
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY BOARD
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE - ELUC! County Facilities
County of Champaign, Urbana, Illinois
Thursday, November 8, 2012 — 6:15p.m. or upon adjournment of Joint Public
Hearing on Government Aggregation Opt-Out Program, whichever Lc later

Conference Room, ILEAS
1701£. Main St, Urbana, IL NOTE LOCATION!!

II. Roll Call

IlL Approval of Minutes
A. Cornmitt cc of the Whole — October 2, 2012 1-7

IV. Approval of Agenda/Addenda

V. Public Participation

VI. Communications

VII. County Facilities

A. Physical Plant Monthly Reports — to be distributed at meeting

B. Project Updates
1. 202 Art Bartell Project S
2. Downtown Jail Facility
3. Lyle Shields Meeting Room

C. çjr’sReort

D. Other Business

B. Designation of Items to be Placed on the Consent Agenda

VIII. Highway & Transportation

A. County & Township Motor Fuel Tax Claims — October, 2012 9

B. Resolution Appropriating $1,000,000.00 from County Motor Fuel Tax Funds 10-11
for the Improvement of Cu (Dewey-Fisher Rd) — Section #12-00432-00-RS
(map on page 14)

C. Resolution Appropriating S850,000.00 from County Bridge Funds for the 12
replacement of a Structure #010-4151 located on CIII (Dewey-Fisher Rd) —

Section #12-00992-00-BR (map on page 14)

D. Resolution Appropriating $650,000.00 from County Bridge Funds for the 13-14
Replacement of a Structure #010-4152 located on CIII (Dewey-Fisher Rd) —

Section #12-00993-00-BR

I. Call to Order

E. Resolution of Award Authority —2013 Township Materials Maintenance 15
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Page 2
F. Other Business

G. Designation of Items to be Placed on the Consent AQenda

IX. Environment & Land Use

A. Zonine Case 717-AM-12 — Sangamon Valley Public Water District and 16-59
Parkhill Enterprises, LLC. Request to Amend the Zoning Map to change the
zoning district designation from R-4 Multiple Family Residence Zoning
District to AG-2 Agriculture Zoning District to allow development of an
expansion for an existing nonconfonning water treatment plant authorized by
the Zoning Board of Appeals in related Zoning Case 71 8-5-12

B, Final Recommendation for Approval of a Text Amendment to the Champaian 60-88
County Zoning Ordinance in Zoning Case 710 Al-I 2 to Amend the
Champaign County LESA — Petitioner: Champaign County Zoning
Administrator

C. Final Recommendation for Approval of a Text Amendment to the Champaign 89-91
County Zoning Ordinance in Zoning Case 711-AT- 12 to Amend the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by Changin the Definition of Best
Prime Familand - Petitioner: Champaign County Zoning Administrator

D. Direction to Zoning Administrator Regarding Proposed Ordinance Text 92-102
Amendment to Implement land Resource Management Plan Policies 4.22:
4.23; 4.24 and 4.35

E. Monthly Report - to be distributed

F. Other Business

ft D.jgation of Items to be Placed on Consent Agenda

X. Other Business

A. Approval of Closed Session Minutes — October 2,2012

XI. Adjournment



1 CHAMPAIGN COUNTY BOARD
2 Committee of the Whole Minutes
3
4 Tuesday, October 2, 2012— 6:00pm
5 Lyle Shields Meeting Room
6 1776 E. Washinglon St., Urbana, IL
7
8 MEMBERS PRESENT: Mix, Ammons, Anderson, Bensyl, Berkson, Carter, Cowart,
9 Esry, Holderfield, James, Jay, Kibler, Kurtz, Maxwell, McGinty, Miehaels, Mitchell, Moser,

10 O’Comior, Petrie, Quisenberry, Richards, Rosales, Schroeder, Weibel
11
12 MEMBERS ABSENT: Betz,Langenheim
13
14 OTHERS PRESENT: Deb Busey (County Administrator), Alan Reinhait (Facilities
15 Director), John Hall (Zoning Director), Jeff Blue (County Engineer), several members of the
16 public
17
18 Call to Order
19
20 Chair Weibel called the meeting to order at 6:02pm.
21
22 Roll Call
23
24 The secretary called the roll and the following members were present: Alix, Ammons,
25 Anderson, Berkson, Carter, Cowart, Esry, Holderfield, James, Jay, Kibler, Kurtz, Maxwell,
26 McGinty, Michaels, Mitchell, Moser, O’Connor, Petrie, Quisenheny, Richards, Rosales and
27 Weibel. Declaring a quorum, the Chair proceeded with the meeting. Schroeder and Bensyl
28 arrived after the roll call.
29
30 Approval of Minutes
31
32 Motion by James to approve the minutes of September 4,2012, as presented; seconded
33 by Carter. Moser stated that the first name of Mr. Bidner is Scott, not Doug as listed. Motion
34 carried unanimously.
35
36 Approval of Agenda/Addendum
37
38 Motion by Carter to approve the agenda for the meeting; seconded by Esry. There was
39 no addendum. Motion carried unanimously.
40
41 Public Participation
42
43 Tod Satterthwaite, as Chair of the Local Foods Policy Council, stated he was here to talk
44 about a resolution that committee passed aM how it would affect the LESA. They encouraged
45 the ZBA and the County Board to come up with ways to help preserve smaller parcels of land as
46 well of larger parcels. They see it as economic development.
47
48 Bruce Stikkers spoke and stated he was on the LESA Review Committee, He said they met
49 many times to get the LESA right and the goal is to protect agriculture, large and small. He said
50 definitions were difficult. He felt it wasn’t necessary to change anything in the LESA.
5’



Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2,2012

52 David Theis spoke about comments made in open meetings with regard to Dennis
53 Kimme, He stressed that he was not here to ask for reconsideration of the decision to hire
54 another firm, but was very concerned about comments made that affect Mr. Kimme’s reputation
55 and said that picture needed to be repainted, lie said Mr. Kimme is one of the more principled
56 people he knows. He said the Mr. Kimme is interested and passionate about the community and
57 its criminal justice system.
58
59 Dennis Kimme stated he had much to say and requested that he be given more than the
60 allotted time limit of 5 minutes.
61
62 Motion by Kurtz to extend the time to allow Mr. Kirnme to make his statement in whole;
63 seconded by Esry. Motion carried with one no vote.
64
65 Dennis Kimme spoke and said that he had his integrity, credibility and even his morality
66 publicly attacked. He stated that Ms. Ammons had charged his firm with a serious conflict of
67 interest because his firm was already being consulted on the jail and used that accusation to cast
68 doubt on the integrity of the Planning Committee members for ranking the proposals. He said he
69 assumed it stemmed from a couple of emails that he sent the Sheriff in an attempt to help his
70 county. He said he offered some opinions about how to mitigate some of the problems at the
71 downtown jail for which two consultants recommended its closure, which Mr. Kimme felt
72 extreme. He said his cmails to the Sheriff were unsolicited and not part of a relationship with the
73 Sheriff. He also said those emails went without response and assumed they were simply iored.
74 He said that Anmaons labeling of this as a conflict of interested is absurd and unfair. He listed
75 several statements that were given factually incorrect. He continued saying that public
76 statements made by James Kilgore were also false. He felt it was inappropriate conduct for an
77 official representative of the County’s Jail Task Force to be making. He said he could no
78 longer accept the attempts at trashing his integrity as a means of attaining a political result.
79
80 Eric Sebens addressed his request to address a language amendment in the zoning
81 ordinance that is on this evening’s agenda.
82
83 Charles Jesse, owner of Jesse Heating and Air Conditioning, requested the Board’s
84 support of the request for a zoning amendment on this evening’s agenda. He addressed his
85 concern with the City of Champaign’s non-support of the amendment. He didn’t feel the City of
86 Champaign had all of the facts.
87
88 Norman Stenzel spoke about the LESA. He stated the LESA is not ready for approval
89 for a variety of reasons. He felt there were procedural and development issues, He also felt
90 there were problems with testing the instrument.
91
92 County Facilities
93 Physical Plant MontNy Reports
94
95 Motion by Quisenherry to receive and place on file thc monthly report of the Physical
96 Plant; seconded by Berkson, Motion carried unanimously.
97
98 202 Art Bartell Construction Project
99 Monthly Report & Prolect Update

100

2



Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

101 Reinhart directed the committee’s attention to the memo placed at their desks. It gave a
102 general overview of the project. There were three change orders during the course of the project
103 and he described each of those. He said a sidewalk restoration was deleted, hut the sidewalk
104 was removed from the bus shelter up to the no longer used Administration portion of the building.
105 The second change order was to grout and abandon in place an existing culvert and the third
106 change was a unit price adjustment and quantities of storm pipe, asphalt and concrete.
107
108 Motion by James to receive and place on file the 202 Art Bartell Monthly Report;
109 seconded by Quisenherry. Motion carried unanimously.
110
111 Report Regarding Downtown Jail Facility
112
113 Reinhart reviewed items for roof maintenance/repair and masonry repair. Purchase
114 orders have been issued to Nogle & Black for the roof project and to RD. Cox Masonry for the
115 masonry repair. He is still waiting on proposals for work on the shower stalls and dayroom
116 painting. Petrie asked that the paint be low VOC paint.
117
118 Chair’sReport
119
120 None.
121
122 Other Business
123
124 None.
125
126 Designation of Items to be placed on the consent agenda
127
128 None.
129
130 Environment & Land Use
131 R& E License: Egyptian Collectors Association Buy-Sell-Trade Show
132
133 Motion by Moser to approve the Recreation & Entertainment License for the Egyptian
134 Collectors Association Buy-Sell-Trade Hunting Show at the Champai County Fairgrounds on
135 October 20-21, 2012; seconded by Holderfield. Motion carried unanimously.
136
137 Zoning Case 710-AT-12
138
139 Motion by Cowart to approve the preliminary recommendation for approval of a text
140 amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance in Zoning Case 710-AT-12 to amend
141 the Champaign County LESA; seconded by Rosales. Hall explained the protocol for the zoning
142 amendment requests. Recommendations for approval need to wait one month for the final
143 recommendation. McGinty said that based on the fact that we need to wait thirty days for a
144 recommendation, it seemed logical to give some indication as to what may happen at next
145 month’s meeting.
146
147 Motion by Petrie to amend the document on page 47, Item #17 to state that any new
148 LESA be evaluated within two years or 10 cases that appear before ZBA, whichever comes first;
149 seconded by Bcrkson. Weibel stated that document is simply a memo regarding the ZBA

3



Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

150 findings. Chair Km-ti ruled the motion to amend out of order because that page is part of
151 the Findings, not a part of the recommendation.
152
153 Moser said there was one month left for this Board to deal with this LESA. He said
154 there was a lot of work completed and doesn’t agree with changing anything. He also didn’t
155 agree with comments made by Mr. Stenzel. He has no problem sending this onto the State.
156 Jay agreed that this should move forward. Weibel said we could direct Mr. Hall to re-evaluate
157 this in 2 years. A straw poll shows a majority vote to move forward with the LESA.
158
159 Zoning Case 71 l-AT-l2
160
161 Motion by Moser to approve the preliminary recommendation for approval of a text
162 amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance in Zoning Case 711 -AT-12 to amend
163 the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by changing the definition of Best Prime Farmland;
164 seconded by Kibler. McGinty asked for a straw poll vote to see if this would also move forward.
165
166 Motion by Amnions to defer both Items B and C to next month; seconded by
167 Quisenberry. Motion carried.
168
169 Direction re: Text Amendment to Amend Limits on Vehicles and Equipment in Rural Home
170 Occupations
171
172 Motion by James to direct the Zoning Administrator to amend limits on vehicles and
173 equipment in Rural Home Occupation; seconded by Schroeder. James said it is a much better
174 document now. Motion carried unanimously.
175
176 Direction re: Amendment to Add “Agricultural Drainage Contractor Facility” to Zoning
177 Ordinance
178
179 Motion by Kibler to direct the Zoning Administrator to make a add “Agricultural
180 Drainage Contractor Facility” to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance; seconded by Esiy.
181 Hall gave a brief explanation of the request. Motion carried with one no vote.
182
183 Direction re: Amendment to Amend “Contractor Facility” in Zoning Ordinance
184
185 Motion by Kibler to direct the Zoning Administrator to amend “Contractor Facility” in
186 the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance; seconded by Esry. Schroeder said he supported this
187 change. Weibel asked Hal] to explain how the City works with the mile and half jurisdiction
188 area. Hall responded that when there is a request such as this, the City has the opportunity to
189 weigh in, but the County Board has the final say. Jay stated that the County Board has the
190 responsibility to represent its citizens. Richards agreed with Jay and hoped this Board would
191 override the City’s protest, if a protest is given. Alix supported the change because it is an
1 92 appropriate use in that zoning area. Motion carried unanimously.
193
1 94 Monthly Report
195
196 Motion by Aimnons to receive and place on file the Zoning Department’s Monthly
197 Report; seconded by Carter. Motion carried unanimously.
198
199
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Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

200 Other Business
201
202 None.
203
204 Designation of Items to be placed on Consent Agenda
205
206 None.
207
208 Hkhway & Transportation
209 County & Township Motor Fuel Tax Claims — August/September 2012
210
211 Motion by O’Connor to receive and place on file the County and Township Motor Fuel
212 Tax Claims for August and September, 2012; seconded by Cater. Motion carried
213 unanimously.
214
215 Final Bridge Reports
216
217 Motion by Weibel to receive and place on file the Final Bridge Reports; seconded by
218 Rosales. Maxwell asked for an explanation on the bridge that was over one million, Blue state
219 that a majority was federally funded and it required more engineering. Petrie asked how much
220 money is left. Blue stated there was approximately $3-4 million in the County’s bridge find,
221 Maxwell pointed out a typo and Blue will have that corrected. Motion carried unanimously.
222
223 Resolution Appropriating an Additional $26852353 for Curtis Road — Phase I
224
225 Blue said this project was started in 2006 and had just received final documentation from
226 the State to move forward. This is an accounting measure and the project is complete.
227
228 Motion by Weibel to recommend approval of a Resolution Appropriating an Additional
229 $268,523.53 from County Motor Fuel Tax Funds for the Cunis Road Phase I, Section #00-00374-
230 00-PV; seconded by Carter. Motion carried unanimously.
231
232 Brid&!e Petition — Colfax Road District
233
234 Motion by Jay to recommend approval of a Petition and Resolution Approving
235 Appropriation of Funds from the County Bridge Fund Pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501 for Colfax
236 Road District; seconded by Alix. Motion carried unanimously.
237
238 Bridge Petition-- Crittenden & Pesotum
239
240 Motion by James to recommend approval of a Petition and Resolution Approving
241 Appropriation of Funds from the County Bridge Fund Pursuant to 605 TLCS 5/5-501 for
242 Crittenden and Pesotum Road Districts; seconded by Holderfield. Motion carried unanimously.
243
244 Bridge Petition — Tolono & Champaign
245
246 Motion by Jay to recommend approval of a Petition and Resolution Approving
247 Appropriation of Funds from the county Bridge Fund Pursuant to 605 ILCS 5/5-501 for Tolono
248 and Champaign Road Districts; seconded by Carter. Motion carried unanimously.
249
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Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

