CHAMPAIGN COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING

Date: May 29,2014
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 STREET PARKING
LOT AFTER 4:30 PM.

Use Northeast parking lot via Licrman Ave.
and enter building through Northeast
door.

If you require special accommodations please notify the Department of Planning & Zoning at

(217) 384-3708

EVERYONE MUST SIGN THE ATTENDANCE SHEET — ANYONE GIVING TESTIMONY MUST SIGN THE WITNESS FORM

AGENDA

1. Call to Order

3. Correspondence

Case 685-AT-11

Case 769-AT-13

Roll Call and Declaration of Quorum

Continued Public Hearings

Petitioner:
Request:

Petitioner:
Request:

Note: The full ZBA packet is now available

on-line at:

Approval of Minutes (April 17, 2014)

Zoning Administrator

Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by revising Section 6.1 by adding

standard conditions required for any County Board approved special use permit for a

Rural Residential Development in the Rural Residential Overlay district as follows:

(1) Require that each proposed residential lot shall have an area equal to the minimum
required lot area in the zoning district that is not in the Special Flood Hazard
Area;

(2) Require a new public street to serve the proposed lots in any proposed RRO with
more than two proposed lots that are each less than five acres in area or any RRO
that does not comply with the standard condition for minimum driveway
separation;

(3) Require a minimum driveway separation between driveways in the same
development;

(4) Require minimum driveway standards for any residential lot on which a dwelling
may be more than 140 feet from a public street;

(5) Require for any proposed residential lot not served by a public water supply system
and that is located in an area of limited groundwater availability or over a shallow
sand and gravel aquifer other than the Mahomet Aquifer, that the petitioner shall
conduct groundwater investigations and contract the services of the Illinois State
Water Survey (ISWS) to conduct or provide a review of the results;

(6) Require for any proposed RRO in a high probability area as defined in the Illinois
State Historic Preservation Agency (ISHPA) about the proposed RRO
development undertaking and provide a copy of the ISHPA response;

(7) Require that for any proposed RRO that the petitioner shall contact the
Endangered Species Program of the Illinois Department of Natural Resources and
provide a copy of the agency response.

Zoning Administrator

Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the Champaign

County Stormwater Management Policy by changing the name to Storm Water

Management and Erosion Control Ordinance and amending the reference in

Zoning Ordinance Section 4.3.10; and amend the Storm Water Management and

Erosion Control Ordinance as described in the legal advertisement which can be

summarized as follows:

I. Revise existing Section 1 by adding a reference to 55 ILCS 5/5-15-15 that
authorizes the County Board to have authority to prevent pollution of any

stream or body of water. (Part A of the legal advertisement)

II. Revise existing Section 2 by merging with existing Sections 3.1 and 3.2 to be
new Section 2 and add purpose statements related to preventing soil erosion
and preventing water pollution and fulfilling the applicable requirements of the
National Pollutant Discharge System (NPDES) Phase II Storm Water Permit.
(Part B of the legal advertisement)

III. Add new Section 3 titled Definitions to include definitions related to fulfilling
the applicable requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Phase II Storm Water Permit. (Part C of the legal

advertisement)
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IV. Revise existing Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 4 and add new Sections 5, 11, 12, 13, 14,

and 15 and add new Appendices C, D, and E. Add requirements for Land
Disturbance activities including a requirement for a Land Disturbance Erosion
Control Permit including Minor and Major classes of Permits that are
required within the Champaign County MS4 Jurisdictional Area; add a
requirement that land disturbance of one acre or more in a common plan of
development must comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s
ILR 10 Permit requirements; add fees and time limits for each class of Permit;
add requirements for administration and enforcement Permits; and add new
Appendices with new standards and requirements for both Minor and Major
Permits. (Parts D, E,L, M, N, O, T, U, and V of the legal advertisement)

V. Revise existing Section 7 to be new Section 6 and add a prohibition against
erosion or sedimentation onto adjacent properties and add minimum erosion
and water quality requirements that are required for all construction or land
disturbance.

VI. Revise existing Section 5 to be new Section 8 and add a Preferred Hierarchy
of Best Management Practices. (Part H of the legal advertisement)

VII. Revise and reformat existing Section 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and the Appendices

and add new Section 18. (Parts G, I, J, P, Q, R, S and W of the legal
advertisement)

New Public Hearings

Case 773-AT-14 Petitioner: Zoning Administrator
Request: Amend the Champaign County Storm Water Management and Erosion Control

Ordinance that is the subject Zoning Case 769-AT-13, by adding the following:

A. Add a requirement for a Grading and Demolition Permit for any
grading or demolition that disturbs one acre or more of land or for any
grading or demolition that is part of a larger common plan of
development in which one acre or more of land disturbance will occur, and that is
not related to any proposed construction.

B. Add fees for Grading and Demolition Permits.

C. Add required information to be provided in the application for a
Grading and Demolition Permit.

D. Add a requirement that any grading or demolition pursuant to a
Grading or Demolition Permit shall comply with the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency’s ILR 10 General Storm Water Permit for
Construction.

E. Add a requirement that any demolition pursuant to a Demolition Permit shall
comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s regulations enforcing
the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for regulated
asbestos.

F. Add prohibitions against changing the flow of water and blocking the flow of
water.

G. Add other requirements related to Grading and Demolition Permits

*Case 776-S-14 Petitioner: Windsor Road Christian Church and Administrative Minister Mike Simmons

Request: Authorize the expansion and use of an existing, nonconforming church in the AG-2
Agriculture Zoning District.

Location: A 10 acre tract in the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of the Northwest
Quarter of Section 27 of Champaign Township and commonly known as the
Windsor Road Christian Church located at 2501 West Windsor Road, Champaign.

Staff Report

Other Business
A. Review of Docket

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

Adjournment

Administrative Hearing. Cross Examination allowed.
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MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING

CHAMPAIGN COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
1776 E. Washington Street

Urbana, IL 61801

DATE: April 17,2014 PLACE: Lyle Shield’s Meeting Room
1776 East Washington Street
TIME: 7:00 p.m. Urbana, IL 61802

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Catherine Capel, Debra Griest, Marilyn Lee, Jim Randol, Eric Thorsland
MEMBERS ABSENT : Brad Passalacqua, Roger Miller
STAFF PRESENT : Connie Berry, John Hall

OTHERS PRESENT : Randy Hopkins, Sue Hopkins

1. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

2. Roll Call and Declaration of Quorum

The roll was called and a quorum declared present with two members absent.

Mr. Thorsland read an e-mail that Mr. Passalacqua sent staff indicating that he would be absent from the
meeting tonight.

3. Correspondence
AFT
None D R
4. Approval of Minutes (March 13, 2014)
Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to approve the March 13, 2014, minutes as submitted.
Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Mr. Randol to approved the March 13, 2014, minutes as submitted.
Ms. Lee noted that she had previously sent staff a minor correction on page 14, Line 32. She said that she
asked Mr. Reifsteck if he paid for the eight inch tile and Mr. Reifsteck indicated that the tile was only a six

inch tile.

Ms. Lee said that the site plan for the subject property indicated an eight inch tile therefore this is a
significant correction because there is a big difference between a six inch tile and an eight inch tile.

Mr. Thorsland read the corrected version as follows: Ms. Lee asked Mr. Reifsteck if he paid for the eight
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inch tile that was installed. Mr. Reifsteck stated that the tile is only a six inch tile and yes he paid for the tile.
Ms. Lee agreed with the corrected version.

The motion carried by voice vote.

5. Continued Public Hearing

None
6. New Public Hearings

Case 771-AM-13 Petitioner: Randy and Sue Hopkins, d.b.a. Atlantic Services, Inc. Request to amend
the Zoning Map to change the zoning district designation from the B-3 Highway Business Zoning
District to the B-4 General Business Zoning District in order to authorize the proposed Special Use in
Related zoning Case 772-S-13. Location: A five acre tract of land in the North Half of the Northwest
Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 24 of Hensley Township and commonly known as the
plant nursery and self-storage warehouse located at 31 East Hensley Road, Champaign.

Case 772-8-13 Petitioner: Randy and Sue Hopkins, d.b.a. Atlantic Services, Inc. Request the following
as a Special Use in the B-4 General Business Zoning District: Part A. Authorize multiple principal
buildings on the same lot consisting of the following: (1) Self-Storage Warehouses providing heat and
utilities to individual units, as a special use that was previously authorized in Case 101-S-97; and (2) a
Landscaping and Maintenance Contractor’s Facility with outdoor storage as proposed in Part B.
Part B. Authorize the construction and use of a Landscaping and Maintenance Contractor Facility.
Location: A five acre tract of land in the North Half of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast
Quarter of Section 24 of Hensley Township and commonly known as the plant nursery and self-
storage warehouse located at 31 East Hensley Road, Champaign.

Mr. Thorsland informed the audience that Case 772-S-13 is an Administrative Case and as such the County
allows anyone the opportunity to cross examine any witness. He said that at the proper time he will ask for a
show of hands for those who would like to cross examine and each person will be called upon. He requested
that anyone called to cross examine go to the cross examination microphone to ask any questions. He said
that those who desire to cross examine are not required to sign the witness register but are requested to
clearly state their name before asking any questions. He noted that no new testimony is to be given during
the cross examination. He said that attorneys who have complied with Article 7.6 of the ZBA By-Laws are
exempt from cross examination.

Mr. Thorsland informed the audience that anyone wishing to testify for any public hearing tonight must sign
the witness register for that public hearing. He reminded the audience that when they sign the witness
register they are signing an oath.
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Mr. Thorsland asked the petitioners if they desired to make a statement outlining the nature of their request.

Mr. Randy Hopkins, who resides at 101 West South Street, Mansfield, stated that he and his wife own
Atlantic Services, Inc. He said that he and his wife purchased a five acre parcel in 2013 from Tom Courson
which included storage buildings. Mr. Hopkins stated that they would like to construct a 100’ x 150’ metal
building with a small 30’ x 40’ office building attached to it. He said that they would like to sell landscape
supplies which will include mulch, rock, pavers, etc.

Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Hopkins.

Ms. Lee stated that material that was included in the mailing indicated that drainage flowed to the South and
traveled under I-57. She asked Mr. Hopkins if he has addressed any of the issues regarding the drainage
flowing onto farmland that is South of I-57.

Mr. Hopkins stated no. He said that currently the plan is in the preliminary stages. He said that MSA
Professional Services printed the plan indicating a retention pond in case one was required.

Ms. Lee stated that the LRMP states that uses should not negatively impact the operation of agricultural
drainage systems. She said that there is agricultural land to the south therefore this is an issue which must be
addressed.

Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were additional questions for Mr. Hopkins.

Ms. Griest stated that Mr. Hopkins indicated in his testimony that he would like to sell a few items on site.
She asked Mr. Hopkins if the site will be a retail sale facility.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he can perceive customers coming in with a truck to purchase river rock or mulch
although he does not believe that there would be a high volume of sales because most of their landscaping
work is done on site.

Mr. Thorsland asked Mr. Hopkins if the pile of dirt will remain on the property.

Mr. Hopkins stated that the dirt was present when they purchased the property. He said that Mr. Courson,
the previous owner, had a screen which sifted out the rocks and other debris therefore making the dirt nice

and fluffy and then sold for top soil. He said that he does plan to relocate the pile of dirt.

Mr. Thorsland stated that the site plan should indicate the new location for the pile of dirt. He asked Mr.
Hopkins if the new location for the dirt pile is intended to be between the detention basin and the building.

Mr. Hopkins stated yes.
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Mr. Thorsland stated that the new location could affect drainage on the property. He said that it may also be
helpful if Mr. Hopkins would estimate the percentage of the overall operation that will be retail sales.

Mr. Hopkins stated that the percentage will be very minimal and he only anticipates 5 to 10 customers per
week. He said that during the winter months he does not anticipate any customers.

Mr. Thorsland asked Mr. Hopkins if the office will be located inside the building or will it be an addition to
the building.

Mr. Hopkins stated that the office will be an addition to the building and centered on the north side.

Mr. Thorsland stated that there was discussion during the previous case for the subject property regarding the
5 ton load limit on the road. He asked Mr. Hopkins if he had spoken with the Hensley Township Highway
Commissioner regarding the proposed use.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he has not spoken with the Hensley Township Highway Commissioner.

Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any additional questions for Mr. Hopkins.

Mr. Randol asked Mr. Hopkins if he will be conducting a business which is similar to the landscape business
located at the interchange of US 150 and Prairieview Road. He said that most of the supplies on the subject

property are used for the landscape business but people can come in and buy mulch, etc.

Mr. Hopkins stated that his business will be similar. He said that he expects to have a few different styles of
mulch and river rock. He said that he would like to keep all of his equipment inside the building.

Mr. Randol stated that he assumes that the existing detention basin will be filled with the dirt from the new
detention basin.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he does intend to swap out the dirt.
Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hopkins to indicate the depth of the new detention basin.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he does not know the depth of the new detention basin and he assumes that MSA
Engineering will determine the appropriate depth.

Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any additional questions for Mr. Hopkins and there were none.

Mr. Thorsland asked if staff had any questions for Mr. Hopkins.
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Mr. John Hall, Zoning Administrator, asked Mr. Hopkins if he has spoken with Hensley Township.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he has not spoken with Hensley Township. He said that two weeks ago he sent a
letter to Hensley Township but has not received any response to date.

Mr. Hall stated that the Draft Finding of Fact for Case 772-S-13 includes comments that were received from
Hensley Township during previous Case 576-S-07. He said that the concerns voiced by Hensley Township
were mainly related to heavy traffic on the road. He said that Case 772-S-13 is for Mr. Hopkins’
contractor’s facility, and depending upon the weight of the delivery vehicles for the supplies, he does not
anticipate a lot of heavy traffic in and out of the property. He said that Mr. Hopkins is requesting that the
property be rezoned to B-4 and one of the uses that could happen by-right is a truck terminal therefore it may
be that Hensley Township no longer has the same concerns and there has been a change in leadership for the
township. He said that he is eager to see what comments Hensley Township may have regarding the
proposed rezoning and special use. He noted that he also did not receive any phone calls or comments from
the township after the notices were mailed.

Mr. Hall asked Mr. Hopkins if he intends to keep the self-storage activities.

Mr. Hopkins stated that if he can keep all of his equipment in the one shed then it would be a possibility that
he will continue the self-storage activities.

Mr. Hall stated that one reason why we are having this special use hearing is because two principal use
buildings on one property do require a special use permit. He said that as long as there is intent to do self-
storage in one of the buildings that exists separate from the building where Mr. Hopkins is proposing to do
the new contractor’s facility, a special use permit is required. He said that the reason why staff advertised
the special use permit in the B-4 district is because a contractor’s facility where all of the outdoor storage is
located in the rear yard, which is to say behind the building, is actually by-right in B-4 but if there is going to
be outdoor storage anywhere else, other than the rear yard, then that is a special use permit. He said that to
be clear, two principal buildings on one lot require a special use permit and outdoor storage other than the
rear yard requires a special use permit. He said that the site plan does not really talk about outdoor storage
other than the pile of dirt therefore he would hope that the Board will receive more detail as to where Mr.
Hopkins is imagining he will have his bins for mulch, rock, etc. He said that if all of the bins are south of
the building they will be located in the rear yard which would mean that the contractor’s facility component
is by-right and would not be part of the special use permit. He said that the contractor’s facility located on
the same property as the self-storage building will still require a special use permit so it would have been
good if staff would have discussed all of this with Mr. Hopkins before tonight but it sounds like Mr. Hopkins
is working through some of these issues anyway.

Mr. Hall stated that Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hopkins how the drainage from the subject property will affect
downstream property owners. He said that one of the difficulties about the property is that it is unknown
how the drainage from this property will get to the outlet on the other side of the interchange which is

5
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maintained by the Beaver Lake Drainage District. He said that he believes that the Board should request Mr.
Hopkins’ engineer to identify where the water goes once it leaves the basin and does any special care need to
be taken at that point. He said that as far as he knows there is no surface drainage under the interstate and he
does not know if there is an existing large tile that can be tapped in to but the ditch on the other side is
maintained by the drainage district. He said that if there was going to be an outlet going into a ditch
maintained by the drainage district then we would want to make sure that it is reviewed by the drainage
district but at this point he does not know how the drainage from the subject property is going to get to the
other side of the interchange.

Mr. Hopkins stated that there is a detention pond by the campground and the ditch follows it.

Mr. Hall stated that the detention pond by the campground is located on the other side of the road and he
does not how the drainage from Mr. Hopkins’ property gets to that drainage.

Ms. Lee stated that information in the mailing material indicates that it drains to the south and goes
underneath I-57.

Mr. Hall stated that we know that it drains to the southeast in general but the specifics of how it does and
does it create any need for any special condition is not clear. He said that the previous use had proposed a
detention basin but the amount of impervious area was such that it was not required. He said that with the
newly proposed use a new basin is proposed with a much larger storage requirement and even though it will
not release a huge amount of water it is unknown where it will go.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he will have the engineer review the drainage and submit their findings.

Mr. Hall stated that it would be good to know the percentage of retail sales for the facility. He said that Mr.
Hopkins indicated that he predicts that the retail sales will be a small percentage although there is nothing
that will prevent that percentage from getting bigger and bigger if it is successful. He said that at a certain
point the Board will need to know what the major activity is so that the Board knows what they are
approving. He said that the Board will be asked to approve a certain level of traffic, not Jjust from big trucks
but also from customer’s vehicles going in and out of the property. He said that he cannot believe that the
customer’s vehicles going in and out of the property will be a big a significant issue but the Hensley
Township Highway Commissioner must be aware of what is being proposed so that he can state clearly to
the Board whether or not he has any concerns. He said that whether the Hensley Township Plan
Commission has the same view as the Hensley Township Highway Commissioner is for Mr. Hopkins to find
out. Mr. Hall stated that it is easy to talk to Bob Sherman, Hensley Township Highway Commissioner, but
talking to the plan commission is a situation where Mr. Hopkins must know when they plan to discuss the
case at their meeting so that Mr. Hopkins can be present to provide information or to at least identify what
their concerns are regarding the proposed use. He said that sometimes it is hard to coordinate with township
plan commissions and it isn’t like they are not trying to include the petitioner but they do have a system set
up that they normally follow and he does not believe that they are not required to send out notices of their

6
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meetings. He said that coordination with the township plan commission is important so that Mr. Hopkins
could answer any questions that they may have could prevent a protest.

Mr. Thorsland stated that page 14, Item #8.E(9) indicates that during the previous case the Hensley
Township Plan Commission was concerned that the dual swing gate appeared to be only 20 feet from the
pavement of CR 2100N. They indicated that the distance was less than that required to allow a vehicle
pulling a trailer to pull completely off the pavement of CR 2100N. Mr. Thorsland stated that he drove by the
property today and noticed that the gates were open and that one of the gates was less straight than it used to
be.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he intends to leave the gate opened or closed. He said that the gate can be moved
further back off the road if required.

Mr. Thorsland stated that if no self-storage is proposed then the gate may be removed.
Mr. Hopkins stated that at this point and time he would indicate that they will have some self-storage.

Mr. Thorsland stated that the Board needs to know definitively whether or not self-storage will be a use on
the property. He said that the Board is going to have a lot of questions therefore a good site plan which
indicates everything that the petitioner wants to do now or in the future should be indicated. He said that if
any changes are made and are not proposed during the initial public hearing then the petitioner will have to
come back before the Board. He said that the Board needs to know what the percentage of retail sales is
proposed to be and where the retail sales will occur. He said that he would like to see more information
regarding the drainage and a depth indicated for the detention pond.

Mr. Thorsland asked the Board if there were any other items which the Board or staff required.

Mr. Hall stated that staff included a special condition regarding the State of Illinois newly adopted building
codes. He said that once the petitioner is ready to occupy the building a signed statement from a qualified
inspector is required and the way the building codes function is that there will not be a signed statement from
someone if they do not have a chance to inspect the building while it is being constructed. He said that he is
sorry to say that there has been one building built without any inspection in regards to the building code and
this was when the applicant was made painfully aware that the person must inspect the building during
construction and under state law he is not supposed to allow occupancy until he receives that statement. He
said that when Mr. Hopkins receives a Zoning Use Permit there will be notes about what has to be done but
when he builds the building it must be inspected by someone so that they can provide a certification at the
end of the project. He said that the building has to be built to the codes that the State of Illinois has adopted
and someone has to inspect it during construction to verify that it is meeting those codes and they have to
provide a written certification at the end. He asked Mr. Hopkins if he understood the requirement.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he understood the requirement.

7
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Mr. Hall stated that it may appear that he is going overboard but he was amazed recently when he found out
that staff had this problem with a building when the requirements were discussed at the public hearing for
the ZBA and still no one inspected it.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall who typically does the inspection. She asked if the builder has the licensing and
certification or is there a special office within the County or State that performs those inspections.

