
CHAMPAIGN COUNTY ZONiNG BOARD OF APPEALS
NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING

Ifyou require special accommodations please notfj; the Department ofPlaiming & Zoning at
(2] 7,) 384-3 708

EVERYONE MUST SIGN THE ATfENDANCE SHEET - ANYONE GIVING TESTIMONY MUST SIGN THE WITNESS FORM

II AGENDA

1. Call to Order

L 1
L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC, with owners Annie Murray, Lauren Murray and
landowner John Murray

Request: Amend the Zoning Map to change the zoning district designation form the AG-i
Agriculture Zoning District to the AG—2, Agriculture Zoning District
in order to operate the proposed Special Use in related zoning case 700-S-li.

Location: A 10 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 14 of
Hensley Township and commonly known as the home at 2150 CR 1000E,
Champaign.

L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC, with owners Annie Murray, Lauren Murray and
landowner John Murray

Request: Authorize the construction and use of an Event Center as a “Private Indoor
Recreational Development” as a Special Use on land that is proposed to be
rezoned to the AG—2, Agriculture Zoning District from the current AG-i,
Agriculture District in related Case 699-AI’/I-1i.

Location: A 10 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 14 of
Hensley Township and commonly known as the home at 2i50 CR i000E,
Champaign.

Request: Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the Champaign
County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System that is referred to in
Section 3; and Footnote i3 in Section 5.3; and subsection 5.4, as follows:

Part A. Revise the Land Evaluation (LE) part as follows:
1. Revise all soil information to match the corresponding information in the Soil

Survey of Clianipaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.
2. Revise all existing soil productivity information and replace with information

from Bulletin 811 Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingfor Illinois Soils published
August 2000 by the University of Illinois College of Agricultural, Consumer
and Environmental Sciences Office of Research.

3. Delete the 9 existing Agriculture Value Groups and existing Relative Values
ranging from iOO to 0 and add 18 Agriculture Value Groups with Relative LE
ranging from 100 to 0.

Part B. Revise the Site Assessment (SA) part as follows:
1. Add definitions for “agriculture”; “agricultural production”; “animal units”;

“best prime farmland”; “farm dwelling”; “livestock management facility”;
“non-farm dwelling”; “principal use”; and “subject site”.

2. Delete SA Factors A.2.; A,3; B.2.; B.3; C.2; D.2.; D.3.; E.i.; E.2.; E.3.; E.4.;
F.i.; F.2.; F.3.; F.4.; and F.5.

Date: June 14, 2012
Time: 7:00 P.M.
Place: Lyle Shields Meeting Room

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

Note: NO ENTRANCE TO BUILDING
FROM WASHINGTON STREETPARKING
LOTAFTER 4:30PM.
Use Northeastparking lot via Lierman Ave.
and enter building through Northeast
door.

Note: Thefull ZBA packet is now available
on-line at: www. co. champaign. ii. us.

2. Roll Call and Declaration of Quorum

3. Correspondence

4. Approval of Minutes

5. Continued Public Hearings
Case 699-AM-u Petitioner:

*Case 700-5-11 Petitioner:

6. New Public Hearings
Case 7i0-AT-12 Petitioner: Zoning Administrator
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Case 710-AT-12 cont: 3. Revise SA Factor A.1. to be new Factor 8; Factor B.1. to be new Factor 7.;
Factor C.1. to be new Factor 5.; Factor D.1. to be new Factor 1.; and revise
scoring guidance for each revised Factor, as described iii the legal
advertisement.

4. Add new SA Factors 2a; 2b. 2c; 3; 4; 6; 9; 10; and scoring guidance for each
new Factor, as described in the legal advertisement.

Part C. Revise the Rating for Protection as described in the legal advertisement.

Part D. Revise the general text and reformat.

Case 711-AT-12 Petitioner: Zoiiing Administrator
Request: Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance as follows:

Part A. In Section 3, revise the definition of “best prime farmland” as follows:
a) delete “Relative Value of 85” and “Land Evaluatioii rating of 85” and replace

with “average Land Evaluation rating of 91 or higher”; and
b) add “prime farmland soils that under optimum management have 91% to

100% of the highest soil productivities in Champaign County, on average, as
reported in the Bulletin 811 Optimuiiz Crop Productivity Ratings for Illinois
Soils”; and

c) add “soils identified as Agriculture Value Groups 1, 2, 3 and/or 4 in the
Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System”;
and

d) add “Any development site that includes a significant amount (10% or more of
the area proposed to be developed) of Agriculture Value Groups 1, 2,3 and/or
4 soils”.

Part B. Revise Footnote 13 of Section 5.3 to strike references to “has a Land
Score greater than or equal to 85 on the County’s Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment System” and replace with “is made up of soils that are BEST PRIME
FARI’VILAND”

Part C. Revise paragraph 5.4.4 to strike refereiices to “has a Land
Evaluation score greater than or equal to 85 on the County’s Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment System” and replace with “is made up of
soils that are BEST PRIME FARMLAND”

7. Staff Report

8. Other Business
A. Review of Docket
B. May 2012 Monthly Report

9. Audience Participation with respect to matters other than cases pending before the Board

10. Adjournment

* Administrative Hearing. Cross Examination allowed.



CASE NO. 699-AM-Il
SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM
June 8, 2012
Petitioners: L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC

10 acres

Time Schedule for Development:

Andy Kass
Associate Planner

John Hall
Zoning Administrator

Request: Amend the Zoning
Map to change the zoning
district designation from the
AG-i Agriculture Zoning
District to the AG-2 Agriculture
Zoning District in order to
operate the proposed Special
Use in related zoning case 700-
S-il.

Location: A 10 acre tract in the
Southwest Quarter of the
Northwest Quarter of Section 14
of Hensley Township and
commonly known as the home at
2150 CR 1000E, Champaign.

This case was continued from the April 26, 2012, public hearing. Approved minutes from the April 26,
2012, public hearing are attached. New evidence and formatting changes have been added to the Finding
of Fact and a revised version has been attached. A special condition has been proposed and is included
below.

POLICIES WITH NO RECOMMENDATION

Policies with no staff recommendation are policies 4.2.1. and 4.2.2.

PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITION

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 following:

Conformance with policy 4.2.3.

ATTACHMENTS
A Approved Minutes from the April 26, 2012, public hearing for Cases 699-AM-il and 700-S-il

(attached separately)
B Revised Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

Champaign
County

Department of

PLANNING &
ZONING Site Area:

Prepared by:
Brookens

Administrative Center
1776 E. Washington Street

Urbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708

STATUS



REVISED DRAFT

699-AM-il

FINDING OF FACT
AND FINAL DETERMINATION

of
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

Final Determination: [RECOMMEND ENACTMENT/RECOMMEND DENL4L}

Date: April 26, 2012 June 14, 2012

Petitioners: L.A. Gourmet, LLC

Request: Amend the Zoning Map to change the zoning district designation from AC 1
Agriculture to AC 2 Agriculture. Amend the Zoning Map to change the zoning
district designation from the AG-i Agriculture Zoning District to the AG-2
Agriculture Zoning District in order to operate the proposed Special Use in
related zoning case 700-S-li.

Table of Contents

Finding of Fact 2-20

Documents of Record 2 1-22

Case 699-AM-il Summary Finding of Fact 23

Case 699-AM-il Final Determination 24
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FINDING OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
March 29, 2012, and-April 26, 2012, and June 14, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

*1. The petitioner L.A. Gourmet, LLC is owned by Lauren and Annie Murray, 2607 CR 1000E,
Champaign. The petitioner’s father, John Murray owns the subject property.

(Note: asterisk indicates items of evidence that are identical to evidence in Case 700-S- 11)

*2. Regarding the subject property where the special use is proposed to be located:
A. The subject property is a 10 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section

14 of Hensley Township and commonly known as the home at 2150 CR 1000E, Champaign. Part of
the subject property has an existing home on it and part of the subject property is used for
agricultural production and consists of best prime farmland.

*3 The subject property is not located within the one and one-half mile extraterritorial jurisdiction of a
municipality with zoning and is 2 miles from the City of Champaign. The subject property is in Hensley
Township, which has a planning commission. Townships with a planning commission are notified of all
map amendments and they have protest rights on such cases. The Hensley Township Planning
Commission has provided the following comments:

A. At the March 29, 2012, public hearing Mr. Ben McCall, speaking on behalf of the Hensley
Township Plan Commission objected to the proposed map amendment. Mr. McCall’s testimony
is summarized as follows:
(1) The Hensley Township Plan Commission is concerned about the impacts the proposed in

related Special Use Case 700-S-i 1 will have on drainage.

(2) Traffic impacts cause by the proposed special use in related Special Use Case 700-S-li
ware understated and vehicles traveling at 55 miles per hour and slowing down to turn
into the subject property will lead to more accidents.

(3) There is no justification for rezoning subject property from AG-i to AG-2 other than the
desire of the owner to use the property for a purpose that is not allowed in the AG-l
zoning district.

(4) The rezoning of the subject property is inappropriate considering the general intent of the
zoning districts for the following reasons:

(a) Rezoning the parcel from AG-i would facilitate the mixture of urban and rural
uses that the zoning ordinance intends to prevent;
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(b) Rezoning the parcel to AG-2 would enable scattered indiscriminate urban
development; and

(c) The AG-2 district is generally located in areas near urban areas, but the subject
property is not near an urban area or within 1.5 miles of an urban area.

(5) The proposed rezoning is incompatible with the stated purposed of the zoning ordinance
for the following reasons:

(a) The proposed use of the subject property is incompatible with the surrounding
area because it is not allowed in the AG-i district;

(b) Rezoning the subject property would enable a haphazard and unplanned intrusion
into rural Hensley Township;

(c) Rezoning the subject property would encourage non-contiguous development in a
rural area; and

(d) Rezoning the subject property would discourage the preservation of the
agricultural belt around the Champaign-Urbana area by encouraging an urban use
in an agricultural area.

4. Regarding comments by petitioners, when asked on the petition what error in the present Ordinance is to
be corrected by the proposed change, the petitioner has indicated:

“Current ordinance has property desired listed as agriculture use only. We would like to
use as business/agricultural area.”

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

“There is 330 feet frontage between property and road. Property located on main road
(Mattis/Dewey-Fisher RD). There would be no full time employees at facility.”

GENERALL YREGARDING LAND USE AND ZONING IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY

*6. Land use and zoning on the subject property and in the vicinity are as follows:
A. The subject property is currently zoned AG-i Agriculture and is in use as a residential property

with some of the subject property used for row-crop agricultural production. The purpose of the
rezoning is to allow for an event center proposed as a Special Use in related Case 700-S-i i.

B. Land on the north, south, east, and west of the subject property is also zoned AG-i Agriculture
and is in use as follows:
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(1) Land on the north is in agriculture production except for one single-family dwelling.

(2) Land on the south is in agricultural production and there is one single-family dwelling to
the south.

(3) Land east of the subject property is in agricultural production.

(4) Land west of the subject property is in agricultural production.

7. Previous zoning cases in the vicinity are the following:
A. Case 560-S-06 was a Special Use Permit for a Temple and Cultural Center in the AG-i District

that was approved by the ZBA on May 31, 2007. This is on a property less than one-quarter of a
mile immediately south of the subject property.

GENERALL YREGARDING THE EXISTING AND PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICTS

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

as described in Section 5 of the Ordinance:
(1) The AG-l, Agriculture DISTRICT is intended to protect the areas of the COUNTY

where soil and topographic conditions are best adapted to the pursuit of
AGRICULTURAL USES and to prevent the admixture of urban and rural USES which
would contribute to the premature termination of AGRICULTURAL pursuits.

(2) The AG-2, Agriculture DISTRICT is intended to prevent scattered indiscriminate urban
development and to preserve the AGRICUTURAL nature within areas which are
predominately 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 AG-i District is generally located throughout the county in areas which have not

been placed in any other Zoning Districts.

(2) The AG-2 is generally located in areas close to urban areas although in Somer Township
the AG-2 district is as far as 3 miles from the City of Urbana and as far as 1.75 miles
from the City of Champaign.

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 10 types of uses authorized by right in the AG-l District and there are 13 types

of uses authorized by right in the AG-2 District:
(a) The following ii uses are authorized by right in the AG-i District:

Single family dwelling;



REVISED DRAFT Cases 699-AM-li
Page 5of24

• Subdivisions of three lots or less;
• Agriculture;
• Roadside Stand operated by Farm Operator;
• Minor Rural Specialty Business;
• Plant Nursery;
• Township Highway Maintenance Garage;
• Christmas Tree Sales Lot;
• Off-premises sign within 660 feet of interstate highway;
• Off-premises sign along federal highway except interstate highways; and
• Temporary Uses

(b) The following additional uses are also authorized by right in the AG-2 District:
• Country club or golf course;
• Commercial Breeding Facility;

(2) The uses authorized by right in the AG-2 district should be compatible with adjacent
AG-i uses.

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

• Hotel with no more than 15 lodging units;
• Residential PLANNED 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 1 or more acres;
• Mineral extraction, Quarrying, topsoil removal, and allied activities;
• Elementary School, Junior High School, or High School;
• Church, Temple or church related Temporary Uses on church Property;
• Municipal or Government Building;
• Township Highway Maintenance Garage;
• Adaptive Reuse of GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS for any USE Permitted

by Right;
• Penal or correctional institution;
• Police station or fire 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;
• Radio or Television Station;
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• Electrical Substation;
• Telephone Exchange;
• RESIDENTIAL AIRPORTS;
• RESTRICTED LANDING AREAS;
• HELIPORT-RESTRICTED LANDING AREAS;
• Farm Chemicals and Fertilizer Sales including incidental storage and

mixing of blended fertilizer;
• Livestock Sales Facility and Stockyards;
• Slaughter Houses;
• Grain Storage Elevator and Bins;
• Riding Stable;
• Commercial Fishing Lake;
• Cemetery or Crematory;
• Pet Cemetery;
• Kennel;
• Veterinary Hospital;
• Off-premises sign farther than 660 feet from an interstate highway;
• 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);
• WIND FARM (County Board SUP)
• Sawmills Planing Mills, and related activities; and
• Pre-Existing Industrial Uses (existing prior to October 10, 1973)

(b) Except for a WIND FARM the same uses may also be authorized by SUP in the
AG-2 District. The following additional uses may also be authorized by SUP in
the AG-2 District:
• DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY;
• Home for the aged;
• NURSING HOME;
• TRAVEL TRAILER Camp;
• Commercial greenhouse;
• Greenhouse (not exceeding 1,000 square feet)
• Garden Shop;
• Water Treatment Plant;
• Public Fairgrounds;
• MOTOR BUS station
• Truck Terminal;
• Railroad Yards and Freight Terminals;
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• AIRPORT;
• HELIPORT/HELISTOPS;
• Mortuary or Funeral Home;
• Roadside Produce Sales Stand;
• Feed and Grain (sales only);
• Artist Studio;
• Antique Sales and Service;
• Amusement Park;
• Resort or Organized Camp;
• Bait Sales;
• Country Club Clubhouse;
• Lodge or private club;
• Outdoor commercial recreational enterprise (except amusement park);
• Private Indoor Recreational Development;
• Public Camp or picnic area;
• Seasonal hunting or fishing lodge;
• Stadium or coliseum;
• THEATER, OUTDOOR;
• Aviation sales, service or storage;
• Self-Storage Warehouses, not providing heat and utilities to individual

units;
• LANDSCAPE WASTE PROCESS1NG FACILITIES;
• Wood Fabricating Shop and Related Activities;

(4) Any proposed Special Use Permit can be evaluated on a case by case for compatibility with
adjacent AG-i uses.

GENERALLYREGARDING THE LRMP GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES

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

“It is the purpose of this plan to encourage municipalities and the County to
protect the land, air, water, natural resources and environment of the County and
to encourage the use of such resources in a maimer 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 follows:
(1) Goal: an ideal future condition to which the community aspires
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(2) Objective: a tangible, measurable outcome leading to the achievement of a goal

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

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

REGARDING LRMP GOALS & POLICIES

10. LRMP Goal 1 is entitled “Planning and Public Involvement” and states that as follows:

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

The proposed amendment is NOTRELEJ’ANT to Goal 1. Goal 1 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 rezoning.

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

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

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

Goal 2 has two objectives and three policies. The proposed amendment is NOTRELEVANTto Goal 2.

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

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 is RELEVANT to Goal 3
because Objective 3.1 entitled “Business Climate” states: The proposed amendment PARTIALLY
ACHIEVES Goal 3 for the following reason:

Champaign County wifi seek to ensure that it maintains comparable tax rates and fees, and
“vorablc business climate relative to similar counties.

A. The three objectives are as follows:
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(1) Objective 3.1 is entitled “Business Climate” and states, Champaign County will seek to
ensure that it maintains comparable tax rates and fees, and a favorable business climate
relative to similar counties.

(2) Objective 3.2 is entitled “Efficient County Administration” and states, “Champaign
County will ensure that its regulations are administered efficiently and do not impose
undue costs or delays on persons seeking permits or other approvals.”

1..,
j.D Objective 3.3 is entitled “County Economic Development Policy” and states,

“Champaign County will maintain an updated Champaign County Economic
Development Policy that is coordinated with and supportive of the LRPM.”

B. Although the proposed rezoning is NOTDIRECTLYRELEVANTto any of these objectives, the
proposed rezoning, the Petitioner’s are a local business and are proposing a venue that they claim
is not available in Champaign County and therefore the proposed rezoning can be said to
PARTIALLYACHIEVE Goal 3.

The Petitioner’s are a local business and are proposing a venue that they claim is not available in
Champaign County.

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 22 policies. The proposed amendment should [HELP ACHIEVE /NOT
HELPACHIEVE? Goal 4 for the following reasons:

A. 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 [ACHIEVES / DOES NOT ACHIEVE? Objective 4.2 because of the
following:

(1) Policy 4.2.1 states, “The county may authorize a proposed business or other non
residential discretionary review development in a rural area if the proposed
development supports agriculture or involves a product or service that is better
provided in a rural area than in an urban area.”

The proposed rezoning [ACHIEVES / DOES NOT ACHIEVE? Policy 4.2.1 for the
following reason:
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The proposed Event Center will provide an atmosphere that the Petitioner’s claim
is not available in an urban setting. In addition, the Petitioners cater events for
agricultural businesses and organizations.

*(b) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing petitioner Lauren Murray-Miller testified,
and is summarized as follows:
i. Her family settled on the family farm only a few miles away from the

subject property over 130 years ago and it was her grandfather and father
that chose to forgo other opportunities to carry on the family fanm

ii. It was at a young age that she and her siblings learned the hard work ethic
and entrepreneurial spirit and are proud to be tied tightly to their farming
roots. She and her sister Anne opened the company as a career to work on
by themselves and give them the opportunity have employees that they
can call family and clients that they can call friends and received an award
from the University of Illinois College of ACES for Outstanding Young
Alumni.

iii. They have not submitted this proposal haphazardly and have done
research and taken steps necessary to make sure that this is a feasible
project.

*(c’) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing the following people spoke in favor of the
proposed Special Use and rezoning and their testimony is summarized as follows:
i. Lisa Kesler stated that she lives one-quarter mile away from the subject

property and has known Lauren and Anne Murray their entire lives and
has watched them work very hard since the day the graduated. Both sides
of the girls family have farmed in Hensley and Condit Townships for
several generations therefore it comes as no surprise that they have always
made the needs and tastes of the rural community a top priority in their
business. She has no reservations regarding the proposed project.

ii. Chris Wallace stated that she and her husband live directly north of the
L.A. Gourmet kitchen and has lived there prior to the conception of the
business. The business has been a good neighbor and there has been no
noticeable disruption in their lives and L.A. Gourmet is probably the
largest employer in Condit Township. She does not believe that the event
center will create problems for local agriculture in the area because the
girls grew up on a farm and are fully aware of dust, odors, pesticides, and
anhydrous applications.

iii. Catherine Ehler stated that she farms land north and east of the subject
property and knowing the history of the Murray family she believes that
the girls will be good neighbors because they know the farming business



REVISED DRAFT Cases 699-AM-Il

Page 11 of 24

better that probably most other people understand it and she supports the
proposal and looks forward to its completion.

iv. Bernard Hammel stated that he has lived in the area for 79 years and that
he is in support of the project.

*(d) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing Eric Bussell, realtor for Keller-Williams
Realty, testified and is summarized as follows:
i. Approximately one year ago Anne and Lauren Murray contacted him to

assist them in finding a location for their proposed event center and one
year later they were unable to accomplish that.

ii. They visited many buildings and properties and another real estate broker
was brought in to help in the search.

iii. The argument that there are other buildings out there to suit the needs of
the business is not true because the general market does not provide for
the needs of L.A. Gourmet and the need in the community for an event
center such as this is strong.

iv. The Clearview Subdivision is not appealing for the business because a
unique wedding experience would be difficult to achieve there with the
other anticipated commercial buildings.

*(e) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing neighbor Peggy Anderson testified that she
does have concerns regarding the compatibility of the proposed use with
surrounding agriculture.

*(f) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing Gwedoline Wilson testified, and is
summarized as follows:
i. She owns and operates Nuptiae Wedding and Event Planning and has been

in the business for 9 years and is spoke in favor of the proposed Special
Use.

ii. She has worked with many local families to plan events that are special to
each individual and more than half of the wedding plans have a budget of
over S44,000.

iii. The wedding industry is very important to area businesses and a
successful event center can impact the local economy not only through
vending but also through hotel rooms, transportation, formal wear, rental
companies, and specialty vendors because they employ many people.
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iv. There is a need for an event center such as the one proposed because few
venues offer such a truly unique and rural setting and it is simply
unattainable within the city limits. The event center will be especially
appealing to rural families planning for special occasions and the
picturesque nature.

*(g) Letters of support regarding Case 699-AM-il and 700-S-i 1 have been received
from the following:
i. Roger and Marilyn Babb, 2126 CR llOOE, Champaign, received April 23,

2012.
ii. Kevin Babb, 2126 CR 1 100E, Champaign, received April 23, 2012.
iii. Gene Warner. 1006 Churchill Downs Drive, Champaign, received April 23,

2012.
iv. Mark J. Kesler, received April 24, 2012.
v. Ron, Rich, Bernie, and Steve Hammond, received April 24, 2012.
vi. Don and Lois Wood, 2283 CR 1100E, Champaign, received April 24. 2012.
vii. Thomas R. Ramage, President, Parkland College, 2400 W. Bradley Aye,

Champaign, received April 24, 2012.
viii. Elizabeth Collins, received April 24, 2012.
ix. Tern Kirby, Horizon Hobby, 4105 Fieldstone Road, Champaign, received

Awil 25, 2012.
x. John and Vicky Tedlock, 467 CR 2600N, Mahomet, received April 25, 2012.
xi. Alex Ruggieri. Sperry Van Ness-Ramshaw Real Estate, 505 W. University

Aye, Champaign, received April 25, 2012.

(h) Based on the evidence, the proposed event center (IS/IS NOTI a service better
provided in a rural area than in an urban area.

( Policy 4.2.2 states, “The County may authorize discretionary review development in
a rural area 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 activities or damage or negatively affect
the operation of agricultural drainage systems, rural roads, or other
agriculture-related infrastructure.”

The proposed rezoning [ACHIEVES / DOES NOT ACHIEVE) Policy 4.2.2 for the
following reasons:

(a) Trees will be planted on the subject property to screen the parking areas from
view of neighboring properties and to provide a buffer between agricultural
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activities and the activities of the property, but this screening could shade nearby
farmland.

(b) The traffic produced by the proposed use will be an increase in traffic, but its
impact will be minimal as reported in the Traffic Impact Analysis received May
16, 2012 from the Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Traffic Study (CUUATS).

(c) Agricultural drainage should not be affected because a special condition has been
proposed in related Case 700-S-i 1 to protect and mitigate any impact this
development may have on agricultural drainage tile.

(ç The proposed Event Center will not negatively affect agricultural activities. The
proposed building will primarily be sited on land that is not in crop production
and the remainder of the development will take a minimal amount of land out of
crop production.

* (e) At the April 26. 2012, public hearing neighbor Peggy Anderson testified that ske
does have concerns regarding the compatibility of the proposed use with
surrounding agriculture.

*(f) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing the following people spoke in favor of the
proposed Special Use and rezoning and their testimony is summarized as follows:
i. Lisa Kesler stated that she lives one-quarter mile away from the subject

property and has known Lauren and Anne Murray their entire lives and
has watched them work very hard since the day the graduated. Both sides
of the girls family have fanned in Hensley and Condit Townships for
several generations therefore it comes as no surprise that they have always
made the needs and tastes of the rural community a top priority in their
business. She has no reservations regarding the proposed project.

ii. Chris Wallace stated that she and her husband live directly north of the
L.A. Gourmet kitchen and has lived there prior to the conception of the
business. The business has been a good neighbor and there has been no
noticeable disruption in their lives and L.A. Gourmet is probably the
largest employer in Condit Township. She does not believe that the event
center will create problems for local agriculture in the area because the
girls grew up on a farm and are fully aware of dust, odors, pesticides, and
anhydrous applications.

iii. Catherine Ehler stated that she farms land north and east of the subject
property and knowing the history of the Murray family she believes that
the girls will be good neighbors because they know the fanning business
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better that probably most other people understand it and she supports the
proposal and looks forward to its completion.

(g) Based on the evidence, the proposed event center (DOES /DOES NOT]
negatively affect agricultural activities, or [IS/IS NOT] located and designed to
minimize exposure to negative affects of agricultural activities, and [WILL /
WILL NOT] interfere with agricultural activities.

Policy 4.2.3 states, “The County will require that each proposed discretionary
development explicitly recognize and provide for the right of agricultural activities
to continue on adjacent land.”

The proposed rezomngACHlE VES Policy 4.2.3 for the following reason:

( The Petitioner’s understand that this is a rural area where agricultural activities
take place.

(b) A special condition has been proposed to ensure that any subsequent owner
recognize the rights of agricultural activities.

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

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Policy 4.2.4 for the following reason:
There will be adequate space between the proposed use and adjacent agriculture
uses.

B. 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.”

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Objective 4.3 because of the following:
(1) Policy 4.3.1 does not apply because the subject property is best prime farmland.

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

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Policy 4.3.2 for the following reasons:
(a) The land is best prime farmland and consists of Drummer silty clay soil that has a

Land Evaluation score of 98 and Wyanet silt loam that has a Land Evaluation
Score of 65, Dana silt loam that has a Land Evaluation Score of 87, and Raub silt
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loaf that has a Land Evaluation Score of 87 and the average Land Evaluation
score is approximately 88.

(b) While most of the subject property has been in agricultural production, much of
the area for the proposed event center has not.

(c) The subject property fronts and has access to County Highway 1/CR 1 000E. The
Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by CUUATS, received May 16, 2012,
indicates that the proposed use will have minimal impact on the road network.
CUUATS made suggestions for safety measures and a special condition in related
Case 700-S-i 1 will implement those suggestions.

(d) Agricultural drainage should not be affected because a special condition has been
proposed in related Case 700-S-i 1 to protect and mitigate any impact this
development may have on agricultural drainage tile.

(e) The subject property is not served by sanitary sewer, but a new septic system is
proposed to be installed in the southeast corner of the subject property to serve the
proposed event center. The Petitioner’s have received a permit for the septic
system from the Champaign County Health Department.

(3) Policy 4.3.3 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 ACHIEVES Policy 4.3.3 for the following reason:
(a) The subject property is located approximately 8 miles from the Thomasboro Fire

Protection District Station. The fire protection district was notified of the case and
comments have been received and a special condition has been proposed in
related Case 700-S-i 1 to implement the recommendations of the Thornasboro Fire
Protection District.

(b) The subject property is approximately 2 miles from the City of Champaign.

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

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Policy 4.3.4 for the following reason:
(a) The subject property has access to County Highway 1/CR i000E. County

Highway i/CR 1000E is a two-lane highway that has adequate capacity for the
proposed use.
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(b) The Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by CUUATS, received May 16, 2012,
indicates that the proposed use will have minimal impact on the road network.
CUUATS made suggestions for safety measures and a special condition in related
Case 700-S-li will implement those suggestions.

(c) Agricultural drainage should not be affected because a special condition has been
proposed in related Case 700-S-li to protect and mitigate any impact this
development may have on agricultural drainage tile.

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.

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 5 because it is not relevant to urban
development.

15. LRMP Goal 6 is entitled “Public Health and Safety” and states as follows:

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

Goal 6 has 4 objectives and 7 policies. The proposed amendment ACHIEVES should HELPAHIEVE
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 public
health or safety.”

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Objective 6.1 because of the following:
Policy 6.1.2 states, “The County will ensure that the proposed wastewater disposal
and treatment systems of discretionary development will not endanger public
health, create nuisance conditions for adjacent uses, or negatively impact surface or
groundwater quality.”

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Policy 6.1.2 for the following reasons:
The Petitioner’s have received a penilit for a wastewater system from the
Champaign County Health Department. The design of the system should not
create nuisance conditions and should not endanger public health.

B. Objective 6.3 entitled “Development Standards” states, as follows: “Champaign County will
seek to ensure that all new non-agricultural construction in the unincorporated area will comply
with a building code by 2015.”

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Objective 6.3 because of the following:
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(]j A special condition of approval has been proposed in related Case 700-S-i 1 to ensure
that the proposed Event Center will comply with applicable building codes.

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.

The proposed amendment is RELE V’INT to Goal 7 for the following reason:

Goal 7 has 2 objectives and 7 policies. The proposed amendment is ACHIEVES Goal 7 for the
following reason:

A. Objective 7.1 is entitled “Traffic Impact Analysis” and states, “Champaign County will consider
traffic impact in all land use decisions and coordinate efforts with other agencies when
warranted.”

The proposed rezoning ACHIEVES Objective 7.1 because of the following:
(1) Policy 7.1.1 states, “The County will include traffic impact analyses in discretionary

review development proposals with significant traffic generation.”

The proposed rezoningACHIEVES Policy 7.1.1 for the following reasons:
The proposed Event Center will accommodate up to 400 people and the site plan
includes 84 parking spaces. Traffic entering and exiting the subject property
before and after an event could cause a significant increase in traffic on CR
1 000E/County Highway 1. Although this increase may be significant at times,
events at maximum capacity will not take place on a daily basis, therefore
increases in traffic will likely be sporadic.

(b) The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) received May 16, 2012, conducted by the
Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Transportation Study made recommendations
regarding traffic safety in the area of the subject property, the recommendations
are as follows:

i. Because the proposed event center will have minimal impact on traffic
flow, no capacity or traffic operational improvements are necessary for the
study roadway segment or the four study intersections (Bloomington
Road, Olympian Drive, Ford Harris Road, and Hensley Road).

ii. A stop sign on the event center driveway with due consideration for proper
sight distance. This is required by a special condition in Case 700-S-i 1.

Lighting at the entrance to the subject property. This lighting shall only be
operated during event times and fully comply with the lighting

lii.
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requirements of Section 6.1.2. This is required by a special condition in
Case 700-S-i 1.

iv. Way finding signage shall be placed a minimum of 200 feet in advance of
the entrance to the subject property. This is required by a special condition
in Case 700-S-i 1.

v. All signage shall be placed in accordance with the latest version of the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines.

17. LRMP Goal 8 is entitled “Natural Resources” and states as follows:

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

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT Goal 8 because it will not be harmful to natural
resources.

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

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

The proposed amendment is NOT RELEVANT to Goal 9 because the proposed amendment does not
address energy efficiency or the use of renewable energy sources.

19. LRMP Goal 10 is 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 NOTRELE VANTto the proposed amendment.

GENERALLYREGARDING THE LaSalle Factors

20. In the case of LaSalle National Bank of Chicago v. County of Cook the Illinois Supreme Court reviewed
previous cases and identified six factors that should be considered in determining the validity of any
proposed rezoning. Those six factors are referred to as the LaSalle factors. Two other factors were
added in later years from the case of Sinclair Pipe Line 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 factors 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:

A. LaSalle factor: The existing uses and zoning of nearby property.
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Table 1 below summarizes the land uses and zoning of the subject property and properties
nearby.

Table 1: Land Use and Zoning Summary

B. LaSalle factor: The extent to which property values are diminished by the particular
zoning restrictions.
(1) 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 it also is not clear if the requested map
amendment would have any effect.

C. LaSalle 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 property 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 amendment
would allow the Petitioner’s to provide a venue that is not available in Champaign County.
Currently, the hardship imposed on the Petitioner’s is minimal. The Petitioner’s understand they
could not operate a Private Indoor Recreation Development as a Special Use under its current
zoning.

E. LaSalle factor: The suitability of the subject property for the zoned purposes.
The subject property is suitable for the zoned purposes. Currently, a portion of the property is
used for agricultural production and will continue to be used for agricultural production if the

Direction Land Use Zoning
Residential

Onsite AG-i Agriculture
Agriculture
Agriculture

North —--------- AG-i Agriculture
Residential

East Agriculture AG-i Agriculture

West Agriculture AG-i Agriculture

proposed rezoning is approved.
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F. LaSalle 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 AG-i District was planned in 1973 and thus was intended to protect areas of the County
where soil and topographic conditions are best adapted to the pursuit of agricultural uses.
Currently, the subject property is not vacant. A single-family home exists on the property with
another portion being used a farmland. 1973 and 2008 aerial photos were compared and it
appears that the land cover in 1973 exists today on the subject property aside from the home
which was constructed on the property in the mid 1 980s. In addition, the single family homes to
the north and south appear in the 1973 aerial photography.

G. Sinclair factor: The need and demand for the use.
The proposed use, if rezoned is an Event Center for the Petitioner’s catering business. The need
and demand for the use is to provide a rural event center in Champaign County.

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. The Petitioner’s will be taking minimal, if any agricultural land out
of production.

REGARDING SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPRO VAL

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
Resolution 3425.

The above special condition is necessary to ensure the following:

Conformance with policy 4.2.3.



REVISED DRAFT Cases 699-AM-Il

Page 21 of24

DOCUMENTS OF RECORD
1. Special Use Permit Application received on November 10, 2011, with attachments:

A Letter of Intent
B Sketches of location, existing use, and proposed use

2. Petition for Zoning Map Amendment signed by Lauren and Anne Murray received on November 10,
2011, with attachments:
A Letter of Intent
B Sketches of location, existing use, and proposed use

3. Site Plan, Building Plan, and Exterior Drawings received on February 9, 2012

4. Letter of Intent received February 9, 2012

5. Septic System Permit and Application received February 9, 2012

6. On-site Soil Evaluation for Septic Filter Field received February 13, 2012

7. Revised Site Plan received February 13, 2012

8. Revised Site Plan received March 2, 2012

9. Preliminary Memorandum for Case 700-S-i 1 dated March 23, 2012, with attachments:
A Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)
B Site Plan (Proposed Development) received March 2, 2012
C Building plans and drawings received February 9, 2012
D Stormwater Drainage Plan
E Septic System Plan
F Letter of Intent received February 9, 2012
G Draft Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

10. Preliminary Memorandum for Case 699-AM-il dated March 23, 2012, with attachments:
A Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)
B Draft Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

ii. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-il dated Mach 29. 2012, with attachment:
A letter from Don Wauthier received March 27, 2012

12. Special Report from the Hensley Township Plan Commission submitted by Mr. Ben McCall at the
March 29. 2012, public hearing.

13. Revised site plan received April 17, 2012
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14. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-li dated April 20. 2012 with attachments:
A Revised site plan received April 17, 2012
B County Highway 1 Crash Location and Severity Map 2007-20 1 1
C County Highway 1 5-Year Crash Information Map
D Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

15. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 699-AM-il dated April 20, 2012, with attachment:
A Revised Finding of Fact and Final Determination

16. Scope of Services from the Champaign County Regional Planning Commission received April 23, 2012

17. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-li dated April 26, 2012, with attachments:
A Traffic Accident Information for County Highway 1
B Scope of Services
C Letters of Support from the following:

1. Roger and Marilyn Babb, 2126 CR 1 100E, Champaign
2. Kevin Babb. 2126 CR 1 lOOE, Champaign
3. Gene Warner, 1006 Churchill Downs Drive. Champaign
4. Mark J. Kesler
5. Ron, Rich, Bernie, and Steve Hammond
6. Don and Lois Wood, 2283 CR ilOOE, Champaign
7. Thomas R. Ramage. President, Parkland College. 2400 W. Bradley Ave. Champaign
8. Elizabeth Collins
9. Tern Kirby, Horizon Hobby, 4105 Fieldstone Road, Champaign
10. John and Vicky Tedlock, 467 CR 2600N. Mahomet
11. Alex Ruggieri, Sperry Van Ness-Ramshaw Real Estate, 505 W. University Ave. Champaign

18. Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by the Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Area Transportation Study
(CUUATS). received May 16, 2012

19. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-li dated June 8, 2012, with attachments:
A Approved minutes from the April 26, 2012, public hearing for Case 699-AM-il and 700-S-il
B Traffic Impact Analysis
C NRCS Dry Hydrant Information and Standard Details
D Site Distance Map
E Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

20. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 699-AM-il dated June 8, 2012, with attachments:
A Approved Minutes from the April 26, 2012, public hearing for Cases 699-AM-il and 700

-S-li
B Revised Finding of Fact. and Final Detennination
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SUMMARY FINDING OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
March 29, 2012, md April 26, 2012, and June 14, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County
finds that:

1. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment {WILL/ WILL NOT] HELP ACHIEVE the Land
Resource Management Plan because:

A. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment [WILL / WILL NOT] HELP ACHIEVE the
following LRMP goals:
• 3,4,6,and7

B. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment { WILL / WILL NOT IMPEDEJ the
achievement of the other LRMP goals.

2. The proposed Zoning Ordinance map amendment [IS/IS NOTJ consistent with the LaSalle and Sinclair
factors.
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FINAL DETERMINATION

Pursuant to the authority granted by Section 9.2 of the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning Board
of Appeals of Champaign County determines that:

The Zoning Ordinance Amendment requested in Case 699-AM-il should [BE ENACTED /NOT BE
ENACTED] by the County Board in the form attached hereto.

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

SIGNED:

Eric Thorsiand, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

ATTEST:

Secretary to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date



Andy Kass
Associate Planner

This case was continued from the April 26, 2012, public hearing. Approved minutes for the April 26,
2012, public hearing are attached. The Traffic Impact Analysis has been completed by CUUATS and is
attached. New evidence and revisions are proposed to be added to the Summary of Evidence and a
Revised Summary of Evidence is included as an attachment. A new special condition of approval has
been proposed and is included below.

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

On May 16, 2012, staff received the completed Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by the Champaign-
Urbana Urbanized Transportation Study. The study reports that the proposed event center will not
have a significant impact on traffic in the study area (see the attached report). CUUATS did make
some recommendations regarding safety precautions including signage directing traffic to the site,
lighting at the entrance to the subject property, and a stop sign at the egress of the subject property. Staff
has proposed a new special condition to ensure that the recommendations of CUUATS are implemented.

PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS

J. The subject property fronts a County Highway. The driveway entrance and exit should be
constructed of an all weather surface at a width, elevation, geometry, and materials (including
culvert) as approved by the Champaign County Engineer so as to maintain safe entrance and exit
conditions. The County Engineer should approve the proposed driveway before it is constructed
and also approve the driveway as constructed. The Zoning Ordinance does not require County
Engineer approval of driveway access to a county highway even though County Engineer approval
is required. The following conditions will ensure that the driveway access to County Highway 1 is
approved by the Champaign County Engineer.

PLANNING &
ZONING te Area:

CASE NO. 700-S-I I
SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM

Champaign June 8, 2012
County

Department of

‘etitioner: L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC

me Schedule for Development:
st Zoning Approval (Approximately

Brookens 1 year)
Administrative Center

1776 E. Washington Street Prepared by:
Urbana, Illinois 61802

10 acres

(217) 384-3708

Request: The construction and use of an
Event Center as a “Private Indoor
Recreational Development” as a
Special Use on land that is proposed to
be rezoned to the AG-2 Agriculture
Zoning District from the current AG-i
Agriculture Zoning District in related
zoning case 699-AM-il

Location: A 10 acre tract in the Southwest
Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of
Section 14 of Hensley Township and
commonly known as the home at 2150
CR 1000E, Champaign.

John Hall
Zoning Administrator

STATUS
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The Driveway shall be improved as follows:
(1) The petitioner shall provide the County Engineer with engineering drawings

of the proposed driveway entrance. In addition to the actual driveway the
driveway drawings shall also include the following:

(a) A stop sign shall be placed on the event center driveway with due
consideration for proper sight distance and shall be placed in
accordance with the latest version of the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines. The location and details of the
stop sign shall be included on the engineering drawings submitted to
the County Engineer.

(b) Lighting at the entrance to the subject property shall be provided. This
lighting shall only be operated during event times and fully comply
with the lighting requirements of Section 6.1.2. The location of the
lighting shall be included on the engineering drawings submitted to the
County Engineer.

(c) Way finding signage shall be placed a minimum of 200 feet in advance
of the entrance to the subject property as recommended by the Traffic
Impact Analysis conducted by CUUATS and detailed in the driveway
drawings. All signage shall be placed in accordance with the latest
version of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
guidelines.

(2) The Zoning Administrator shall not approve a Zoning Use Permit for the
temple building without documentation of the County Engineer’s approval of
the proposed driveway entrance.

(3) The Zoning Administrator shall not issue a Zoning Compliance Certificate
without documentation of the County Engineer’s approval of the constructed
driveway entrance including any necessary as-built engineering drawings.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

All parking related to the Special Use Permit can safely enter and exit the
subject property safely with adequate visibility and regardless of weather
conditions.

K. Chief Paul Cundiffofthe Thomasboro Fire Protection District has recommended four special
conditions to ensure public safety and those special conditions that are in the following special
condition:

(1) The Special Use shall include the following:

(a) A KNOX box shall be installed on the building for fire department
access.
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(b) A monitored fire alarm system shall be installed within the building.

(c) An all access defibrillator shall be provided in the public space.

(d) A dry hydrant shall be installed at the detention basin in a location that
is within 8 feet of a hard surfaced driveway or a no parking area that is
built to carry the load of an emergency vehicle and is accessible at all
times by a posted fire lane. The location and details of construction
shall be approved in writing by the Thomasboro Fire Protection
District Chief. The as-built dry hydrant shall also be approved in
writing by the Thomasboro Fire Protection District Chief.

(2) The Fire Protection District shall approve the operation of the dry hydrant
and all other items requested by the Fire Chief in writing before the Zoning
Compliance Certificate authorizing occupancy can be approved by the Zoning
Administrator.

(3) The dry hydrant shall be maintained in good working order by the landowner
for the life of the special use permit.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

Adequate public safety.

CONSTRUCTION OF A DRY HYDRANT

Documents are attached providing information regarding dry hydrants as well as drawing depicting
properly designed dry hydrants. This information is part of the Natural Resources Conservation Services
(NRCS) Engineering Handbook and was provided by the Champaign County Soil and Water
Conservation District.

SITE DISTANCE MAP

A site distance map has been attached. This map was created using LIDAR elevation data by the
Champaign County GIS Consortium. There is a ten feet difference in elevation between the subject
property and the crest of the hill south of the subject property. The crest of the hill is approximately 600
feet from the driveway of the subject property. The driveway is located in a dip, but there appears to be
sufficient distance to allow for a vehicle to stop. In addition, a special condition is proposed for the
Petitioner’s to place signage along County Highway 1 directing traffic to the subject property.

ATTACHMENTS
A Approved minutes from the April 26, 2012, public hearing for Case 699-AM-il and 700-S-il

(attached separately)
B Traffic Impact Analysis (attached separately)
C NRCS Dry Hydrant Information and Standard Details
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June 8, 2012

D Site Distance Map (attached separately)
E Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination (attached separately)
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NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

CONSERVATION PRACTICE STANDARD

(No.)

