows:

IC Outdoor STORAGE frr ntl than ecuinmeni used in any RURAL HOME
OCCUPATION shall be limited to SIDE YARDS or the REAR YARD and
_..ed as piridid b; Snñ.s 7.1. shall be movided as follows:

(I ‘i Outdoor STORAGE shall not be locstal in any reuuir& off-street
PARKING SPACES.

(Ti A Tvne D SCREEN shall be located a, to obscure or conceal any nan
of any YARD usal r outdoor STORAGE which is visible within 1.000

(Il Anvnoint within the BifiLDING RESTRICrION LINE ofanylot
located in any R district or any lot occui,ied by a DWELLING
confbrming as to USE or occunial by a SCHOOL: dnnth or
tannle nublic nark or recreational ftcilitv nublic library. museum.
or 2allerv: public fairQrounds: nursing home or hosnital:
recreational busins ise with outdoor frcilhties; or

(b) Any dacienated urban aiterial street or MAJOR STREET

8-3

1 06



Attachment B: RnIsed Proposed Amendment (ANNOTATED) to Section 7.1.1 Rural Home
Occupations

SEPTEPiCER 20.2012

4. RevIse paragraph 7.1.2 B. to read as follows:

B. g jafr..ee-El&’ employees shall only be permitted subject to the
following limitations:
I. on lots smaller than I’acres in ama no more than one employee may

be present on the premises and no more than one additional empioyee may
report to the site for work performed off the premises; but

ii. on lots. that are two acres in &ea or larger no more than two
employees may be present on the premises and no more than three
additional anployees may report to the site for work perfbmied off the
premises; and nmvided that

iii. all enmlovees may be nrait and workinw on the oranisa lbr z mart
than five days within any 30 day neijod due to inclement wlh& or as
necitatal by other businac considerations: ansi fin1h trovided that

j family membes who are ridait on the nronatv while the HOME
OCCUPATION is oi,eratin but who mature and subsaiuendy move from
the nranises may ranrnn active in the home occunalion and shall not be
counted as a non-ridnit aiinlovee as lonE as their Dffltjcjflatiofl in the
HOME OCCUPATION confinn

B-4
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Attaehmeat C: Revised Proposed Amndaent (NON-ANNOTATED) to Sedlos 7.1.2 Rnril Bairn
OctupsUons

SB’TEReER 20.2012

Revise ezlidng paragraph 7.L2E. to read as follows:
B. Non-ftrm MOTOR VEHICLES used in any RURAL HOME OCCUPATION

shall be limited as follows:
(1) The number of MOTOR VEHICLES and licensed trailers displaying the

name of the RURAL HOME QCCUPATION or used in any way for the
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION shall be within the limits tablished in
this paragraph.

(2) No more than three MOTOR VEHICLES that are either a truck tractor
and] or a MOTOR VEHICLE with tandem axles, both as defined by the
illinois Vehicle Code (625 ILCS 5/I et seq), shall be permitted and all
MOTOR VEHICLE loads and weig$s shall confont to the Illinois
Vehicle Code (625 ILCS 5/IS-ill).

(3) No more than 10 MOTOR VEHICLES in total, including licensed trailers
shall be permitted excluding patron or employee or owner personal
MOTOR VEHICLES.

(4) All MOTOR VEHICLES and licensed trailers shall be stored in an
enclosed BUILDiNG or parked outdoors subject to the following
minimum separations for outdoor parking:
i. no more than one MOTOR VEHICLE that conforms to paragraph

711K. inaybeparked outdoors no less than five fret from aSIDE
or REAR LOT LINE nor less than 10 feet from a FRONT LOT
LINE; and

ii. outdoor parking lbr mare than one MOTOR VEHICLE shall be no
less than 50 feet from any lot line and r, less than 100 feet from
any off-site existing DWELLING conforming as to USE; or

iii. if less than 50 feet from any lot line and? or ls than 100 feet
from any off site existing DWELLING conforming as to USE,
outdoor parking for more than one MOTOR VEHICLE shall be at
least 10 feet from any LOT LINE and screened by a Type A
SCREEN except that more than one MOTOR VEHICLE that is
more than 15,000 pounds gross vehicle weight must be screened
with a Type D SCREEN.

(5) The above requirements of paragraphs 7.1.2E. and F. shall apply to any
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION for which an application is received after
May September 1, 2012, and to the expansion of any RURAL HOME
OCCUPATION for which an application had been received on or before
September 1,2012.

(6) The above requirements ofparagraph 7.1.2E. aizitherequirements of
Section 8 notwithstanding:

B-i
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Attachment C: Raised Proposed Amendment (NON-ANNOTATED) to Section 7.1.2 Rural Home
Occupations

SEPTEMBER 20.2012

(a) Any MOTOR VEHICLE or licensed trailer or piece of equipment
that was included in any application for, or authorization of, any
RURAL HOME OCCUPATION for which an application bad
been received by the Zoning Administrator on or before Moy
September 1,2012, may continue to be used in that RURAL
HOME OCCUPATION provided that the total numba of MOTOR
VEHICLES in the RURAL HOME OCCUPATION are not more
than 10 and finther provided that no more than 3 such MOTOR
VEHICLES are truck tractors or MOTOR VEfflCLES with
tandem axles, both as defined by the Illinois Ve4iicle Code (625
ILCS 5/1 et seg),

(b) Any RURAL HOME OCCUPATION that complies with
subparagraph 7.12E.(1O)(a) shall be authorized to have that same
number of MOTOR VEHICLES or licensed trailers orpieca of
equipment as long as it continua in business at that location and
any MOTOR VEHICLE or licensed trailer or piece of equijrient
may be replaced with a similar MOTOR VEHICLE or licensed
trailer or piece of equipment.