Mr. Hall stated that it is the building owner’s responsibility and every building like that has to have plans
drawn by an Illinois Licensed Architect but that Illinois Licensed Architect might be working out of
Missouri, Minnesota or Washington. He said that they are licensed in the State of Illinois but you can’t pay
them enough to come and inspect the building therefore the owner could hire a building inspector qualified
in commercial buildings or the owner could hire a local architect to do it. He said that frankly in his mind
nothing beats hiring a local architect to design it and hiring the same architect to inspect it during
construction on behalf of the owner but that is an old fashioned way of doing things and it hardly ever
happens. He said that it is not only architects who can perform the inspection but they must be scheduled
early so you know what they need and staff does not have a list of qualified inspectors and the Capital
Development Board is the state agency to refer questions and he is sure that they do not have a list of
qualified inspectors either.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if the sign-off that staff is looking for comes from the architect or what does he
accept.

Mr. Hall stated that he will accept any statement by a licensed architect or certified building inspector.

Mr. Thorsland stated that a lot of information is being thrown at the petitioner tonight but any questions can
be answered by calling staff at the office.

Mr. Hall stated that a lot of the information is included in the Finding of Fact and no permit will be issued
without this detail.

Mr. Randol asked Mr. Hall if the petitioner decides to keep the existing self-storage does he have to have it
inspected as well.

Mr. Hall stated that our records indicate approval of the construction of the building although it was built as
a different use before it was authorized for self-storage and staff has no record of it being converted to self-
storage. He said that it is fine that it was converted because it was approved by the ZBA as a special use
permit. He said that if Mr. Hopkins wants to keep the self-storage warehouse then he may want to change
the security rules that Mr. Courson, previous owner, had approved and change the understanding about the
gate. He said that Mr. Hopkins can call staff at any time to work through any questions that he may have so
that it is no more demanding than it needs to be and Mr. Hopkins ends up with what he really wants rather

8
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than something that he didn’t want and it just got real complicated.
Mr. Thorsland stated that the Board will not finish this case tonight.

Mr. Hopkins stated that his main goal is to build a building that he can use to store his equipment. He said
that if it is deal breaker with the storage units then that is fine and he can just use the building himself.

Mr. Thorsland stated that using the building for his own storage would change the case because there are
elements which would require to be changed or waived. He said that because the case currently indicates
self-storage there are conditions which would not apply if there is no self-storage.

Mr. Hall stated that his biggest concern for this case is exactly what he discussed with Mr. Hopkins on the
telephone about three weeks ago. He said that we have arecord of Hensley Township being concerned about
Just the simple things that the previous owner was doing and now we have a proposed rezoning to B-4 which
is really only for Atlantic Services but it raises this realm of other activities that could happen in the event
that Atlantic Services ever closes or decided to relocate. He said that the subject property will remain B-4
and someone could agree to pay a lot of money for the property therefore he can understand why a business
man would rather have B-4 zoning because it has more options even though Mr. Hopkins is only wanting to
do a contractor’s facility right now. He said that he spent today trying to revise the Finding of Fact for the
rezoning case to make it clear that B-1 is a zoning district which would allow a self-storage warehouse and a
contractor’s facility and wouldn’t raise the concerns that B-4 raises. He said that as the County Planner his
only real concern about B-4 is how the township might respond to it. He said that in his view the property is
700 feet away from a County Highway and the property is already zoned B-3 and B-4 should not be that big
ofaproblem. He said that he has learned upon many occasions that he thinks much differently than the folks
in Hensley Township and he does not know what opinion the Board may have about being so close to a
County Highway and the property already being zoned B-3. He said that B-3 does not allow a contractor’s
facility so the petitioner could down zone to B-1 or up zone to B-4 and when you up zone to B-4 there are all
of these other things that could happen. He said that the property is only 700 feet away from the County
Highway therefore, is it really that big of a problem but the Board is going to have its own opinion about that
and so is Hensley Township.

Mr. Thorsland suggested that Mr. Hopkins drive past Hensley Township’s Town Hall and read the bulletin
board to determine when their next meeting will be held or to obtain a contact number to find out if they
received his letter and the County’s letter. He said that Mr. Hopkins will want to attend the township’s next
meeting to address all of their concerns and questions and hopefully this process will prevent a protest. He
said that it would be wonderful if the township would like to send a letter to staff indicating their concern or
lack of concern regarding the petitioner’s request or they could attend the next meeting to address the Board.

Mr. Randol asked Mr. Hopkins why he is requesting to rezone to B-4 when B-1 would accommodate his
intended use.
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Mr. Hopkins stated that when he went to the Department of Planning and Zoning to inquire about building
the proposed building he was told that B-4 zoning would allow his intended use as a contractor’s facility and
was not informed about B-1 zoning.

Mr. Hall stated that there was a recent change to the Zoning Ordinance but it is never too late to change the
request to B-1 zoning. He said that he discussed the difference between B-1 and B-4 zoning with Mr.
Hopkins on the telephone and Mr. Hopkins indicated that he still wanted to pursue B-4 zoning.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he might as well shoot for B-4 and see what happens.

Mr. Thorsland stated that thus far the following items need to be determined or completed prior to the next
meeting: 1. Do the petitioners want to continue with self-storage on the subject property; and 2. a complete
drainage plan is required; and 3. a complete and detailed site plan indicating current and future use; and 4. a
percentage of retail sales proposed for the property; and 5. indicate the number of employees and how many
daily trips are anticipated in and out of the property; and 6. how many daily/weekly deliveries are anticipated
to the property; and 7. is additional land available for purchase and if so the land needs to be included in the
rezoning case as well; and 8. information regarding signage, lighting (full-cutoff), and hours of operation.

Mr. Thorsland stated that there were nine items which concerned Hensley Township during the previous
case for the subject property and eight of those nine items were regarding the road and traffic. He said that
Mr. Hall indicated that an entirely different membership is on the Hensley Township Board at this time but it
would be necessary to determine if any of the previous issues are still a concern with the new owner. He
said that staff is always available to answer questions that the petitioners may have and he encouraged the
petitioners to clarify any concerns or questions that they may have prior to the next hearing.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if the retail sales will be a component to this use, should handicap parking be
indicated on the complete site plan.

Mr. Thorsland stated that four handicap parking spots are indicated on the current site plan.
Mr. Hall stated that there is an accessible space on the north side indicated by the crossbar.

Ms. Griest asked where the retail sales will be located and shouldn’t the handicap parking and the paved area
be located near the retail sales area.

Mr. Hall stated that the parking for the retail sales, employee parking (current and future), etc, should be
indicated on the complete site plan. He noted that the property has sufficient area for parking but it should
be indicated on the site plan so that we know that everything has been considered.

Mr. Thorsland stated that he does not believe that the Board has any issue with the reuse of a lot that is
already in use. He said that screening is another possible requirement that should be considered therefore if

10
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services will be available that require screening the screening and type of screening should be indicated on
the site plan. He said that staff should be consulted regarding these requests prior to the next meeting so that
everything has been covered prior to the next meeting.

Mr. Thorsland requested a continuance date.

Mr. Hall stated that he does not believe that one month is adequate time to get many of the issues resolved
therefore June 12" would be the soonest opening on the docket for a continued case such as this.

Mr. Hopkins stated that he will be out of the country on June 9% through July 14™. He said that perhaps a
representative could attend the meeting.

Mr. Hall stated the Board could continue the cases as late as July 17" with no problem and they could even
go beyond that if required.

Mr. Thorsland stated that nothing would preclude Mr. Hopkins from getting the required material to staff
prior to the meeting for review. He said that the Board prefers not receiving documentation for review on
the night of the public hearing,

Mr. Hopkins stated that he will start working on this tomorrow. He asked ifit would be possible to continue
the cases to a meeting in May.

Mr. Thorsland stated that there is an issue with the May 15" meeting and there is a concern that Mr. Hopkins
will not be able to submit the required information in time for the mailing for the meeting.

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to continue Cases 771-AM-13 and 772-AM-13.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hopkins if the July 31% meeting would be better for him since he will just be getting
back home on July 14™.

Mr. Hopkins indicated that July 31* would be more desirable.
Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to cross examine Mr. Hopkins and there was no one.

Mr. Thorsland asked the audience if anyone desired to present testimony regarding either case and there was
no one.

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to suspend the 100 day rule for continuance of Cases 771-AM-13 and
772-S-13 to the July 31* meeting.

Mr. Randol moved, seconded by Ms. Griest to suspend the 100-day rule for continuance of Cases 771-

11
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AM-13 and 772-S-13 to the July 31* meeting. The motion carried by voice vote.

Mr. Hall noted that all materials should be submitted to staff no later than two weeks prior to the meeting,.
He said that if Mr. Hopkins has any questions he should contact staff,

Mr. Hopkins stated that he will get the information to staff as soon as possible.
Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hall if he could indicate where the drainage district is located on the other side of I-57.

Mr. Hall stated that by using the land use map attached to the Preliminary Memorandum he would indicate
that the drainage ditch is located on the south side of the Central Illinois Trucks’ property.

Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hall if farmland is south of the Central Illinois Trucks’ property.
Mr. Hall stated yes, and there is no road access.
7. Staff Report

Mr. Hall informed the Board that on May 19th the Department of Planning and Zoning will have an intern
although the intern’s hours will be limited for a while.

Ms. Griest requested the intern’s name.
Mr. Hall stated that the intern’s name is Jessica Gal.

Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hall if he could provide the comments provided by the Champaign County Engineer
regarding Case 769-AT-13 prior to the May 29" meeting so that the Board can fully review them rather than
receiving the comments one week prior to the meeting.

Mr. Hall stated that if the Board wants the comments then they can be provided but frankly staff has been
trying to recover from the startling statement by Don Wauthier and the implications of that statement. Mr.
Hall said that if it is the EPA’s position that every house on one acre of land is a land disturbance that needs
an ILR10 permit then there are changes which are required to the amendment to eliminate that. He said that
staff has been focusing on other things but if the comments are the Board’s immediate pressing concern and
the Board wants to review those comments then staff can get those comments to the Board.

Ms. Lee asked Mr. Hall if she could come to the office to review the comments.

Mr. Hall stated that he is uncomfortable with Ms. Lee coming to the office to review documentation that the
other ZBA members have not had a chance to review.

12
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Ms. Lee stated that she is primarily interested in viewing the recommendations that Mr. Wauthier gave staff.

Mr. Hall stated that staff can mail the ZBA copies of what Mr. Wauthier gave staff. He said that as soon as
staff gets that documentation together we will send it to the ZBA for review.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if it is likely that on May 29" the Board will not be ready to move forward
therefore continuing Case 769-AT-13 to a later date because staff will not have had enough time to respond
to all of the information that staff receives and have it in a format that will be ready for public discussion.

Mr. Hall stated that he can’t say that it won’t happen on May 29" because staff is still trying to get it done
within that time and he knows that if staff does not push itself 150% these things will not get done. He said
that the problem with pushing yourself 150% is that sometimes things just don’t work out but at least you are
closer than you would have been otherwise.

8. Other Business
A. Review of Docket

Mr. Thorsland stated that the Lyle Shields Meeting Room is not available for use by the Zoning Board of
Appeals in May 15" due to a rescheduled County Board Committee of the Whole Meeting. He said that
Case 776-5-14, Windsor Road Christian Church, is scheduled for the May 15™ meeting and a large audience
is anticipated therefore the John Dimit Room would not be sufficient to accommodate that audience. He
said that the ZBA does not want to give the audience the impression that they are attempting to shut people
out of the meeting by not having adequate room for accommodation. He said that he wants to assure the
public that the ZBA will make sure that there is public room for them to be heard.

Mr. Hall stated that there is a little bit of doubt as to whether the Lyle Shields Meeting Room will be large
enough but perhaps the public turnout will not be that great for Case 776-S-14 but there is a huge chance that
the John Dimit Room could not accommodate a very large public attendance.

Mr. Thorsland stated that the acoustics in the John Dimit Room are also very limited for meetings.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if he is proposing to move Case 776-S-14 to the May 29" meeting even though
there are already three cases on the docket for that meeting night. She said that she is concerned about
accommodations for all of the cases.

Mr. Hall stated that the Windsor Road Christian Church felt that staff was being very unreasonable when
they were docketed for the May 15" meeting. He said that he would rather not get enough done on Case
769-AT-13 so that Case 776-S-14 could move forward as soon as possible. He said that if the Board prefers
he could inform the Windsor Road Christian Church that the ZBA cannot hear their case until June 12%,

Ms. Griest stated that she isn’t proposing that Case 776-S-14 be moved to the June 121" meeting but perhaps

13
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making other alterations to the docket or scheduling a special meeting on a different night when the Lyle
Shields Meeting Room is available.

Ms. Capel suggested that Cases 776-AM-13 and 767-S-13, Eric Sebens, be moved to the June 12% meeting
so that Cases 769-AT-13 and 776-S-14 can be heard on May 29%.

Mr. Hall stated that the Board could revise the docket to indicate those changes.

Ms. Griest stated that, as a courtesy, perhaps staff should notify Mr. Sebens that his case has been
rescheduled to the June 12 meeting.

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to reschedule the docket and move Cases 766-AM-13 and 767-S-13 to
the June 12" meeting.

Ms. Capel moved, seconded by Mr. Randol reschedule the docket and move Cases 766-AM-13 and
767-S-13 to the June 12" meeting. The motion carried by voice vote.

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to cancel the May 15" meeting and reschedule the docket and move
Case 776-S-14 to the May 29" meeting.

Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Mr. Randol to cancel the May 15" meeting and reschedule the docket
and move Case 776-S-14 to the May 29" meeting. The motion carried by voice vote.

Ms. Capel asked if Case 685-AT-11 should be docketed for the May 29" meeting as well since it was
indicated on the May 15™ meeting on the docket.

Mr. Hall stated that as far as he is concerned Case 685-AT-11 can be moved to the May 29" meeting so that
it may be continued to a later date.

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to reschedule the docket and move Case 685-AT-11 to the May 29"
meeting.

Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Ms. Capel to reschedule the docket and move Case 685-AT-11 to the
May 29 meeting. The motion carried by voice vote.

Ms. Capel asked Mr. Hall if any complaints or comments have been made by the public for Case 778-S-14.

Mr. Hall stated that he is happy to report that no complaints have been filed during the five years that River
Bend Wild Game & Sausage has been in operation.

Mr. Hall reported that Case 732-AT-12 was approved by the County Board at their March 20" meeting.

14
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B. February 2014 Monthly Report

Mr. Hall stated that the Board has been provided copies of the February 2014 Monthly Report which can be
reviewed at the Board’s leisure.

9. Audience Participation with respect to matters other than cases pending before the Board.
None

10.  Adjournment

Mr. Thorsland entertained a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Ms. Capel to adjourn the meeting. The motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

Secretary of Zoning Board of Appeals
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CASE NO. 769-AT-13

SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM

May 23, 2014

Petitioner: Zoning Administrator Prepared by: John Hall, Zoning Administrator
Andrew Levy, RPC Planner

Request:

Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the Champaign County

Stormwater Management Policy by changing the name to Storm Water Management and

Erosion Control Ordinance and amending the reference in Zoning Ordinance Section

4.3.10; and amend the Storm Water Management and Erosion Control Ordinance as

described in the legal advertisement (see attached) which can be summarized as follows:

L Revise existing Section 1 by adding a reference to 55 ILCS 5/5-15015 that
authorizes the County Board to have authority to prevent pollution of any stream
or body of water. (Part A of the legal advertisement)

IL Revise existing Section 2 by merging with existing Sections 3.1 and 3.2 to be
new Section 2 and add purpose statements related to preventing soil erosion and
preventing water pollution and fulfilling the applicable requirements of the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Storm
Water Permit. (Part B of the legal advertisement)

III.  Add new Section 3 titled Definitions to include definitions related to fulfilling the
applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Phase IT Storm Water Permit. (Part C of the legal advertisement)

V. Revise existing Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 4 and add new Sections 5, 11, 12, 13, 14,
and 15 and add new Appendices C, D, and E. Add requirements for Land
Disturbance activities including a requirement for a Land Disturbance Erosion
Control Permit including Minor and Major classes of Permits that are required
within the Champaign County MS4 Jurisdictional Area; add a requirement that
land disturbance of one acre or more in a common plan of development must
comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s ILR 10 Permit
requirements; add fees and time limits for each class of Permit; add requirements
for administration and enforcement of Permits; and add new Appendices with
new standards and requirements for both Minor and Major Permits. (Parts D, E,
L,M,N, O, T, U, and V of the legal advertisement)

IV. Revise existing Section 7 to be new Section 6 and add a prohibition against
erosion or sedimentation onto adjacent properties and add minimum erosion
control and water quality requirements that are required for all construction or
land disturbance. (Part F of the legal advertisement)

VL. Revise existing Section 5 to be new Section 8 and add a Preferred Hierarchy of
Best Management Practices. (Part H of the legal advertisement)

VII.  Revise and reformat existing Sections 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and the Appendices and
add new Section 18. (Parts G, I, J, P, Q, R, S and W of the legal advertisement)

STATUS
This case is continued from the 3/13/14 public hearing. The approved Minutes from that
public hearing are included separately.

A revised table of Requirements for Typical Land Disturbance Under Proposed
Ordinance is attached that reflects the new related Case 773-AT-14.

A revised Draft SWMEC Ordinance will be handed out at the meeting.
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*CC  Proposed Requirements for Typical Land Disturbance Under Proposed Ordinance in Addition to
Existing Requirements ' REVISED 5/23/14



Attachment A. Case Description from Legal Advertisement
Case 769-AT-13
FEBRUARY 6, 2014

Amend the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance by amending the Champaign County Stormwater
Management Policy by changing the name to Storm Water Management and Erosion Control Ordinance
and amending the reference in Zoning Ordinance Section 4.3.10; and amending the Storm Water
Management and Erosion Control Ordinance as follows:

Part A. Revise Section 1 Authority by adding a reference to 55 ILCS 5/5-15015 that authorizes
the County Board to have authority to prevent pollution of any stream or body of water.

Part B. Revise Section 2 as follows:

1. Merge existing Intent and Requirements (Sections 3.1) and General
Requirements (Section 3.2) with existing Purpose (Section 2).
2. Add purpose statements related to preventing soil erosion and preventing water

pollution and fulfilling the applicable requirements of the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Storm Water Permit.

Part C. Add new Section 3 titled Definitions and add definitions related to fulfilling the applicable
requirements of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase IT
Storm Water Permit.

Part D. Change the title of existing Section 4 to Scope and make the following changes:

1. Add a requirement that Land Disturbance have requirements identified in the
Ordinance.

2. Add a requirement that all sections of the Ordinance are applicable to land
disturbance activities in the Champaign County MS4 Jurisdictional Area.

3. Add a requirement that land disturbance of one acre or more in a common plan of

development must comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s
ILR 10 Permit requirements.

4. Add a requirement that all Sections except those related to the Land Disturbance
Erosion Control Permit (Sections 12, 13, 14, and 15) are only applicable when a
land subdivision requires approval of the Champaign County Board and when
construction occurs that requires a Zoning Use Permit.

5. Add a requirement that Protect Existing Drainage and Water Resource (Section
6) and Easement (Section 7) are applicable to all subdivisions, zoning use
permits and land disturbances regardless of the amount of area involved or
percent impervious surface.

6. Add a requirement that Land Disturbance and Erosion Control Requirements
(Section 11) are applicable with any Storm Water Drainage Plan or necessary
enforcement action.

7. Add a requirement for erosion and sedimentation controls when there is more
than 10,000 square feet of land disturbance in total, after the Effective Date.
8. Add exemptions to Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permits.

Part E. Add a new Section 5 titled Authorizations and Project Termination and make the
following changes:

1. Relocate existing Reviewing Authorities (existing Section 4.1) and remove
Special Use Approvals

2, Relocate existing Authorization to Construct (existing Section 3.3) and add
authorizations for Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permits.

3. Relocate existing Requirements for Final Approvals (existing Section 3.4) and

rename to Project Termination, and add requirements for Land Disturbance
Erosion Control Permits.
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Part F. Renumber existing Section 7 to new Section 6 titled Protect Existing Drainage and Water
Resource and make the following changes:

1. Add new requirement to prohibit erosion or sedimentation onto adjacent
properties,

2. Add new requirements for discharges from sump pumps.

3. Add new minimum erosion control and water quality requirements including a

minimum requirement for proper disposal of construction waste; minimum
requirement for location and control of soil stockpiles; and a requirement to
cleanup sediment that enters onto public areas and adjacent properties.