CODE 432

RECEIVED
JUN05 ZO1Z

O P & Z UEPARThL1

DEFINITION

A non-pressurized permanent pipe assembly
system installed into a water source that
permits the withdrawal of water by suction.

PURPOSE

To provide all weather access to an available
water source for fire suppression.

CONDITIONS WHERE PRACTICE APPLIES

Where a dependable source of water is
available, where transport vehicles can access
the site, and where a source of water is
needed for fire suppression.

CRITERIA

Utilities and Permits. The landowner shall be
responsible for locating all buried utilities in the
project area, including drainage tile and other
structural measures.

The landowner shall obtain all necessary
permissions from regulatory agencies,
including the Illinois Department of Agriculture,
US Army Corps of Engineers, US
Environmental Protection Agency, Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency and Illinois
Department of Natural Resources — Office of
Water Resources, or document that no permits
are required.

Site Conditions. Site conditions shall be such
that an all weather vehicle access is available
to the dry hydrant or can be developed. The
dry hydrant shall be reasonably close to the
water source to minimize the length of suction
line. The location of the hydrant should be

determined in conjunction with local fire
officials. Special care and maintenance will be
required when debris and fine soil particles are
part of the stream bed.

Water Requirement. The quantity to be
considered available to a dry hydrant is the
minimum available (at not over 15 feet total
static lift) during a drought. A minimum of
4,000 cubic feet of pumpable impoundment
water or a minimum pump flow rate of 250
gpm without interruption for 2 hours is
considered a dependable water supply.

Location. A location map showing the exact
site of the hydrant and vehicle access shall be
furnished to the local fire department with a
copy to the landowner. A letter of approval to
use the site shall be obtained from the
landowner prior to construction. This could be
a Water Use Agreement, made with the local
Fire Department. Access, topography, and
location should be reviewed by fire department
personnel prior to installation.

The fire truck connection shall be located
within 10 feet of the edge of an all weather
access road. The all weather access road and
fire truck pumper connection shall be higher
than the auxiliary spillway elevation if installed
in a constructed impoundment.

Water supply. The adequacy of the water
supply from impoundments shall be
determined. The volume of water available
from ponds and lakes shall be based on the
low water drought level, which shall be
assumed to be 3 feet below the permanent
pool elevation. The adequacy of stream flow
source can be determined from regional
analysis of stream gage data.

Pipe. The pipe material may be Poly Vinyl
Chloride (PVC) pipe and fittings conforming to

NRCS — Illinois

DRY HYDRANT

Conservation practice standards are reviewed periodically and updated if needed. To
obtain the current version of this standard, contact your Natural Resources Conservation
Service State Office or visit the electronic Field Office Technical Guide.
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ASTM D 1785 and ASTM D 2466 for Schedule
40 pipe. The pipe may also be steel
conforming to ASTM A 53, or iron pipe
conforming to ANSI/AWWA C151/A21.51 and
ANSI/AWWA Cl 15/A21.15.

PVC pipe must be protected from or resistant
to ultraviolet rays. No more than two 90-
degree elbows shall be used in the entire pipe
system. Pipe shall be 6 inches nominal
diameter or larger. The pipe shall be fitted with
intake screen or strainer and standard fire
truck hose adapters for quick connect/release
operations acceptable to the local fire
department.

If pipe supports are required, they shall be
shown on the drawings or as otherwise
approved by the engineer.

Always install a brace 2 to 4 feet in front of the
hydrant to bear the weight of the hard suction
between the pumper and the hydrant head.
The weight of the hard suction full of water can
crack the standpipe, particularly during
extremely cold weather.

The depth at which the pipe is installed shall
be below the frost-free depth for the area.

Frost Protection. Prevent water within the
pipe from freezing, when the high water level is
at or above the average frost-free depth, using
methods such as:

• mounding soil in additional height and
perimeter to attain adequate thermal
protection or

• by adding commercial pipe insulation
around the pipe.

Pipe Intake. The intake screen should have a
minimum opening of 4 times the pipe cross
sectional area. Where the intake is more than
3 feet off the bottom, a trash rack may be used
in lieu of a screen.

A dry hydrant installation shall provide for a
positive slope toward the water source. In pits
or impoundments, the intake screen or strainer
shall be supported and secured at least two
feet above the pool bottom. The intake shall
be at least 4 feet beyond the earth slope.

NRCS — Illinois

To avoid a vortex or whirlpool during pumping,
the centerline of the inlet pipe shall be at least
2.0 feet below the design low water level
unless a special design is prepared to prevent
a vortex.

For low profile stream screen intakes, the
depth of water cover below the design low
water level may be less than 1.0 ft as per
manufacturer’s recommendations.

Pump Lift. The top of the fire truck pumping
connection or centerline of pump (whichever is
higher) shall be no more than 15 feet above
the design low water level or stream surface
during drought conditions.

The total lift (pumping head) shall not exceed
20 feet when all losses are totaled. Pumping
head for each site shall include head loss from
screen or strainer, elbows, line friction,
elevation (static head), and hard rubber or
flexible suction hose to the fire truck.

Dry Hydrant. Dry barrel (conventional)
hydrants may not be used due to excess
suction loss and the necessity that they be
absolutely airtight.

A recessed hydrant (below ground-level
connection) may be specified for use in areas
with special needs, such as in a high
vandalism area or for low profile and esthetic
needs. It is also referred to as a flush mount
hydrant and does not require the riser. It may
be used with the 450 or straight dry hydrant
head assembly.

Dry Hydrant Head. The hydrant sleeve shall
be made of bronze, brass, aluminum alloy or
other durable, non-corrosive metal. Sleeve
must be permanently affixed inside a PVC
head using epoxy adhesive and stainless steel
bolts.

The hydrant head shall be able to accept a 6
inch NHT (American National Fire Hose
Thread) connection to provide maximum
supply. Hydrant (6 inch) head shall conform to
ASTM 2466, Poly Vinyl Chloride (PVC)
Fittings, Schedule 40.

All hydrants shall contain a removable head
strainer and stainless steel snap ring that can
be removed without special tools. The strainer
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shall be conical in shape to maximize straining
area. All hydrants shall use a rubber “0” ring
between the threaded sleeve and PVC head.

The local Fire Department should decide at
what angle they would like the hydrant head to
be placed. This will depend on the type of
hard suction they will run from the pumper to
the hydrant, what angle the pumper sits in
reference to the hydrant, and whether the
pump is located on the front or side of the
truck.

The hydrant head shall not be located higher in
elevation than the anticipated fire truck pump
intake, in order to prevent a potential air-lock.

Fire truck pump intake height is commonly 3-
feet from ground level to the center of the
intake.

Dry Hydrant Cap. The cap shall be of snap-
on/snap-off design and removable without
special tools. It shall be joined with a steel
cable or chain and be permanently attached to
the dry hydrant head. The cap shall be hard
plastic or of same metal as NHT connection for
maximum corrosion resistance. A rocker lug
may be used if preferred by the Fire
Department.

Strainer. The strainer shall be fabricated from
PVC material compatible with the pipe.
Individual inlet holes shall not exceed 3/8-inch
diameter. All components, including pins, shall
be non-corrosive. Manufactured well screens
shall be corrosion resistant. Screens and
strainers shall have a minimum open area of 4
times the pipe cross sectional area.

A strainer may be formed by drilling 1/4 inch to
3/8 inch diameter holes with a minimum of one
hole diameter between the holes in PVC pipe.
The size and number of holes shall be
sufficient enough to pass the rated flow. Drill
holes shall be deburred and the pipe cleaned
before putting the strainer into service. The
screens or strainers shall be capped with a
removable end cap.

End Cap. The end cap must be easily
removed without special tools. Perforations
are recommended in the end cap to improve
flow conditions into the strainer and for jetting
action for silt cleanout. A flapper hinge can
also be used for silt cleanout.

Access. Vehicle access to and from the dry
hydrant shall be provided for fire truck and
pumper units. Access shall have an all-
weather surface, be well drained and be at
least 12 feet wide for ease of movement by
personnel and equipment during an
emergency. When local road traffic may be
involved, an all-weather road surface
conforming to Conservation Practice Standard
560, Access Road adjacent to the dry hydrant
and completely off the public road is
recommended for safety of the emergency
personnel and the public.

After the dry hydrant installation, the site shall
be graded for surface drainage and vegetated
or otherwise protected from erosion.
Vegetation shall be in accordance with
Conservation Practice Standard 342, Critical
Area Planting.

CONSIDERATIONS

• Effect of the use of the dry hydrant on
upstream and downstream water quantity.

• Sediment production caused by erosion
during construction.

• Provide protective barrier around dry
hydrant head to prevent damage.

• Intakes placed in streams are typically
difficult to maintain due to debris and
sediment accumulation and fluctuations in
stream depth due to drought conditions.
They are not recommended and should be
used ONLY as a last resort after all other
water supplies in the region have been
investigated, evaluated and eliminated as
an alternative.

• To minimize the volume of air in the pipe
requiring evacuation when priming, place a
pipe reducer at or below the anticipated
drought pool elevation, thus reducing the
time needed to prime the pipe during a fire
emergency.

• Possible effects on surface and ground
water of spilled fuels and lubricants by fire
trucks using the dry hydrant.

• This practice has the potential to
negatively affect National Register listed or
eligible (significant) cultural resources
(archaeological, historical or traditional

NRCS — Illinois
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cultural properties); it also has the potential
to protect listed or eligible historic
structures. Consider these factors during
planning and also follow the NRCS State
policy during construction and
maintenance.

• Any work in and/or around streams or
water-bodies may require a permit from
the Department of Natural Resources —

Office of Water Resources, Army Corp of
Engineers, Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency or local permitting
authorities.

• Consider any man-made or natural uses of
the water supply that may affect the
available water.

PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

Plans and specifications for installing dry
hydrants shall be in keeping with this standard
and shall describe the requirements for
applying the practice to achieve its intended
purpose. Plans and specifications shall
include construction plans, drawings, job
sheets or other similar documents. These
documents shall specify the requirements for
installing the practice, including the kind,
amount and quality of materials to be used.

NRCS — Illinois

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

An Operation and Maintenance (O&M) plan
shall be prepared for and reviewed with the
landowner or operator. The plan shall specify
that the treated areas and associated practices
are inspected annually and after significant
storm events to identify repair and
maintenance needs.

The O&M plan shall detail the level of repairs
needed to maintain the effectiveness and
useful life of the practice.

Keeping the site clear of obstruction and
regular mowing of the dry hydrant access area
will be required to keep the area readily
available for emergency use.

Pumper testing of the dry hydrant shall be
done at least annually to verify site usability.
This test shall include back flushing, followed
by a pumper test at the maximum designed
flow rate. Careful attention should be given to
silt, debris, aquatic growth, or other
interference that may limit the full operation of
the dry hydrant.

Checks of the intake screen should be made
once every five years to identify any sediment
build up and to provide information for a clean
out operation or for aquatic growth control
needs. The hydrant should be back-flushed
each spring and fall to remove any silt or
debris that may have accumulated on the
screen.
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NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATION

DRY HYDRANT

Scope
The work shall consist of excavation and
installation of the dry hydrant along with other
materials and fixtures as shown on the
construction plans.

Location
The installation shall be as shown on the
construction plans and as staked in the field.

Site Preparation
All loose rock, sediment, logs, and vegetation
that can obstruct the free discharge from the
water body shall be removed and disposed of
so they will not endanger the dry hydrant.

Installation
Pipe shall be installed at a sufficient depth
below the ground surface to provide protection
from hazards imposed by traffic crossing,
farming operations, freezing temperatures, or
soil cracking. The minimum depth of cover
shall be 2.5 feet; but in soils subject to deep
cracking, the cover shall be a minimum of 3
feet.

At low places on the ground surface, extra fill
may be placed over the pipe to provide the
minimum depth of cover. The fill material shall
be placed and compacted before the trench is
excavated. If extra protection is needed at
vehicular crossings, encasement pipe or other
approved methods may be used.

The trench at any point below the pipe shall be
only wide enough to permit the pipe to be
easily placed and joined. The width of the
trench shall allow the initial backfill material to
be uniformly packed around and along the
sides of the pipe. The maximum trench width
shall be 2.5 feet greater than the diameter of
the pipe. If the trench is precision excavated
and has a semicircular bottom that closely fits

the pipe, the width shall not exceed the outside
diameter of the pipe by more than 10 percent.

The trench bottom shall be uniform so that the
pipe lies on the bottom without bridging.
Clods, rocks, and uneven spots that can
damage the pipe or cause non-uniform support
shall be removed.

If there are rocks, boulders, or any other
material that might damage the pipe, the
trench bottom shall be cut a minimum of 1/3
foot below final grade and filled with bedding
material consisting of sand or compacted fine
grained soils.

Care shall be taken to prevent permanent
distortion and damage when handling the pipe
during unusually warm or cold weather. The
pipe temperature shall be at or near the soil
temperature before backfilling. The pipe shall
be uniformly and continuously supported over
its entire length on firm, stable material.
Blocking or mounding shall not be used to
bring the pipe to final grade.

All joints and connections shall be capable of
withstanding the design maximum working
pressure for the pipeline without leakage. Pipe
joints shall leave the inside of the pipeline free
of any obstructions that can reduce its capacity
below design requirements.

All fittings such as couplings, reducers, and
bends shall be installed according to the
recommendations of the pipe manufacturer.

All exposed polyvinyl chloride (PVC) or metal
surfaces and all underground metal surfaces
should be adequately treated to prevent
deterioration of the material.

Thrust blocks should be considered at the
elbow joint both to resist hydraulic forces and

NRCS — Illinois
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to steady the installation in unstable soils.
When required, thrust blocks must be formed
against solid, unexcavated earth, undamaged
by mechanical equipment. They shall be
constructed of concrete, and the space
between the pipe and the trench wall shall be
filled with concrete to the height of the outside
diameter of the pipe or as specified by the
manufacturer.

If it is necessary to partially backfill the line
before testing to hold the pipeline in place,
backfilling shall be such that all joints and
connections shall be left uncovered for
inspection; only the body of the pipe sections
shall be covered.

It shall be demonstrated by testing that the
system will function properly at design
capacity. At or below design capacity there
shall be no objectionable flow conditions such
as water hammer, continuing unsteady
delivery of water, damage to the system, or
discharge detrimental to the tankers.

The initial backfill material shall be selected
soil or sand, free from rocks or stones larger
than 1 inch in diameter and earth clods greater
than 2 inches in diameter. The material shall
be placed so that the pipe will not be
displaced, exclusively deformed, or damaged.

Water packing shall be used when possible to
consolidate the initial backfill around the pipe.
The initial backfill, before wetting, shall be of
sufficient depth to ensure complete coverage
of the pipe after consolidation occurs. Water
packing is accomplished by adding enough
water to saturate the initial backfill thoroughly.
If conditions do not permit water packing, the
initial backfill shall be placed in layers and

NRCS — Illinois

compacted around and above the pipe to a
depth of 1/2 foot by hand or mechanical
methods.

Final backfill material shall be free of large
rocks, frozen clods, and other debris greater
than 3 inches in diameter. The material shall
be placed and spread in uniform lifts so that
there will be no unfilled spaces in the backfill.
The finished backfill will be level with the
natural ground or at the design grade required
to provide the minimum depth of cover after
settlement takes place.

All special backfilling recommendations of the
pipe manufacturer shall be met.

The acceptability of the installation shall be
determined by inspections to check
compliance with all the provisions of this
standard (including the design grades), the
pipe and pipe markings, the appurtenances,
and the minimum installation requirements.

If requested by the state conservation
engineer, the manufacturer shall certify that
the material meets the requirements specified
in this standard.

All construction shall be performed in a
workmanlike manner, and the job site shall
have a neat appearance when finished.

Material
All backfill material, pipe, and fixtures shall
conform to the requirements listed on the
plans.

Utilities
The landowner shall be responsible for
locating all buried utilities in the project area,
including drainage tile and other structural
measures.
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
March 29, 2012, and April 26, 2012, and June 14, 2012, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign
County finds that:

*1. The petitioner L.A. Gourmet, LLC is owned by Lauren and Annie Murray, 2607 CR 1000E,
Champaign. The petitioner’s father, John Murray owns the subject property.

(Note: asterisk indicates items of evidence that are identical to evidence in Case 699-AM-li)

*2. Regarding the subject property where the special use is proposed to be located:
A. The subject property is a 10 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of

Section 14 of Hensley Township and commonly known as the home at 2150 CR 1000E,
Champaign. Part of the subject property has an existing home on it and part of the subject
property is used for agricultural production and consists of best prime farmland.

*3 The subject property is not located within the one and one-half mile extraterritorial jurisdiction of
a municipality with zoning and is 2 miles from the City of Champaign. The subject property is in
Hensley Township, which has a planning commission. Townships with a planning commission are
notified of all map amendments and they have protest rights on such cases. The Hensley Township
Planning Commission has provided the following comments:

A. At the March 29, 2012, public hearing Mr. Ben McCall, speaking on behalf of the Hensley
Township Plan Commission objected to the proposed map amendment. Mr. McCall’s
testimony is summarized as follows:
(1) The Hensley Township Plan Commission is concerned about the impacts the

proposed in related Special Use Case 700-S-l 1 will have on drainage.

(2) Traffic impacts cause by the proposed special use in related Special Use Case 700-
S-li ware understated and vehicles traveling at 55 miles per hour and slowing
down to turn into the subject property will lead to more accidents.

(3) There is no justification for rezoning subject property from AG-i to AG-2 other
than the desire of the owner to use the property for a purpose that is not allowed in
the AG-i zoning district.

(4) The rezoning of the subject property is inappropriate considering the general intent
of the zoning districts for the following reasons:

(a) Rezoning the parcel from AG-i would facilitate the mixture of urban and
rural uses that the zoning ordinance intends to prevent;
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(b) Rezoning the parcel to AG-2 would enable scattered indiscriminate urban
development; and

(c) The AG-2 district is generally located in areas near urban areas, but the
subject property is not near an urban area or within 1.5 miles of an urban
area.

(5) The proposed rezoning is incompatible with the stated purposed of the zoning
ordinance for the following reasons:

(a) The proposed use of the subject property is incompatible with the
surrounding area because it is not allowed in the AG-i district;

(b) Rezoning the subject property would enable a haphazard and unplanned
intrusion into rural Hensley Township;

(c) Rezoning the subject property would encourage non-contiguous
development in a rural area; and

(d) Rezoning the subject property would discourage the preservation of the
agricultural belt around the Champaign-Urbana area by encouraging an
urban use in an agricultural area.

GENERALL YREGARDING LAND USE AND ZONING IN THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY
*4• Land use and zoning on the subject property and in the vicinity are as follows:

A. The subject property is currently zoned AG-i Agriculture and is in use as a residential
property with some of the subject property used for row-crop agricultural production.

B. Land on the north, south, east, and west of the subject property is also zoned AG-i
Agriculture and is in use as follows:

(1) Land on the north is in agriculture production except for one single-family
dwelling.

(2) Land on the south is in agricultural production and there is one single-family
dwelling to the south.

(3) Land east of the subject property is in agricultural production.

(4) Land west of the subject property is in agricultural production.
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GENERALL YREGARL’ING THE PROPOSED SPECIAL USE

5. Regarding site plan and operations of the proposed Event Center:
A. The site plan received March 2, 2012, and April 17, 2012, shows the entirety of the subject

property and includes the following:
(1) The existing 2,500 square feet home authorized in Zoning Use Permit 178-85-01

and attached garage authorized in Zoning Use Permit 345-87-01.

(2) A proposed event center which is approximately 11,300 square feet in area
including approximately 8,256 square feet in meeting space. (*Note square footage
of the building is an approximation based on scale measurements, exact building
dimensions have yet to be provided by the petitioner).

(3) Parking areas to accommodate up to 84 parking spaces.

(4) A 24’ x 50’ loading berth.

(5) The proposed location of the septic field in the southeast corner.

(6) Screening along the north property line and along the north side of the parking area.

(7) Various landscaping features including detention ponds, rock retaining walls, and
trees.

B. Information regarding the operations of L.A. Gourmet Catering has been provided by the
petitioners and is summarized as follows:

(1) Lauren and Anne Murray own L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC.

(2) The business was established six years ago.

(3) The existing catering business has provided service to over 1,000 events and is
located at 2607 CR 1000E, Champaign.

(4) In the past year the Petitioners have been forced to move 18 events outside of
Champaign County because there is not an event center similar to what the
Petitioners are proposing available in Champaign County.

(5) The catering business will not be operated on the subject property nor will food be
prepared on site. The Petitioners will continue to conduct business activities and
prepare food at their kitchen and office at 2607 CR 1 000E, Champaign.
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GENERALL YREGARDING SPECIFIC ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS

6. Regarding authorization for a Private Indoor Recreational Development as a Special Use in the
AG-2 Agriculture Zoning District in the Zoning Ordinance:
A. Section 5.2 authorizes RESIDENTIAL RECOVERY CENTER as a Special Use in the

AG-2, R-3, and R-4 Zoning District.

B. Subsection 6.1 contains standard conditions that apply to all SPECIAL USES, standard
conditions that may apply to all SPECIAL USES, and standard conditions for specific
types of SPECIAL USES. Relevant requirements from Subsection 6.1 are as follows:
(1) Paragraph 6.1.2 A. indicates that all Special Use Permits with exterior lighting shall

be required to minimize glare on adjacent properties and roadways by the following
means:
(a) All exterior light fixtures shall be full-cutoff type lighting fixtures and shall

be located and installed so as to minimize glare and light trespass. Full
cutoff means that the lighting fixture emits no light above the horizontal
plane.

(b) No lamp shall be greater than 250 watts and the Board may require smaller
lamps when necessary.

(c) Locations and numbers of fixtures shall be indicated on the site plan
(including floor plans and building elevations) approved by the Board.

(d) The Board may also require conditions regarding the hours of operation and
other conditions for outdoor recreational uses and other large outdoor
lighting installations.

(e) The Zoning Administrator shall not approve a Zoning Use Permit without
the manufacturer’s documentation of the full-cutoff feature for all exterior
light fixtures.

(2) Subsection 6.1.3 does not establish standard conditions for Private Indoor
Recreational Developments.

C. The following definitions from the Zoning Ordinance are especially relevant to the
requested Special Use Permit (capitalized words are defined in the Ordinance):
(1) “ACCESS” is the way MOTOR VEHICLES move between a STREET or ALLEY

and the principal USE or STRUCTURE on a LOT abutting such STREET or
ALLEY.

(2) “ACCESSORY STRUCTURE” is a STRUCTURE on the same LOT with the
MAll OR PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE, or the main or principal USE, either
DETACHED from or ATTACHED to the MAIN OR PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE,
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subordinate to and USED for purposes customarily incidental to the MAIN OR
PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE or the main or principal USE.

(3) “ACCESSORY USE” is a USE on the same LOT customarily incidental and
subordinate to the main or principal USE or MAIN or PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE.

(5) “SPECIAL CONDITION” is a condition for the establishment of a SPECIAL USE.

(6) “SPECIAL USE” is a USE which may be permitted in a DISTRICT pursuant to,
and in compliance with, procedures specified herein.

D. Section 9.1.11 requires that a Special Use Permit shall not be granted by the Zoning Board
of Appeals unless the public hearing record and written application demonstrate the
following:
(1) That the Special Use is necessary for the public convenience at that location;

(2) That the Special Use is so designed, located, and proposed as 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 welfare;

(3) That the Special Use conforms to the applicable regulations and standards of and
preserves the essential character of the DISTRICT in which it shall be located,
except where such regulations and standards are modified by Section 6.

(4) That the Special Use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this
ordinance.

(5) That in the case of an existing NONCONFORMING USE, it will make such USE
more compatible with its surroundings.

E. Paragraph 9.1.11 .D. 1. states that a proposed Special Use that does not conform to the
standard conditions requires only a waiver of that particular condition and does not require
a variance. Regarding standard conditions:
(1) The Ordinance requires that a waiver of a standard condition requires the following

findings:
(a) that the waiver is in accordance with the general purpose and intent of the

ordinance; and

(b) that the waiver will not be injurious to the neighborhood or to the public
health, safety, and welfare.

(2) However, a waiver of a standard condition is the same thing as a variance and
Illinois law (55ILCS/ 5-12009) requires that a variance can only be granted in
accordance with general or specific rules contained in the Zoning Ordinance and
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the VARIANCE criteria in paragraph 9.1.9 C. include the following in addition to
criteria that are identical to those required for a waiver:
(a) Special conditions and circumstances 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.

(b) 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

(c) The special conditions, circumstances, hardships, or practical difficulties do
not result from actions of the applicant.

F. Paragraph 9.1.11.D.2. states that in granting any SPECIAL USE permit, the BOARD may
prescribe SPECIAL CONDITIONS as to appropriate conditions and safeguards in
conformity with the Ordinance. Violation of such SPECIAL CONDITIONS when made a
party of the terms under which the SPECIAL USE permit is granted, shall be deemed a
violation of this Ordinance and punishable under this Ordinance.

GENERALLY REGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE IS NECESSARY FOR THE PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AT THIS LOCATION

7. Generally regarding the Zoning Ordinance requirement that the proposed Special Use is necessary
for the public convenience at this location:
A. The Petitioner has testified on the application, “This atmosphere cannot be obtained in

town or even on the edge of town. We have searched in Champaign-Urbana for two
years for a facility that would suit our clients’ needs. After five years in the catering
business and doing extensive market research we see a need for this type of business
plan. The outdoor atmosphere and the feel of seclusion on this property would take
ten to twenty years to develop on bare ground. Horizon Hobby, Pioneer, Cane, and
the U of I are going out of state to hold retreats and conference that we could host in
our county. Similar business from outside the area would be attracted to the area.”

B. The subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture, but the Petitioners have filed an
application to rezone the property from its AG-i designation to an AG-2 designation in
related Case 699-AM-il.

C. The subject property has frontage on and is accessed from a county highway which will
provide good access to the property.

D. The subject property is located 2 miles from the City of Champaign

E. At the March 29, 2012, public hearing Mr. Ben McCall in his personal testimony testified
that the proposed special use is not necessary on the subject property because there are
other options which would be more contiguous to other development.
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F. At the April 26, 2012, public hearing petitioner Lauren Murray-Miller testified, and is
summarized as follows:
(1) Her family settled on the family farm only a few miles away from the subject

property over 130 years ago and their mother’s family farm is only a few miles
north of the Murray Farm and it was her grandfather and father that chose to forgo
other opportunities to carry on the family farm.

(2) It was at a young age that she and her siblings learned the hard work ethic and
entrepreneurial spirit and are proud to be tied tightly to their farming roots. She and
her sister Anne opened the company as a career to work on by themselves and give
them the opportunity have employees that they can call family and clients that they
can call friends and received an award from the University of Illinois College of
ACES for Outstanding Young Alumni.

(3) They have not submitted this proposal haphazardly and have done research and
taken steps necessary to make sure that this is a feasible project.

G. At the April 26, 2012, public hearing Gwedoline Wilson’s testimony is summarized as
follows:
(1) She owns and operates Nuptiae Wedding and Event Planning and has been in the

business for 9 years and is spoke in favor of the proposed Special Use.

(2) She has worked with many local families to plan events that are special to each
individual and more than half of the wedding plans have a budget of over $44,000.

(3) The wedding industry is very important to area businesses and a successful event
center can impact the local economy not only through vending but also through
hotel rooms, transportation, formal wear, rental companies, and specialty vendors
because they employ many people.

(4) There is a need for an event center such as the one proposed because few venues
offer such a truly unique and rural setting and it is simply unattainable within the
city limits. The event center will be especially appealing to rural families planning
for special occasions and the picturesque nature.

H. At the April 26, 2012, public hearing Eric Bussell, realtor for Keller-Williams Realty,
testified and his testimony is summarized as follows:
(1) Approximately one year ago Anne and Lauren Murray contacted him to assist them

in finding a location for their proposed event center and one year later they were
unable to accomplish that.
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(2) They visited many buildings and properties and another real estate broker was
brought in to help in the search.

(3) The argument that there are other buildings out there to suit the needs of the
business is not true because the general market does not provide for the needs of
L.A. Gourmet and the need in the community for an event center such as this is
strong.

(4) The Clearview Subdivision is not appealing for the business because a unique
wedding experience would be difficult to achieve there with the other anticipated
commercial buildings.

GENERALL YREGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE WILL BE INJURIOUS TO THE DISTRICT OR
OTHER WISE INJURIOUS TO THE PUBLIC WELFARE

8. Generally regarding the Zoning Ordinance requirement that the proposed Special Use be designed,
located, and operated so that it will not be injurious to the District in which it shall be located, or
otherwise detrimental to the public welfare:
A. The Petitioner has testified on the application, “We are working with an architect that

will ensure all regulations are included in the plans.”

B. Regarding surface drainage:

(1) A Drainage Review of New Event Retreat & Parking Lot Expansion by Bryan K.
Bradshaw dated February 9, 2012, can be summarized as follows:

(a) The surface flow of the property is generally to the north towards and
agricultural waterway which flows easterly outletting at the Saline Branch
Drainage Ditch.

(b) The proposed event center and associated parking would create
approximately 1.2 acres of impervious area within the development 3 acre
watershed area.

(c) Low impact design practices will be utilized such as bioswales and
infiltration strips.

(d) A two-tier detention pond is proposed for the site located south, north, and
east of the proposed event center.

(2) Berns, Clancy, and Associates, an engineering firm who reviewed the proposed
drainage plan for feasibility and evaluated drainage calculations for the County,
reported in a letter dated March 26, 2012, as follows: The reult of the feasibility
study are summarized as follows:
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(a) The concept drainage plan appears to be feasible to construct in a manner
that will comply with the stormwater management ordinance.

(b) The proposed compensatory storage area along the surface waterway
should minimize any impacts caused by the placement of a portion of the
proposed development site within the informal “flood plain” of the
surface waterway.

(c) Storage volumes and discharge rates of the concept stormwater
management system appear to comply at the conceptual level with
requirements of the stormwater management ordinance.

(d) If the drainage system is properly designed and constructed there should
not be any adverse impacts to adjacent property

(e) The proposed development will increase the total volume of runoff from
the site, but it would likely result in an increase from the approximate
2.75 square mile watershed of less that than 1%.

(f) The proposed tree screening along the north property line would be
located in within the flood flow area of the adjacent surface drainage
waterway. The planting of the trees in this location would result in debris
collecting and blocking the waterway and would hinder the flow of
storrnwater runoff (Note: the screening was relocated).

(3) At the March 29, 2012, public hearing Mr. Jack (John) Murray, testified regarding
drainage on the subject property. His testimony is summarized as follows:

(a) He and Joe Irle (drainage district commissioner) located and mapped all of
the existing drainage tiles.

(b) There are some tiles that will need to be relocated because of the proposed
ponds, but the ponds will slow the flow of water.

C. The subject property is accessed from CR 1000E/County Highway 1 on the west side of
the property. Regarding the general traffic conditions on CR 1 000E/County Highway 1 at
this location and the level of existing traffic and the likely increase from the proposed
Special Use:
(1) The Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) measures traffic on various

roads throughout the County and determines the annual average 24-hour traffic
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volume for those roads and reports it as Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT).
The AADT of CR 1000E/County Highway 1 is indicated as 3,850 AADT.

(2) CR 1 000E/County Highway 1 is a Collector Street as indicated in the Champaign
County Zoning Ordinance.

(3) Pavement width in front of the subject property is approximately 30 feet.

(4) The County Engineer has been notified of this case.

(5) Regarding the proposed special uses and the anticipated traffic impacts:

(a) The proposed Event Center includes parking spaces for 84 vehicles.

(b) The proposed Event Center will accommodate up to 400 people.

(c) Although this increase may be significant at times, events at maximum
capacity will not take place every day on the subject property, therefore the
increase in traffic will likely be sporadic.

Analsis.
Traffic Analysis
was necessary.

(e)cD In an email dated April 18, 2012, Rita Morocoima-Black, CUUATS
Transportation Planning Manager recommended that a Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) is warranted due to safety concerns. Jeff Blue, County
Engineer also agreed that a TIA was warranted. And the ZBA requested a
TIA at the April 26, 2012, public hearing.

(6) At the April 26, 2012, public hearing Mr. Ben McCall’s testimony regarding traffic
can be summarized as follows:

(a) The entrance to the proposed event center is approximately 275 yards from
the planned Hindu Temple and Cultural Center and he believes that there is
a significant likelihood of an overlapping of highly attended activities at the
two properties. Having two very high use properties on a high speed two
lane road will create numerous issues with traffic especially since both of
the locations have relatively poor visibility for people leaving the
properties.

nfl fl nt

(d) The County Engineer and officials at the Champaign Urbana Urbanized
Area Transportation Study (CUUATS) have been contacted to deterniine if
fh oronosed use on the subject property warrants a Traffic Impact

wi contacted to detenine if in their professional opinion a
w w, necessary and both parties agreed that a TIA
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(b) It is likely that most people leaving the subject property will try to return to
town by turning left out of the subject property to go south. A right turn will
navigate traffic onto alternate routes which are narrow secondary township
roads which are low volume and contain slow moving farm equipment,
bicycle riders, walkers, runners, and hazardous road conditions during the
winter months.

(7) The Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) received May 16, 2012, conducted by the
Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Transportation Study made recommendations
regarding traffic safety in the area of the subject property, the recommendations are
as follows:

(a) Because the proposed event center will have minimal impact on traffic
flow, no capacity or traffic operational improvements are necessary for the
study roadway segment or the four study intersections (Bloomington Road,
Olympian Drive, Ford Harris Road, and Hensley Road).

(b) A stop sign on the event center driveway with due consideration for proper
sight distance.

(c) Lighting at the entrance to the subject property. This lighting shall only be
operated during event times and fully comply with the lighting requirements
of Section 6.1.2.

(d) Way finding signage shall be placed a minimum of 200 feet in advance of
the entrance to the subject property.

(e) All signage shall be placed in accordance with the latest version of the
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines.

A special condition has been pronosed to ensure that the recommendations
from CUUATS are implemented.

(8) There is a vertical curve (hill) on CR 1000E/County Highway 1 near the subject
property. Regarding visibility concerns related to this vertical curve:
(a) The relevant geometric standards for traffic visibility are found in the

Manual of Administrative Policies of The Bureau of Local Roads and
Streets prepared by the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets of the Illinois
Department of Transportation. The “minimum stopping sight distance” is
determined by design speed and varies as follows:
• A design speed of 30 miles per hour requires a minimum distance of

200 feet.

(f)
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• A design speed of 40 miles per hour requires a minimum sight distance
of 275 feet.

• A design speed of 50 miles per hour requires a minimum sight distance
of 400 feet.

• A design speed of 60 miles per hour requires a minimum sight distance
of 525 feet.

• A design speed of 70 miles per hour requires a minimum sight distance
of 625 feet.

(b) The speed limit on CR 1 000E/County Highway 1 is 55 miles per hour.

(c) The existing driveway entrance appears to be located such that a vehicle
entering or exiting the driveway is visible to at a distance of 550-600 feet
from an automobile traveling north over the crest of the vertical curve (hill)
and may have minimum stopping sight distance for a speed of 55 miles per
hour.

(d) Design and construction of the driveway entrance is a critical component of
traffic safety. No specific information has been provided about driveway
construction other than as indicated on the site plan.

D. Regarding fire protection of the subject property, the subject property is within the
protection area of the Thomasboro Fire Protection District and is located approximately 8
road miles from the fire station. In an email dated March 31, 2012, Paul Cundiff, Fire
Chief for the Thomasboro Fire Protection District provided comments regarding the
proposed use:

(1) The owner install a KNOX box on the building for fire department access.

(2) The owner install a monitored fire alarm system within the building.

(3) Provide an all access defibrillator in the public space.

(4) Install a Dry Hydrant that is accessible at all times within 8 feet of a hard surfaced
road or parking area.

( A Special Condition of Approval has been proposed to ensure that the Special Use
meets the requests of the fire protection district.

E. The subject property is not located within a Special Flood Hazard Area.

F. Regarding outdoor lighting on the subject property, new outdoor lighting has been
proposed to light up the proposed event center, landscape feathres, and trees planted along
the access to the property. All proposed lighting will minimize glare onto roads and
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neighboring properties the Petitioner has indicated to Staff that they intend to fully comply
with lighting requirements and have scrapped the original lighting plan to provide
uplighting on trees and other features.

G. Regarding wastewater treatment and disposal on the subject property:

(1) The Petitioner’s have applied for and received a private sewage disposal permit, No
12-008-19 from the Champaign County Public Health Department.

(2) The proposed site plan received March 2, 2012, indicates that the proposed septic
field is to be located in the southeast corner of the subject property.

(3) A soil characterization report evaluating the soils for use in a septic system for the
proposed Event Center was prepared by Roger Windhorn received February 13,
2012, and can be summarized as follows:
(a) Three holes within the proposed seepage filter field were examined to a

depth of 60 inches. Hole I was on the south, Hole 2, on the east, and Hole 3
on the north.

(b) All three holes have layers in the upper or middle part of the subsoil that
have a moderately slow permeability rate due to clay content greater than
35% or weak soil structure.

(c) The soils on the subject property consist of a Loess parent material, 1
percent slopes.

(d) The natural soils on the subject property have a seasonal high water table,
typically in early spring or late fall. The field tile lines in the surrounding
farm fields have reduced the depth and length of seasonal water table effect
on this site.

(e) Mr. Windhorn suggests that all construction traffic stay off of the proposed
septic site to minimize soil compaction.

(f) A special condition is proposed to ensure that the site of the septic system
does not become compacted.

(3) The soil characterization report is consistent with the pamphlet Soil Potential
Ratings for Septic Tank Absorption Fields Champaign County, Illinois, that is a
report that indicates the relative potential of the various soils in Champaign County
for use with subsurface soil absorption wastewater systems (septic tank leach
fields). The pamphlet contains worksheets for 60 different soils that have potential
ratings (indices) that range from 103 (very highest suitability) to 3 (the lowest
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suitability). Drummer silty loam, (soil map unit 1 52A) soil is rated as having “low”
suitability for subsurface soil absorption wastewater systems (septic tank leach
fields) and requiring corrective measures generally of subsurface drainage or fill.

(4) A description of the proposed septic system to serve the proposed Event Center
was written by Jeff Jackson and received on February 9, 2012 and can be
summarized as follows:
(a) The septic system would be designed to serve the Event Center and would

be sized for 2,000 gallons of water per day.

(b) The septic system proposed by Mr. Jackson consists of 2 - 1,500 gallon
septic tanks that would discharge into a 4,500 square feet seepage bed.

(c) A curtain drain will surround the seepage bed and a pump chamber will
discharge to a detention pond.

(d) A special condition has been proposed to ensure that the septic system is
designed and installed as what was approved by the Champaign county
Health Department.

Regarding parking for the proposed Event Center, the proposed parking complies with the
minimum requirements of the Zoning Ordinance as reviewed in Item 9.

(1) Paragraph 7.’l.l C.3.b.i. requires that places of public assembly including assembly
halls, exhibition halls, convention halls, and other enclosed STRUCTURES shall
provide one parking space for each five seats provided for patrons use or at least
nn ini-1dn fnr enl, flfl square feet of floor area, whichever requires
greater numb er of parking
(a) There is a proposed maximum of ‘100 people in the Event Center by

dividing 400 by 5 seats it equals 80 parking spaces which is the greater
number compared to 56 which is a result of dividing 11,300 square feet by
200 square feet.

(b) The site plan received on March 2, 2012, indicates 8’1 proposed parking
spaces. 80 regular spaces and 4 handicap accessible spaces.

J. Regarding food sanitation and public health considerations related to the proposed Special
Use:

(1) The Event Center Floor Plan received February 9, 2012, indicates a kitchen in the
proposed Event Center.

(2) A special condition is proposed to ensure ongoing compliance with Health Code.

K. Regarding life safety considerations related to the proposed Special Use:
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(1) Champaign County has not adopted a building code. Life safety considerations are
considered to a limited extent in Champaign County land use regulation as follows:
(a) The Office of the State Fire Marshal has adopted the Code for Safety to Life

from Fire in Buildings and Structures as published by the National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA 101) 2000 edition, Life Safety Code, as the
code for Fire Prevention and Safety as modified by the Fire Prevention and
Safety Rules, 41111. Adm Code 100, that applies to all localities in the State
of Illinois.

(b) The Office of the State Fire Marshal is authorized to enforce the Fire
Prevention and Safety Rules and the code for Fire Prevention and Safety
and will inspect buildings based upon requests of state and local
government, complaints from the public, or other reasons stated in the Fire
Prevention and Safety Rules, subject to available resources.

(c) The Office of the State Fire Marshal currently provides a free building plan
review process subject to available resources and subject to submission of
plans prepared by a licensed architect, professional engineer, or professional
designer that are accompanied by the proper Office of State Fire Marshal
Plan Submittal Form.

(d) Compliance with the code for Fire Prevention and Safety is mandatory for
all relevant structures anywhere in the State of Illinois whether or not the
Office of the State Fire Marshal reviews the specific building plans.

(e) Compliance with the Office of the State Fire Marshal’s code for Fire
Prevention and Safety is not required as part of the review and approval of
Zoning Use Permit Applications.

(f) The Illinois Environmental Barriers Act (IEBA) requires the submittal of a
set of building plans and certification by a licensed architect that the
specific construction complies with the Illinois Accessibility Code for all
construction projects worth $50,000 or more and requires that compliance
with the Illinois Accessibility Code be verified for all Zoning Use Permit
Applications for those aspects of the construction for which the Zoning Use
Permit is required. There is no information regarding the cost of the pole
barn that is used to house the farm dinners in inclement weather, so it is
unclear if that will trigger the requirements of the IEBA.

(g) The Illinois Accessibility Code incorporates building safety provisions very
similar to those of the code for Fire Prevention and Safety.
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(h) The certification by an Illinois licensed architect that is required for all
construction projects worth S50,000 or more should include all aspects of
compliance with the Illinois Accessibility Code including building safety
provisions very similar to those of the code for Fire Prevention and Safety.

(i) When there is no certification required by an Illinois licensed architect, the
only aspects of construction that are reviewed for Zoning Use Permits and
which relate to aspects of the Illinois Accessibility Code are the number and
general location of required building exits.

(j) Verification of compliance with the Illinois Accessibility Code applies only
to exterior areas. With respect to interiors, it means simply checking that the
required number of building exits is provided and that they have the
required exterior configuration. This means that other aspects of building
design and construction necessary to provide a safe means of egress from
all parts of the building are not checked.

(2) Illinois Public Act 96-704 requires that in a non-building code jurisdiction no
person shall occupy a newly constructed commercial building until a qualified
individual certifies that the building meets compliance with the building codes
adopted by the Board for non-building code jurisdictions based on the following:

(a) The 2006 or later editions of the following codes developed by the
International Code Council:

i. International Building Code;

ii. International Existing Building Code; and

iii. International Property Maintenance Code

(b) The 2008 of later edition of the National Electrical Code NFPA 70.

0. At the March 29, 2012, public hearing neighbor Judy Swartzendruber expressed her
concerns regarding the proposed Special Use and they can be summarized as follows:
(1) Water runoff from the subject property could cause problems for neighbors because

the swale which runs along the north property line has caused flooding on
downstream properties in the past.

(2) The added traffic will add additional traffic to a heavily traveled road and will
result in increase traffic noise. Additionally, if there were to be 400 people at the
event center and 500 people at the Hindu Temple there would be traffic issues.
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(3) The proposed entrance to the property is at a very low point and not visible to
oncoming traffic from either direction and is an area where snow drifts in the
winter time.