2. Insert Dew paragraph 7J.2F. (and reletter the existing paragraphs) to read as
follows:

F. Non-faim equipment used in any RURAL HOME OCCUPATION shall be
limited as follows:
(I) The number of complete pieces of equipment that are motorized or non-

motorized and used in any way for the RURAL HOME OCCUPATION
shall be within the limits established in this paragraph. Complete pieces
of equipment shall include, but not be limited to, bucket loaders, road
graders, bulldozers, trenchers, backhoes, riding lawn mowers, devices
mounted on trailers, and any agricultural equipment used for non
agricultural uses. Equipment does not include hand tools or bench tools or
tools mounted on a table or wheel barrows or similar tools.

(2) No more than 10 complete pieces of equipment may be kept in outdoor
STORAGE piovided, however that the number ofpieces of equipment
that may be kept in outdoor STORAGE shall be reduced by the number of
MOTOR VEHICLES and trailers also parked outdoors and all other
equipment must be kept in an enclosed BUILDING. This limit shall apply
to each individual piece of equipment. Equipment kept in outdoor
STORAGE must meet the following minimum separations for outdoor
STORAGE of equipment:
1. Equipment in outdoor STORAGE shall be no less than 50 feet

from any lot line and no less than 100 feet from any off-site
exisfing DWELLING conforming as to USE; or

8-2
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Attachment C: Re-vi.cd Proposed Amendment (NON-ANNOTATED) to Scala, 7.1.2 Rural Home
Occupations

SEPTEER 20.2012

iii. if less than 50 feet from any lot line andf or less than 100 fret
fioni any off-site existing DWELLING conforming as to USE,
equipniuit stored outdoors shall be stored at least 10 feet from any
LOT LINE and sacened by a Type A SCREEN except that
equipment taller than four feet must be screened with a TypeD
SCREEN.

2. RevIse paragraph 7.1.2H. to read as follows:

H. Off-street parking spaces shall be provided in the minimum size and number
required by Section 7.4 for all onsite employees and onsite patrons. More than
four such vehicles shall be screened as required by 7.1.2 E 4. Loading berths are
not required for Rural Home Occupations.

3. RevIse paragraph 7.1.2 K. to read as follows:

IC Outdoor STORAGE for other than equipment used in any RURAL HOME
OCCUPATION shall be limited as follows:
(1) Outdoor STORAGE shall not be located in any required off-street

PARKING SPACES.

(2) ATyeDSCREENshallbelocatedsoastoobscureorconcealanypart
of any YARD used for outdoor STORAGE which is visible within 1,0%
feet from any of the following circumstances;
(a) Any point within the BUILDING RESTRICTION LINE of any lot

located in any R disthet or any lot occupied by a DWELLING
confonning as to USE or occupied by a SCHOOL; church or
temple; public park or recreational facility; public library, museum,
or gallery; public fairgrounds; nursing home or hospital;
recreational business use with outdoor facilities; or

(I,) Any designated urban arterial street or MAJOR STREET.

4. RevIse paragraph 7.1.2 B. to read as follows:

B. Non-resident, non-mily employees shall only be permitted subject to the
following limitations:
i. on lots smaller than two acres in area no more than one employee may be

present on the premisc and no more than one additional employee may
report to the site for work perlbnned off the picuises; but

ii. on lots that are two acres in area or larger no more than two employees
may be Fesait on the premises and no more than three additional
employees may report to the site for work performed off the premises; and
provided that

B-3
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Aft.chmea C: Revised Proposed Amendment (NON-ANNOTAflD) to Section 7.1.2 Runt Home
Occupatloa

SEPTEMBER 20. 2012

iii. all employees may be present and working on the premises for no more
than five days within any 30 day peiiod due to inclement weather or as
necessitated by other business considerations; and further provided that

iv. family members who are resident on the property while the HOME
OCCUPATION is operating but who mature and subsequently move from
the premises may remain active in the home occupation and shall not be
caunted as a nan-resident employee as long as their participation in the
HOME OCCUPATION continues.

8-4
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To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

From: John Hall, Director & Zoning Administrator

Date: Septeinber25,2012

RE: Zoning Ordinance requirements for Contractors FadHties

Request: Request approval to proceed with a public bearing for an
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance to dd “agricultural
drainage contractor facility” -

__________________________

Admlnlstra s
I776E.WashhIgLmI- tt BACKGROUND

Urbwm. ulmmi 61802

2I7 384.3708
A local business engaged in agricultural drainage contracting (installing
agricultural drainage improvements) recently contacted the Department about
relocating to a rural location fiom its current municipal location. The current
regulations for “contractor facility” were added to the Zoning Ordinance on April
21, 1992, in Ordinance No. 405 (Case 790-AT-92) and authorize “contractor
facility” as a Special Use Pennit in the AG-I and AG-2 Districts.

Implicit in the contractor facility regulations is the requirement that retail sales of
material stock direct to consumeis be no more than “incidental” (Ic, a very small
part of the business) to the primary business of installing the materials. In
addition to constructing and installing drainage improvements, the subject
business currently sells drainage tile, tile inlets, culvcrts and related drainage
items directly to farmers who do the installation themselves, and this is a common
practice. The proposed amendment will authorize an “agricultural drainage
contractor” to have as much as 50% of the dollar volume of busine in retail
sales of agricultural drainage products.