Part G. Renumber existing Section 9 to new Section 7.

Part H. Change existing Section 5 to new Section 8 titled Storm Water Drainage System and add
a Preferred Hierarchy of Best Management Practices.

Part I. Change existing Section 6 to new Section 9 titled Storm Water Drainage Plan and merge
with existing Section 12.

Part J. Renumber existing Section 8 to new Section 10.

Part K. Add new Section 11 titled Land Disturbance and Erosion Control and include the
following:

Add general requirements for erosion and sediment control operations.

Add list of practices that should be applied to minimize soil erosion.

Add list of practices that should be applied to minimize sediment.

Add requirements for filtering dewatering practices at construction sites.

Add requirements for soil stockpiles.

Add requirements for maintenance of erosion and sediment control measures.

A e i e

Part L. Add new Section 12 titled Land Disturbance and Erosion Control Permits and include

the following:

1. Add a requirement for Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permits.

2. Add a requirement that the class of permit Land Disturbance Erosion Control
Permit - Minor is required for any land disturbance of less than one acre that is
part of a common plan of development or sale of record that is not otherwise
exempt.

3. Add a requirement that the class of permit Land Disturbance Erosion Control
Permit - Major is required for any land disturbance of one acre or more that is
not otherwise exempt.

4. Add required forms and procedure requirements for each permit class.

5. Add that the class of permit Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit - Major
shall comply with current ILR10 requirements.

6. Add a fee schedule with fees for each class of permit.

7. Add a requirement that an issued permit authorizes only those activities shown
on approved plans.

8. Add time limitations for Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permits.

9. Add responsibilities of the holder of the Land Disturbance Erosion Control
Permit.

10. Add requirements for maintenance of erosion control facilities and other drainage

structures during and after construction.
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Part M. Add new Section 13 titled Administration of Land Disturbance and Erosion Control
Permits and include the following:

1.

2.

Add duties of the Zoning Administrator as established in the Champaign County
Zoning Ordinance.

Add conditions of Land Disturbance and Erosion Control Permit approval to
prevent the creation of a nuisance or unreasonable hazard to persons or to public
or private property including specific erosion and sediment controls, safety
structures, grading improvements, adequate dust controls, and acceptance of
discharges on others property.

Add conditions to which a Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit might be
denied if the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan does not meet the requirements
of the ordinance and restrictions if the permit is denied.

Add conditions to Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit and plans to ensure
that no work occurs without prior written approval, that any changes to plans
must be submitted prior to work being conducted, and methods for changing an
approved document.

Add requirement of site inspections during specific phases of the work to ensure
compliance with the conditions of the Ordinance.

Part N. Add new Section 14 titled Liability Related to Land Disturbance and Erosion Control
Permits and include a requirement that all responsibilities and liabilities are held by the
permit holder and no liability is held by Champaign County.

Part O. Add new Section 15 titled Enforcement of Land Disturbance and Erosion Control
Permits and include the following:

1.

2.
3.

Add a requirement that work shall be done in accordance with the approved
plans, the approved permit, and the Ordinance.

Add a classification of deficient sites and the related enforcement activities.

Add a classification of Non-Compliance on a sites-and the related enforcement
activities.

Add a classification of Notice of Violation on a sites and the related enforcement
activities.

Add that the Zoning Administrator may require activities that shall be undertaken
in order to prevent imminent hazards, dangers and adverse effects.

Add conditions and procedures that allow the Zoning Administrator to issue a
stop-work order and that all work must stop immediately.

Add conditions and procedures for initiating legal proceedings.

Add penalties for violation of the ordinance at not less than one hundred dollars
($100.00) per day and not more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) per day.

Part P. Renumber existing Section 10 to new Section 16.

Part Q. Change existing Section 11 Waivers to new Section 17 titled Appeal, Waiver or Variance
and include the following:

1.

2.

Add designation that the reviewing authority may issue a waiver or variance to

the ordinance except for ILR10 requirements.

Add procedure for appealing a decision made by a reviewing authority.

Part R. Add new Effective Date (Section 18).
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Part S. Re-letter existing Appendix B to be new Appendix A and re-letter existing Appendix A to
be new Appendix B.

Part T. Add new Appendix C titled Champaign County MS4 Jurisdictional Area to include a
map of the Champaign County MS4 Jurisdictional Area.

Part U. Add new Appendix D titled Technical Manual Minor Land Disturbance Erosion Control
Permit Standards and Standard Details and include application templates, erosion control
plan examples, and standard construction drawings.

Part V. Add new Appendix E titled Technical Manual Major Land Disturbance Erosion Control
Permit Standards and Standard Details and include application templates, erosion control
plan examples, and standard construction drawings.

Part W. Revise and reformat the text, and update all references to new and renumbered Sections.
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The Board resumed at 8:40 p.m.

Case 769-AT-13 Petitioner: Zoning Administrator Request to amend the Champaign County Zoning
Ordinance by amending the Champaign County Stormwater Management Policy by changing the
name to the Storm Water Management and Erosion Control Ordinance and amending the reference
in Zoning Ordinance Section 4.3.10; and amend the Storm Water Management and Erosion Control
Ordinance as described in the legal advertisement which can be summarized as follows: I. Revise
existing Section 1 by adding a reference to 55 ILCS 5/5-15-15 that authorizes the County Board to
have authority to prevent pollution of any stream or body of water. (Part A of the legal
advertisement); and II. Revise existing Section 2 by merging with existing Sections 3.1 and 3.2 to be
new Section 2 and add purpose statements related to preventing soil erosion and preventing water
pollution and fulfilling the applicable requirements of the National Pollution Discharge System
(NPDES) Phase I Storm Water Permit. (Part B of the legal advertisement); and III. Add new Section
3 titled Definitions to include definitions related to fulfilling the applicable requirements of the
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase II Storm Water Permit. (Part C of
the legal advertisement); and IV. Revised existing Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 4 and add new Sections 5,11,
12, 13, 14, and 15 and add new Appendices C, D, and E. Add requirements for Land Disturbance
activities including a including a requirement for a Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit
including Minor and Major classes of Permits that are required within the Champaign County MS4
Jurisdictional Area; add a requirement that land disturbance of one acre or more in a common plan
of development must comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s ILR 10 Permit
requirements; add fees and time limits for each class of Permit; add requirements for administration
and enforcement Permits; and add new Appendices with new standards and requirements for both
Minor and Major Permits. (Parts D, E, L, M, N, O, T, U, and V of the legal advertisement); and V.
Revise existing Section 7 to be new Section 6 and add a prohibition against erosion or sedimentation
onto adjacent properties and add minimum erosion and water quality requirements that are required
for all construction or land disturbance; and VI. Revise existing Section 5 to be new Section 8 and add
a Preferred Hierarchy of Best Management Practices. (Part H of the legal advertisement); and VII.
Revise and reformat existing Section 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, and the Appendices and add new Section 18.
(Parts G, I, J, P, Q, R, S and W of the legal advertisement).

Ms. Capel informed the audience that anyone wishing to testify for any public hearing tonight must
sign the witness register for that public hearing. She reminded the audience that when they sign the
witness register they are signing an oath.

Ms. Capel asked the petitioner if he desired to make a statement outlining the nature of his request.

Mr. John Hall, Zoning Administrator, distributed a new Supplemental Memorandum dated March 13,2014,
for the Board’s review. He said that the new memorandum includes the legal description of the case and has
an attachment “Y” for the Board’s notebook regarding this case. He said that Attachment Y is an expansion
of Attachment C which was included with the ELUC memorandum dated October 29, 2013. He said that
Attachment C attempted to indicate what kinds of new permits would be required and the last comments that
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were received from the Board indicated that they were trying to get a good idea of what the actual changes
were and he would have to say that he is still at that stage. He said that an ILR10 is a requirement that
applies when there is likely to be one acre of land disturbance but the rest of the world is not set up to
anticipate when that one acre of land disturbance will occur. He said that he and Mr. Levy have been trying
to identify when an acre will be disturbed and how a system could be set up to catch that disturbance early so
that the public will know what to look out for. He said that Attachment C included five rows of information
discussing agriculture, mass grading not related to other construction, demolition, constructing a new
building in the RRO District, and construction in a new subdivision. He said that the new table in
Attachment Y discusses agriculture and grading and the last thing that it discusses is demolition and between
those it talks about building new homes on various arrangements of lots because this one acre threshold of
land disturbance is based on what happens on a given property or in a common plan of development. He
said that the way that they define a common plan of development is as follows: If you have a land auction
and the marketing brochure for the land auction indicates a diagram for two lots you made it a common plan
of development and an ILR 10 applies on however many lots there are in the diagram. He said that if you
have a two lot plat of survey or two lot plat of subdivision they are also considered common plans of
development and the one acre threshold can apply to both lots but if the timing is just right it will apply to
each lot independently and it literally depends on when the land disturbance occurs. He said that the RRO
District is the only time when we see a subdivision with a new street and the minute that a street is provided
for at least two lots for access there will probably be more than one acre of land disturbance. He said that
anytime someone builds within an RRO District they should worry about an ILR10.

Mr. Hall stated that an example was provided regarding new construction in a residential district, or business
district or industrial district. He said that we don’t see a lot of new buildings in the residential districts
because we haven’t established a new residential district for more than a decade. He said that most of the
residential districts are located within extra-territorial jurisdictional areas where the most that you might do
1s rebuild a building that was just torn down and most of the lots are not more than 10,000 square feet in
area. He said that we see some new business and industrial buildings being built and sometimes they are not
subject to municipal review and sometimes they disturb more than one acre.

Mr. Hall stated the first page of the table indicates Grading Example: Mass grading not related to other
construction. He said that he sensed for a long time that the first thing that staff is supposed to do is help the
EPA identify when one acre of land is being disturbed but the County does not require permits for grading or
demolition. He said that currently the County has no regulatory authority over grading when it is just simply
grading and the Zoning Ordinance is not supposed to regulate it but with the new ordinance we are supposed
to be catching these things therefore he is convinced that the County needs to require a grading permit for
grading not related to other construction when it is outside of the MS4 area. He said that when it is within
the MS4 area it will require a Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit but outside of the those areas when
the grading is disturbing an acre or more we need to know when it is happening so that we can require
compliance with ILR10. He said that by requiring compliance he means literally making sure that they sent a
Notice of Intent to the EPA but in order to do that we must require something from people. He said that in
the Grading Example, “Section 6.5 Grading Permit Required” is double underlined. He said that a Grading
Permit is being proposed to be required when there is more than 10,000 square feet being graded. He said

18



-
O OWONOODRWN-

BPA D2 WWWWWWWWWWNNNNMNMNNNNNNS A @ ;o
N2OOONODTRAWN_CODOONOODABRWNAOOO~NOOADRWN

ZBA AS APPROVED APRIL 14, 2014 3/13/14

that if someone is doing less than 10,000 square feet in grading the Section 6.4 Optional Minimum
Requirements still apply and they still have to be careful in not letting erosion and sedimentation happen on
their neighbor’s property and if they have a stock pile of soil they need to locate it properly and if it is more
than 100 cubic yards they have to actually put in some controls. He said that at less than 10,000 square feet
the County is not requiring a permit. Mr. Hall stated that no Zoning Use Permit is required if it is over
10,000 square feet provided that it is less than one acre but in order to be able to catch whenever it is one
acre or more he believes that we need to start requiring a permit at more than 10,000 square feet. He said
that the draft language for the Grading Permit has not been distributed but it has been written. He said that a
nominal fee of $50 is being proposed and a site plan must be submitted indicating how much land is being
disturbed and if it is more than one acre a copy of the Notice of Intent that was submitted to the EPA has to
be submitted with the Grading Permit. He said that if it is less than one acre and is not part of a common
plan of development a Notice of Intent does not have to be submitted because it wasn’t required in the first
place but a Grading Permit is required.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall to indicate the definition of Grading. She said that with grading being a function
requiring a permit she would like to know where the boundaries of the definition are going to reside.

Mr. Hall stated that Grading is indicated as defined but it is not defined therefore staff will try to find a
definition.

Ms. Griest stated that she could give the word “grading” several definitions and for the purpose and intent of
what we are doing she would like to know how it is being defined.

Mr. Hall stated that staff will work on the definition.

Mr. Hall stated that there is a Grading Permit with a $50 fee and an application must be submitted. He said
that the benefit of the permit is so that staff can make the landowner/developer aware of the Optional
Minimum Requirements. He said that in the MS4 area once the ILR10 kicks in the Department of Planning
and Zoning will have to go out and complete extra inspections but that is what is required. He said that
grading may be part of a larger common plan of development in which case if it is less than one acre of
disturbance and you are outside of the MS4 area the ILR 10 still applies and you have to submit a Notice of
Intent and if you are in the MS4 you have to apply for the Minor Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit.
He said that staff'is recommending a Grading Permit but staff is also recommending a Demolition Permit for
the same reason, same nominal fee, and the same requirements so that staff can identify when there is an acre
of disturbance and the landowner/developer should be applying to the EPA with a Notice of Intent.

Mr. Hall stated that as far as new requirements there are the new Optional Minimum Requirements, Grading
Permit and ultimately possible submission of documentation of the ILR10 compliance. He said that if the
property is within the MS4 area the Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit is required. He said that from
a staff perspective this adds a lot of detail about what all is required in these new approvals, particularly
outside of the MS4 area, and the table that went to ELUC did not have this level of detail and there is a level
of that is missing in this table. He said that what matters is when the one acre of disturbance occurred and
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what has happened at that point.

Mr. Hall stated that page two of the table includes Construction Example A. He said that this is the most
common thing that staff sees in their office which is construction of a new home in the rural district on a by-
right lot created by either a written legal description, a one lot Plat of Subdivision or a one lot Plat of Survey.
He said that the key thing is that there is no plan or diagram that shows more than one lot. He said that
someone is building a house on their lot and as long as they are not disturbing one acre of land they do not
need to worry about the ILR10 and if they are not within the MS4 area they do not need to worry about the
ILR10 if they are not disturbing an acre of land. He said that very soon he hopes to be able to show the
Board an example that will be used in the handout of a typical rural lot showing what is the disturbed area.
He said that the disturbed area is where the house is, the area disturbed around the edge of the house with all
of the excavating and construction traffic, it is where the septic system is located, where the stockpile is
stored. He said that for a typical rural lot with typical Champaign County conditions the landowner should
be able to do everything in less than 15,000 square feet. He said that the one acre limit should not be a
problem unless someone wants a pond or if they have a site where you have to do a lot of grading in which
case they will have to tell staff about the grading and if there is more than one acre they will have to comply
with the ILR10. He said that when someone is disturbing less than 10,000 square feet they still have to
disclose that on the Zoning Use Permit Application and the Optional Minimum Requirements will still

apply.

Mr. Hall stated that with Construction Example A we don’t have to worry about a larger common plan of
development because it is a one lot thing that created this therefore it only for one acre or more of land
disturbance. He said that the minute that there is one acre or more of land disturbance then the landowner
has to document ILR10 compliance. He said that if someone is building a site that is exceptionally steep a
septic system will take up more land and the house will have to be set back further therefore disturbing a
larger area and possibly disturbing more than one acre. He said that inside of the MS4 area the only thing
that is any different is the Major Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit requirement. He said that this
makes him believe that there should be a fee for the Major Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit the
same as for the Minor Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit. He said that there is a $50 fee for the
Minor Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit but there is no fee for a Major Land Disturbance Erosion
Control Permit because generally you should already be doing erosion control but sometimes that major
permit will be kicked in for a use where you do not have a stormwater drainage plan that is already
completed and in those instances there should be a nominal fee.

Mr. Hall stated that the Construction Example A is an easy example because there are no timing difficulties.
He said that the landowner will simply come to the office indicate how much land will be disturbed building
the home and that settles it.

Mr. Hall stated that Construction Example B is more complicated because it is for construction of a new
home in the rural districts on a “by-right” lot created by either a Plat of Subdivision of two lots; or a Plat of
Survey of two lots; or any Plat of Survey or written legal description pursuant to a land auction diagram that
illustrated two lots. He said that it is not limited to a land auction diagram but also any printed material such
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as a sign advertising two lots. He said that the advertising sign makes the two lots a common plan of
development and the one acre threshold applies in total but if each lot is developed separately so that one lot
is built, disturbed and stabilized and then the other lot is built, disturbed and stabilized then the one acre
standard will apply in each instance which is a much better situation. He said that if both houses are under
construction at the same time ILR 10 applies and again someone can disturb as much land as desired but they
have to put in the Erosion and Sedimentation Controls which costs approximately $5,000 per lot. He said
that starting off with less than 10,000 square foot of disturbance the applicant indicates how much land will
be disturbed with the Zoning Use Permit and the Optional Minimum Requirements apply. He said that with
more than 10,000 square foot of disturbance the applicant will indicate how much land will be disturbed
with the Zoning Use Permit and the Optional Minimum Requirements apply. He said that a typical home
should not disturb more than 15,000 square feet and it is conceivable that both homes could be under
construction and would never disturb one acre of land and that is what is encouraged. He said that for
almost all of the lots that we see this will not be a problem and as long as you don’t go over the one acre
threshold whether or not you are inside the MS4 area or outside the MS4 area makes no difference.

Ms. Lee stated that Construction Example B indicates that for one acre or more of land disturbance an ILR 10
is required outside of the MS4 area but not inside the MS4 area. She asked why the ILR10 is not required
inside the MS4 area.

Mr. Hall stated that the second column of the example includes a general note indicating the following:
ILR10 Compliance required by IEPA for street construction and all dwellings. He said that this note applies
when there is one acre or more of land disturbance. He said that the two columns on the right of the table
indicate proposed Ordinance requirements for outside of the MS4 area and inside the MS4 area. He said that
if there is one acre or more of land disturbance inside the MS4 area the Major LDEC Permit is required. He
said that if there is one acre or more of land disturbance outside of the MS4 area documentation of
compliance with ILR10 is required. He said that documentation of compliance with ILR10 consists of
sending staff a copy of what was sent to the IEPA and implementing the costs of the erosion controls.

Mr. Hall stated that Construction Example C involves construction of a new dwelling in the rural districts
with the establishment of the RRO District in a subdivision with a new street. He said that an RRO
subdivision with a new street could be required for only one lot although we have not actually seen that
happen yet but it is conceivable. He said that it is common to see an RRO District for only one lot. He said
that if someone is in an RRO District for one lot and there is no new street the one acre threshold should not
be a problem. He said that anytime when there is a street, while you might think that people would wait for
the street to be built before they begin building their home they don’t. He said that there are homes and
streets being built at the same time that are almost guaranteed to exceed the one acre threshold and that is the
thing that he is trying to be comfortable with. He said we know that there is going to be one acre of
disturbance because the street and the two lots, we would expect that when they build that street that they
would file a Notice of Intent with the IEPA. He said that if someone wanted to build a house before the
street is done then the landowner would also have to file an ILR10 with the IEPA and if there are multiple
homes under construction before the street was finished all of the landowners would have to file an ILR10
with the IEPA. He said that he wonders if that is an instance where the Zoning Ordinance might be able to
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make things easier for people but for right now we know that all of the landowners would have to file an
ILR10. He said that with the larger municipal subdivisions we know that the way those things operate is that
the original developer gets the ILR10 and then the individual homes on the small lots file for a permit with
Champaign or Urbana and they never have to contact the IEPA which is easier for those homeowners. He
said that the same standards apply in regards to installing the same controls and doing maintenance on those
controls and the homeowners will still end up spending the same amount for protecting the land although
they will not have to file the paperwork.

Mr. Hall stated that what Construction Example C illustrates is that in an RRO with less than 10,000 square
feet of disturbance, which is very unlikely, whether it is inside or outside the MS4, the landowner would
have to apply for the Zoning Use Permit and indicate how much they plan to disturb and abide by the
optional minimum requirements. He said that there was a street constructed therefore we know there was an
ILR10 compliance at that time. He said that for an RRO with 10,000 square feet or more but less than one
acre, because we know that this is part of a larger common planned development at that second level of land
disturbance (10,000 square feet or more but less than one acre), if you are outside of the MS4 area
documentation of ILR 10 compliance must be submitted and if you are inside of the MS4 area a Minor Land
Disturbance Erosion Control Permit is required. He said that if one acre is being disturbed on each lot
someone will still need to document the ILR 10 compliance but inside the MS4 they would need to apply for
a Major Land Disturbance Erosion Control Permit.