(4) If trucks are delivering items to the Hindu Temple and to the proposed event center
it will cause additional deterioration to the Dewey-Fisher Road which may lead to
it being widened.

P. At the March 29, 2012, public hearing neighbor Peggy Anderson expressed her concerns
regarding the proposed Special Use and they can be summarized as follows:
(1) The subject property slopes down toward her land and her concern is additional

water runoff if the proposed use is granted.

(2) Her son currently resides on the property directly north of the subject property and
he would like to be able to enjoy the country atmosphere and not be distracted by
lighting, noise, and septic issues.

0. At the April 26, 2012, public hearing the following people spoke in favor of the proposed
Special Use and rezoning and their testimony is summarized as follows:
(1) Lisa Kesler stated that she lives one-quarter mile away from the subject property

and has known Lauren and Anne Murray their entire lives and has watched them
work very hard since the day the graduated. Both sides of the girls family have
farmed in Hensley and Condit Townships for several generations therefore it comes
as no surprise that they have always made the needs and tastes of the rural
community a top priority in their business. She has no reservations regarding the
proposed project.

(2) Chris Wallace stated that she and her husband live directly north of the L.A.
Gourmet kitchen and has lived there prior to the conception of the business. The
business has been a good neighbor and there has been no noticeable disruption in
their lives and L.A. Gourmet is probably the largest employer in Condit Township.
She does not believe that the event center will create problems for local agriculture
in the area because the girls grew up on a farm and are fully aware of dust, odors,
pesticides, and anhydrous applications.

(3) Catherine Ehier stated that she farms land north and east of the subject property and
knowing the history of the Murray family she believes that the girls will be good
neighbors because they know the farming business better that probably most other
people understand it and she supports the proposal and looks forward to its
completion.
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(4) Bernard Hammel stated that he has lived in the area for 79 years and that he is in
support of the project.

R. At the April 26, 2012, public hearing neighbor Peggy Anderson testified that she does have
concerns regarding the compatibility of the proposed use with surrounding agriculture.

*S. The Department of Planning and Zoning has received letters of support regarding Case
699-AM-il and 700-S-il from the following:
(1) Roger and Marilyn Babb, 2126 CR 1 100E, Champaign, received April 23, 2012.

(2) Kevin Babb, 2126 CR 1 100E, Champaign, received April 23, 2012.

(3) Gene Warner, 1006 Churchill Downs Drive, Champaign, received April 23, 2012.

(4) Mark J. Kesler. received April 24, 2012.

(5) Ron, Rich. Bernie, and Steve Hammond, received April 24, 2012.

(6) Don and Lois Wood, 2283 CR 1 100E. Champaign, received April 24, 2012.

(7) Thomas R. Ramage, President, Parkland College, 2400 W. Bradley Aye, Champaign,
received April 24, 2012.

(8) Elizabeth Collins, received April 24, 2012.

(9) Tern Kirby, Horizon Hobby, 4105 Fieldstone Road, Champaign, received April 25,
2012.

(10) John and Vicky Tedlock, 467 CR 2600N, Mahomet, received April 25, 2012.

(11) Alex Ruggieri, Sperry Van Ness-Ramshaw Real Estate, 505 W. University Ave.
Champaign, received April 25, 2012.

T. Other than as reviewed elsewhere in this Summary of Evidence, there is no evidence to
suggest that the proposed Special Use will generate either nuisance conditions such as
odor, noise, vibration, glare, heat, dust, electromagnetic fields or public safety hazards such
as fire, explosion, or toxic materials release, that are in excess of those lawfully permitted
and customarily associated with other uses permitted in the zoning district.

GENERALLY REGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE CONFORMS TO APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND
STANDARDS AND PRESER VES THE ESSENTIAL CHARA CTER OF THE DISTRICT

9. Generally regarding the Zoning Ordinance requirement that the proposed Special Use conform to
all applicable regulations and standards and preserve the essential character of the District in
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which it shall be located, except where such regulations and standards are modified by Section 6
of the Ordinance:
A. The Petitioner has testified on the application: The applicant did not indicate a response

to this question.

B. Regarding compliance with the Zoning Ordinance:
(1) Regarding the proposed special use:

(2) A Private Indoor Recreational Development is authorized by Special Use Permit in
the AG-2 Agriculture, R-3 Residential, and R-4 Residential Zoning District and by
right in the B-2, B-3, and B-4 Zoning District.

(3) Regarding parking on the subject property for the proposed Event Center:
(a) Paragraph 7.4.1 C.3.b.i. requires that places of public assembly including

assembly halls, exhibition halls, convention halls, and other enclosed
STRUCTURES shall provide one parking space for each five seats
provided for patrons use or at least one parking space for each 200 square
feet of floor area, whichever requires the greater number of parking spaces.

(b) There is a proposed maximum of 400 people in the Event Center and
dividing 400 by 5 seats equals 80 parking spaces which is the greater
number compared to 56 which is a result of dividing 11,300 square feet by
200 square feet.

(c) The site plan received on March 2, 2012, indicates 84 proposed parking
spaces. 80 regular spaces and 4 handicap accessible spaces.

(d) Paragraph 7.4.1 C.4.a. requires SCREENS for parking for commercial
ESTABLISHMENTS including a church or school or dormitory.

Parking areas for more than four vehicles of no more than 8,000 pounds
gross vehicle weight each, excluding any vehicles used for hauling solid
waste except those used for hauling construction debris and other inert
materials, located within any YARD abutting any residential DISTRICT or
visible from and located within 100 feet from the BUILDING
RESTRICTION LINE of a lot containing a DWELLING conforming as to
USE shall be screened with a Type A SCREEN except that a Type B
SCREEN may be erected along the rear LOT LINE of the business
PROPERTY.

Paragraph 4.3.3 H. identifies a Type A SCREEN as a decorative opaque
fence, shrubs or other vegetative material or a landscaped berm planted and
maintained with a minimum HEIGHT of four feet as measured from the
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highest adjacent grade and a Type B SCREEN as an opaque fence or wall
with a minimum HEIGHT of four feet as measured from the highest
adjacent grade.

The proposed parking on the north side of the subject property is within 100
feet of the building restriction line of a property containing a dwelling.
Screening is required and shown on the site plan for any of the proposed
new parking spaces located on the north side of the subject property.

(e) At the April 26, 2012, neighbor Peggy Anderson testified that she had
spoken to other caterers and that they indicated the proposed 84 parking
spaces were insufficient for a facility with a capacity of 400 people.

C. Regarding compliance with the Stormwater Management Policy:
(1) Paragraph 4.3A.2. of the Stormwater Management Policy exempts the first 10,000

square feet of impervious area relative to what existed on 2/20/03.

(2) The proposed site plan received on March 2, 2012, indicates three types of
increases in impervious area as follows (A special condition has been proposed to
ensure compliance with the stormwater management ordinance):

(a) The proposed Event Center will be impervious area and is indicated with an
overall building footprint of approximately 11,300 square feet.

(b) The site plan indicates an addition of 84 parking spaces but the increase in
the parking of area is not dimensioned. The Zoning Ordinance requires
parking spaces to be a minimum of 9 feet wide by 20 feet long. Using a
scale approximately 25,317 square feet of parking area is proposed on the
subject property.

(c) Sidewalks and detention basins are also proposed on the subject property,
but are not dimension on the site plan.

(d) In a letter from Bryan Bradshaw received February 9, 2012 Mr. Bradshaw
indicates that the total increase in impervious surface will be approximately
1.2 acres.

(3) Berns, Clancy, and Associates, an engineering firm who reviewed the proposed
drainage plan for feasibility and evaluated drainage calculations for the County,
reported in a letter dated March 26, 2012, as follows: The results of the feasibility
study are summarized as follows:
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(a) The concept drainage plan appears to be feasible to construct in a manner
that will comply with the stormwater management ordinance.

(b) The proposed compensatory storage area along the surface waterway
should minimize any impacts caused by the placement of a portion of the
proposed development site within the informal “flood plain” of the
surface waterway.

(c) Storage volumes and discharge rates of the concept storrnwater
management system appear to comply at the conceptual level with
requirements of the stormwater management ordinance.

(d) If the drainage system is properly designed and constructed there should
not be any adverse impacts to adjacent property

(e) The proposed development will increase the total volume of runoff from
the site, but it would likely result in an increase from the approximate
2.75 square mile watershed of less that than 1%.

(f The proposed tree screening along the north property line would be
located in within the flood flow area of the adjacent surface drainage
waterway. The planting of the trees in this location would result in debris
collecting and blocking the waterway and would hinder the flow of
storrnwater runoff (Note: the screening was relocated).

D. Regarding the Special Flood Hazard Areas Ordinance, no part of the subject property is
located in the Special Flood Hazard Area.

E. Regarding the Subdivision Regulations, the subject property is located in the Champaign
County subdivision jurisdiction and no subdivision is proposed or required.

F. Regarding the requirement that the Special Use preserve the essential character of the AG
2 Agriculture Zoning District:
(1) Private Indoor Recreational Development is permitted by Special Use Permit in the

AG-2 Agriculture Zoning District

(2) The proposed use will not hinder agricultural production and agricultural
production will still occur onsite.

(3) The proposed building is clustered with the existing home.
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(4) Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture and the Petitioner’s have
requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2 Agriculture in related Case 699-
AM-il.

(5) As reviewed in Case 699-AM-il the types of uses authorized by right in the AG-i
District are nearly identical to the by right uses in the AG-2 District and any
proposed Special Use on this property should be evaluated for compatibility with
the adjacent AG-i uses.

G. The proposed Special Use must comply with the Illinois Accessibility Code which is not a
County ordinance or policy and the County cannot provide any flexibility regarding that
Code. A Zoning Use Permit cannot be issued for any part of the proposed Special Use
until full compliance with the Illinois Accessibility Code has been indicated in drawings.

H. At the April 26, 20i2, public hearing Mr. Ben McCall testified that he does not feel the
proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area because there are uses authorized in
the AG-i district such as a concentrated animal feeding operation that would have an
apparent conflict with the proposed use.

GENERALLY REGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE IS IN HARMONY WITH THE GENERAL PURPOSE
AND INTENT OF THE ORDINANCE

10. Regarding the Zoning Ordinance requirement that the proposed Special Use is in harmony with
the general intent and purpose of the Ordinance:
A. A Private Indoor Recreational Development is authorized by Special Use Permit in the

AG-2 Agriculture, R-3 Residential, and R-4 Residential Zoning District and by right in the
B-2, B-3, and B-4 Zoning District.

B. Regarding whether the proposed Special Use Pennit is in harmony with the general intent
of the Zoning Ordinance:
(1) Subsection 5.i.14 of the Ordinance states the general intent of the AG-2 District

and states as follows (capitalized words are defined in the Ordinance):

The AG-2, Agriculture DISTRICT is intended to prevent scattered indiscriminate
urban development and to preserve the AGRICULTURAL nature within areas
which are predominately 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
COUI’JTY.

Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture and the Petitioner’s have
requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2 Agriculture in related Case 699-
AM-Il. The Zoning Ordinance states that the AG-2 District is generally for areas
within one and one-half miles of existing communities, this is not always the case.
The AG-2 District is as far as 3 miles from the City of Urbana and as far as 1.75
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miles from the City of Champaign. The subject property is 2 miles from the City of
Champaign.

(2) The types of uses authorized in the AG-2 District are in fact the types of uses that
have been determined to be acceptable in the AG-2 District. Uses authorized by
Special Use Perrriit are acceptable uses in the district provided that they are
determined by the ZBA to meet the criteria for Special Use Permits established in
paragraph 9.1.11 B. of the Ordinance.

The uses authorized by Special Use Permit in the AG-i Agriculture and AG-2
Agriculture Zoning Districts are nearly identical. A Private Indoor Recreational
Development is one of the special uses authorized in the AG-2 District and not the
AG-i District.

C. Regarding whether the proposed Special Use Permit is in harmony with the general
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance:
(1) Paragraph 2 .0 (a) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is

securing adequate light, pure air, and safety from fire and other dangers.
(a) This purpose is directly related to the limits on building coverage and the

minimum yard requirements in the Ordinance and the proposed site plan
appears to be in compliance with those requirements.

(b) A Special Condition has been proposed to ensure that the proposed event
center will comply with a building code.

(c) Paul Cundiff, Fire Chief for the Thornasboro Fire Protection District
provided comments regarding the proposed use:
i. The owner install a KNOX box on the building for fire department

access.

ii. The owner install a monitored fire alarrri system within the building.

iii. Provide an all access defibrillator in the public space.

iv. Install a Dry Hydrant that is accessible at all times within 8 feet of a
hard surfaced road or parking area.

A Special Condition of Approval has been proposed to ensure that
the Petitioner’s provide the proper measures for safety.

(2) Paragraph 2.0 (b) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
conserving the value of land, BUILDINGS, and STRUCTURES throughout the
COUNTY. In regards to the value of nearby properties:
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(a) The existing home on the subject property has been used as a single-family
home since the mid 1980s. The special use permit for the Event Center
should have no affect on property value.

(b) It is not clear whether or not the proposed Event Center will have any impact
on the value of nearby properties.

(c) Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agricuthire and the
Petitioner’s have requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2
Agriculture in related Case 699-AM-li.

(d) As reviewed in Case 699-AM-li the types of uses authorized by right in the
AG-i District are nearly identical to the by right uses in the AG-2 District
and any proposed Special Use on this property should be evaluated for
compatibility with the adjacent AG-i uses.

(3) Paragraph 2.0 (c) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
lessening and avoiding congestion in the public STREETS. In regards to
congestion in the public STREETS:
(a) The proposed Event Center requires 84 new parking spaces and will only be a

minor increase to traffic on CR 1 000E/ County Highway i. However, a
Traffic Impact Analysis is warranted due to safety concerns.

(4) Paragraph 2.0 (d) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
lessening and avoiding the hazards to persons and damage to PROPERTY resulting
from the accumulation of runoff from storm or flood waters.
(a) The proposed Event Center is not less than 10,000 square feet increase in

impervious area and the Champaign County Stormwater Management
Policy does require stormwater detention for an increase of more than
10,000 square feet.

(b) Berns, Clancy, and Associates, an engineering firm reviewed the proposed
drainage plan for feasibility and evaluated drainage calculations and found
that the proposed drainage plan is feasible and should not have any adverse
impacts on neighboring properties.

(5) Paragraph 2.0 (e) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
promoting the public health, safety, comfort, morals, and general welfare.
(a) In regards to public safety, this purpose is similar to the purpose established

in paragraph 2.0 (a) and is in harmony to the same degree.

(b) In regards to public comfort and general welfare, this purpose is similar to
the purpose of conserving property values established in paragraph 2.0 (b)
and is in harmony to the same degree.
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(6) Paragraph 2.0 (f) states that one purpose of the Ordinance is regulating and limiting
the height and bulk of BUILDINGS and STRUCTURES hereafter to be erected;
and paragraph 2.0 (g) states that one purpose is establishing, regulating, and
limiting the BUILDING or SETBACK lines on or along any STREET, trafficway,
drive or parkway; and paragraph 2.0 (h) states that one purpose is regulating and
limiting the intensity of the USE of LOT AREAS, and regulating and determining
the area of OPEN SPACES within and surrounding BUILDINGS and
STRUCTURES.

These three purposes are directly related to the limits on building height and
building coverage and the minimum setback and yard requirements in the
Ordinance and the proposed site plan appears to be in compliance with those limits.

(7) Paragraph 2.0 (i) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
classifying, regulating, and restricting the location of trades and industries and the
location of BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES, and land designed for specified
industrial, residential, and other land USES; and paragraph 2.0 (j.) states that one
purpose is dividing the entire COUNTY into DISTRICTS of such number, shape,
area, and such different classes according to the USE of land, BUILDINGS, and
STRUCTURES, intensity of the USE of LOT AREA, area of OPEN SPACES, and
other classification as may be deemed best suited to carry out the purpose of the
ordinance; and paragraph 2.0 (k) states that one purpose is fixing regulations and
standards to which BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES, or USES therein shall conform;
and paragraph 2.0 (1) states that one purpose is prohibiting USES, BUILDINGS,
OR STRUCTURES incompatible with the character of such DISTRICT.

Harmony with these four purposes requires that the special conditions of approval
sufficiently mitigate or minimize any incompatibilities between the proposed
Special Use Permit and adjacent uses, and that the special conditions adequately
mitigate nonconforming conditions.

(8) Paragraph 2.0 (m) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
preventing additions to and alteration or remodeling of existing BUILDINGS,
STRUCTURES, or USES in such a way as to avoid the restrictions and limitations
lawfully imposed under this ordinance.

(9) Paragraph 2.0 (n) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
protecting the most productive AGRICULTURAL lands from haphazard and
unplanned intrusions of urban USES.

(a) Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture and the
Petitioner’s have requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2
Agriculture in related Case 699-AM-i 1.
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(b) The proposed use will be taking a minimal amount of land out of
agricultural production. The subject property is 2 miles from the subject
property.

(c) As reviewed in Case 699-AM-i 1 the types of uses authorized by right in the
AG-i District are nearly identical to the by right uses in the AG-2 District
and any proposed Special Use on this property should be evaluated for
compatibility with the adjacent AG-i uses.

(iO) Paragraph 2.0 (o) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
protecting natural features such as forested areas and watercourses.

The subject property does not contain any natural features other than best prime
farmland and there are no natural features other than best prime farmland in the
vicinity of the subject property.

(ii) Paragraph 2.0 (p) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
encouraging the compact development of urban areas to minimize the cost of
development of public utilities and public transportation facilities.

Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture and the Petitioner’s have
requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2 Agriculture in related Case 699-
AM-il.

(12) Paragraph 2.0 (q) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
encouraging the preservation of AGRICULTURAL belts surrounding urban areas,
to retain the AGRICULTURAL nature of the COUNTY, and the individual
character of existing communities.

(a) Currently, the subject property is zoned AG-i Agriculture and the
Petitioner’s have requested to rezone the subject property to AG-2
Agriculture in related Case 699-AM-li.

(b) The proposed use will be taking a minimal amount of land out of
agricultural production and should not [WILL / WILL NOTI be a
disturbance to agriculture activities (Note: This should be coordinated with
evidence in Case 699-AM-u).

(c) As reviewed in Case 699-AM- ii the types of uses authorized by right in the
AG-i District are nearly identical to the by right uses in the AG-2 District
and any proposed Special Use on this property should be evaluated for
compatibility with the adjacent AG-l uses.
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GENERALL YREGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE IS AN EXISTING NONCONFORMING USE

11. Regarding the Zoning Ordinance requirement that in the case of an existing NONCONFORMING
USE the granting of the Special Use Permit will make the use more compatible with its
surroundings:

A. The Petitioner has testified on the application, “Currently, it is a vacant house. It will be
occupied and the new building will be among beautiful landscape to conform to the
property.”

B. The existing home and attached garage are not nonconforming uses. The home was
authorized by Zoning Use Permit No. 178-85-0 1 and the attached garage was authorized
by Zoning Use Permit 345-87-01.

GENERALLYREGARDING PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

12. Regarding proposed special conditions of approval:
A. A complete Stormwater Drainage Plan that conforms to the requirements of the

Stormwater Management Policy shall be submitted and approved as part of the
Zoning Use Permit application and all required certifications shall be submitted after
construction prior to issuance of the Zoning Compliance Certificate.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

That the drainage improvements conform to the requirements of the
Stormwater Management Policy.

B. Regarding State of Illinois accessibility requirements:
(1) The Zoning Administrator shall not approve a Zoning Use Permit for the

proposed Special Use Permit without certification by an Illinois Licensed
Architect or Illinois Professional Engineer that the proposed Event Center will
comply with the Illinois Accessibility Code and Illinois Environmental
Barriers Act;

(2) The Zoning Administrator shall not authorize a Zoning Compliance
Certificate authorizing operation of the proposed Special Use Permit until the
Zoning Administrator has verified that the Special Use as constructed does in
fact comply with the Illinois Accessibility Code and Illinois Environmental
Barriers Act.

The special conditions stated above are required to ensure the following:

That the proposed Special Use meets applicable state codes for handicap
accessibility.
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C. The Zoning Administrator shall not authorize a Zoning Compliance Certificate
authorizing occupancy of the proposed Event Center until the Zoning Administrator
has received a certification of inspection from an Illinois Licensed Architect or other
qualified inspector certifying that the new building complies with the following codes:
(A) The 2006 or later edition of the International Building Code; (B) The 2008 or
later edition of the National Electrical Code NFPA 70; and, (C) the Illinois Plumbing
Code.

The special conditions stated above are required to ensure the following:

That the proposed structure is safe and built to current standards.

D. All onsite foodservice shall be in compliance at all times with the Champaign County
Health Ordinance.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

That foodservice for the proposed Residential Recovery Center is consistent
with County requirements and the testimony in the public hearing and that
compliance is enforceable.

E. The proposed parking area for the proposed Event Center shall comply with the
Champaign County Zoning Ordinance requirements for screening from adjacent
residences and Residential Districts.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

That all parts of the proposed Residential Recovery Center are consistent with
the Ordinance and that compliance is enforceable.

F. All onsite Special Use activities shall be in compliance at all times with the Champaign
County Health Ordinance, the Champaign County Liquor Ordinance, and the
Champaign County Recreation and Entertainment Ordinance.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

That the proposed Special Use is in on-going compliance with all applicable
County requirements.

G. The following condition will ensure that the recommendation of Roger Windhorn
(soil surveyor) regarding compaction of the septic site and that the septic system is
built as was approved by the Champaign County Health Department are a
requirement for a Zoning Use Permit:
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(1) The area proposed for the septic system shall be identified, marked off, and
protected from compaction prior to any construction on the subject property
as recommended by the Roger Windhorn.

(2) The Zoning Administrator shall verify that the area proposed for the septic
system is identified, marked off, and protected from compaction prior to
approval of the Zoning Use Permit for the Event Center.

(3) The Zoning Use Permit Application for the construction and establishment of
the proposed SPECIAL USE shall include the following:
(a) A true and correct copy of an approved COUNTY Health Department

PERMIT for construction of the private sewage disposal system.

(b) The site plan for the Zoning Use Permit Application shall indicate the
identical area for the private sewage disposal system as approved in the
COUNTY Health Department PERMIT and only the private sewage
disposal system approved by the COUNTY Health Department may
occupy that portion of the LOT.

(4) A true and correct copy of the COUNTY Health Department Certificate of
Approval for the private sewage disposal system shall be submitted to the
Zoning Administrator prior to issuance of a Zoning Compliance Certificate
for the proposed SPECIAL USE.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

The area of the proposed septic system does not become compacted in order to
prevent a reduction in permeability of the soil and that the septic system is in
compliance with the Champaign County Health Department.

H. Regarding compliance with the Champaign County Stormwater Management Policy:

(1) Paragraph 7.2 B. of the Champaign County Storrnwater Management Policy
requires that if no easement exists for existing agricultural drainage tile an
easement shall be granted for access and maintenance. The following condition will
require that an easement be granted if there is no easement for existing agricultural
drainage tile n the property:

The Zoning Administrator shall not issue a Zoning Compliance Certificate
without documentation that the petitioner has filed with the Recorder of Deeds
a tile access and maintenance easement with a width of 40 feet for any
underground tile in the developed portion of the property
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The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

The Special Use Permit is in compliance with the Stormwater Management
Policy.

(2) Paragraph 7.2 C. of the Champaign County Stormwater Management Policy
requires that all agricultural drainage tile located underneath areas that will be
developed shall be replaced with non-perforated conduit to prevent root blockage
provided that drainage district tile may remain with the approval of the drainage
district. Trees are proposed as a screen near the agricultural drainage tile on the
north edge of the property. The following conditions will require documentation of
investigations to identify if tile are present and additional safeguards for any tiles
encountered during construction on the subject property:

(23{fl The Zoning Administrator shall not authorize any Zoning Use Permit
on the subject property until the following has occurred:

(a) Subsurface investigations intended to identify underground
drain tile are conducted at least 50 feet on either side of the
suspected centerline of tiles indicated on the approved site plan
and in a manner and to a depth below ground as recommended
by the Champaign County soil and Water Conservation District.

(b) Written notice identifying the proposed date for subsurface
investigation has been to the Zoning Administrator at least one
week prior to the investigation.

(c) If any underground drain tiles are encountered during the
subsurface investigation the course of each tile across the subject
property shall be established by additional investigation in
consultation with the Champaign County soil and Water
Conservation District.

(d) Documentation and certification of all subsurface investigations
by an Illinois Professional Engineer shall be provided to the
Zoning Administrator.

(e) When full and complete excavation of tile clearly indicates that
the tile does not serve any upstream areas other than the subject
property and certifications to that effect are made in writing by
an Illinois Professional Engineer and the excavations are
inspected by the Zoning Administrator, such tile may be
removed and capped at the point at which the tile enters the
developed area.
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(f) Any proposed construction on the subject property shall either
be located so as to avoid any identified underground drain tile
or the identified underground drain tile shall be relocated to
avoid the proposed construction.

(g) Any relocation of underground drain tile shall meet the
requirements of the Champaign County Stormwater
Management Policy and shall be certified by an Illinois
Professional Engineer. Relocated tile shall be non-perforated
conduit to prevent root blockage provided that the petitioner
may install new underground drainage tile to serve the subject
property so long as cleanout manholes are provided at the point
of connection to the existing underground drain tile.

(h) As-built drawings shall be provided of any relocated
underground drain tile and shall be approved by the Zoning
Administrator prior to approval of a Zoning Use Permit
Application on the subject property. Any relocated drain tile
must be inspected by the Zoning Administrator prior to
backfiuing.

f3fl If any underground drain tile is encountered during construction the
applicant must do the following:

(a) Construction shall cease until the course of each tile across the
subject property is established by additional investigation and
construction shall not recommence until authorized by the
Zoning Administrator except that construction that does not
implicate the tile may continue.

(b) The Zoning Administrator shall be notified within 48 hours or
the next business day.

(c) Any tile that is encountered during construction must be
relocated or rerouted in conformance with the Champaign
County Stormwater Management Policy unless the proposed
construction is modified to avoid the tile. Any modification of
the construction to avoid the tile shall be indicated on a revised
site plan approved by the Zoning Administrator. Relocated tile
shall be non-perforated conduit to prevent root blockage.
Conformance of any tile relocation with the Stormwater
Management Policy shall be certified by an Illinois Professional
Engineer.
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(d) As-built drawings shall be provided of any relocated
underground drain tile and shall be approved by the Zoning
Administrator prior to approval of a Zoning Use Permit
Application on the subject property. Any relocated drain tile
must be inspected by the Zoning Administrator prior to
backfiuing.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

Possible field tiles on the subject property are identified prior to development
and adequately protected and that any possible tiles that are discovered
during construction are adequately protected.

The site plan includes a vegetative screen (including evergreen trees) along the north side
of the developed area. The following condition will ensure that the evergreen trees provide
at least 50% of the required screen within two years of planting:

The evergreen trees in the screening along the north property line shall be at Least 2
feet 8 inches tall at the time of planting and within bvo years of issuance of a Zoning
Compliance Certificate shall provide at least 50% of the required screen or
additional plantings shall be required.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

Adequate screening is provided to the parking areas and as a buffer for the
adjacent property.

J. The subject property fronts a County Highway. The driveway entrance and exit should be
constructed of an all weather surface at a width, elevation, geometry, and materials
(including culvert) as approved by the Champaign County Engineer so as to maintain safe
entrance and exit conditions. The County Engineer should approve the proposed driveway
before it is constructed and also approve the driveway as constructed. The Zoning
Ordinance does not require County Engineer approval of driveway access to a county
highway even though County Engineer approval is required. The following conditions will
ensure that the driveway access to County Highway 1 is approved by the Champaign
County Engineer.

The Driveway shall be improved as follows:
(1) The petitioner shall provide the County Engineer with engineering drawings

of the proposed driveway entrance. In addition to the actual driveway the
driveway drawings shall also include the following:

(a) A stop sign shall be placed on the event center driveway with due
consideration for proper sight distance and shall be placed in
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accordance with the latest version of the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines. The location and details of the
stop sign shall be included on the engineering drawings submitted to
the County Engineer.

(b) Lighting at the entrance to the subject property shall be provided. This
lighting shall only be operated during event times and fully comply
with the lighting requirements of Section 6.1.2. The location of the
lighting shall be included on the engineering drawings submitted to the
County Engineer.

(c) Way finding signage shall be placed a minimum of 200 feet in advance
of the entrance to the subject property as recommended by the Traffic
Impact Analysis conducted by CUUATS and detailed in the driveway
drawings. All signage shall be placed in accordance with the latest
version of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)
guidelines.

(2) The Zoning Administrator shall not approve a Zoning Use Permit for the
temple building without documentation of the County Engineer’s approval of
the proposed driveway entrance.

(3) The Zoning Administrator shall not issue a Zoning Compliance Certificate
without documentation of the County Engineer’s approval of the constructed
driveway entrance including any necessary as-built engineering drawings.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

All parking related to the Special Use Permit can safely enter and exit the
subject property safely with adequate visibility and regardless of weather
conditions.

K. Chief Paul Cundiff of the Thornasboro Fire Protection District has recommended four
special conditions to ensure public safety and those special conditions that are in the
following special condition:

(1) The Special Use shall include the following:

(a) A KNOX box shall be installed on the building for fire department
access.

(b) A monitored fire alarm system shall be installed within the building.
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(c) An all access defibrillator shall be provided in the public space.

(d) A dry hydrant shall be installed at the detention basin in a location that
is within 8 feet of a hard surfaced driveway or a no parking area that is
built to carry the load of an emergency vehicle and is accessible at all
times by a posted fire lane. The location and details of construction
shall be approved in writing by the Thomasboro Fire Protection
District Chief. The as-built dry hydrant shall also be approved in
writing by the Thomasboro Fire Protection District Chief.

(2) The Fire Protection District shall approve the operation of the dry hydrant
and all other items requested by the Fire Chief in writing before the Zoning
Compliance Certificate authorizing occupancy can be approved by the Zoning
Administrator.

(3) The dry hydrant shall be maintained in good working order by the landowner
for the life of the special use permit.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:

Adequate public safety.
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DOCUMENTS OF RECORD

1. Special Use Permit Application received on November 10, 2011, with attachments:
A Letter of Intent
B Sketches of location, existing use, and proposed use

2. Petition for Zoning Map Amendment signed by Lauren and Anne Murray received on November
10, 2011, with attachments:
A Letter of Intent
B Sketches of location, existing use, and proposed use

3. Site Plan, Building Plan, and Exterior Drawings received on February 9, 2012

4. Letter of Intent received February 9, 2012

5. Septic System Permit and Application received February 9, 2012

6. On-site Soil Evaluation for Septic Filter Field received February 13, 2012

7. Revised Site Plan received February 13, 2012

8. Revised Site Plan received March 2, 2012

9. Preliminary Memorandum for Case 700-S-li dated March 23, 2012, with attachments:
A Case Maps (Location, Land Use, Zoning)
B Site Plan (Proposed Development) received March 2, 2012
C Building plans and drawings received February 9, 2012
D Stormwater Drainage Plan
E Septic System Plan
F Letter of Intent received February 9, 2012
G Draft Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

10. Preliminary Memorandum for Case 699-AM-li dated March 23, 2012, with attachments:
A Case Maps (Location. Land Use, Zoning)
B Draft Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

11. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-i 1 dated Mach 29, 2012, with attachment:
A letter from Don Wauthier received March 27, 2012

12. Special Report from the Hensley Township Plan Commission submitted by Mr. Ben McCall at the
March 29, 2012, public hearing.

13. Revised site plan received April 17, 2012
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14. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-i 1 dated April 20, 2012 with attachments:
A Revised site plan received April 17, 2012
B County Highway 1 Crash Location and Severity Map 2007-2011
C County Highway 1 5-Year Crash Information Map
D Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

15. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 699-AM-il dated April 20, 2012, with attachment:
A Revised Finding of Fact and Final Determination

16. Scope of Services from the Champaign County Regional Planning Commission received April 23,
2012

17. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-il dated April 26. 2012, with attachments:
A Traffic Accident Information for County Highway 1
B Scope of Services
C Letters of Support from the following:

1. Roger and Marilyn Babb, 2126 CR 1100E, Champaign
2. Kevin Babb, 2126 CR 1 100E, Champaign
3. Gene Warner, 1006 Churchill Downs Drive. Champaign
4. Mark J. Kesler
5. Ron, Rich, Bernie, and Steve Hammond
6. Don and Lois Wood. 2283 CR 1 lOOE, Champaign
7. Thomas R. Ramage, President, Parkiand College, 2400 W. Bradley Aye, Champaign
8. Elizabeth Collins
9. Tern Kirby, Horizon Hobby, 4105 Fieldstone Road, Champaign
10. John and Vicky Tedlock, 467 CR 2600N. Mahomet
11. Alex Ruggieri. Sperry Van Ness-Ramshaw Real Estate, 505 W. University Aye,

Champaign

18. Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by the Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Area Transportation Study
(CUUATS), received May 16, 2012

19. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 700-S-il dated June 8, 2012, with attachments:
A Approved minutes from the April 26, 2012, public hearing for Case 699-AM-li and 700-

S-li
B Traffic Impact Analysis
C NRCS Dry Hydrant Information and Standard Details
D Site Distance Map
E Revised Summary of Evidence, Finding of Fact, and Final Determination

20. Supplemental Memorandum for Case 699-AM-li dated June 8, 2012, with attachments:
A Approved Minutes from the April 26, 2012. public hearing for Cases 699-AM-li and 700

-S-il
B Revised Finding of Fact, and Final Determination
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FINDINGS OF FACT

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing for zoning
case 700-S-il held on March 29, 2012, and April 26, 2012, and June 14, 2012, the Zoning Board of
Appeals of Champaign County finds that:

1. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED
HEREIN [IS/IS NOT] necessary for the public convenience at this location
because:

2. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED
HEREIN] is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it [WILL NOT/ WILL] be
injurious to the district in which it shall be located or otherwise detrimental to the public health,
safety, and welfare because:
a. The street has [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] traffic capacity and the entrance location

has [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] visibility.
b. Emergency services availability is [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] [because*]:

c. The Special Use [WILL / WILL NOT] be compatible with adjacent uses [because *1:

d. Surface and subsurface drainage will be [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] [because*]:

e. Public safety will be [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] [because*]:

f. The provisions for parking will be [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE] [because*]:

(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.



REVISED DRAFT Case 700-S-Il
Page 39 of 40

3a. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED
HEREIN] [DOES/DOES NOT] conform to the applicable regulations and standards of the
DISTRICT in which it is located.

3b. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED
HEREIN] [DOES/DOES NOT] preserve the essential character of the DISTRICT in which it is
located because:
a. The Special Use will be designed to [CONFORM/NOT CONFORM] to all relevant

County ordinances and codes.
b. The Special Use [WILL / WILL NOT] be compatible with adjacent uses.
c. Public safety will be [ADEQUATE/INADEQUATE].

4. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS IMPOSED
HEREIN] [IS/IS NOT) in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Ordinance
because:
a. The Special Use is authorized in the District.
b. The requested Special Use Permit [IS/IS NOT] necessary for the public convenience at

this location.
c. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS

IMPOSED HEREIN] is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it
[WILL / WILL NOT) be injurious to the district in which it shall be located or otherwise
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare.

d. The requested Special Use Permit [SUBJECT TO THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS
IMPOSED HEREIN] [DOES/DOES NOT] preserve the essential character of the
DISTRICT in which it is located.

5. The requested Special Use [IS/IS NOT] an existing nonconforming use. and the requested
Special Use Permit IWILL! WILL NOT] make the existing use more compatible with its
surroundings fbecause: *1

6. [NO SPECIAL CONDITIONS ARE HEREBY IMPOSED / THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS
IMPOSED HEREINARE REQUIRED TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THE CRITERIA
FOR SPECIAL USE PERMITS AND FOR THE PARTICULAR PURPOSES DESCRIBED
BELOW]

*The Board may include additional justification if desired, but it is not required.
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FINAL DETERMINATION

The Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals finds that, based upon the application, testimony, and
other evidence received in this case, the requirements of Section 9.1.11 B. for approval { HA VE/ HA VE
NOT] been met, and pursuant to the authority granted by Section 9.1.6 B. of the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance, determines that:

The Special Use requested in Case 700-S-li is hereby [GRANTED/GRANTED WITH
SPECIAL CONDITIONS/DENIED] to the applicants te L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC owned
by Anne and Lauren Murray to authorize the construction and use of an Event Center as a
“Private Indoor Recreational Development” as a Special Use subject to the approval of
related rezoning Case 699-AM-il [SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING SPECIAL
CONDITIONS: }

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

SIGNED:

Eric Thorsiand, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

ATTEST:

Secretary to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date
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EXCERPT OF APPROVED MINUTES FOR CASES 699-AM-Il & 700-S-Il

ZBA APPROVED MAY31, 2012 4/26/12

1 5. Continued Public Hearing
2
3 Case 699-AM-il Petitioner: L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC, with owners Annie Murray, Lauren
4 Murray and landowner John Murray Request to amend the Zoning Map to change the zoning
5 district designation from the AG-i Agriculture Zoning District to the AG-2, Agriculture Zoning
6 District in order to operate the proposed Special Use in related zoning case 700-S-il. Location: A 10
7 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of Section 14 of Hensley Township and
8 commonly known as the home at 2150 CR i000E, Champaign.
9

10 Case 700-S-li Petitioner: L.A. Gourmet Catering, LLC, with owners Annie Murray, Lauren
11 Murray and landowner John Murray Request to authorize the construction and use of an Event
12 Center as a “Private Indoor Recreational Development” as a Special Use on land that is proposed to
1 3 be rezoned to the AG-2, Agriculture Zoning District from the current AG-i, Agriculture District in
14 related Case 699-AM-il. Location: A 10 acre tract in the Southwest Quarter of the Northwest
1 5 Quarter of Section 14 of Hensley Township and commonly known as the home at 2150 CR 1000E,
16 Champaign.
17
1 8 Mr. Thorsland called Cases 699-AM-i 1 and 700-S-i 1 concurrently.
19
20 Mr. Thorsland informed the audience that Case 700-S-i 1 is an Administrative Case and as such the County
21 allows anyone the opportunity to cross examine any witness. He said that at the proper time he will ask for a
22 show ofhands for those who would like to cross examine and each person will be called upon. He requested
23 that anyone called to cross examine go to the cross examination microphone to ask any questions. He said
24 that those who desire to cross examine are not required to sign the witness register but are requested to
25 clearly state their name before asking any questions. He noted that no new testimony is to be given during
26 the cross examination. He said that attorneys who have complied with Article 7.6 of the ZBA By-Laws are
27 exempt from cross examination.
28
29 Mr. Thorsland informed the audience that anyone wishing to testify for any public hearing tonight must
30 sign the witness register for that public hearing. He reminded the audience that when they sign the
31 witness register they are signing an oath.
32
33 Mr. Thorsland asked the petitioners if they desired to make a statement outlining the nature of their request
34 and the petitioners indicated that they did not.
35
36 Mr. Hall distributed a Supplemental Memorandum dated April 26, 2012, to the Board for review. He said
37 that the memorandum includes additional information regarding traffic accidents on County Highway 1. He
38 noted that over the five-year period (2007-20 ii), 68 accidents occurred on County Highway 1 between the
39 intersection with US Highway 150 and US Highway i36, and a total of3O (44%) of the accidents occurred
40 in January and February. He said that staff consulted with CUUATS staff and they indicated that the 30

I
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I accidents were related to the speed of travel and weather conditions. Mr. Hall stated that the petitioners have
2 indicated that they do not plan to have any activities at the subject property during the months of January and
3 February.
4
5 Mr. Hall stated that attached to the Supplemental Memorandum dated April 26, 2011, is the proposal from
6 the CUUATS’ staff for the Traffic Impact Analysis and CUUATS estimated that the analysis would cost
7 $4,960 and it would take approximately 10 business days to complete. Mr. Hall stated that as soon as the
8 cost estimate was received from CUUATS, staff passed the information on to the petitioners. He said that
9 when he met with the petitioners he was not sure whether the Department of Planning and Zoning could or

10 should pay for any part of the analysis and at this point the Department cannot pay for any part of it. He said
11 that if there is to be an analysis then it would be at the cost of the petitioners. He said that he informed the
12 petitioners that a possible outcome of the traffic impact analysis is that improvements may be necessary to
13 County Highway 1 for this particular development at which point the only way that those improvements
14 would happen is if the petitioner agrees to pay for them. He said that it is not often that the Board has a
1 5 situation such as this come up with a special use permit but this is the situation and the petitioner has only
16 had this information since mid-morning on Monday. He said that one of the drawbacks of the Ordinance is
1 7 that there is no requirement included for a traffic impact analysis ahead of time so that the petitioner can be
18 forewarned ahead of time.
19
20 Mr. Hall stated that attached to the new memorandum are 11 letters of support that the department has
21 received from various residents of the County.
22
23 Mr. Thorsiand asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Hall.
24
25 Mr. Courson asked if any comments have been received from Jeff Blue, County Highway Engineer.
26
27 Mr. Hall stated that these are Mr. Blue’s comments. He said that he did press for more comments from Mr.
28 Blue and frankly asked him if there was no traffic impact analysis and the case was approved would he
29 approve the driveway construction and Mr. Blue indicated that he did not believe that he would. Mr. Hall
30 stated that Mr. Blue did not indicate a firm no, but his comments more or less guaranteed that a traffic
31 impact analysis is required and to a certain extent Mr. Blue is responsible for public safety on County
32 Highway 1 therefore no driveway work would be approved without an analysis. Mr. Hall stated that it is not
33 his call but this is the impression that he received from Mr. Blue.
34
35 Mr. Courson stated that he has thought about the proposed use since the last meeting and he believes that
36 speed reduction signs are required in the subject property area as well. He said that there is a lot of traffic in
37 the area already due to the existing residential and business uses. He said that a new gymnastics center has
38 moved into the area which involves a lot ofkids and families creating additional traffic on County Highway
39 1.
40

2
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1 Mr. Hall stated that unfortunately a traffic impact analysis is required to tell us if a speed reduction would
2 make a difference. He said that County Highway 1 already has problems and there has been a grant
3 application to make some improvements that are already warranted. He said that even if the special use
4 permit is not approved there are problems with County Highway I and some improvements are already
5 known to be required. He said that there could be a speed limit reduction but enforcement is an issue and if
6 a traffic impact analysis is completed then it would be known whether or not that would help.
7
8 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any further questions for Mr. Hall and there were none.
9

10 Mr. Thorsiand informed the audience that if they submitted a letter of support the Board requests that they do
11 not read the letter during their testimony because the letters are in the public record.
12
13 Mr. Thorsland called Anne Murray to testify.
14
1 5 Ms. Anne Murray requested that Lauren Murray-Miller testify first.
16
17 Ms. Lauren Murray-Miller, who resides at 105 Meadow Creek Ct., Lexington, stated that her family
1 8 appreciates the Board’s time in allowing them to share their intentions regarding the subject property. She
1 9 said that she would like to take a moment to share with the Board an accurate trail of the company, herself
20 and Anne, and their family and express to the Board why the subject property is the perfect place for what
21 they envision.
22
23 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that over 130 years ago and many generations their grandparents settled on their
24 parent’s current farm which is just a few miles north of the subject property and their mother’s family farm is
25 only a few miles north of the Murray farm. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that when their grandfather graduated
26 from high school his father sat him down and stated that he would either send him to college and he will pay
27 for it or he would purchase farmland for him. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that her grandfather decided that he
28 would rather have his father purchase the land than go to college. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that she believes
29 that her grandfather’s decision was a brave one and speaks to how much the family appreciates where they
30 have come from and how their grandfather set the standard for the family.
31
32 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that after four daughters, on April 6, 1956, Jack Murray, Anne and Lauren’s father,
33 was born. She said that after their father received his Agronomy degree in 1978, he married their mom and
34 moved to the family farm to continue the family’s farming operation. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that their
35 father has five sisters and they all went on to develop a very prestigious design firm but their father holds the
36 most prestigious place in the family because he stayed behind to take care of the family farm.
37
38 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that she and her siblings have been working on the family farm since they were old
39 enough to hold a hoe and walk the fields and it is on that soil that they have learned the hard work ethic and
40 spirit of the original entrepreneur of this state and that was the farmer. She said that she and Anne share all
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1 of this with their dad, brother, parents and cousins and they are so proud to be tied tightly to their farming
2 roots.
3
4 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that in May 2006 she and Anne graduated from the University of Illinois College
5 of Agriculture and Consumer Environmental Sciences and on September 1st at the age of 21 and 22 they
6 opened L.A. Gourmet Catering. She said that they have catered thousands ofparties and special events and
7 to them the quantity means little compared to quality. She said that she and her sister have never been given
8 anything other than the opportunity to work so that they could succeed. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that she
9 and Anne opened the company up as a career to work on by themselves and give them the opportunity to