250 Resolution Appropriating $1,000,000 for replacement of structure on County highway 22
251
252 Motion by Kurtz to recommend approval of a Resolution Appropriating $100000000
253 from County Bridge Funds for the Replacement of Structure #010-0151 on County Highway #22,
254 Section #12-00990-00-BR: seconded by Weibel. Kurtz asked how many bridge we have. Blue
255 said there are approximately 600 bridges. Blue said there is one bridge on the County Highway
256 system that wil be let next year. Maxwell asked if the Peiflicid bridge will he eigibie for
257 federal mone’. 13]uc said it may he. but right now the rating isnt low enough lobe eligible for
258 :ha:. He said this bridge needs very minimal right of way and most of the cost il go tovards
259 consriction and engineering- Ammons asked if a list could be placed on the website of projects
260 thai are done or scheduled to be done. Anderson said that since this is the road thaI goes to the
261 County’s Forest Preserve Disinc:. it is well worth working on. Motion carried unanimously.
262
263 Olympian Drive Right-of-Way
264
265 To be discussed in closed session.
266
267 Diesel Fuel Tank Removal
268
269 Blue said there was a diesel tank put in the former highway buiLding in the 1Q80’s
270 be-cause we cuuld huy fuel at discounted rates then. There are no longer deas for buying thel
271 and this tank is costing the County nearly S 1004) per year for Ecense and such to keep it. He is
272 looking into hiring a coniractor to remove the lank. Alix said his only concern is a contingency
273 plan in ease of a power outage or something along that line. Blue said there is a large generator
274 - at his building. so thai wouldn’t be an issue. Blue said it would cost approximately $5,000 to
275 have it removed anti that a licensed contractor will be hired to ensure the tank is nol leaking and
276 the ground would remain clean.
277
278 Other Business
279 Closed Session
280
281 Motion by Alix to enter into closed session at 7:49pm pursuant to 5 ILCS 120!2(c)(1 I) to
282 consider litigation which is probable or imminent against Champaign County and that the
283 following individuals remain present: County Engineer, County Administrator and the Recording
284 Secretary; seconded by MeGinty. Motion carried with Alix, Ammons, Anderson, Bensyl,
285 Berkson, Carter, Cowan, Esry, Holderfield, Jay, Kurt,, Maxwell, MeGinty Michaels,
286 Mitchell, Petri, Quisenberry, Richards, Rosales, Schroeder and Weibel voting yes and with
287 James, Moser and O’connor voting no.
288
289 The meeting reopened at 8: l4pni.
290
291 Designation of Items to be placed on he consent agenda
292
293 All items requiring Board action are to be placed on the Consent Agenda.
294
295 Adjouronicut
296
297 Chair Weibel declared lherneetina adourned at 8:15pm.
298
299
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Committee of the Whole Minutes
Tuesday, October 2, 2012

300 Respectfully submittcd,
301
302 RanaeWolkeji
303 Recording Secretary
304
305
306
307
308 Secretary’s note — The minutes reflect the order of the agenda and may not necessarily reflect the order of
309 business conducted a, the meeting.
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Caou’MGN Courcn HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

JEFF BLUE
COUNTY ENGINEER

1605 E. MAIN STREET (217)384-3800 URBANA. ILLINOIS 6IS2
FAX (217) 328-5148

November 8, 2012

COUNTY MOTOR FUEL TAX ClAIMS FOR OCTOHER
Req No. Payee Description Amount

61 Treasurer, State of lflinois Final Paymait - CH. 18 (Monticello Rd) 375,820.01
Section #07-00419-00-RS

62 Open Road Paving Pay Estimate #2- OHS. 8 & 30 754,492.67
Section #11-0043 1-00-RS

63 Varsity Striping Company Pavement Striping - Vario Hig.ways 108,762.92
Section *12-00000-01-GM

64 Univsity of fllinois Regis*ntion - Traffic & Engineering Safety 130.00
Confrrejce- 1O/17& 10/is

65 LeHigh Hanson 47245 T. CA-6/10 4,559.13
66 Jeff Blue Expenses - lACE Fall Meeting 313.16

Bloomington, IL 9/26-9/28/12
67 LeHighHanson 1l5.84T.CA-6II0 1,117.85
68 LeHigh Hanson 402.46 T. CA-6/10 3,883.75
69 LeHigh Hanson 109.69 T. CA-6/10 1,058.52
70 LeHigh Hanson 39.25 T. CA-6/10 37176

$ 1,250,516.77

TOWSHIP MOTOR FUEL TAX CLAIMS FOR OCTOBER
Payee Description Amount

Req No.
93 VOID VOR) 0.00
94 Grosso Trucking Harwood Twp 46.63 tons CA-Ia @ 10.50 489.62
95 illiana Construction Co. Harwood Twp 29089 gI HFE-90 2.29 67,507.77
96 Illiana Coczuction Co. Champaign Twp 6740 NFE-90/}WP @2.72 10 ,872.56
97 llhiana Construction Co. Newcoinb Twp i2929Sigl HFE-90 @229 29,609.26

$199,479.21
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION APPROPR[ATING $100000000 FROM
COUN7Y MOTOR FUEL TAX FUNDS

FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF
COUNTY HIGHWAY 1

SECTION #12-00432-00-aS

BE IT RESOLVED. By the County Board of Champaign County. illinois, that County
Highway 1 (Dewey-Fisher Road) from the North City limits of the City of Champaign northerly
to U.S. Route 136. a distance of approdmately 11 miles, in Champaign County is in ned of
improvement: and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the type of improvement shall consist of widening
and resurfacing and shall be designated as Section #12-00432-0O-RS; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED. That the improvement shall be by contract.

NOW. THEREFORE, EE IT RESOLVED, That there is hereby appropriated the sum of
One Million Dollars ($1000000.00) from the County’s Motor Rid Tax Funds for the
construction and design engineering of this improvement, and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the County Clerk is hereby directed to innsmit
three (3) certified copies of this resolution to Mr. Joseph F. Crowe, District Engineer, Illinois
Department of Transportation, Pails, Illinois

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this 27th day of November
AD., 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, illinois

AnEST:

___________________________

Gordy Huken, County Clerk and
Ex-Offtcio Clerk of the County Board

Prepared by: Jeff Blue
County Engineer

IC



Resolution No.

I, Gordy Huiten, County in and for said County, in the State aforesaid and keeper of the
records and ifies 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 Board of Champaign County at
its County Board Meeting held at Urbana, illinois, on November 27,2012.

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______
iD. 2012.

(SEAL)

______________________

County Clerk

APPROVED

Date

Department of Transportation

District Engineer
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION APPROPRIATING $850000.00 FROM
COUNTY BRIDGE FUNDS

FOR A REPLACEMENT OF STRUCTURE #010-415i
LOCATED ON COUNTY HTGHWAY #1

SECTION #12-00992-CO-BR

WHEREAS. There is a bridge, Structure #010-4151, on County Highway I
(Dewey-Fisher Road) located between Sections 9 & 10 in Condit 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 de5ign engineering, is estimated to be $850,0.00; and

WHEREAS, The Highway and Transportation Committee rtcommends that
said replacement he made; a,d

WHEREAS. The County Board of Champaign County concurs in the action
recommended by the Committee;

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That there is hereby appropriated
the sum of Eight Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($850,000.00) from County Bridge
Funds for this project.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this 27 day of
November AD., 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, Illinois

AYrEST:

____________________________

Gordy Huken, County Clerk and
Fx-Officio Clerk nE the County Board

Prepared by: Jeff Blue
County Engineer



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION APPROPRIATING $650,000.00 FROM
COUNTY BRLDGE FUNDS

FOR A REPLACEMENt OF STRUCTURE #010-4152
LOCATEI) ON COUNTY HiGHWAY *1

SECTION #12-OO93-00-BR

WHEREAS, There is a bridge, Structure #010-4152, on County Highway 1
(Dewey-Fisher Road) located between Sections 9 10 in Condit 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 St50,Co.O0; 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 IT RFSOINED, That there is hereby appropriated
the sum of Six Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($650,000.00) from County Bridge
Funds for this project.

PRESFWIEO, ADOPTED, APPROVED and RECORDED this 27th day of
November AD., 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, illinois

ATIIST:

________________________

Gordy Huken, County Clerk and
ErOfficio Clerk of the County Board

Prepared by: JeIf Blue
County Engineer
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RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION FOR CONTRACT AWARD AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, Sealed bids will be received in the office of the County
Engineer until 10:00 am. on November 29, 2012, for Aggregate Materials for the
2013 Maintenance of various Road Districts in Champaign County, and at that
time will be publicly opened and read and

WHEREAS, It is in the best interest of Champaign County to award the
contracts as early as possible; and

WHEREAS, The Champaign County Board agrees to allow Jeff Blue, P.E.,
Champaign County Engineer to accept the low bids for Aggregate Materials for
the 2013 Maintenance of various Road Districts on behalf of Champaign County.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, By the Champaign County
Board that the above will be accepted to expedite the contracts with the low
bidders.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED, and RECORDED This 27th day of
November A.D., 2012.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
County Board of the County of
Champaign, illinois

AHEST:

____________________

Gordy Hulten, County Clerk and
Ex-Officio Clerk of the County Board

Prepared by: Jeff Blue
County Engineer

15



To: Champaign County Board Committee! the Whole
Cony

Dtflmento1

PLANNING &
ZONING

dabk*idn Ca
1716 a Widngtoo Sutet

U,bona, Illinois 61102

(217) 384—3708

Front John Hall, Zoning Administrator
Andrew Kass, Associate Planner

Data October30, 2012

RE Recommendation for raoning Case 717-AM-12
Request Amend the Zoning Map to change the designation from the edating

R-4 MaItIpIe Fatly Residence Zoning District to the AG-i
Agrlc.Itnre Zoning District to allew the expansion and use of. son
conformbg water treatment plant as a Special Use in related Special Use
Pemit ZonI.g Case 718-S-li, on property located n 709 North
Prairieview Road, Maba

Petitioner S.ngamon Valley Public Water District & Parkhlll Enterprises, LLC

STATUS

The Zoning Board of Appeals (A) voted unanimously to “RECOMMEND ENACTMENT’ of this
map amendment at their October 11, 2012, meeting. The ZEA found that the rezoning hieved or
confonned to all relevant Goals, Objectives, and Policies from the Champaign County Land Resoizoc
Management Plan. The Summary Finding ofFact is on page 27 of 28 of the Approved Finding of Fact.

At the same nating the ZBA also un*nirnously approved telated Case 7184-12 (the Special Use Permit
for the water treatment plant) and Case 719-V-12 for related vanances due to nonconformibes of tim
existing plant The ZEA is the final authonty on Cases 718-S-12 and 719-V-12 and no County Board
action is required but the water plant expansion cannot occur without approval of this map amendment
The Findings ofFact fiom Case 71 8-S-12 and 71 9-V-12 arc also included (see attached)

This loatiog Is adjacent to the VAUnt of Mahoet and a formal arotest has been received from the
VIllne of Mahoniet (see below).

This case is also located in Mahomet Township which has a Plan Commission but no Township
comments were received in the public hearing at the ThA and no Township action is anticipated.

Because this is a zoning map amendment the case van be referred to the full County Board in the same
month that it first appears at the Committee of the Whole

NEED FOR WATER TREATMENT PLANT EXPANSION

Th*imony was received in the public hearing that the proposed cpansion is urgently necessaiy to
maintain adequate capacity based on demand and that the current water treatneat plan is only a few years
away from not being able to supply enough water to meet the demand.

WATER DISRIC DISAGREEMENT WITH VILLAGE OF MAHOMET

The ZBA found no technical issues in any of the zoning cases but was aware of a swnificant disa2reement
between the Water District and the Village The disagreement can be summarized as follows
• The County Zonmg Ordinance requires that the property bern compliance with the Village of

Mahomet subdivision requirements and there can be no variance from that requirement

16



Case 717-AM-12
Zoning Administrator

OCTER %, 2012

• Part of the Village subdivision requiroiient is that thewo annex to the Village.

• The Village Planner has testified that the Village is supportive of the quality services the Water
District provides but if the Water District had cooperated with the Village in March 2012 whai the
District first approached the Village with the proposed expansion then the proposed expansion
would have been approved within 60 days and already under constniction.

• The Water District does not want to annex to the Village and their attorney testified to this in the
public hearing.

• After the close of the public hearing the Water District proposed to enter into an
“intergovernmental aveement” with the Village so as to avoid annexation but the Village Board
declined and voted to protest the map amendment.

VILLAGE OF MAHOMET PROTEST

The Mahomet Village Board voted 4 to 2 to protest Case 717-AM-12. The Resolution of Protest is
attached. See the 24 Findings in parawaph B of the Resolution. Note that the are the Findings of the
Village of Mahomet.

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIRES COMPLIANCE WITH VILLAGE SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS

Ultimately, the proposal expansion will require the creation of a new zoning lot. Section 13 of the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance will require that new zoning lot to comply with the Village
subdivision regulations and to be approved by the Village. Compliance with the Village subdivision
regulations will be a condition of the Zoning Use Permit authorizing consuuction.

COUNTY BOARD ALTERNATIVES

The most obvious alternatives for the Board are as follows:
• County Board override of the protest. A supermajority vote of2l of 27 Board members will be

required to override the Village protest and approve Case 717-AM-12. And even if the County
Board overrides the Village protest the Zoning Ordinance still requires compliance with the
Village subdivision regulations and that compliance will be a part of the Zoning Use Permit that is
required to authorize the actual construction. If the Water District buiLds the new plant without a
Zoning Use Permit there will be a County zoning enforcement case to enforce compliance with the
Zoning Ordinance requirernaits.

• County Board denisi of the request or failure to override the protest If the County Board
votes to deny the request or Ibils to override the Village of Mahomet protest then the Sangamon
Valley Public Water District will have no alternative but to get the necessary approvals from the
Village even if that includes annexation. If the Water District attempts to build without getting the
necessary Village approvals it would also prompt a County zoning enforcement case.

ATTACHMENTS
A Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)
B Approved Site Plan received October 10, 2012
C Village of Mahoniet Resolution of Protest received October 25, 2012
D AS APPROVED Findings of Fact for related Cases 7184-12 and 71 9-V-12
E AS APPROVED Finding of Fad for Case 717-AM-12

17



ATTACHMENT A. LOCATION MAP
Casa 717-AM-12, 718-S-12, & 719-V-12

June22, 2012

I
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Attachment A: Land Use Map
Cases: 717-AM-12, 7184-12, & 719-V-12

June22, 2012
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ATrACRMEWr A. ZONING MAP
Case: 717-AM-12
Ocotber3l,2012
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Village of Mahomet
Office of the Village Administrator

503, E. Main Sfteet — PO. Box 259 — MIhOInCt1IL 61853-0259
Phone: (217) 586-4456 ext. 12 Fax: (217) 586-5696

E-mail: msmi2ie]skhm&1mnet-il.v
Wthsite: tft/mgbometuovofficccom

October 25, 2012

Gordy Hulten, County Clerk
L1%.ndrew Kass, Associate Planner

Champaign County
1776 East Washington Street
Urbana, IL 61802

Gordflndrew,

Attached please find a copy of the Protest Resolution adopted by the Village of Mahomet

Board ofTrustees at the Tuesday, October 23, 2012 meeting.