Mr. Hall stated that an RRO with one acre or more of disturbance is a complicated situation because there
may be different contractors on site and each may have their own ILR10 compliance. He said that the
erosion controls will still need to be put up for both the street and the lots and this would be a really big
problem for our department because it requires a lot of inspections. He said that the last subdivision with a
street was a really big problem for our department and at that time we weren’t even concerned about erosion
controls which is a good thing because there were a lot of problems created during the development of that
subdivision. He said he is sure that the neighbors to that property will be happy to see that the County will
do a better job with erosion controls in the future. He said that the bad erosion controls on that subdivision’s
property ended up costing that developer a lot more than it should have because they did not monitor their
erosion and sedimentation controls and it was not a good situation. He said that he is happy to say that the
street was finally built in the subdivision and it was accepted therefore it is no longer an issue for our
department.

Mr. Hall stated that Construction Example C is probably the most complicated example. He said that
Construction Example D discusses a new building in some other district which may or may not be part of a
larger common plan of development which is something that staff needs to be looking out for and asking the
right questions. He said that he doubts that anyone will actually want to make staff aware of the fact that
they are part of a larger common plan of development right off the bat but it is just like our current
stormwater drainage plan requirements in that staff is responsible for knowing how much impervious area
has been created and making the landowner aware of when they need a detention basin. He said that
Construction Example D is not really any different than any of the other examples in that once there is an
acre of land disturbance, ILR10 compliance is required or if it is part of a larger common plan of
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development ILR10 can apply earlier. He said that we always get a permit for construction of a new building
therefore that is how staff will track this because the applicant will need to indicate the area of proposed land
disturbance on the site plan.

Ms. Lee stated that at times people do not apply for a permit before they build.
Mr. Hall stated that people can always call staff when they see construction occurring.

Mr. Hall stated that land disturbance is defined and he isn’t very eager about helping that first applicant
define his area of land disturbance on the site plan but it has to be done as part of this requirement. He said
that the site plan has to indicate where the excavation is being completed and where they are putting the
stockpiles and how they are maneuvering on the site. He said that the site plan also has to indicate where the
construction supplies and equipment are being stored on the site, the location of the septic system, and
assurance that the stockpiles are not being placed over the septic system.

Mr. Passalacqua asked Mr. Hall if these requirements will cause more trips to the site for staff.
Mr. Hall stated yes, but only inside the MS4 area.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if this will detour developers from peeling off top soil and selling it because they
will have to disclose it up front.

Mr. Hall stated that he suspects that to be one result.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if this is a question that staff will ask during the application process. She said that
most of the developers peel off the good top soil selling it separately which disturbs the entire site and
degrades the quality of the site.

Mr. Hall stated that he believes that the minor costs of the erosion and sedimentation controls are more than
paid for by the value of black dirt and he still believes that this will happen largely but not in all instances.

Ms. Griest stated that all of the examples indicate a lot that is still in production but properly defined as a
buildable lot by-right or within an RRO. She said that good black dirt is being developed therefore will staff
only count the area of the site where the developer is placing the house, septic, construction materials, and
the driveway and not the areas that are being graded and sown in grass. She asked if the area graded for
grass will be counted in the area of disturbance.

Mr. Hall stated that agriculture is exempt from this program. He said that if a lot is created out of a farm
field the fact that it is disturbed from agriculture is not a problem as long as it is identified where it will be

disturbed during construction and get the rest of the lot protected with vegetation.

Mr. Levy stated that when it becomes a plat and it is not stabilized he believes that it will become part of the
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disturbed area. He said that if it is done prior to a plat and it is graded level for development then he could
see a different situation because it would have some sort of surface cover for soil stabilization and only the
part that is considered in the site plan would be indicated as disturbance.

Mr. Passalacqua stated that it could be assumed that when row crop becomes lawn grass that the soil will
have to be worked a lot therefore the entire parcel has been disturbed.

Mr. Hall stated that we will be able to document that the disturbance is only to the extent that someone is
trying to establish a good vegetative cover and that does not count against what we are concerned about.

Ms. Griest stated that is exactly what she was trying to get at.

Mr. Hall stated that the Demolition Example is similar to grading and demolition is less likely to be part of a
common plan of development but again we must always check it. He said that currently demolition does not
require a permit and in our jurisdiction it is quite rare for demolition to include a whole area that is more
than 10,000 square feet therefore he believes that we will see these quite rarely but we have to have the
regulatory system in place in case someone does disturb one acre or if it is part of larger common plan of
development. He said that outside of the MS4 area if it is more than one acre ILR10 compliance must be
documented, $50 fee for the demolition permit must be filed, and the optional minimum requirements apply.
He said that he does have a concern that there may be some state level standards related to demolition and
disposal of materials. He said that if we are supposed to be doing something to make sure that asbestos is
being property taken care of then the permit may get more complicated but staff will have to investi gate that.
He said that currently the example shows the County requiring a demolition permit below one acre of
disturbance because we want to be there when they define the one acre of disturbance so that it is realistic.
He said that depending on how complicated this permit will be there may be good reason to minimize this
permit as much as possible. He said that if we can help people to do things the right way then that is why we
are here. He said that hopefully a handout will be available for the public regarding the rules and hopefully
this will be easier than grading because it will be generally be for an individual site.

Mr. Hall stated that if someone is going to tear something down and immediately apply for a Zoning Use
Permit to build something else he would rather do that under a Zoning Use Permit and not get involved with
the demolition. He said that the intent is to only do the demolition permit when someone is going to tear a
building down and has no plans for redevelopment. He said that the demolition permit will help staff make
sure that everything is buttoned up and has a good vegetative cover.

Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Levy is working on a list regarding what is required for each one of these instances
and will submit that list to the ZBA for review. Mr. Hall stated that staff has begun converting this
information to the Finding of Fact but it is not ready for distribution tonight to the Board. He said that if the
Board has any questions regarding the table after the meeting they should feel free to call staff at anytime.
He said that he hopes to provide more detail at the next meeting regarding the RRO situation where there is
an ILR10 in the beginning and then if two or three homes begin construction they too need ILR10
compliance. He said that he would like to have all of the information in a handout form for public
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distribution when this is finally adopted.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if there are multiple homes proposed to be under construction in an RRO situation
how will the landowners know that they could be in a more expensive category if they build later in lieu of
building immediately.

Mr. Hall stated that the landowner should be able to find this information out before they purchase the lot
and the handout will also explain the process. He said that they are going to know that they are building in
an RRO with a street and vacant lots. He said that it is entirely possible, if the economy stays as it is
currently, we may never see an RRO but if we do perhaps the construction will be so slow that each lot will
be stabilized individually but he finds that hard to imagine.

Ms. Griest stated that a perfect example is the subdivision on Airport Road because the road was built and
only one house has been constructed with many vacant lots remaining.

Mr. Hall stated that if someone went out there and purchased a lot and started construction right away the
EPA would still require E & S controls and since the lots are not even one acre therefore one lot cannot
disturb more than one acre and everything else is stabilized.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall what would happen if three landowners decided to construct within this RRO at
the same time. She asked Mr. Hall if his office will be the bearer of the bad news or will there be some other
way to inform the public.

Mr. Hall stated that the handouts will be prepared to inform the public. He said that people need to look at
how many other lots may be under construction during the same time that their lot is and if the two are more
than one acre they should be prepared to spend $5,000 per lot for E & S controls and complete the
paperwork necessary for compliance.

Mr. Passalacqua stated that because they are part of the larger development it doesn’t matter what else is
going on the rest of the area and whether or not it is stabilized.

Mr. Hall stated that if there is no more than one acre disturbed he believes that the EPA would still want the
E & S controls up and the subdivision that was mentioned is within the MS4 area. He said that outside of
the MS4 area it will be whatever the EPA is going to require on the lot and staff will not be policing it.

Mr. Passalacqua stated that he obviously misunderstood because he thought that once it became a parcel of a
larger common plan of development that it didn’t matter.

Mr. Hall stated that outside of the MS4 we only want to know that the notice was sent to the EPA and that is
it, but inside the MS4 area we want to know that the notice was sent to the EPA and we will notify the
landowner that we will be out tomorrow before they start construction to make sure they have everything in
place.
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Mr. Randol asked Mr. Hall if the developer or the individual builder will be responsible for this compliance.
Mr. Hall stated both and they already are responsible.

Ms. Lee stated that when we first started discussing this Mr. Hall indicated that we are doing it just inside the
MS4 area but now it appears that there are rules outside of the MS4 area. She asked if the Clean Water Act
only requires the County to enforce this inside the MS4 area why are we trying to enforce it outside of the
MS4 area as well.

Mr. Hall stated that the legal advertisement made it very clear that the County will be policing for ILR10
compliance and that is a requirement. He said that people will have to prove to the County that they sent in
their notice if they are outside of the MS4 area but the extra inspections that are completed inside the MS4
area will not be required outside of the MS4 area. He said that outside the MS4 area this Ordinance does not
require E & S Controls to be in place so if someone submits the EPA notification then they will put up the
controls but the County is not policing it and is not requiring it outside of the MS4 area and all the County
wants to know will be whether or not they complied with the EPA.

Mr. Levy stated that the concern is that the County will be held liable if we don’t take some action to assure
that a landowner or developer has submitted their ILR10 Notice of Intent and we will be complacent in that
and that is where this extension comes in and the County doesn’t want to hold that burden. He said that we
need to comply with the ILR10 with the IEPA and this is the closest that we can get to that without undue
burden.

Ms. Lee stated that in other words we are going to be controlling it outside of the MS4 area to the extent that
we are going to require compliance with ILR10.

Mr. Hall stated that if someone is supposed to be in compliance with ILR 10 and they come to the County for
a permit and indicate that they are not going to comply with ILR10 until the IEPA contacts them the County
will not issue them a permit. He said that if we continue to permit without verifying compliance with ILR10
the County will have problems of its own. He said that there are a few people in this meeting room that
know a lot more about this than he does and if he is wrong he hopes someone will speak up because there is
only so much to find out by cruising the handouts and reading the material on the EPA website and they
require the same thing regardless of where you are and they do not make this distinction of inside or outside
the MS4 area. He said that the EPA is making sure that the controls are installed regardless of where you are
but that is not feasible for our County therefore we are trying to do it this way.

Ms. Capel asked the Board if there were any additional questions for Mr. Hall and there were none.

Ms. Capel stated that no one has signed the witness register for this case. She asked the audience if anyone
would like to sign the witness register at this time to present testimony regarding Case 769-AT-13.
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Ms. Capel called Herb Schildt to testify.

Mr. Herb Schildt, who resides at 398 CR 2500N, Mahomet, asked Mr. Hall if the F ebruary 4, 2014, Draft
Storm Water Management and Erosion Control Ordinance is the most current version under review.

Mr. Hall stated yes.

Mr. Schildt stated that Mr. Hall referred to the grading permit indicated in Section 6.5 although he does not
see such indication in Section 6.5.

Mr. Hall stated that the text has been drafted and we know where it is going to be inserted but the draft
version was not ready for tonight’s meeting.

Mr. Schildt stated Mr. Hall referred to the ILR10 requirement in Section 5 although he does not see such an
indication in Section 5.

Mr. Hall stated that his comments were in reference to another change that is part of the addition of the
grading and demolition permit. He said that it will be inserted in Section 5 soon.

Mr. Schildt stated that the demolition permit is not included in the current draft ordinance.
Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Schildt is correct.

Mr. Schildt asked Mr. Hall to explain what other counties who do not have zoning are doing in regards to the
Clean Water Act.

Mr. Hall stated that those counties are not subject to it. He said that Champaign County is subject to it
because it is fortunate to have metropolitan area that met or exceeded the population threshold. He said that
counties who do not have zoning generally do not have that much population but the ILR10 still applies
although he is not aware whether compliance is enforced in those areas.

Mr. Schildt stated that he is not very excited about the grading permit.

Ms. Capel asked if staff had any questions for Mr. Schildt and there were none.

Ms. Capel asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Schildt.

Ms. Lee asked Mr. Schildt to explain why he disagreed with a grading permit requirement.

Mr. Schildt stated that he agrees with Ms. Griest’s concern regarding the lack of a definition of grading. He
said that he does not see roto-tilling for a grass bed as being a ground disturbance but more of a bedding
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preparation as done in a gardening project. He said that he likes objective law and not subjective law.

Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Schildt’s reaction is completely expected and there are many people that staff
reports to on a daily basis who will have a much stronger reaction.

Mr. Schildt stated that he believes that in regards to the zoning department he believes that less is more and
if it isn’t something that has to be done then don’t do it.

Mr. Hall stated that the zoning department is technically five years late.
Ms. Capel called Don Wauthier to testify.

Mr. Don Wauthier, who resides at 1831 Tahoe Court, Champaign, stated that he is employed by Berns,
Clancy and Associates Engineers and he was one of the instructors for the IEPA permit. He said that he can
answer the question regarding a rural lot which is currently a cornfield and is worked and tilled for a bed for
grass and it is considered land disturbance and an ILR10 is required. He said that if the lot is a cornfield
today and the lot was subdivided and tilled for grass then that is considered land disturbance and the owner
must obtain an ILR10 permit and that is information straight out of the USEPA and not just the IEPA. He
said that the acre of disturbance is going to be a big issue.

Ms. Lee asked Mr. Wauthier if a permit would be required if you just graded the lot and seeded it with grass
with no intention of construction.

Mr. Wauthier stated that if someone is planting grass and creating pasture then it is considered agriculture
and no permit is required because agriculture is exempt. He said that if someone is planting grass to create a
lot for a homestead then an ILR10 is required. He said that one way around it would be that before someone
files a Plat of Survey they plant the entire area in grass and then file for an RRO.

Mr. Hall asked Mr. Wauthier if someone left a portion of the minimum one acre lot in crop production then
by definition they would not be disturbing an acre which would get around the requirement.

Mr. Wauthier asked Mr. Hall if the 10,000 square feet is a magic number or is it just something that staff
made up because one of the ways to help with the grading permit process might be to raise the threshold to
20,000 square feet so that if mass grading was completed a permit would be required but it would getrid of
some of the smaller sites.

Mr. Hall stated that the 10,000 square feet is a magic number but the threshold for which the grading permit
kicks in could be 20,000 square feet as long as we are confident that we are not missing anything for a
common plan of development.

Mr. Wauthier stated that he would recommend such to make things easier. He said that it is unfortunate that
this is one of the problems that we run in to since we are a county with a MS4 and counties like Douglas do
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not have to do this. He said that they are basing these requirements on the population of a particular county
and their metro area.

Mr. Hall stated that Mr. Wauthier did provide many written comments to staff and the Board will eventually
see those comments. He said that staff has also received comments from Mr. Schildt and other Board
members and all of those comments will be put together for the Board’s review at a future meeting.

Ms. Capel called Rob Parker to testify.

Mr. Rob Parker, who resides at 467 CR 2500N, Mahomet, stated that he is also concerned with the 10,000
square feet threshold as well as the restrictions on stockpiles more than 100 cubic yards, which is five semi-
loads. He said that he has a landscaping business and he has graded a lot of yards and typically when
someone builds a house on five acres the entire lot is graded. He said that by the time they install the septic
system, geo-thermal system, driveway the entire lot has been disturbed because no one wants corn stalks as a
yard cover or hay and they want grass. He asked if 100 cubic yards is an IEPA requirement or another
arbitrary number.

Mr. Hall stated that if we didn’t have it as a minimum to apply to everywhere it would definitely be a part of
the MS4 section but we felt that large stockpiles could create large problems if they are set too close to
streams or too close to ditches. He said that the 100 cubic yards is an arbitrary number because he hasn’t
found anything that tells him that 100 cubic yards is the amount to be worried about but it is the number that
he has seen in many of the other ordinances.

Mr. Parker stated that if the 100 cubic yards is an arbitrary number then he would suggest that it be increased
or the determination placed on a slide depending upon the lot size. He said that he has seen places where he
has hauled in 2200 cubic yards of dirt to grade the yard.

Mr. Hall stated that he cannot recommend 2200 cubic yards as the threshold.

Mr. Parker stated that he would suggest that the County only do what the State requires and that’s it. He said
that we do not have the staff for this and we can’t afford it. He said that if he has a customer that indicates
that they have a $3,000 limit to install their yard on a five acre lot then they are going to be out of luck
because they won’t be able to do it let alone spend $5,000 for a silt fence and engineering plans. He said that
he believes that these requirements are too much.

Mr. Hall stated that if someone doesn’t have to comply with ILR10 then the County will not make them do
anything with a stockpile unless it is within 30 feet of a stream or ditch. He said that if the stockpile is more
than 100 cubic yards a silt fence is supposed to be installed at the bottom to protect it but staff will not be
enforcing that and it will only be enforcement by complaint. He said that this is the most cost that someone
will have to do outside of the MS4 area because if someone does not manage the stockpile properly you
could damage a neighbor’s property. He said that staff does not receive these complaints very often but has
gotten them sometimes and it isn’t like staff has reams of complaints therefore posing the need to
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recommend this and ELUC let the optional minimum requirements come to the public hearing but they made
it very clear that they are going to look very closely at them. He said that he will pass the comments from
Mr. Schildt, Mr. Wauthier, and Mr. Parker to ELUC and we will see what happens.

Mr. Parker asked Mr. Hall if there is currently a mechanism in place if he has a stockpile of dirt and it runs
off onto the neighbor’s property and they complain.

Mr. Hall stated that it isn’t a violation of the County’s Nuisance Ordinance currently therefore staff could not
do one thing about it.

Mr. Parker stated that he is not in favor in doing anymore than we have to do and it also appears that some of
newer parts should be prepared in advance for review by the public.

Mr. Hall stated that he will be placed on the mailing list and the information will be sent to him as soon as it
is ready for review.

Ms. Capel asked if staff had any questions for Mr. Parker and there were none.
Ms. Capel asked the Board if there were any questions for Mr. Parker and there were none.

Ms. Capel asked the audience if anyone else desired to sign the witness register at this time to present
testimony regarding Case 769-AT-13.

Mr. Hall noted that staff will do a separate legal advertising for the grading and demolition permits because
it will be a separate case and the legal advertisement will not cost very much.

Ms. Capel entertained a motion to continue the meeting to 10:15 p.m.

Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Ms. Lee to continue the meeting to 10:15 p.m. The motion carried by
voice vote.

Ms. Capel called Mr. Steve Burdin to testify.

Mr. Steve Burdin, who resides at 2527 CR 450 E, Mahomet, stated that Mr. Hall previously stated that the
EPA would like this ordinance to be enacted throughout the entire county and other counties who have
created an ordinance like this have done the same. He asked Mr. Hall if there is a chance that Champaign
County will be pushed to enact this ordinance for the entire county in lieu of just the MS4 area.

Mr. Hall stated that he does not know but he has asked the question.

Ms. Capel entertained a motion to continue Case 769-AT-13 to a date certain.
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Mr. Hall recommended that Case 769-AT-13 be continued to the April 17" meeting. He said that he does
not believe that staff will have a substantial amount of new information by then but it is essential that we get
anything done that we can. He said that he is sorry that interested people are required to come to the
meetings because they want to follow this case but at the same time we have a tremendous challenge at a
staff level in trying to get this material completed. He said that he will be working on the map amendment
and special use permit cases that are scheduled to be heard for the April 17" meeting and those petitioners
have submitted completed applications to staff therefore he is going to try to have those cases ready for final
action that night so he might not have a lot of time to work on this case. He said that Mr. Levy may be able
to work on this case but he too has other things that he must work on. He said that it is essential to have this
case on the agenda even thought there may not be much information available and in having it on the agenda
it will help spur the progress of this case.

Ms. Griest asked Mr. Hall if by the April 17% meeting staff would be able to advertise the grading and
demolition permit cases advertised and maybe discuss those at the meeting and have something for the
audience to review.

Mr. Hall stated that in order to have it advertised for the April 17" meeting he would have to send in the
legal advertisement tomorrow. He said that he would feel more comfortable if Case 769-AT-13 was
continued to the May 15% meeting.

Ms. Griest stated that the May 15 meeting could possibly be a large meeting therefore she is not inclined to
continue this important case to May 15™.

Mr. Hall stated that he would recommend that Case 769-AT-13 be continued to the May 29" meeting.

Ms. Griest moved, seconded by Mr. Passalacqua to continue Case 769-AT-13 to the May 29" meeting.
The motion carried by voice vote.

6. New Public Hearings
None
7. Staff Report
None
8. Other Business
A. Review of Docket
Mr. Hall noted that Case 732-AT-12 was deferred again at the February County Board meeting therefore it is

on the agenda for next Thursday pending that there are enough County Board members present to hopefully
override a protest.
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CASE NO. 773-AT-14

PRELIMINARY MEMORANDUM

May 23, 2014

Petitioner: Zoning Administrator Prepared by: John Hall, Zoning Administrator

Request:

Andrew Levy, RPC Planner

Amend the Champaign County Storm Water Management and Erosion Control
Ordinance that is the subject of a separate Zoning Case 769-AT-13, by adding the
following:

A.

G.