10 have employees that they can call family and have clients whom they can call friends. She said that in
11 September 2008 they were recognized by the University Of Illinois College Of Aces as Outstanding Young
12 Alumni. She said that the award is given to any available alumni that is under the age of40 as distinguished
13 alumni for excellence in their field. Ms. Murray-Miller stated that serving others is not just what they do but
14 is who they are.
15
16 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that on October 17, 2009, she rode in her dad’s John Deere tractor with her new
1 7 husband, who is a McLean County farmer, to the tent that they had put up in her parent’s front yard, this was
18 her childhood dream to be able to embrace the land that meant so much to her family and celebrate the
19 generations that danced there before them. She said that this is the experience that L.A. Gourmet can
20 provide on the subject property for another farmer’s child or anyone else who cares to enjoy it. She said that
21 they are not here to exploit the land or be disrespectful to their neighbors but are asking to share the land and
22 experience that is not obtainable elsewhere. She said that they are not wasting farmland and are rather doing
23 what their ancestors settled upon the land to do which was to go forth and prosper and make the best of it.
24
25 Ms. Murray-Miller stated that she and her sister have not submitted the proposal haphazardly because they
26 have done research and taken the steps necessary that have been asked of them to make sure that this is a
27 feasible project. She said that they come from a hardworking and honest family and she and Anne have
28 created jobs in a time when there is recession and despair and they have created a non-for-profit to reduce
29 waste and help feed hungry families. She said that they would appreciate the opportunity to offer this space
30 to the residents of Champaign County. She thanked the Board for their time and consideration.
31
32 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Miller and there were none.
33
34 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Miller and there were none.
35
36 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Miller and there was no one.
37
38 Mr. Thorsland called Anne Murray to testifS’.
39
40 Ms. Anne Murray stated that she agreed with Ms. Miller-Murray’s testimony therefore she declined to testify
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I at this time.
2
3 Mr. Thorsiand called Lisa Kesler to testify.
4
5 Ms. Lisa Kesler, who resides at 1801 W. Hensley Road, Champaign, stated that her residence is
6 approximately one-quarter mile from the subject property. She said that she has known Anne and Lauren
7 Murray their entire lives and she has watched them work their tails off since the day they graduated. She
8 said that she has watched the girls build their business over the years into something that they can be very
9 proud of and everyone is very proud of them. She said that every step of the way the girls’ projects have

10 always been thoroughly researched and well planned and tastefully executed and she is sure that the
11 proposed project will be no different. She said that both sides of the girls’ family have fanned in Hensley
12 and Condit townships in Champaign County for several generations therefore it comes as no surprise that
13 they have always made the needs and tastes of the rural community a top priority in their business and she is
14 sure that they will continue to do so. She said that she believes that there is no risk that this building will be
1 5 anything less than a beautiful addition to the community that everyone can be proud of because it has been
16 designed to blend in with the surrounding landscape and to compliment the area. She has no reservations
1 7 regarding the proposed project.
18
19 Mr. Thorsiand asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Kesler and there were none.
20
21 Mr. Thorsiand asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Kesler and there were none.
22
23 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Kesler and there was no one.
24
25 Mr. Thorsland called Ben McCall to testify.
26
27 Mr. Ben McCall, who resides at 1085 CR 2200N, Champaign, stated that he is a member of the Hensley
28 Township Planning Commission, however his comments tonight are not intended to represent the opinions
29 of the Hensley Township Planning Commission. He noted that the Hensley Township Board ofTrustees did
30 meet and considered the recommendation of the Hensley Township Plan Commission and they were in
31 unanimous support of the Hensley Township Plan Commission recommendation and are preparing a protest
32 for this case.
33
34 Mr. McCall stated that it is important to mention that no one is questioning the good intentions, hard work of
35 the petitioners, value of their business or the quality of their catering business. He said that he has only
36 heard good things about the petitioners and the letters of support reflect that as well. He said that the
37 question before the Board is not whether this is a worthy business or a great family but whether the location
38 where the project is proposed is consistent with the Ordinance.
39
40 Mr. McCall stated that he would like to mention some additional concerns that he has thought of since the
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1 last meeting. He said that one of his concerns was basically traffic which has already been discussed. He
2 said that the entrance to the proposed event center is approximately 275 yards from the planned Hindu
3 Temple and Cultural Center and he believes that there is a significant likelihood of an overlapping ofhighly
4 attended activities at the two properties. He said that he understands that if the traffic impact analysis is
5 performed it will take such an overlapping of events between the two properties into account. He said that
6 having two very high use properties in close proximity on a high speed two lane road will create numerous
7 issues with traffic especially since both of the locations have relatively poor visibility for people leaving the
8 properties. He said that it is also likely that most people leaving the subject property will try to southbound
9 onto Mattis Avenue to try to return to town which will require a left hand turn out of the property. He said

10 that a right hand turn will navigate traffic onto alternate routes which are narrow secondary township roads
11 which are low volume and contain slow moving farm equipment, bicycle riders, walkers, runners and
12 hazardous road conditions during the winter months. He said that the intersection at Hensley Road a lot of
1 3 drivers wish to cross Mattis Avenue on Hensley Road which creates a routinely unsafe behavior in trying to
14 squeeze through the narrow traffic gaps on Mattis Avenue at busy times and an increase in concentrated
1 5 traffic will make it more difficult to safely cross Mattis Avenue at Hensley Road.
16
1 7 Mr. McCall stated that a point of discussion which arose during the Hensley Township Board meeting was
18 that there is a risk of impaired drivers leaving the subject property during an event where alcohol is served.
19
20 Mr. McCall stated that the second concern relates to the compatibility of the proposed land use and the
21 surrounding area. He said that one of the Hensley Township Trustees indicated that the use would
22 institutionalize the conflict of agricultural operations. He said that many AG-i uses are generally considered
23 compatible with more urban uses which is the reason why the County has AG-i and why most land use plans
24 tend to separate agriculture from other uses. He said that the row cropping that goes on has very little impact
25 on neighborhood properties in general but there are periods ofheavy dust production and pesticide drift. He
26 said that there are allowable uses in AG-i such as a concentrated animal feed operation and if such an
27 operation popped up next door to the event center there would be an apparent conflict.
28
29 Mr. McCall stated that his third concern is the necessity for the public convenience at this particular location.
30 He said that the owner of the proposed event center property also owns the property where all of the kitchen
31 and prep work for L.A. Gourmet will continue to be done. He said that this location has several similarities
32 to the proposed property because it is of a similar size, which is approximately 10 acres with an existing
33 home, and is only a few miles north of the subject property and is also in rural setting. He said that the
34 property housing the kitchen for the prep work for the business is in a more rural setting because it is not
35 close to a subdivision and does not have a proposed Hindu Temple and Cultural Center in its line of site. He
36 said that ample farm ground is available for constructing an event center at this location and it seems as ifthe
37 two properties are very similar and appear to meet the petitioner’s desire for a location in the country and
38 both are owned by the same person suggests that the proposed location is not somehow uniquely suited to
39 this event center.
40
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1 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. McCall and there were none.
2
3 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Mr. McCall.
4
5 Mr. Hall asked Mr. McCall to verify that when he discussed the Hensley Township Board’s comments he
6 was referring to those comments because he shared the same concern and was merely passing those concerns
7 along.
8
9 Mr. McCall stated that he shares the Hensley Township Board’s concerns although he was not relaying those

10 concerns as a representative.
11
12 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Mr. McCall.
13
14 Ms. Lauren Murray-Miller asked Mr. McCall where he obtained his information regarding the other land
15 owned by the Murray family.
16
1 7 Mr. McCall stated that the information is available through the Champaign County Supervisor of
1 8 Assessments Office data base.
19
20 Ms. Miller asked Mr. McCall if the data base indicated that the two properties that he referred to during his
21 testimony were both owned by John G. Murray.
22
23 Mr. McCall stated yes, although he does not have the documentation with him tonight to confirm.
24
25 Ms. Miller asked Mr. McCall if without the documents he unsure of his statement.
26
27 Mr. McCall stated that the Supplemental Memorandum dated April 26,2012, stated that the kitchen for L.A.
28 Gourmet Catering is located at 2607 CR 1000 East. He said that the information that he obtained off of the
29 data base is assumed accurate.
30
31 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone else desired to cross examine Mr. McCall and there was no one.
32
33 Mr. Thorsland called Gwendoline Wilson to testify.
34
35 Ms. Gwendoline Wilson, who resides at 2069 CR 2900N, Rantoul, stated that she owns and operates
36 Nuptiae Wedding and Event Planning, and has been in the business for nine years. She said that she is
37 present tonight to speak in favor of the L.A. Gourmet special use request. She said that as a wedding planner
38 and a member of the Association of Bridal Consultants she has worked with many local families to plan
39 events that are special to each individual and more than half of the wedding plans have a budget of over
40 $44,000. She said that the wedding and event industry is very important to area businesses and a successful

7



EXCERPT OF APPROVED MINUTES FOR CASES 699-AM-Il & 700-S-Il

ZBA APPROVED MAY31, 2012 4/26/12

1 event center can impact the local economy not only through the vending but also through hotel rooms,
2 transportation, formal wear, rental companies, specialty vendors because they all employ many people. She
3 said that there is a need for an event center such as the one which is proposed.
4
5 Ms. Wilson stated that Lauren Murray-Miller and Anne Murray are uniquely positioned to own and operate a
6 facility such as the one proposed responsibly and successfully. She said that the beauty of this design is that
7 it will create a secluded experience for the guest and will also create a buffer to minimize any impact on the
8 people that are living in the area. She said that recently she was trying to find a location for an October
9 wedding but after about one dozen calls she had to suggest that the bride and groom select a different date.

10 She said that having a unique option like the proposed event center would offer not only one more place for
11 someone to hold their event but would offer them a completely different type of experience and atmosphere
12 than what is available currently.
13
14 Ms. Wilson stated that when families are looking for a location for a reception and find that nothing is
15 available in the County they are very likely to go outside of the County to other counties and communities
1 6 for the wedding, reception, hotel rooms, etc. She said that what is special about the location that is being
1 7 considered tonight is the rural setting. She said that Lauren and Anne are from a farming family and their
1 8 father operates a Champaign County Centennial Farming Operation therefore it is known that the girls have
19 grown up appreciating the land. She said that the event center will not take any prime farmland out of
20 production. She said that everything that she has seen regarding the plan demonstrates the way that they
21 would steward the property. She said that Lauren and Anne completed feasibility studies on several different
22 properties before deciding upon the subject property and they have completed the necessary engineering
23 work to assure that drainage would not be a problem for the surrounding neighbors and farmland. She said
24 that the event center will have over 100 freshly planted trees to create a lush green space that will buffer
25 noise from leaving the property and are installing as few lights as possible to reduce the chance that
26 neighbors will be affected. She said that the parking area will ensure that traffic moves smoothly and
27 without interruption.
28
29 Ms. Wilson stated that as a Master Gardener she is really excited about the landscaping that is proposed on
30 the property because in addition to the many fruit trees and vegetables that will be planted those products
31 will be served in the meals that are served at the center. She said that wild flowers will grow on the property
32 just as they would have over 100 years ago. She said that very few venues offer such a truly unique and rural
33 setting and it is simply unattainable within the city limits. She said that the retreat will be especially
34 appealing to rural families planning for special occasions and the picturesque nature of the countryside will
35 be a draw for people who share a rural heritage and desire to share their passion for nature with their friends.
36 She said that the fact that the building will blend into the landscape will make it even more beautiful for
37 guests and less noticeable for the neighbors.
38
39 Ms. Wilson stated that Lauren and Anne are good business women and even better citizens and they offer a
40 quality experience for each guest and they always go above and beyond to make sure that the events are
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1 memorable and special. She said that in all of the years that she has done business with L.A. Gourmet they
2 have never taken advantage of anyone and are gracious and accommodating and ifyou have ever dealt with a
3 frantic bride you know that is not an easy task. She said that L.A. Gourmet provides good jobs for many
4 people and they donate their time and talents to several local social service organizations and they operate
5 one of the most upscale businesses in central Illinois. The proposed L.A. Gourmet Event Center will take a
6 property which has been allowed to run down and create a beautiful, sustainable and useful gathering place
7 in Champaign County.
8
9 Mr. Thorsiand asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Wilson.

10
11 Mr. Courson stated that he understands the attraction of the rural setting but how would one of the clients
12 feel if after spending $44,000 on an event the neighboring farmer decides to harvest his crops or spray
13 anhydrous on his field. He said that everyone is indicating that the subject property is such a wonderful area
14 but if the wind happens to be blowing out of the east the Woods’ feedlot will produce a wonderful aroma
1 5 which is part of the rural atmosphere and will impact the business. He said that the Board is not just
1 6 concerned about how the proposed event center will affect the community but how the community will affect
1 7 the event center.
18
19 Ms. Wilson stated that Lauren and Anne are the type of people who are concerned about their clients rather
20 than about themselves and their business therefore she is sure that they will make preparations to assure that
21 people understand these types of issues or possible occurrences when they book an event. She said that the
22 event space is indoors and when occurrences happen the windows on the event center could be closed
23 therefore she does not believe that the surrounding activities will impact the business. She said that she is
24 sure that the clients will be informed that such things could be anticipated in the rural setting and it is the
25 nature of the business to expect that things will happen and it is the business owner’s job to make sure that
26 the people that they are serving have the very best service and event that is possible.
27
28 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any further questions for Ms. Wilson and there were none.
29
30 Mr. Thorsiand asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Wilson and there were none.
31
32 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Wilson and there was no one.
33
34 Mr. Thorsland called Chris Wallace to testify.
35
36 Ms. Chris Wallace, who resides at 2691 CR 1000E, Champaign, stated that she would like to speak in favor
37 of the request to build and operate an event retreat on the Dewey-Fisher Road. She said that she and her
38 husband live on CR 1000E which is directly north of the L.A. Gourmet kitchen and have lived there before
39 the business’ conception. She said that delivery trucks and employees come and go to the business and
40 several large events have been held on the property since it has been there. She said that the business has

9



EXCERPT OF APPROVED MINUTES FOR CASES 699-AM-Il & 700-S-Il

ZBA APPROVED MAY3I,2012 4/26/12

I been a good neighbor and there has been no noticeable disruption in their lives and she finds it interesting
2 and exciting to watch all of the activities. She said that they have never been bothered by any excessive
3 noise, lights or litter coming from the property. She said that L.A. Gourmet is probably the largest employer
4 in Condit Township and in this day and age of high unemployment she believes that we should encourage
5 the entrepreneurial spirit of young people who are willing to take the risk of starting a business and
6 expanding a business that would employ others. She said that we are not discussing a landfill, a large dog
7 kennel or a huge toxic waste facility but an event retreat which holds fun events and makes people happy.
8 She said that she understands some of the voiced concerns but if those speakers were personally acquainted
9 with Lauren Murray-Miller and Anne Murray, as she is, the fears for the neighborhood would no longer be a

10 concern. She said that she and her husband have known Lauren and Anne since they were babies and they
11 have grown up with their own children. She said that she and her husband have watched the girls grow into
12 lovely and successful young ladies who have vision and an incredible work ethic and a loving family who is
13 willing to help and support them. She said that this is why L.A. Gourmet has grown as fast as it has and why
14 it is known throughout the area as a premier caterer. She said that it doesn’t hurt that the girls serve
1 5 excellent food with style and flair and she would like to point out that their caramel brownies are legendary.
16
17 Ms. Wallace stated that many factors are combined to make L.A. Gourmet a success and Anne and Lauren’s
18 hard work was probably the most important factor. She said that the girls worked both day and night to get
19 the business off of the ground and during the start up days of L.A. Gourmet they would come home from
20 serving an event, carry in all of the dishes so that they could wash them and begin preparing the food for the
21 next day’s event. She said that Lauren and Anne pay several people good wages and they provide benefits.
22 She said that it is important to note that many of the employees are long term and they feel vested in the
23 business. She said that Lauren and Anne are ethical people who will do what they say they will do and
24 everything that they do is done with class and she does not expect the event center to be any different. She
25 said that she hopes that everyone welcomes the girls with their proposed project and she assures everyone
26 that they will be good neighbors.
27
28 Mr. Thorsiand asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Wallace and there were none.
29
30 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Wallace.
31
32 Mr. Hall asked Ms. Wallace how long she has lived at her current residence.
33
34 Ms. Wallace stated that she has lived at her residence for more than 30 years but practically she has lived
35 there her entire life.
36
37 Mr. Hall asked Ms. Wallace that after living at her residence in rural Champaign County for over 30 years
38 does she believe that the event center can exist in that area and not create problems for local agriculture.
39
40 Ms. Wallace stated that she does not believe that the event center will create problems for local agriculture in
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1 the area. She said that the girls grew up on a fann and they are fully aware of dust, odors and pesticides and
2 arthydrous applications. She said that it will take a while for the proposed trees for the buffer to grow but
3 she believes that the buffer will provide what it is intended to provide. She said that the girls are wonderful
4 business women and she does believe that they would not even consider the property if they believed that it
5 would be a burden upon the neighbors or if agricultural activities would be a burden to their business.
6
7 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Wallace and there was no one.
8
9 Mr. Thorsiand called Catharine Ehler to testify.

10
11 Ms. Catharine Ehier, who resides at 1078 CR 2200N, Champaign, stated that she is a farmer and she owns
12 280 acres north and east of the proposed subject property and she lives one mile south of the livestock farm
13 that everyone has been referring to. She said that the livestock farm does produce odors at times but if she
14 goes inside of her home it isn’t a problem therefore she does not believe that the livestock farm will be an
1 5 issue for the proposed event center. She said that knowing the history of the Murray family she believes that
16 the girls will be good neighbors because they know the farming business better than probably most other
17 people understand it. She said that the girls are very aware of the safety factor of the Dewey-Fisher Road
18 because their aunts were instrumental in having the curves reconfigured. She said that she supports the
19 proposal and she looks forward to its completion.
20
21 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Ehler and there were none.
22
23 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Ehler and there were none.
24
25 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Ehier and there was no one.
26
27 Mr. Thorsland called Bernard Hammel to testify.
28
29 Mr. Bernard Hammel, who resides at 105 East Ford Harris Road, Champaign, stated that he has lived in the
30 area for 79 years and he has seen a lot of changes. He said that the area used to have a one lane road and no
31 electricity or telephone was available. He said that the dust and smell that has been discussed is a non-issue
32 because nature takes care of itself. He said that he is very proud of the children that have come from the area
33 and the girls deserve the chance to see what they can do with this project. He said that he has eaten at a lot
34 of restaurants and it doesn’t hurt to have some new ideas in the area for the public. He said that it is
35 necessary to allow young people to develop their new ideas and put people back to work.
36
37 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Hammel and there were none.
38
39 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Mr. Hammel and there were none.
40
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1 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Mr. Hammel and there was no one.
2
3 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to sign the witness register at this time to present
4 testimony regarding this case and there was no one.
5
6 Mr. Thorsland called Mr. Eric Bussell to testify.
7
8 Mr. Eric Bussell, realtor for Keller-Williams Realty, stated that he has a major focus in property
9 management and a minor focus on commercial real estate. He said that approximately one year ago Anne

10 and Lauren contacted him to assist them in finding a location for their proposed event center and one year
11 later they were unable to accomplish what they set out to do. He said that they visited many buildings and
12 properties and it got to the point that another real estate broker was contacted to help with the search. He
1 3 said that the argument that there are other buildings out there to suit the needs of the business is not true
14 because he works on commission and he would have loved to have been paid for finding the girls a property.
15 He said after hearing from the girls as to why each building after building would not work for their needs he
1 6 discovered that they were indeed particular and desired to satisfy their client’s needs. He said that he failed
17 in finding Anne and Lauren the ideal location but at the same time he is excited that they did find a property
18 that can be utilized for their business. He said that the general market does not provide for the needs of L.A.
19 Gourmet and the need in the community for an event center such as this is strong.
20
21 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Bussell and there were none.
22
23 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Mr. Bussell and there were none.
24
25 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if there were any questions for Mr. Bussell.
26
27 Mr. McCall, who resides at 1085 CR 2200N, Champaign, asked Mr. Bussell ifhe and the Murray’s viewed
28 any other properties that were available for development which were in the AG-2 district or perhaps
29 Clearview Subdivision.
30
31 Mr. Bussell stated that the Clearview Subdivision is not appealing for Lauren and Anne’s business
32 requirements. He said that the vision for Clearview Subdivision was to establish a Mayo Clinic on the
33 prairie and a lot of commercial buildings were anticipated therefore a unique wedding experience would be
34 hard to achieve in Clearview Subdivision. He said that he understands Mr. McCall’s point but the area did
35 not fit the need and atmosphere of the business.
36
37 Mr. McCall asked Mr. Bussell if he explored any of the vacant properties which are available for
38 development in the AG-2 district.
39
40 Mr. Bussell stated that when he requested additional assistance from other brokers they looked at everything
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I that was for sale but he cannot speak about any of the specifics for each property.
2
3 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to sign the witness register to present testimony
4 regarding this case.
5
6 Mr. Thorsiand called Peggy Anderson to testify.
7
8 Ms. Peggy Anderson, who resides at 2172 CR 1 000E, Champaign, stated that her favorite grade school
9 teacher was Anne and Lauren’s grandmother. She said that it is good that younger generations with

10 agricultural backgrounds have visions and ideas and she whole heartedly supports them. She said that her
11 property is to the north of the subject property and when clients leave the property she does not believe that it
12 will be a problem but when they arrive at the subject property from town they may well overlook the
13 entrance because it is just down from the crest of the hill. She said that missing the entrance would require
14 the clients to come onto her property to turn around and head back to the subject property therefore she is
1 5 concerned with the traffic that will be created. She said that the application stated that the event center will
16 have 84 parking spaces available and that the building will have the upper level capacity of400 people. She
1 7 said that she spoke to other caterers and they indicated that the proposed parking spaces were insufficient.
18
19 Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Ms. Anderson and there were none.
20
21 Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Ms. Anderson.
22
23 Mr. Hall stated that Ms. Anderson’s concerns did not mention the compatibility with surrounding agriculture
24 although she is one of the surrounding property owners. He asked if she had any concerns regarding
25 compatibility.
26
27 Ms. Anderson stated that she does have concerns but those concerns have been mentioned by other people
28 therefore she did not repeat them.
29
30 Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Ms. Anderson and there was no one.
31
32 Mr. Thorsiand asked the audience if anyone desired to sign the witness register to present testimony
33 regarding this case and there was no one.
34
35 Mr. Thorsiand closed the witness register.
36
37 Mr. Thorsiand stated that the Board has been informed that Mr. Blue, Champaign County Highway
38 Engineer, has indicated that he is not comfortable with the proposed driveway entrance to the subject
39 property therefore it is up to the Board to decide whether or not the traffic impact analysis will be required.
40 He said that the cost of the analysis is the petitioner’s responsibility but it is up to the Board to decide if it is
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I necessary before moving forward. He said that after reviewing the proposed lighting plan he does not
2 believe that the plan meets the requirements of the Ordinance.
3
4 Mr. Hall stated that it is hard to believe that the dark sky communities do not allow any up-lighting of trees
5 therefore staff will research to see if there is a standard that some folks find acceptable.
6
7 Mr. Thorsland stated that he is also concerned about the shade that the trees may produce on crops. He said
8 that the main question before the Board right now is whether or not the traffic impact analysis is required.
9

10 Mr. Palmgren stated that the cost of the analysis is unfortunate but if the County Highway Engineer is
11 uncomfortable with the driveway entrance then it is necessary.
12
13 Mr. Thorsland stated that the Board should keep in mind that if improvements to County Highway 1 are
14 requested then those costs will also be passed on to the petitioners.
15
1 6 Mr. Courson stated that he believes that the traffic impact analysis is necessary as well.
17
18 Mr. Hall stated that up to tonight’s meeting he was thinking that the traffic impact analysis is only relevant to
19 Case 700-S-il given the kinds of land uses that could happen in AG-2, by-right. He said that there are only
20 two uses that are different than what could happen in AG-i and one of those is a golf course. He said that
21 oddly enough one of the new policies in the new LRMP indicates that a traffic impact analysis should be
22 required and it is really up to the Board. He said that no matter what happens there does need to be some
23 mention ofthe suggestion of the traffic impact analysis made in the finding of fact for Case 699-AM-i 1. He
24 said that the traffic impact analysis is most relevant to the special use permit but he would not want the
25 County Board to think that the ZBA completely ignored it in the rezoning either.
26
27 Mr. Thorsiand stated that the other different use that Mr. Hall was discussing is a commercial breeding
28 facility. He said that he believes that a traffic impact analysis is necessary given the concerns of the
29 neighbors. He said that he travels County Highway 1 himself and the little bit of data that has been
30 presented does indicate that there is a five year history of a significant amount of activity on the road. He
31 said that someone who is unfamiliar with the road will probably indeed overshoot the new driveway entrance
32 and stop at the bottom of the rise. He said that he would like to see the traffic impact analysis completed
33 before taking action on the two cases and the bad part is that the petitioners paid for it and they may not be
34 approved but that is a risk that you take when you propose development.
35
36 Mr. Passalacqua stated that the Board appears to agree that a traffic impact analysis is required and that the
37 Board is not questioning the ethic or character of the petitioners. He said that public safety is the foremost
38 concern of the Board.
39
40 Mr. Thorsland informed the petitioners that the Board is requesting that a traffic impact analysis be
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I completed at the cost of the petitioner.
2
3 Ms. Anne Murray, who resides at 2150 CR 1000E, Champaign, stated that they have spent a lot of money,
4 which is a risk that you take for development, but if they do spend the $5,000 on the traffic impact analysis is
5 there a way to see if the project is still a feasible project for the Board’s consideration.
6
7 Mr. Thorsiand stated that he would like to know more about the traffic before he is inclined to make a
8 decision regarding the map amendment or the special use permit. He said that if the traffic problems can be
9 resolved then a lot of the other issues can be dealt with but the petitioner has been informed that Hensley

10 Township plans to protest the request therefore a super-majority vote will be required. He said that he is not
11 ready to make a decision until he reviews the traffic impact analysis. He said that the petitioners have made
12 a very good case regarding the perceived need of the event center and it appears that with the petitioner’s
13 background it appears that they are a very good fit for such a project in an agricultural area but again the
14 traffic is the big issue.
15
16 Mr. Courson stated that proper signage must be addressed. He said that the layout is very beautiful but
1 7 someone who is not familiar with the area may not be able to see the sign therefore perhaps some
18 rearrangement of trees would be appropriate to make sure that the signage is visible for the northbound
19 traffic.
20
21 Mr. Thorsiand stated that he is not sure if the Board has jurisdiction over placement of signage.
22
23 Mr. Courson stated that he is concerned about the lighting.
24
25 Mr. Hall asked that given the concerns about people knowing where to turn into the property the petitioners
26 have indicated that they will revise the driveway. He said that even though it would take best prime
27 farmland out of production does the Board believe that the driveway should be placed as far north on the
28 property as possible.
29
30 Mr. Courson stated that the subject property is at the bottom oftwo hills so moving the driveway entrance to
31 the north may not help.
32
33 Ms. Murray stated that moving the driveway entrance to the north would create a lane across the property
34 especially if the ditch was redone correctly. She said that this would give people a lot more space to turn in
35 and it would reduce traffic congestion.
36
37 Mr. Courson stated that perhaps a turn lane on County Highway 1 would be necessary.
38
39 Mr. Thorsiand stated that the traffic impact analysis will determine such information.
40

15
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1 Mr. Passalacqua stated that a turn lane could help reduce any possible accidents.
2
3 Ms. Murray stated that whatever the Board requires they will comply.
4
5 Mr. Passalacqua stated that the building design and the concept of the business does appear wonderful but
6 traffic is a concern.
7
8 Ms. Murray stated that the area is their community as well and they do not want accidents to happen.
9

10 Mr. Thorsiand stated that the petitioners should work with staff to determine how the required traffic impact
11 analysis can be organized.
12
13 Mr. Hall asked if the Board is comfortable in regards to compatibility with neighboring agriculture because it
14 has been mentioned that the landscaping should be reviewed to minimize shading on properties to the north
15 and landscaping may help buffer.
16
1 7 Mr. Thorsiand stated that the in regards to landscaping the petitioners and the neighbors to the north can
18 work out the shading issue between themselves.
19
20 Mr. Palmgren stated that he is concerned about the clients not knowing about agriculture.
21
22 Mr. Thorsland stated that personally he believes that this is a great plan but until he receives the traffic
23 impact analysis he cannot indicate which way he will vote.
24
25 Mr. Courson stated that this is a rural property with no municipal water supply and the event center has been
26 indicated to have a capacity of 400 people therefore if there is a fire there would be inadequate water
27 available. He said that it would be nice if there was an area in the parking area where the fire truck could
28 back up to the pond for access to water for fire protection.
29
30 Mr. Hall stated that a dry hydrant was a request from the Thomasboro Fire Protection District. He said that
31 staffneeds to talk to the fire chief to determine if the lanes must be redesigned to gain better access to the dry
32 hydrant location. He said that staff has received no more information other than what Chief Cundiff is
33 requesting which is a dry hydrant that is easily accessible by the fire truck.
34
35 Mr. Thorsland requested a continuance date.
36
37 Mr. Hall stated that the case should not return to the Board before June 1 4t1• He said that such a continuance
38 date is whether or not the petitioners are ready to move forward with the traffic impact analysis so that
39 CUUATS has at least two weeks to work on it and the petitioners have time to think about those results. He
40 said that June l4 is the earliest date that the cases should return to the Board.
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1
2 Mr. Thorsiand asked the petitioner if they desired to incur the cost of the traffic impact analysis and move
3 forward.
4
5 Ms. Anne Murray stated that they will incur the cost of the traffic impact analysis and they would like the
6 Board to move forward.
7
8 Mr. Palmgren moved, seconded by Mr. Courson to continue Cases 699-AM-il and 700-S-li to the
9 June 14th meeting. The motion carried by voice vote.

10
11
12
13
14
15
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LA Gourmet Event Center

Traffic Impact Analysis

Executive Summary

The Champaign County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) performed a traffic impact

analysis for the proposed LA Gourmet Event Center on County Highway 1 in Champaign County,

Illinois. The study took a comprehensive approach through analyzing the existing traffic

operational conditions, number of future trips generated due to the event center’s operation,

trip distribution, and assignment, and the future build-out condition.

Based on the findings of the Traffic Impact Study, the following recommendations were made

for the proposed event center on County Highway 1:

• The proposed event center would have minimal impact on traffic flow on the

roadways and intersections in its vicinity. Therefore, no capacity or traffic

operational improvements are necessary for the study roadway segments and the

three major study intersections.

• In order to provide safe egress of project traffic from the site, a stop sign is

recommended on the site driveway with due consideration to proper sight distance.

• Lighting should be provided at the entry/exit point to enhance visibility.

• County Highway 1 is a high speed arterial. To avoid potential rear-end or turning

crashes, advance information signs should be provided on County Highway 1 to

make drivers aware of the location of the event center.

• All the signs should be placed in accordance with the latest version of Manual on

Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines.

• Way finding sign should be placed at least 200 ft. in advance of the access to the

study site to provide adequate driver reaction time.
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1.0 Introduction

This report analyzes the traffic impacts of the proposed “LA Gourmet Event Center” in
Champaign County. The proposed development is located two miles north of the City of
Champaign municipal boundary along County Highway 1, in Hensley Township. Figure 1
illustrates the project location. The proposed event center would be approximately 11,300
square feet in Gross Floor Area (GFA) and is expected to accommodate a maximum of 400
people. This study assesses the existing traffic conditions around the project location and the
impacts of the traffic generated by the event center on the surrounding area. The study also
addresses the crash history around the site and recommends measures to mitigate any
potential impacts to the transportation system.

2.0 Existing Conditions

This section of the report analyzes the existing traffic conditions around the project site. The
proposed facility is expected to hold events on weekday and weekend evenings. Based on
traffic flow patterns on the regional transportation network, the traffic volumes are maximized
during the weekday evening peak period. Analyzing the weekday evening (PM) peak hour traffic
around the site would represent the worst case scenario to identify any potential impacts of the
proposed development on the roadway network. Traffic data was collected along County
Highway 1 and at key intersections around the site. The historical crash data on County
Highway 1 was also analyzed.

2.1 Data Collection

A study area was defined to assess the impact of the trips generated by the event center on the
roadway system. The primary access to the site is via County Highway 1 (CH 1)/Mattis Avenue.
The roadway section along CH 1/Mattis Avenue, from Bloomington Road to the project site was
selected as the study area. Figure 1 illustrates the proposed study area. Mattis Avenue, from
Bloomington Road to Anthony Drive, is a 4-lane urban arterial roadway. The study segment
from Anthony Drive to the project site is a 2-lane arterial roadway. The posted speed limit along
Mattis Avenue is 45 mph within the City of Champaign municipal boundary and 55 mph along
County Highway 1 in Champaign County. Table 1 shows the 24-hour traffic counts on CH
1/Mattis Avenue, between Bloomington Road and the project site.
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Figure 1: Proposed Site Location and Study Area
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Table 1: Roadway Segment Average Daily Traffic (ADT)

Anthony Drive to Interstate Drive

Interstate Drive to Olympian Drive

11,365

4,649

06/30/11

06/30/li

The following key intersections proximate to the site were selected for analysis:

• Mattis Avenue & Hensley Road

• Mattis Avenue & Ford Harris Road

• Mattis Avenue & Olympian Drive

• Mattis Avenue & Bloomington Road

The study intersections were visited to evaluate the existing conditions. The intersection of
Mattis Avenue & Olympian Drive and Mattis Avenue & Bloomington Road are signalized

intersections. MaUls Avenue & Hensley Road is a two-way (east-west) stop controlled

intersection. Mattis Avenue & Ford Harris Road is a minor intersection with Ford Harris Road
being a gravel road on either side of CH 1. Turning movement data was collected at the three

major intersections during the typical evening peak period; from 4:30 PM to 6:30 PM. Table 2

shows the PM peak hour turning movement traffic data at these study intersections.

Table 2: Turning Movement Counts at the Study Intersection for PM peak hour

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Intersection — — — — — —

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Mattis Ave. and Hensley Rd. 21 228 29 2 97 10 6 16 3 27 21 14

Mattis Ave. and Olympian Dr. 4 198 144 120 150 2 5 6 1 145 4 116

Mattis Ave. and Bloomington Rd. 116 569 200 75 678 159 76 106 133 368 131 34

24-Hour
Roadway Count Date

Volume

County Highway 1/Mattis Avenue

Bloomington Road to Anthony Drive 16,894 06/28/11

Olympian Drive to Hensley Road 4,238 04/27/11
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2.2 Crash Analysis

County Highway 1/Mattis Avenue historically has a high number of crashes. The traffic crash
data from 2006 to 2010 was analyzed along the study intersections and roadway segments.
Table 3 shows the total number of crashes on CH 1 (including intersection crashes) by year.

Table 3: Crashes along Study Roadway Segments by Year

6

8

7

9

6

7

4

2

The crashes are categorized based on crash severity into fatal crashes, injury crashes and
property damage. The Illinois Department of Transportation’s (IDOT) Division of Traffic Safety
categorizes injury crashes into three severity categories: A-Injury, B-Injury and C-Injury. A-Injury
is the most severe and C-Injury is the least severe. Table 4 and Table 5 present the crashes
severity and the collision type, respectively. Figure 2 illustrates the crash collision types on CH
1, from Bloomington Road to the project site. No pedestrian or bicycle crashes were recorded
on the study roadway segments.

Table 4: Crashes along Study Roadway Segments by Crash Severity

27 1 2 4 10

Anthony Drive to Interstate Drive

Year
Roadway

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
County Highway 1/Mattis Avenue

Bloomington Road to Anthony Drive 10 14 13 4 9

Olympian Drive to Project Site 5 2 8 4 6

Interstate Drive to Olympian Drive

4

2

Anthony Drive to Interstate Drive

Total Crash Severity
Roadway Injuries FatalitiesCrashes A - Injury B - Injury C - Injury

County Highway 1/Mattis Avenue

Bloomington Road to Anthony Dr. 50 2 5 2 10 0

Interstate Drive to Olympian Drive 28 2 2 4 12 0

Olympian Drive to Project Site 25 3 7 1 19 1

0

5



9’

REGIONAL PLANNING
COMMISSION LA Gourmet Event Center

Traffic Impact Analysis

Table 5: Crashes along Study Roadway Segments by Collision Type

Sideswipe Same
Direction

5%

Sideswipe Opp

Parked Direction
2%Motor

vehle

Other Non-_,——
collision ,

1% /
/

Head-On_/’
1%

Other Object
1%

1 2

4

2

15

17

3

6

3

8

Anthony Drive to Interstate Drive

Interstate Drive to Olympian Drive

Fixed Rear-Roadway Angle Overturned] Turning SideswipeObject End

County Highway 1/Mattis Avenue

Bloomington Road to Anthony Dr. 5 - - 35 6 4

6 3Olympian Drive to Project Site

3

1

Turning
18%

1

Fixed Object
6%

2%

Figure 2: County Highway 1 Crashes by Collision Type
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Table 6 and Table 7 summarize the crash data at the key intersections in the study area.

Table 6: Crashes at Study Intersections by Crash Severity

Table 7: Crashes at Study Intersections by Major Crash Types

Total Major Crash Types
Intersection

Crashes Angle Turning Rear-End

Mattis Ave. and Hensley Rd. 7 3 2 1

Mattis Ave. and Olympian Dr. 5 - 4 -

Mattis Ave. and Bloomington Rd. 36 5 6 22

The crash analysis for CH 1 shows that the majority (54%) of the crashes are rear-end crashes.

The crashes can be partially attributed to the high speed (45mph — 55mph) along the study
corridor. Turning and angle crashes make up another 26% of the corridor crashes. One fatal

crash was recorded on CH 1 between Olympian Drive and the project site.

Total Crash Severity
Intersection Injuries FatalitiesCrashes A-injury B-Injury C-Injury

Mattis Ave. and Hensley Rd. 7 1 3 1 7 -

Mattis Ave. and Olympian Dr. 5 3 - - 3 -

Mattis Ave. and Bloomington Rd. 36 - 4 2 7 -
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3.0 Prolect Trip Generation and Distribution

A trip generation rate needs to be established in order to estimate the future trip generation
potential of the proposed event center. The ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 7th Edition provides
nationwide average trip rates/equations for several land uses. The trip rates/equations are
aggregated from multiple studies and published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
GTE). The “Recreational Community Center” (Land Use Code 495) was found to be appropriate
to match the land use on the proposed site, but was not used since the trip rate was based on
only one national study. Instead, the trips rates were developed using available project
information and engineering judgment. Two approaches were considered to develop the trip
generation rates:

Scenario 1 — Maximum capacity: The event center is expected have a maximum capacity of 400
people. Based on the 2003 CUUATS household travel survey, the average auto occupancy rate
in the Champaign-Urbana urbanized area is estimated to be 1.7. Auto occupancy is the number
of people per auto/vehicle. Assuming the facility operates at full capacity, a total of 235 vehicle
trips are expected to be generated.

Scenario 2 — Average attendance: The event center is expected to have an average attendance
of 200 people. In the worst case scenario, if an auto occupancy factor of 1 is assumed, a total of
200 vehicles are expected to be generated.

Both scenarios produce about the same number of trips. The trip generation estimates from
Scenario 1 are considered more reliable than Scenario 2. Table 8 summarizes the trip
generation of the proposed event center during the evening (PM) peak hour.

Table 8: Trip Generation for the Proposed Development

Projected TripsLand Use Maximum Capacity Auto Occupancy
Entering Exiting Total

Event Center 400 1.7 235 235 470

The estimated project trips were assigned on the roadway network based on existing turning
movement counts, local knowledge of the area and engineering judgment. Figure 3 shows the
estimated percentage distribution of the project trips.
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4.0 Future Build-Out Conditions

The future build-out traffic, including the projected trips, was analyzed to evaluate the impacts
of the proposed event center on the study area. The site is in close proximity to the proposed
Hindu Temple on County Highway 1. The trips generated to/from the Hindu Temple are also
included to determine the maximum impact on study roadway network. The temple is
estimated to generate 124 project trips entering and exiting the site during the peak hour.

Table 9 shows the existing peak hour volume and the estimated future build-out peak hour
volume. The projected trips are distributed at the study intersections as shown in Figure 3. The
Hindu Temple trips are also distributed assuming the same travel pattern.

Table 9: Existing and Build-out Peak Hour Traffic at Study Intersections

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound
Intersection

Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right

Mattis Ave. and Hensley Rd.

Exiting Peak Hour Traffic 21 228 29 2 97 10 6 16 3 27 21 14
Event Center Project Traffic 235 235
Hindu Temple Project Traffic 124 124
Build-out Peak Hour Traffic 21 587 29 2 456 10 6 16 3 27 21 14

Mattis Ave. and Olympian Dr.

Exiting Peak Hour Traffic 4 198 144 120 150 2 5 6 1 145 4 116
Event Center Project Traffic 165 71 165 71
Hindu Temple Project Traffic 87 37 87 37
Build-out Peak HourTraffic 4 450 144 228 402 2 5 6 1 145 4 224

Mattis Ave. and Bloomington Rd.

Exiting Peak HourTraffic 116 569 200 75 678 159 76 106 133 368 131 34
Event Center Project Traffic 94 71 94 71
Hindu Temple Project Traffic 50 37 50 37
Build-out Peak Hour Traffic 116 713 200 183 822 159 76 106 133 368 131 142

4.1 Intersection Level of Service Analysis

The study intersections were analyzed to evaluate existing and build-out operating conditions.
The signal timings for the signalized intersections were obtained from the City of Champaign.
The study intersections were analyzed using Synchro 8 software, in accordance with the
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2010. Selected intersection criteria such as Level of Service
(LOS), approach delay and intersection delay were analyzed to determine the existing
operational conditions during the evening peak hour.
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Level of Service is a qualitative measurement describing operational conditions, from “A” (best)

to “F” (worst), within a traffic stream or at an intersection. Level of Service is quantified for
signalized and unsignalized intersections using vehicle control delay. Control delay is the
component of delay that results from the type of traffic control at an intersection. It is
measured by comparing the controlled condition against the uncontrolled condition. The
difference between the travel time that would have occurred in the absence of the intersection
control and the travel time that results from the presence of the intersection control is the
control delay. Average control delay per vehicle is estimated for each lane group, aggregated
for each approach and for the intersection as whole. LOS “D” is considered acceptable for the
intersections in the study area. Table 10 and Table 11 show the Level of Service criteria for
unsignalized intersections.