Should ytu neal anything flirtha, please do not hesitate to contact mc at your

convaiiencc

Yours Very Truly,

“1a

Mdl Smigiclski

RECEIVED
OCT 25 1812

Page 1 oft OHAMPAI6N CO. P & 1 UEPARTME1T



RESOL.UTION 121O. 03

RESOLUTION CONCERNING A VILLAGE OF MAHOMET PROTEST FOR CHAMPAIGN
COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS CASE NO. ?17-AM.12

WHEREAS, the County Board of Champaign County, pursuant to the authority conferred by
the Statutes of the State of linois, has established certain standards and
procedures for the use of land and zoning within the jurisdiction of Champaign
County. Illinois; and

WHEREAS the Board of Trustees of the Village of Mahomet, pursuant to the authority
conferred by the Statutes of the State of Illinois, has established certain
standards and procedures, Including Comprehensive Plan designations and
policies, for the use of land within one and one-half mile e,cfra-tenltodal
jurisdiction of the Village of Mahomet, illinois, and does have the right to
PROTESr land use and zoning actions taken by Champaign County In this

area; and,

WHEREAS, the Petitioner, Sangamon Valley PubNc Water Disuict and Parkhiil Enterprises,
LLC have requested a Zoning Map Amendment of the subject parcel(s) from R4
Multiple Family Residence Dlflict to the AG-2 Agriculture Zoning District, in
order to albw construction of a water treatment plant facility utihzing the
development standards of Champaign County, Illinois: and,

WHEREAS, the suect site and the legal desalptlon for the property proposed to be rezoned
is as set forth in the Public Hearing Notices; and,

WHEREAS, the subject sIte, commonly known as 709 North Prairleview Road, is located
directly contiguous to the Village limits and Is within the one and one-half mile
extra-territorial Nrisdictlon of the Village of Mahomet, Illinois; and

WHEREAS. the subject site Is subject to the Village of Mahomet Comprehensive Plan and
Village advisory review of County zoning actions; and,

WHEREAS, a PublIc Hearing concerning the proposed Map Amendment was held on June
28, 2012, September 27, 2012 and October 11. 2012 befoo the Champaign
County Zoning Board of Appeals to solicit evidence and testimony from the
public; and

WHEREAS, the Village Staff have provided the Village Board of Trustees with technlcai
background hformadon regardkig the proposed Zoning Map Amendment; and.

WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees of the Wage of Mahomet has reviewed the evidence and
testimony submitted thus far and has considered all of the available factual
evidence concerning the requested action.

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED this 23’d day of October, 2012 by the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Mahomet, IllinoIs, that

A. The lIlage of Mahomet does hereby PROTEST the requested Zoning Map A
and does hereby nods’ the Champaign County Board of this Resolution.

OCT 25 2012

23 CHAMPA{OM CO, P 2 DEPARTMENT



Re.du004, far Board oFTnate.,
Fb.oIuIIon at ProLnt — Chmnp.Ign CountyZSA C... No. 717AM.1Z

PaQt 2 Dl 3

8. The Board of Trustees does hereby set forth the following lndings of fact concernfr’g the
requesled Zordn Map Amendment

1. The procedural requirements for zoning establishment or amendment
HAVE been met.

2. The proposed zoning DOES NOT conform with the intent of the Village
Comprehensive Plan.

3. The proposed zoning IS NOT consistent with the proposed use of the
site.

4. The proposed zoning WILL NOT be compatible wfth the established land
use pattern In the vicinfty.

5. The proposed zoning DOES create an isoiated. sirelatsd zon)rg dslñ&

6. The site IS NOT suitable r the uses allowed in the proposed znnig
district.

7. The proposed zoning IS NOT consistent with the existing zoning
designations in the surrounding area.

8. The proposed zoning WILL be co*ary to the orfgthal purpose and intent
of the Zoning Ordinance.

9. The proposed zoning MAY be injurious to the USB and enjoyment of
adjacent properties.

10. The proposed zoning WILL NOT promote the orderbi development of the
site and surrounding properties.

11. ‘The proposed zoning WiLL significantly adversely frupact existing traffic
patterns.

12. Adequate facilities for municipal sanitary sewage disposal and water
supply ARE available for the site.

13. Adequate provls)ons for storrnwatec drainage ARE NOT available for this
site.

14, The proposed zoning MAY adversely impact police protection or fire
protection.

15. The proposed zoning WILL NOT significantly adversely impact schools or
other public facilities.

16. The proposed zoning WILL NOT conflict with existing public commitments
for planned public Improvementa

24
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Mndon otProInt -Ch.mpdn Co.flyZBAC.s. N. 717.AM.1Z

Page of I

17. The proposed zocihig MAY adversely Influence hng conditions In the
icnfnediate vicinity.

18. The proposed zoning WILL NOT preserve the essential character of the
neighborhood in which It is located.

19. The praposed change WILL NOT significantly after the population density
pattern.

20. The value of adjacent propeity MAY be diminished by the proposed
zoning.

21. The proposed zoning MAY enhance the value of the petitioners property.

22. The prDposed zoning Will coristtute an entering wedge affecting the use
or development of adjacent pmperty.

23. If denied, the petlfloner WILL NOT suffer deterioration to his or her
property value.

24. The LaSalle Factors for evaluation of zoning decisions HAVE NOT been
considered during the review of this proposed rezoning request

President, rdofT s
Village of Ma

25



AS APPROVED Cases 7184-12 & 719.V.42
Page 33 of 40

FINDINGS OF’ FACT: CASE 718-S-fl

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing for zoning
case 11O-S-12 held on June 28, 2012, September 27, 2012, and Octoba 11,2012, the Zoning Board of
Appeals of Clmmpaign County finds that:

1. The requested Special Use Permit IS necessary for the public convenience at this location because:

• Makes available safe drinking water In an appropriate quantity

• An expansion of the current plant.

2. The requested Special Use Permit is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it
WILL NOT be injurious to the district in which it shall be located or otherwise detrimental to the
public health, safety, and welfare because;
a The sfre has ADEQUATE tiaffic capacity and the enhance location has ADEQUATE

visibility.

b. Emergency services availability is ADEQUATE.

The Special Use WILL be compatible with adjacent uses.

d. Surthee and subsurface drainage will be ADEQUATE.

e. Public safety will be ADEQUATE.

£ The provisions for parking will be ADEQUATE.

And except that in the CR, AG-I, and AG-2 DISTRICTS the following additional criteria shall also
apply;

g. The property is BEST PRIME FARMLAND and the property with the proposed
improvements IS WELL SUED OVERALL.

h. The existing public services ARE available to support the proposed special use effectively
and safely without undue public expense.

i. The existing public infrastnicturv together with proposed improvemits IS adequate to
support the proposed development effectively and safely without undue public expame.

Note the Board may include other relevant considerations as necessary or desirable in each case.)

The Board may include additional justification if desired, but it is not required.
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Cases 718-S-12 & 719- V.12 AS APPROVED
Page 34 of 40

3a. The requested Special Use Permit DOES conform to the applicable regulations and standards of
the DISTRiCT in which it is located.

3b. The requested Special Use Permit DOES preserve the essential character of the DISTRICT in
which it is located because:
a. The Special Use will be designed to CONFORM to all relevant County ordinances and

codes.
b. The Special Use WILL be compatible with adjacent uses.
c. Public safety will be ADEQUATE.

The requested Special Use Pennit IS in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the
Ordinance because:
a. The Special Use is authorized in the Distiict.
b. The requested Special Use Permit IS necessary for the public convenience at this location.
c. The requested Special Use Permit is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated so

that it WELL NOT be injurious to the district in which it shall be located or otherwise
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare.

d. The ruested Special Use Permit DOES preserve the essential character of the DISTRICT
in which it is located.

5. The requested Special Use IS an existing nonconforming use and the requested Special Use
Permit WILL make the existing use more compatible with its surroundings

6. Regarding necessary waivers of standard conditions:
A. Regarding the requested waiver of the standard condition in Section 6.1.3 for a water

treatment plant fort lot iize of 3.6 acres in lieu of the Standard Condition of 5 acres:
(I) The waiver IS in accordance with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning

Ordinance and WILL be injurious to the nei&ibo±ood or to the public health,
safety, and welfare.

(2) SpecIal conditions and circumstances DO exist which are peculiar to the land or
structure involved, which are not applicable to other similarly situated land and
structures elsewhere in the same district.

(3) Practical difficulties or hardships created by carrying out the strict letter of the
regulations sought to be varied WILL prevent reasonable or otherwise permitted
use of the land or structure or construction.

(4) The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties DO NOT
result from actions of the applicant.

(5) The requested waiver IS the minimum variation that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land/structure.

27



AS APPROVED Cnn 7184-12 & 719- V-12
Page 35 of 40

E. Regarding the requested waiver of the standard condition in Section 6.1.3 for a water
treatment plant for a front yard of 17 feet in lieu of the Standard Condition front yard
of 55 feet for the elevated water storage tank:
(1) The waiver IS in accordance with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning

Ordinance and WILL NOT be injurious to the ncitiborhood otto the public
health, safety, and welfare.

(2) Special conditions and circumstances DO exist which arc peculiar to the land or
sinicture involved, which are not applicable to other similarly situated land and
structures elsewhere in the same district.

(3) Practical difficulties or hardships created by carrying out the strict letter of the
regulations sought to be varied WILL prevent reasonable or otherwise permitted
use of the land or structure or construction.

(4) The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties DO NOT
result from actions of the applicant.

(5) The requested waiver IS the minimum variation that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land/structure.

F. Regarding the requested waiver of the standard condition in Section 6.1.3 for a water
treatment plant for aside yard of 46 feet in Hen of the Standard CODdItIDD sIde yard of
50 feet for the existing accessory building:
(1) The waiver IS in accordance with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning

Ordinance and WILL NOT be injurious to the neiiborhood or to the public
health, safety, and welfare.

(2) Special conditions and circumstances DO exist which are peculiar to the land or
structure involved, which are not applicable to other similarly situated land and
structures elsewhere in the same district.

(3) Practical difficulties or hardships created by carrying out the strict letter of the
regulations sought to be varied WILL previt reasonable or otherwise petmitted
use of the land or structue or consiniction.

(4) The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties DO NOT
result from actions of the applicant.

(5) The requested waiver IS the minimum variation that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land/structure.
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Cases 7184-12 & 719- V-12 AS APPROVED
Page 36 of 40

0. Regarding the requested waiver of the standard condition in Section 6.1.3 for a water
treatment plant fbr an elevated water storage tank that’s 131 feet in height In lien of
the Standard Condition of 50 feet:
(I) The waiver IS in accordance with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning

Ordinance and WILL NOT be injurious to the neighborhood or to the public
health, safety, and welfare.

(2) Special conditions and circumstances DO exist which are peculiar to the land or
structure involved, which are not applicable to other similarly situated land and
structur elsewhere in the same district

(3) Practical difficulties or hardships created by carrying out the strict letter of the
regulations sought to be varied WILL prevent reasonable or otherwise permitted
use of the land or structure or construction.

(4) The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties DO NOT
result from actions of the applicant.

(5) The requested waiver IS the minimum variation that will make possible the
reasonable use of the land/structure.

7. NO SPECIAL CONDITIONS ARE HEREBY IMPOSED

The Board may include additional justification if desired, but it is not required.
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AS APPROVED Cans 718-5-12 & 719-V-12
Page 37 Df 40

FINDINGS OF FACT: CASE 719-V-fl

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits reived at the public hearing for zoning
case 719-V-12 held on June 28, 2012, September 27, 2012, aid October 11,2012, the Zoning Board of
Appeals of Champaign County finds that:

1. Special conditions and circumstances DO exist which are peculiar to the land or stiicture
involved, which are not applicable to other similarly situated land and structures elsewhere in the
same district because:

• It Is an existing facility built before the Zoning Ordinance.

• It has limited options for expansion.

• The petitioner desires to build on the same site.

2. Practical difficulties or hardships created by carrying out the strict letter of the regulations sought
to be varied WILL prevail reasonable or otherwise pennitted use of the land or stucture or
construction because:

• The facility will not be able to expand for the needed services and water quantity
and quality will be diminished.

3. The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties DO NOT result from
actions of the applicant because:

• It was developed well before the Zoning Ordinance and expanded on the same
site.

• The wefl is located on the property.

4, The requested variance IS in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Ordinance
because:

• It allows expansio. of the plant in a compact and contiguous manner.

5. The requested variance WILL NOT be injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to
the public health, safety, or welfare because:

• The design of the site plan provides for screening berms to minimize Impact on
surrounding properties.

• The site plan also Indicate, the future extension of Middelton Drive for future
development across the northeast corner of the property.
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Cases 7184-12 & 719-V-12 AS APPROVED
Page 38 of 40

6. The requested variance IS the minimum variation that will make possible the reasonable use of the
land/structure because:

• It is an expansion of an existing facility on a minimum sized lot with minimal
disruption of surrounding area.

7. NO SPECIAL CONDITIONS ARE HEREBY IMPOSED
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FINDING OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
June 2K, 2012, September 27, 2012, and October 11, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign
County finds that:

The petitioner Sangamon Valley Pithlic Water District 709 North Prairieview Road, Mahomet, will
purchase the property from co-petitioner Parkhill Enterprises, LIE, P.O. Box 1485, Champaign.

2. The subject property is an approximately 3.6 acre tract located in the South Half of the Southwest
Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 12 of Mahomet Township las the
original .70 acre parcel and commonly known as the Sangamon Valley Public Waler District fteatment
plant at 709 North Prairieview Road, Mahomet.

3. The subject property is within the one and one-half mile extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of the Village
of Mahomet. The Village has received notice of this case and related cases and has protest rights on the
proposed map amendment. In addition, the Mahomet Township Plan Commission has received notice of
these cases and has protest rights on the proposed map amendment.

Regarding the Village of Mahornet:
A. Robert Mahrt, Village Planner for the Village of Mahomet, testified at the September 27, 2012,

public hearing as follows:
(1) He stated the Village of Mahomet is supportive of the quality services that the Sangamon

Valley Public Water District does provide to the citizens of the Mahomet community.

(2) He stated the Village of Mahomet’s Board and the Village ofMahomet’s staff does have
concerns regarding the proposed rezoning, special use, and variances.

(3) He stated the proposed rezoning in Case 71 7-AM-I 2 would create a spot zone because an
agricultural district would be placed in the heart of what is essentially surrounded by
residential zoning.

(4) I-fe stated the proposed special use permit in Case 718-S-I 2 is counter to the Village of
Mahomet’s established land use policy and inconsistent with the Axea General Plan for
the Woods Subdivision because the proposal would eliminate the extension of Middleton
Drive without providing for emergency services to move through that area.

(5) He stated that in March the Village of Mahomet was approached with a request to expand
the plant, primarily on the south which is within the Village’s jurisdiction. He said the
Village provided correspondence in March to the Sangamon Valley Public Water District
that (a) the expansion could proceed under the Village of Mahomet’s developmental
regulations which would include a rezoning to the K-I District and a condition use permit
for a “public building erected by a governmental agency’ and (b) the Sangamon Valley
Public Water District would have to submit a subdivision plat to consolidate their
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existing tracts and a petition for annexation and (c) a complete building permit
application and site plan with detention would also be required and (d) the Village of
Mahomet could turn sound the process in as little as 60 days and (d) the Sangamon
Valley Public Water District plant would be rezoned upon annexation and ssbsequit
subdivision.

(6) He stated that the Village of Mahomet has appropriately offered alternatives lbr the
Sanganion Valley Public Water District to move forward on the plant expansion in
compliance with the standards of the Village of Mahomet without having to go through
the County Board approval process and it could have done in short order.

(7) He stated that the Village of Mahomet does not make it a practice to have an annexation
agreement with property that is not directly adjacent to the Village boundary and the
Village has always been consistent in reaming upon annexation when the property is
directly adjacent to the Village boundary.

B. The Village of Mahomet Zoning Ordinance authorizes “public building erected by any
governmental agency” as a “conditional use” in the R-l and RS Zoning Districts. There are no
specific standards for a “public building erected by any govertunental agency” as a “conditional
use” hut the Village of Mahomet Zoning Ordinance requires a public hearing for all conditional
uses and authorizes special conditions to be imposed to insure that the following shall be met:
(I) The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the conditional use will not be

detrimental to or endanger the public health, safety, morals, comfort, or gaieral welfare.

(2) The conditional use will not be injurious to the use and enjoyment of other property in
the immediate vicinity for the purposes already pennitted nor substantially diminish and
impair property values in the neighborhood.

(3) The establishment of the conditional use will not impede the normal and orderly
development and improvement of surrounding property for uses permitted in the district.

(4) Adequate utilities, access roads, drainage, and/ or other necessary facilities will be
provided.

(5) Adequate measures will be taken to provide inwess and egress and egrs so designed as
to minimize traffic congestion in the public steets.