Add a requirement for a Grading and Demolition Permit for any grading

or demolition that disturbs one acre or more of land or for any grading or
demolition that is part of a larger common plan of development in which
one acre or more of land disturbance will occur, and that is not related to
any proposed construction.

Add fees for Grading and Demolition Permits.

Add required information to be provided in the application for a Grading
and Demolition Permit.

Add a requirement that any grading or demolition pursuant to a Grading
or Demolition Permit shall comply with the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency’s ILR10 General Storm Water Permit for
Construction.

Add a requirement than any demolition pursuant to a Demolition Permit
shall comply with the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency’s
regulations enforcing the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for regulated asbestos.

Add prohibitions against changing the flow of water and blocking the
flow of water.

Add other requirements related to Grading and Demolition Permits.

BACKGROUND

At the March 13, 2014, public hearing for Case 769-AT-13 staff believed that it was advisable
that the County should require compliance with the NPDES Permit ILR10 for any construction
activities that result in a land disturbance of greater than or equal to one acre and construction
activities that disturb less than an acre if that construction activity is part of a larger common
plan of development or sale that will disturb one acre or more outside of the MS4 Jurisdictional
Area. That belief was primarily due to uncertainty about the meaning of Part IV. B.5.f. of

ILR40.

Ensuring compliance with ILR10 necessitated a proposal to add a “Grading Permit” and a
“Demolition Permit” for land disturbance caused by grading and/or demolition that is not related
to other proposed construction. Grading and Demolition Permits were discussed at the 3/13/14
public hearing but at that time there was no actual text amendment proposing to add those

Permits.
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Since the 3/13/14 meeting staff has gained a better understanding of Part IV. B.5.f. of ILR40 and
that understanding is that Champaign County is not obligated to enforce compliance with ILR10

outside of the MS4 Jurisdictional Area.

However, staff believes there are benefits to requiring Grading and Demolition Permits and
requiring compliance with ILR10 outside of the MS4 Jurisdictional Area. These two things are

not linked and the County Board can do either without doing both.

Complaints from neighbors about changes in surface drainage on adjacent property or complaints
about mud that is tracked onto the public street or concerns about erosion and sedimentation on
their own property are quite common and, given that the proposed amendment is adding to the
Stormwater Management Policy exactly what is needed to enforce Grading and Demolition
Permits, it makes sense for the County Board to consider requiring Grading and Demolition
Permits. Requiring permits for Grading and Demolition will provide some recourse for
neighbors who may experience some erosion or sedimentation or simply a significant change in
surface drainage as a result of grading or demolition on adjacent properties. The benefit is slight
but complaints about drainage changes are common enough that the County Board should
consider requiring Grading and Demolition Permits even if it does not require ILR10 compliance
outside of the MS4 Jurisdictional Area.

The primary benefits of requiring compliance with ILR10 outside of the MS4 Jurisdiction Area
are ensuring consistency with state law and contributing to further prevention of water pollution.

Case 773-AT-14 has been initiated to provide the County Board with the ability to require a
Grading Permit or a Demolition Permit for any grading or demolition that disturbs one acre or
more of land or for any grading or demolition that is part of a larger common plan of
development in which one acre or more of land disturbance will occur outside of the MS4
Jurisdictional Area, and that is not related to any proposed construction. Note that at the 3/13/14
public hearing there was discussion about requiring either the Grading Permit or the Demolition
Permit at land disturbances less than an acre but that is not proposed here except in the case of
grading or demolition that is part of a larger common plan of development.

Attachment A is the proposed amendment that if approved would add Section 6.6 to the
proposed Storm Water Management and Erosion Control Ordinance that is the subject of related

Case 769-AT-13.

Cases 769-AT-13 and 773-AT-14 should proceed together. The proposed amendment is based
on ILR10 compliance being required in Case 769-AT-13, which is optional. If the County Board
chooses to adopt the Grading and Demolition Permit requirement without adopting ILR10
compliance paragraphs 6.6 C.12. and 6.6 F. would not be required.

ATTACHMENTS
A Proposed Amendment
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Attachment A Proposed Amendment
MAY 23, 2014

Proposed Amendment (Annotated as noted)

1. Add the following to Sec. 3 Definitions:
DEMOLITION PERMIT: A permit for DEMOLITION activities that are planned

for areas outside of the MS4 JURISDICTIONAL AREA.

GRADING PERMIT: A permit for GRADING activities that are planned for
areas outside of the MS4 JURISDICTIONAL AREA.

2. Add the following to Sec. 4.:

44  GRADING and DEMOLITION PERMIT Exemptions
All GRADING and DEMOLITION meeting the following conditions are exempt from
the requirement for a GRADING PERMIT and/or a DEMOLITION PERMIT :

A.
B.

o g

AGRICULTURE

GRADING or DEMOLITION that is not part of or related to other
CONSTRUCTION and that will result in less than one acre of LAND
DISTURBANCE and that is not part of a larger COMMON PLAN OF
DEVELOPMENT OR SALE OF RECORD.

Emergencies posing an immediate danger to life or property, or
substantial flood or fire hazards.

GRADING or DEMOLITION on LOTS subject to annexation agreements.
GRADING or DEMOLITION pursuant to a statewide or regional permit
administered by the Illinois Department of Natural Resources Office of
Water Resources (IDNR/OWR) and provided that information sufficient
to document compliance with the relevant statewide or regional permit is
submitted to the ZONING ADMINISTRATOR at least one week prior to
the start of LAND DISTURBANCE. This exemption is only applicable to
that portion of CONSTRUCTION or LAND DISTURBANCE that is
eligible for the statewide or regional permit.

Any CONSTRUCTION, GRADING, DEMOLITION, and/ or LAND
DISTURBANCE occurring either in a public street right-of-way or a
railroad right-of-way, that is done by or for either the unit of government
that has maintenance authority of that street right-of-way or for any utility
that is authorized to use any portion of the public street right-of-way or the
railroad that has the use of that railroad right-of-way.

3. Add the following to 5.2A.

5.

Approval of any required GRADING PERMIT or DEMOLITION
PERMIT outside of the MS4 JURISDICTIONAL AREA.
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4. Add the following to Sec. 6:
6.6 DEMOLITION PERMIT and GRADING PERMIT

A. DEMOLITION or GRADING that will result in one acre or more of LAND
DISTURBANCE or that is part of a larger COMMON PLAN OF
DEVELOPMENT OR SALE OF RECORD which will disturb one acre or more
of land, and that is not part of or related to other CONSTRUCTION and that is
not located in the Champaign County MS4 JURIDICTIONAL AREA shall be
subject to the requirement for either a DEMOLITION PERMIT or a GRADING

PERMIT, whichever is applicable.

B. GRADING that is related to DEMOLITION shall be authorized as part of a
DEMOLITION PERMIT.

C. Application for a DEMOLITION PERMIT or a GRADING PERMIT shall be
filed in written form with the ZONING ADMINISTRATOR on such forms as the
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR prescribes and shall include the following
information:

1. Name and address of the OWNER, the APPLICANT, contractor, engineer
and architect when applicable;
2. Location, including township and section, street number, lot block and or
tract comprising the legal description of the site;

Permanent Index Number (PIN);

LOT Area;

ZONING DISTRICT;

Special Flood Hazard Area, if applicable;

USE of existing property and structures;

Proposed USE and any proposed structures;

Estimated cost of proposed construction, GRADING, and/or

DEMOLITION;

10. SITE PLAN indicating all existing and proposed USES and structures;

11.  Extent and nature of proposed LAND DISTURBANCE.

12. A copy of the ILR10 NOTICE OF INTENT. (Note: This sentence is not
required if the County Board does not require compliance with ILR10 in
Case 769-AT-13)

00N AW

D. In addition to the application information required by paragraph 6.6 C. for a
DEMOLITION PERMIT, each application for a DEMOLITION PERMIT and
each application for DEMOLITION pursuant to a LDEC PERMIT shall provide a
copy of the completed State of Illinois Demolition/Renovation/Asbestos Project
Notification Form. All DEMOLITION authorized under a DEMOLITION
PERMIT or pursuant to a LDEC PERMIT shall comply with the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency’s regulations enforcing the National Emission
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for regulated asbestos.
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At the time the application is filed for a DEMOLITION PERMIT or a GRADING
PERMIT a fee of $50 shall be paid.

All GRADING or DEMOLITION pursuant to a GRADING PERMIT or
DEMOLITION PREMIT shall comply at all times with the ILR10. (Note: This
paragraph is not required if the County Board does not require compliance with

ILR10 in Case 769-AT-13)






CASE NO. 776-S-14

Chalgpaign PRELIMINARY MEMORANDUM
ounty May 23, 2014
Department of

PLANNING & Petitioners: Windsor Road Christian Church
ZONING

Request: Authorize the following as a Special Use in the AG-2 Agricultural Zoning
District on the subject property below:

Authorize the expansion and use of an existing, non-conforming church

Brook . . : et o o o
Administrativenéoenet:: in the AG-2 Agricultural Zoning District consisting of additional

1776 E. Washington Street classrooms, worship areas and recreational space with no change in
Urbana, lilinois 61802 existing facility use.
(217):384-3708 Location: A 10 acre tract that is in the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of

the Northwest Quarter of Section 27 of Champaign Township and
commonly known as the Windsor Road Christian Church located at 2501

West Windsor Road, Champaign.
Site Area: 10 acres

Time Schedule for Development: Existing and As Soon As Approval Is Given

Prepared by: Susan Chavarria
Associate Planner

John Hall
Zoning Administrator

BACKGROUND

Windsor Road Christian Church proposes to construct a 12,204 square foot addition to their existing
facility. The addition will increase the building’s floor area to approximately 44,736 square feet. The
addition will include ten classrooms, a nursery, play space and worship space.

The original church was approved for construction in 1976 under Zoning Use Permit # 19-76-02.
Zoning Use Permit # 146-84-01 authorized the addition of an educational wing. Zoning Use Permit #
336-99-01 authorized use of an accessory building to the church. Zoning Use Permit # 89-01-02
authorized another addition to the church. Zoning Use Permits 242-AV-00, 120-01-04, 285-AV-01,
101-03-02, and 305-10-01 all authorized the expansion of parking for the church.

EXTRATERRITORIAL JURISDICTION

The subject property is within the one and one-half mile extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City
of Champaign. The City has received notice of this case. Comments from the City are welcome on
the Special Use, but the City does not have protest rights.
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Windsor Road Christian Church
May 29, 2014

EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING

Table 1. Land Use and Zoning in the Vicinity

Direction Land Use Zoning

Onsite Church AG-2 Agriculture

North Residential SF1 Single Family Residential

(City of Champaign Zoning)
East Agriculture AG-2 Agriculture
West Residential R-1 Residential
South Residential R-1 Residential

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

The petitioner must eventually comply with the Stormwater Management Policy because the amount
of impervious area proposed for the self-storage warehouses is greater than 16% of the total area of
the lot. However, the proposed addition would be constructed on land currently covered by the
church’s parking lot, so there would be no increase in impervious area. The petitioner has submitted a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan received May 13, 2014.

TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT (TIA)

The proposed addition is not anticipated to increase traffic volumes on Windsor Road. Part of the
proposed project is to remove the eastern entrance to the church and replace it with a new entrance on
the west end of the property. The petitioner’s engineer suggests that this could alleviate some traffic
delay issues currently experienced by westbound travelers wanting to turn left into the subject

property.

The Zoning Ordinance does not require a TIA, but the Board can request one. Staff has made the
petitioner aware that a TIA may be requested and that all costs associated with the TIA are to be paid
by the petitioner.

PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS
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 for construction and all required certifications shall
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Windsor Road Christian Church

May 29, 2014

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.

Certification from the County Health Department that the septic system on the
subject property has sufficient capacity for the existing building and proposed
addition is a requirement for approval of the Zoning Use Permit.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That the solid waste system conforms to the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance and any applicable health regulations.

The design for the proposed new entrance to the property must be approved by the
City of Champaign prior to approving the Zoning Use Permit. The entrance must
also be approved as constructed by the City of Champaign in order to extending a
Zoning Compliance Certificate.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That access and safety concerns for travel on Windsor Road are considered
according to applicable City of Champaign engineering standards.

A Landscaping Plan of the required Type A screen for the entire (existing and
proposed) parking area must be received and approved or a variance must be applied
for and approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That the proposed parking facilities conform to the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.

The Zoning Administrator shall not authorize a Zoning Use Permit until the
petitioner has demonstrated that any new or proposed exterior lighting on the subject
property will comply with the lighting requirements of Section 6.1.2.

The special conditions stated above are required to ensure the following:
That any proposed exterior lighting is in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance.

The Zoning Administrator shall not issue a Zoning Compliance Certificate for the
proposed church until the petitioner has demonstrated that the proposed Special Use
complies with the Illinois Accessibility Code.

The special condition stated above is necessary to ensure the following:
That the proposed Special Use meets applicable state requirements for
accessibility.
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G. The only principal use authorized by Case # 776-S-14 is a church.

The special condition stated above is necessary to ensure the following:
That the petitioner and future landowners understand the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.

ATTACHMENTS
A Case Maps: Location, Land Use, Zoning

B Site Plan from the original church construction as authorized in ZUP # 19-76-02 approved on
2/17/76

C Site Plan from ZUP # 146-84-01 approved on 5/29/1984 authorizing construction of a 9,375
square foot addition to serve as the church’s education wing.

D Site Plan from ZUP # 336-99-01 approved on 12/10/1999 authorizing placement of a portable
office building on the subject property.

E Site Plan from Administrative Variance # 242-AV-00 authorizing construction of an addition to an
existing parking lot.

F  Site Plan from Administrative Variance # 285-AV-01 approved on 4/19/2001 authorizing the
dimensions and maneuvering area specifications for a proposed parking lot addition.

G Site Plan from ZUP # 120-01-04 approved on 5/3/2001 authorizing construction of an addition to
an existing parking lot.

H Site Plan from ZUP # 89-01-02 approved on 7/3/01 — the last building addition constructed under
“by right” authorization

I Site Plan from Zoning Use Permit # 101-03-02 approved on 4/16/2003 authorized construction of
an addition to an existing parking lot as a non-significant expansion of a nonconforming use.

J Phased Parking Lot Expansion, Phase 1 Plan Set from ZUP # 305-10-01 approved on 11/9/10

K Landscaping Plan for the parking screen received 1/10/11 (a more recent landscaping plan has not
been submitted)

L Final Engineering Improvement Plans received May 21, 2014
M Site Visit Photos — included separately

N Draft Summary of Evidence dated May 23, 2014, with attachments — included separately
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ROAD

WINDSOR

PARKING LOT

225 EXISTING PARKING SPACES
7 EXISTING HANDICAP SPACES
52 PROPOSED PARKING SPACES

284 TOTAL SPACES

Tim MikLer
Home : 35¢-740%
Woee: 384-0505 £x1- )2

WRCC SITE IMPROVEMENTS - PHASE 2

PARKING LOT EXPANSION

w WINDSOR ROAD CHRISTIAN CHURCH

P.0. BOX 6027 DATE: 1 OF 1
CHAMPAIGN, IL 61826
(217) 359-2122 FAX (217) 359-7623 4703703 DRAWING NUMBER




\\M /
/|
Al
At
12
A=
[} _\6
. /]
= . /
| /]
| /
v
/|
/]
A
y
/
/|
/|
/
7]
/]
/1
Z
/
b
% W Vi
L £ 7
o 5
Swaougs 0 33 TG g %
12 4
SN Sh'l = YIUY IVYMIYNT Lesedd 5
E e
LI
= iz
_ oA
lu_.__.l 7||&
5
) o7 A
a 4
i _ : | V s \. |1
X e T uz_s_aC : -1 A
= N aqe.:..\‘\\ R Jmmm.ﬁ,\\ \I\f\wﬂl_..i\w u\z:\.n.ﬂ.n_o& N )
w s \,E ™ B s

€30z abed | WY 'vL/EZ/S '¥1-S-9LL 358D




€40 ¢ 9Bed | WV 'v1/EZ/S 'vI-S-9LL 8sBD



anl v Yoo L seetey

‘DNHTIING
HOUMHD NVILSRMHO OVOH HOSTNIM 3HL 40 ¥3NEOD HINOS
ZH1 40 LSIMHLNGS 1334 €04 3SVE F10d 1HOM JLIYINOD B9EYL 'ATTI
¥ 20 33V ISVIHLHON dOL FHL NO VNS O 13SIHO Ene L1008 TIIHOIN - 00ALU6C LT

IJONVHING HOUNHD 40 153M 28UEL AT (INOHGFTED
370d PUZ YINHOISNVHLM T1Od H3MOd M TIVN IS POR zwe BusiLeLY

i HEE SR SR JAMNA BTIH ANHIHO GNV QVOY HOSANIM 40 HINNOD LUIELAST SMOD NVING - LERERELIZ
il NOISS 0N 3 LSAMHINOS SHL LY TTOHNVIN ANV.LINVS 20 NI HINON + e 10210 1 ‘VNVERN
° UIINIOND NOISIO LOFroNd (NOISIATIAL TNEYD)

Sh S i SNEVRHONTE 1SVOHOO

v
Q\meN\Q\ M 7 M VHSTHH NI - SHET L3

SNOLLYDINNNIRD 00T TOR
////OA&))— .uo W.NT\\\\\ oLurtorLz

3ANA NOOKEID3 202

IR NOIVIOT (STVNOIS O14ViL ¥ SLHON J3Tuss)

g “@@ a,a Wﬁw
, T 2| 5]
=
" o /uj
L9y -
&.

y,,
e

i,
x
]
&
a
x
1!

g

i

{SUIMIS MIOLS ¥ AUVLINVE)
NOWAPVHD JO ALID

S NS

7 N
“tstgi

1,

qun
\)
S

\\\\

7

-

AULACT I - B0YE-L9C

e

S
J
/
\-} S
e
-

sTviaa

N¥d ALNLLN B ONIAVD
dddMS 7 NVid ONIQVHO
NYId 3LIS ONLLSIX3
GN3931 '8 SALON TVHINID
133HS ¥3A0D

S133HS 4O XIANI

SINVENGD ALITILN

| B2
§
1

el
IR )
| 2411
_IAE‘F&' i \‘S >
T v
3 J‘E‘g"_
50 =

D
o £210-268-008-1
t ‘ 90 NOA 3¥0438 “ITVNT TvO
o=

Tivy

- SR,
== L: o @

HignTn

SIONITII "ALNNOD NOIVAWYHO
HOYNHD NVILSI¥HO QVYOY HOSANIM

| 3SVHd
NOISNVdX3 101 ONIMYVd d3SVHd

940 | oBed WY 'PLIEZIS 'P1-S-9LL 858D
g Al




TVISIAId INOHITTIIL ASDG
NOUASS ONI 036V "LB0G

—

XOE NOLLONNC DMHLITTI d0¥d

5
J3LSOTY NOLLDNLENOGD 200@ ONV VO HO SNOWYIISID3AE
CUVANVLS 3HL HLM SONVIHOIDY NI GILONMLENDD GNV HIINONT
2HL A8 02LVYNDISIO BY OIGAOHC I8 TIVHS ONV TONLNOD NOBOYS
404 GIHINOTH I8 AYN BXIZHO HOLID INOLS HONINY 3ONIF LNS 'L

“NOLLYAVIX3 HLHVZ 40 160D JHL

NOLLOZS GN3 03Yv1d 'dOkd OLTVINIGION 38 TIVHS HHOM SIHL YIINIDNI SHL A G3A

WIVMIAS HO LNIWIAV LINILS 18NS
ANV 40 Z MHLIM 8O H3ONN GIMOTTY 38 LON TIM SINLLLIC HALwM

ol
30 1MVISTH HO LMVLS SHL 30 33 Z<>Q(Z_ﬂ¢=0 H 3 16v31

ONY NOLLYGNANI 31YM AS NOUIVANOD THINOVE HONIHL 01

2SN3DE STH LY HOLOVHINGD
3HL A8 QZHSINUNG 38 TIVHS QILV IO TYO HO NMDHB
ALUNYIO 3HL 40 8S30X3 M GIHINDIY THINOVE HONTHL ANV

did THL 40 INMT0A 3HL T/ 8837 3A0EY QTLITUT
SY HLJI0 X HLOWM X HIONTTIHL 39 TIVHS 3NMIOA FHL

FHL KoY 38 TIVHE THDIOVE HONTUL 3HL 30 E.lwnwz.—

ONIMOTIOL IHL AB GAUNGNCD 38 Dﬂ(ggsg

HONTHL SHL NI LNSILSNINOY ANY 'BNYId SHL OL ENOILOZHN0D
YO SNOLLTTIQ ‘SNOLLHIQY ANV 50 35V NI ONY QOHLIN BNIMOTIOH
SHL A8 GALNGN0D THIM SNVId SHL NO NMOHS SSLLLLNVIG
FHL ORENOTH 39 THM LNINIUNGVIN ON ONV ININAVS