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

Attachment B indicates the proposed changes which are briefly summarized
below (capitalized words are defined in the Zoning Ordinance):

1. “Agricultural drainage contractor” is proposed to be defined so as to
distinguish these contractors from other twes of contractors.

2. A footnote to Section 5.2 is proposed to speciiS’ that an “agricultural
drainage contractor” may have as much as 50% of the dollar volume of
business in retail sales of agricultural drainage products.

3. “Agricultural drainage contractor” facility is proposed to be authorized as
foUows:
• “By right” in I-I. 1-2 and 8-4 (see Footnote 5) the same as other

“contractor facilities” but in addition are proposed to be authorized
“By right” in the B-I Rural Trade Center District which is
consistent with other uses authorized By right in B-l such as Farm
Chemical Sales, Farm Equipment Sales, Feed and Grain Sales, and
Grain Storage Elevator and Bins.

‘:7



Zoning Administrator
SEPTEMBER 25, 2012

• By Special Use Permit in AG-I, AG-2 and B4 (see Footnote 5) the same a other
“coniractor facilities” but in addition are proposed to be authorized by Special
Use Permit in the CR District There is at least one nonconforming agricultural
drainage contractor that has been located in the CR. District since it was lint
established in 1973 and this will provide for that Iotgstanding business.

Also included in the proposed Special Use Permit authorization is the B-5 Central
Business District Contractor Facility is not currently authorized in the B-5
District but is proposed to be added in another proposed amendment and
“agricultural drainage contractor facility” is simply proposed to be authorized in
that district as part of this amendment

AflACHMENT S
A Existing “contractor facility” In Section 5.2
B Proposed Amendment to Add “Agricultural Drainage Contractor Facility” to

Section 5.2

2
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Attachment A. Existing “Contractor Facility” in Section 5.2
StPitJ.R2520t2

SECTION 52 TABLE OF AUTHORIZED PRINCIPAL USES

Pdn4,eI USES Zonini DISTRICTS ZonI DISTRICTS

GM AG-I [aai[&i f&iL &LI&L& 63 I I B-i I-I I 14

Coons. Fkin .4th C.or STCEAGE I s S
t,dIor O& CWERA1IONS j J — — — — — —

r”i
[j - Permitted by right S fumitted on individuai LOTS n a SPECIAL USE B - COUNTY BOARD Spa.i Use Permit

Footnotes
5. Outdoor STORAGE as an ACCESSORY USE Ii slowed by right when a$ OUTDOOR STORAGE is

Ioted in the REAR YARD and is cifltMy screened by a Type D SCREEN meeting the provisions of
Sac. 7.6.3.
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Attachment B. Proposed Amendment to Add “Agricultural Drainage Contractor Facility”
to Section 5.2

SU1MBER25.20l2

I. Add to Section 3 DEFINITIONS (new text underlined):

AGRICULTURAL DRAINAGE CONTRACTOR: A contractor whose principal business is
inztallixm aud/ or selliiw aQricuitural drainane cilities such as 2rassed waterways, field
terraces, underground drainage tile, tile iplets. culverts. an4 related drainage
improvemits.

2. Revise Section 52 as follows (new text underlined):

SECJION 5.2 TABLE OF AUTHORIZED PRINCIPAL USES

Prthdpal USE4 Zoni DISTRICTS Zon DISTRICTS

ICR hAG-I AG-211R-ITR-2 R-3 R-41R4 I I.A[iJ_
Conflctors PacTflbe. (Wm, No Outdoor S S
STORAGE NorOuldoorOPERATIONS) — — — —

Contradors Fadliles Mu Outdoor S S
STORAGE an&or Outdoor OPERATIONS

AGHIcULThRN. AWGE I I
CGtITRACfOR Fav twit, , Oior

OtocrATfl

AGfiflJLTtAL DRAREAGE ft
CaITRACrOR Fay Mb Otoor
STORAGE a,d’or Outr R%T4S $

• Penittad by right S trem,Tttad on Indu& LOiS a, a SPECLL USE B • COUNTY BOARD Special Use Pemilt

Propos.dtobe =ProposedtobepemttadonIndMduaILOTSna
p5rTM by dght SPECIAL USE

Footnotes
5. Outdoor STORAGE as an ACCESSORY USE is allowed by ri9ht when all OUTDOOR STORAGE

is located In the REAR YARD and is completely screened by a Type D SCREEN meeUrig the
provisions of Sec. 7.6.3.

20. As much 50% of the dollarvm)e of bjslness an AGRICULTURAL. DRAINAGE
CONTRACTOR faculty may be re4al sales of aarlcultural drainaoe Dlcducts.

B-I
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Attachment B. Proposed Amendment to Add “Agricultural Drainage Contractor Facility”
to Section 5.2

St,a F tMBER 25. 2012

* 3. Add the following to Section 6.13 (new text underlined):

SECTION 6.1.3 SCHEDULE OF STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES
OFSPECL4L USES

Footnotes
1. Standard same as applicable zanirg DISTRICT.

B-2

121
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To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole
fl’a

From: John 11.11 Director & Zoning Administrator
Dqna*%

PL4NNING
ZCN/NG

AtraIv. Cain
l776EshIngto.Sflfl

Urban., Illinois 61802

2l7)384-37O8

Date: Sqtember 25, 2012

RE: ZCsing Ontliance reqnanti for CQfltracWn Fadliti.