(6) The conditional use shall in all other respects conform to the applicable regulations of
the district in which it is located and the Board shall find that there is a public necessity.
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4. Regarding comments by petitioners, when asked on the petition what enor in the present Onlinance is to
be corrected by the proposed change, the petitioner has indicated:

“Zoning amendment to modify existing zoning on proposed 0.5 acres of purchase, for a
new industrial (Water Treatment Plant) need. Proposed AG-2 zoning.”

5. Regarding comments by the petitioner when asked on the petition what other circumstances justify the
rezoning the petitioner has indicated the following:

“Illinois Plat Act — Adjacent property owners selling/purchasing a parcel of land.”

GENEAALLYREGARDING L4NI) DYE AND ZONING IN IRE IMMEDIATE vicrnrn’

6. Land use and zoning on the subject property and in the vicinity are as fbllows:
A. The subject property is currently zoned R-4 Multiple Family Residence and is in agricultural use

and a small portion is used fir operations of Sangamot Valley Public Water District.

B. Land on the north, south, east, and west of the subject propaty is in use and zoned as follows:
(1) Land on the north is in agriculture production and is zoned R-4 Multiple Family

Residence

(2) Land on the south is in residential use and agricultural pmdittion and is located within the
Village of Mahomet Village limits and is zoned RU Residential Urban, R-2 Residential Two
Family, and R-3 Residential Multiple Family.

(3) Land cast of the subject property is in residential use and is zoned R4 Multiple Family
Residence.

(4) Land west of the subject property is in residential use and is located within the Village of
Mahomet Village limits and is zoned R-l Residential Single Family.

7. Previous zoning cases in the vicinity are the following:
A. The subject property was subject to a map amendment in Case 463-AM-82 requested by Parichill

Enterprises in which the property was rezoned from the AG-2 Disthct to the R-4 District.

B. Case 928-AM-94 was a Map Amendment request by Ray Campy, Grover Doyle. and Morris
Doyle to rezone 5 acres from the R-l and R4 Zoning Districts to the 11-4 Zoning Distict on
property to the west of the subject pmperty This request was denied.

C. Case 224-S-DO was a request by PAK Builders for a Special Usc Permit to allow more than one
main or principal building on a lot on 2.47 acres to the east of the subject property. Case 225-V-
00 was a multiple Variance request on the same property fbr number and area of parking spaces,
loading berth requirement, and fbr two buildings not having three perimeter walls and exterior
doors located with 200 feet of a street. Both cases were approved.
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D. Case 282-5-01 was a request by Meadowview Apartments for a Special Use Pexmit to allow
more than one main or principal building on the same property as in Case 224-S-DO. The request
in Case 282-5-01 increased the number of units that were requested in Case 224-5-00 which is
why a new prmit was needed. Case 287-V-OI was a multiple variance request on the same
property for parking requirements and to allow one building without three perimeter walls and
exterior doors located with 200 feet of a street. Both cases were approved.

GENERALLY R8(ADG 7WE £VJSTING,4ND PROPOSED ZONING DISTRI(75

8. Regarding the existing and proposed zoning districts:
A. Regarding the general intent of zoning districts (capitalized words axe defined in the Ordinance)

as described in SectionS of the Ordinance:
(1) The R-4, Multiple Family Residence DISTRICT is intended to provide areas for SINGLE

FAMILY, TWO FAMILY, and MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLINGS set in a medium
density housing environment.

(2) The AG-2, Agriculture DISTRICT is intended to prevent scattered indiscriminate urban
development and to preserve the AGRICULTURAL nature within areas which are
predominantly vacant and which presently do not demonstrate any significant potential
for development. This DISTRICT is intended generally for application to areas within
one and one-half miles of existing communities in the COUNTY.

B. Regarding the general locations of the existing and proposed zoning districts:
(1) The R-4 District is generally located throughout the county in areas that are suitable for

high deisity housing.

(2) The AG-2 is generally located in areas close to urban areas. The subject property is
located adjacent to the corporate boundary of the Village of Mahomet.

C. Regarding the different uses that are authorized in the existing and proposed zoning districts by
Section 5.2 of the Ordinance:
(1) There are 22 types of uses authorized by right in the R-4 District and there are 13 types of

uses authorized by right in the AG-2 Disthct:
(a) The ibllowing 22 uses are authorized by right in the R-4 District:

S Boarding House;
• Single family dwelling;
• Two family dwelling;
• Multi-family dwelling;
• Fraternity, Sorority, or Student Cooperative;
• Dormitory;
• Home for the aged;
• Nursing home;
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• Subdivisions of three Lots or less;
• Subdivisions totaling more than three lots or with new streets or private

accessways;
• Agriculture;
• Elementary School, Junior High School, or High School;
• Institution of and EducationaL, Philanthropic or Eleemosynary Nature;
• Church, Temple or church related Temporary Uses on churth Pmperty
• Municipal or Government Building;
• Police or fire station;
• Library, museum or galleiy
• Public park or recreational facility;
• Country Club or golf course;
• Country Club c1ubhouse; and
• Lodge or private club

(b) The following uses are authorized by right in the AG-2 District:
• Single family dwelling;
• Subdivisions of three lots or less;
• Agriculture;
• Roadside Stand Operated by Farm Operator;
• Minor Rural Specialty Business;
• Plant NurseTy;
• Township Highway Maintenance Garage;
• Country Club or golf course;
• Commercial Breeding Facilityc
• Christmas Tree Sales Lot;
• OFF-PREMESIS SIGN within 660’ of the edge of the RIGHT-OF-WAY

of an interstate;
• OFF-PREMESIS SIGN along federal highways except interstate

highways; and
• TEMPORARY USES

(2) There are 10 types of uses authorized by Special Use Permit (SUP) in the R-4 District
and 76 types of uses authorized by SUP in the AG-2 Disthet:
(a) The following 42 uses may be authorized by SUP in the AG District:

• Residential PLAM’JED UNIT DEVELOPMENT;
• Artificial lake of I or more acres;
• Township Highway Maintenance Garage;
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• Adaptive Raise of GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS for any USE Permitted
by Right;

• Electrical Substation;
• Telephone Exchange;
• HOSPUAL;
• Mortuary or Funaal Home;
• Private Kindergarten or Day Care Facility; and
• Private Indoor Recreational Development

(b) The following 76 uses may be authorized by SUP in the AG-2 Disthct:
• DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY;
• Home for the aged;
• NURSING HOME;
• Hotel with no more than 15 lodging units;
• TRAVEL TRAILER Camp;
• Residential PLAI’4NED UNIT DEVELOPMENT;
• SUBDIVISION totaling more than three LOTS or with new STREETS or

PRIVATE ACCESSWAYS (County Board SUP);
• Major RURAL SPECIALTY BUSINESS;
• Artificial lake of I or more acres;
• Commercial greenhouse;
• Greenhouse (not exceeding 1,000 square feet)
• Garden Shop;
• Mineral extraction, Quarzythg topsoil removal, and allied activiti;
• Elementary School, Junior High School, or High School;
• Church, Temple or church related Temporary Uses on church Pmperty
• Municipal or Government Building;
• Township Highway Maintenance Garage;
• Adaptive Raise of GOVERNMENT BUILI)INGS for any USE Permitted

by Right;
• Penal or correctional institution;
• Police station or fin station;
• Library, museum or gallery;
• Public park or recreational facility;
• Sewage disposal plant or lagoon;
• Private or commercial transmission and receiving tower (including

antennas) over 100 feet in height;
• Water Treatment Plant;
• Radio or Television Station;
• Electrical Substation;
• Telephone Exchange;
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• Public Fairgrounds;
• MOTOR BUS station
• Truck Terminal;
• Railroad Yards and Freight Terminals;
• AIRPORT;
• RESIDEWI1AL AIRPORTS;
• RESTRICTED LANDING AREAS;
• HELIPORT/HELISTOPS;
• HELIPORT-RESTRICTED LANDING AREAS;
• Mortuary or Funeral Home;
• Farm Chemicals and Fertilizer Sales including incidental storage and

mixing of blended fertilizer;
• Roadside Produce Sales Stand;
• Feed and Grain (sales only);
• Livestock Sales Facility and Stockyards;
• Slaughter Houses;
• Grain Storage Elevator and Bins;
• Artist Studio;
• RESJDEA’TIAL RECOVERY CENTER;
• Antique Sales and Service;
• Amusement Part
• Resort or Organized Camp;
• Bait Sales;
• Country Club Clubhouse;
• Lodge or private club;
• Outdoor commercial recreational enterprise (except amusement park);
• Private Indoor Recreational Development;
• PuNk Camp or picnic area;
• Riding Stable;
• Seasonal hunting or fishing lodge;
• Stadium or coliseum;
• THEATER, OUTDOOR
• Commercial Fishing Lake;
• Aviation sales, service or storage;
• Cemetery or Crematory;
• Pet Cemetery;
• Kennel;
• Veterinary Hospital; and
• Self-Storage Warehouses, not providing heat and utilities to individual

units;
• Off-premises sign farther than 660 feet from an interstate highway
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• LANDSCAPE WASTE PROCESSING FACILITIES;
• Contractors Facilities with no outdoor operations or storage;
• Contractors Facilities with outdoor operations and/or storage;
• Small Scale Metal Fabricating Shop;
• Gas Turbine Peaker;
• BIG WIND TURBINE TOWER (1-3 turbines);
• Wood Fabricating Shop and Related Activities;
• Sawmills Planing Mills, and related activities; and
• Pre-Existing Industrial Uses (existing prior to October 10, 1973)

GZNERALLYREGIRDING lifE LRMP GOAlS, OBJE(TIVES AND POLICIES

9. The Champaign Coun(y Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) was adopted by the County Boanl
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 for amendments to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, as Ibilows:
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 Polices as fbllows:
(I) 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 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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Rea4wmG LRMP GoALS & POLICiES

10. LRMP Goal I is entitled “Planning and Public Involvement” and states as kllows:

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

Goal I is always relevant to the review of the LRMP Goals, Objectives, and Policies in land use
decisions but is otherwise NOT RELEVANT to the proposed rezoniug.

(Note: bold italics typeface indicates staffs recommendation to the ZEA)

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

Champaign County will collabaratively formulate land resaurce and development poilcy
with other units of government in areas of overlapping land use planning jurisdiction.

Goal 2 has two olectives and three policies. The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Goal
2 for the following reasons:

A. Olective 2.1 is entitled “Local and Regional Coordination” and states, “Champaign County
wifi coordinate land resource management planning with all County jurisdictions and, to
the extent possible, in the larger region.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 2.1 because of the following;
(1) Objective 2.1 includes three subsidiary policies. Policies 2.1.1 and 2.1.3 do not appear to

be relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 2.1.2 states, “The County will continue to work to seek a county-wide
arrangement that respects and coordinates the interests of all jurisdictions and that
provides for the logical extension of municipal land usc jurisdiction by annexation
agreements.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACmEYE Policy 2.1.2 for the flowing reasons:
(a) The subject property is within the one and one-half mile extra territorial

jurisdiction of the Village of Mahom and the Village has subdivision
jurisdiction on the subject property.

(b) A portion of the property proposed to be rezoned was purchased in November
1999, and did not receive subdivision approval from the Village of Mahomet The
Village of Mahomet has made attempts since this lot was created to bring it
into compliance, but the petitioner has yet to comply with the Village
requirements.
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(c) Section 132.1 B. of the Zcning Ordinance pruhibits the Board torn granting
Variances and Special Use Permit and the Zoning Administrator from issuing
Zoning Use Permits and Zoning Compliance Certificates whai construction or a
use is located on a lot or lots created in violation of the Illinois Fiat Act,
Champaign County Subdivision Regulations, or municipal subdivision
regulations.

(d) A special condition has been proposed to ensure compliance with the Village of
Mahomet subdivision regulations.

12. LRMP Goal 3 is entitled “Prosperity” and states as fr’llows:

Champaign County will encourage economic growth and development to ensure prosperity
for its residents and the region.

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

13. 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 base.

Goal 4 has 9 objectives and Objectives 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 do not apply. The pmposed
amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Goal 4 for the following reasons:

A. Objective 4.1 is entitled “Agricultural Land Fragmentation and Conservation” and states,
“Champaign County will strive to minimize the fragmentation of the County’s agricultural
land base and conserve farmland, gcneraliy applying more stringent development
standards on best prime farmland.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 4.1 because of the following:
(I) Objective 4.1 includes nine subsidiary policies. Policies 4.1.2, 413, 4.1.4, 4.1.5, 41.7,

418, and 4.1.9 do not appear to be relevant to the pruposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 4.1.1 states, “Commercial agriculture is the highest and best use of the land In
the areas of Champaign County that are by virtue of topography, soil and drainage,
salted to its pursuit The County wifi not accommodate other land uses except under
very restricted conditions or in areas of less productive soils.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.1.1 for the following reasons:
(a) The soils on the subject property are considered best prime farmland and consist

of Catlin silt loam and Drummer silty clay and would have an average 12 of
approximately 87.
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Q,) The subject prepay is well suited for the proposed use because it is adjacent to
the existing water treatment plant operated by the petitioner.

(3) Policy 4.1.6 states, “Provided that the use, design, site and location are consistent
with County policies regarding:

I. Suitabifity of the site for the proposed use;
ii. Adequacy of infrastructure and public services for the proposed use;
lii. Minimbiag conflict with agriculture;
iv. Minimbiag the convenion of farmland; and
v. Ml.lmhing the distnrbnce of natural areas then

a) On best prime fannisad, the County may authorize discretionary
residential development subject to a limit on total acres converted
which is generally proportionate to tract size and is based on the
January 1, 1998 configuration or tracts, with the total amount of
acreage converted to residential use (Inclusive of by-zight
development) not to exceed three acres plus three acres per each 40
acres (including any existing right-of-way), but not to exceed 12 acres
In total; or

b) On best prime farmland, the County may authorize non-residential
discretionary development; or

c) The County may authorize discretionary review development on tracts
consisthg of other than best prime farnilmnt”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.1.6 for the following reasons:
(a) The soils on the subject property are considered best prime farmland and consist

of Catlin silt loam and Drummer silty day and would have an avenge LE of
approximately 87.

(b) The existing water treatment plant existed prior to the adoption of zoning in
Champaign County. Presumably the property where the existing treatment plant is
sited was in agricultural production prior to the plant being built. The area
proposed to be rezoned has been or currently is in agricultural production.

B. Objective 4.2 is entitled “Development Conflicts with Agricultural Operations” and states,
“Champaign County will require that each discretionary review development will not
interfere with agricultural operations.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 4.2 because of the following:

(1) Objective 4.2 includes four subsidiary policies. Policy 4.2.i does not appe to be
relevant to the proposed re2oning.
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(2) Policy 4.22 states, “The County may authorize dLccresioiwy rewiew development in
a rural srea if the proposed development:

-

a. Is a type that does not negatively affect agricultural activities; or

b. is located and designed to minimize exposure to any negative affect caused by
agricultural activities; and

c. will not Interfere with agricultural actMtles or damage or negatively affect
the operation of agricultural drainage systems, rural roads, or other
agriculture-related infrastructure.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.2.2 for the Ibllowing reasons:
(a) The proposed use has been in operation since the I 970s and will not negatively

affect agricultural activities because the use is not intense.

(b) All activities of the proposed use take place indoors and will not be affected by
agricultural operations.

(c) The traffic generated by the proposed use or any fbture use will not be related to
agriculture but the volume of traffic will be similar to the current use,

(3) Policy 4.13 states, “The County will require that each proposed discretionary
development explicitly recogmize and provide for the right of agricultural acthlttes
to continue on adjacent land.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.2.3 for the following reasons:
(a) A special condition has been proposed to ensure that the Petitioner and any

subsequent owna recognize the rights of agricultural activities.