HOS ATdd¥ TIVHS ENVId SHL NO NMOHS STLLNVAD TU-DIOVE
HONTUL ML SNVId FHL NO NMOHS SNOISNINIQ MO S3aVHD
‘SINTTIHL OL ATVILNGSSI MELOMLSNOD S LOIMOH IHL NSHM 'St

SIHL 30 NOUYNIQUOOD B0 GIMOTTY 38 .-.!;zQ..%mZg

Igmgggggs ‘”

-BTnnnIEﬁwzngE N TIVHE HOLOVHLNOD 3HL ‘€

‘NOLLONHLSNOD ONINNIO S 36038
S3LNUN BNULEDE TTV 40 NOULYDO T ANUIA TIVHS HOLIVMINGD ‘2

AIONINY 5V 2002 °| —>§Z§.B§<
.gigégggESuga

CHYONVLS. ' %édsggg
N OZLIMRLENOD 38 TIVHE SUTIMIS WMHOLS ONV 1FTMLS 'L

“SUEMIS WHOLS ONv LIT418 - S310N WaaNgD

(3NIIN3d 'NYLIYHNW) W)E ._SZEL

]
LNOHONOUHL 03SN 38 TIVHS ONIO33S (a31100W! | SEVI0 '8

38
LON TUM 3NOLSTWIT ONY MIZIMLY3H "ONIOT3ES (03 8-6 SSV13

30 Z1 LVOONNOJIY O LNONIANN I8 TIVHE LND Nl SVINY
Hiyva .ﬂ(W!(SF AVD'G N 039V1d 34 TIVHS TOBdQL 40 83HONI
1 0 WININIY ¥ SYIHY INININVENT M HOSJOL 0 STHONI

24 20 MAPENTN ¥ BAZOTY TIVHS SNYTd THL NO NMOHS SVIMY 9

TWOINHIAL SHL NI SNNA3D08d HL OMSN Bspm B ONLLBIL JHL

40 3903 QL Suv BYND NO AN et

"STUNLINYULS 40 2TV IQIENI OL UV SNOUYAS T LFAN
"BNOLLDAS ON3 <O BONT SHL OL ONV S3UNLIMLS J0 3Iv4 JOISM

AS IENIRI213Q BY SAVUDENE 40 Z3 dOL IHL M %0 1SV LV 40
~§-w_.<¢§§§ V 3AYH TIVHS 3OVEDENS NUS-NI
31, ‘NOLLINHLENOD AININAAY S0 INIWIONTNNOD QL MO
.uégghuguoguiaﬁg

OL 32¥4 30ISM MOU4 Y SUIMIS MIOLSE HOS SHIONTINO®R3Q 24

"LINANOD SHL

N GITIVASN 38 TIVHS 38 HO ONRALS THid ¥ "3dVL LONWM G3dVL

SONT ONY SKVId SHL NO GRLYDIONI ISUANIHIO SSTINN M VMRS

HO LNINIAVA SHL GNOAZG L334 2 01 ONLXT TIVHE JINGNCD

FHL S0 HLONTT NOILIMMLSNOD OL TVANIGIINI 38 TIVHE TRDIOVE

HONZML 3HL S0 1SOD FHL. 18 35vD) OFTUNIIVE HONIAL 38 TIVHS

RUNONOD ‘NOLLYTIVLSM ALIILN TWALLNY YO IAVORNS MO T3S

HAd30 842 1Y SNV THL NO NMOHS SNOLLYDOT LY CITTVASN
39 TIVHS 3QWuD WORLDTTE '0F TINAIHOS "UNANOI DAd ‘41

YIINONT THL AB IDNVADY N GIAOHIIY 28 1SNN
¥o ot

SNVd IHL NO

QOHLIN U VIHdOUJIDY NY DNISN ALS JHL NO L8NG TOHLNOD

TIVHS HOLOVHINGD 3L "ANSWIAY. Lezog._k.nu;z{wau
YO TNMASNOJSIY 38 TIVHS NI d

OL NO L0 S0 ONDIOVAL TUMLNDD TIVHE HOLIVEINGD 3HL 9

t ASYHd
NOISNVdX3 107 ONIMYVd Q3SVHI

5| A.DOOEG@@Ifﬂgi%‘iﬂt)

SIONITH ALNNOD NOIYNVHO

HOUNHO NVILSRIHD aVOH HOSANIM

“U3HSMEVLET NI38 SVH NOLLVLIDIA MO GILONYUISNOD NIIG SYH
ANBNIAV TUNN HIINONT THL AB GRA0HDGY 2030 NOLLIZLOND
TALYOIRIEVAIE ¥V HUM GILIILONd 30 TIVHS BLI M TIV

va_moxmguowgzgmthg M TIVHS MUO0M HOHM
'NOLLIALOYH NOISOYI YO $3Mk LINN LOVEINGD FHL LV 404
glwwgﬁggsgggﬁsh
QLS SHL ONY 'BNOLLYIS3dS QUYANVLS JHL 40 08Z NOLLIIS
SHL “YIINVI NVEUN SIONTTN SHL 20 STIOLLHY ILVINdOUdaY IHL
HUM 3ONVGHODTY N QITIVLSNI 36 TIVHS NOLLDALON NOISOYT »

SINLTIV LY “2US NO (128
M) IINVIINOD-NON 40 SINBWILYLS GILTIGNCD ANY ONY (8522
O WHO4 309 LO0N) SIMOJTY NOLLIZSN! LNIAT NIVY ONY ADITSM

—_ g — e~ —

IHL 30 831400 GILNIINT

SSSNOQEEESEZDF(U_ 4ULN3D ¥OLIVIINDGD
3HL 30 831d0D QILNIIXT ‘NVId NOILNIADID NOLLAMOd
HILYM WHOLS THL AJDD ¥ T3 TIVHS HOLOVMINOGD 3HL €

JUNLOMILS HO DNIGINA L83

H¥0J Q3UINOIY BLINID NIV YILVM ONY HIMIS vd31 ONY 'LNN3d
SI0dN ML 40 AdOD ¥ 'NYId NOLLNIATHd NOLLNTIO HILYMNEOLS
IHL 30 AdOD ¥ HLM HOLIVHINGD JHL IANOND THM YINMO IHL Z

vn.g TSV OL ONINEOINGD HORIALNI HLOONS ¥ HUM
o (3d) INTUAHLIAIO] GILVOMEOD - 3did HIMIBILOH v

assn
39 TIVHS TVIHLVA LYHL ‘SNVId g!xomnmd‘oﬂ‘_szwri
DHII4S V NUTHM SHIMIS MIOLS HOS TVRIILYIN NEVLILIITV 8

‘F3ENA300Ud JNNVITD

HO OMTEDOVE ALHIVE LOZMYOD QL AYVSSIOSN SNOLLYNIHO
ONIQVHD ANY O L8O JHL ¥0d TIEVIT GTIH 36 TIM HOLIVMINGD
a

SV 1US GO IHL NO 30 3804610 38 TIVHS TINZLVIN §S30X3 TV 8
Fdid TWNETA MO Idid
m!hucsh.m:rzm)bb‘— L 030Vd 38 TIVHS ‘_.-kv_sgbz_
Ll
"DONIGET TIAYHO HO GNYS .8 NI 030038 38 TIVHS 3did TIV £

“OINNOTY 38 THM DNKIA3E ONVS ON ONOT £334 8 NVHL
YALVILO HO 1335 ¥ NviL 5831 38 LON TIVHS S1INVd TVNAIAGN!

SNV THL NO GILYDICON| Y HLOIM THL 4O 38 TIVHS X TYM3AIS 30d 9

ANINIAVE
O 0'd MUNRAIXYIN 'SHLD S LY SLNOF NOLLOYMINGD SAIAOHd ‘¢

"STIVLIC HIMIS ANV LNIWIAV 8O 8 L3IHB T3S ¥

gﬁggggmngggg s

“IRELYW DINVONO TTV 3AONTY

Dhﬁ!EngEgzOﬂuzugn»uOEmn%

¥ Q1 38 TIVHS TYAONTH MIINIONI 3HL A8 AILDTMIA SV ONY
BNYd 3H1 NO NMOHS SY OIAONSM 39 TIVHS HOSJOL DNUBDAE ‘b

Egsggtgggseg
2OVINYO ANY HOJ TIRIENOSTY TTIH 38 TIVHS HOLOVHINGD 3HL '€

8V'2D02 'L AMVONYT G2LJOQY 'SIONITH NI JNOLLON! Eéwchn
gg Sug—r(u_ uw&ggpggﬂgx
LH

TIOHINGD NORSOUS GNV SNIGVED - S5 10N WUSNED

0% 00 OL RIHTAV BHALOVEINOD HOH MO ‘NOILIIS SIHL
0 SNOIIAQH JHL HUM ATJHOO ONY JAN3SSO OL ALNG
SHOLOVMLINGD HOJ TTAISNOYSIH 38 LON TIVHS YTINONI

FONALINIS DMMOTIOS FHL 0OV '10°204 NOLLIIS HIGNN
MV
HONS H LM SINVITANOO-NON MO JONVITENOD SHOLIVMINGD
YO INEISNOdEIY 30 MIINIOND TIVHS HON ‘SMYV3Y
TIAVONdY TV HUM A1dWOD ONY JANIER0 OL ALND 8L 30
HOLIVHINOD 3AIMIY TIVHS NiZUTH G3NIVLNOD ONHION
TIONALNIS DNWMOTIOS SHL 00V 'S08 NOLLOES

“SMOTIOZ SV AAAICON 39 TIVHS NOLLONHLENGD
FDCIE GNV QYDY HOH BNOLLYILIIIIIS GUVANYLS IHL 'NOLLIGAY NI

§



M AT D 0 ATV Sond —
WA B4 © UGN TIATHANE) TTI LASROUMME Cov SR PYId Ml avg A8
0 Danty ML I U GO O 1N 44 1 IO D WU SCROTT SADOMO HOKNY HOLIVULNGD 0L DHTFROMNG
e LOB LW M VT M DTl ¥ WM CERT TN WSS BoM? LMK} L NOLLFRLSN) 0 STNIMYMO CMOOR
5 SLEN03 791 Ty ki o) pRSTCR G o NAGOSICN D

A NGLLOPMLENOS) QLT I3 0 CHNWIG D000
SRO-LSTLIZ 04 BLY-LS0-{42 SWueud ] 7
T8I0 W Uadumyd

HOUNHD NVILSIHHO GVOY HOSONIM

Fak e Ly + 3SVHd =

q’o j @ NOISNVJX3 107 ONIMHVd G3SVHI i
NOUS2E30 | AUVa |AD

£l

Case 776-5-14, 5/23l1ft, AttJ

®

o0l

Champaign County
Planning & Zening Department
Approved Site Plan

it ¥ B 1000

Parmit ¥
Cate

P Rkl

— 1]

GINI NidFi WERI UENI AR 3

S0 st
i s
a0 8.
ER et

TR 0T

REGULAR SPACES
ACCESSIBLE SPACES

TOTAL




Wa 1 Wuaiey
ueld o415 pagostity

uva

s | ave |aa |om|
==
\

cnﬁu mnmm_shm juowedog m.:coi.ﬁ _._.:cwa
Ajunoyy ﬂu_....t_qxu ~
v
=== -
Saeax| ﬂ\
o VR
s }-
W | M ¢
WK T ) g ..ﬂf. v
2 2 g
* /.-If o

P
G
=

%

b A

} ASVHd
NOISNVAX3 LOT ONDRVd O3SVYHd

SIONTTH 'ALNNOD NBIVINVHO
HOYNKO NVLLSINHO QVOY HOSANIM

RIS S

[N R <3

G MR 8181
WIRIINGIRU e

DL K84 QN EIT L ud

CIEK00P) SN kaad

Woid

ruy 'y

Q

;
i

%
é
-%&v. e o 1 O Y

P v

i

~——

A

g

. AR

£2/S 'v1-S-9/L 9587
.

-y roieq

|
.
s
3IN4 TOUINGD x
NoSOW3 ONg —/ | ¢
¢

R nu.....wq- N
.

& & A A
o &

St ivd 43
ONITING 3NN

ey o

x
HLYd IOVNIVYD "dOdd
x

-

B N
AN N L

Aﬁ .,, L) /“\
. g %&/- \\\ o
: ‘“\ N aﬁ- .1, // )/ .

Sk
< /ﬂv. o«
TN
b o 9 o /// /
1/%‘&/ /, N x Y
A x A\ ~ /,. qﬂv *
¥ ot N S
\ N fsv \

a N ey

M
19
o =
" ﬂ‘
3
s o
-ar- o
"
e
ur e
R Pl L
o
= P M.i-
—.l ﬂtar ’
~ e
\\i.\ L]
- n‘—.l AQ—.
T g |
E % id
. //0 0y v
DY g
&5 > "Q3WH0NId ONIZE ALNSHEND JHV SILUALLOV NOILONHLENDD
o
IrA TWILLDV HOIHM NO SYZHV ISOHL MO HO 2DVHOLS TVINILYW

HO GISN ONIZA ALUNTHHND 34V ANV NVId SHL NO NMOHS 30V
HOIHM SV3HY 380HL OL ATddV LON 00 NOLLDIS SIHL 40 SLNIWIWINDIN
FHL "SYINV Q3AVHO HO JIENHLSIA HIHIO TIv NO SAVA (#1) NIILENOS
NiHLIM ONV 'SVl ONV 'SNISVE 'SONOd 40 SINWHINVEWT {1:0)
TYOILLNIA | OL TVANOZINOH € NVHL HILVINO 834018 TIV ONV 'S34075
YILINNIS ‘STHOLI ‘STVMS 'STHI0 HILIWNT TTV NO SAVT HVANTTYD
(2} NATS NIHLM T313TdNOO 38 TIVHS NOLLYZITIBVLS ANVSONZL HO

L ‘300 1L5103Y HO 3 1SI0 TI0S TYLLINI OSNIMOTIOZ
310N




3tva |l [os] B
H

SIONTI 'ALNNOD NOIYANYHD
HOUNHO NYILSREHO QVOY HOSONIM
| ASVHd
NOISNVdX3 107 DNV G3SVHA

RS ST

SRTETIL T4 G4 SO
L ]

N Dowpeasg 0Lk

SImonRELI 1304

)oidH

CIBKD 151 TN e

]
w
©

281 ‘wowvesaua ¥

TS 'PL-S-gLL 958D

INNOVELIS ONGENE

%0108 %008 ¥AL MY M
NIYHQU3GNN GALVHO:RITd
3dOH 9004

uel4 85 poaaiddy

Auouwpiedoq 6usuoz
5 T Aquno) ubiedupéyy

v\

3dOH Db

%4'0 © NIVSOMIONN 34AH -0

%¢0® 340H 04-0¢

3
|

o e g s R

— =Ly

L LEL AN
534 Wi0 .04 dONd l..h[l/
1

LFHL AN l.._I/

NOLLD3S SSONO
HOLIG A3Avd

TVLIOL

T

(NIVO [3N] §39vd8 (2S0d0Nd
S3IVdS ONILSIXI

AMVNNNS SNDRIVd




NISYE NOILN3I3T 40 NOILO3S TvOIdAL

29w - 0182 PO
%

YIARHYE NOISOYE ¥ILIWIN - TIVI3A

_ M IOE-@:&%
£ Bl 4 0300:
svi3a — =
SNOJNVTIIOSIN =
| —
' ..t..'.l..r’..l... NOILI3S INIWAVd TVOIdAL 2000 10N T LYWL VIR Y M GILERGS
i =0 1 - Eu—ﬂi.ﬁd&.ﬂﬂ&si.ﬂlgﬁu.
- {oveonm
- - & 8943 '354N00 SVIUV GIAOHCNINN GNY
- e /  3sveavoausov SQUVA MIGNN HONFHL
) 8 = TOOHN
ITGRACL BT &t
9 m m 3 _ Olevs yaLXd 477 % _|;l||_
e q 27227 e X7 i U33ns
v
/vlsz.q.., ‘u3oNn 5 s
“ m m m : /l ONTTIAT I WHH f L ° % 4 TVH3N3D 335)
et ! ONIOVS XYW &+ 1SOd s &5 r
] m _ 0IN'DXIN unzawu s * iz
30V3uNS vk 1 T
g m m - :
-
NOULYTWVAEM Balid
QL WINIGE 39 TVHE
_ m m e et v | Svmem
(2188 34AL GOM) BNOLYOLED3JS QUVANVLS L 40 (D)r0'08Z NOLLDZS felifimeiied
q THALIND ¥ Gund J1T95N0D NOILVNIBROD TS LAY i EL3Wa OB G a0 s
LAY o T e e AWM Sg0ne CELONUIENDD SY NOOS SV SHNLIMYLE HIMIE NHOLS

M3N HOV3 OL UINddV 39 TIVHS NOLLOZLONA NOISONT LTI 'L

6HUNOD IRVE ALVOIUOOV 3ION
M / 1 3dAL TOHLINOD NOISOYS ASVHOdWIL
R 7 s
F m Z=H S
m w] SIS E— b b NOLLO3S
m .um znt 4330 .£ A3003N3
3 =2 \ DN HSIN TM
§2 uvX snsewwmone oo Ld
OLT ¥ ONTEATIVAH § | = 22 e
250 s : Fi
e 1 bk M“—gNouwwam¥e o aH
W % m m 3 o onuu.wuﬁn WM .% DBV RLM ONTH HSIN T
EJ N
W _.|_.__ NI M T zievas VY
Q .vm OL A¥VES303N 4l £1S0d HO SDIVLS
c > ' 5
A QNNOWY TIV MaV4 HALEL
m nNa v PG NIAOMNON HLM ENI HSIN M CERINEER]
@ ‘108209
m i 905200 GUVONYS 20 01 HLlm

TINVOHOIDY NI GALINKLENCD
38 TIVHS € 3dAL L3N

ipoié

9| owouﬂ ﬁz(.vu;_.ﬁmﬁ.:vmé:. ased




oET=Eag LYy
T IVSWREY

TSR] IR
TSEIVEDRSSY+ S0o(| ™o,
C.:S:.n wayC AV <PYEIP 2] () Tavy wans xoveat

c‘yﬁa__n..c}? et ,G) (o) Mneds uaj

ANPRTTZN AN/ A A
INTISTNT R e UV =,

(Premd vayen 1o, 5)0) 790805 ey 72V e sy oiop )
INTLETX3 anzisaxy () avo n&
i rffv. TSI THIN x~

AP’ "

N 2 LATVY
Jhﬂ [ SN

T SRR 75
unm.dmd .zﬁpwhum.u a<om\4wawa2Hq

N3

P—

proveid VAN Py 5
r (£) wromnau .!.an¢2<u|IL

QuIATNG  Fumng

Lio§ oBed M UV PLALS PI-S-9LL eve

T T

e . M % N *]l’ﬂ;ﬂ.ﬂ.xﬂ
"/ ﬁhc_ﬂm )
nc

) I

3 \\ ) 3raxh
; ‘. u.a:mb..z-.uw
% mozuvmnuw
; ' v
/ a 14 sy

’ ﬂw ,sw.z

_‘T# o :uu‘o
Px}asa_u 18

i




| INIHLYA30 79 4 00 NONAHYH)

7102 1% AV

Ol TS1T-E6€ (0E9) XV4
171 090€-€6€ (0£9) ANOHd
$5509 SIONIT! ‘ITHUANSHUYA
051 LS “INNIAY 1SIM 10L5E

SHOABAUNS ¥ SLSIINIIDS ‘SUIINIONT ONILTNSNOD

‘ONI ‘'STLVID0SSY 334N0STH ONNITINIONT

&)

| £210'768°008
n Bip noA

[ b nes
| sopq ey
| sy wgey  amusay

g AV NOLLY201
o -
8 =
1 ACETTEREY i Vi
g B : 1 -
tH: | s, -
m. e
m 2 = a NVd NOLIN3AHd NOLLNTIOd HALVMIWHOLS LD
: 3 J $Tv130 90
- Pc - SILON TYUINTD 5O
S . o NYd TOHLINOD NOISOHI GNV SNIGVHD #0
: = A NYWd ALMULN GNY AHLINOZO €9
= d | _ NV NOILIOW3Q ¥ SNOLLIGNOD SNUSIX3 290
H I H3A0D 1O
[ 1

SONIMYHO OL ¥30N

anEm

I SLYLIONSY
AIenosnl
ONDIINDND

SIONITT ‘NDIVANVHO

| advod HOSANIM ‘M L0S¢C
HOHNHD NVILSIHHO AVOd HOSANIM

SNV1d LNINIAOHANI DNIHIENIONT TVNIH

NOILLONHLSNGD HO4 LON
asug

AT
LCRM B

SomAzy

¥

smeeq

o
E -

940 | ebed 1V ‘v




INIWLHYA30 29 d 00 NOIVHYHS

©
3 1102 18 Avw
! d3A
E 13034
-4
<
<
- | Y HOLLG TS Y SHOU NS SMUEZITY s sy I ]
S== ime e Rl [ - H
L e (o s o e §
e T . o dnarnuadsy i
¢ 4340 TY YaInyd uensuyd peoy JOSpui (.)
T DONRTIRIGNT H % g
1
Zz
50 ]
]
=1
o
=
7]
g
© 4
& 3
5 H
z

[

Ty N
fretefepreciaen

1

i

§§
3, 3
F I
8
i

v R
LN e
A, bt

R "I

“ W

.
:.;'Y_ . [a N

WATEENE

PN tvaiamg lm 3

LIRS



ININLHYA30 78 d 00 NOIYAHYH)

gjogabed UV 'y

#1107 T8 AV

d3AI303

y2INYYD UBNSLYD Peoy JOSPUNA

27200t

ONTRUNDE

BRI

usan e ip)

ps
I Ll L] = .
iu.axk
a1 s
ot oo

)

v

-

-y
ma

T

.