Table 10: Level-Of-Service Criteria for Signalized Intersections
Average Control

Level of Service DescriptionDelay per Vehicle

A Less than 10 seconds Free flow

B 10.1 to 20 seconds Stable flow (slight delays)

C 20.1 to 35 seconds Stable flow (acceptable delays)

Approaching unstable flow (tolerable delay
D 35.1 to 55 seconds occasionally wait through more than one

signal cycle before proceeding)

Unstable flow (approaching intolerableE 55.1 to 80 seconds
delay)

Greater than 80.0F Forced flow (jammed)seconds
Source: HCM 2010

Table 11: Level-Of-Service Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections
Two-Way Stop Control All-Way Stop Control

Level of Service Average Control Delay Average Control Delay
(seconds/vehicle) (seconds/vehicle)

A Less than 10 Less than 10
B 10.1 to 15 10.1 to 15
C 15.1 to 25 15.1 to 25
D 25.1to35 25.1to35
E 35.1 to 50 35.1 to 50
F Greater than 50 Greater than 50

Source: HCM 2010
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Table 12 shows the Level of Service and average control delay in seconds at the study

intersections. The analysis shows that the level for service for the eastbound and westbound

approaches at the Mattis Avenue & Hensley Road drops from LOS B to LOS F. The overall LOS

for the intersection changes from A (4.3) to B (12.0). High delays are usually expected on minor

roadway approaches when intersecting with an arterial roadway. Moreover, this situation may

arise only during the evening (PM) peak hour considering the worst case scenario for trip

generation and may last for a short period of time. The peak hour factor of 0.5 on the minor

approaches (Hensley Rd.) indicates that high delays are experienced only for a short duration

during the peak period. A LOS of “D” is considered acceptable in urban areas. Based on the LOS

for build out conditions, it can be inferred that the project trips do not significantly impact the
traffic operations at the major signalized intersections.

Table 12: Level-of Service and Control delay (sec) at the Study Intersections

. Existing Build-out
Intersection Leg .

Condition Condition

Mattis Ave. & Hensley Rd.

Eastbound B (13.5) F (52.1)
Westbound B (14.4) F (121.4)

Mattis Ave. & Olympian Dr.

Northbound C (25.3) D (37.8)
Southbound C (24.2) D (35.0)
Eastbound C (25.6) C (28.8)
Westbound B (14.1) B (12.3)

Overall C (21.7) C (30.7)
Mattis Ave. & Bloomington Rd.

Northbound C (21.2) C (25.3)

Southbound C (30.1) D (41.2)

Eastbound B (18.9) B (18.5)

Westbound D (37.1) D (37.1)

Overall C (27.2) C (32.9)

4.2 Roadway Segment Analysis

The impact of the project trips on the study roadway segment was also analyzed. The roadway

level-of-service (LOS) criterion is established by HCM 2010. The LOS for the roadway segment
from Olympian Drive to the project site was analyzed. As per the HCM guideline based on lane

width, shoulder width, and access points per mile, the free flow speed along the corridor is
estimated to be 52 mph. The level-of-service for the roadway segment based on the Average

Travel Speed (ATS) and the Percent Time Spent Following (PTSF) was calculated to be LOS “B.”
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Based on the existing traffic volume and free flow speed, the study roadway segments function
under acceptable level-of-service. The trips generated by the proposed event center are not
expected to significantly impact the level-of-service for the study roadway segments.

5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

The traffic impact analysis shows that the new additional trips generated by the proposed event
center do not significantly affect the traffic conditions in the surrounding area. The project trips
have limited impact on the study intersection, and intersection Level of Service (LOS) remains
well within acceptable limits. The project traffic is not expecting to have a significant impact on
the roadway traffic conditions.

The high number of crashes along the study segment usually warrants the analysis of turn lanes
at the site access. Since most of the project traffic is expected to access the site from the south,
a southbound left turn lane analysis was not required. Right turn lane requirements were
considered and a turn lane was not recommended considering relatively lower through traffic
on County Highway 1, smaller number of trips generated by the proposed development, and
the lack of conflicting movements (e.g., southbound left turn and eastbound through
movements).

In order to provide safe egress of project traffic from the site, a stop sign is recommended on
the site driveway with due consideration to proper sight distance. Lighting should be provided
at the entry/exit point to enhance visibility. County Highway 1 is a high speed arterial. To avoid
potential rear-end or turning crashes, advance information signs should be provided on County
Highway 1 to make drivers aware of the location of the event center. All the signs should be
place in accordance with the latest version of Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD) guidelines. The way finding sign should be placed at least 200 ft. in advance of the
access to the study site to provide adequate driver reaction time.
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CASE NO. 710-A T-12
Champaign PRELIMINARY MEMORANDUM

County June 8, 2012
Department of

PLANNING &
ZONING

Petitioner: Zoning Administrator Prepared by: John Hall, Zoning Administrator
Andrew Kass, Associate Planner

Request: Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the
Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System that is
referred to in Section 3; and Footnote 13 in Section 5.3; and subsection 5.4, as follows*

Part A. Revise the Land Evaluation (LE) part as follows:
1. Revise all soil information to match the corresponding information in the Soil

Survey of champaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.

2. Revise all existing soil productivity information and replace with information
from Bulletin 811 Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois Soils updated
January 15,2011, by the University of Illinois College of Agricultural, Consumer
and Environmental Sciences Office of Research.

3. Delete the 9 existing Agriculture Value Groups and existing Relative Values
ranging from 100 to 0 and add 18 Agriculture Value Groups with Relative LE
ranging from 100 to 0.

Part B. Revise the Site Assessment (SA) part as follows:
1. Add definitions for “agriculture”; “agricultural production”; “animal units”;

“best prime farmland”; “farm dwelling”; “livestock management facility”; “non-
farm dwelling”; “principal use”; and “subject site”.

2. Delete SA Factors A.2.; A.3.; B.2.; B.3.; C.2; D.2.; P.3.; E.1.; E.2.; E.3.; E.4.; F.1.;
F.2.; F.3.; F.4.; and F.5.

3. Revise SA Factor A.1. to be new Factor 8. ; Factor B.1. to be new Factor 7.;
Factor C.1. to be new Factor 5.; Factor D.1. to be new Factor 1.; and revise
scoring guidance for each revised Factor, as described in the legal advertisement.

4. Add new SA Factors 2a; 2b; 2c; 3; 4; 6; 9; 10; and add scoring guidance for each
new Factor, as described in the legal advertisement.

Part C. Revise the Ratings for Protection, as described in the legal advertisement.

Part D. Revise the general text and reformat.

Brookens
Administrative Center

1776 E. Washington Street
Urbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708

* NOTE: the description of the Request has been simplified from the actual legal
advertisement. See the attached legal advertisement

BACKGROUND

The Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole- Environment and Land Use Committee
authorized this text amendment at their April 3, 2012, meeting. See the attached memorandum.

RELATED ZONING CASE

This text amendment is related to Case 711-AT-i 2 which proposes a revised definition of “best prime
farmland” based on the Land Evaluation data in the Draft LESA Update. These zoning cases are related
and should be decided concurrently.



Case 710-AT-12
Preliminary Memorandum

June 8,2012

L.E.S.A. UPDATE COMMITTEE

The LESA Update Committee was an appointed committee who worked from June 2011 to March 2012
on an update to the existing LESA and a recommendation for best prime farmland. All of the meeting
minutes, memoranda, and meeting handouts from meetings of the LESA Update Committee are available
online at the “Champaign County LESA Update” (www.ccrpc.org/planning/LESA) on the Champaign
County Regional Planning Commission (RPC) website. The most important documents will be provided
to the ZBA and if ZBA members see other relevant documents on that website those documents should be
entered as Documents of Record in these zoning cases.

In these public hearings the ZBA will review the most important memoranda and handouts from the
LESA Update Committee and receive public testimony and make their own recommendation on the Draft
LESA Update. Memoranda and handouts for the ZBA will be pre-punched for insertion into Case
Notebooks that will be available at the meeting.

APPROACH TO THE ZONING CASES

The technical and policy issues in these two zoning cases are inter-related. The schedule of topics for
these public hearings is proposed to be in the following order and at a pace suitable for the Board and
consistent with the volume of public comment:

1. Review the proposed changes to the Land Evaluation part of the Draft LESA Update. This
is the most technical part of the zoning cases and involves several different background
documents. The methodology used in the proposed LE Factors Update is very similar to that used
for the existing LE but with a few critical differences. LESA Update Committee member Kevin
Donoho is the Natural Resources Conservation Service District Conservationist and has already
provided expert review of the proposed LE Factors.

2. Review the proposed definition of “best prime farmland”. This was perhaps the most
challenging task for the LESA Update Committee but the ZBA’s task should be somewhat easier
due to their hard work.

3. Review the proposed changes to the Site Assessment Factors in the Site Assessment part of
the Draft LESA Update. The Site Assessment Factors are not as technical as the LE Factors nor
as challenging as the definition of Best Prime Farmland but allowing for a proper breadth of
consideration and an adequate level of detail in scoring guidance proved a challenge for both the
LESA Update Committee and support staff. And again, the ZBA’s task will hopefully be
somewhat easier due to the hard work of the LESA Update Committee.

4. Review the proposed changes to the ratings for protection in the Site Assessment part of the
Draft LESA Update.

5. Review the general text and format.
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Case 710-AT-12
Preliminary Memorandum

June 8, 2012

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE LAND EVALUATION PART

As reviewed above, the proposed LE Update is very similar to the existing LE and has already been
reviewed by the NRCS District Conservationist. As with all text amendments, the changes need to be
well documented, as follows:

Revise the existing soil map symbols; soil series names; slope; acreage and proportionate
extent; land capability classification; and farmland classification to match the corresponding
information in the Soil Survey of Champaign County, Illinois 2003 edition. The existing LESA
(Attachment C) was adopted in February 1984 and used soil data from the first modem soil survey
of Champaign County that was published in March 1982. The soil survey was updated in 2003
(using 2001 map symbols) and is online at
www. soildatamart.nrcs.usda. gov/Manuscripts/ILO 1 9/0/champaign IL.

Some of the soil names (map symbols) changed in the 2003 Soil Survey. Attachment D is a
conversion legend between the 1975 map symbols that are used in the existing LESA and the 2001
map symbols used in the updated Soil Survey. Attachments E, F, and G are relevant tables
excerpted from the Soil Survey of Champaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.

Note that the soil acreages in Attachment E are slightly different than the acreages included in the
Champaign County GIS Consortium soils layer (which is based on NRCS soils data for
Champaign County) which was the source of acreages reported in the Draft LESA. The
differences are very slight and not statistically meaningful.

2. Delete the existing Productivity Index Local and add Adjusted Soil Productivity Index based
on the Crop productivity index for optimum management that is published in Bulletin 811
Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois Soils updated January 15, 2011, by the
University of Illinois College of Agricultural, Consumer and Environmental Sciences Office
of Research.
As explained on page 2 of the existing LESA, the LE part of the existing LESA groups soils into
nine “agricultural value groups” based on three criteria which are the following:

• Land capability classifications can be found in the 1984 Soil Survey in the discussion of
detailed soil map units for each soil map unit.

• Important farmland identification is indicated in the existing LESA but is not
referenced to a specific source.

• Soil productivity index is based on the expected yields of the major grain crops as a
percentage of the average yields. The productivity index in the existing LESA is from Soil
Productivity in Illinois, Circular 1156, published in 1978 by the University of Illinois
Cooperative Extension Service. Circular 1156 is no longer in publication and has been
replaced by later bulletins (see below).
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June 8,2012

The Land Evaluation and Site Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands, Second
Edition was one of the documents provided to the LESA Update Committee and is available on
the “Champaign County LESA Update” (www.ccrpc.org/planning/LESA) on the RPC website.
Chapter 4 of the Guidebook reviews the various methodologies for constructing Land Evaluation
factors and is included as Attachment H.

The LESA Update Committee considered four options (alternative methodologies) for classifying
Land Evaluation factors. Attachments I, J, and K are the principal documentation of those
alternatives. The Update Committee selected Option 4 which is identical to the existing LESA
except that it uses new soil data (and a more careful grouping of soils into agriculture value
groups) which is as follows:
• Land capability classifications can be found in the 2003 Soil Survey in a general

discussion on pages 133 to 134 (Attachment L) and for each soil type in Table 8
(Attachment F) and also Attachment M..

• Important farmland identification is only partially in the 2003 Soil Survey. Table 9
(Attachment G) indicates prime farmland. The classification “statewide importance” is o
reviewed in the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) National Soil
Survey Handbook (Attachment M) but NRCS staff provided the classifications for use by
the LESA Update Committee.

• Soil productivity index is based on the “crop productivity index for optimum
management” from Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor illinois Soils, Bulletin 811,
August 2000 published by the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign College of
Agricultural, Consumer, and Environmental Sciences Office of Research. Bulletin 811
was also one of the documents provided to the LESA Update Committee on the
“Champaign County LESA Update” (www.ccrpc.org/planning/LESA) on the RPC
website. Amended Table S2 for Bulletin 811 dated 1/15/2011 was used for the Draft
LESA Update. See the brief overview of productivity ratings for Illinois soils on the pages
printed from the Soil Productivity Index Ratings for Illinois soils web page included as
Attachment N.

3. Delete the 9 existing Agriculture Value Groups and existing Relative Values ranging from
100 to 0 and add 18 Agriculture Value Groups with Relative LE ranging from 100 to 0.
The LESA Update Committee selection Option 4 in Attachment K Comparing the LE Options
(Attachment F to the 10/04/11 LESA Update Committee memorandum) but instead of the 8
Agriculture Value Groups indicated in Attachment K the final recommendation included 18
Agriculture Value Groups as shown in Attachment 0. The inclusion of 18 Agriculture Value
Groups (AVG) was intended to ensure that there was not too broad of a range in productivity of
soils included in any one AVG. Attachment P reviews the existing LESA and illustrates what can
happen if AVGs are constructed too broadly.
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Case 710-AT-12
Preliminary Memorandum

June 8,2012

ATTACHMENTS (*= attachments available on the County website)
A Description of Case from Legal Advertisement

*B Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole Memorandum dated March 26, 2012, with
attachments:
A Champaign County Resolution No. 7642
B Champaign County Resolution No. 7797
C Brief Comparison of Existing LESA to Proposed Update Draft LESA
D Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Update Draft dated

March 7, 2012
*C Resolution No. 2248 Adopting the Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

(LESA) System, February 1984 (existing LESA)

*D U.S.D.A. N.R.C.S. Champaign County, Illinois Conversion Legend 1975 Map Symbol to 2001
Map Symbol

*E Table 5. Acreages and Proportionate Extent of the Soils from Soil Survey ofChampaign County,
Illinois 2003 edition.

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

*G Table 9. Prime Farmland from Soil Survey ofChampaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.

*H Chapter 4. Selecting and scaling Land Evaluation factors excerpted from Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment: A Guidebookfor Rating Agricultural Lands, Second Edition. Soil and Water
Conservation Society, 1983

*1 Description ofData Used in Each LE Option. Attachment D to the 10/04/11 LESA Update
Committee memorandum

J LE Scores for Each Option Applied to Test Sites. Attachment E to the 10/04/11 LESA Update
Committee memorandum

*K Comparing the LE Options. Attachment F to the 10/04/11 LESA Update Committee memorandum

*L Pages 129 to 135 excerpted from Soil Survey ofChampaign County, Illinois 2003 edition.

*M Parts 622.00 to 622.04 from the USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) National
Soil Survey Handbook

*N Soil Productivity Index Ratings for Illinois soils web page introductory pages

*0 Revised Option 4 Proposal 11/15/11 (Handout 1 for the 11/16/11 LESA Update Committee
Meeting)

* Memorandum to LESA Update Committee dated 12/28/1l(Handout from John Hall to the LESA
Update Committee on 1/4/12)
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Attachment A. Case Description from Legal Advertisement
Case 710-AT-12

JUNE 8, 2012
Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) System that is referred to in Section 3; and Footnote 13 in
Section 5.3; and subsection 5.4, as follows:

Part A. Revise the Land Evaluation (LE) part as follows:

1. Revise the existing soil map symbols; soil series names; slope; acreage and
proportionate extent; land capability classification; and farmland classification to
match the corresponding information in the Soil Survey of Champaign County,
Illinois 2003 edition.

2. Delete the existing Productivity Index Local and add Adjusted Soil Productivity
Index based on the Crop productivity index for optimum management that is
published in Bulletin 811 Optimum Crop Productivity Ratingsfor Illinois Soils
updated January 15, 2011, by the University of Illinois College of Agricultural,
Consumer and Environmental Sciences Office of Research.

3. Delete the 9 existing Agriculture Value Groups and existing Relative Values ranging
from 100 to 0 and add 18 Agriculture Value Groups with Relative LE ranging from
100 to 0.

Part B. Revise the Site Assessment (SA) part as follows:

1. Add definitions for “agriculture”; “agricultural production”; “animal units”; “best
prime farmland”; “farm dwelling”; “livestock management facility”; “non-farm
dwelling”; “principal use”; and “subject site”.

2. Delete SA Factors A.3.; B.2.; B.3.; D.2.; D.3.; E.1.; E.2.; E.3.; E.4.; F.1.; F.2.; Li;
F.4.; and F.5.

3. Revise SA Factor A.1. by renumbering to SA Factor 8; and changing 1.5 miles to 1.0
mile; and changing “in agricultural uses” to “with a principal use of agriculture”;
and for a subject site that is Best Prime Farmland or at least 51% Prime Farmland
limit the consideration to parcels and land use that existed on April 12, 2011; and
increase the total points from 18 to 20; and change the assignment of points to 2
points for each 10% change from 0 to 100%; and add scoring guidance.

4. Delete SA Factor A.2. “Land Use Adjacent to Site” and replace with SA Factor 4.
“Amount of the perimeter of a subject site that is adjacent to parcels with a
principal use of agriculture”; and for a subject site that is Best Prime Farmland or
at least 51% Prime Farmland limit the consideration to parcels and land use that
existed on April 12, 2011; and increase the total points from 18 to 20; ; and change
the assignment of points to 2 points for each 10% change from 0 to 100%; and add
scoring guidance.

5. Revise SA Factor B.1. by renumbering to SA Factor 7; and by changing 1.5 miles to
1.0 mile; and change the assignment of points to 1 point for each 10% change from 0
to 100%; and add scoring guidance.

6. Revise SA Factor C.1. by renumbering to SA Factor 5; and increase the total points
from 10 to 15; and by changing the assignment of points; and add scoring guidance.
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Attachment A. Case Description from Legal Advertisement
Case 710-AT-i 2

JUNE 8, 2012
7. Revise SA Factor D.1. by renumbering to SA Factor 1; and increase the total points

from 8 to 10; and reduce the largest site from 100 acres to 25 acres; and change the
assignment of points; and add scoring guidance.

8. Add SA Factor 2a “Is the subject site Best Prime Farmland?” and assign 30 points if
“yes ; and add scoring guidance.

9. Add SA Factor 2b to assess for a subject site that is Best Prime Farmland, if the
subject site is more than 15% of a larger parcel that existed on January 1,2004, or
if the subject site is 25 acres or more in area; and assign 10 points if “yes” ; and add
scoring guidance.

10. Add SA Factor 2c to assess if the subject site is not Best Prime Farmland but is at
least 51% Prime Farmland; and if the subject site is larger than 25 acres or if the
subject site is part of a larger parcel that existed on April 11,2011, with a total area
for the subject site and all other portions of the larger parcel converted to non
agricultural use, of more than 25 acres; and assign 10 points if “yes” ; and add
scoring guidance.

11. Add SA Factor 3 to assess if the subject site is located within the Contiguous Urban
Growth Area identified in the Champaign County Land Resource Management
Plan; and assign 40 points if “no” ; and if “yes” skip the remaining SA Factors and
indicate a total SA score for only SA Factors 1,2, and 3; and add scoring guidance.

*12. Add new SA Factor 6 to assess the highest percentage of the subject site in
agricultural production in any of the last 5 years; and assign 15 points for 80% or
more and fewer points for a lesser amount; and add scoring guidance.

*13. Add new SA Factor 9 to assess the distance from the subject site to the nearest 10
non-farm dwellings and assign 20 points if more than a mile and fewer points if less
than a mile; and add scoring guidance.

*14. Add new SA Factor 10 to assess the distance from the subject site to the nearest
known livestock management facility of 400 or more animal units and assign 10
points if adjacent and fewer points if there is more distance; or, if more than a mile,
assess the distance to the nearest known facility with 200 to 399 animal units and
assign 7 points if adjacent and fewer points if there is more distance; or, if more
than a mile, assess the distance to the nearest known facility of 50 to 199 animal
units, and assign 4 points if adjacent and fewer points if there is more distance and 0
points if more than a mile distant; and add scoring guidance.

*15. Delete existing SA Factor C.2.

Part C Revise the Ratings for Protection as follows:

1. Change the scoring range for a low rating for protection from “179 or below” to
“150 or below”.

2, Change the scoring range for a moderate rating for protection from “180 to 199” to
“151 to 225”.

3. Change the scoring range for a high rating for protection from “200 to 219” to “226
to 250”.
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Attachment A. Case Description from Legal Advertisement
Case 710-AT-12

JUNE 8, 2012
4, Change the scoring range for a very high rating for protection from “220 to 300” to

“251 to 300”.

*part D. Revise the general text and reformat.

*These parts were added in a second legal advertisement
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APR—26—2004 MON 10:20 AM Champaign County USDA FAX NO 1 217 352 4781 P 02

U.S. Department of Agriculture 5/23/200 1

Natural Resources Conservation Service

CONVERSION LEGEND CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, ILLINOIS

1975 Map 2001 Map 1975 Map 2001 Map

Symbol Symbol Symbol Symbol

23A 23A 235 235A

23B 23B2 236A 236A

27B 618B 241D 241D3

27C2 618C2 241C3 *

27D2 61 8D2 242A 242A

27E2 618E2 243B 680B

618F 291B 291B

56B 56B 302 3302A

56B2 * 322C2 322C2

67 67A 330 330A

73 3473A 387B 387B

91B 91B2 387C3 387C3
91A* 398A 623A
91C2* 402 3107K

102A 102A 440B 687B

125 125A 440C2 687C2

131B 131B 448B 448B

134B 134B 481A 481A
134A* 490A 490A

146B 146B2 533 533
146A* 570B 570B

146C2 * 570C2 570C2

1483 663B 570D2 570D2

148B2 * 637 637A+

149A 149A 802 802B

150B 150B 830**

152 152A 865 865

153 153A 2027C 618C2

154A 154A 618B***

171B 171B 2152 152A

194B 530B*** 2154A 154A
530C2*** 2171B 171B

194C2 530D2 ‘ 2198A 198A

194D2 530E2*** 2236A 236A

198A 198A 2481A 481A

199B
206 206A * These map units were added to achieve an exact

219 21 9A join with similar map units in adjacent counties.

221 B 622B
They mostly occur along the county boundary.

221C2 622C2 ** The 830 Landfills map unit was previously part

221D3 6221)3 of the 802 Orthents, loamy map unit. If a landfill ws

223B2 223B2
enlarged between 1975 and 2001, the 830 map unit

-D
may also contain areas that were part of adjacent

hhj - named soil consociations.
223C2 *

232 232A
*** Adjustments were made in the slope classes for

B
these map units. Additional map units were added to

cover the range of slope.

234A 234A

/
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Table S. --Acreage and Proportionate Extent of the Soils

Map Soil name Acres Percent
symbol I I

23A Blount silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 504 0.1
23B2 Blount silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded 808 0.1
9GB Dana silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 22,846 3.6
56B2 Dana silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded 136
67A Harpster silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2,155 0.3
91A Swygert silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 73 *

9132 Swygert silty clay loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded 2,790 0.4
91C2 Swygert silty clay loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 411 *

102A La Rogue loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1,424 0.2
l2SA Selsia loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2,906 0.5
l3lB Alvin fine sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes J 209 *

134A Camden silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 14 *

134B Camden silt loam, 2 to S percent slopes 1,207 0.2
146A Elliott silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 761 0.1
l46B2 Elliott silty clay loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded 28,476 4.9
l46C2 Elliott silty clay loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 1,485 0.2
148B2 Proctor silt loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded 14 *

149A Brenton silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 16,473 2.6
1908 Onarga sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes I 290 5

192A Drummer silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 254,334 39.8
193A Pella silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 6,422 1.0
154A Flanagan silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 100,942 19.7
1713 Catlin silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 17,400 2.7
198A Elburn silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 17,649 2.8
206A Thorp silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2,641 0.4
219A Millbrook silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1,455 0.2
22332 IVarna silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded 8,041 1.3
223C2 IVarna silt loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 3,116 0.5
22303 IVarna silty clay loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, severely eroded 2,828 0.4
232A lAshk1Iu silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 29,161 4.6
2333 IBirkbeck silt loam, 2 to S percent slopes 2,668 0.4
234A Sunbury silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 2,013 0.3
235A lBnrce silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1,621 0.3
236A Sabina silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 3,010 0.5
241C3 Chatsworth silty clay, 4 to 6 percent slopes, severely eroded 36
24103 Chatsworth silty clay, 6 to 12 percent slopes, severely eroded 286 e

242A Kendall silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1,441 0.2
291B Ixenia silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 4,836 0.8
322C2 Russell silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 1,931 0.3
330A Peotone silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 3,744 0.6
387Th Ockley silt loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 1,123 0.2
387C3 Ockley clay loam, S to 10 percent slopes, severely eroded 301 *

448B Mona silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 249 5

481A Raub silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 22,901 3.6
490A Odell silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 1,269 0.2
930B Ozaukee silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes 509 *

930C2 Ozaukee silt loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded 411 *

93002 Ozaukee silt loam, 6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded 942 *

530E2 lozaukee silt loam, 12 to 20 percent slopes, eroded 381
land 1,606 0.3

97DB IMartinsville silt loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes I I 0.1
970C2 lMartinsville loam, 9 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 1,021 0.2
97002 IMartinsville loam, 10 to 18 percent slopes, eroded 360
6183 ISenachwine silt loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes 270 *

6l8C2 lSenachwine silt loam, S to 10 percent slopes, eroded 890 0.1
61802 ISenachwine silt loam, 10 to 18 percent slopes, eroded 632 *

6l8E2 ISenachwine silt loam, 18 to 29 percent slopes, eroded 910
6l8F ISenachwine silt loam, 18 to 39 percent slopes 398 *

622B Wyanet silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes I 7,316 1.1
622C2 Wyanet silt loam, 9 to 10 percent slopes, eroded 6,334 1.0
62203 Wyanet clay loam, 10 to 18 percent slopes, severely eroded I 398 *

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 5.--Acreage and Proportionate Extent of the Soils--Continued

Map Soil nsme Acres Percent
symbol

623A IKishwaukee silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes 3,105 0.5
637A+ Muskego silty clay loan, 0 to 2 percent slopes, overwash 48 *

663B IClare silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 8,398 1.3
679B Blackberry silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 4,990 0.8
680B Campton silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 1,651 0.3
68Th IPenfield loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes 2,329 0.4
687C2 IPenfield loam, S to 10 percent slopes, eroded 810 0.1
802B lorthents, loamy, undulating 4,287 0.7
830 ILandfills 115 *

865 Pits, gravel 460 *

3107A Sawmill silty clay loan, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded 11,073 1.7
3302A IAnhraw silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded 2,791 0.4
3473A Rossburg silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded 982 0.2
W IWater 1,323 0.2

Total 638,860 100.0

* Less than 0.1 percent.
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Table 8.--Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture

(Yielde are those that can be expected under a high level of management. Tbey are for nonirrigated areas.

Absence of a yield indicates that the soil is not suited to the crop or the crop generally is not grown

on the soil.)

Map symbol Land Corn Soybeans Winter wheat Oats Grass-legumeGrass-legume

and soil name capability I I hay pasture

23A, I I
Blount J 2w J 106.00

23B2: I I
Blount 2e 102.00

56B: I
Dana 2e 142.00

56B2:

Dana 2e 137.00

67A:

Marpster 2w 136.00

S lA:

Swygert 2w 114.00

91B2:

Swygert 2e 107.00

91C2:

Swygert 3e 106.00

102A:

La Bogus 1 129.00

125A: I
Selma 2w 136.00

l3lB: I
Alvin 2e 99.00

134A:

Camden 1 125.00

l34B:

Camden 2e 124.00

l46A:

Elliott 2w 128.00

l46B2:

Elliott 2e 123.00

146C2: I
Elliott 2e 122.00

14852: I
Proctor 2e 138.00

149A:

Brenton 1 160.00

15GB: I
Onarga 2e 109.00

Bu

35.00

34.00

45.00

43.00

44.00

39.00

37.00

36.00

43.00

44.00

37.00

39.00

39.00

45.00

43.00

43.00

42.00

47.00

36.00

Eu

48.00

46.00

59.00

58.00

52.00

51.00

48.00

47.00

56.00

53.00

47.00

55.00

54.00

55.00

53.00

52.00

57.00

62.00

48.00

Eu

64.00

61.00

84.00

82.00

74.00

73.00

69.00

68.00

80.00

76.00

66.00

72.00

71.00

79.00

76.00

75.00

84.00

91.00

73.00

Tons I AUM

4.30 7.20

4.10 6.90

5.40 9.10

5.30 8.80

5.00 8.30

4.50 7.50

4.20 7.10

4.20 7.00

5.20 8.70

5.00 8.30

4.10 6.80

5.00 8.30

5.00 8.20

5.10 8.50

4.90 8.20

4.80 8.10

5.30 8.80

9.90 9.80

4.20 I 6.90

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 8. --Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture--continued

Map symbol Land Corn Soybeans Iwinter wheat Oats Grass-legume Grass-legume
and soil name capability I I hay pasture

I I

__

152k:

Drummer 2w 154.00 51.00 61.00 83.00 5.50 9.20

153k:

Pella 2w 140.00 48.00 56.00 78.00 5.20 8.70

154k:

Flanagan 1 162.00 52.00 67.00 92.00 6.10 10.20

1715:

Catlin 2e 149.00 46.00 60.00 86.00 5.70 9.60

198k:

Elburn 1 161.00 50.00 63.00 94.00 6.10 10.20

206A:

Tborp 2w 126.00 42.00 51.00 69.00 4.60 7.70

219k:

Millbrook 1 144.00 43.00 59.00 81.00 5.40 9.00

223B2: I

2e

118.00 39.00 51.00 72.00 4.60 7.70

223C2: I I
Varna 3e 117.00 39.00 50.00 71.00 4.60 7.60

22303: I I
Varna 4e 106.00 35.00 I 46.00 65.00 4.10 6.90

232A: I
Ashkum I 2w 130.00 47.00 I 54.00 79.00 5.00 8.30

2335: I I I
Birkbeck 2e 122.00 41.00 54.00 69.00 5.00 8.20

234k: I
Sunbury 1 I 147.00 45.00 62.00 84.00 5.60 9.30

235k: I
Bryce 2w 120.00 43.00 48.00 70.00 4.40 7.30

236A: I I
Sabina 2w 133.00 42.00 56.00 75.00 5.20 8.70

241C3: I I
Chatsworth Ge --- 1.60 2.70

24103:

Chatsworth 7e --- --- --- --- 1.60 2.60

242k:

Kendall 2w 135.00 41.00 55.00 75.00 5.20 8.70

291B: I
Xenia 2e 125.00 41.00 54.00 71.00 4.80 7.90

322C2: I
Russell 3e 118.00 39.00 52.00 65.00 4.50 7.50

See footnote at end of table.
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Table 8.--Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture--Continued

I I I I
Map symbol Land Corn Soybeans Iwinter wheatl Oats IGrass-legurneGrass-1egurne

and soil nsne capability I. I I I hay pasture

Bu I

330A: I
Peotone 2w 42.00 43.00 7.00

387B:

Ockley 2e 42.00 50.00 8.20

387C3

Ockley 4e 37.00 44.00 7.20

44 SB:

Mona 2e j 37.00 50.00 7.40

481A:

Raub 1 51.00 63.00 10.20

490A:

Odell 1 48.00 61.00 9.30

530B:

Ozaukee 2e 32.00 47.00 7.10

530C2:

Ozaukee 2e 30.00 45.00 6.80

53002:

Ozaukee 35 30.00 44.00 6.70

530E2:

Ozaukee 4e 28.00 40.00 6.20

533: I
Urban land.

57DB: I I I I
Martinsville 2e 120.00 37.00 I 50.00 65.00 4.80 7.90

570C2: I I I I I
Oqartinsville 3e 114.00 35.00 48.00 62.00 4.50 7.50

57002: I I I
Martinsville 4e 108.00 33.00 45.00 59.00 4.30 7.10

618B: I I I I
Senachwine 2e 120.00 40.00 50.00 67.00 4.80 7.90

618C2: I I I I
Senachwine 3e 114.00 38.00 48.00 64.00 4.50 7.50

61802: I
Senaobwine 4e 108.00 36.00 45.00 61.00 4.30 7.10

61852: I
Senacbwine Ge --- --- --- --- 3.70 6.20

61SF: I I
Senacbwine Ge I --- --- ---

--- 3.50 5.80

6225: I
Wyanet 2e 128.00 44.00 56.00 77.00 5.20 8.70

table.

Bu

123.00

125.00

110.00

114.00

155.00

143.00

105.00

101.00

99.00

91.00

Bu

58.00

74.00

65.00

73.00

92.00

87.00

75.00

72.00

71.00

65.00

Tons

4.20

5.00

4.40

4.50

6.10

5.60

4.30

4.10

4.00

3.70

See footnote at end of
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Map symbol

snd soil name

Table 8.--Land Capability and Yields per Acre of Crops and Pasture--Continued

Land Corn Soybeans IWinter wheat Oats IGrass-legtmeGrass-lsgume

capability hay I pasture

622C2:

Wyanet

622133:

Wyanet

623A:

Xi shwaukee

637A-4-:

Muskego

663B:

Clare

6795:

Blackberry

6 805:

Campton

687B:

Penfield I

687C2:

Penfield

802B:

Orthents, loamy.

830:

Landfills.

865:

Pits, gravel.

3107A:

Sawmill

3302A:

Ambraw

3473A:

Rossburg

* Animal unit month:

one mule, five sheep, or

5u

121.00

104.00

144.00

123.00

143,00

150.00

126.00

137.00

130.00

132.00

119.00

117.00

3e

4e

1

3w

2e

2e

2e

2e

3e

3w

3w

3w

Bu

41.00

36.00

47.00

42.00

44.00

45.00

40.00

42. 00

39.00

42.00

39.00

38.00

Bu

54.00

46.00

61.00

58.00

59.00

55.00

56.00

54.00

49.00

47.00

47.00

Bu Tons

73.00 5.00

63.00 4.30

80.00 5.50

87.00 5.40

89.00 5.70

72.00 5.00

87.00 5.20

83.00 5.00

68.00 5.00

63.00 4.10

64.00 4.50

AUN*

8.30

7.20

9.20

7.30

9.10

9.60

8.40

8.70

8.30

8.20

6.90

7.50

The amount of forage or

five goats) for 30 days.

feed required to feed one animal unit )one cow, one horse,
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Table 9.--Prime Farmland

187

(Only the soils considered prime farmland are listed. Urban or built-up areas of the
soils listed are not considered prime farmland. If a soil is prime farmland

only under certain conditions, the conditions are specified in parentheses

after the soil name.)

23A

23B2

5 SB

5692

S 7A

9 lA

9192

9 1C2

102A

125A

1319

13 4A

1349

l4SA

14692

14602

14892

l49A

1509

15 2A

153A

154A

1719

198A

2 USA

219A

22392

22302

232A

2339

23 4A

23 SA

235A

242A

2919

330A

3879

4489

4 81A

490A

5309

530C2

5709

6189

6229

62 3A

6639

6799

6809

6879

3107A

Map Soil name
symbol

Blount silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)

Blount silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded

Dana silt loam, 2 to S percent slopes

Dana silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded

IHarpster silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Swygert silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Swygert silty clay loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded
Swygert silty clay loam, 4 to 5 percent slopes, eroded
La Hogue loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Selma loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)

lAlvin fine sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Icamden silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Icamden silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Elliott silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Elliott silty clay loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded

Elliott silty clay loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded

Proctor silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes, eroded

Erenton silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Onarga sandy loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Drummer silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Fells silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Flanagan silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Catlin silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Elburn silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Thorp silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Millhrook silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Varna silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes, eroded

Varna silt loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded

Ashkum silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Birkbeck silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Sunbury silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Bryce silty clay, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Sabina silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Kendall silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Xenia silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Peotone silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes (where drained)
Ockley silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Mona silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Raub silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Odell silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Iozaukee silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes

Ozaukee silt loam, 4 to 6 percent slopes, eroded

IMartinsville silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

ISenschwine silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Wysnet silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

IKishwaukee silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

dare silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Blackberry silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Campton silt loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

Penfield loam, 2 to 5 percent slopes

ISawmill silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded (where
drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded

during the growing season)
Ambraw silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, frequently flooded (where
drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during
the growing season)

3302A
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Table 9. --Prime Farmland--Continued

Map Soil name

symbol

3473A Roeeburg eilt loam, 0 to 2 percent elopee, frequently flooded (where
protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the growing

eeaeon)
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SELECTING AND SCALING LAND EVALUATION FACTORS

The Land Evaluation (LE) component of the Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment (LESA) system rates the soil-based qualities of a
site for agricultural use. The four most common kinds of classifi
cations used for Land Evaluation are land capability classes, soil
productivity ratings, soil potential ratings, and important farm
land classes. These classification and rating systems are described
in the next section. The Glossary also provides definitions of key
terms.

In most cases, Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
staff or other soil scientists will play a major role in selecting and
scaling LE factors. As discussed in Chapters 2 and 3, the intend
ed- applications will affect the composition of the LE committee
with whom NRCS will work. Although much of LE formulation
is technical in nature, decisions about relative weights of LE fac
tors should be made by the committee. It is important that local
people with recognized knowledge of agriculture participate in
and understand the LE component in order to provide political
acceptability.

The LE component should meet the following objectives:

• LE should be understandable to policy makers and other
users.

• LE should establish relative classes of soil-based quality to
assist decision makers in setting priorities for sites to be pro
tected for agricultural uses.

• LE should be technically sound, based on the best available
data, and in conformance with established NRCS procedures
for soil classification systems.

• LE should give consistent results within a given area.

• LE should be appropriate for the level of government at
which the Land Evaluation system will be used. For
statewide policy planning, the land capability classification
system and the important farmlands classes may be most
useful since they are available in most states. However, soil
potential ratings or soil productivity ratings may have
more meaning for county or township planning since they
provide finer distinctions in soil-based qualities. At the
state level, it may be important to monitor the conversion
of prime farmland classes and land in capability classes I

it is important that
local people with rec
ognized knowledge of
agriculture participate
in and understand the
LE component in
order to provfd pofr.
cal acCeptability,.
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CHAPTER 4

and II to urban uses. At the local level, most lands may be
prime or few lands may be prime. Local planners are pri
marily concerned with the relative differences among local
soil-based qualities.

• LE factor selection, scaling, and weighting should be deter
mined within the context of state or local policies. For exam
ple, if the prime farmlands definition is part of a state or
local program, the important farmlands classification system
may be most suitable. If the finer distinctions of land capa
bility classes, soil productivity ratings, or soil potential rat
ings are desired by the LESA initiator, these systems may be
more appropriate. These considerations are discussed in
Chapter 2.

Interpreting soil-based qualities

The rating of soil-based qualities is done by applying one or more
land classification systems as LE factors. These land classification
systems are based upon interpretations of soil survey information,
as shown in the example in Figure 4.1. Four different kinds of
interpretations are described in this Guidebook for use in farmland
evaluations: soil potential ratings, soil productivity ratings, land
capability classification, and the important farmlands classifica
tion. Specific definitions are given in the Glossary. Each includes
different considerations in classifying soils. The LE component
may use one or several of them. Other classification systems
appropriate for local use, while not described in this Guidebook,
may also be used as LE factors.

• Soil potential ratings (See Appendix E, Part 1). When they
are available or can be developed, soil potentials for speci
fied indicator crops are preferred because they take into
account both revenues associated with a soil’s productivity
and the costs associated with managing soils to achieve
desired productivity levels. The use of these ratings enables
NRCS staff or local planners to consider the relative eco
nomic value of soils to farmers, after soil limitations are
overcome.

• Soil productivity ratings (See Appendix E, Part 1). The use of
estimated yields for specified indicator crops, as reported in
soil surveys or other sources, provides a measure for Land
Evaluation that considers the local agricultural industry from

42



SELECTING AND SCALING LAND EVALUATION FACTORS

Figure 4.1. Example of a soil survey map, Polk County, Oregod
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CHAPTER 4

the standpoint of soil productivity. NRCS staff, local planners,
or others could also estimate potential gross sales for each cat
egory of soils or each soil type by multiplying yields by cur
rent unit prices.

Land capability classification (See Appendix E, Part 1). The
USDA land capability classification system identifies the rela
tive degree of limitations for agricultural use inherent in the
soils of a given area. Data are usually available at local,
regional, and state levels. In general, the fewer the limitations,
the more suitable the soil is for agriculture, and the lower the
costs of overcoming limitations.

Important farmlands classification (See Appendix F, Part 2).
Use of the national criteria for definition of prime farmland
and unique farmland provides a consistent basis for compar
ing state or local farmland with farmland in other areas and
for monitoring losses to conversion. Since the categories are
broader than land capability classes, some distinctions among
soils may be lost.

Soil potential ratings capture the most information, since they
include a rating for each soil mapping unit based on its yield
potential for certain common indicator crops and the costs of
overcoming soil limitations. Soil productivity ratings provide
the next finest level of detail, but do not consider costs of soil
management. Land capability classes group soils based on risks
of damage to soils by cropping. Soils of different soil potentials or
soil productivity may be grouped into the same land capability
class. The important farmlands classes are the broadest group
ing; they also recognize state and local planning designations in
the groups.

Indicator crops are used in developing both soil potential and soil
productivity ratings. Both soil potential and soil productivity rat
ings rely on crop yield data, but there are cases where no single
crop is grown on all soils in a jurisdiction, or where soils that are
highly productive for a particular crop, such as cherries in Lake
County, Montana, apples in Adams County, Pennsylvania, peach
es in Box Elder County, Utah, wine grapes and ryegrass in
Oregon’s Willamette Valley, and cranberries in Massachusetts,
New Jersey, and Wisconsin, have little value for the crops com
monly grown on other soils in the same locality. In such jurisdic
tions, two or more indicator crops may be needed to accurately
reflect the agricultural importance of each soil type. ( )

44



SELECTING AND SCALING LAND EVALUATION FACTORS

Locating soil data

In many jurisdictions, a published soil survey will be the most
important data source. A soil survey is an inventory and evalu
ation of the soil resources of an area. In the United States, soil
surveys are made cooperatively by NRCS, USDA Forest Service,
Department of the Interior, state land-grant universities, and
state and local officials. Much of the United States has soil sur
vey information available. Information on the availability of soil
surveys can be obtained from NRCS state offices, listed in
Appendix F.

Published soil surveys contain soil maps, soil descriptions, man
agement information, and interpretations for different uses. The
soil maps are published at various scales to fit local needs, most
ly 1:20,000, 1:24,000, and 1:15,840. Soil maps show locations of
mapping units identified through the soil survey. An example of
a soil map is given in Figure 4.1. Each area of soil (mapping unit)
is identified by an alphabetic or numeric symbol or a combina
tion of both, i.e., DoB, 18, 20B2, etc. The number of soils in survey
areas ranges widely, depending upon the size of the area the
complexity of geology and landscape, climatic differences, and
types of vegetation.