(4) Policy 4.2.4 states, “To rece the occurrence of agricultural land use and non
agricultural land use nuisance conflicts, the County will reqidre that all
discretionary review consider whether a buffer between existing agricultural
operations and the proposed development is necessary.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.2.4 for the following reason:
(a) The operations of the proposed use will be all indoors and even though

agricultural activities will take place both north and south of the proposed use it
will not warrant a buffer between the existing and proposed buildings and
adjacent agricultural activities.

C. Objective 4.3 is entitled “Site Suitability for Discretionary Review Development” and states,
“Champaign County will require that each discretionary review development Is located on
a suitable site.”
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The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 4.3 because of the following:
(1) Objective 4.3 includes five subsidiary policies. Policy 4.3.1 does not appear to be

relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 4.3.2 states, “On best prime farmland, die County may authorize a
discretionary review development provided the site with proposed hnprovements is
well-suited overall for the proposed md use.

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHJEVE Policy 4.3.2 for the llowing reasons:
(a) The land is best prime farmland and consists of primarily of Catlin silt loam that

has a Land Evaluation Score of 87 and Dnimmer silty clay soil that has a Land
Evaluation score of 98 and the average Land Evaluation score is approximately
87.

(I,) The subject property has access to Lake of the Woods Road and Prairieview
Road.

(c) Although the pmposed use will be taking a small amount of land out of
production, the site is well-suited overall because the existing operations of
Sangamon Valley Public Water District already occur on a portion of the site.

(2) Policy 433 states, “The County may authorize a discretionary review development
provided that existing public services are adequate to support to the proposed
development effectively and safely without undue public expense.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.3.3 for the following reason:
(a) The subject property is located approximately 2.8 miles from the Combelt Fire

Protection District Station. The fire protection district was notified of the case and
no comments were received.

(3) Policy 4.3.4 states, “The County may authorize a dhcretlonary review development
provided that existing public infrastructur% together with proposed improvements,
is adequate to support the proposed development effectively and safely without
undue public expense.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.3.4 for the following reason:
(a) The subject property has access to Prairieview Road.

(b) Traffic should not significantly increase because of the expansion. The expansion
is merely to expand operations because the demand for water has increased.

(4) Policy 4.3.5 states, “On best prime farmland, the County will authorke a business or
other non-residential use only it:
a. It also serves surrounding agricultural uses or an important public need; and

cannot be located in an urban area or on a less productive sitc or
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b. the use is otherwise appropriate in a rural area and the site is very well
suited to it.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 4.3.5 for the following reasons:
(a) The proposed use serves an important public use by providing clean and safr

drinking water to some residents of the Village of Mahomet and some residents of
the unincorporated area of Champaign County.

(b) The sithject property is well suited based on the discussion of Policy 4.3.2.

(c) At the June 28, 2012, public hearing Kerry Gifford, General Manager, Sangamon
Valley Public Water District, testified that the district serves approximately 1,560
water customers and 1.460 sewer customers.

14. LRMP Goal 5 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.

GoalS has 3 objectives and 15 policies. The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE GoalS for
the following reasons:

A. Objective 5.1 is entitled “Population Growth and Economic Development” and states
“Champaign County will strive to ensure that the preponderance of population growth and
economic development is accommodated by new urban development in or adjacent to
existing population centers.”

The proposed rezoning WELL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 5.1 because of the following:
(1) Objective 5.1 includes nine subsidiary policies. Policies 5.1.2, 5.1.4, 5.13, 5.1.8, and

5.1.9 do not appear to be relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 5.1.1 states, “The County will encourage new urban development to occur
within the boundaries of Incorporated municipalities.”

The proposed rezoning WILL NOT IMPEDE Policy 5.1.1 for the following reasons:
(a) The Appendix to Volume 2 of the LRMP defines “urban development” as the

construction, extension, or establishment of a land use that requires or is best
served by a connection to a public sanitary sewer system and “urban land use” as
generally, land use that is connected and served by a public sanitary sewer
systenL

(b) Although the proposed rezoning will not result in expansion of a sewage
treatnent ci1ity or expansion of sanitary sewer systems it will proide “urban
land use” with clean and safe drinking wata In addition to providing drinking
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water services the Sangamon Valley Public Water District provides sanitary sewer
services.

(c) The proposed rezoning would result in the expansion of a service that is generally
provided in an urban area or in areas close to municipal boundaries.

(d) At the June 2S, 2012, public bearing Mike Buzicky, Engineer for Sodeinann and
Associates, ttified that this is a unique area where two public water districts
overlap one another.

(2) Policy 5.1.3 states, ‘The County will consider municipal extra-territorial jurisdiction
areas that are currently served by or that are planned to be served by an available
public sanitary sewer service plan as contiguous urban growth areas which should
develop in conformance with the relevant municipal comprchensfrve plans. Such
areas are identified on the Future Land Use Map.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 5.1.3 for the following reasons:
(a) The subject property is within the one and one-half mile extra tcrñtorial

jurisdiction of the Village of Mahomet and the Village has subdivision
jurisdiction on the subject property.

(b) A portion of the property proposed to be rezoned was purthased in Novnuber
1999 and did not receive subdivision approval from the Village of Mahomet. The
Village of Mahomet has made attempts since this lot was created to bring it
into compliance, but the petitioner has yet to comply with the Village
requirements.

(c) A special condition has been proposed to ensure compliance with the Village of
Mahomet subdivision regulations.

(3) Policy 5.1.5 states, “The County will encourage urban development to explicitly
recognize and provide for the right of agricultural activities to continue on adjacent
land.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 5.1.5 because a special
condition has been proposed to require any use established on the subject property to
explicitly recognize and provide thr the right of agricultural activities on adjacent land.

(4) Policy 5.1.6 states, “To reduce the occurrence of agricultural land use and non
agricultural land use nuisance conflicts, the County will encourage and, when
deemed necessary, wifi require discretionary development to create a sufficient
buffer between existing agricultural operatloin and the proposed urban
developmet”
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The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 5.1.6 based on the discussion of
Policy 4.2.4.

B. Objective 5.2 is entitled, “Natural Resources Stewardship” and states, “When new urban
development is proposed, Champaign County will encourage that such development
demonstrates good stewardship ot’ natural resources.”

The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 5.2 for the following reason:
(1) Objective 5.2 includes three subsidiary policies. Policy 5.2.1 does not appear to be

relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 5.2 2 states, “The County will:
a. ensure that urban development proposed on best prime farml.nd is

efficiently designed in order to avoid unnecessary conversion of such
farmland; and

b. encourage, when possible, other jurisdictions to ensure that urban
development proposed on best prime farmland is efficiently designed In
order to avoid unnecessary conversion of such farmland.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 5.2.2 for the thllowing reasons:
(a) The subject property consists ofbt prime farmland, but is currently zoned R-4

Multiple Family Residence. The proposed rezoning would be a “downgrade” in
zoning classification.

(b) The proposed expansion of the water treatment facility would encompass
approximately 1.3 acres of the 2.9 acres proposed to be rezoned. Presumably the
remaining land not used for the water treatment plant expansion would continue
to be in agricultural production.

(3) Pohcy 5.2.3 states, “The County will:

a. require that proposed new urban development results in no more than
minimal disturbance to areas with significant .atural environmental quality;
and

b. encourage, when possible, other jurisdictions to require that proposed new
urban development results in no more than mInimal disturbance to areas
with significant natural environmental quality.”

The proposed rezoning WILL NOT IMPEDE Policy 5.2.3 because there are no arms
with sigTlificant natural environmental quality on the subject property.
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C. Objective 5.3 is entitled “Adequate Public Jnfrastnicture and Services” and states. “Champaign
County will oppose proposed new urban development unless adequate utilities,
Infrastructure, and public services are provided.”

The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 5.3 because of the following;
(1) Objective 5.3 includes three subsidiary policies. Policy 5.3.3 does not appear to be

relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(1) Policy 5.3.1 states, “The County will:
a. require that proposed new urban development In unincorporated areas is

suffldently served by available public services and without undue public
expense; and

b. encourage, when possible, other jurisdictions to require that proposed new
urban development Is sufficiently served by available public services and
without undue public expense.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 5.3.1 for the following reasons;
(a) The only public service provided other than law enforcement is fire protectioit

(b) The subject property is located approximately 2.8 miles from the Corubelt Fire
Protection District Station. The fire protection district was notified of the case and
no comments were received.

(2) Policy 5.3.2 states, “The County will:
a. require that proposed new urban development, with propased

improvements, will be adequately served by public infrastructure, and that
related needed improvements to public infrastructure are made without
undue public expense; and

b. encourage, when possible, other jurisdictions to require that proposed new
urban development, with proposed Improvements, wifi be adequately served
by public infrastructure, and that related needed improvements to public
infrastructure are made without undue public expense.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACUWVE Policy 53.2 because the only public
infrastructure serving the subject property is Praiiieview Road, the expansion will not
create a greater need for use of the surrounding road network.
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15. LRMP Goal 6 is entitled “Public Health and Safety” and stata as follows:

Champaign County will ensure protection of the public health and public safety in land
resource managemait decisions.

Goal 6 has 4 objectives and Objectives 6.2 and 6.4 do not apply. The proposed amendment WILL
HELP ACHIEVE Goal 6 for the following reasons:

A. Objective 6.1 is entitled ‘Protect Public Health and Safety” and states, “Champaign County
will seek to ensure that development In unincorporated areas of the County does not
endanger pubbc health or safety.”

The proposed rezoning WIlL flELP ACHIEVE Objective 6.1 because of the thllowing:
(I) Objective 6.1 includes four subsidiary policies. Policies 6.1.1, 6.1.2, and 6.1.4 do not

appear to be relevant to the proposed rezoning.

(2) Policy 6.1.3 states, “The County will seek to prevent nuisances created by light and
glare and will endeavor to limit excessive night lighting and to preserve clear views
of the night sky throughout as much of the County as possible.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHEEVE Policy 6.1.3 because the site plan
received August 16, 2012, indicates that the exterior lighting for the proposed water
treatment plant in Case 718-5-12 will comply with County lighting requirements.

B. Objective 6.3 has no subsidiary policies and is entitled “Developmait Standards” and states
“Champaign County will seek to ensure that .li new non-agricultural construction in the
unincorporated area wifi comply with a building code by 2015.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 6.3 because Public Act
96-704 requires that all new construction other than residential buildings in a jurisdiction without
an adopted building code afta July 1,2011, to be constructed to specific building code
standards.

16. 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.

Goal 7 has 2 objectives and 7 policies. The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Goal 7.
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17. LRMP GoalS is entitled “Natural Resources” and states as follows:

Champaign Coenty wiM strive to conserve and enhance the County’s landscape and
natural resources and ensun their sustainable use.

Goal 8 has 9 objectives and 36 policies. Objectives 8.3, 8.4, 8.5, 8.6, 8.7, 8.8, and 8.9 are NOT
RELEVANT to the propose amendment The proposed amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE Goal S
because of the following:

A. Objective LI states, “Champaign County wifi strive to ensure adequate and safe supplies of
groundwater at reasonable cost for both human and ecological purposes.”

The proposed rezoning WILL NOT IMPEDE Objective 8.1 because of the fbllowing:
(I) Objective 8.1 has nice subsidiary policies, but only 8.1.3 is relevant to the proposed

rezoiiing.

(2) Policy 8.1.3 states, “As feasible, the County will seek to ensure that withdrawals
from the Mahomet Aquifer and other aquifers do not exceed the long-term
sustainable yield of the aquifer including withdrawals under potential draught
conditions, particularly for shallow aquIfers.”

The proposed rezoning WILL NOT IMPEDE Policy 8.1.3 for the following reasons:
(a) There is no evidence that suggests the pzposed water treatment plant or the

existing water treatment plant exceed the long4erm sustainable y*ld of the
Mahomet Aquifer.

B. Objective 8.2 states, “Champaign County will strive to conserve its soil resources to provide
the greatest benefit to currest and future generations.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Objective 82 because of the following:
(1) Objective 8.2 has only one subsidiary policy.

(2) Policy 8.2.1 states, “The County will sthve to minimize the destruction of its soil
resources by non-agricultural development and illl give special consideration to the
protection of best prime farmland. Best prhue farmland is that comprised of soils
that have a Relative Value of at least 85 and includes land parcels with mixed soils
that have a Land Evaluation score of 85 or greater as defined In the LESA.”

The proposed rezoning WILL HELP ACHIEVE Policy 8.2.1 for the following reasons:
(a) The subject property is best prime farmland, but the subject property is well suited

fbi the proposed use because the proposed use will be an expansion of the existing
operations of the water treatment plant.

(1,) The subject property is smaller than the minimum standard condition lot size of 5
acres for a water treatment plant.
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18. LRMP Goal 9 is entitled “Energy Conservation” and states as follows:

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

The proposed amendment is not directly relatedJo Goal 9, but it WJLL NOT IMPEDE achievement of
Goal 9 became the proposed building in related Case 718-5-12 will be a “green” building as indicated
on the Special Use Permit Application.

19. LRMP Goal lOis entitled “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 10 is NOT RELEVANT to the pmposed amendment.

GENEL4LLYREGARDING THE LaYoUt Factors

20. In the case of LaSalle National Bank ofChicago v. County ofCook the illinois Supreme Court re.iewed
previous cases and identified six factors that should be considered in detennining the validity of any
proposal rezoning. Those six thetors are referred to as the LaSalle factors. Two oth factors were
added in latez years from the case of Sinclair Pipe Lint Co. v. Village ofRichton Park. The Champaign
County Zoning Ordinance does not require that map amendment cases be explicitly reviewed using all
of the LaSalle 1c1ors but it is a reasonable consideration in controversial map amendments and any time
that conditional zoning is anticipated. The proposed map amendment compares to the LaSalle and
Sinclair factors as follows:
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A. LaSalle factor: The existing uses and zoning of nearby property.

Table 1 below summarizes the land uses and zoning of the
nearby.

subject property and propaties

Table 1: Land tJ.e and Zonint Sununary
Direction Land Use Zoning

Agriculture
Onsite R4 Muluple Famfly Residence

Water Treatment Plant

North Agriculture R4 Muitiple Family Residence

Residendal R-4 MuWple Family Residence
East

Water Treatment Plant AG-2 Agriculture
\flhlage of Mahomet

West Resienhial
R-1 Resldwttal S½,e Fanty
9llage &Mahnt

South Agriajiture / Residential RU Residential Urban
R-2 Residential Two Famny
R-3 Residential Mtip4e Fanity

B. LaSalle factor: The extent to which property values are diminished by the particular

It is impossible to establish values without a formal real estate appraisal which has not
been requested nor provided and so any discussion of values is necessarily general.

(2) In regards to the value of nearby residential properties, it is not clear if the requested map
amendment would have any effect.

(3) In regards to the value of the subject property the requested map amendment will allow
the Petitioner’s to expand their existing operations on adjacent land.

C. LaSaUg factor: The extent to which the destruction of property values of the plaintiff
promotes the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the public.
There has been no evidence submitted regarding propaly values. The proposed rezoning should
not have a negative effect on the public health, safety, and welfare.

D. LaSalle factor: The relative gain to the public as compared to the hardship Imposed on the
Individual property owner.
The gain to the public of the proposed rezoning is positive because the proposed ainaidment
would allow the Petitioner’s to expand their operations to provide safe drinking waler to their
customers.

E. LaSatle factor: The suitabifity of the subject property for the zoned purposes.

zoning restrictions.
(I)
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The subject property is suitable for the zoned purposci The subject property is located adjacent
to the existing Sangamon Valley Public Water District treatment facility which will allow the
1%titioner to keep its operations in a centralized location.