Request Reqwt approval to pmceed with a public hèarlag for an
aisadment to the Zoning Ordinance te chngethe
requirements br”cnfradsrfadffly”

BACKGROUND

Several contractors have recently inquired about reques4ng clanges to the Zoning
Ordinance requirements for “contractor facilities” in regards to the following

• “Contractors Facilities” are not an authorized use in the B-S Central
Business District A contractor recently purchased land in the B-5 District
in Longview with the intention ofbuilding a newbuilding and having
outdoor storage but discovered late in the process that outdoor storage is
not authorized in that District

The primary concern m regards to outdoor storage and/or outdoor
operations in the 35 Pistnèt is that some 8-5 Districts have second floor
dwellings and it would he impossible to screen the outdoor storage and/or
operations from thosedwdllins.

• Two cen have approached the Departnient in sqrMe ins*nes
recently inquiring about eabhslmig “self-storage warehouses” for rent on
the same propeity i winch the contractor facilities are located. A letter
requesting that chango has been ivifr oñèomwr and is
flri,ed.

Both of the contractors who have inquired about this currently have
contractor facilities authorized by Sjiecial Use Pamits in th AG-I
District and “self-storage warehouses” are rxt authorized in the AG-I
District

“Self-storage wwehouse” — “contra tor facilities” are both authorized
in the AG-2 District but both uses are ‘principal” uses and two principal
uses on one property is not authorized in the AG-2 District The
Ordinance authorizes multiple principal uses on a property in all Business
Districts Contractor Facility is not an authorized use in the B-I Rural
Trade Center District Amaiding the Ordinance to authorize “contractor
facility” in the BA District may be the simplest way to provide a means
fbr contractors to be able to establish a self-storage warehouse as a second
principal use and is eneral1v consistent with previous practice Note that
the general intent of the B-I District as “to provide areas
AGRICULTURAL related business services to rural residents”
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Zoning Administrator
SEPTEMBER25. 2012

OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

Attachment B indicates the proposed changes which are briefly summarized below (capitalized
words are defined in the Zoning Ordinne):

1. “Contmctor Facility” either with or without outdoor storage aud/ or outdoor opesations is
proposed to be authorized as follows:
• “By right” in the B-I Rural Trade Center District.

• By “Special Use Permit’ in the B-S Central Business Distict.

2. Section 6.1.3 is proposed to be amended to add requirements regarding outdoor storage
audi or outdoor operations in the B-5 District. The amwdment specifies that no outdoor
storage and? or outdoor operations may be visible from any second floor dwelling unit
and this should prevent any outdoor storage or outdoor operations from any B-5 District
which has second floor dwelling units.

AnACHMENT S
A Existing “contractor facility” in Section 52
B Letter from Eric Sebens received 9/25/12
C Proposed Arndment

2
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Attachment A. Existing “Contractor Facility” In Section 5.2
SEPTEMBER25. 2012

SECTION 5.2 TABLE OF AUTHORIZED PRINCIPAL USES

=Pcrmittcd by rigin j S ) =Peimitled ot, iMivkbml LOTS is i SPECIAL USE B - COUNTY BOARD Spcci.J liz Permit

Footnotes
5. Outdoor STORAGE as an ACCESSORY USE Is allowed by right when all OUTDOOR STORAGE Is

located in the REAR YARD and Is completely screened by a TypeD SCREEN meeting the provisions of
Sec. 7.6.3.
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To: champaign County Board

Re: Request for lolling text amendment

Dear Board Members,

Mv name is Eric Sebens I am a resident of Champaign for about 30 years, and I own a S acre property
located at 1069 CR 900 east Champan, IL (S. Duncan Rd. by Wilard Airport radar tower.) My
property Is currently zoned AG-i with a special use permit for a contracts fadty. I have been
operaticoal on this property with my contracting business for about 16 yearS. As a result & a major
down turn in my contracting business. I inquired about erecting sonic self-storage units as a
supplement to my contracting business. I believe there isa need to be meet with the self-storage
and it would also be an impvovement to my property and the surrounding area. This process would
indudethe removal of some old decrepit buildings priorto erectingthe new.

I have been informed that with my current zoning AG-i, the language states that it is not permissible
to have two principle uses. Due to this restriction I would like to request the consideration of a
language amendment In the zoning guidelines for the B-i Rural Trade Center. The B-i zoning does
not allow for a contractor’s facility, this is the text amendment I would like considered, to allow for a
contractors facility in the B-i district. It only seems reasonable to allow for a contractors facility in
the B-i Rural Trade Center zoning as it would be a common\natural form of business In that type of
area. If amended,) would move to apply for a zoning change for my property in order to
accommodate my contracting business and the proposed self—storage units.

Thank you for your consideration of this text amendment. lam available at your request to provide
additional information as or if needed.

RECEIVED
3008 Cherry Hills Dr.

SEP25 2012
Champaign, IL. 6i822

CHAMPAJC CO. P & 1 DEPARTMENT2i7-356-9154, 217-355-9422

114S4

_

L,
-.

CHAMflR
cq ,:flu,.

Date: 9125)2012

Experience ff1 Difference!