Y

e

NOILONMLSNOD HO4 LON
L sS85

[%

aa ot e
Lo b Wremy 2

PRI
I

Foutrs ronam
o

i ]
& Mg ey

e
Bowe

e

men b am—

[EilAi= -l

]
)
?! N i

d
¢
!

5
¥
L

sS

=T we

=TT




INILHVGI 2 d CD NOYGVHO

9Jo v abed T uv 'PHEZS '¥I-S-9,

#102 18 AN

d3A1303y

'O

ey
42INYD UBNSUYD PEOY JOSPUIM

100 wwd
ueag’

INOILOMMLSNOD H0H LON
JLBSAN

= e e

e 4

ey W B
W, S
ST b e

| by L1171
TET ARV T MG TATVRY  woIvom

o & vei
wre =i
:-4 l_.:




INBNLHYA30 29 d 00 NIVHYH)

02 T8 Avi

d3AI303Y

840 g abed v "

Bevumi 3y v 1052

YINYD UBASUYD PROY JOSPUIM

i b M1 SLEV @O T

20028 ZEIN VD) £ 413 H

R ACATIEIL TIEI B 6 U OanSY Lo e wtanch ¥ mEes weidbuin

viw 531 Tr A NanE T 0 OF
PIES- s SRt L Ut e Rt i R S

S ETLs 1O% TYIT S e Gle T
HpwC WA 20 AUNETIC T by L W v Senken 0

e
B N L T L A T Rt i)
AT 400 TR TV, T 4 TRNILE BRSO WL & 0 feavial

onvave un

Fzmwwv:mhmzoo ¥04 10N

A1) WL Hr Y
3 e 28 Ve e Ikinve Nt

STIIND I MOE AN T 43 YBINONGL £ a0 Sranis) e

AT I o T BT NIeS FRT et B N4 ded

I Lo 60 Tuse) ST Ay s 6L SNOERTE S 4

> oAl s 234 B

e Jecm o0 & YRS T) Slvh TN @ 2Eni3 Oav 102 53 TIVaR1S 0

L T AR R ]
Pr PRt o MRy S

T R) Tawng Y03 SRATGM tawt )
vy S1a At FTVRRNT WLYE AWLT shr §

how 11y
Smbit uveralld 00 Thvws
Jaitor o ik Amtdail
LI 3 ZN MDY ek
12720 §Saru 1l Ta Ko Jabe
IR S s

2% I~ Aowt Bl 12y ) $3% a83andms
S BT T 0N aNE A T o gra 5 ST I T L& RN e o

e ey azoe] Yo

WIIE ENCLRND YADNIA Ll AR SIS i &) Sanl W D6)
LYV EL AT 08 Temg 3inle 13 55 Lieita) wl Andndra S ad T 00

1458 &4 3021304 THGM ETY T

LT U A£wa Sev QUSYHWO N 1InG Bkl
KA BRI NGO T} MCWe AT D W WaRs B 8 KGR O
BEEION TV AT 00 AlAa 808  17Ve F0GT WYA NUING Dy G V4 b

BOIrxrIME 100 A ImeNI3iy @ B0 4K

T atw L) B LTI ind) S U W
BININ D OW A T AT Ty W ) TR ZE A% (AW
AHNE ¥ GenI DN S InINRY

LMLE WG A BNV ELA 1 v
W it Sy

BANIE Y teeed WOl % €

AP, THS BB e
TESI 0 bR G 8 T e 8 um (ow WrnIbe 19 TR LB Towena 7

Ny w s
o EXI00) avIms 00 WIS GRS 1.4 MeCed K il

R ]
L SR PR R e Sy S UK o ]

JOEES AU W N0 TS Mk O M TVITN bhed D
9N W0 ANl 41 WALA, UKL Sbse 48 NVA WMT) DO 1RYS pevCe T

£I57 39 T0wed J0HIN ST B 20 AC TXARYR SHASES WY 33 S
Wk omtic] wy v MDGS MEIR 40 MR VBT TN T) WY O3 LuisBeas Sim

.a;‘._.:.au 197 € SPED TR T TLTA wr ATIE 6 dad 4T &
1l At g e e, 0

3 i e 3 ANt S R S . e o e

e
= UNMINO 0 P G AAG) FE S ey v

104 STiAul 80 TENa2 Tbtu | B Limwn [ F W04 Ll Dlw st

TN IC S b b

a4
4 Y WP 203
T AW el Y

1 N GR B0 LMD BT Gt ) (i Mk DvC2IB

LY A Saaka) 153 T Sirseen 3

203 mile wis 3935 w1 LM 2Dwem 00
Tew 1om wLTH SME R 0] Vily e i g 18 Tieed S0 MR W) e Y %

i JRox]

PR AT R NORETTH (O WY § a Smee SSACT 1513009 S0 YK IR O ¥

SELIR G SLeni% 93 (0 L ACE D) WA AO0) SLICT) a1V

AR e e M o

2 1LY £ Tive e IY N ey CHRAN LA S Py Yrabel WAk
Wi o ShNe 3] G 18 TN WG JoeaTs WIRTE aweinrs Tu H
T E ALY LI THAR MY SR WIS ST
£ B35 @ A0 WCE W0) OZE G MEY N3 B 4 403 MX O MITT Cd
13430 13007 YRAITS 3 TG Jre W0l 3derl 1als O 8]
W it
el
T VB3 00 PTG ININETS (i) TRk n o2 Shsa s 21
=S RS e L TSen300 T 110430 Cn SHYed ShSUC) DY L

2riu1 00 e mriuked e e

WuLON itvm G KU
WriaIn 2HIRL) Orrece e CITTHE M VT Al JIe0n o] i+
W 3 TV e

£ INMUTNEE 1IN VIR 3 KIR S3na S8 YOV LY e (s e 4 Ja0e O

o e R A T
v T JEaeen ARG O R B R

L e T I St
Tioveren A1LMTA NG IR KT G0L €1 ke G2} W LN WNTD 80

auimea KUY o (39 der
v Bk ed Naewa 4330 w0 wicderd wm (R

ITWA VAL B 1S A et 00 0 B €L T 0
AIST W3R G 1130 8 T Eeded K

LE8 = O 4w 4 MGy TL oMo s IMIT IS SR
AP 30 TR0 NRE MALL euRNYS Tea Sag m b

367 a O Ge 00 S0y L Y daat b 0.

e g0 -

B v GNTICWGE M W 1S MenuLive 5

L4
LN et G WIBIG T CL MYASLYR Dat AC41 I Wer S 4y e e
BN INICEY N R A Y NN T RSB (F

7 25 18 nCea w1 umves Bl ) hes Sy wenive Yo

Hhet @ AT T 1N bu 1M1 0T Sl 97 43 WM SeuMR ¢ 1T
TNG W0 WBR T HIONT KISvE vl e Ju (@

v yoaw
G105 GHCATI §Y SO NBAT PXINN WBelua ML NVEED © TERA A b v
ke N33 0§ IrvinT
VRSN B IRFIEALEY L Sho 3 Ban W AGD CHCINIE Jae WO 43V1 1N
TalneH o0 M0 4T 10 CUIMITHC L W 1'eHE SIE Oy WYRYNYS Do Wi 8 2

e SOS) S0P i QIS
0 a1y FHRNG

ORI ML 003 PE B, ELY
L M . e ) D, WRRTEA ¥

T 0 CE) Tl OBV ShOM 03 13011 16 b Lk Nengliem e | g
S il ML NN AR TALYY T IRM e DL OWT W (Y

e el 12 4l e ORIT QUYI0L I avA Savlea (X

w3y Sraass
ST BIY Weed CTiied B FE LAY

amn 0 AN OEed swis -
M 1900w Gy W T Saywadve |

LY ) LT CTm

SAWE T SAYRALYS  MUTEYOR WCIET

— e R

T e L S e AT B e aiec o
Jag B B TN

Gt QPRUNE M T VLD OIS a3 3N 2340 3 MY e eiere
PEIT DTN W W TRD TN S S ¢ B A 35 LTS T

061 4 Th weNile B ¥RS COLI TUseR LI B
18 TR BT BT i w3 ARG AL Kye T Sodet &

.r.n.:l.erj_..:!:....a.
e MUITE 1590304 T Oms N FRTR AT LN T SEYYS YR ©
v
i 0 $OUTAIE 14w Talialn 1@ 4145 Tomen 2 oOn Beid B 53 AN
S WM e 05 TIN0UAGa (B TN LWaD LTh I Seeeid3e BITA ¥ Y-

WHYE e N

YORY I AW ¥R i L L PR n B AL T R
E LA 3 NMND. ERVA Lrs ALS Shad Mow YD ) tid o3 ) ke
TheYa Dt 4TSImO Ba ) PRI e T

Ay o 1433 T

Xow i B S e . 9 3 o ive 2 madK wANA L 8

1212 ymmY € 0w sy nwwded
[ I A A e UL R

Te 25w i T N 13 ORIt 4 Tt ™1

ECHT® £ J01T bt 0 A3y XidJi ve WINMCoan] DU 1O TOAY Y20
Pt S O v YR S Y IR ey it gt

~eraure

VD Ty ACe W L
SIS S ARS Leatt Tien des el i £ duo

AW I 5 ACINI VR0 O
v v o XS awe ey
T RN AT T A S R TR

T O R LS N0 B M Bad WILAM LTLTY My s 1o
Selaadr PR 05 813 M 1SN DL WA V25 sWIaonE e

) B4 & w3as G1
e T 140 3 "o Y Teoal® nE BS3TA

I paT8 U U0 UMD 2 TEe

gy NS9O NPV WD L Q) mEvgmeay
SRS 0 SR RNCH) rTaReG 0 4T

SOk v mt
WER Clor OWNGD WIESUD A TR S SeeINTL) CNe SlehC el

el
STINTC o R e LI NG TR B eE O Bt Wy SHOUTIL SN CHTONLE

M ISUY) NOUSIEGANTL ) LY,
SOwTl SCmii 0 LUIS BY ke WS 306 M Crie 04 Seiele

*H TR sm TR LATRG v e
AXFIN BSAD 0 e

s T Ty 0 RIS S £ b e TaD Sresen Beg eI T |
Euen v




M gy Ly

SPUYVIN D G0N E Gy 4t ERWYD ATy Tt Su1i an
G000 T § T TR e Siee S e DHGELR0 Y TRNSS RuMas MILCHE Wl 1R L

CFE ) T GYNCT 17U swnt STECAGMe TN G s WICKs SEMeIN U Il i L KN -y
e R e g oo g s TV AR - et

TR RN ST WEINTE 7 S ET
U snd YouR | W2ATM | W16y Tee
T 13 et AL G A 5 e o )Tl e aieoer] b £
T AT 18 Dy N o T ) TGRS 4 GO I et el Te 3K = + b E

RIS wIHG1 W ) TEIP WIBET DT
O el 61 3119 ULDIW0 Vv THORle B 1Wes UGS 0] WORIHT Lrewenl, T 19)

~or8 panals (=]
s wesee 1w IR
NIl L SVERe 18 43 0 INT) LT IS - VIS wRLH] Wl o
wame w05 RS
BB avEden it +

WD Wk 41 VLD ) 481 Fda 6 (T Fu 10 TIOATI 2§ Wet I pmilgeaet

U sp i R RN Rl I R s
5. e

W04 LB Y VI P LT BENENSS T4 DN Tredend Bl g
s L UL VLTI GHIL § inpRAKle B 1SS el O e Q3ee i )

I WIS 10 wiDEA]
4 S0 4 Bt Deend ey e tsel Limals

V07 18 AWNW

(ENERER!
3

ANINLHYA30 79 d 00 NIYONtH)

yousyes: - oy VoY 0% g D Wt ter Ve e v e RBe et
R L . C: T St s
] Dermemate Vit . . . -
i, D TN - TS Wis el ey JveRe
Ao (v 13 B s 3y e
neitm Jremnem w6 2 | WA D Y M Ui Ot IS ALeTIa ¥ 4 C(p] Jeul TBAND ST Aweten) -
Vadas o ‘
P e ® R e Veinsd D 3 e 30 i S CNONDD WADRY Mo
a2 | L T Ty pri i A eg bty ey . . . - et
il Lt s e STTRRREEN S ot 1 s e s v oS 1
£l s e - BT RNETR T W et el Ve TR o oo s oo e s e a1t evarienn S I S e
s = i 81 avvaran o | 34 cuaeive ren
E] e e @ CuT3ed x SIS/FI 01 0 Hvw @ v Ty B VoS B 13 ORI MOTEE Wrgoendt T CRrmITE Sy L) ) ABEAIINE B AT 4 3ie SYAN saTRl M3)IANG) it MuTa (5
£ 3 st 05 o ameddn o BT
ECRTTA
i 8 (¥ o+ sy AT S e e i s
TR TR wvans oL+ AT 0v2 Sen3 aas vy o S oty o
el 28 e 3 T 12 851 L e 2 48 Thwiarsse i it SIS CRo IR Rt o K S R 2 e B
g2 M = RECHFIDR TN THWTEHS AV D VIR RTINS B WIGTR
o 2
N a
=
5
m : 3
:
s 0
m =
3
1 wltvem | nvmd 30 Ty
E L SnIS Cug1 | 2940 st
130wTeg s 90: CIHT 308 VDY Seowid Wi DN a0 S1AATE L ey ey
o e Coranad e O LHOBICRS W Jiv% O DY) 1t VIAINAGT tera 1SRG
SIS Yo WS WOALHT ETCarls SO X 13 IR VWIS NG WG TRIVID WO et SR
s S S et v o e A T bt g ek e AP L
e s en
i Sovn O T4 =
G LTAA) Gt EhI1 Awhedme
TEET 00 SIS MR 8 A IRy o HEA I B 1 E
S T Ty T o Win o o ome o1 G et SR LAY R 1 Bt G S Wninr | i Etenss
| i . e i  2hem 3 TS T A aia 31 57 v it 3
BT MRIAREAG) Mad STARAT BLTA WG WO) T8 WO s Y Tmnd DOMTE S v v .
@ CIL LIl b n st FRoen 0 UG T4 e 1Dl 1 CuvaTad 218 T v S T TR & VR
QO ¥ IR W T vIe s R4 DY e Giree ©
m v aw ‘ T s T Dk sexon 2.Lwe v
AV\I‘ g b ey i < ETWAN M Vvl alomdes ¥ 10N SIS LI M TN 120 Buve WEMARE oY 40T Y 8603 Liame. b
. J0AWRIS Tivkd KM 17} 37 0/ ovie M T e 1) Xun | ©i0e]
TR e WY KA A C) AN WS 3 W 1anG) WL Sty N el L 4
e (R Sva) I3 £AL1s AWNOH QYT 61 Darrvg SKF SHGND TaGe KWK APA TIME 28 MG A T

. TR ANIMINYE O M IV 4 0T BN Ve Xeread e

SPHICY LI AT ALY i G1IT P 00T L 40) Muiemd tete v SHRYNe MNTwIPE)

SOPREY ) 8 e CLUTSNNSY e (T s @ (02 19 TR B 1TMSed B

e Ror i RN I R
G torie S 15 €3I Gy BV I TS viaeed KO0 EILA Kie ALK LR 2
=

¥

U4 A KA BLPA WM SQUET 1w D1 1BYER 3 ST1I% JEMSTa T 0004 1v ()

n yea v
18 3114v0 B CUTAN T T % e ek LTI T B S0 TSR o (4 e S ATt | WAICCT URAAEIS QWIS 0 & Kan) MOAZD Heveenls TR w0GTH

cos

v T dia
1UN0STX

il SALYIDOSEY
ONDETINIOND

Qusel oo Wk B
W ey 8 0 v w2 KR I8 M WG

Vit £ T3 Y35 HVl SCINNI
K 1 WUA WIS OIS v AOng Tf B ALY KEDED Wik K1 STpients /) 1am i
T SITNGI0) Be 1 Oi (1FOse B4i 18 10w O CICIANST U AT SHeITR, BE

-

m LR Ly
g

2

|

|
| @Uq&hwzoo HO4J 10N
~g-aly &

o pasasg

S — |
|13 v m—

9J0 g efed T nv 'vlEz/s




Case 776-S-14, 5/23/14, Att N Page 1 of 24

5/23/14 DRAFT
776-S-14

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE, FINDING OF FACT
AND FINAL DETERMINATION
of
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

Final Determination: {GRANTED/ GRANTED WITH SPECIAL CONDITIONS/ DENIED)

Date: {date of final determination}
Petitioners: Windsor Road Christian Church
Request: Authorize the expansion and use of an existing, nonconforming church in the AG-2

Agricultural Zoning District consisting of additional classrooms, worship
areas and recreational space with no change in existing facility use.
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

From the documents of record and the testimony and exhibits received at the public hearing conducted on
May 29, 2014, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County finds that:

1. The petitioner, Windsor Road Christian Church, owns the subject property.

2. The subject property is a ten acre tract of land in the Northeast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of
the Northwest Quarter of Section 27 of Champaign Township and commonly known as the
Windsor Road Christian Church located at 2501 West Windsor Road, Champaign.

3. Regarding municipal extraterritorial jurisdiction and township planning jurisdiction:
(1)  The subject property is located within the one and one-half mile extraterritorial jurisdiction
of the City of Champaign, a municipality with zoning. The City of Champaign has been
notified of this case.

(2)  The subject property is located within Champaign Township, which does not have a
Planning Commission.

GENERALLY REGARDING 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 a 10 acre tract and is currently zoned AG-2 Agricultural. Land use
is a church facility.

B. Land on the north, south, east, and west of the subject property is zoned and is in use as
follows:
(1) Land on the north is within the City of Champaign corporate limits and is zoned
SF1 Single Family Residential, and is residential in use.

(2) Land on the south is in unincorporated Champaign County, zoned R-1 Residential
and is residential in use.

3) Land west of the subject property is in unincorporated Champaign County, zoned
R-1 Residential and is residential in use.

(49)  Land east of the subject property is in unincorporated Champaign County, zoned
AG-2 Agricultural and is in agricultural production.

GENERALLY REGARDING THE PROPOSED SPECIAL USE

5. Regarding the site plan and operations of the proposed Special Use:
A. The Final Engineering Plans, conforming to the 2009 International Building Code and
received May 21, 2014 indicate the following existing and proposed improvements:
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(1)  The existing improvements to the Windsor Road Christian Church facility and site
include:
a. An educational wing was added in 1984 to the original 1976 building
(ZUP# 146-84-01).

b. An accessory building was added in 1999 (ZUP# 336-99-01).

c. A second addition was made to the original building in 2001 (ZUP# 89-01-
02).

d. Expansions to the parking lot were approved in 2000 (242-AV-00); 2001
(285-AV-01); 2003 (101-03-02); and 2010 (305-10-01).

(2)  The Final Engineering Plans received May 21, 2014, indicate the following
proposed improvements:
a. Proposed addition of ten classrooms, a nursery, play space and worship
space totaling approximately 12,204 square feet in finished floor area onto
the southwest side of the existing facility.

(3)  The Final Engineering Improvement Plans received May 21, 2014, indicate the
following proposed improvements:

a. Removal of 74 existing parking spaces where the proposed addition will be
constructed and construction of new spaces on the southeast and northwest
ends of the existing parking lot, for a total of 354 parking spaces. This will
include 8 ADA parking spaces.

b. Construction of a new west entrance from Windsor Road and removal of
the existing eastern entrance.