F. LaSaJie factor: The length of time the property has been vacant as zoned considered In the
context of land development In the vicinity of the subject property.
The R-4 District was planned in 1973 and thus was intended to provide areas of the County with
medium density housing. The subject property was rezoned from the AG-2 District to the R-4
District in 1983 (Case 463-AM-82).

G. Sinclair factor: The need and demand for the usc.
The Petitioners required adequate space to continue their operations of water treatment.

H. Sinclair factor: The extent to which the use conforms to the municipality’s comprehensive
planning.
The proposed use generally conforms to goals and policies of the Champaign County Land
Resource Management Plan.

REGARDiNG SPECIAL CONDITIONS OFAPPROVAL

21. Proposed Special Conditions of Approval:

A. The owners of the subject property hereby recognize and provide for the right of
agricultural activities to continue on adjacent land consistent with the Right to Farm
Rnoluiion 3425.

The above special condition is necessary to ensure the following:

Conformance with policIes 4.23 and 5.1.5.
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DOCUMENTS OF RECORD

I. Petition for Zoning Map Amendment signed by Kerry Gifford (General Manager, SVPWD) received on
June 1, 2012, with attachments:
A Legal Descriptions
B Site Plan

2. Special Use Permit Application singed by Kerry Gifford (General Manager, SVPWD) received June 1,
2012

3. Letter from Michael L. Antoline (Attorney for SVPWD) to Bud Parkhill received June 4,2012 with
attachments:
A 765 ILCS 205/ 1
B 220 ILCS 5/3-1 05
C Notes of Decisions
I) Citing References
E 1996 illinois Attorney General Opinion 024

4. Revised Site Plan received June 12, 2012

5. Village of Mahomet materials submitted by Bob Mahrt on June 14, 2012

6. Letter from Michael L. Antoline (Attorney for SVPWD) to David DeThorne (Champaign County
Assistant State’s Attorney) received June 18, 2012

7. Variance Application signed by Kerry Gifford (General Manager, SVPWD) with attachments:
A Letter from Sodemann and Associates, Inc dated June 15, 2012
B Legal Description
C Site Plan

8. Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) Goals, Objectives, and Policies

9. Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) Appendix

10. Site Plan from Case 463-AM-82

II. Preliminary Memorandum lbr Case 7l7-AM-l2 dated June 22, 2012, with attachments:
A Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)
B Site Plan received June 12,2012
C Site Plan received June 19, 2012
D Site Plan from Case 463-AM-82
E LRMP Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies & Appendix
F Section 13 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance
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0 Draft Finding of Fact and Final Determination

12. Prelizninazy Memorandum for Cases 718-S-12 and 719-V-!2 dated June 22, 2012

13. Woods Subdivision Area General Plan received July 13, 2012

14. Revised Site Plan received August 16, 2012

15. Letter from Wthber and Thies, P.C., received September 19, 2012

16. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 7-AM-12 dated September 21, 2012, with attathmaits:
A tstter front Webber and Thies, P.C., received September 19,2012
B Excerpt ofminutes fim June 28, 2012, public hearing
C Revised Finding of Fact and Final Determination

17. Supplemental Memorandum for Cases 718-S-12 and 719-V-12 dated September 21, 2012, with
attachments:
A Revised Site Plan received August 6, 2012
B Excerpt of minutes from June 28, 2012, public hearing
C Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

18. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 71 7-AM-I 2 dated September 27, 2012, with attachments:
A Tax Maps (2000, 2001,2005, and 2011)
B Letter dated January 14, 2003, from Ten Legner, Village of Mahomet Administrator, to Ivan

Sherburn, Sangamon Valley public Water District
C The Woods General Area Plan

19. Village of Mahomet Zoning Map submitted by Robert Mahrt at the September 27, 2012, public hearing

20. Letter from Rick Smith, Mahomet Christian Church, received October 2, 2012

21. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 717-AM-12 dated October 5,2012, with attachment:
A Letter from Rick Smith, Mahomet Christian Church, relieved October 2,2012

22. Revised Site Plan received October 8, 2012

23. Revised Site Plan received October 10, 2012

24. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 717-AM-12 dated October 11,2012, with attachmit:
A Village of Mahomet Zoning Map submitted by Robert Mahrt at the September 27, 2012, public

hearing
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25. Supplemental Memorandum B for Case 71 7-AM-I 2 dated October 11, 2012, with attachment:
A Sec. 9.1 fitm the Village of Mabomet Zoning Ordinance received October 25, 2001

26. Supplemental Memorandum for Cases 718-S-2 and 719-V-12 dated Octoba 11, 2012, with
attachments:
A Revised Site Plan received October 10,2012
B Draft minutes of public hearing on September 27, 2012
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SUMMARY FINDING OF FACT

From the documents of revorü and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted an June
28, 2012, September 27, 2012, and October 11, 2012, the Zoning Boani of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

I. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE the Land Resource
Management Plan because:

A. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment WILL HELP ACHIEVE the following
LRMP goals;
• 2,4,5,6,7,and8

B. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment WILL NOT IMPEDE the achievement of
the other LRMP goals:
• 3and9

C. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map is NOT RELEVANT to the following LItMP goals:
• landlO

2. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment IS consistent with the LaSalle and Sinclair favtors
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FINAL DETERMINATION

Pursuant to the authority granted by Sedion 9.2 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning BoaM
of Appeals of Champaign County determines that;

The Zoning Ordinance Amendment requested in Case 717-AM-U should BE ENACTED by the
County Board in the font attached haeto.

SUBJECT TO THE mULOWING SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

A. The owners of the subject property hereby recognize and provide for the right of
agricultural activities to continue on adjacent land consistent with the Right to Farm
Resolution 3425.

The above special condition is necessary to ensure the fbllowing:

Conformance with policies 42.3 and 5.1.5

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

SIGNED

Eric Thorsland, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

AnEST:

Secretaiy to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date
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1776K Wnhbigbn Street
UTbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3108

To: Champaign County Roan) Committee oldie Whole

From: John Hall, Director & Zoning Mministntor
Andy fls Associate Plmna.i

Susan Monte, RPC I*mw

Date: Oetuber3O,2012

RE: Zoning Ordinance Text AmefldmentCne 710-AT-fl Land
Evaluation s.d Site AwsaneIt(LESA) UpdIte

Request Request Final Recommendation for Approval or a Text
Amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance in
Zoning Case 710-AT-fl to Amend the Champaign County
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LISA) System

Petitioner Zonl Administrator

STATUS

The Committee made a prelirnin*iy rccommeudation ftw approval of this
rvcommerzded text àmendnicnt at the Septemba 4,2012, meeting.

No comments have been received from municipalities or townships.

Na comments have yet been received from either the United States Department of
Agriculture (USDA) Natuxul Resources Cousuvation Service (NEtS) State
Conservationist or the illinois Department of Agriculture (IDAG).

This text amendment is ready for a final recommendation to the County Boani for
the meeting on !Tovtmber 29,2012.

ATrACHMENTS

A Recommendcd Amendment
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INTRODUCTION

The Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System (LESA) Is a 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 lISA

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 rezoning 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
including the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, Champaign County Subdivision Regulations, and
Champaign County Storm water Management Policy.

LESA Score Ovendew

The LESA system is 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 LESA consists of ten 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 for a site is
200 poInts.
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Table 1. Summary of SA Factors

Applicable to all subject sites:

1. size of site

2 Best Prime Farmland designation of site

if Best Prime Farmland, site size and configuration

if Prime Farmland, site size and configuration

4 whether site is located within the CUGA1

Applicable to sites located outside of the CUGA’

4 percentage of site perimeter adjacent to agriculture principal uses

5 distancefromsiteto nearest municlpahty

6 largest area of site In ricufturaI production over past five years

7 area of land zoned wral within one mile

8 area of agelcufture principal uses within one mile

9 dIstance to nearest 10 non-farm dwellings

10 proximity to livestock management faciflty

Note:
1 ‘CUGA’ is an acronym for the ‘Contiguous Urban Growth Area’. The CUGA isa feature of
the annually updated Land Use Management Area Map of the Champaign County Land
Resource Management Plan. The CUGA 15 described in the Site Assessment section of LESA.

The total LESA score is the sum of the LE points and SA points for a particular site. The maximum
total LESA score possible for a site 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 signifies 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 (LE) portion of LESA Is based on the ranking of Champaign 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 NRCS 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 ollseed
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
62203-622.04 of the USDA NRCS National Soil Survey Handbook.

• Productivity 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 farmers 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 UdJC Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences.

Agriculture Value Group

The LE portion of LESA places the soils of Champaign County into several ‘Agrkulture 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 Agriculture Value Group, with the best group assigned a relative value
of 100 and all other groups assigned lower relative values. Table A in Appendix A contains details
regarding the composition of the Agriculture Value Groups.

Calculating a Land Evaluation Score

The Land Evaluation (LE) score is calculated 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 Zonl% Office as part of the
Natural Resource Report for a subject site.
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LE WORKSHEET

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

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

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

Soils data produced by the National Cooperative Soil Survey, and Champaign County parcel
data, Is available at the champaign County GIS Consortium website ‘GIS 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 2.

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

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

6. For each soil, multiply the LE 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 acres and record the total. Add up the products shown in Column sand
record the total.

8. Divide the Columns total by the Column 4 total. The result is the LE Score for the subject site.

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

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

COWMN 1 COWMN 2 CQWMN 3 COLUMN 4 COLUMNS

Agriculture Group Product of
Map Unit Symbol and Soil Series Vakie Relative Acres Column 3 and Cokimn 4

Group LE

Totals:

Column S total divided by Column 4 total:

LE Score:

Totals, 5.31 466.28

Example: A 5.3 acre parcel that has five soil types: 1348 Camden, 152A Drummer, 242A Kendall,
3107A Sawmill, and 570C2 Martinsville. Following the steps outlined to calculate the I.E. the
LE score for this parcel equals 88.

Column 5 total divided by Column 4 total:

I.E Score;

87.81

88

COtUMN1 COLUMN2 f COLUMN3 j COLUMN4 COLUMN5

Agrirulture Group Product of
Map Unit Symbol and Soil Series Value Relative Acres Column S and Column 4

Group LE

242A Kendall 5 88 0.20 1760

152A Drummer 2 100 0.83 83

570C2 Martinsyille 13 75 0.01 0.75

1348 Camden 9 83 1.64 135,12

3107A sawmill 6 87 2.63 228.81
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SITE ASSESSMENT

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

54 Facton

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

There are 10 LA Factors. Table 2 contains a summary of the 10 LA Factors and the point values
assigned to each 54 Factor.

Table 2, Summary of SA Factors and Potential SA Points

_________________

PotenUal Points

SA Factors that apply In all areas: s..btotj mlii

1 size of site 10

2 a) Best Prime Farmland designation 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 40 90

LA Factors that apply only outside of the CUGA1

4 percentage of site perimeter adjacent to agriculture pincipaI uses 20

5 distance from site to nearest municipality 15

6 h€hest area of site in agricuftural production over past fIve years 15

7 area of land zoned ruril within one mile 10

8 area of agriculture princIpal uses within one mile 20

9 dtance to nearest 10 non-farm dwellings 20

10 proximIty to a livestock management facility 10 110 200

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

SA Factors 1,2 and 3 are applied to all subject sites. SA 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 Resource
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 an changes to areas served by public sanitary sewer.
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The CIJGA 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 edsting sewer service or sewer service
planned to be available in the near-to mTd-tenn (within approximately five yew);

• 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 Scare

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 typicafly 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 for a subject site or parcel is 200.

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 SA Factor points to obtain a total SA score.

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

More than 25 acres 10 poInts
I 20JAn25 acres 8 points

1 [ What sizeS the subject site? 15.1 to 20 acres 6 points
10.ltol5acre5 4points

I SOltolOacres 2po3nts

I 5 acres or less 0 points

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

Scoring Factor 1: 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.

VesI3OpointslZa Is the wtect site Best Prime Farmland?
Nol oPoiritsl

Factoc 2a assigns value to a subject site if it is designated as Best Prime Farmland, consistent with
the Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan goals, objectives and policies.

An estimated 96.6% of the County consists a1 Prime Farmland soils. “Best Prime Farmiand is a
suet of Prime Farn,Iand soils identified by Champaign County in orderto differentiate amo%
Prime Farmland soils. The definition of ‘Best Prime Farmland’ is provided In the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance.

ScorIng Factor 2.: Refer to the Ii score of the subject site and to the “Best Prime Farmlan&
definition in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

2b If the subject site is Best Prime Farmland,

which one of the following statements Is 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 a points)

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

Factor Zb assigns value to a subject site if it exceeds the lot size and configuration limits noted. The
15% limit and 25-acre lot size limit featured arc arbitrary values selected to represent the general
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Factor 2I (continued)

concern about the co4iversion and loss of best prime farmland. The Champaign CounLyZonii
Ordinance has induded a maximum lot size limit on Best Prime Farmland since July, 2004.

Scoring Factor 26: Review subject site size and configuration based on Champaign County parcel
identification tax maps for the year 2004 (also referred to as the 27th 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) Afl of the following statements are true:

i. The subject site is part of a larger parcel that existed on April 12, 2011.

Ii. Since April12, 2011, a sepamte portion or portions of that larger parcel
have been converted to a non-agricultural use as the resuft of a
rezofling or special use.

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

(Yes 10 points)

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

Factor 2c 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 ‘san arbitrary value selected to represent the general conrn about the
conversion and loss of Prime Farmland.

This factor awards 10 points to a subject site if it would resuft in conversion of more than 25 acres of
Prime Farmland, or it the subject site would cumulatively contribute to the conversion of mare 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 bawd 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 April 12, 2011, (April 12, 2011 is the date of the annual digital
orthophotography available for the year 2011)
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Factor 3 is a general measure of development pressurt which tend to support the Conversion of
agricultural sites to urban uses.

The ‘Land Use Management Areas 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 se plan, intergovernmental plan or specIal area pbn, 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-tern, (within approximately fIve years);

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

• land surw.jnded 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 CUGA, skip the remaining LA Factor questions and Indicate a
total LA score for only LA Factors 1, land 3 at the end of the LA Worksheet.
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Continue to answer the folowing SA Factor questions only If the subject site is looted outside the
CLIGA . .

Amount of the perimeter of a subject site that is 9110 100% of perimeter 20 points —

adjacent to parcels with a principal use of 81 to 90% of perimeter 18 points
agriculture. 7ltoSO%ofperimeter l6polnts

61 to 70% of perimeter 14 points

a) If the subject site is Best Prime Farmland 51 to 60% of perImeter 12 points

and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland, 41 to 50% of perimeter 10 points
31to40%ofperrmeter Spoints

Vie 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% & perimeter 4 points
use of agriculture that existed on April 12, 1 to 10% of perimeter 2 points
2011. nOne 0 pOilitS

b) If the subject site is less than 51% Prime
Farmland,

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

Factor 4 assesses the amount of the perimeter of the subject sIte that is 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 ChompoIn County
Zoning Ordinance) represents the main use for wtikh a lot Is intecided.

Additionally, for a subject site that is Best Prime Farmland and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland,
Factor4 includes the provision 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 availabje forthe year 2011.) This measure is intended to partially address the
pcoblecn referred to as ‘creeping effecr wtereby case-by-case land use decisions may lower LESA
scores on nearby siles, thereby justifying more land conversion decisions.

More 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 factor include;

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops inckiding legumes, hay, rain, fruit and
truck or vegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture, mushroom growing, orchards, forestry
and the keeping, raising and feeding of livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry.
swine, sheep, beef cattle, pony and horse production, furfarms, and fish and wildlife farms;
farm buildings used for €mwirlL 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 arid protecting farm machkiery
and equipment from the elements, for housing livestock or poultry and for preparing
livestock or poultry products for market farm dwelli%s occupied by farm owners,
operators, tenants orseasonal or year-round hired tarn, workers. It Is Intended by Oils
definition to Include within thE definition of agriculture all types of agricultural opeations,
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 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 isa farm dwelling, unless information provided as pan 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 that use and it may not necessarily
be the use that generates the most income for the person who owns o resides on the
lot.)