Attachment B. Propoied Amendment to Change Requirements for “Contractor Facility”
SEPTEMBER 25. 2012

1.Revise Section 5.2 as follows (new text underlined):

SECTiON 5.2 TABLE OF AUTHORiZED PRiNCIPAL USES

naa usEs
IcR lAG-I

Coam F—’—i OMn S S
bItw4 OPflS

a Plmlltted by dghI S •Pemt.d on invIdu.I LOTS.s. SPECIAl. USE C • COLJN1Y BRD ,id.I U.e Permit

Proposed to be -Proposed to be p.mfld on IndMdu& LOTS as.r*j pemiItt.dbyrIht SPEcb%L. USE

Footnotes
5. Outdoor STORAGE as an ACCESSORY USE is allowed by right when aN OUTDOOR

STORAGE is located in the REAR YARD and is completely screened by a TypeD SCREEN
meeting the provisions of Sec. 7.6.3.

B. Add to Section 6.1.3 as follows (new text underlined):

SECTION 6.1.3 SCHEDULE OF STANDARD CONDITIONS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES
OF SPECIAL USES

Minamim LOT - Mexkam R.qulmd YARDS (IQ
sa. HEIGHT

SPEC LAL US MIrflrn FrQrâ 1.t—’* (mm STREEr ExpEimy
Fs,c*ç catQ SçedM

USE C4.go,m. Requlmd’ AREA h
(Awa) (tea) rea Sies STRET C1_aaL.. OE REAR

MAJOR COUECTOR 111CR

2o*.m, NE III £12 U] U] LI) LI] LI] QJ ffl •snbfl
:

—.-- :
;TOMGE aa In — D(STRTS rthtq W5PISTR)CT. oJd STORAGE and( gquool OPFRAfl9N ndn en
)jdoa AcGESSOIY USE fl*d to aeeL6.
)PEM11ONS

2. In me 5-6 SThJCT, ( ànrq STORAGE I ‘-Wr EP.Andt a,,.d — .n usa ,tvidad
ptLa
A. n’ 4tfl( StDRA .rdl oq oar OPERATiONS sP vaa tun wry. .1 oi DWEHI4G

NI
B. Ojoa STOM SI ravç DPERA11 OHS nw Wa b..Sd a the Dfth tie bJ ihfl be

-.——d by .Tv DSCRESI pradwr 4,3,3 [LI.

Footnotes
1. Standard same as applicable zoning DISTRICT

B-I
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CBAI4wMGN Cour’rry HiGHwAY DEPtmzm

1605£. MAIN STREET

JEFF BLUE
COUNTY ENGINEER

(217)384-3100
FAX(2l7)328-5l48

URBANA, ILLINOIS 61802

COuNTY MOTOR FUEL TAX ClAIMS FOR AUGUST

October 2, 2012

Req No. Payee
54 The Traffic Sign Store
55 Champaign County Trcasurvr
56 Illinois Association of County

Engineers
57 Open Road Asphalt Company
58 The Traffic Sign Store

Warnhig Signs
County Equipment Rental - July
Registration - Annuai Fall Meeting -

Bloomington, IL 9/26-9t28/12
2.47 T. Cold Mix
Signs

277.00
14,616.20

75.00

247.00
171.35

TOWNSHIP MOTOR FUEL TAX CLAIMS FOR AUGUST

Req No.
Payee Description

$ 15,386.55

Amount

75 Uliana Construction Co.
76 Illiana Constuction Co.
77 Illiana Construction Co.
78 lIlian Construction Co.
79 ilhiana Construction Co.
80 Illiana Construction Co.
81 Illiana Construction Co.
82 illiana Construction Co.
83 Illiana Construction Co.

Ludlow Twp 36,347.8I HFE-90
Ogden Twpl3,846.19g1 HFE-90
Brown Twp 23,812.61 gI HFE-90
ConditT 23840g1 HFE-90/144g1 MC-300
East Bend T 36,531gI HFE-90
Mahomet Twp 19,800g1 CM-300
Hensley Twp 5,879gm HFE-90
Rantoul T 191gI MC-30!1284gJ HFE-90
Compromise 1806gi MC-30/3253g1 HFE-90

83,236.50
31,707.77
54,530.88
57,639.20
85,519.74
67,320.00
13,462.91
3,726.51

13,936.21

$411,019.11

Description Amount
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CEO4PMGN Courcry ThcnwAv DEPnTIblrr
JEFF BLUE

COUNTY ENGINEER

160$ E. MAIN STREET (217)384-3800 URBANA, ILLINOIS 6l)2
FAX(217)328-5148

October 2,2012

COIJNfl’ MO’I’O ItEL TAX CLAIMS FOR SEPizMBfl
Req No. Payee Description Amount

59 OpenRoadPaving PayEsthnate#2-CH.8&3oResur&cing 29,355.00
Section #1 1-00431-OO-RS

60 Champaign County Treasurer County Equipment Rental - August 8,120.24

$ 37,475.24

TOWslur MOTOR yuiu TAX CLAIMS FOR SEPTEMBER
Req No. Payec Description Amount

84 IllianaConstructionCo. ColfaxTwp 11522g1HFE-90/400tmvkspd 29,885.38
85 fihiana Consflction Co. Sonier T l2799g1 CRS-2/400t rock spd 37,599.71
86 Illiana Construction Co. Somer Twp 6l80g1 CRS-2/lSOt rock spd 20,013.00
87 Illiana Construction Co. Ken Twp 11641W HFE-90/3501 rock spd 27,900.39
88 ilhiana Construction Co. Coinpiomise 13218g1 HFP 35,952.96
89 ilhiana Construction Co. Rantoul Twp 11659W HFP112773.óOgl HFE-90 60,964.04
90 ilhiana Construction Co. Henslcy Twp I1939.82g1 HFE-90 27,342.19
91 llliana Construction Co. Scott Twp 21428.43W IIFE-90 49,071.12
92 hlliana Construction Co. Colfax Twp 17217.87g1 HFE-90 39,428.93