Previous Zoning Use Permits on the subject property are as follows:
(1)  Zoning Use Permit # 19-76-02 approved on 2/17/1976 authorized construction of
the original church with a floor area of 6,724 square feet.

(2)  Zoning Use Permit # 146-84-01 approved on 5/29/1984 authorized construction of
a 9,375 square foot addition to serve as the church’s education wing.

(3)  Zoning Use Permit # 336-99-01 approved on 12/10/1999 authorized placement of a
portable office building on the subject property.

(4)  Administrative Variance # 242-AV-00 authorized construction of an addition to an
existing parking lot.
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(5)  Administrative Variance # 285-AV-01 approved on 4/19/2001 authorized the
dimensions and maneuvering area specifications for a proposed parking lot
addition.

(6)  Zoning Use Permit # 120-01-04 approved on 5/3/2001 authorized construction of
an addition to an existing parking lot.

(7)  Zoning Use Permit # 89-01-02 approved on 7/3/2001 authorized construction of a
20,700 square foot addition to the church.

(8) Zoning Use Permit # 101-03-02 approved on 4/16/2003 authorized construction of
an addition to an existing parking lot as a non-significant expansion of a
nonconforming use.

(9)  Zoning Use Permit # 305-10-01 approved on 11/9/2010 authorized construction of
an addition to an existing parking lot as a non-significant expansion of a
nonconforming use.

GENERALLY REGARDING SPECIFIC ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
6. Regarding authorization for an addition to an existing church facility in the AG-2 District:

A.

Ordinance No. 660 (Case 341-AT-02) amended the Champaign County Zoning Ordinance
on August 20, 2002, by changing “churches” and other public assembly type uses from
authorized as “By Right” to “Special Use” in the AG-1, AG-2, and CR Districts.

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:

(D 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.

(©) 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.
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(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.

There are no Standard Conditions in Section 6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance that are
applicable to churches authorized as a Special Use.

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) “BUILDING” is an enclosed STRUCTURE having a roof supported by columns,
walls, arches, or other devices and used for the housing, shelter, or enclosure of
persons, animal, and chattels.

3) “BUILDING, MAIN or PRINCIPAL” is the BUILDING in which is conducted the
main or principal USE of the LOT on which it is located.

%) “ESTABLISHMENT” is a business, retail, office, or commercial USE. When used
in the singular this term shall be construed to mean a single USE, BUILDING,
STRUCTURE, or PREMISES of one of the types here noted.

(5) “NONCONFORMING LOT, STRUCTURE or USE” is a LOT, SIGN,
STRUCTURE, or USE that existed on the effective date of the adoption or
amendment of this ordinance which does not conform to the regulations and
standards of the DISTRICT in which it is located.

(6) “OPEN SPACE” is the unoccupied space open to the sky on the same LOT with a
STRUCTURE.

@) “OPERATIONS” are processing, assembly, fabrication, or handling of materials or
products or movement of bulk materials or products not in containers or pipelines.

(8)  “PARKING SPACE” is a space ACCESSORY to a USE or STRUCTURE for the
parking of one vehicle.

9 “SPECIAL CONDITION” is a condition for the establishment of a SPECIAL USE.

(10) “SPECIAL USE” is a USE which may be permitted in a DISTRICT pursuant to,
and in compliance with, procedures specified herein.
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(11) “STORAGE” is the presence of equipment, or raw materials or finished goods
(packaged or bulk) including goods to be salvaged and items awaiting maintenance
or repair and excluding the parking of operable vehicles.

(12) “STRUCTURE” is anything CONSTRUCTED or erected with a fixed location on
the surface of the ground or affixed to something having a fixed location on the
surface of the ground. Among other things, STRUCTURES include BUILDINGS,
walls, fences, billboards, and SIGNS.

(13) “STRUCTURE, MAIN or PRINCIPAL” is the STRUCTURE in or on which is
conducted the main or principal USE of the LOT on which it is located.

(14) “USE” is the specific purpose for which land, a STRUCTURE or PREMISES, is
designed, arranged, intended, or for which it is or may be occupied or maintained.
The term “permitted USE” or its equivalent shall not be deemed to include any
NONCONFORMING USE.

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:

ey 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 except that in the CR, AG-1, and AG-2
DISTRICTS the following additional criteria shall apply:

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

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

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

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.

“) That the Special Use is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of this
ordinance.
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(5)  That in the case of an existing NONCONFORMING USE, it will make such USE
more compatible with its surroundings.

6) That the SPECIAL USE Permit shall authorize USE, CONSTRUCTION and
operation only in a manner that is fully consistent with all testimony and evidence
submitted by the petitioner or petitioner's agent(s).

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
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.

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.
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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, “Near residential area where most
members and attendees live”

Regarding whether the proposed use is better provided in a rural area:

(1)  The Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) provides no guidance regarding
what products or services are better provided in a rural area and therefore that
determination much be made in each zoning case.

2) 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
COUNTY.

(3)  The church has existed on the subject property since 1976.

4) A church is a USE that has been deemed appropriate for the rural area provided that
a Special Use Permit is authorized.

GENERALLY REGARDING WHETHER THE SPECIAL USE WILL BE INJURIOUS TO THE DISTRICT OR
OTHERWISE 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, “increased facility will allow us to better
serve community”

Regarding surface drainage, the property generally drains to the southeast on the southeast
side of the building and to the northwest on the north and west sides of the building. The
necessary detention basin size was determined as part of Zoning Use Permit # 305-10-01,
and the engineer stated that the basin would be constructed to be in accordance with the
Champaign County Stormwater Management Policy. The Final Engineering Plans received
May 21, 2014 suggest that the drainage basin proposed in 2010 has not yet been
constructed, and has revised the basin size to ensure sufficient capacity for the proposed
addition. The following evidence is from the previous zoning use permit on the subject
property, ZUP# 305-10-01:
(1) A Partial Zoning Compliance Certificate was issued to the church on 11/12/2010
which stated the church would build a detention basin along the east property line.
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The County reviewing engineer had approved the design of the proposed detention
basin on the east side of the property and all that remained to be completed was the
submission and approval of as-built engineering drawings and certification that the
requires storm water volume actually existed. The basin appears to have been
constructed and the Final Engineering Improvement Plans received 5/21/14 appear
to indicate that detention basin but do not actually name it as a detention basin.

The Partial Zoning Compliance Certificate listed the following conditions which

had to be complete within 180 days of approval of the Zoning Use Permit, or

5/8/2011.

(a) A Landscaping Plan of the required Type A screen for the entire (existing
and proposed) parking area must be received and approved or a variance
must be applied for and approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals; and

(b) The Stormwater Drainage Plan must be approved or a variance must be
approved by the Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals; and

() A final Zoning Compliance Certificate authorizing permanent use of the
parking area must be received within one year of approval of the Zoning
Use Permit and will require the following:

1) submittal and approval of the detention basin as-built engineering
drawings establishing that the constructed facility is substantially the
same as that presented in the approved Stormwater Drainage Plan
and with certification to that effect by an Illinois Professional
Engineer.

2) all additional engineering review fees that are outstanding and owed
at the time of issuance of the final ZCC

3) zoning inspection of the Type A screen for the entire (existing and
proposed) parking area that documents adequate screening of the
parking area and conformance with the approved Landscaping Plan.

Of the items listed as requirements in the 11/12/10 Partial Zoning Compliance
Certificate, the Zoning office has received the Landscaping Plan and the
Stormwater Drainage Plan. A final Zoning Compliance Certificate authorizing
permanent use of the parking area was never approved. Verification of these items
is still required. A site visit on May 20, 2014 revealed that there are some
residential properties adjacent to the parking area that do not have a Type A Screen
as illustrated in the Landscaping Plan received January 18, 2011.

C. Regarding traffic, the following evidence is provided:

)

The subject property fronts the south side of Windsor Road. Windsor Road at the

subject property is classified as an urban minor arterial roadway. Regarding the

general traffic conditions on Windsor Road at this location and the level of existing

traffic:

(a) The Illinois Department of Transportation measures traffic on various roads
throughout the County and determines the annual average 24-hour traffic
volume for those roads and reports it as Average Daily Traffic (ADT). The
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most recent ADT data is from 2012 in the vicinity of the subject property.
Windsor road has an ADT of 11,800 near the subject property.

(b) Windsor Road is built to design specifications as detailed in the Illinois
Department of Transportation’s Manual of Administrative Polices of the
Bureau of Local Roads and Streets and other requirements as specified for a
roadway project funded by IDOT.

(2)  The City of Champaign has been notified of this case, but no comments have been
received yet.

3) At this time staff has not tried to estimate the increase in traffic that would result
from the proposed Special Use, but the increase should be small. The church has
indicated that they do not anticipate programming changes that would significantly
alter the time, frequency, and volume of traffic to and from the facility.

“) The Final Engineering Plans received May 21, 2014, indicates construction of a
new access on Windsor Road on the west end of the property.

5) The Final Engineering Plans received May 21, 2014 indicates the existing entrance
on the east end will be removed. In a 3/10/14 email from Brian Wawczak of
Engineering Resource Associates, Inc. to the City of Champaign, he states:

“The genesis of this proposed improvement is due to Scottsdale
Drive (north of Windsor across from the church) and the existing
entrance not quite being aligned on Windsor Road. Before and after
weekend services, it is extremely difficult to enter and exit the site
due to the turning conflicts between cars coming from Scottsdale and
cars either leaving or entering the church property...The new
entrance on the west side of the site is far enough removed from
Scottsdale Drive that it will allow left-hand turns into the site, by
westbound cars, without any conflicts.”

Regarding fire protection on the subject property, the subject property is located within the
City of Champaign Fire Department jurisdiction. The Fire Chief has been notified of this
case but no comments have been received.

No part of the subject property is located within the mapped floodplain.

Regarding outdoor lighting on the subject property, the Final Engineering Plans received
May 21, 2014 show plans in conformance with the ordinance for the subject property.
(a) All exterior light fixtures are full-cutoff type;

(b) Lamps listed are 250 watts; and
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Locations and numbers of fixtures are indicated on the Site Plan.

Regarding wastewater treatment and disposal on the subject property, the proposed
addition will connect to the facility’s existing septic system. Verification by the County
Health Department will be necessary to determine if the existing system has sufficient
capacity for the proposed addition.

Regarding life safety considerations related to the proposed Special Use:
¢)) 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)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

®

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, 41 Ill. Adm Code 100, that applies to all localities in the State
of Illinois.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.
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(g) The Illinois Accessibility Code incorporates building safety provisions very
similar to those of the code for Fire Prevention and Safety.

(h) The certification by an Illinois licensed architect that is required for all
construction projects worth $50,000 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.

(1) 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.

)] 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.

L Generally regarding interference with agricultural operations:
(1)  The existing Special Use Permit has existed since 2/17/1976.

(2)  The existing church is a USE that has been deemed appropriate for the rural area
provided that a Special Use Permit is authorized.

3) The proposed addition could be authorized in the AG-2 District if a Special Use
Permit is granted.

@4 The traffic produced by the proposed use will not increase significantly from
current traffic volumes.

L. 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 PRESERVES THE ESSENTIAL CHARACTER 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
which it shall be located, except where such regulations and standards are modified by Section 6
of the Ordinance:
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The Petitioner has testified on the application: “Yes”

Regarding compliance with the Zoning Ordinance:

(D
)

&)

4

A church is permitted as a Special Use in the AG-2 Zoning District.

All existing and proposed structures meet setback and front, side and rear yard
requirements.

Regarding yard screens on the subject property: The Partial Zoning Compliance
Certificate dated November 12, 2010 requires a Type A screen for the entire
(existing and proposed) parking area. A Type A Screen is 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 highest
adjacent grade. A final Zoning Compliance Certificate was never issued for the
subject property for Case # 305-10-01; verification that a Type A Screen has been
constructed is still required.

Regarding parking on the subject property: Paragraph 7.4.1 C.1.e. requires places
of public assembly, including churches, to have 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. The proposed facility adds approximately 12,204 square feet to the
existing 32,532 square feet for a total floor area of 44,736 square feet. This will
require 224 parking spaces. The Preliminary Site Plan received on May 13, 2014
indicates there will be 354 parking spaces once the proposed addition is
constructed.

Regarding compliance with the Stormwater Management Policy:

(M

2

The petitioner must comply with the Stormwater Management Policy because the
amount of impervious area exceeds the minimum threshold.

Before a Zoning Use Permit Application can be approved the petitioner must
submit a stormwater management plan that is in compliance with the Stormwater
Management Policy. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan was submitted with
the Final Engineering Plans received May 21, 2014.

Regarding the Special Flood Hazard Areas Ordinance, no portion of the subject property is
located within the mapped floodplain.

Regarding the Subdivision Regulations, the subject property is located in the Champaign
County subdivision jurisdiction and the subject property is in compliance.
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F. Regarding the requirement that the Special Use preserve the essential character of the AG-
2 Agricultural District:

)

2

3

4

&)

A church is authorized as a Special Use in the AG-2 Agricultural Zoning District.

The proposed use will not hinder agricultural production on adjacent properties.

The visual character of the subject property will change due to the size of the
proposed church building but it will be in harmony with other existing non-
agricultural uses in the immediate vicinity.

The proposed Special Use seems unlikely to create any significant traffic impacts
but no Traffic Impact Assessment has been made.

There will be no significant drainage impacts because the proposed Special Use
will comply with the Stormwater Management Policy.

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.

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. Subsection 5.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance states the general intent of the AG-2 District
and states as follows (capitalized words are defined in the Ordinance):

(M

)

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
COUNTY.

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 Permit 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.

B. Regarding whether the proposed Special Use Permit is in harmony with the general
purpose of the Zoning Ordinance:



(D

2

€)

4

)

(6)
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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.

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:

(a) The requested Special Use Permit should not decrease the value of nearby
properties.

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 Special Use seems unlikely to create any significant traffic
impacts but no Traffic Impact Assessment has been made.

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 construction on the subject property will trigger the need for
stormwater management. The petitioner will need to submit a complete
stormwater management plan that is in compliance with the Stormwater
Management Policy before a Zoning Use Permit can be issued from the
proposed construction. A Stormwater Pollution Plan was submitted by the
petitioner and received on May 13, 2014.

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.

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
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the area of OPEN SPACES within and surrounding BUILDINGS and
STRUCTURES.

(a) 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.

@) 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.

(a) 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 any problematic conditions.

) 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.

The proposed Special Use will not remodel or alter existing structures in such a
way as to avoid the restrictions and limitations of 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) The property has had a Special Use Permit for a church and has been used
as such for a long time.

(b) The proposed use will not take any agricultural land out of production.

(10)  Paragraph 2.0 (o) of the Ordinance states that one purpose of the Ordinance is
protecting natural features such as forested areas and watercourses.
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The subject property does not contain any natural features.

(11)  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.

The proposed use will not require the development of public utilities or
transportation facilities.

(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) The property has had a Special Use Permit for a church and has been used
as such for a long time.

(b) The proposed use will not take any land out of production.

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

The proposed use will not hinder the development of renewable energy sources.
GENERALLY REGARDING 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: “Yes”

B. The existing use on the property is a nonconforming use. The functionality of the proposed
addition will not change the use or affect compatibility with its surroundings.

GENERALLY REGARDING 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 for construction and all required certifications shall
be submitted after construction prior to issuance of the Zoning Compliance
Certificate.
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The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That the drainage improvements conform to the requirements of the
Stormwater Management Policy.

Certification from the County Health Department that the septic system on the
subject property has sufficient capacity for the existing building and proposed
addition is a requirement for approval of the Zoning Use Permit.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That the solid waste system conforms to the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance and any applicable health regulations.

The design for the proposed new entrance to the property must be approved by the
City of Champaign prior to approving the Zoning Use Permit. The entrance must
also be approved as constructed by the City of Champaign in order to extending a
Zoning Compliance Certificate.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That access and safety concerns for travel on Windsor Road are considered
according to applicable City of Champaign engineering standards.

A Landscaping Plan of the required Type A screen for the entire (existing and
proposed) parking area must be received and approved or a variance must be applied
for and approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

The special condition stated above is required to ensure the following:
That the proposed parking facilities conform to the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.

The Zoning Administrator shall not authorize a Zoning Use Permit until the
petitioner has demonstrated that any new or proposed exterior lighting on the subject
property will comply with the lighting requirements of Section 6.1.2.

The special conditions stated above are required to ensure the following:
That any proposed exterior lighting is in compliance with the Zoning
Ordinance.

The Zoning Administrator shall not issue a Zoning Compliance Certificate for the
proposed church until the petitioner has demonstrated that the proposed Special Use
complies with the Illinois Accessibility Code.

The special condition stated above is necessary to ensure the following:
That the proposed Special Use meets applicable state requirements for
accessibility.
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G. The only principal use authorized by Case # 776-S-14 is a church.

The special condition stated above is necessary to ensure the following:
That the petitioner and future landowners understand the requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance.
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DOCUMENTS OF RECORD

1.

Application for Special Use Permit received March 6, 2014, with attachments:
A. Legal description
B. Preliminary Site Plan received March 7, 2014

Final Engineering Plans received April 21, 2014
Site Plan and Final Engineering Plans set received May 13, 2014
Final Engineering Improvement Plans received May 21, 2014

Preliminary Memorandum for Case # 776-S-14 dated May 23, 2014, with attachments:
A Case Maps: Location, Land Use, Zoning

B Site Plan from the original church construction as authorized in ZUP # 19-76-02 approved on
2/17/76

C Site Plan from ZUP # 146-84-01 approved on 5/29/1984 authorizing construction of a 9,375
square foot addition to serve as the church’s education wing.

D Site Plan from ZUP # 336-99-01 approved on 12/10/1999 authorizing placement of a portable
office building on the subject property.

E Site Plan from Administrative Variance # 242-AV-00 authorizing construction of an addition
to an existing parking lot.

F Site Plan from Administrative Variance # 285-AV-01 approved on 4/19/2001 authorizing the
dimensions and maneuvering area specifications for a proposed parking lot addition.

G Site Plan from ZUP # 120-01-04 approved on 5/3/2001 authorizing construction of an addition
to an existing parking lot.

H Site Plan from ZUP # 89-01-02 approved on 7/3/01 — the last building addition constructed
under “by right” authorization

I Site Plan from Zoning Use Permit # 101-03-02 approved on 4/16/2003 authorized construction
of an addition to an existing parking lot as a non-significant expansion of a nonconforming
use.

J Phased Parking Lot Expansion, Phase 1 Plan Set from ZUP # 305-10-01 approved on 11/9/10

K Landscaping Plan for the parking screen received 1/10/11 (a more recent landscaping plan has
not been submitted)
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L Final Engineering Improvement Plans received May 21, 2014
M Site Visit Photos — included separately

N Draft Summary of Evidence dated May 23, 2014, with attachments — included separately
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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 776-S-14 held on May 29, 2014, the Zoning Board of Appeals of Champaign County finds that:

1. The requested Special Use Permit {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 fADEQUATE / INADEQUATE] traffic capacity and the entrance location
has {ADEQUATE / INADEQUATE} visibility.
b. Emergency services availability is fADEQUATE / INADEQUATE]} {because*}:

e. The Special Use {WILL / WILL NOT} be compatible with adjacent uses {because*}:

d. Surface and subsurface drainage will be {fADEQUATE / INADEQUATE} {because*}:

e. Public safety will be {fADEQUATE / INADEQUATE} {because*}:

f. The provisions for parking will be {fADEQUATE / 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.

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.
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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 CONFORMj} to all relevant
County ordinances and codes.

b. The Special Use {WILL / WILL NOT} be compatible with adjacent uses.

c.  Public safety will be fADEQUATE / INADEQUATE}.

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.

The requested Special Use {IS/ IS NOT} an existing nonconforming use and the requested Special
Use Permit {WILL/ WILL NOT} make the existing use more compatible with its surroundings
{because:*}

{NO SPECIAL CONDITIONS ARE HEREBY IMPOSED / THE SPECIAL CONDITIONS
IMPOSED HEREIN ARE 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 9.1.11B. for approval {HAVE/ HAVE
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 776-S-14 is hereby {GRANTED/ GRANTED WITH
SPECIAL CONDITIONS / DENIED } to the applicants Windsor Road Christian Church, to
authorize the following as a Special Use in the AG-2 District:

Authorize the expansion and use of an existing, nonconforming church in the AG-2
Agricultural Zoning District consisting of additional classrooms, worship areas and
recreational space with no change in existing facility use.

{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 Thorsland, Chair
Champaign County Zoning Board of Appeals

ATTEST:

Secretary to the Zoning Board of Appeals

Date