Soil descriptions included in soil surveys contain information
about soil texture, depth, drainage, structure, color, landscape
position, flood hazard, rockiness, stoniness, droughtiness, and
other properties useful for planning purposes. Interpretations of
soil properties are presented for various uses such as cropland, for
est land, rangeland, home sites, recreation, wildlife habitat, and
septic tank filter fields.

Soil data for completed soil survey areas of the United States are
stored in data bases at state NRCS offices. Using these databas
es, NRCS staff can help generate land capability classes, estimat
ed soil yields, and important farmland classes for each soil map
ping unit in a jurisdiction. Soil potential ratings will have to be
prepared by a local committee.

Each state NRCS office generates the data for an individual
county or area as requested by the local NRCS district conser
vationist or by a state or local government official. The NRCS
district conservationist, together with the local committee, pro
vides certain information for the state office, such as a list of
soil mapping units, indicator crops, available water capacity,

Soil maps show loca
tions of mapping units
identified through the
soil survey.
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soil moisture regime, “C” factor (for erodibility), and possibly
other information. This information is verified by the state
NRCS soil survey staff before it is entered into the computer
program.

Total acreage and the percent of the total represented by each map
ping unit should represent land that is available for agricultural
use. A land-use map could, for example, be overlaid on the soil
map to delineate agricultural areas within the LESA project area.
Procedures to identify the LESA project area are discussed in
Chapter 3.

LESA can best be developed where soil surveys are complete. In
areas that lack a completed survey, the Land Evaluation part of
LESA can be designed by the following methods:

• Utilization of information from soil surveys still in progress.
This information is held in the files of the local NRCS office
conducting the survey.

• Expansion of National Resource Inventory soil information.
Data on land and water use, erosion, extent and condition of
cropland and grazing land, and soil types are collected for
sample points at the county level. While these data are
intended for multiple county interpretation, general infor
mation on individual county soil types and conditions can
interpreted.

• Expansion of general soil surveys used for major land
resource areas (MLRAs). An MLRA is a group of geographi
cally associated land resource units. A land resource unit is an
area of several thousand acres that is characterized by partic
ular patterns of soil, climate, vegetation, water resources, land
use, and type of farming. For details, see Land Resource Regions
and Major Land Resource Areas of the United States (USDA Soil
Conservation Service, 1981).

These options require the assistance of NRCS staff or other
soil scientists. The procedures may result in a less precise rat
ing than could be made based on an up-to-date soil survey for
the planning area. It is advisable that NRCS soil scientists or
their representatives review and approve technical aspects of
all Land Evaluations prepared in the development of a LESA
system.
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Selecting LE factors

The key decision in LE formulation is the choice of Land Evaluation
factors. Practical considerations in LE (and SA) factor selection
include time, budget, and data availability. More readily available
factors, such as land capability classes and soil productivity ratings,
may be selected if resources and time are serious constraints. The
extent and diversity of the planning area is another consideration.
For large counties or state-wide systems with diverse soils, simpler
LE models might serve the purpose. For smaller areas or areas with
more homogeneous soils, the finer distinctions of soil potential rat
ings may be more appropriate. The policy framework and impor
tance of economic incentives are other considerations. Some state or
local applications may require use of a particular land classification
system, because of legal mandates. Similarly, economic incentives
keyed to certain classification systems may make it necessary to use
those classification systems. The LESA committee will need to
weigh these considerations in selecting one or more LE factors.

The 1983 LESA Handbook (USDA, 1983) recommended using three or
four of the classification systems: land capability classification, impor
tant farmlands classification, and either soil productivity ratings or
soil potential ratings or both. However, these Land Evaluation sys
tems were found to be highly correlated in Hawaii-with that state’s
diverse soils. Hawaii used five LE factors. Because these measures
were closely related, “any two factors taken together can account for
at least 95 percent of the overall LE rating” (Ferguson et al. 1990). If
more than two LE factors are used, it’s useful to do a correlation
(interrelationship) analysis on a sample of sites to determine whether
fewer factors will yield the same relative site rankings.

The LE committee will need to consider the characteristics of its
planning area, the intended applications, and the practical com
mitment of time and funds to LE formulation. Local NRCS staff
can provide significant advice on the selection of LE factors.

If soil potential ratings (SPRs) are available or can be developed by
the LE committee, then a soil potential rating for each soil mapping
unit in the planning area is recommended as the LE component.
Soil potential ratings have the advantage of providing finer dis
tinctions among soils than other classification systems, and they
incorporate costs of overcoming soil limitations. The disadvan
tages are the time and cost of developing the ratings. About 50 per
cent of the jurisdictions currently using a LESA system rely upon
soil potential ratings for the LE component of LESA.

About 50 percent of
the jurisdictions cur
rently using a LESA
system rely upon soil
potential ratings for
the LE component of
LESA.
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If soil potential ratings are impractical, then a combination of
land capability classification and soil productivity ratings may
be used. A combination of the two is preferred since it captures
both soil limitations and yield potential. For example, if soil pro
ductivity were used as the single factor, a class I soil on a 0-3 per
cent slope might rate the same as a class lie soil on a 3-8 percent
slope, without considering the erosion hazard on the lie soil. By
including the land capability classification in the system, the
yield is adjusted to account for costs of overcoming the erosion
limitation by placing the soil in a lower group, similar to the
ranking of a soil potential rating.

Because the land capability classification system is widely avail
able and accessible by NRCS staff, some jurisdictions may wish to
use it alone for LE ratings. It should be recognized, however, that
land capability classes group some dissimilar soils together, and
they do not account for costs of overcoming soil limitations. The
land capability classification should be used as the sole LE factor
only when time and funds require it.

In most cases, the important farmlands classification will proba
bly not add new information to the rating. However, each juris
diction should consider how the addition of the important farm
lands groups could change a relative ranking. If soils classified as
unique would otherwise be ranked lower than desired, then this
classification system could be added to the LE component. For
example, soils with essential slope and aspect characteristics for
vineyards or orchards may be significant for these crops but not
be classified as prime. Also, if the prime or unique farmland ter
minology, as defined in Appendix E, part 2, is used in policy
statements, then the jurisdiction should consider using this clas
sification system as part of LE.

For statewide or regional level LESA applications, important farm
lands groups may be appropriate in order to recognize and incor
porate legal requirements using these groups of soils, or to com
pare losses of prime farmlands in sub-areas; however, the relative
rankings of specific sites may not change from those without using
important farmlands groups.

Preparing soil potential ratings. As noted previously, land
capability classifications and soil productivity ratings can be
developed by NRCS staff. To obtain the soil potential rating, the
LE committee prepares a table of yields, gross returns, manage
ment costs, and net returns as outlined in the example in Table
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Table 4.1. Example of soil potential data for irrigated sweet corn on Amity silt loam, 0-3% slope,
Linn County. Oreaon

Management costs*

Gross Cross- Net
Yield return Tile Field Land slope Sub- Cover return

Crop

_________t/ac

MT/O.4 ha ($) drain drain smoothing farming soiling crop irrig. ($/ac/yr)
Irrigated Sweet
Corn: $65.00/ton
($71.65/MT) 9.0 8.2 585 99 N/A N/A N/A 10 25 146 305
* Management Costs-$/acre/year ($/0.4 ha/year)
Source: Adapted from Huddleston et al., 1987.

4.1. Net return is defined by the LESA committee and may
include adjustments for production costs, such as fertilizers,
lime, and seed, as well as costs of overcoming soil limitations.
Production costs are not included in the Table 4.1 example.
Management data for this table are obtained from various
sources, such as drain installers, irrigation suppliers, and con
tractors for land smoothing and sub-soiling. Costs are amor
tized to provide annual costs per acre. Tile drainage costs, for
example, are amortized over a 25-year period at current interest
rates to obtain annual per acre costs. Yield data are obtained
from soil surveys or farm records. Commodity prices can be
obtained from the USDA Agricultural Statistical Reporting
Service state office or the Extension Service county or state
offices. More detailed information on developing the manage
ment cost estimates for this example is given in Huddleston et
al., 1987. In some states, state or local examples of SPR docu
mentation may be available from the state NRCS office.

Scaling LE factors

Scaling refers to assigning points on a 0 to 100 point scale for
each unit of the land classification system or systems to be used
as LE factors. The 1983 Handbook (USDA, 1983) proposed group-

Table 4.2. Land Evaluation for Latah County, Idaho
Ag. Capability Farmland Productivity Percent of Thousands Factor

r o u class importance index ag. soils of acres scale

lie Prime 100-82 2.8 13 100
2 IlIe, Wiw Prime 82-71 5.4 25 82
3 lIe Statewide 82-71 21.3 102 76
4 IHe,lVe Other 71-65 8.8 42 62
5 lVe,iVw Statewide 65-47 8.8 42 52
6 IVe,IVw Other 71-47 16.3 9 49
7 iVe Other 53-47 2.0 9 43
8 lilw,llie,iVe Statewide 39-25 4.0 19 38
9 IVe,Vle Other 39-25 7.8 37 36

10 VII Other No crop 22.8 107 0

Source: Stamm et al., 1984.

In some states, state
or local examples of
SPR documentation
may be available from
the state NRCS office.
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mg soils into about 10 subgroups to obtain a relative rating for
each group. This approach was originally developed for use by
local assessors in New York state to obtain soil groups for prop
erty tax assessment. Many existing LESA systems use this
approach. An example of this classification is given in Table 4.2.
These procedures are given in the 1983 Handbook for jurisdic
tions that wish to use them. In most cases, it will be easier to
compile and understand the ratings according to the general
model presented in Table 1.1 of Chapter 1 and the Land
Evaluation examples given in this chapter.

Soil potential ratings are determined on a 100-point scale by set
ting the highest net return equal to 100, and then determining
the percentage of the highest represented by each soil mapping
unit, as illustrated in Table 4.3. In this table, the Chapman soil
had the highest net return for all soils in the jurisdiction; its SPR
is set equal to 100. Ratings for each soil are then based on the
percentage of the highest net return represented by each soil.
Net return can be calculated by subtracting production costs,
such as fertilizers, pesticides, labor, fuel, and equipment repairs,
and the costs of initial and continuing limitations from gross
returns. Addison County, Vermont, used annual production cost
estimates of $225/acre for corn silage and $176/acre for alfalfa (
(SCS, 1983). In the SPR examples shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.8,
production costs were not included because it was assumed
they would be about the same for all soils and would not affect
relative values. For clarity, the definition of net returns should
be included in the LESA documentation.

With each soil assigned a rating in a table, it is then a simple mat
ter to calculate the LE component for a tract by multiplying the
percent of the tract in each soil mapping unit by the SPR, as shown
in Table 4.4. The next step is to multiply the SPR by its weight to
obtain an LE weighted factor rating, as given in Chapter 6. More
detailed instructions and references for calculating SPR ratings are
given in Appendix E, Part 1.

To scale land capability classes, the first step is to determine
which land capability classes are present in the LESA applica

Table 4.3. Example of converting net return from Table 4.1 to an SPR, Linn
County, Oregon
Soil Net return SPR
Amity silt-loam 305 7-I
Chapman silt-loam 429 100
Dayton silt-loam 240 57

50



SELECTING AND SCALING LAND EVALUATION FACTORS

Table 4.4. Example of an SPR ratinci for a site with three soils

Soil

Amity
Chapman
Dayton

100
57

Proportion of site

x 0.20
0.50
0.30

Total site SPR

lion area. In an area with diverse soils, all eight classes may be
present. There is no single, best scale for land capability classes.
The example given in Table 4.5 is intended only to illustrate the
scale. The assignment of a rating to a class is a judgment made
by the LESA committee or LE subcommittee. It will reflect the
unique conditions of the LESA application area. For example,
the committee may decide that a 111w soil is locally better than
a ITs and rate it accordingly.

Soil productivity rating
$pil (150-point scale) (100-point scale)

E
C 50.2 42,5 10295
B 135.0 90
A 90.0 60
D 82.5 55

etc. etc. etc.

Table 4.7. Example of an important
farmlands scale
Group Factor scale

Prime 100
Unique 100
Statewide 75
Local 50
None of the above 0

NOTE: The rating assigned to Important
Farmlands Groups is determined by the
local LESA committee.

Table 4.5. Example of
a land capability fac
tor scale

Land
capability Factor

class scale

100
11w 95
lie 92
lIs 90
lIc 90

111w 85
lie 82
Ills 80
IlIc 80

IVw 65
IVe 62
lVs 60
IVc 60
V 40

VIw 25
Vie 22
VIs 20
VIc 20
VII 10
VIII 0

NOTE: This scale is for
illustrative purposes only.
The LESA committee
assigns a rating to each
unit based on local condi
tions.

SPR

71
x
x

Partial
= site SPR

14
50
17
81

A soil productivity rating is scaled by definition. If a 0-1.00 scale
is used, the rating for each soil mapping unit may be used. If
another scale is used, then it is a simple matter to convert the
numbers to a 0-100 scale by setting the highest equal to 100 and
determining the percentage all other soils are of the highest, as
shown in Table 4.6.

Important farmlands groups are more difficult to scale in that there
are only five groups. The example in Table 4.7 rates prime and

unique farmlands as equal.
LESA committee members

___________________________

may decide to weight unique
soils higher or lower than
prime soils. Ratings for soils of
statewide or local importance
will also reflect the values of
these soil groups within the
LESA application area.

Table 4.6. Example of a soil produc
tivitv scale

The examples given in this
section are for illustration
only. The LESA committee will
need to determine the ratio
nale for scaling based on local
soil characteristics and policy
considerations. This local flex
ibility allows LE adaptation
for conditions unique to each
jurisdiction.
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Choosing indicator crops

Since both soil potential and soil productivity rating systems are
based on indicator crops, it is necessary for the LE committee to
select the indicator crops it will use in developing the LE compo
nent. Considerations for determining the number and type of indi
cator crops include soil diversity, the local importance of dryland
and irrigated cropping systems, sensitivity of crop types to soil
variations, pasture use where this is an important part of the local
agricultural economy, and certain types of crops which may be
uniquely suited to a soil that has few other crop values.

The LE committee should begin by determining those groups of
crops that produce the most revenue or use the most acreage. Crop
information is available from the Census of Agriculture, USDA
Agricultural Statistics Service state offices, county Extension
Service offices, or local assessors. Crops that fall below some
threshold, such as 10 percent of acreage or gross sales, could be
dropped from further consideration. Next, crop groups can be
determined, each group consisting of crops that are essentially
interchangeable in terms of soil requirements and local cropping
patterns. An indicator crop for each group can then be chosen on
the basis of sensitivity to soil variations. For example, sweet corn
might be used as an indicator for a wide range of vegetable crops
or wheat might be used as an indicator crop for a group of cereal
grains. Distribution and local concentration of crops within the
jurisdiction should also be considered. Commonly grown indica
tor crops may vary by geographic sub-areas, such as valley hot
tomlands, river terraces, and foothill slopes, by other sub-areas
with different precipitation and temperature regimes, and by irri
gation availability.

Several examples of jurisdictions’ use of indicator crops follow:

• Kenai Peninsula Borough, Alaska, used potatoes as its indica
tor crop. While grass hay could have been used, hay produc
t-ion tends to be constant at one to two tons per acre on a wide
variety of soils. Potato production was much more sensitive to
the various factors that were used to separate the different
soils groups (Resource Development Commission, 1987).

• Marion County, Oregon, a diverse county that leads the state
in agricultural gross sales, used five indicator crops: fine fes
cue, irrigated sweet corn, winter wheat, filberts, and non-irri
gated permanent pasture. Fine fescue, because of its impor

The LE committee
should begin by deter
mining those groups
of crops that produce
the most revenue or
use the most acreage.
An indicator crop for
each group can then
be chosen on the
basis of sensitivity to
soil variations.
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tance in terms of acreage and revenue, represents the grass
seed crops. It is especially important in the foothill areas.
Irrigated sweet corn represents a wide variety of vegetable
crops and is grown on bottomland soils. Winter wheat repre
sents cereal grains and other field crops grown without irriga
lion. Filberts represent a variety of tree fruit and nut crops.
Non-irrigated permanent pasture represents a significant agri
cultural use for some soils not as well suited for other crop
ping systems (Marion County, 1986).

• Bonneville County, Idaho, used dryland wheat, irrigated bar
ley, and irrigated potatoes as its indicator crops. While barley
is a good general indicator for this county, potatoes are an
important and more valuable crop on some soils (Nellis, 1989).

• Latah County, Idaho, used winter wheat as its indicator crop.
Where this crop cannot be grown because of higher elevations
or wet soils, barley and hay were used as indicator crops, and
their yields were adjusted to winter wheat yields on the basis
of comparable present market values (Stamm et al., 1987).
Similarly, in Monroe County, Illinois, corn was used as its indi
cator crop. Where corn cannot be grown because of steep
slopes or shallow soils, an equivalent corn yield was devel
oped using hay, pasture, and woodland (Monroe County,
1988).

• In Hawaii, sugar cane was used for lands historically and cur
rently in that use. Cabbage was used as the typical vegetable
crop, and papayas and macadamia nuts were used for orchard
lands. In Hawaii’s case, these indicator crops were used to
reflect current land use for specific land parcels (Hawaii LESA
Commission, 1986).

Comparing yields for indicator crops

Once indicator crops are selected, the soils can be scaled to assign
ratings. If only one indicator crop is selected, yields, in units such
as bushels of corn, tons of grass seed, or AUMs for pasture, may be
used in scaling. When several indicator crops are selected, a com
mon scale, such as percentages, gross returns, or net returns, must
be calculated. Even when common measurement units are used,
such as tons of wheat and tons of grass, the value of the crop may
differ substantially, requiring the use of a measurement unit that
equalizes this difference.
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One method of comparison is to use equivalent yie lds of a princi
pal indicator crop, such as corn or wheat, for secondary indicator
crops. A second method is to average the measurement units A
third method is to use the highest indicator crop value for each
soil.

One common measurement unit is to express the yield of a given
indicator crop on a given soil as a percentage of the maximum
yield obtainable from all soils on which that crop can be grown.
For example, a soil that rates in the 70th percentile for corn yield
might be considered equivalent to another soil that rates in the
70th percentile for wheat yield. This does not account for differ
ences in market value among different crops, however.

Another is to express the yield of each indicator crop in terms of
gross return per acre. This method, however, disregards costs of
overcoming soil limitations and weights differences in market
value very heavily. It may proportionately downgrade soils that
are not suitable for the highest value crop but nevertheless are pro
ductive soils for other agricultural enterprises that are important in
the agricultural economy of a region

A better common measurement unit for comparing yields of indi
cator crops is to compare net returns. In this way, costs of over
coming soil limitations are subtracted from gross returns, and soil
productivity can be expressed in terms of the net returns to man
agement. Those sol is that produce high yields and respond well to
management are rated higher than soils producing lower yields
with the same amount of management or soils requiring extra
manage ment to achieve the same yields. This is the principle
behind the concept of the soil potential rating system. The net
returns should be recalculated periodically, perhaps every three
years, to reflect commodity price changes.

If the soil potential rating system is used, net returns for each soil
type in the jurisdiction are determined by subtracting production
costs and costs of overcoming soil limitations from gross returns
per acre. The local LE committee determines the pertinent costs per
acre per year for various soils. The computation is shown in the
example given l n Table 4.8, where four soils (Amity, Beilpine,
Dayton, and Willarnette) are rated for four indicator crops (wheat,
ryegrass, pasture, and sweet corn). Yield per acre is obtained from
the soil survey or farm records. Gross return per acre is obtained
by multiplying yield by unit price. While adjustments for produc
tion costs could be included, they were assumed to be about the

54



SELECTING AND SCALING LAND EVALUATION FACTORS

tlac MT/0.4 h
8.2 585 99 10 25 146
6.4 455 10 10 25 181
8.2 585 10 25 129
5.9 423 155 2 10 25 146

_____________ _________ _______ _________

10 25 146 404

numbers are nearly level.

same for all soils and were not included in this example. Unit price
is obtained from Extension Service commodity estimates, from
processors, the USDA Agricultural Statistics Reporting Service
state office, or from other state or local sources. To account for price
fluctuations, prices per unit can be calculated over a five-year peri
od and adjusted for inflation. In obtaining a unit price, prices can
be averaged or, alternatively, the three middle values can be aver
aged, discarding the highest and lowest values

Management costs are subtracted from gross returns to obtain net
return figures. The net return figures, as given in Table 4.9, provide
the basis for calculating SPR. At this point, at least two options are
available. In the first option, the soil mapping unit with the high
est net return among all indicator crops is set equal to 100 points,
such as shown in Table 4.10. The highest net return for other soil
mapping units are then assigned a point value by calculating their

Table 4.8. Example of soil potential data for each of four indicator crops, Linn County, Oregon
Management costs-s/ac/yr ($0.4 ha/yr)

Gross Cross- Net
Return Tile Field Land slope Sub- Cover return

Yield ($) drain drain smoothing farming soiling crop Irrig. ($)

bulac
100

70
100

50
110

hl/0.4 ha
35.2
24.6
35.2
17.6
38.7

99

155 2

Crop and Soil

Winter wheat—
$3.85/bu ($1 0.94/hi)
Amity
Bellpine, 312%*
Chapman
Dayton
Willamette, 0-3%

Annual ryegrass—
$0.14/lb ($0.31/kg)
Amity
Bellpine, 312%*

Chapman
Dayton
Willamette, 0-3%

Permanent pasture—
$1 0.00/AUMt
Amity
Bellpine, 312%*

Chapman
Dayton
Willamette, 0-3%

10

10

385
270
385
193
424

252
126
252
252
252

100

120
80

120

lb/ac kg/O.4 ha
1800 817.2
900 408.6

1800 817.2
1800 817.2
1800 817.2

AU M/ac
10

60
12

8
12

2 9

2

286
260
385

36
424

252
116
252
241
252

100

120

305
229
427

85

a

60
120
78

Irrigated sweet corn—
$65.00/ton ($71 .651MT)
Amity 9
Bellpine, 312%* 7
Chapman 9
Dayton 6.5
Willamette, 0-3% 9 8.2 585
* Numbers indicate range in slope gradient on which the soil occurs. Soils lacking
f AUM, animal unit month.
Source: Adapted from Huddleston et al., 1987.
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Table 4.9. Example of net returns for five soils and four in dicator crops,
Linn County, Oregon

Winter Annual Permanent irrigated
Soil wheat ryeqrass pasture sweet corn

Amity $286 $252 $100 $305
Bellpine, 3-12% 260 116 60 229
Chapman 385 252 120 427
Dayton 36 241 78 8.5
Willamette, 0-3% 424 252 120 404

Source: Adapted from Huddleston et al., 1987.

Table 4.10. Two methods to calculate soil potential ratings on a 100-point
scale for five soils, Linn County, Oregon

Highest net
return for four

indicator croos

Average net
return for four

Soil . SPR indicator crops SPR
Amity $305 71 $236 79
Bellpine, 3%-i 2% 260 61 166 55
Chapman 427 100 296 99
Dayton 241 56 110 37
Willamette 424 99 300 100
Source: Adapted from Huddleston and Pease, 1988; Huddleston et al., 1987

percentage of the highest net return and applying the percentage
to a 100-point: scale. An alternative approach would be to average
the net returns of the four indicator crops for each soil mapping
unit and then scale the averages to obtain SPRs, also shown in
Table 4.10.

As shown in Table 4.9, a single crop would not work well as an indi
cator of soil potential in this county because the net values vary
considerably by soil mapping unit for different indicator crops. If
wheat were chosen as the indicator crop, the Dayton soil would
have a very low net return. However, if annual ryegrass were cho
sen, there would be essentially no difference in net returns between
Dayton and Willamette. The truth is somewhere between these two
extremes. Wilamette is an excellent soil for virtually all crops.
Dayton is a valuable soil resource for the grass seed industry, but
there is little flexibility for growing crops other than grass seed. Use
of techniques that incorporate information from several indicator
crops, as shown in Table 4.10, better reflects the true value of the
Dayton soil for agricultural use in this county.

In deciding which of the two options given in Table 4.10 is most
appropriate, the LE committee should consider several points.
Using the highest net return instead of the average recognizes that
certain crops, such as ryegrass seed, may be grown successfully on
otherwise limited soil. In the example shown in Table 4.9, Dayton
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soil, a poorly drained soil with a very slowly permeable clay layer
just below the surface, clearly produces a low net return for wheat,
pasture, and sweet corn. However, the soil occurs in large blocks in
the county and supports a very important ryegrass industry. The
use of the highest net return places this soil considerably higher on
the SPR scale than would averaging. If each soil type is being used
to raise those crops which yield the greatest net return, then high
est net return is the best representation of land value.

The advantage to averaging net returns is that the SPR would then
reflect a soil’s capacity to support diverse crops. In jurisdictions
without a special circumstance, such as the large blocks of Dayton
soils and the ryegrass industry, averaging provides a good reflec
lion of the relative value of soils. If, for example, demand is not
reliably sufficient to sustain use of most of the land in each soil
type to raise its highest net return crop, then average net return is
the best representation of land value.

In specifying yields of indicator crops, a “high” sustainable man
agement regime is usually assumed, since this more closely repre
sents the soil’s potential than yields obtained under less intensive
management. Soil survey yield figures should be reviewed by the
LE committee for each soil mapping unit and adjusted as neces
sary for environmental gradients such as rainfall, slope, and tem
perature, for rotation requirements, and for other factors such as
drainage improvements. Also, the LE committee should determine
whether equivalent dates and levels of technology were used in
deriving the soil survey yield figures. In cases where there are
missing data, estimates of crop yields must be made.

Another option for combining indicator yields is the use of major
and secondary indicator crops. In this option, a major indicator
crop is chosen and secondary indicator crops are used to adjust the
value of the major crop on soils that do not support the major indi
cator crop. For example, if wheat were the major crop, wheat yields
could be adjusted by comparable market values of the secondary
crops (see profile for Latah County, Idaho, in Steiner et al., 1991;
Stamm et al., 1987). To illustrate this approach using the data in
Table 4.8, the wheat yields could be adjusted by using pasture as a
secondary crop. The yield can be adjusted by the percentage of
wheat gross returns that pasture can produce on soils that can sup
port both uses. For Amity soils, the pasture gross return is
$100/acre/year as compared to $385/acre/year for wheat (26
bushels/acre), which indicates that pasture returns are 26 percent
of wheat returns. Let us consider a soil that could not support

In specifying yields of
indicator crops, a high’
sustainable manage
ment regime is usually
assumed, since this
more closely repre
sents the soil’s poten
tial than yields
obtained under less
intensive manage-
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wheat, say Dayton, in Table 4.8. Dayton has a gross return of
$80/acre/year for pasture, which is 80 percent of the Amity gross
return. Applying the 80 percent to the 26 bushels obtained above
gives 21 bushels of wheat ($81 gross sales) in a yield adjusted for
the secondary crop,

The LE committee should consider carefully both the selection of
indicator crops and the method of combining them for a rating
scale. Choice of method will depend on the agricultural character
istics of the jurisdiction. Expert opinion of NRCS staff will be valu
able in selecting a method. Field tests, as outlined in Chapter 7,
will be helpful in refining these procedures.

Summary

The selection and scaling of LE factors are important tasks for the
LESA committee or LE subcommittee. The choice of factors will
depend on policy objectives, the user assessment, and time con
straints. Scaling of LE factors should reflect state or local condi
tions and the purpose of the LESA system.

The choice of one or multiple indicator crops for soil productivity
or soil potential ratings is determined by state or local agricultural
commodities, soils, and subclimates. If more than one indicator
crop is used, they may be combined in several ways. Chapter 6 dis
cusses combining and weighting LE factors.
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Description of Data Used in Each LE Option Attachment D

For each of the four LE Options under review, this attachment describes:

o the data used to arrive at the Soils Productivity Index (P1); and

o the method by which the LE relative values were grouped into Agriculture Value Groups

Option Data on which Soils Productivity Index (P1) is based:
• 10-Year Average Crop Yields for Each Soil in Illinois

1 . Slope Class (0-2%; 2-5%; 5-10%; 10-15%; 15-20%; 20-25%; 25-30%; 30-35%; 35-40%;
43+%)

“Bulletin 810 • Erosion Condition (Slightly, Moderately, or Severely Eroded)
Soils • Subsoils for Rooting (Favorable or Unfavorable)
Productivity
Index” Agriculture Value Groups

The relative values for each Soils Series P1 were grouped into Agriculture Value Groups as
follows:

100-96 Agriculture Value Group 1
95-91 Agriculture Value Group 2
90-86 Agriculture Value Group 3
85-8 1 Agriculture Value Group 4
80-76 Agriculture Value Group 5
75-71 Agriculture Value Group 6
70-66 Agriculture Value Group 7
65 and under Agriculture Value Group 8

Option Data on which Soils Productivity Index (P1) is based:
• The top 16% of 10-Year Average Crop Yields for Each Soil in Illinois

2 • Slope Class (0-2%; 2-5%; 5-10%; 10-15%; 15-20%; 20-25%; 25-30%; 30-35%; 35-40%;
43+%)

“Bulletin 811 • Erosion Condition (Slightly, Moderately, or Severely Eroded)
Soils • Subsoils for Rooting (Favorable or Unfavorable)
Productivity
Index” Agriculture Value Groups

The relative values for each Soils Series P1 were grouped into Agriculture Value Groups as
follows:

100-96 Agriculture Value Group 1
95-91 Agriculture Value Group 2
90-86 Agriculture Value Group 3
85-81 Agriculture Value Group 4
80-76 Agriculture Value Group 5
75-71 Agriculture Value Group 6
70-66 Agriculture Value Group 7
65 and under Agriculture Value Group 8
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Description of Data Used in Each LE Option Attachment D

Option Data on which Version A is based:

3 Slope (from the Soil Series description)
0-2%; 2-5%; 5-10%; 10-15%; 15-20%; 20-25%

“Version A” Farmland Classification
Slope,

. Prime, Prime 1, Prime 2, Prime 3 Statewide Importance, Not Prime
Farmland USDA NRCS “..classification that identifies the location and extent of most suitable
Classification, land for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops” (More detail provided
and

in NRCS definitions at end of Attachment D)
Bulletin 811
Soils Soils Productivity Index Data on which Soils Productivity Index (P1) is based:
Productivity . The top 16% of 10-Year Average Crop Yields for Each Soil in Illinois
Index . Slope Class (0-2%; 2-5%; 5-10%; 10-15%; 15-20%; 20-25%; 25-30%; 30-35%; 35-40%;

43+%)
• Erosion Condition (Slightly, Moderately, or Severely Eroded)
• Subsoils for Rooting (Favorable or Unfavorable)

Agriculture Value Groups
The relative values for each Soils Series P1 were grouped into Agriculture Value Groups as
follows:

Agriculture Value Group 1
Includes P1 100-98, and

0-2% Slope, and
Prime and Prime 1 (Farmland Classification)

Agriculture Value Group 2
Includes P1 98-91, and

0-2% and 2-5% slope, and
Prime and Prime 1 (Farmland Classification)

Agriculture Value Group 3
Includes P1 90-84, and

0-2% and 2-5% slope, and
Prime, Prime 1 and Prime 2 (Farmland Classification)

Agriculture Value Group 4
Includes P1 83-76, and

0-2% 2-4%, 2-5%, 4-6% slope, and
Prime and Prime 3 (Farmland Classification)

Agriculture Value Group 5
Includes P1 89-68, and

0-2% 2-4%, 2-5%, 4-6%, 5-10% slope, and
Prime, Prime 1, Prime 2, Not Prime, and Statewide Importance (Farmland Classification)

Agriculture Value Group 6
Includes P1 69- 37, and

4-6%, 5-10%, 6-12%, 10-18%, 12-20%, 18-25%, 18-35% slope, and
Not Prime and Statewide Importance (Farmland Classification)
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Option Data on which Version B is based:

4 Land Capability Classification (USDA NRCS classification)
Classes 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7 and Subclasses e, w

“Version B” USDA NRCS “system of grouping soils primarily based on their capability to produce

Land common cultivated crops and pasture plants without deteriorating over a long period

Capability of time.” (More detail provided in NRCS definitions at end of Attachment D)

Classification,
Farmland Farmland Classification (USDA NRCS classification)

Classification, • Prime, Prime 1, Prime 2, Statewide Importance, Not Prime

and USDA NRCS “. classification that identifies the location and extent of most suitable

Bulletin 811 land for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops” (More detail provided

Soils in NRCS definitions at end of Attachment D)

Productivity
Index Soils Productivity Index Data on which Soils Productivity Index (P1) is based:

• The top 16% of 10-Year Average Crop Yields for Each Soil in Illinois
• Slope Class (0-2%; 2-5%; 5-10%; 10-15%; 15-20%; 20-25%; 25-30%; 30-35%; 35-40%;

43+%)
• Erosion Condition (Slightly, Moderately, or Severely Eroded)
• Subsoils for Rooting (Favorable or Unfavorable)

Agriculture Value Groups
The relative values for each Soils Series P1 were grouped into Agriculture Value Groups as
follows:

Agriculture Value Group 1
Includes P1 100-98, and

Prime (Farmland Classification), and
1 (Land Capability Class)

Agriculture Value Group 2
Includes P1 100, and

Prime 1 (Farmland Classification), and
2w (Land Capability Class)

Agriculture Value Group 3
Includes P1 98-90, and

Prime and Prime 1 (Farmland Classification), and
1, 2e, and 2w (Land Capability Class)

Agriculture Value Group 4
Includes P1 89-84, and

Prime and Prime 1 (Farmland Classification), and
1, 2e, 2w, and 3w (Land Capability Class)

Agriculture Value Group 5
Includes P1 83-78, and

Prime and Prime 3 (Farmland Classification), and
1, 2e, 2w, and 3w (Land Capability Class)

(continued)
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Description of Data Used in Each LE Option Attachment D

Option Agriculture Value Groups (continued)

4 Agriculture Value Group 6

(continued) Includes P1 78-68, and
Prime, Prime 1, Prime 2, and Statewide Importance (Farmland Classification), and
2e, 2w, 3e, and 3w (Land Capability Class)

Version B

Agriculture Value Group 7
Includes P1 89-37, and

Not Prime and Statewide Importance (Farmland Classification), and
3e, 3w, 4e, 6e, and 7e (Land Capability Class)

Definitions of the ‘Farmland Classification’ and ‘Land Capability Classification’ systems are
provided on the following pages. The definitions are from an excerpt of USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service Technical Handbook NSSH Part 622, available online at:
http ://soils.usda. gov/technical/handbooklcontents/part622 .html
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Attachment E

LE Scores for Each Option Applied to Test Sites

To allow for comparison, the LE Relative Value (of the Agriculture Value Group) is provided for
each of four test sites. (The test sites are the same four test sites referred to in the previous
Meeting 6 September 7 packet.)

Relative Value (Ag Value Group) LE

Update Update Update Update
Adopted Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

LESA
. Bulletin 810 P1 Bulletin 811 P1 “Version A” “Version B”

in current use
. Bulletin 811 P1 Bulletin 811 P1
. Slope Land
. Farmland Capability

Classification Classification
TEST Farmland
SITE Classification

1 78 94 89 88 88

2 761 80 80 81 82

3 972 98 98 98 98

4 83 86 87 85 86

Notes:
1. Test Site 2 LE is based on the initial approximately 38.7-acre tract for which the previously issued LE

score is available.
2. Test Site 3 LE is based on the initial 76-acre tract for which the previously issued LE score is available.
3. Test Site 4 LE is based on the original 81.5-acre tract for which the previously issued LE score is

available.
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Test Site 1 is a 5.31-acre parcel.

Test Site 1: LE Worksheet - Option 1

Test Site 1: LE Worksheet - Option 2
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
242A Kendall 3 89 0.20 17.80
152A Drummer 1 100 0.83 83
17.80570C2 Martinsville 6 73 0.01 0.73
134B Camden 4 83 1.64 136.12
3107A Sawmill 3 89 2.63 234.07

Total: 5.31 (a) 471.72 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 88.84

LIE Score: 89

Test Site 1: LE Worksheet - Option 3
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
242A Kendall 3 88 0.20 17.60
152A Drummer 1 100 0.83 83
570C2 Martinsville 5 76 0.01 0.76
134B Camden 4 81 1.64 132.84
3107A Sawmill 3 88 2.63 231.44

Total: 5.31 (a) 465.64 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 87.69

LE Score: 88

Test Site 1: LE Worksheet - Option 4
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
242A Kendall 4 87 0.20 17.40
152A Drummer 2 100 0.83 83
570C2 Martinsville 6 75 0.01 0.75
134B Camden 5 83 1.64 136.12
3107A Sawmill 4 87 2.63 228.81

Total: 5.31 (a) 466.08 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 87.77

LE Score: 88

Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative
Group Relative Value Value & Acres

242A Kendall 3 88 0.20 17.60
152A Drummer 1 100 0.83 83
570C2 Martinsville 6 74 0.01 0.74
134B Camden 4 83 1.64 136.12
3107A Sawmill 1 100 2.63 263

Total: 5.31 (a) 500.46 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 94.25

LE Score: 94
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Test Site 2 is comprised of approximately 38.7 acres.

Test Site 2: LE Worksheet - Option 1

Test Site 2: LE Worksheet - Option 2
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group__ Relative Value Value & Acres
206A Thom 3 89 3.5 311.5
236A Sabina 4 83 0.4 33.2
570B Martinsville 5 77 16.3 1,255.1
570C2 Martinsville 6 73 5.1 372.3
680B Campton 4 83 13.4 1,112.2

Total: 38.7 (a) 3,084.3(b)
LE Calculation b/a = 79.69

LE Score: 80

Test Site 2: LE Worksheet - Option 3
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
206A Thom 3 88 3.5 308
236A Sabina 3 88 0.4 35.2
570B Martinsville 4 81 16.3 1,320.3
570C2 Martinsville 5 76 5.1 387.6
680B Campton 4 81 13.4 1,085.4

Total: 38.7(a) 3,136.5 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 81.05

LE Score: 81

Test Site 2: LE Worksheet - Option 4
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
206A Thom 4 87 3.5 304.5
236A Sabina 4 87 0.4 34.8
570B Martinsville 5 83 16.3 1,352.9
570C2 Martinsville 6 75 5.1 382.5
680B Campton 5 83 13.4 1,112.2

Total: 38.7 (a) 3,186.9 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 82.35

LE Score: 82

Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative
Group Relative Value Value & Acres

206A Thom 3 88 3.5 308
236A Sabina 4 83 0.4 33.2
570B Martinsville 5 77 16.3 1,255.1
570C2 Martinsville 6 74 5.1 377.4
680B Campton 4 83 13.4 1,112.2

Total: 38.7 (a) 3,085.9 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 79.74

LE Score: 80
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Attachment E

Test Site 3 consists of 75.7 acres (AS400 indicates 73.36 acres)

Test Site 3: LE Worksheet - Option 1
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 40.47 4,047
154A Flanagan 1 100 25.73 2,573
481A Raub 2 93 0.82 76.26
622B Wyanet 4 83 6.34 526.22

Total: 73.36 (a) 7,222.48 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 98.45

LE Score: 98

Test Site 3: LE Worksheet - Option 2
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 40.47 4,047
154A Flanagan 1 100 25.73 2,573
481A Raub 2 93 0.82 76.26
622B Wyanet 4 83 6.34 526.22

Total: 73.36 (a) (b) 7,222/48
LE Calculation b/a = 98.45

LE Score: 98

Test Site 3: LE Worksheet - Option 3
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 40.47 4,047
154A Flanagan 1 100 25.73 2,573
481A Raub 2 94 0.82 77.08
622B Wyanet 4 81 6.34 513.54

Total: 73.36 (a) 7,210.62 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 98.29

LE Score: 98

Test Site 3: LE Worksheet - Option 4
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 40.47 4,047
154A Flanagan 2 100 25.73 2,573
481A Raub 3 93 0.82 76.26
622B Wyanet 5 83 6.34 526.22

Total: 73.36 (a) (b) 7,222.48
LE Calculation b/a = 98.45

LE Score: 98
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Attachment E

Test Site 4 consists of an 81.5-acre tract.

Test Site 4: LE Worksheet - Oition 1
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 1.1 110
232A Ashkum 3 88 42.55 3,744.4
146C2 Elliott 4 83 36.01 2,988.83
223C2 Varna 5 77 0.02 1.54
481A Raub 2 93 1.82 169.26

Total: 81.5 (a) 7,014.03 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 86.06

LE Score: 86

Test Site 4: LE Worksheet - Option 2
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 1.1 110
232A Ashkum 3 89 42.55 3,786.95
146C2 Elliott 4 83 36.01 2,988.83
223C2 Vama 5 77 0.02 1.54
481A Raub 2 93 1.82 169.26

Total: 81.5 (a) 7,056.58(b)
LE Calculation b/a = 86.58

LE Score: 87

Test Site 4: LE Worksheet - Option 3
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 1.1 110
232A Ashkum 3 88 42.55 3,744.4
146C2 Elliott 4 81 36.01 2,916.81
223C2 Varna 5 76 0.02 1.52
481A Raub 2 94 1.82 171.08

Total: 81.5 (a) 6,943.81 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 85.2

LE Score: 85

Test Site 4: LE Worksheet - Option 4
Soil Series Ag Value Ag Value Group Acres Product of Relative

Group Relative Value Value & Acres
152A Drummer 1 100 1.1 110
232A Ashkum 4 87 42.55 3,701.85
146C2 Elliott 5 83 36.01 2,988.83
223C2 Vama 6 75 0.02 1.5
481A Raub 3 93 1.82 169.26

Total: 81.5(a) 6,971.44 (b)
LE Calculation b/a = 85.5

LE Score: 86
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Comparing the LE Options Attachment F

Attachment F provides a means to compare LE
data of the present Champaign County LESA
with each of the four LE update options.

Details regarding each ‘Agriculture Value Group’
of the adopted Champaign County LESA is
provided in the next column.

Details regarding each ‘Agriculture Value
Group’ for the proposed LE Options begin on
the following pages.