$328,157.72
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY ifiGilWAY DEPARTMENT

August 2012

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - COUIQTY HIGHWAY 22 #05-00907-00-BR
Awarded Price: $1,110,888.87
Contractor: O’Neil Bros.
CompletedPrice: $1,121,181.48

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN):

CountyBridge $ 181,088.63 County $317,318.00
State 940.09285

$ 1,121,181.48

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - CR. 22 #06-00923-00-BR
Awarded Price: $416,477.00
Contractor: O’Neil Bros.
Completed Price: $403,116.90

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN):

County Bridge $403,116.90 County $28,445.80

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - COUNTY HIGHWAY 22 #06-00924-00-BR
Awarded Price: $695,843.00
Contractor: O’Neil Bros.
Completed Price: $696,038.80

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN):

County Bridge $696,038.80 County $42,906.55

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - COUNTY HIGHWAY 6 #10-00965-00-BR
Awarded Price: $50,147.00
Contractor: Otto Baum Company
Completed Price: $51,812.28

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN):

CountyBridge $51,812.28 129 County $19612.00



CHAMPAIGN COUNTY IIIGUWAY DEPARTMENT

August 2012
Page 2

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - CHAMPAIGN -VERMILION #08-01949-00-BR
Awarded Price: $209,527.50
Contractor: Newell Construction
Completed Price: $205,487.67

CONSTRUCTION:

County Bridge $86,099.33
Township Bridge 82,195.07
Vermilion County 37,193.27

$205,487.67

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - COUNTY HIGHWAY 22 #12-00982-00-BR
Awarded Price: $17,527.00
Contractor: Big 0 Services
Completed Price: $18,407.10

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN):

County Bridge $18,407.10 County $2,382.50

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - CONDIT #10-07969-00-BR
Awarded Price: $160,344.50
Contractor: Newell Construction
Completed Price: $160,247.72

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION):

County Bridge $48,074.32 County $10,283.00
Township Bridge 96,148.63 Condit 14,289.19
Condit 16,024.77 $24,572.19

$160,247.72
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY HIGilWAY DEPARTMENT

August 2012
Page 3

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - CONDIT #10-07970-00-BR
Awarded Price: $93,126.00
Contractor: Stark Excavating
Completed Price: $91,232.66

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION):

County Bridge $27,369.80 County $ 6,999.00
Township Bridge 54,739.59 Condit 9,279.82
Condit 9,123.27 $16,278.82

$91,232.66

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - HENSLEY #10-12967-00-BR
Awarded Price: $119,126.50
Contractor: Stark Excavating
Completed Price: $118,942.40

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION):

County Bridge $ 35,682.72 County $14,722.25
Township Bridge 71,365.44 Hensley 17,295.81
Hensley 11,894.24 $32,418.06

$118,942.40

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - HENSLEY #10-12973-00-BR
Awarded Price: $121,826.00
Contractor: Stark Excavating
Completed Price: $124,220.37

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION):

CountyBridge $ 38,011.43 County $ 7,618.80
Township Bridge 73,786.90 Hensley 10,724.31
Hensley 12,422.04 $18,343.11

$124,220.37
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CHAMPAIGN COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

August 2012
Page 4

FINAL BRIDGE REPORT - STANTON #10-28971-00-DR
Awarded Price: $153,379.00
Contractor: Newell Construction
Completed Price: $159,305.80

CONSTRUCTION: ENGINEERING (DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION):

County Bridge $ 51,347.82 County $11,485.59
Township Bridge 92,027.40 Hensley 15,467.88
Stanton 15.93058 $26,953.47

$159,305.80

FINAl. REPORT - VARIOUS CULVERT REPAIRS/REPLACEMENTS
(CONSTRUCTION ONL’fl

COMPROMISE #10-06972-00-BR

County Bridge $13,622.20
Compromise Township I 3.62220

$27,244.40

COMPROMISE #12-06987-00-BR

County Bridge S 14,725.00
Compromise Township 14,725.00

$29,550.00

COMPROMISE-OGDEN #09-06964-00-BR

County Bridge $4,320.80
Compromise Township 2,544.81
Ogden Township 1,775.99

$8,641.60

HENSLEY #12-12983-00-BR

CountyBridge $9,198.00
Hensley Township 9.19800

$18,396.00 92



CHAMPAIGN COUNTY hIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

August2012
Page 5

KERR #11-1397940-BR

County Bridge $14,368.60
Kerr Township 14,843 .61

$29,212.21

NEWCOMB #09-16958-00-BR

County Bridge $13,250.00
Ncwcomb Township 13,250.00

$26,500.00

NEWCOMB #1 0-16974-00-BR

County Bridge $16,243.39
Neweomb Township 16243.39

$32,486.78

PLUtO #11-19975-00-BR

County Bridge $4,300.00
Philo Township 4,300.00

$8,600.00

PUILO #11-19980-00-BR

County Bridge S 18,522.00
Philo Township 18,522.00

$37,044.00

RAYMOND #11-21976-00-BR

County Bridge $3,712.80
Raymond Township 3,712.80

$7,425.60

SADORUS #12-22986-00-BR

County Bridge $10,017.00
Sadoms Township 10,017.00

$20,034.00

TOLONO #12-29984-00-BR

County Bridge $ 8,058.00
Tolono Township 8,058.00

$16,116.00 133



RESOLUHON NO.