Guidelines for measuring peflmetn of subject site adjacent to parcels whit principal use ofagrfadbn:

Adjacent property is property that touches or that is directly across a street highway or interstate right-
of-way ora 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 pdncipal use of agriculture are generally as follows:

a. Any parcel that 1s35 acres or larger whether or not there isa 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 nionicipaity.

(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 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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more than 3 miles 15 points

Distance
from the subject site to the 1•s1 to 3 miles 10 pohits

nearest city or viiage limits, within 1.5 miles 5 points
adjacent 0 points —

Factor S awards higher points the further a subject sëte is from a city or village. Factor 5 is based on
the general assumption that the furtherthe subject site is from a municipality, the less chance there
is of a nearby land use or development that would conflict with the agricultural 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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80 to 100% 15 points
GOtol9% ilpointsThe hhest percentage of the subject site in agricultural

to 59% 7 points6 production in any of the lasts years.
20 to 39% 3 points

lesi than 20% 0 points

Factof Sis intended to serve as a general indicatorof the agricultural viability of a subject site.

Scoring FactorS: 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 6 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 PRODUCIION: 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 fcc purposes of government-sponsored agricultural

programs, or
• land bewig used productively, such as woodlands for which there Is a plan for

managing the timber.

FARM DWEWNG: A dwelling occupied by a farm owner or operator, tenant fann worker, or hired
farm worker. (In Champaign County, it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot
that is3S acres or larger is a farm dwelng unless information provided as part of the
public record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

Guidelines for estimating percentage of subject site in ogricultural production In any of the lasts yearn

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

a, If there is no structure on the subject site and the subject site 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 agricultural production. The one acre will be assumed to contain the well, seiic,
system, and any non-agricuftural outbuildings.

d. A part of the subject site that appears not to be crop land may be counted as in agricuftumi
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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91 to iX% 10 points
SltoSO% 9polnts
7ltoSO% 8points
51 to 70% 7 poInts

Percentage of land zoned AG-i Agriculture, AG-2 51 to 60% 5 points
7 Agriculture or CR Conservation-Recreation within 1 mile 41 to 50% 5 points

of subject sIte. 31 to 40% 4 poInts
21 to 30% 3 poInts
11 to 20% 2 points

1 to 10% 1 poInts
none 0 points

Factoq 7 measures the amount of land in the one-mile area surrounding the subject site zoned
AG-i Agrinjfture, AG-2 Agrtilture, or CR Conservation-Recreation. These are the rural zonin€
districts within the County.

More points are assigned to a higher percentage of land zoned AG-i, AG-2, or CR within one mi of
the subject site because:
• rural zoning districts are intended for agricultural land Uses, and
• land within these 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 fron the
property lines of the subject site.
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S Percentage of area within 1 mfle of a subject site which 91 to 100% 20 points
consists of parcels with a principal use of agriculture. 81 to 90% 18 points

7ltoSO% ifipolnts
a) If the subject site is Best Prime Farmland and/or at 61 to 70% 14 points

least 51% PrIme Farmland, 51 to 60% 12 points

the percentage of area within one mile of the subject
10ltS

site which consists of parcels with a piincipal use of 21 to 30% 6 points
agriculture that existed on 4ill 12, 2D11. 11 to 20% 4 poInts

ltoiO% Zpolnts
b) If the subject site is less than 51% Prime Fanniand, 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 S Is a major indicetorof the agricultural character of the general area, based on the
assumption that areas in the County dominated by agriculture are generally more viable for farm
purposes. The assessment Is made based on the principal use of parcels located within one mile of
the subject site. The principal use of a parcel (as used in the Qwmpoign County Zoning Qrdh,once)
represents the main use for which a lot is intended.

Additionally, for a subject site that Is Best Prime Farmland and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland,
Factor 8 includes the provision to not recognize any non-agricultural principal use established after a
set date of April 12, 2011 within one mile of the subject she except for development that has been
annexed by a municipality. (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 and use decisions may lower LESA scores on nearby sites,
thereby justifying more land tonversion decisions.

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

Scoring Factor B: Estimate the area of land within a one-mile distance outward from the property
lines of the subject site that 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, grain, fruit and
truck or vegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture, mushroom growing, orchards, forestry and
the keeping, raising and feeding of livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry, swine, sheep,
beef cattle, pony and hone production, furfarms, and fish and wildlife farms; farm buildings
used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for use on the fann;
roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protecting farm machinery and equipment from
the elements, for housing kvestock or poultry and for preparing livestock or poultry pnducts 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 agnculture
aU types of agricultural operations, but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a
grain elevator, canning orslaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by
others are stored or processed.

7
1



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

Scoring Factor S (continued)

FARM DWEWNG: A dwelling occup4ed by a farm owner or operator, tenant farm worker, or hired
farm wodcar. (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 Zonir€ Board of Appeals indicates otheiwise.)

PRINCIPAL USE: As used in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the main purpose for
which landis designed, arranged, Intended, or forwhich liii 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 estimating area with!,, one mile ofsubject site consisting ofpanels with principal use of
agriculture:

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

a. Any parcel that is3S acres oc larger whether or not there isa dwelling. with the excepVons 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 exceptbns noted below.

C. Exceptions to the above are the following:

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

(2) Any parcel that’s zoned Residential, Business, or Industrial on the Champaign County
Zoning Map and contains a non-agricultural pflncipal 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 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 nooconfonning use, as defined in the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.
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more than 1 mile 20 poInts
0.76 to 1 mile is points

What
is the dbtancefroin the subject site to 0.51 to 075 me 16 poInts

the nearest 10 non-fan,i dwellings? 026 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 Incompatibility with livestock
facilities vjs—avis the Illinois Lji,estock Management Facilities Act (510 lLS 77/ et seq.)

In Champaign County, it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot less than 35 acres isa
non-farm dwelling unless information ptovlded as part of the pub& record to the Zoning Board of
Appeals Indicates that a dwelling is part of on-site agricultural operations orolherwtse qualifying as
a farm dwelling.

The defined term for Nan-Farm Dwelling Is shown below;

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

Scaring 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 close Is the subject site to a known livestock flacent to 0.25 mdc 7 points
management facility of 200- 399 animal units? 0,2&to 0.5 mile 6 points

0.51 to 0.75 mile 5 points
Answer PWI e) If the subject site is mare than 1 0.76 to 1 mIle 4 points
mile from a known lii,estock man aqement facility of more than 1 mile n/a
200-399 animal units.

Factor LOis a measure of the compatibility of the subject site for continued agricultur& use based
on its proximity to an existing nearby livestock management facility. Mn points are assned 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, II[inois Department of Agriculture, actual site inspection, and/or landowner
Interview.

The maximum points possible fcc this factor is 10 poInts.

This isa 3-pan factor. Part a) measures proximity of a subject site to a llve5tock 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).

a) How close Is the subject site to a known livestock
management facility of 4(X) or more animal units?

Answer Parts bore) gfly if the subject site is more than
I mile from a known livestock management facility of
400cr more animal units.

10

adjacent to 0.25 mile
026 to 0.5 mile

0.Slto 0.75 mile
0.76 to 1 mile

more than 1 mile

10 point
9 points
S points
7 poInts

n/a

c) How close Is the subject site to a known livestock
management facility of 50— 199 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



Champaign County land Evaluation and Site ssessment System Update Draft dated March 7,2012

CALCULAI1NG ThE TOTAL LESA SCORE

The total LESA score k the sum of the LE points and SA points for a panicular site or parcel. The
maximum total USA score possible for a site 5300 points.

If Total

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 agricultural use. The total LESA score of a site signifies a rating for protection of the
subject site or parcel as follows:

251 — 300 very high rating for protection

226— 250 high rating for protection

151 — 225 moderate rating for protection

150 or below i low rating for protection

• The maximum LE score possible for a site is 100 points.
The maximum SA score possible for a site is 200 points.
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Qiampaign County LESA Defined Terms Appendix B

DEFINED TERMS

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay, grain, fruit and
truck or vegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture, mushroom growing, orchards, forestry
and the keeping, raising and feeding of livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,
swine, sheep, beef cattle, pony and horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms;
farm buildings used Mr growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for
use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protecting fami 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 worker& It is intended by this
definition to include within the definition of agriculture all types of agricultural operations,
but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain elevator, canning or
slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by others are stored or
processed. Source: riwmpaign 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 aprincipal 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 Mllowing:

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 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 agricuJture
such as land owned by the University of Illinois but not in agricultural
production or land owned by the Champa€n 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 prograns; or land being used productively, such as woodlands for which there is a
plan for managing the timber.
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Champaign County LESA Defined Terms Appendix B

Species/Size Conversioo Factor 50 AztnaI Units
Swine over 55 lbs. 0.4 125
Swine under 55 lbs. 0.03 1,667
Dairy 1.4 35
Young dairy stock 0.6 84
Cattle 1.0 50
Sheep, Iamb, goals 0.1 5(Y)
Horses 2. 25
Turkeys 0.OZ 2,500
Laying hens or broile, 0.01 —0.03 • 1,667 -5,000’
Ducks 0.02 2,500

Source: Livestock Management Facilities Program. Illinois Department of Agriculture
Table Note: • depends on type of livestock waste handling facility 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 informatáon provided as part of the
public record to the Zoning Board of Appeals indicates otherwise.)

LIVESTOCK 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 facility’ ‘san immovable structure or device (except sewers) used
for collecting, pumping, treating, or disposing of livestock waste or for the recovery of by
products from the livestock waste. Two or more livestock management facilities under
common ownership, within )4 mile of each other, and that share a common livestock waste
handling facUlty are considered a single livestock management facility. (Illinois Uvestock
Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/fl seq.)

NON-FARM DWEWNG: A dwelling that is not occupied by a farm own& oroperator, tenant farm
worker, or hired farm worker.

PRINCIPAL USE: As used in the Champaign Cauntyzoning 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.

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



c. To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole
Coay

Dcparun ci

___

PLANNING &
ZONING

Rr.okcus
Adm.1Ive Ccntn

1776E Wnldnponsua
Urbana, illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708

ArFACHMENTS
A Recommended Amendment

From: John Tl.II, Directm & Zoning Administrator
Andy Kiss, Associate Planner
Susan Monte, Rfl Planner

Dale: October 30,2012

RE: Zoning Ordlnnce Text Amczdint Case 711AT-12

Request: Request Preliminary Recommendation tor Appnn’al of a Tat
Amendment to the Cbimpalgn County Zoning Ordhtance in
Zoning Case 711-AT-12 to Amend the definitIon .1 “best prime
frnnland”

Petitioner: Zoninr Administrator

STATUS

The Committee made a preliminary recommendation for approval of this
recommendedtextamendmeEtat the Septemba 4.2012. meeting.

No commcnts have beai received from municipalities or townships.

This text amendment is ready for a final recommendation to the County Board fix
the meeting on November 29, 2012.

I
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Cut 711-AT-Il
Attachment A Recommended Amendment

OCTOBER30. 2O2

Part A. Revise the Section 3 definition of “best prime farmland” to read as follows:

BEST PRIME FARMLAI4D: Prime Farmland Soils iditifi in the Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System that under optimum management have 91% to
100% of the hiest soil productivities in Champaign County. on average, as rorted in the
Bulletin 811 Opilmum Crop Productivity Ratings for Illinois Soils. Best Prime Fsrmlnd consists
of the following:
a) Soils identified as Agriculture Value Groups 1,2,3 anWor 4 in the Cbampaign County

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System;

b) Soils that, in combination on a subject site, have an avenge 12 of 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
pcuposcd 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:
¶3. The followtng maximum LOT AREA requirements apply in the CR, AG-i and AG-2 DISTRICTS:

A) LOTS that meet all of the foUowlng criteria may no4 exceed a maxWnum LOT AREA of thee aaes:
1) The LOT is RRO-exempt;
2) The LOT Is made up of scIs that at BEST PRIME FARMLAND; and
3) The LOT is ueaed from a tact tiat had a LOT AREA greater than or eqiml to 12 acres as

of January 1,1998.
B) 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 LOTs 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
ParagaphA:
1) A Remainder Area Lot.’ A Remajider Area Lot is that portion of a tract wfiicti existed as

of January 1, 1998 and that Is located outside of the boundaries of a RRO-exempt LOT
less than 35 aues in LOT AREA. No CONSTRUCTION or USE that requfres a Zong
Use Permit stial be pwnitted on a ‘Remainder Area Lot.

2) My LOT greater than or equal to 35 acres in LOT AREA.

A-i
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Cisc 711-AT-12
Attachment A Recoametdcd Amendment

OCTOBER30. 2012

Part C. Revise Subsection 5.4.4 to read as follows:

5.44 Avenge Maximum LOT AREA Requirement

LOTS within a Rural Residential OVERLAY DISTRICT that are made up of soils that are
BEST PRIME FARMLAND must not exceed an average maximum LOT AREA of two
acres.

A-2
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‘PC°—co
REGIONAL PLANr*G
COMMISSION

To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole

From: Susan Monte, RPC Planner, and John Hall, Champaign County Zoning Administrator

Date; October 31, 2012

Re: Proposed text amendments to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance

Request: Request approval to proceed with a public hearing for proposed Zoning Ordinance
text amendments

SUMMARY

The 2012 County Planning Contract contains priority items that call for County Board review of
proposed amendments to the Champaign CountyZoning Ordinance specifically to implement
Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) policies 4.22, 4.23, 4.24 and 4.35.

PolIcy Basis for Part A

Part A of the propàsed omnibus text amendment to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance is
intended to implement the provisions of LRMP Policies 4.2.2 and 4.2.4.

Policy4.2.2 - -

The County may authorize discretionaryreview development in a rural area if the
proposed development:

a. is a type that does not negatively affect griculturàI activities; or

b. is located and designed to mlnlmlzc exposure to any negative affect caused by
agricultural activities; and

c. will not interfere wIth agricultural activities or damge or negatively affect the
operation of agricultural drainage systems, rural roads, or other agrkulture-related
infrastructure.

Policy 4.2.4

To reduce the occurrence of agrlcuftural land use and non-agriculturaliand use nuisance
conflicts, the Cpunty will requirethat all discretionary review consider whether a buffer
between exlstln agricultural operations and the pibposeddevelopment Is necessary.

Proposed Part A Draft Text Amendment

The provisions of LRMP Policies 4.2.2 and 4,2,4 are proposed to be implemented as criteria to
apply to proposed ‘discretionary review’ developments in the AG-i, AG-2, and CR Zoning
Districts, Discretionary review development refers to both special use or rezoning requests. The

Page 1 of 5 92



Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments

Proposed Part A Draft Text Amendment (continued)

criteria for these LRMP Policies are development-specific. So, applying these criteria will only
makes sense for proposed ‘Special Use’ or ‘County Board Special Use’ developments which are
development-specific. (A ‘rezoning’ request is not development-specific, since all authorized
land uses allowed in a zoning district could be proposed as a result of a rezoning request.)

Add Review Criteria

Special Use or County Board Special Use Discretionary Review

Existing Zoning Ordinance Subsection 9.1.11.8 contains special use criteria which apply across-
the-board to Special Use requests and to County Board Special Use requests. Provisions
representing the subject LRMP policies are proposed to be added to Subsection 9.1.il.B, Item
2, which contains the caveat: ‘..except that in the CR, AG-i, and AG-2 Districts, the following
additional criteria shall apply.’