Provided immediately below are summary
tables that address:
• Soil Productivity Index Source
• Percentage of County Land in Ag Value Group
• Ag Value Group’s Average “Relative Value LE”

Soils Productivity Index Source:

current Option
LESA

Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

Soils I
Productivity

circular I Bulletin Bulletin Bulletin Bulletin
1156 810 811 811 811

I Index: I

Percentage of County Land in Ag Value Group

Value
Adopted Option Option Option Option

LESA 1 2 3 4
Group

1 21.0 63.4 61.7 60.9 21.1

2 39.8 13.5 9.8 10.5 39.8

3 13.4 6.6 11.9 13.8 15.4

4 7.2 9.2 9.3 9.3 9.0

5 10.1 3.5 3.6 3.1 7.5

6 3.7 1.3 1.2 1.2 5.0

7 2.5 0.9 0.9 1.2 1.0

8 0.2 0.4 0.4 -- 1.2

9 1.2 1.2 1.2 -- --

99.1 100 100 100 100

Ag Value Group’s Average “Relative Value LE”

Value
Adopted Option Option Option Option

Group

1 100 100 100 100 100

2 98 93 93 94 100

3 87 88 89 88 93

4 85 83 83 81 87

5 79 77 77 76 83

6 70 74 73 64 75

7 65 67 68 0 66

8 41 57 57 -- 0

9 0 0 0 -- --

Adopted Champaign County LESA

as

149A Brenton
154A Flanagan 1 100 21.0
198A Elburn

152A Drummer 2 98 39.8

56B Dana
56B2 Dana
102A LaHogue
148B2 Proctor
171B Catlin
219A Millbrook 3 87 13.4
234A Sunbury
490A Odell
623A Kishwaukee
663B Clare
679B Blackbeny

125A Selma
153A Pella
232A Ashkum
236ASabina 4 85 7.2
242A Kendall
67A Harpster
3473A Rossburg

I 34A Camden
134B Camden
146A Elliott
146B2 Elliott
l46C2 Elliott
223B2 Vama
233B Birbeck

5 79 10 1235A Bryce
291B Xenia
330A Peotone
570B Martinsville
622B Wyanet
680B Campton
687B Penfield

23A Blount
23B2 Blount
9lB2 Swygert
13IB Alvin
150B Onarga
206A Thom 6 70 3 7387B Ockley
448B Mona
530B Ozaukee
618B Senachwine
3107A Sawmill
3302A Ambraw

322C2 Russell
530D2 Ozaukee
560C2 Martinsville
6l8C2 Senachwine
622C2 Wyanet
687C2 Penfield

7 65 2 5637A+ Muskego
223D3 Vama
387C3 Ockley
570D2 Martinsville
61 8D2 Senachwine
622D3 Wyanet

530E2 Ozukee
6l8E2 Senachwine 8 41 0.2
241D3 Chatsworth

533 Urban Land
802Orthents

9 0 12865 Gravel Pits
W Water
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Comparing the LE Options
Option 1 (Bulletin 810 Soils P1)

.

a—
C c

149A Brenton
1 52A Drummer
154A Flanagan

1 100 6341l98A Elburn
679B Blackbeny
3 107A Sawmill

56B Dana
67A Harpster
153A Pella
l7lB Catlin
234ASunbury 2 93 13.49
48lA Raub
623A Kishwaukee
663B Clare
3473A Rossburg

56B2 Dana
125A Selma
146A Elliott
148B2 Proctor
206A Thorp
219A Millbrook 3 88 6.60
232A Ashkum
242A Kendall
490A Odell
687B Penfield
637A+ Muskego

91A Swygert
l02A LaHogue
134A Camden
134B Camden
146B2 Elliott
l46C2 Elliott
233B Birkbeck
235A Bryce 4 83 9.17
236A Sabina
291B Xenia
330A Peotone
448B Mona
622B Wyanet
68DB Campton
687C2 Penfield

131B Alvin
15DB Onarga
223B2 Vans
223C2 Vama

77 3 54387B Ockley
57DB Martinsville
622C2 Wyanet
3302A Ambraw

23A Blount
91B2 Swygert
91C2 Swygert
322C2 Russell

6 74 1 2753DB Ozaukee
530C2 Ozaukee
570C2 Martinsville
6l8B Senachwine

23B2 Blount
223D3 Vama
387C3 Ockley

7 67 0 89530D2 Ozaukee
570D2 Martinsville
618C2 Senachwine

24lC3 Chatsworth
241D3 Chatsworth
53DE2 Ozaukee
618D2 Senachwine 8 57 0.41
618E2 Senachwine
618F Senachwine
622D3 Wyanet

533 Urban land
8D2B Orthents
830 Landfills n/a 0 1.22
865 Pits gravel
W Water

Attachment F
Option 2 (Bulletin 811 Soils P1)

a a

149A Brenton
152A Drummer
154A Flanagan 1 100 61.68
198A Elbum
679B Blackberry

67A Harpster
153A Pella
171B Catlin
234A Sunbury 2 93 9.76
48lA Raub
623A Kishwaukee
663B Clare

56B Dana
56B2 Dana
125A Selma
l46A Elliott
148B2 Proctor
2D6A Thorp
2l9A Millbrook 3 89 11.91
232A Ashkum
242A Kendall
49DA Odell
637A+ Muskego
687B Penfield
31 D7A Sawmill

9lA Swygert
102A LaHogue
I 34A Camden
134B Camden
l46B2 Elliott
146C 2 Elliott
233B Birkbeck
235A Bryce

4 83 932236A Sabina
291B Xenia
33DA Peotone
448B Mona
622B Wyanet
68DB Campton
687C2 Penfield
3473A Rossburg

91B2 Swygert
91C2 Swygert
131B Alvin
15DB Onarga
223B2 Vama 5 77 3.60
223C2 Vama
387B Ockley
57DB Mar tinsville
622C2 Wyanet

23A Blount
53DB Ozaukee
53DC2 Ozaukee
322C2 Russell 6 73 1.21
57DC2 Martinsville
618B Senachwine
33D2A Ambraw

23B2 Blount
223D3 Vama
387C3 Ockley

7 68 08953DD2 Ozaukee
57DD2 Martinsville
61 8C2 Senachwine

241C3 Chatsworth
24lD3 Chatsworth
53DE2 Ozaukee
618D2 Senachwine 8 57 0.41
61 8E2 Senachwine
618F Senachwine
622D3 Wyanet

533 Urban land
8D2B Orthents
830 Landfills n/a 0 1.22
865 Pits gravel
W Water
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Comparing the LE Options
Option 3 (Version A) Option 4 (Version B)

Attachment F

. a
—
a a

,

149A Brenton
152A Drummer

1 100 609154A Flanagan
l98A Elbum

67A Harpster
153A Pella
l7lB Catlin
234A Sunbury 2 94 105481A Raub
623A Kishwaukee
663B Clare
679B Blackberry

56B Dana
56B2 Dana
102A LaHogue
125A Selnia
146A Elliott
148B2 Proctor
206A Thorp
21 9A Milibrook
232A Ashkum 3 88 13.8
233B Birkbeck
235A Bryce
236A Sabina
242A Kendall
330A Peotone
490A Odell
687B Penfield
3107A Sawmill

91A Swygert
91B2 Swygert
131B Alvin
l34A Camden
134B Camden
146B2 Elliott
146C2 Elliott
223B2 Vama 4 81 9.3
29lB Xenia
387B Ockley
448B Mona
570B Martinsville
622B Wyanet
680B Campton
3473A Rossburg

23A Blount
23B2 Blount
9lC2 Swygert
l5OB Onarga
223C2 Vama
322C2 Russell
618B Senachwine 5 76 3.1
530C2 Ozaukee
570C2 Martinsville
637A+ Muskego
687C2 Penfield
622C2 Wyanet
3302A Ambraw

223D3 Vama
24lC3 Chatsworth
24lD3 Chatsworth
387C3 Ockley
530D2 Ozaukee
530E2 Ozaukee 6 64 1 2570D2 Martinsville
6l8C2 Senachwine
61 8D2 Senachwine
6l8E2 Senachwine
618F Senachwine
622D3 Wyanet

533 Urban land
802B Orthents
830 Landfills 7 0 1.2
865 Pits gravel
W Water

.
-

a

149A Brenton
154A Flanagan 1 100 21.1
1 98A Elbum

l52A Drummer 2 100 39.8

56B Dana
67A Harpster
125A Selina
153A Pella
l7lB Catlin
21 9A Millbrook
234A Sunbury 3 93 15.4
48lA Raub
490A Odell
623A Kishwaukee
663B Clare
679B Blackberry
687B Penfield

56B2 Dana
102A LaHogue
146A Elliott
148B2 Proctor
206A Thorp
232A Ashkum 4 87 9 0233B Birkbeck
235A Bryce
236A Sabina
242A Kendall
330A Peotone
3107A Sawmill

91A Swygert
l34A Camden
I 34B Camden
146B2 Elliott
146C2 Elliott
291B Xenia

5 83 75387B Ockley
448B Mona
570B Martinsville
622B Wyanet
680B Campton
3473A Rossburg

23A Blount
23B2 Blount
9lB2 Swygert
9lC2 Swygert
131B Alvin
150B Onarga
223B2 Vama
223C2 Vama
322C2 Russell 6 75 5.0
530B Ozaukee
530C2 Ozaukee
530D2 Ozaukee
570C2 Martinsville
618B Senachwine
61 8C2 Senachwine
622C2 Wyanet
3302A Ambraw

223D3 Vama
24lC3 Chatsworth
24lD3 Chatsworth
387C3 Ockley
530E2 Ozaukee

7 66 1 0570D2 Martinsville
61 8D2 Senachwine
618E2 Senachwine
6l8F Senachwine
622D3 Wyanet

533 Urban land
802B Orthents
830 Landfills 8 0 1.2
865 Pits gravel
W Water
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Agronomy

Leon W. Wendte, district conservationist, Natural Resources
Conservation Service, helped prepare this section.

General management needed for crops and pasture
is suggested in this section. The estimated yields of
the main crops and pasture plants are listed, the
system of land capability classification used by the
Natural Resources Conservation Service is explained,
and prime farmland is described.

Planners of management systems for individual
fields or farms can obtain specific information from the
local office of the Natural Resources Conservation
Service or the Cooperative Extension Service.

In 1997, an estimated 548,908 acres in Champaign
County was used as cropland and 6,480 acres was
used as pastureland (USDA, 1997). The major row
crops are corn and soybeans. Wheat and oats are the
major small grain crops grown.

The soils in Champaign County have good potential
for continued crop production, particularly if the latest
crop production technologies are applied. This soil
survey can be used as a guide for applying the latest
crop production technologies.

Cropland Limitations and Hazards

The management concerns affecting the use of the
detailed soil map units in the survey area for crops are
shown in table 6. The main concerns in managing
cropland in Champaign County are water erosion,
wetness and ponding, flooding, restricted permeability,
poor tilth, surface crusting, low available water
capacity, and excess lime.

Water erosion is a potential problem on about 23
percent of the cropland and pastureland in the county.
Sheet and nIl erosion is a hazard on soils that have
slopes of more than 2 percent, such as Birkbeck,
Dana, Senachwine, and Wyanet soils. Sheet and nil
erosion may also occur on soils that have slopes of
less than 2 percent if the slope length is very long.

Loss of the surface layer by sheet and nil erosion
lowers the productive capacity of the soil. As the
surface layer is removed, material from the subsoil is
incorporated into the tilled layer. The subsoil generally
has lower levels of plant nutrients, a lower content of

organic matter, and a higher content of clay than the
surface layer. As the content of organic mailer in the
tilled layer decreases and the clay content increases,
soil tilth is reduced. Loss of soil tilth increases the
likelihood that a crust will form on the surface and that
the rate of water infiltration will be reduced. The higher
clay content also increases the likelihood that the
surface layer will become cloddy when tilled,
especially if tilled when wet. Once this happens,
preparing a seedbed becomes very difficult. The soils
in eroded areas also tend to puddle after hard rains
and to form a crust when they dry out. The surface
crusting can increase the runoff rate.

Water erosion can also result in sediments entering
streams, rivers, water impoundments, and road
ditches. Removing the sediments is expensive.
Management measures that lower the amount of water
erosion can minimize this pollution and improve the
quality of water for rural, municipal, and recreational
uses and for fish and wildlife (fig. 4).

Generally, a combination of several practices is
needed to control water erosion. Conservation tillage,
contour stripcropping, contour farming, conservation
cropping systems, crop residue management,
diversions, and grassed waterways help to prevent
excessive soil loss (fig. 5).

Wetness and ponding are concerns in some
cropland areas. Drainage systems consist of
subsurface tile drains, surface inlets, open drainage
ditches, or a combination of these. Drainage systems
have been installed in most areas of poorly drained
and somewhat poorly drained soils in the county. As a
result, these soils are adequately drained for the crops
commonly grown in the area. Poorly drained soils,
such as Ashkum, Drummer, and Selma soils, have
subsurface drainage. In addition, in some areas of
poorly drained soils, surface tile inlets or shallow
surface ditches are required to remove ponded water.
In some areas, somewhat poorly drained soils are wet
long enough that productivity is reduced in some years
unless the soils are artificially drained. Most areas of
somewhat poorly drained soils, such as Brenton,
Elburn, and Flanagan soils, have subsurface drainage.

Additional information about erosion-control
measures and design of surface and subsurface
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Figure 4.—Using filter strips in this area of Drummer silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, helps to trap sediments and nutrients
before they enter ditches.

drainage systems suitable for each kind of soil is
provided in the Field Office Technical Guide, which is
available in local offices of the Natural Resources
Conservation Service.

Flooding is a hazard on approximately 15,000 acres
in Champaign County. Damage to crops, particularly
winter small grain crops, occurs in some years. Dikes
and floodwater diversions can reduce the extent of
crop damage. Reducing runoff from higher ground
within the watershed helps to minimize the frequency
and severity of flooding. Changing land use from
cropland to pasture or forestland can also minimize
economic damage. Ambraw, Rossburg, and Sawmill
soils are subject to flooding.

Restricted permeability can increase a soil’s
susceptibility to erosion and limit the effectiveness of

drainage systems. Soils that have slowly permeable or
very slowly permeable layers, such as Elliott and
Swygert soils, have a higher potential for surface
runoff than more permeable soils. In addition, in soils
with slow or very slow permeability, such as Ashkum
and Bryce soils, tile spacing of about 50 to 70 feet is
needed to achieve adequate subsurface drainage.

Poor tilth and surface crusting inhibit seedling
germination and emergence, increase runoff and
erosion, and reduce the rate of water infiltration. Soils
that have good tilth are granular and porous and have
a high content of organic matter in the surface layer.
Brenton, Dana, and Penfield soils have good tilth. Soils
that have poor tilth generally have more clay, a lower
content of organic matter, and weaker soil structure in
the surface layer. Ashkum, Drummer, Peotone, and
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Swygert soils have a surface layer of silty clay loam. If
these soils are plowed while wet, they become cloddy.
The cloddiness makes preparing a good seedbed
difficult.

Birkbeck, Kendall, Ozaukee, and Senachwine soils
have a low content of organic matter in the surface
layer. Generally, the structure in the surface layer of
these soils is weak, and a crust forms on the surface
during periods of intense rainfall. This crust is hard
when dry.

Practices that help to prevent surface crusting and
improve poor tilth include incorporating green manure
crops, manure, or crop residue into the soil and using
a system of conservation tillage. Surface cloddiness
can be controlled by avoiding tillage when the soil is
too wet or by using a no-till system.

Low available water capacity limits the productivity
of some of the soils used for crops in Champaign

County. The physical composition of these soils limits
the amount of water available for plant growth. Bryce
and Swygert soils are examples. Conservation of soil
moisture is needed where the soils have a low
available water capacity. The effects of droughtiness
can be minimized by reducing the amount of runoff
and increasing the water-holding capacity of the soils.
Using conservation tillage and cropping systems,
contour farming, contour stripcropping, establishing
field windbreaks, and leaving crop residue on the
surface after planting conserve soil moisture.

Incorporating green manure crops, manure, or crop
residue into the soil increases the content of organic
matter and the water-holding capacity of the soils.

Excess lime is a management concern in areas of
Harpster soils. These soils have a calcic horizon at or
near the surface. This limitation can be overcome by
incorporating green manure crops, manure, or crop

___

*

Figure 5.—A combination of grassed waterways and narrow-based terraces helps to prevent further erosion in an area of Wyanet
silt loam, 5 to 10 percent slopes, eroded.
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residue into the soil; applying a system of
conservation tillage; and using conservation cropping
systems. Also, crops may respond well to additions of
phosphate fertilizer.

The management concerns affecting the use of the
detailed soil map units in the survey area for crops are
shown in table 6. The criteria used to determine the
limitations or hazards identified in the table are as
follows:

Crusting—The organic matter content in the
surface layer is less than 2 percent, and the clay
content is more than 20 percent.

Excess lime.—The calcium carbonate equivalent is
15 percent or more in the surface layer and meets the
calcic horizon classification criteria.

Flooding.—The component of the map unit is
occasionally flooded or frequently flooded.

Low available water capacity—The weighted
average of the available water capacity from the
surface to a depth of 60 inches is 0.1 inch or less.

Ponding.—The water table is above the surface.
Poor tilth.—The component of the map unit has 27

percent or more clay in the surface layer.
Restricted permeability—Permeability is less than

0.2 inch per hour from the surface to a depth of 40
inches.

Subsidence.—The decrease in surface elevation is
more than 0 inches. (Muskego silty clay loam, 0 to 2
percent slopes, overwash, is subject to subsidence
because of its high content of organic matter.)

Water erosion—The surface K factor multiplied by
the slope is 0.8 or more, and the slope is 3 percent or
more.

Wetness.—The component of the map unit has a
water table within a depth of 2 feet.

Pasture Limitations and Hazards
Growing legumes, cool-season grasses, and warm-

season grasses that are suited to the soils and climate
of the area helps to maintain a productive stand of
pasture.

Suitable pasture and hay plants include several
legumes, cool-season grasses, and native warm-
season grasses. Alfalfa, red clover, alsike clover, and
ladino clover are legumes commonly grown in the
county. Alfalfa is best suited to well drained and
moderately well drained soils and to some of the
somewhat poorly drained soils. Examples of suitable
soils are Brenton, Flanagan, Russell, Senachwine,
and Xenia soils. Other legumes, such as alsike clover,
red clover, and ladino clover, are more tolerant of
wetter conditions and are grown on very poorly
drained and poorly drained soils and some of the

somewhat poorly drained soils. Examples are Blount,
Drummer, Kendall, and Sabina soils.

Cool-season grasses commonly grown in the
county include smooth bromegrass, orchardgrass,
reed canarygrass, and tall fescue. These grasses can
be used alone or in mixtures with legumes. Native
warm-season grasses, such as indiangrass, big
bluestem, and switchgrass, grow very well in the
summer. They require different management
techniques from those used for cool-season grasses.

Proper grazing is essential for the production of
high-quality forage, stand survival, and erosion control.
Proper grazing helps plants maintain sufficient and
generally vigorous top growth during the growing
season. Brush control is essential in many areas, and
weed control is generally needed. Rotation grazing,
deferred grazing when the soil is wet, and applications
of lime and fertilizer as needed are also important
management practices.

The management concerns affecting the use of the
detailed soil map units in the survey area for pasture
are shown in table 7.The main concerns in managing
pastureland in Champaign County are water erosion,
wetness and ponding, flooding, equipment limitations,
frost heave, low available water capacity, low fertility,
and low pH.

In soils that are susceptible to water erosion when
used for pasture, the slope is equal to or greater than
3 percent and the value of the K factor multiplied by
the percent slope is 0.8 or more. Water erosion
reduces the productivity of the soil. It also results in
sediments, livestock manure, and added nutrients
entering streams, rivers, water impoundments, and
road ditches.

Measures that are effective in controlling water
erosion include establishing or renovating stands of
legumes and grasses. Controlling erosion during
seedbed preparation is a major concern. Tilling on the
contour or using a no-till method for seeding or
pasture renovation helps to establish forage species
and helps to control erosion.

Wetness and ponding are management concerns in
poorly drained and very poorly drained soils, such as
Ashkum, Drummer, and Selma soils. Surface and
subsurface drainage systems and land grading help to
lower the seasonal high water table and reduce the
hazard of ponding if suitable outlets are available.

Flooding may damage pasture plants in some
years. Dikes and diversions can help to minimize the
extent of damage from frequent or occasional flooding.
Ambraw, Rossburg, and Sawmill soils are subject to
flooding.

The use of farm equipment for seeding or
harvesting of hay is more difficult on soils that have
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slopes of more than 10 percent. Equipment limitations
are a problem in moderately steep areas of Ozaukee,
Senachwine, Varna, and Wyanet soils because of the
slope.

Frost heave is a concern in soils that are subject to
moderate or high frost action. Most of the soils in the
county are subject to frost action. Leaving stubble 4 to
6 inches high in winter helps to prevent frost heave.
Using grass-legume mixtures can also help to prevent
frost heave.

Low available water capacity reduces the quality
and quantity of the pasture. The available water
capacity is considered low when the weighted average
between the surface and a depth of 60 inches is 0.1
inch or less. The physical composition of the soils in
which the available water capacity is restricted, such
as Chatsworth and Swygert soils, limits the amount of
water available for plant growth. Measures that
conserve soil moisture are needed in areas of these
soils. The effects of droughtiness can be minimized by
reducing the amount of runoff and increasing the
water-holding capacity of the soils. Planting drought-
resistant species of grasses and legumes also helps
to establish a cover of vegetation.

Low fertility affects the health and vigor of the plants
and thus has a direct impact on the quantity and
quality of livestock forage produced. Soils with low
fertility have an average organic matter content in the
surface layer of less than 1 percent, or the cation-
exchange capacity is 7 percent or less. Soil fertility is
low in severely eroded soils, such as Chatsworth and
Ockley soils, that have lost most or all of the nutrient-
rich topsoil. Fertility is also low in Alvin soils, which
formed in eolian deposits and have a low content of
clay and organic matter in the surface layer.

Three cultural practices can be used to maintain or
improve soil fertility. First, planting legumes in rotation
or as a cover crop adds nitrogen and organic material
to the soil. Second, returning crop residue, animal
manure, green manure crops, and other organic
material to the soil increases the content of organic
matter. Increasing the content of organic matter
improves the nutrient-holding capacity of the soil and
supplies nutrients to growing plants. Third, commercial
fertilizers can be used. On most soils in the county,
crops respond well to applications of nitrogen,
phosphorus, potassium, and certain micronutrients.
Applications of lime and fertilizer should be based on
the results of soil tests, the needs of the plants, and
the expected level of yields. The local office of the
Cooperative Extension Service can help in
determining the kinds and amounts of nutrients
needed.

A low pH, 5.5 or less within the root zone, also

affects the health and vigor of the plants. Applications
of limestone help to raise the pH in the surface layer to
a level that is optimum for plant growth. Selecting
species that are more tolerant of acidic conditions,
such as red clover or alsike clover, can improve the
quantity and quality of livestock forage.

Yields per Acre
The average yields per acre that can be expected

of the principal crops under a high level of
management are shown in table 8. In any given year,
yields may be higher or lower than those indicated in
the table because of variations in rainfall and other
climatic factors. The land capability classification of
map units in the survey area also is shown in the
table.

The yields are based mainly on the experience and
records of farmers, conservationists, and extension
agents (Fehrenbacher and others, 1978). Available
yield data from nearby counties and results of field
trials and demonstrations also are considered.

The management needed to obtain the indicated
yields of the various crops depends on the kind of soil
and the crop. Management can include drainage,
erosion control, and protection from flooding; the
proper planting and seeding rates; suitable high-
yielding crop varieties; appropriate and timely tillage;
control of weeds, plant diseases, and harmful insects;
favorable soil reaction and optimum levels of nitrogen,
phosphorus, potassium, and trace elements for each
crop; effective use of crop residue, barnyard manure,
and green manure crops; and harvesting that ensures
the smallest possible loss.

The estimated yields reflect the productive capacity
of each soil for each of the principal crops. Yields are
likely to increase as new production technology is
developed. The productivity of a given soil compared
with that of other soils, however, is not likely to
change.

Crops other than those shown in table 8 are grown
in the survey area, but estimated yields are not listed
because the acreage of such crops is small. The local
office of the Natural Resources Conservation Service
or of the Cooperative Extension Service can provide
information about the management and productivity of
the soils for those crops.

Land Capability Classification
Land capability classification shows, in a general

way, the suitability of soils for most kinds of field crops.
Crops that require special management are excluded.
The soils are grouped according to their limitations for
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field crops, the risk of damage if they are used for
crops, and the way they respond to management. The
criteria used in grouping the soils do not include major
and generally expensive landforming that would
change slope, depth, or other characteristics of the
soils, nor do they include possible but unlikely major
reclamation projects. Capability classification is not a
substitute for interpretations designed to show
suitability and limitations of groups of soils for
forestland or for engineering purposes.

In the capability system, soils are generally grouped
at three levels—capability class, subclass, and unit
(USDA, 1961). Only class and subclass are used in
this survey.

Capability classes, the broadest groups, are
designated by the numbers 1 through 8.The numbers
indicate progressively greater limitations and narrower
choices for practical use. The classes are defined as
follows:

Class 1 soils have slight limitations that restrict their
use.

Class 2 soils have moderate limitations that restrict
the choice of plants or that require moderate
conservation practices.

Class 3 soils have severe limitations that restrict the
choice of plants or that require special conservation
practices, or both.

Class 4 soils have very severe limitations that
restrict the choice of plants or that require very careful
management, or both.

Class 5 soils are subject to little or no erosion but
have other limitations, impractical to remove, that
restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland,
forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class 6 soils have severe limitations that make
them generally unsuitable for cultivation and that
restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland,
forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class 7 soils have very severe limitations that make
them unsuitable for cultivation and that restrict their
use mainly to grazing, forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class 8 soils and miscellaneous areas have
limitations that preclude commercial plant production
and that restrict their use to recreational purposes,
wildlife habitat, watershed, or esthetic purposes.

Capability subclasses are soil groups within one
class. They are designated by adding a small letter, e,
w, s, or c, to the class numeral, for example, 2e. The
letter e shows that the main hazard is the risk of
erosion unless close-growing plant cover is
maintained; wshows that water in or on the soil
interferes with plant growth or cultivation (in some soils
the wetness can be partly corrected by artificial
drainage); s shows that the soil is limited mainly

because it is shallow, droughty, or stony; and c, used
in only some parts of the United States, shows that
the chief limitation is climate that is very cold or very
dry.

In class 1 there are no subclasses because the
soils of this class have few limitations. Class 5
contains only the subclasses indicated by w, s, or c
because the soils in class 5 are subject to little or no
erosion. They have other limitations that restrict their
use to pasture, rangeland, forestland, wildlife habitat,
or recreation.

The capability classification of the map units in this
survey area is given in table 8.

Prime Farmland

Prime farmland is one of several kinds of important
farmland defined by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. It is of major importance in meeting the
Nation’s short- and long-range needs for food and
fiber. Because the supply of high-quality farmland is
limited, the U.S. Department of Agriculture recognizes
that responsible levels of government, as well as
individuals, should encourage and facilitate the wise
use of our Nation’s prime farmland.

Prime farmland, as defined by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture, is land that has the best combination of
physical and chemical characteristics for producing
food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and is
available for these uses. It could be cultivated land,
pastureland, forestland, or other land, but it is not
urban or built-up land or water areas. The soil qualities,
growing season, and moisture supply are those
needed for the soil to economically produce sustained
high yields of crops when proper management,
including water management, and acceptable farming
methods are applied. In general, prime farmland has
an adequate and dependable supply of moisture from
precipitation or irrigation, a favorable temperature and
growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, an
acceptable salt and sodium content, and few or no
rocks. It is permeable to water and air. It is not
excessively erodible or saturated with water for long
periods, and it either is not frequently flooded during
the growing season or is protected from flooding.
Slope ranges mainly from 0 to 6 percent. More
detailed information about the criteria for prime
farmland is available at the local office of the Natural
Resources Conservation Service.

About 613,440 acres in the survey area, or nearly
96 percent of the total acreage, meets the soil
requirements for prime farmland.

A recent trend in land use in some parts of the
survey area has been the loss of some prime farmland
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Figure 6.—Urban development in an area of Drummer silty clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, and Elburn silt loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes.

to industrial and urban uses (fig. 6). The loss of
prime farmland to other uses puts pressure on
marginal lands, which generally are more erodible,
droughty, and less productive and cannot be easily
cultivated.

The map units in the survey area that are
considered prime farmland are listed in table 9. This
list does not constitute a recommendation for a
particular land use. On some soils included in the list,
measures that overcome a hazard or limitation, such
as flooding, wetness, and droughtiness, are needed.
Onsite evaluation is needed to determine whether or
not the hazard or limitation has been overcome by
corrective measures. The extent of each listed map
unit is shown in table 5. The location is shown on the
detailed soil maps. The soil qualities that affect use

and management are described under the heading
“Soil Series and Detailed Soil Map Units” in Part I of
this publication and in the tables in Part II.

Windbreaks and Environmental
Plantings

Windbreaks protect livestock, buildings, yards, fruit
trees, gardens, and cropland from wind and snow;
help to keep snow on fields; and provide food and
cover for wildlife. Field windbreaks are narrow
plantings made at right angles to the prevailing wind
and at specific intervals across the field. The interval
depends on the erodibility of the soil.

About 6 percent of the soils in the county are
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Ecological and Interpretative Groups

Definition (622.00)

Ecological and interpretative groups are specified land use and specific management groupings that are

assigned to soil areas because combinations of soils have similar behavior for specified practices. Most are

based on soil properties and other factors that directly influence the specific use of the soil. They allow users

of soil surveys to plan reasonable alternatives for the use and management of soils.

Policy and Responsibilities (622.01)

The soil criteria used to determine the rating is coordinated nationally. Data elements, classes, or groups that

are used In national legislation have strict adherence to national procedures. Guides that are developed

locally or by states to rate soil survey land classification and groups are reviewed according to the procedure

dIscussed In oart 617.05. PrIme farmland, hydrologic soil groups, and other Interpretative groups important

to many different users are published In the soil survey report.

The state soil scientist Is responsible for program specific and state Interpretative group assignments to soil

map units. The state soil scientist ensures that all nationally significant interpretative group assignments to

map unIts are Included in the National Soil Information System (NASIS).

Land Capability Classification (622.02)

a. Definition. Land capability classification is a system of grouping soils primarily on the basis of their

capability to produce common cultivated crops and pasture piants without deteriorating over a long

period of time.

b. Classes. Land capability classification is subdivided into capability class and capability subclass

nationally. Some states also use a capability unit.

c. Significance. Land capability classification has vaiue as a grouping of soils. National Resource
Inventory information, Farmland Protection Policy Act, and many field office technical guides have

been assembled according to these classes. The system has been adopted in many textbooks and has

wide public acceptance. Some state legislation has used the system for varIous appilcatlons. Users

should reference Agriculture Handbook No. 210 (Exhibit 622-2) for a listing of assumptions and broad

wording used to define the capability class and capability subclass.

d. Application. All map unit components, includIng miscellaneous areas, are assigned a capability dass

and subclass. Agriculture Handbook No. 210 (ExhibIt 622-2) provides general guidance, and Individual

state guides provide assignments of the class and subclass applicable to the state. Land capability

units can be used to differentiate subclasses at the discretion of the state. Capability class and

subclass are assigned to map unit components In the national soil Information system.

e. Categories.

NSSH Part 622

http://soils.usda.gov/technicallhandbook/contents/partó22.html 9/21/20 11
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1. CapabIlity Class.

I. Definition. Capability class is the broadest category in the land capability classificatIon
system. Class codes 1(1), 11(2), III (3), IV (4), V (5), VI (6), VII (7), and VIII (8) are
used to represent both irrigated and nonirrigated land capability classes.

ii. Classes and definitions.

Class 1 (1) soIls have slight limitations that restrict theIr use.

Class II (2) soils have moderate limitatIons that reduce the choice of
plants or require moderate conservation practices.

Class III (3) soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants
or require special conservation practices, or both.

Class IV (4) soils have very severe limitations that restrict the choice of
plants or require very careful management, or both.

Class V (5) soils have little or no hazard of erosion but have other
limitations, impractical to remove, that limit their use mainly to pasture,
range, forestiand, or wildlife food and cover.

Class VI (6) soils have severe limitations that make them generally
unsuited to cultivation and that limit their use mainly to pasture, range,
forestiand, or wildlife food and cover.

Class VII (7) soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuited
to cultivation and that restrict their use mainly to grazing, forestiand, or
wildlife.

Class VIII (8) soils and miscellaneous areas have limitatIons that
preclude their use for commerciai plant production and limit their use to
recreation, wildlife, or water supply or for esthetic purposes.

2. Capability Subclass.

I. Definition. Capability subclass is the second category in the land capability
classification system. Class codes e, w, s, and c are used for land capability subclasses.

ii. Subclasses and definitions.

Subclass e is made up of soils for which the susceptibility to erosion is
the dominant problem or hazard affecting their use. Erosion susceptibility
and past erosion damage are the major soil factors that affect soils in this
subclass.

Subclass w is made up of soils for which excess water is the dominant
hazard or limitation affecting their use. Poor soil drainage, wetness, a
high water table, and overflow are the factors that affect soils in this
subclass.

http://soils.usda.gov/technicallhandbooklcontents/part622.html 9/21/2011
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Subclass s is made up of soils that have soil limitations within the rooting
zone, such as shallowness of the rooting zone, stones, low moisture-
holding capacity, low fertility that is difficult to correct, and salinity or
sodium content.

Subclass c is made up of soils for which the climate (the temperature or
lack of moisture) is the major hazard or limitation affecting their use.

lii. Application. The subclass represents the dominant limitation that determines the

capability class. Within a capability class, where the kinds of limitations are essentially

equal, the subclasses have the following priority: e, w, s, and c. Subclasses are not

assigned to soils in capability class 1(1) and subclass “e” is not used in class V (5).

3. Capability unit.

i. Definition. Capability unit is the first category listed in the land capability classification

system. It is a grouping of one or more individual soil mapping units having sImilar

potentials and continuing limitations or hazards.

ii. Application. Use of this category and definition of codes are state options. Valid

entries In NASIS are integers ranging from 1 to 99.

V. Entries. Enter the appropriate capability class and subclass code for each map unit component,

Including miscellaneous areas. Enter the appropriate capability unit code, If one is to be used In the

area. Allowable entries for capability class are 1(1), 11(2), III (3), IV (4), V (5), VI (6), VII (7), or

VIII (8). Allowable entries for subclass are e, w, s, or c. Enter subclass for all classes except class I

(1) and subclass “e” is not used in class V (5). ValId entries for capability unit are Integers ranging

from 1 to 99. Nonirrigated land capability classes and subclasses should be entered for all map unit

components, including miscellaneous areas. Enter the irrigated land capability class and subclass if the

soil component is irrigated or potentially will be Irrigated.

Farmland Classification (622.03)

a. Definition. The farmland classification Identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of statewide

importance, or farmland of local Importance.

b. Significance. Farmland classification identIfies the location and extent of the most suitable land for

producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. This identification is useful In the management

and maintenance of the resource base that supports the productive capacity of American agriculture.

c. Measurement. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands are published in the

Code of Federal Regulations 7CFR657. This regulation is reproduced in Exhibit 622-1 for convenience.

The website Is: htto: /Jwww.access .qoo.Qov/nara/cfr/waisldx p0/7cfr657 00 .htmi.

d. Entries. Enter the numerical code for the classification of each map unit. Soils of unique, statewide,

or local importance are fl prime farmland. Allowable entries are numerical codes as follows:

0 - Not prime farmland.
1 - All areas are prime farmland.
2 - Prime farmland if drained.
3 - Prime farmland If protected from flooding or not frequently flooded during the

growing season.

http://soils.usda.gov/technicallhandbook/contents/part622.html 9/21/2011



Attachment D

4 - Prime farmland If irrigated.

5 - Prime farmland if drained and either protected from flooding or not frequently

flooded during the growing season.
6 - Prime farmland if irrigated and drained.
7 - Prime farmland if irrigated and either protected from flooding or not frequently

flooded during the growing season.
8 - Prime farmland If subsoiled, completely removing the root inhibiting soil layer.

9 - Prime farmland if irrigated and the product of I (soil erodibility) x C (climate factor)

does not exceed 60,
10- PrIme farmland If Irrigated end reclaimed of excess salts and sodium.

30- Farmland of statewide importance.

50- Farmland of local Importance.

70- Farmland of unique Importance.

Prime Farmland Soils (622.04)

a. Definition. Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of physical and chemical

characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and ollseed crops and that is available for these

uses. It has the combination of soil properties, growing season, and moisture supply needed to

produce sustained high yields of crops In an economic manner if it Is treated and managed according

to acceptable farming methods. In general, prime farmland has an adequate and dependable water

supply from precipitation or Irrigation, a favorable temperature and growing season, an acceptable

level of acidity or alkalinity, an acceptable content of salt or sodium, and few or no rocks. Its soils are

permeable to water and air. Prime farmland is not excessively eroded or saturated with water for long

periods of time, and it either does not flood frequently during the growing season or is protected from

flooding. Users of the lists of prime farmland map units should recognize that soil properties are only

one of several criteria that are necessary. Other considerations include:

1. Land use. Prime farmland Is designated independently of current land use, but it cannot be

areas of water or urban or built-up land as defined for the National Resource Inventories. Map

units that are complexes or associations containing components of urban land or miscellaneous

areas as part of the map unit name cannot be designated as prime farmland. The soil survey

memorandum of understanding determines the scale of mapping and should reflect local land

use interests in designing of map units.

2. Frequency of flooding. Some map units may include both prime farmland and land not prime

farmland because of variations In flooding frequency.

3. Irrigation. Some map units include areas that have a developed irrigation water supply that is

dependable and of adequate quality and areas that do not have such a supply. In these units,

only the Irrigated areas meet the prime farmiand criteria.

4. Water table. Some map units include both drained and undrained areas. Only the drained

areas meet the prime farmland criteria.

5. Wind erodibility. The product of I (soil erodibility) x C (climate factor) cannot exceed 60 to

meet prime farmland criteria. A map unit may be considered prime farmland in one part of a

survey area but not in another where the climate factor is different.

b. Purpose. The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is committed to the management and

maintenance of the resource base that supports the productive capacity of American agriculture. This

management and maintenance includes identifying of the location and extent of the most suitable land

http://soils.usda.gov/technicallhandbook/contents/part622.html 9/21/2011
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for producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and oilseed crops. Prime farmland information may be
supplemented with separate designations of soil map units that have state-wide, local, or unique
Importance as farmland capable of producing these crops.

c. Code of Federal Regulations. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands are
published in the Code of Federal Regulations 7CFR657. The content is reproduced in Exhibit 622-1 for
convenience. The website Is: http://www.access.goo.gov/nara/cfr/waisidx 00/7cfr657 00 html.

d. Policy. State soil scientists prepare and maintain an up-to-date list of soil survey map units that meet
the soil criteria for prime farmland. The list given In field office technical guides for users concerned
with only a single area is a subset of the state list. The list of prime farmland soils should be kept up-
to-date. The state soil scientist ensures that prime farmland soil interpretations are made for all soil
mapping units in that state. MappIng units continuing across state lines should be coordinated with
the adjoining state. Other policy guidance is given in part 510 of the National Inventory and
Monitoring Manual.

e. List of Prime Farmland Map Units. SoIl survey map units that meet the soil requirements for prime
farmland are to be identified, coordinated, and listed. The list or its subset is to be available to users
of soil survey Information.

f. Quality Control of Prime Farmland Map Units.

1. Computer generation of prime farmland map units in each state Is based on guidelines
provided by the National Soil Survey Center. The guidelines provide checks to identify concerns
in the classification of prime farmland based on soil properties. The computer checks can be
used for guidance but do not suffice as the sole determinant for prime farmland map units.

2. Each prime farmland map unit must be documented, either by the computer check or by a
statement of reasons that explain the decision.

3. Some soil survey map units may meet the soil criteria for prime farmland, but additional
investigation Is needed before a final determination is made. The measures needed to qualify

the soil as prime farmland are Indicated by an appropriate footnote or in a parenthetic
statement of explanatIon that follows the map unit name on the list.
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Illinois Soil Productivity

or1exRatings for illinois Soils

You have reached the web page for the Soil Productivity Index Ratings for
Illinois soils. This information was published in August of 2000 in two
research bulletins by the Office of Research, College of Agricultural,
Consumer and Environmental Sciences, University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign. The Bulletins listed below are linked to files that can be read
using an Adobe Acrobat Reader. The table of contents are linked to the
specific pages, text, tables or figures. Once selected, the page can be
enlarged or printed. The crop, pasture, and forestry yields and productivity
index ratings in Bulletin 810 are for the average level of management used
by all farmers in Illinois in the 1990s. The crop yields represent a mean
annual yield for a 10-year period. Bulletin 811 provides crop yields and
productivity indices under an optimum level of management used by the
top 16% of farmers in Illinois in the 1990s.

Prime agricultural land classes (Class A, Class B, and Class C) previously
provided in Circular 1156 (Soil Productivity in Illinois) were not included in
Bulletin 811. The prime agricultural class of any soil type can be

determined by using the optimum productivity index (P1) shown in Table

S2 of Bulletin 811 and the following author recommended prime

agricultural class scale. Soil types with optimum P1’s from 133-147 are in
Class A, from 117-132 are in Class B, and from 100-116 are in Class C.
Soil types in Bulletin 811 with optimum P1’s equal to or below 99 are in the

other agricultural land class and not considered prime agricultural land. If

the soil type is in a soil map unit which is not on A slope or not slightly

eroded, the user will need to determine if the soil type has a favorable or

unfavorable subsoil for rooting (3rd column in Table S2 of B811) and make
an erosion and/or slope adjustment using either Figure 51 (B81 1) or Table

S3 (B81 1) prior to utilizing the scale and prime agricultural land class limits

provided above.

Since the year 2000, more than 80 new soil types and soil complexes

have been identified on Illinois county soil survey maps. Crop yields and

http://soilproductivity.nres.uiuc.edu! 6/20/2011
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Bulletin 811: Optimum Crop Productivity Ratings for Illinois Soils

Bulletin 811: Table S2 revised. Productivity of Illinois Soils Under Optimum

Management, Slightly Eroded, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

[revised 1/10/20111

Page 3 of 3
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Attachment C

Champaign
County

Department of

PLANNING &
ZONING

Brookens
Administrative Center

1776 E. Washington Street
Urbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708

To: Champaign County LESA Update Committee

From: John Hall, Director & Zoning Administrator

Date: December 28, 2011

RE: Alternative Agriculture Value Groups in the Existing LESA System
and Implications for Best Prime Farmland

Background

The Committee has been trying to make a recommendation for an updated definition
of “best prime farmland” and I think it is important to share with you a simple analysis
of the existing LESA Agriculture Value Groups to provide perspective on the current
definition of best prime farmland. This is not to say the current LESA is flawed
because it is not.

Recall that the current LESA was adopted 16 years before the term “best prime
farmland” was proposed. And, just as this Committee has seen in its own work, soils
can be sorted into different sets of Agriculture Value Groups using the same data and
the LE analysis in the current LESA is not the only grouping of Agriculture Value
Groups that could have been done. A few different decisions about which soils to
include in the various AVGs could have resulted in much different AVGs with much
different relative values and thus could have led to a different defmition of best prime
farmland.

Alternative Agriculture Value Groups For The Existing LESA System

The attachment illustrates an alternative set of Agriculture Value Groups based on the
soil information in the existing LESA. The attachment illustrates the following:

1. Reviewing the productivity indices of soils in Agriculture Value Groups
(AVU) III, IV, and V reveals a much wider range of productivity in each AVG
than the current Draft LESA (see the attachment). AVG III includes
productivity indices ranging from 120 to 145 which is a range of 25 points and
is much broader than the three point range that is typically used in the Draft
LESA.

2. As illustrated in the attachment, Group III could be divided into two groups
with resulting LE’s of 90 (highlighted in green in the attachment) and 85 (blue)
compared to the LE of 87 for the existing Group III. Some soils from Group
III (yellow in the attachment) could also be combined with various soils in
Groups IV and V with resulting LB’s of 82 (yellow) and 77 (orange) compared
to existipg LE’s of 85 and 79, respectively.

3. Note that the combinations of Land Capability Class and Important Farmland
Determination (classification) that results in these new groups is more similar
to the groupings in the Draft LESA.
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4. The Agriculture Value Groups (AVGs) in the current LESA and the alternatives illustrated in the
Attachment compare as follows:

Existing Alternative
Agriculture Existing Agriculture Alternative
Value Groups Value Groups

AVG 1 100 (no change) 100

AVG 2 98 (no change) 98
Alt. AVG3A 90 (green)

AVG3 87
Alt AVG 3B 85 (blue)

AVG4 85
Alt. AVG 4 82 (yellow)

AVG5 79
Alt. AVG 5 77 (orange)

AVG 6 70 (no change) 70

AVG 7 65 (no change) 65

AVG 8 41 (no change) 41

AVG 9 0 (no change) 0

Implications For Best Prime Farmland

The current definition of best prime farmland includes existing Agriculture Value Groups (AVGs) 1, 2, 3,
& 4 (LE=85). There is no documentation of why LE=85 was selected as the threshold for Best Prime
Farmland. In the list of existing AVGs the next lowest group after AVG2 is AVG3 (LE=87) and AVG 4
has an LE that is only two points lower (LE85).