RESOLUTION APPROPRiATING AN ADDITIONAL $268,523.53
FROM COUNTY MOTOR FUEL TAX FUNDS FOR

CURTIS ROAD PHASE I
SECTION #OO-00374-OO-PV

WHEREAS, The Champaign county Board has adopted Resolution No. 4812
appropriating the total sum ci $1,822,406.00, for the improvement of Curtis Road Phase
I: and

WHEREAS, It is necessary that an additional appropthdon of $26852353 is
required for the impmvement;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That there is hereby appropriated
the sum of Two Hundred Sixty-eight Thousand Five Hundred Twenty-three Dollars and
Fifty-three Cents ($268,523.53) for the cost of engineering, construction right of way and
utility relocation of the above mention section; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the County Clerk is hereby directed to
transmit three (3) certified copies of this resolution to the Illinois Depaitment of
Transportation, District Engineer, Paris, illinois.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this it day of
October AD., 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, Illinois

AflEST;________________________
Gordy Hulten, County Clerk and
ex-Officio Clerk of the County Board

Prepared by: Jeff Blue
County Engineer

Resolithon No.
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I, Gordy Hutteri. County Clerk in and for said County, in the State aforesaid and
keeper of the records and rn thereof, as provided by statute, do hereby certify the
foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the County
Baard of Champaign County at its County Board Mng held at Urbana, illinois. on
October13, 2012.

IN TESTIMONY. WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal
of said County at my office in Urbana in said County, this

_____

day of

____________

kD., 2012.

(SEAL) County Clerk

APPROVED

Date

Department of Transportation

District Engineer
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PETITION

Petitioner, Jeff Wlüte, hereby requests an appropriation of funds from tht Champaign
County Bridge Fund pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501. In support of this petition, Petitioner states
the following:

1. Petitioner is the duly dectth Highway Commissioner for the Colfax Road
District, Champaign County, Illinois; aIMl

2. That is a bride located between Sections 18 & 19, which is in poor condition
and is inadequate to serve the needs of the traveling public; and

3. To ensure the adequacy of said structure for the traveling public, it is necessary
that said structure be replaced; and

4. The cost of replacing the aforesaid structure is estimated to be $274,000.00.
which will be more than .02% of the value of all the taxable property in the Colfax Road District,
as equalized or assessed by the Department of Revenue; and

5. The tax rate for road purposes in the Colfax Road District was in each year for
the last two (2) years not less than the maximum allowable rate provided for in Section 6-50101
the illinois Highway Code (605 ILCS 5/6-501); and

6. The Collax Road District is prepared to pay one-half of the cost of the
replacement of said structure.

Respectfully submitted.

Teff WhIte-’
Commissioner of Highways of
Colfax Road Di&rict,
Champaign County, illinois
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RESOLUTION NO.

PFTITION REQUESTING ANT) RESOLUflON APPROVING
APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FROM THE COUNTY BRIDGE FUND

PURSUAWr TO 605 ILCS 5/5-501

WHEREAS, the County Board finds that based on the rtpresentations in the attached
Petition, it required pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501 to provide the injuested aid.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Champaign County as
follows;

1. The County Board hereby appropriates from the County Bridge Fund a sufficient
sum to meet one-half the cost of replacim the structure on the aforesaid petition to cover the
cost of materials.

2. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to cause plans and
specifications to be prepared for said improvement.

3. The County Board hereby orders that said improvement be made under the
general supervision of the County Engineer, either by the letting of a contract or by the County
Highway Department doing the work.

4. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to certify to the County
Board when the work has been satisfactorily completed to meet his or her approval. Such
certificate shall include an itemized account of the cost of all items of work incurred in the
completion of said improvement, and shall show the division of cost between the County and the
Coilax Road District.

5. The County Board further directs the County Engineer to ifie said certificate
with the clerk of the Colfax Road District.

6. This Resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this4 day of October, 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board
Champaign County, illinois

AITEST:

____________________

Gordy Hulten, County Clerk
and aofficio Clerk of the
Champaign County Board
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PETITION

Petitioners. Jerry Christian and Steve Miller, hereby requests an appropriation of funds
from the Champaign County Bridge Fund pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501. In support of this
petition, Petitioners state the following

1. Petitioners are the duly elected Highway Commissioners for the Crittenden and
Pesotum Road Districts, Champaign County, Illinois; and

2. There isa culvert located on the Township Line between Sections 7 12, which
is in pior condition and is inadequate to serve the needs of the traveling public; and

3. To ensure the adequacy of said structure for the traveling public, it is necessary
that said structure be replaced; and

4. The cost of replacing the aforesaid structure is estimated to be $13,000.00, which
will be more than .02% of the value of all the taxable property in the Crittenden and Pesouun
Road Districts, as equalized or assessed by the Department of Revenue; and

5. The tax rate for road purposes th the Crittenden and Pesotum Road Districts
was in each year for the last two (2) years not less than the maximum allowable rate provided for
in Section 6-501 of the Illinois Highway Code (605 ILCS 516-501); and

6. The Crittenden and Pesotum Road Districts are prepared to pay one-half of the
cost of the replacement of said structure.

Respectfully submitted,

Ten ChrcWtn’i Stve’ MdUer
Commissioner of Highways of Commissioner of Highways of
Crittenden Road District, Pesotum Road District
Champaign County, Iffinois Champaign, Illinois
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RESOLUTION NO.