Staff recommends that, at a future date, as time and resources may allow, a separate text
amendment be considered to adjust and update (based on current best practices) some
existing Table 5.2 principal use use/activity categories generally, across zoning districts,

Add a Finding to Subsection 9.1.11(C) Findings:

The BOARD or GOVERNING BODY shall make a finding that an adequate buffer exists or has
been proposed between existing agricultural OPERATIONS and the proposed development and
is sufficient to minimize the occurrence of nuisance conflicts between agricultural land use and
non-agricultural land use.

Notes

1. The Champaign County Zoning Ordinance contains these deflned terms:

SUITED OVERALL: A discretionary review performance standard to describe the site on
which a development is proposed. A site may be found to be SUITED OVERALL if the site
meets these criteria:
a. The site features or site location will not detract from the proposed use;
b. The site will not create a risk to health, safety or property of the occupants, the

neighbors or the general public;
c. The site is not clearly inadequate in one respect even if It is acceptable In other

respects;
ci. Necessary infrastructure is in place or provided by the proposed development; and
e. Available public services are adequate to support the proposed development

effectively and safely.

WELL SUITED OVERALL: A discretionary review performance standard to describe the
site on which a development is proposed. A site may be found to be WELL SUITED
OVERALL if the site meets these criteria:
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Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments

a. The site is one on which the proposed development can be safely and soundly
accommodated using simple engineering and common, easily maintained
construction methods with no unacceptable negative affects on neighbors orthe
general public; and

b. The site is reasonably well-suited In all respects and has no major defects.

Policy Basis for Part B

Part B of the proposed omnibus text amendment to the Champaign CountyZoning Ordinance is
intended to implement the provisions of LRMP Policy 4.23:

The County will require that each proposed discretionaiy development1expiicitly
recognize and provide for the right of agricultural activities to continue on adjacent land.

Background

The Illinois right-to-farm statute that offers protection from nuisance suits to those in
agriculture production under certain circumstances is the ‘Farm Nuisance Suit Act’ (740 ILcS
70/0.01 to 70.5). Section 70/3 of the Act states:

“No farm or any of its appurtenances shall be or become a private or public nuisance
because of any changed conditions in the surrounding area occurring after the farm has
been in operation for more than one year, when such farm was not a nuisance at the
time it began operation, provided, that the provisions of the Section shall not apply
whenever a nuisance results from the negligent or improper operation of any farm or its
appurtenances.” 740 ILCS 70/3

The Illinois Farm Nuisance Suit Act does not specifically provide counties with authority to limit
nuisance types of actions among its residents. For a county to offer additional right-to-farm
types of protection for agricultural activities, the Illinois Farm Bureau Governmental Affairs &
Commodities Division (GACD) suggests two approaches: 1) statement of intent, and 2) process
of notification.2

Statement of Intent. A statement of the County’s intent to preserve agriculture is the most
frequently used right-to-farm effort made by Illinois counties. Such a statement will have a
great impact to a court in a case involving nuisance.

To date, Champaign County has made separate ‘statements of intent’ in two separate
documents, both dearly stating the County Board Intent to preserve agriculture in the county:

Champaign County Resolution No. 3425
In 1994 the County Board passed Resolution No. 3425, A Resolution Pertaining to the Right To
Farm in Champaign County.’ Resolution No.3425 was modeled to “reflect the essence of the
[Illinois) ‘Farm Nuisance Suit Act! The resolution serves as a formal ecpression of the will of the
county Board.

Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP)
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Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments

The LRMP, adopted by the County in 2010, lays out the County’s land use and resource
management aspirations as guiding principles. The LRMP contains goals, objectives and policies
intended as a guide for the County Board as It manages issues and resources related to land
resource management in the County. LRMP Goal 4 regarding agriculture states: “Champaign
County will protect the long term viability of agriculture in the County and its land resource
base.” Nine objectives and 22 policies delineate County objectives and policies associated with
Goal 4.

NotIflcation This approach involves the County notifying owners of land adjacent to
agricultural land about the character of normal agricultural activities In the vicinity and the
limitations for nuisance suits under Illinois law. The benefit to the County of notifying property
owners could include potentially significantly stronger right-to-farm protections.3

The Illinois Farm Bureau GACD reviewed four notification methods for county boards to
consider, and the strengths and weaknesses of each method, as follows:

1) 1 Place the notice in This form of notice, by itself, is likely the least effective since few
the county zoning would-be homeowners actually read the zoning ordinance—though
ordinance it is available to all.

2) 2 Require a notice be This notice approach does put the buyer on notice, whether it’s for
given to the buyer any a vacant lot or for an established residence. Its shortfall is that
time a parcel of property there may be an extensive time lag between the time a buyer
changes hands, purchases bare land and the time it is developed. Characteristics of

the area could change considerably in the ensuing period.
Additionally, there is no way of knowing the ultimate use for the
property at time of purchase. Giving unwarranted notices would
add unnecessarily to the cost of conducting the county’s busness.

3) 3 Require that the This form of notice could involve legal arrangements to make the
notice be attached notice a part of the deed. Again, the character of an area could
directly to any deed for change over time making the notice obsolete by the time the buyer
property in a rural area. develops the land. Also, deeds are often held by the mortgage

holder so buyers aren’t likely to even see the notice.

4) 4 Require that notice This notification procedure could best be directed to residential
be given to any construction projects and has the advantage of recency. Its
landowner seeking a drawback is that the landowner will already have made the
residential building purchase of the lot with the Intent to build a home and might not

• permit for property in a be dissuaded from that original intent at that stage in spite of the
rural area. notice. Or, if an existing resident is selling to a new owner, this

form of notice would not be received by the buyer.

Source: Right to Fw’m.doc, Illinois Farm Bureau Governmental Affairs & Commodities Division, 2009.

The approaches of stating intent and providing notification are not mutually exclusive. The
lihnois Farm Bureau GACD suggests each county consider utilizing a combination of approaches
considered most appropriate.

Staff recommends the County Board consider use of both notification approaches 1) and 4) as
described in the above table. Additionally staff proposes that notice be included as a Standard

Page4of5 10/31/12 95



Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments

Condition of Special Use approval for proposed discretionary development located within or
adjacent the AG-i, AG-2 or CR Districts:

Amend Section 4 of the Zoning Ordinance to include a notice. The proposed notice to be
added would be labeled an ‘agricultural nuisance disclaimer’. Refer to the strike-out draft
version proposed on Page 8-4.)

Amend Subsection 6.1.23 of the Zoning Ordinance to add a Standard Condition to apply
to proposed discretionary development located within or adjacent to rural districts.

Notes

1. “Discretionary development’ is defined in the Zoning Ordinance as: “A non-agricultural land
USE that may occur provided that a SPECIAL USE permit and/or a rezoning request is granted by
the BOARD and/or by the GOVERNING BODY following a DISCRETIONARY review process and
additionally provided that the USE complies with provisions of the Zoning Ordinance and other
applicable ordinances and regulations.”

2. “Illinois’ Nuisance Suits and the Right-To-Farm,” prepared by the Governmental Affairs &
Commodities Division of the Illinois Farm Bureau, 2009.

3. Cited in Item 2 above, Neil D. Hamilton, “Right-to-Farm Laws Revisited” Journal of
Agricultural Taxation & Law, Vol. 14, No. 3, Fall 1992, p. 195.

LRMP PolIcy 4.3.5

LRMP Policy 4.3.5 part ‘b’ provisions have been implemented with a recent adopted text
amendment. Staff proposes to hold on moving forward with a proposed implementation of
LRMP Policy4.3.5 part ‘a’ provisions at this time.

Policy 4.3.5

On best prime farmland, the County will authorize a business or otFier non-residential use
only if:

a. it also serves surrounding agricultural uses oran Important public need and cannot be
located in an urban area or on a less productive site; or

b. the use 5 otherwise appropriate in a rural area and the site is very well suited’ to it.

AITACHMENTS
A LRMP Policies 4.2.2-4.2.4 and 4.3.5
B County Board Resolution No. 3425
C Part A Description and Strike-Out Draft Version of Proposed Text Amendment
0 Part B Description and Strike-Out Draft Version of Proposed Text Amendment
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Attachment A

LRMP POLICIES 4.2.2 — 4.2.4 AND 4.3.5

;ed

I by agricultural

ie operation of

Th’ p0 explicitly recognize and
provide for the right c

-
tivities t continue on adjacent land.

Policy 4.2.4

To reduce the occurrence of agricultural land use and non-agricultural land use nuisance confiléts,
the County will require that all discretionary review consider whether a buffer between existing
agricultural operations and the proposed development is necessary.

PoIlsy4.3.5
-

On best prune farmland, the County will authorize a bqsiness or other nan-residential use only if:
a. it also serves surroundIng ágricujturaJ uses or an important public need and cannot be
located in an urban area or on a less pmductlvesite; or
b. the use is otherwise appropriate in a rural area and th site is very well suited to it.
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Chrnnpaign Co,,,,,, Pith/ic Nuisance Ordinance

APPENDIX C

RESOLUFION NO. 34ZL

A REO4ØUTION PERTAINiNG TO THE
RIOHTTOFARM IN CNAMPAIGN COUNTY

WHEREAS. the a.d the Bo.rd of ChW.p*A iii Couuy have determined
that liii In the best intenaoftht residents o4Cbampaign Courtly to cud a Right lo Fami
Reaclutiot which reflects the essence of the Farm Nuisance Suit Act as provided for ii, thc

Illinois Complied Swute.. 740 ILCS 70(1992): and

WHEREAS, ibecoumy wIelies loconserve. protect. and encounge dt,’.Ipmtjn
.ed impmvemciu of its avicuItumJ land (Cr the productiou. oI(ood and o4hcr .;dcultunl

r aad

w)mRns. whe. n.çicskum ‘- usa extcad rio agsicátmii ye—, (anus

cAn become it. sbject Wmdwice silts. As. rnuh. (was am somdimcs forced to c.
operalions. OLbe,, en d.ooisraged from making invcslmesiIs in farm improvements.

NOW, THEREmRE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Cbsimuan and ii.

Boerd o(Qnmp.ign Coimly n (clion

I. Thai the pwpc.e dUd, Iudon is to ndca the loss to tile wunty dii,
.gzi&tanl row,cg, by flhing the circ ia.,cn uridcrwhich f.nnthg opendos an

deed a n

2. Thu toe ‘aw as used in thbn,oiutio mnmtbi part o(.ny parcel
of land tssed (or the grniq atid harvesting of cnp,. for the feeditg. bieedng. and
maoflclner* of liveMock (ordairying o,othn.gñcultunl or borlicaltumi u or
combin.tio thereat

3, Thu no (ant or.ay elks .ppunen.ncn should be or become. prYsle or
public nuis.ace bcaus.ofm.ychaagtd cQ,id ionsziz the ,urtounding area occurnn after
he fErn ha, ban in cpcndo. fez nb,. than oat year. wh.n nxh f.m. was no.
at lb. dma it bepa opcnnoa.
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Champ.iign Coiuuv Pnbiic Nuisance Ordinance

*pprajx C - * nsoLtfflON PERTAINING TO THE RIGnr TO FARM IN CHAMPAIGN COUNTY.CONTINUED

ROLUTION NO 3A2L Page 2

4. Tha* Ifl nvjdon, shill no apçly whe,,ent a uwsant FSII4LS (1001 th
negligent orimp,operopcntion of any (am. or Ci appwtenaaces.

PRESENTED, ADQPTED. APPROVED AND RECORDED thu 2jday of
Nay AD.. 1994.

) F

Cliii .n. County Board of the
County of Ctian,pagn. Uhiani,

ATrT: &4’4e.W
C tyCIczkaAd&-cio
Cluko(hheCotmLyB$rd

AcigustIS.2010 28
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Attachment C

Strike-Out Draft Version: PART A PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance Subsection 9.1.31.9 to include criteria intended to implement
LRMP Policies 4.2.2, 4.2.4, and 4.3.5.

SubsectIon 9,1.11

B. SPECIAL USE Criteria

A SPECIAL USE Permit shall not be granted by the BOARD unless the public hearing record and
written application demonstrate:

Strike-Out Draft Version: PART A PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT (continued)

1. that it is necessary for the public convenience at that location;

2. that it is so designed, located, and proposed as to be operated so that it will not be
injurious to the DlSTRIT in which it shall be located or otherwise detrimental to the
public welfare, except that in the CR, AG-I, and AG-2 DISTRICTS the following additional
criteria shall apply:

a. The property is either BEST PRIME FARMLAND and the property with proposed
improvements is WELL SUITED OVERALL or the property is not BEST PRIME
FARMLAND and the property with proposed improvements is SUITED OVERALL.

b. The existing public services are available to support the proposed SPECIAL USE
effectively and safely without undue public expense.

c. The existing public infrastructure together with proposed improvements is
adequate to support the proposed development effectively and safely without
undue public expense.

d. The orooosed development isa type that minimizes negative effects agricultural
activities; or is located and desiRned to minimize exposure to any negative
affect caused by aricultural activities.

e. The DroDosed develoDment will minimize interference with agricultural
activities or damage or negative effects to the operation of agricultural drainpge
systems, rural roads, or other anriculture-related infrastructure.

f. The proposed development, if on BEST PRIME FARMLAND.
1) will also serve surrounding agricultural USES or an important public need

and cannot be located in an urban area oron a less productive site: or
2) is a USE otherwise aporopriate in a rural area and the site is WELL

SUITED OVERALL.

continued
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Attachment C

C. Findings

1. The SOAMD or GOVERNING BODY shall make findings that the requfrements of
Section 9.1.118 have been met by the applicant for a SPECIAL USE.

2. The BOARD or GOVERNING BODY shall make a finding that a buffer between
existing agricultural OPERATIONS and the proposed develooment is necessary to
serve to reduce the occurrence of agricultural land USE and non-agricultural land
USE nuisance conflicts.

(Renumber remaining items in C)
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Attachment D

Strike-Out Draft Version: PART B PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT

.1) Amend Section 4 to add an ‘agricultural nuisance disclaimer’ provision.

SECTION 4 GENERAL PROVISIONS

4.1 Official ZoningMap

4.2 Application of Regulations and Standards

The regulations and standards set by this ordinance within each DISTRICT shall be
minimum regulations and standards and shall apply uniformly to each class, kind, or
type of STRUCTURE, USE, or land except as hereinafter provided.

4.2.05 AgrIcultural Nuisance Disclaimer

Residents, and other users of PROPERTY in or nearby the AG-i. AG-2, or CR
DISTRICTS in the proximity of AGRICULTURE or agricultural OPERATIONS are
informed that the COUNTY wishes to conserve, protect, and encourage
development and improvement of its agricultural land for the production of food
and other agricultural products, and that the COUNTY has oassed Resolution No.
3425. Resolution Pertaining to the Right Ta Farm in Champaign County, consistent
with the State’s Farm Nuisance Suit Act (740 ILCS 70/0.01 to 70/5). The ourose
of Resolution No. 342S is to reduce the loss to the COUNTY of its agricultural
resources by limiting the circumstances under which farming OPERATIONS are
deemed a nuisance.

4.2.1 coNSTRuCTION and USE

2) Amend Subsection 6.1.2.B to add a Standard Condition to apply to discretionary
development located within or adjacent to the rural districts.

6.1.2 Standard Conditions for All SPECIAL USES

B. All SPECIAL USE Permits located within or adjacent to the AG-i. AG-2, or CR
DISTRICTS shall be informed that the COUNTY wishes to conserve, protect, and
encourage development and improvement of its aRricultural land for the
production of food and other agricuftural products, and that the COUNTY has
passed Resolution No. 3425. Resolution Pertaining to the Right To Farm in
Champaign County. consistent with the State’s Farm Nuisance Suit Act (740 ILCS
70/0.02 to 70/5). The urpose of Resolution No. 3425 is to reduce the loss to the
COUNTY of its agricultural resources by limiting the circumstances under which
farming OPERATIONS are deemed a nuisance.
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