If the alternative analysis in the attachment had been available at the time that the County Board first
adopted best prime farmland it is fair to wonder if the best prime farmland threshold would have been
established at LE=90 (Alt. AVG3A) which is the next lowest group after AVG 2 or something lower.

Regardless of why LE=85 was selected as the threshold for best prime farmland the more important
questions really are how well has LE=:85 worked as the defining threshold for best prime farmland and
would a different definition work better. Those questions are not addressed in this memorandum.

ATTACHMENT
A Alternative LE Analysis for Existing LESA

2
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WORKSHEETS FOR DETERMINING RELATIVE VALUES

GROUP I

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Praduct

149A 150 16,183 2,427,450

154A 160 99.607 15,937,120

198A 155 17,048 2,642,440

Total: 132,838 21,007,010

Total product total acres weighted average.
21,007,010 2 132,838 158.14 (Round to 158)

Weighted average . highest weighted average of all groups (158) X 100 Relative Value
158 158 X 100 = 100

GROUP II

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

152 155 248,094 38,454,570

38,454,570 . 248,094 155
155 158 X 100 = 98.1 (Round to 98)

GROUP III

Map Sybo1 Productivity Index X Acres Product

102A 130 1,476 191,880

1989

1718SJ — 145 —— 16,069 2,33O,0O5

1998 5,330 746,200’

l35 i925

234A leO 1,797 251,58O

398A 120 3,213 385,56

140
. J _jIJJ122,269 3,117,660 f

Total: 85,619 11,810,660

4I9 ISS-L0O - 0’.D (n....., L 0))-
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GROUP IV

Map Syibo1 Productivity Index X Acres Product

73 130 1,001 130,130

•33549

153 130 6,368 827,840

____

‘3, 8i7,935

236A 130 2,750 358,800

242A 130 1,545 200,850

Total: 44,910 5,004,480

‘744)’7o 44OZ 1 124 LZ4 I oc .(,* f.
‘.‘.,io 1.? (n__..d

‘

1B )t 100 — OLBI (n_d L—844

GROUP V

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

t p1348 120 1,266 149,280

1468 130 31,039 4,035,070

2218 120 7,708 924,960

22382 120 11,142 1,337,040

2338 120 2,735 328,200

235 125 1,489 186,125

2438 120 1,842 221,040

2918 120 5,299 — 635,880

330 125 3,678 459,750

4408 125 2,410 301,250

5708 120 778 93,360

lotal: 69,364 8,571,955

4P- 12-1.0
,‘

I2I-.(’€, JCOO _T7
: . 1).

13i IiU 100 ‘Oil (fl.und—i, 7O-[.
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GROUP VI

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product

23A 105 1,005 105,525

238 105 624 65.520

27B 110 267 29,370

918 115 3,448 396,520

1318 100 212 21,200

1508 110 268 29,480

1948 105 738 77,490

206 105 2,736 287,280

302 110 2,687 295,570

3878 110 1,174 129,140

402 110 10,643 1,170,730

4488 110 297 32,670

Total: 24,099 2,640,495

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

GROUP VII

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Acres Product’

27C2 755 71,725

2702 80 429 34320

194C2 100 890 89,000

221C2 105 5,821 611,205

22103 90 estimated 330 29,700

223C3 105 3,044 319,620

322C2 105 1,867 196,035

387C3 90 278 25,020

440C2 120 778 93,360

570C2 105 1,054 110,670

57002 90 275 26,750
637 125 44 5,500

Total: 15,565 1,610,905

1,610,905 . 15,565 = 103.495 (Round to 103)
103 — 158 X 100 = 65.2 (Round to 65)



GRDUP VIII

ap Symbol Productivity Index X Acres — rduct

27E2 60 estimated 406 24,350

194D2 90 251 22,590

241D3 50 estimated 288 14,400

Total: 945 61,350

51,350 945 64.92 (Round to 65)
65 158 X 100 41.14 (Round to 41)

GROUP IX

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

Productivity indices and product would be zero.

Relative Value is 0.

Attachment C
27



To: Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole
Champaign

County
Department of From: John Hall, Director & Zoning Administrator

PLANMNG &
ZOMNG

Brookens
Administrative Center

1776 E. Washington Street BACKGROUND
Urbana, Illinois 61802

(217) 384-3708

Date: March 26, 2012

RE: Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Update

Request: Request Approval from ELUC to Place the Draft LESA on the
Zoning Board of Appeals Agenda for a Public Hearing

The County Board authorized an update to the existing Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) in Resolutions No. 7642 (on 2/24/il)
and No. 7797 (on 6/23/li). See the attached Resolutions.

At their March 7, 2012, meeting the LESA Update Committee voted 5 to 1 (with
one member absent) to recommend the attached Champaign County Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Update Draft dated March 7, 2012.

The existing LESA System and other materials from the Update Committee
meetings are under “Champaign County LESA Update” on the Champaign
County RPC website (www.ccrpc.org/planning/LESA update).

The Update Committee reviewed the results of testing the Draft Update on 15 actual
Champaign County test sites. The overall results were reviewed in Memo #2 (dated
2/14/12) for the 2/22/12 meeting.

Because LESA figures so prominently in rezoning of rural property, the State’s
Attorney recommends that the LESA Update Draft should go through a public
hearing process at the Zoning Board of Appeals prior to County Board action.

BRIEF COMPARISON OF EXISTING LESA TO THE PROPOSED LESA

Attachment C is a brief comparison of the existing LESA System to the proposed
Draft Update LESA. In general the Draft Update LESA compares to the existing
LESA as follows:

1. Regarding the Land Evaluation part:
a. The productivity of all soils is greater under current agricultural

practices than what the current LESA was based upon.

b. The Draft Update LESA divides County soils into twice as many
Agriculture Value Groups (AVG) as the existing LESA and
therefore the differences between the soils in each AVG are much
less and the AVGs are more homogenous. This is an important
consideration for the definition of Best Prime Farmland.

2. Regarding the Site Assessment part:



Zoning Administrator
MARCH 26, 2012

a. The number of Site Assessment factors is reduced from 20 to 10 so the Site
Assessment is much easier to understand.

b. The Draft Update LESA emphasizes agricultural productivity (including Best
Prime Farmland) and agricultural compatibility (including any adjacent livestock
management facilities) much more than the existing LESA. Only about 47% of
the Site Assessment points in the existing LESA are for productivity and
compatibility but about 80% of the Site Assessment points in the Draft Update
LESA are for these two important considerations.

c. The Draft Update LESA does not consider other environmental factors that are
included in the existing LESA. One Update Committee member did not support
this approach in the Draft Update LESA.

d. The Draft Update LESA includes a correction for “creep” in future Site
Assessment ratings and penalizes multiple developments from the same tract of
land. Most LESA Systems (including the existing LESA) do not address these
two common problems.

e. In testing done on 15 actual Champaign County test sites the Draft Update LESA
resulted in scores that were approximately 27% higher than the current LESA.
Higher LESA scores mean that a greater level of protection is warranted and so
the Draft Update LESA appears to be more protective of prime farmland.

f. Field testing on those 15 actual Champaign County test sites also proves that the
Draft Update LESA can be applied consistently based on the guidance in the
Draft Update LESA.

USDA REVIEW OF UPDATE DRAFT LESA

Both Illinois Department of Agriculture and local USDA Natural Resources Conservation
Service staff have had the opportunity to review the proposed Update Draft LESA and all
comments have been positive. Nonetheless, the USDA NRCS State Conservationist must
formally approve any LESA. That approval is still required and is recommended to occur after
the public hearing at the ZBA.

RECOMMENDED CHANGE TO BEST PRIME FARMLAND

The Update Committee also recommended a new definition of Best Prime Farmland. See the
other memo included in the Agenda.

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

dated March 7, 2012

2



RESOLUTION NO. 7642

RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING THE SITE ASSESSMENT UPDATE COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, The Champaign County Land Resource Management Plan includes
Objective 4.5, which states: “By the year 2012, Champaign County will review the Site
Assessment portion of LESA (Land Evaluation and Site Assessment) for possible updates,
thereafter, the County will periodically review the Site Assessment portion of LESA for
potential updates at least once every 10 years.” ; and

WHEREAS, Champaign County s LESA system was adopted in 1984 and has not been
updated in the 26 years since its adoption; and

WHEREAS, The Champaign County Board desires that the LESA system be updated
because significant zoning and land use policy related changes have occurred since the system
was adopted; and

WHEREAS, The Champaign County Board desires to create a Site Assessment Update
Committee to work with the County Planner to review site assessment factors and the weighing
of such factors, to test the proposed site assessment factor weighing in accordance with LESA
Guidebook recommendations, and offer related recofñmendations to the County Board; and

WHEREAS, The Site Assessment Update Committee shall be a committee of seven
voting members appointed to represent public and key stakeholder perspectives and technicalexperts and consist of the following:

1. A resource conservationist from the Champaign County Soil & Water Conversation
District,

2. A member from the Champaign County Soil & Water Conversation District Board of
Directors,

3. Two members of the Champaign County Board Committee of the Whole/ELUC
4. A member from the Champaign County Farm Bureau Land Use Committee,
5. A representative from the development or real estate community,
6. A past Chair or member of the Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals; and

WHEREAS, The Director of the Champaign County Planning & Zoning Department
shall serve as an advisory, non-voting member of the Site Assessment Update Committee;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Champaign County Board
establishes a Site Assessment Update Committee with seven voting members and one advisory
member to be appointed by the Champaign County Board.



Resolution No. 7642 Pige 2

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED, AND RECORDED this 24th day of February,A.D. 2011.

C. Pius Weibel, Chair
Champaign County Board

ATTESTP
r

ay-1ikdn County Clerk
ar[e&officio Clerk of the

- Chanpaign County Boird



RESOLUTION NO. 7797

RESOLUTION EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF WORK AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE SITE
ASSESSMENT UPDATE COMMITTEE

WHEREAS, The Champaign County Board established the Site Assessment Update
Committee with Resolution 7642; and

WHEREAS, Champaign County Board proposes to expand the scope of work of the Site
Assessment Update Committee to include land evaluation instead of forming a separate Land
Evaluation Committee and to add 1 or 2 members to include the necessary expertise on the
expanded committee; and

WHEREAS, The expanded committee will be known as the “LESA Update Committee”;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Champaign County Board hereby
expands the scope of work and membership of the Site Assessment Update Committee to
become the LESA Update Committee.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED, AND RECORDED this 23rd day ofJune, A.D.
2011,

C. Pius Weibel Chair
/ 4 /T Champaign County Board

ATTEST: / .Jo.iiC ‘ (
Gordy Hu1dn, County Clerk

andeofficio Clerk of the
Champaign county Board
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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 LESA

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 Policy Act 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 Overview

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.

1



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

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

3 whether site is located within the CUGA’

Applicable to sites located outside of the CUGA1

4 percentage of site perimeter adjacent to agriculture principal uses

5 distance from site to nearest municipality

6 largest area of site in agricultural production over past five years

7 area of land zoned rural within one mile

8 area of agriculture principal uses within one mile

9 distance to nearest 10 non-farm dwellings

10 proximity to livestock management facility

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

The total LESA score is the sum of the LE points and SA points 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

2
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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 oilseed
crops. Farmland Classification identifies the soils series map units as: Prime Farmland; Farmland
of Statewide Importance; or Farmland of Local Importance. A detailed explanation of the
‘Farmland Classification’ system, including the definition of Prime Farmland, is provided in Parts
622.03-622.04 of the 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 UIUC Department of Natural Resources and Environmental Sciences.

Agriculture Value Group

The LE portion of LESA places the soils of Champaign County into several ‘Agriculture Value Groups’
ranging from the best to the worst, based on the three soils classifications systems indicated above,
which generally gauge a site’s suitability for crop production based on soil properties. A relative LE
value is determined for each 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 Zoning Office as part of the
Natural Resource Report for a subject site.

3
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I.E 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 for each
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 5 and
record the total.

8. Divide the Column 5 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 whole number. A score ending in 0.5 or higher should be rounded up to the next whole
number.

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

4
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LE WORKSHEET

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN 4 COLUMN 5

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

Group LE

Totals:

Column 5 total divided by Column 4 total

Totals:

LE Score:

5.31

Column 5 total divided by Column 4 total:

LE Score:

466.28

87.81

88

Example: A 5.3 acre parcel that has five soil types: 134B Camden, 152A Drummer, 242A Kendall,
3107A Sawmill, and 570C2 Martinsville. Following the steps outlined to calculate the LE, the
LE score for this parcel equals 88.

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN 4 COLUMN 5

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

Group LE

242A Kendall 5 88 0.20 17.60

152A Drummer 2 100 0.83 83

570C2 Martinsville 13 75 0.01 0.75

134B Camden 9 83 1.64 136.12

3107A Sawmill 6 87 2.63 228.81

5
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SITE ASSESSMENT

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

SA Factors

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

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

Table 2. Summary of SA Factors and Potential SA Points

________________

Potential Points

SA Factors that apply in all areas: Subtotal Total

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

SA Factors that apply only outside of the CUGA’

4 percentage of site perimeter adjacent to agriculture principal uses 20

5 distance from site to nearest municipality 15

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

7 area of land zoned rural within one mile 10

8 area of agriculture principal uses within one mile 20

9 distance to nearest 10 non-farm dwellings 20

10 proximity to a livestock management facility 10 110 200

Note:
1 ‘CUGA’ is an acronym for the ‘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 on changes to areas served by public sanitary sewer.

6
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The CUGA consists of:

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

• land to be annexed by a municipality and located within the service area of a public sanitary
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 SA Score

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

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

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

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

The maximum number of possible SA score 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.

7
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SA WORKSHEET

More than 25 acres 10 points
20.1 to 25 acres 8 points
15.1 to 20 acres 6 points

What size is the subject site?
10.1 to 15 acres 4 points
5.01 to 10 acres 2 points

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.

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

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

Scoring Factor 2a: Refer to the LE score of the subject site and to the “Best Prime Farmland”
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 0 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 2b 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 are arbitrary values selected to represent the general

8
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Factor 2b (continued)

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

Scoring Factor 2b: Review subject site size and configuration based on Champaign County 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) All of the following statements are true:

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

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

iii. 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 is an arbitrary value selected to represent the general concern about the
conversion and loss of Prime Farmland.

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

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

Review the lot size and configuration based on Champaign County parcel identification tax maps and
digital orthophotography as of April 12, 2011. (April 12, 2011 is the date of the annual digital
orthophotography available for the year 2011.)

9
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no 40 points
3 Is the subject site located within the Contiguous Urban Growth Area?

yes 0 points

Factor 3 is a general measure of development pressures 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 is land designated for
non-agricultural land use, and consists of:

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

• land to be annexed by a municipality and located within the service area of a public sanitary
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.

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 SA Factor questions and indicate a
total SA score for only SA Factors 1, 2 and 3 at the end of the SA Worksheet.

10
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Continue to answer the following SA Factor questions only if the subject site is located outside the
CUGA

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 Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance) 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 4 includes the provision to not recognize any adjacent non-agricultural principal use
established after a set date of April 12, 2011. (April 12, 2011 is the date of the annual digital
orthophotography available for the year 2011.) This measure is intended to partially address the
problem referred to as ‘creeping effect’ whereby case-by-case land use decisions may lower LESA
scores on nearby sites, thereby justifying more land conversion decisions.

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 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 for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for

4

agriculture.

Amount of the perimeter of a subject site that is
adjacent to parcels with a principal use of

a) If the subject site is Best Prime Farmland
and/or at least 51% Prime Farmland,

91 to 100% of perimeter
81 to 90% of perimeter
71 to 80% of perimeter
61 to 70% of perimeter
51 to 60% of perimeter
41 to 50% of perimeter
31 to 40% of perimeter
21 to 30% of perimeter
11 to 20% of perimeter

1 to 10% of perimeter
none

the amount of the perimeter of the subject
site that is adjacent to parcels with a principal
use of agriculture that existed on April 12,
2011.

20 points
18 points
16 points
14 points
12 points
10 points
8 points
6 points
4 points
2 points
0 points

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

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

11
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Scoring Factor 4 (continued)

use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protecting farm machinery
and equipment from the elements, for housing livestock or poultry and for preparing
livestock or poultry products for market; farm dwellings occupied by farm owners,
operators, tenants or seasonal or year-round hired farm workers. It is intended by this
definition to include within the definition of agriculture all types of agricultural operations,
but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain elevator, canning or
slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by others are stored or
processed.

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

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

Guidelines for measuring perimeter of subject site adjacent to parcels with principal use of agriculture:

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

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

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

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

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

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

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

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

(4) Institutional land that is not specifically used for production 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.

12
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more than 3 miles 15 points

Distance
from the subject site to the

1.51 to 3 miles 10 points

nearest city or village limits,
within 1.5 miles 5 points

adjacent 0 points

Factor 5 awards higher points the further a subject site is from a city or village. Factor 5 is based on
the general assumption that the further the 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 Factor 5: Measure outward from the property lines of the subject site to the nearest
municipal boundary.

13



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

80 to 100% 15 points
60 to 79% 11 points

6
The highest percentage of the subject site in agricultural

40 to 59% 7 points
production in any of the last 5 years.

20 to 39% 3 points
less than 20% 0 points

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

Scoring Factor 6: Based on the most recent five years of annual digital orthophotography,
estimate the highest percentage of area of the subject site in agricultural production. To obtain
accurate information, the scoring of Factor 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 PRODUCTION: The growing, harvesting, and storing of crops and the keeping,
raising, and feeding of livestock or poultry and the buildings and land used in those
activities, including:
• any farm dwelling,
• land taken out of production for purposes of government-sponsored agricultural

programs, or
• land being used productively, such as woodlands for which there is a plan for

managing the timber.

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

Guidelines for estimating percentage of subject site in agricultural production in any of the last 5 years

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, septic,
system, and any non-agricultural outbuildings.

d. A part of the subject site that appears not to be crop land may be counted as in agricultural
production only provided the landowner indicates that part of the subject site was or is not in
production due to participation in a government-sponsored agricultural program, or due to
implementation of a crop management plan.
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91 to 100% 10 points
81 to 90% 9 points
71 to 80% 8 points
61 to 70% 7 points

Percentage of land zoned AG-i Agriculture, AG-2 51 to 60% 6 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

Factor 7 measures the amount of land in the one-mile area surrounding the subject site zoned
AG-i Agriculture, AG-2 Agriculture, or CR Conservation-Recreation. These are the rural zoning
districts within the County.

More points are assigned to a higher percentage of land zoned AG-i, AG-2, or CR within one mile 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 from the
property lines of the subject site.

15



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

8 Percentage of area within 1 mile of a subject site which 91 to 100% 20 points
consists of parcels with a principal use of agriculture. 81 to 90% 18 points

71 to 80% 16 points
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
41 to 50% 10 points

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

1 to 10% 2 points
b) If the subject site is less than 51% Prime Farmland, none 0 points

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

Factor 8 is a major indicator of 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 Champaign County Zoning Ordinance)
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 site 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 land use decisions may lower LESA scores on nearby sites,
thereby justifying more land conversion decisions.

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

Scoring Factor 8: Estimate the area of land within a one-mile distance outward from the property
lines of the subject 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 horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms; farm buildings
used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for use on the farm;
roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protecting farm machinery and equipment from
the elements, for housing livestock or poultry and for preparing livestock or poultry products for
market; farm dwellings occupied by farm owners, operators, tenants or seasonal or year-round
hired farm workers. It is intended by this definition to include within the definition of agriculture
all types of agricultural operations, but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a
grain elevator, canning or slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by
others are stored or processed.
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Scoring Factor 8 (continued)

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

PRINCIPAL USE: As used in the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance, the main purpose for
which land 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.)

Guidelines for estimating area within one mile of subject site consisting of parcels with principal use of
agriculture:

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

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

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

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

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

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

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

(4) Institutional land that is not specifically used for production 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 1 mile 20 points
0.76 to 1 mile 18 points

What
is the distance from the subject site to 0.51 to 0.75 mile 16 points

the nearest 10 non-farm dwellings? 0.26 to 0.50 mile 14 points
0.01 to 0.25 mile 12 points

adjacent 0 points

Factor 9 considers the proximity of the nearest 10 non-farm dwellings as a general indicator of an
existing land use incompatibility with production agriculture and an incompatibility with livestock
facilities vis—a-vis the Illinois Livestock Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/ et seq.)

In Champaign County, it is generally assumed that a dwelling located on a lot less than 35 acres is a
non-farm dwelling, unless information provided as part of the public record to the Zoning Board of
Appeals indicates that a dwelling is part of on-site agricultural operations or otherwise qualifying as
a farm dwelling.

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

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

Scoring Factor 9: Measure the linear distance outward from the closest point on the property
line of the subject site to the façade of the tenth nearest non-farm dwelling.
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b) How close is the subject site to a known livestock adjacent to 0.25 mile 7 points
management facility of 200 - 399 animal units? 0.26 to 0.5 mile 6 points

0.51 to 0.75 mile 5 points
Answer Part c) çLJ if the subject site is more than 1 0.76 to 1 mile 4 points
mile from a known livestock management facility of more than 1 mile n/a
200-399 animal units.

Factor 10 is a measure of the compatibility of the subject site for continued agricultural use based
on its proximity to an existing nearby livestock management facility. More points are assigned 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, Illinois Department of Agriculture, actual site inspection, and/or landowner
interview.

The maximum points possible for this factor is 10 points.

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

SA Total Score

a) How close is the subject site to a known livestock
management facility of 400 or more animal units?

Answer Parts b or c) gjy if the subject site is more than
1 mile from a known livestock management facility of
400 or more animal units.

10

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

10 points
9 points
8 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
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CALCULATING THE TOTAL LESA SCORE

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

LE Total

SA Total

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 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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Champaign 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 for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market, or for
use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and protecting farm machinery
and equipment from the elements, for housing livestock or poultry and for preparing
livestock or poultry products for market; farm dwellings occupied by farm owners,
operators, tenants or seasonal or year-round hired farm workers. It is intended by this
definition to include within the definition of agriculture all types of agricultural operations,
but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain elevator, canning or
slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced primarily by others are stored or
processed. Source: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

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

c. Exceptions to the above are the following:

1) Any parcel that is inside an incorporated municipality.

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

3) Any parcel or portion of 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 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.

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

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

Species/Size Conversion Factor 50 Animal 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, lamb, goals 0.1 500
Horses 2. 25
Turkeys 0.02 2,500
Laying hens or broilers 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 information 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’ is an 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 34 mile of each other, and that share a common livestock waste
handling facility are considered a single livestock management facility. (Illinois Livestock
Management Facilities Act (510 ILCS 77/et seq.)

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

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

SUBJECT SITE: The area of a parcel that is proposed for development. As an example, for a zoning
case to request a rezoning, the subject site will be the area of the parcel or parcels that is
proposed to be rezoned.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2248
A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE CHAMPAIGN COUNTY

LAND EVALUATION AND SITE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

WHEREAS, the Environment and Land Use Committee has carefully

studied the proposed Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment System and recommends the County Board accept the system

as a tool to assist in making land use decisions; and,

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board has carefully considered

the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System and finds that this

System could provide valuable gui dance and assi stance to the County

Board, the Environment and Land Use Committee, and the Zoning Board

of Appeals in making land use decisions affecting the future

development of the County’s agricultural land; and

WHEREAS, the Champaign County Board further finds the Land

Evaluation and Site Assessment System an appropriate tool to be

used in conjunction with the County’s Land Use Goals and Policies,

as a basis for the continued implementation of the County Zoning

Ordinance and Ordinance Regulating Development in Special Flood

Hazard Areas, and for the overall protection of the public health,

safety and welfare of the residents of Champaign County;

WHEREAS, the County Board, Environment and Land Use Committee

and Zoning Board of Appeals shall use the Champaign County Land

Evaluation and Site Assessment System as a tool for making land use

decisions affecting agricultural land;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the document entitled

Champaign County Land Evaluation and Site Assessment System, dated

February , 1984, is hereby adopted as a tool for making land

use decisions.

PRESENTED, ADOPTED, APPROVED AND RECORDED this 21st day of

February , A.D. 1984.

) t1iäTma
Champaign County, Illinois

ATTEST:

_______________

Clerk of County Board./
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District
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I. Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

I I
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II. Land Evaluation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DOk 1J_

I I



41!
BYJK _L-i

3

TRILL I
List oF Soil Serieo and Eoaloatisms

Champaign Coonty, Illinois

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9

Land -

Capability Important Prodactioity Agricaltoral
Map Class £ Farmland loden Acres Valon

Symbol Soil Series Slope Sobclass Determination Local No % Droop

236 Bloamt 0—2 11w Prime lOS 1,005 .2 6
236 Bloont 2—5 lIe Prime 105 624 .1 6

276 Miami 2—S lie Prime 110 267 * 6
27C2 Miami 5—10 hIm Stateoidm 95 755 .1 7

Importance
2702 Miami 10—15 IRe Statmeide 80 429 .1 7

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

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

67 Harpster 0—2 11w Prime 135 2,252 .4 4

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

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

1026 La Hogan 0—3 I Prime 130 1,476 .2 3

125 Selma 0—2 lOw Prime 135 2,703 .4 4

1318 Alvin 1—5 lIe Prime 100 212 * 6

1348 Camden 1—5 lIe Prime 120 1,264 .2 5

1466 Elliott 1—5 lIe Prime 130 31,039 6.8 S

1488 Proctor 1—5 lIe Prime 135 8,881 1.4 3

1496 Bremtori 0—3 I Prime 150 16,183 2.5

1508 Onarga 1—5 lIe Prime 110 268 * 5

152 Orommer 0—2 11w Prime 155 248,094 38.8 2

153 Pella 0—2 11w Prime 130 6,368 1.0 4

1546 Flanagan 0—3 I Prime 160 99,607 15.6 1

*Less than At -

°8est Esti.ate
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2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Land
Capability Important Productivity Agricultural

Map Class C Farnland Indea Acres Value
Symbol Sail Series Slope •Sabclass Determination Local No % Group

1718 Oaths 2—7 lie Prime 165 16,069 2.5 3

1948 Morley 2—S lie Prime 105 738 .1 6
194C2 Morley 5—12 IlIe - Stateeide 100 890 .1 7

Importance
19402 Morley 12—20 IVe Nan—Prine 90 251 * 8

1984 616am 0—3 I Prime 155 17,048 2.7

1998 Plans 1—5 lIe Prine 140 5,330 .8 3

206 itorp 0—2 lIe Prime 105 2,736 .4 6

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

2218 Parr 2—5 lIe Prime 120 7,708 1.2 5
22162 Parr 5—10 hIm Statewide 105 5,821 .9 7

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

Importance

22382 Varna 2—5 lIe Prime 120 11,142 1.7 5
223C3 Varna 5—12 IVe Statewide 105 3,064 .5 7

Importance

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

2338 Oirkbeck 1—5 lIe Prime 120 2,735 .4 5

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

235 Bryce 0—2 11w Prime 125 1,689 .2 5

2364 Subina 0—3 lIe Prime 130 2,760 .4 4

24103 Chatseerth 7—15 VIle Non—Prime 50*w 288 * 8

2624 Kendall 0—3 11w Prime 130 1,545 .2 4

2430 St. Charles 1—5 lIe Prime 120 1,842 .3 5

2910 Xenia 2—5 lIe Prime 120 5,299 .8 S

302 Ambraw 0—2 11w Prime 110 2,687 .4

322C2 Ransell 4—il hIm Statewide 105 - 1,867 .3
Importance

‘tens than .1Z
8ent Csti.ate.

bOoK 1.LtJ’
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I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Land
Capability Important Productivity A9 r i cult ar a)

Map Class C Farmland loden Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Determination Local No % Group

330 Peetone 0—2 11w Prime 125 3,678 .6 5

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

Inpertance

3988 limo 0—3 I Prime 120 3,213 .5 3

402 Cole 0—2 11w Prime ll0** 10,643 1.7 6

4408 Jasper 1—5 lIe Prime 125 2,410 .4 5
460C2 Jasper 5—10 lIle Statewide 120 7.78 .1 7

Importance

4466 Memo 2—7 lIe Prime 110 207 * 6

6818 Raeb 0—3 I Prime 160 22,269 3.5 3

4908 Odell 0—3 I Prime 135 1,319 .2 3

5708 Martiesnille 2—5 lIe Prime ‘ ‘120 778 .1 5
570C2 Mortimoville 5—10 hIm Stmtewide 105 1,054 .2 7

Importance
57002 Martiesnille 10—18 IVe Statewide 90 275 * 7

Importance

637 Muokege 0—2 111w Statewide l25** 46 * 7
Imperteoce

533 Urban land —— Home Non—Prime 0 1,235 .2 9

802 Orthents, —— None Non—Prime 0 3,556 .6 9
Loam

665 Pito, gravel —— None Non—Prime 0 313 * 9

2021C Miami—Urban 2—10 None Non—Prime 0 386 .1 9
land ceoplem

2152 Oremmer—Urbon 0—2 None Nec—Prime 0 6,300 .7 9
land cemplee

21548 Flomagam— 0—3 None Nen—Pri.e 0 3,695 .6 9
Urban land
compl me

*Less tham .12
**Beot Estimate.
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1 2 3 6 5 6 7 8 9

Land
Capability Inportant Productivity Agricultural

Hap Class £ Farmland Index Acres Value
Symbol Soil Series Slope Subclass Determination Lecal No

21718 Catlin—Urban 2—7 None Nod—Prime 0 1,662 .3
land complex

21989 Elbern—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 761 .1 9
land complex

22369 Sabixa—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 232 * 9
land complex

24819 Paab—Urban 0—3 None Non—Prime 0 1,163 .2 9
land complex

V Water —— None Nun—Prime 0 1,282 .2 9

*Less than .1%
**Best Estimate

SOURCE: Soil Survey of Champaign County, Illinois, prepared by U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Sereice iv cnxperation with Illinois Agricaltural Enperiineot Statien.

41 0’,
OUCH 1-i -JJ

I I



A1 Ifl
BDC) it

7
IABLC 7

SOIL GROUPS FOR

CHAMPAIGN COUNIY, Illinois

2 3 4 5 6 1

Land
Capability lepartant

Agricultaral Class £ Farmland Predactisity Relative
Group Sabclass Classification Index Acres Percent Aalae

1 I Prime 150—160 132,836 20.8 100

2 11w Prime 155 248,094 36.8 98

3 1, lIe Prime 120—145 85619 13.4 87

4 11w Prime 130—135 44,910 7.0 85

5 TIe, liw Prime 120—130 69,364 10.8 79

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

7 IIIe,IlIw, Statewide 60—125 15,565 2.4 65
IVe lepartamce

8 IVe,VIe, Non—Prime 6,elw 90 • 945 .1 41
VIle

9 Nase Nes—Prime 0 18,566 2.9 0

1
Appeedim chews Now Relative Valee is determined.
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III. Site Assessment

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

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

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

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

SITE ASSESSMENT FACTORS, VALUES, AND DSCRIPTIONS OF FACTORS

A. Agricultural Land Uses

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

90% or more 18
75% to 89% 16
50% to 74% 12
25%to49% 8
Less than 25% 0

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

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

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

• I
iJ_
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2. Land Use Adjacent to Site.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

B. Zoning and Prior Governmental Actions

1. Percentage of land zoned AG-i, Agriculture, AG-?, Agriculture and/or ER,
Conservation-Recreation within 1.5 miles of the Site.

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

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

The 1.5 mile area of consideration was selected for the same reason as in
Factor A.l.

I I
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2. Percentage of Site zoned AG—i, Agriculture, AG-2, Agriculture or CR,
Conservation-Recreation.

90% to 100% 10
75% to 89% 8
50% to 74% 6
25% to 49% 4
24% or less 0

This factor is to be utilized to assess the site’s current zoning. If the
site is to be zoned other than AG-i, AG—2, or CR, the potential for non—
agricultur1 uses which may not be compatible exists.

3. Have prior governmental actions committed site to development?

No 10
Partially 6
Yes 0

Frequently, actions by local government can commit a site for development.
The major consideration under this factor is the existence of a comprehensive
plan. This factor also recognizes that some communities do not have an adopted
comprehensive plan. In addition, this factor recognizes that an adopted
comprehensive plan does not necessarily mean the public infrastructure, such as
utilities, streets, and other public services, is in place to support a
particular development. Therefore, other goernmenta1 actions (such as the
public infrastructure, the provisions of a capital improvements program and/or
adopted resolution by a governmental body scheduling public improvements on or
near the site) should be considered in conjunction with what a comprehensive plan
shows land use to be.

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

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

C. Compatibility/Impact of Uses.

1. Distance from City or Village Corporate Limits.

More than 1.5 miles 10
1 to 1.49 miles 8
.5 to .99 miles 6
.25 to .49 miles 4
0 to .24 miles 2
Adjacent 0

ft
03CR ii
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A site adjacent to a city or village is more viable for urban development
than a site located many miles from the nearest urban areas. Because urban uses
are generally considered to be incompatible with agricultural pursuits, the
impact on agricultural and rural areas will be minimized when development occurs
close to established urban areas.

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

Incompatible 10
Somewhat Incompatible 6
Compatible 0

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

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

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

- range of uses in the proposed zoniny district.
1.

3. Land Use Feasibility

1. Size of Site Feasible for Farming.

100 Acres or More 8
40 to 99 acres 6
20 to 39 acres 4
5 to 19 acres 2
under 5 acres 0

This factor recognizes that the size of a parcel of land has an impact on a
site’s viability for agricultural purposes. Also, it is a recognition that
modern agriculture may require large tracts of land for efficiency purposes. A
truck farm or animal confinement operation would be an exception.

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

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

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

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

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

a. Alternative Sites proposed bn less jroductive land.

Yes 8
No 0

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

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

b. Need for additional land.

Vacant buildable land available 8
Little buildable land remaining 0

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

(W3
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E. Existence of Infrastructure

1. Availability of Central Sewage System.

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

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

2. Availability of Central Water System.

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

This factor recognizes that the existence of a central water system encour
ages growth and reduces the long-term viability of a site for agriculture. As a
central water system is extended into an agricultural area, the character of the
area may change and more non-agricultural development occur. The term “on site”
is intended to include water systems which currently exist or which will be
constructed on the site with no need for extension.

3. Transportation.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4. Distance of site from fire protectton service.

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

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

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

F. Environmental Impact of Proposed Use and Zoning Change

1. Impact on Flooding/Drainage

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

or protective measures provided or
required 2

None 0

This factor addresses whether the proposed use or zoning change will have
impact on neighboring properties from surface runoff; this factor is also con
cerned with environmentally sensitive areas such as floodplains and wetlands.
This factor takes into account whether reasonable provisions have been made to
collect and divert surface runoff in order to reduce the likelihood of damage to
adjoining properties. The selection and design of measures will depend on

41 08ucx .L.L

I I



)Ck ii •.J?6

15

varying local conditions such as soils, topography, physical features and the
extent of impervious surface. Refer to Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the
range of permitted uses in the proposed zoning district.

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

Negative impact 6
Some impact . 4
No impact 0

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

3. Impact on recreation and open spaces.

Negative impact 6
Some impact 4
No impact .. 0

Limiting development in environmentally sensitive areas may provide oppor
tunity for recreational open space and protect natural areas. Also, a land use
change may result in conflicting uses and prevent or reduce public access for
recreational purposes. This factor includes the physical space, services and
facilities. Refer to the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses
in the proposed zoning district.

4. Impact on Water Quality

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

This factor reflects impacts on the quality of surface water and ground
water. Surface water refers to streams or surface depressions such as lakes and
reservoirs (natural or man-made). Groundwater begins as precipitation seeps
downward into the ground through the soils, some serving the important needs of
vegetation as soil moisture and some percolating deeper into the ground becoming
our groundwater resources. Residential, commercial and industrial developments
will have varying degrees of impact on surface and ground water quality. Design
features may compensate for impacts on water quality. Refer to Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance for the range of uses in the proposed zoning district.

I I



5. Impact on Water Supply

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

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

B0C Ii . .97
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IV. Instructions for Calculating the Total Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Value
for a Site.

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

A. Land Evaluation Value

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7. Example: an 80 acre tract of land has three soil types: l54A — Flanagan, 152
— Drunrner and 56B — Dana. Based on the following calculations, the Value for
the Land Evaluation part would be 93.

1 2 3 Product

_____

AG Group Relative Value Acres (Relative Value X Acres)

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

7,440

Agricultura1 Group - Obtained from Table 1.
3Relative Value — Obtained from Table 2.
Acres — use a planirneter or can be obtained from the Champaign County Soil and Water

Conservation District.

Land Evaluation = Total of Product Total number of acres in parcel.
= 7440 80
= 93

8. Site Assessment Value

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

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

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

C. Assessing a Site for its Agricultural Viability

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

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

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

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

80CR i .:LJ3j
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220-300 -

200—219 —

180-199 -

179 or below -

Very High Rating for Protection
High Rating for Protection
Moderate Rating for Protection
Low Rating for Protection
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V. Glossary

AGRICULTURE: The growing, harvesting and storing of crops including legumes, hay,
grain, fruit and truck or vegetable crops, floriculture, horticulture,
mushroom growing, orchards, forestry and the keeping, raising and feeding of
livestock or poultry, including dairying, poultry,swine, sheep, beef cattle,
pony and horse production, fur farms, and fish and wildlife farms; farm
buildings used for growing, harvesting and preparing crop products for market,
or for use on the farm; roadside stands, farm buildings for storing and
protecting farm machinery and equipment from the elements, for housing
livestock or poultry and for preparing livestock or poultry products for
market; farm dwellings occupied by farm owners, operators, tenants or seasonal
or year—round hired farm workers. It is intended by this definition to
include within the definition of agriculture all t.9pes of agricultural
operations, but to exclude therefrom industrial operations such as a grain
elevator, canning or slaughterhouse, wherein agricultural products produced
primarily by others are stored or processed. Source: Champaign County Zoning
Ordinance.

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

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

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

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

The national capability classification shows soils groupings in eight
classes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Capability CLASS I has no subclass.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM: A proposed timetable or schedule of all future
capital improvements to be carried out during a specific period and listed in
order of priority, together with cost estimates and the anticipated means of
financing each project.

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

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

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

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

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

i_i- •-•
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INFRASTRUCTURE: The basic installations and facilities on which the continuance

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

LOT: A designated parcel, tract or area of land established by plat, subdivision
or as otherwise permitted by law, to be used, developed or built upon as a
unit. SOURCE: Champaign County Zoning Ordinance.

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

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

PRODUCTIVITY INDEX: Productivity indexes for grain crops express the estimated
yields of the major grain crops as a percentage of the average yields obtained
under basic management. Soil productivity is strongly influenced by the
capacity of a soil to supply the nutrient and soil-stored water needs of a
growing crop in a given climate. Source: Soil Productivity in Illinois,
Circular 1156, University of Illinofs, College of Agriculture, Cooperative
Extension Office.
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VI. APPENDIX
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DETERMINING HELUTIVE VULLIE

CIIAMPUIGN COUNTY

1 2 3 4 5

AIJJUST[IJ PRODUCTIVITY INDEX

AGHICULTUVUL FOR THE GROUP DIVIDED BY PRODUCT OF

GROUP THE HIGHEST UDJUSTED RELUTIVE PR000C- lIMES 100 RELATIVE VALUE

PRODUCTIVITY INDEX TIVITY INDEX

1 158/158 1.00 100 100

2 155/158 0.98 100 98

3 138/158 0.87 100 87

4 134/158 0.85 100 85

5 125/158 0.79 100 79

6 110/158 0.70 100 70

7 103/158 0.65 100 85

8 65/158 0.41 100 41

9 0/158 0.00 100 0

‘I
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WOTKSAE[JS TOT OEIEVMISING RELAIIVI VALUES

GROUP I

Map Symbol Productivity Index A Acres = Product

159A 150 16,183 2,627,450

ISsA 160 90,607 15,037,120

1984 155 17,048 2,662,640

Total: 132,838 21,007,010

Total product total acres = weighted average.
21,007,010 - 132,838 158.14 (Ruand to 158)

Weighted avorago highest weighted average of all groups (158) 4 100 Relative Valve
158 158 V 100 = 100

GROUP 11

Map Symbol Productivity lodem X Acres Product

152 155 268,096 38,656,570

38,454,570 268,094 = 155 -,

155 158 A 100 = 08.1 (Rouothto 98)

GROUP 010

Map Symbol Productivity Iodoo I Acres Product

568 135 23,839 3,218,265

‘, 1024 130 1,676 111,880

1686 135 8,881 1,198,935

1718 165 16,069 2,330,005

1998 160 5,330 746,200

219 135 1,426 192,510

2364 140 1,797 251,580

= 3984 120 3,213 385,560

4814 160 22,269 3,117,660

6904 135 1,319 178,065

Total: 85,619 11,810,660

11,810,660 - 85,619 = 137.94 (Roaod to 138)
138 158 I 100 = 87.3 (Roaod to 87)

ODOR 1.1 .LLJ95
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GROUP IV

Map 5yn6oi Productivity Index U Ocres = Product

67 135 2,252 304,020

73 130 1,001 130,130

125 135 2,703 364,905

153 130 6,368 827,860

232 135 28,281 3,817,935

2369 . 130 2,760 358,800

2429 130 1,545 200,550

Total: 44,910 6,004,480

6,004,480 64,910 = 133.7 (Round to 136)
134 - 158 X 100 86.81 (Round to 84)

GROUP V

Map Symbol Productivity Index X Ucres • Product

1348 120 l244 169,280

1468 130 31,039 4,035,070

2210 120 7,708 924,960

22382 120 11,142 1,337,040

2330 120 2,735 328,200

0
235 125 1,489 186,125

2638 120 1,862 221,040

2918 120 5,299 635,880

330 125 3,678 459,750

4608 125 2,410 301,250

5708 120 178 93,360

Total: 69,364 8,671,955

8,671 955 69,366 = 125.02 (Round to 125)
125 -! 158 X 100 = 79.11 (Round to 79)
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GROUP vi

Map Symbol Productivity Jodme 9 Acres = Product

239 105 1,005 105,525

238 105 624 65,520

278 110 267 29,370

918 115 3,448 396,520

1318 100 212 21,200

1508 110 266 29,480

1968 105 738 77,490

206 105 2,736 287,280

302 110 2,687 295,570

3878 110 1,176 129,140

402 110 10,643 1,170,730

4488 110 297 32,670

Total: -‘ 26,099 2,660,495

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

GROUP VII

Map Symbol Productivity lodmo I Acres Product

27C2 95 755 71,725

2702 80 429 34,320

194C2 100 890 89,000

22162 105 5,821 611,205

22103 90 estimated 330 29,700

22363 105 3,044 319,620

32262 105 1,867 196,035

38763 90 278 25,020

64062 120 778 93,360

570C2 105 1,056 110,670

57002 90 275 24,750
637 125 44

Total: 15,565 1,610,905

1,610,905 15,565 = 103.495 (Roood to 103)
103 - 158 9 100 = 65.2 (Roood to 65)

DJR 1:1. CL 997
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GROUP VIII

Map Symbol Productivity Indea V Acres Prodoct

2712 UO estimated 406 24,3U0

19402 90 251 22590

24103 50 estimated 288 14400

- Total: 945 61,350

61,350 945 64.92 (Rovod to 65)
65 158 V 100 = 41.14 (Veuod to 61)

GROUP IX

Map Symbols for Group OX are urban bout—op areas or vater.

Prvdvctioity indices and product would by zero.

Relative Value is 0.

1
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