PETITION REQUESTING AND RESOLUTION APPROVING
APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FROM THE COUNTY BRIDGE FUND

PURSUANT To 605 ILCS 5/5-501

WHEREAS, the County Board finds that based on the representations in the attached
Petition it required pursuarn to 605 ILCS 5/5-501 to provide the requested aid.

NOW. THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Champaign County as
follows:

I. The County Board hereby appropriates from the County Bridge Fund a sufficient
sum to meet one-half the cost of renlacin2 the structure on the aforesaid petition to cover the
cost of materials.

2. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to cause plans and
specifications to be prepared for said improvement.

3. The County Board hereby orders that said improvement be made under the
general supervision of the County Engineer, either by the letting of a contract or by the County
Highway Department doing the work.

4. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to certify to the County
Board when the work has been satisfactorily completed to meet his or her approval. Such
certificate shall include aJ itemized account of the cost of all items ol work incurred in the
completion of said improvement, and shall show the division of cost between the County and the
Crittenden and Pesotum Road Districts.

5. The County Board further directs the County Engineer to file said certificate
with the clerk of the Crittenden and Pesotum Road Districts.

6. This Resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this day of October, 2012,

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board
Champaign County, Illinois

ArrEST:

_____________________

Gordy Hulten, County Clerk
and exofficio Clerk of the
Champaign County Board
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PETITION

Petitioners, Brad Clemons and Keith Padgett, hereby requests an appropriation of funds
from the Champaign County Bridge Fund pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501. In support of this
petition, Petitioners state the following:

1. Petitioners are the duly elected Highway Commissioners for the Tolono and
Champaign Road Districts, Champaign County, illinois; and

2. There is a bridge located on the Township Line between Sections 33 & 4. which
is in poor condition and is inadequate to serve the needs of the traveling public; and

3. To ensure the adequacy of said structure for the traveling public it is necessary
that said structure be replaced; and

4. The cost of replacing the aforesaid structure is estimated to be
which will be more than 02% of the value of all the taxable property in the Tolono and
Champaign Road Districts, as equalized or assessed by the Department of Revenue; and

5. The tax rate for road purposes in the Tolono and Champaiw Road Districts was
in each year for the last two (2) years not less than the maximum allowable rate provided for in
Section 6-50! of the Illinois Highway Code (605 ILCS 5/6-501); and

6. The Tolono and Champaign Road Districts are prepared to pay one-half of the
cost of the replacement of said structure.

Respectfully submitted,

&oA’CZe.ncne- KeCt}v ycu1ett
Commissioner of Highways of Commissioner of Highways of
Tolono Road District, Champai Road District
Champaign County, illinois Champaign, Illinois
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RESOLUTION NO.

PETITION REQUESTING AND RESOLUTION APPROVING
APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS FROM THE COUNTY BRIDGE FUND

PURSUANT TO 605 llfl 5)5-501

WHEREAS, the County Board finds that based on the representations in the attached
Petition, it required pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501 to provide the requested aid.

NOW, THEREFORE. BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Champaign County as
follows:

1. The County Board hereby appropriates from the County Bridge Fund a sufftcient
sum to meet one-half the cost of replacing the structuic on the aforesaid petition to cover the
cost of materials.

2. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to cause plans and
specifications to be preparcd for said improvement.

3. The County Board hereby orders that said improvement be made under the
general supervision of the County Engineer, either by the letting of a contract or by the County
Highway Depaitment doing the work.

4. The County Board hereby directs the County Engineer to certify to the County
Board when the work has been satisfactorily completed to meet his or her approval Such
certificate shall include an itemized account of the cost of all items of work incurred in the
completion of said improvement, and shall show the division of cost between the County and the
Tolono and Champaign Road Districts.

5. The County Board further directs the County Engineer to file said certificate
with the clerk of the Tolono and Champaign Road Districts.

6. This Resolution shall become effective upon its adoption.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this 18th day of October, 2012.

C. Pius Weibei, Chair
County Board
Champaign County, Illinois

ArrEST:

_____________________

Gordy Hulten, County Clerk
and ex-officlo Clerk of the
Champaign County Board
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RESOLLmON NO.

RESOLUTION APPROPRIATING SI,000000.0O FROM
COUNTY BRIDGE FUNDS

FOR TI-fE REPLACEMENT OF STRUCTURE #010-0151
ON COUNTY HIGHWAY #22
SECflON #12-Oc990OO-BR

WHEREAS, Structure #010-0151 on County Highway 22 (Penfield Road)
located in Section 20 in Kerr Township is in poor condition, which is endangering the
safety of the traveling public; and

WHEREAS, To insure the safety of the traveling public, it is necessary that said
bridge be replaced; and

WHEREAS. The cost of replacing the aforesaid bridge, which shall include
construction and design engineering, is estimated to be $1,000,000.00; and

WHEREAS, The Highway and Transportation Committee recommends that
said replacement be made; and

WHEREAS, The County Board of Champaign County concurs in the action
recommended by the Committee;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE if RESOLVED, That there is hereby appropriated
the sum of One Million Dollars ($LCO0.000.0O) from County Bridge Funds for this
replacement.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORIIED this 18th day of
October AD.. 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, illinois

AflEST:

_______________________

Gordy 1-lulten, County Clerk and
Ex-Ofbcio Clerk of the County Board

Prepared by: Jeff Blue
County Engineer
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