CITY OF CITY OF URBANA
URBANA CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING

¥

DATE: Monday, July 06, 2026
TIME: 7:00 PM
PLACE: 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801

AGENDA
Call to Order and Roll Call
Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting
Additions to the Agenda
Presentation and Public Input

Council Input and Communications

= |9 0 r >

Unfinished Business

1. Ordinance No. 2026-05-013: An Ordinance Approving a Preliminary & Final Development Plan
for a Planned Unit Development at 413-419 West Main Street (Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25) —
CD

G. Reports of Standing Committees

H. Reports of Special Committees

I. Reports of Officers

J. Adjournment

All City meetings are broadcast on Urbana Public Television and live-streamed on the web. Details on how
to watch are found on the UPTV webpage located at https://www.urbanail.gov/executive-
department/page/urbana-public-television



https://www.urbanail.gov/executive-department/page/urbana-public-television.
https://www.urbanail.gov/executive-department/page/urbana-public-television.

PUBLIC INPUT

The City of Urbana welcomes Public Input during open meetings of the City Council, the City Council’s
Committee of the Whole, City Boards and Commissions, and other City-sponsored meetings. Our goal is to
foster respect for the meeting process, and respect for all people participating as members of the public
body, city staff, and the general public. The City is required to conduct all business during public meetings.
The presiding officer is responsible for conducting those meetings in an orderly and efficient manner.
Public Input will be taken in the following ways:

Email Input

Public comments must be received prior to the closing of the meeting record (at the time of adjournment
unless otherwise noted) at the following: citycouncil@urbanail.gov. The subject line of the email must
include the words “PUBLIC INPUT” and the meeting date. Your email will be sent to all City Council
members, the Mayor, City Administrator, and City Clerk. Emailed public comments labeled as such will be

incorporated into the public meeting record, with personal identifying information redacted. Copies of
emails will be posted after the meeting minutes have been approved.

Written Input

Any member of the public may submit their comments addressed to the members of the public body in
writing. If a person wishes their written comments to be included in the record of Public Input for the
meeting, the writing should so state. Written comments must be received prior to the closing of the meeting
record (at the time of adjournment unless otherwise noted).

Verbal Input

Protocol for Public Input is one of respect for the process of addressing the business of the City. Obscene
or profane language, or other conduct that threatens to impede the ordetly progress of the business
conducted at the meeting is unacceptable.

Public comment shall be limited to no more than five (5) minutes per person. The Public Input portion of
the meeting shall total no more than two (2) hours, unless otherwise shortened or extended by majority vote
of the public body members present. The presiding officer or the city clerk or their designee, shall monitor
each speaker's use of time and shall notify the speaker when the allotted time has expired. A person may
participate and provide Public Input once during a meeting and may not cede time to another person, or
split their time if Public Input is held at two (2) or more different times during a meeting. The presiding
officer may give priority to those persons who indicate they wish to speak on an agenda item upon which a
vote will be taken.

The presiding officer or public body members shall not enter into a dialogue with citizens. Questions from
the public body members shall be for clarification purposes only. Public Input shall not be used as a time
for problem solving or reacting to comments made but, rather, for hearing citizens for informational
purposes only.

In order to maintain the efficient and orderly conduct and progress of the public meeting, the presiding
officer of the meeting shall have the authority to raise a point of order and provide a verbal warning to a
speaker who engages in the conduct or behavior proscribed under “Verbal Input”. Any member of the
public body participating in the meeting may also raise a point of order with the presiding officer and
request that they provide a verbal warning to a speaker. If the speaker refuses to cease such conduct or



mailto:citycouncil@urbanail.gov

behavior after being warned by the presiding officer, the presiding officer shall have the authority to mute
the speaker’s microphone and/or video presence at the meeting. The presiding officer will inform the
speaker that they may send the remainder of their remarks via e-mail to the public body for inclusion in the
meeting record.

Accommodation

If an accommodation is needed to participate in a City meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at
least 48 hours in advance so that special arrangements can be made using one of the following methods:

- Phone: 217.384.2366
- Email: CityClerk@urbanail.gov



mailto:CityClerk@urbanail.gov
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
Planning Division

memorandum

CITY OF
URBANA

TO: The Plan Commission, City of Urbana

FROM: Olivia Jovine, Director & Zoning Administrator

DATE: May 1, 2026

SUBJECT:  Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25: An application by Andrew Fell, on behalf of DMCB
Properties, LLC, for preliminary and final approval of a multi-family residential
Planned Unit Development at 413-419 W. Main Street in the R-2, Single-Family
Residential, Zoning District.

Introduction

Andrew Fell, on behalf of DMCB Properties, LLC, has submitted an application for preliminary and final
approval of a residential Planned Unit Development at 413-419 West Main Street. The property is zoned
R-2, Single-Family Residential. The developer intends to build a medium-density three-story building
with a mezzanine bringing the structure to four-stories at the west-end of the building, with a total of 32
units. The proposed development is medium-density and designed in general conformance with an R-5
Zoning District.

Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance requires review and approval of both a Preliminary and
a Final Planned Unit Development (PUD). This request is for preliminary and final approval, with one
waiver requested. The Applicant is requesting a waiver to permit additional Floor Area Ratio (FAR).
Specifically, the request seeks an increase of 0.10 FAR above the maximum 0.90 FAR permitted within
the R-5 Zoning District.

Based on an analysis of the PUD criteria, staff recommends that the Plan Commission recommend
APPROVAL of the preliminary and final PUD, and waiver, to the City Council.

Background

The proposed is a residential development encompassing four lots on 400-block of West Main Street in
Urbana. It is approximately 0.58 of an acre (25,590 square feet). Three of the four parcels are owned by
the developer, DMCB Properties (415-419 W Main Street); these parcels consist of one apartment
building containing three to seven units, and two grassy vacant lots. The westernmost parcel is owned by
Cmbh Properties, LLC (413 W Main Street); and contains an apartment building with three to seven units.

On April 16, 2026, the Plan Commission unanimously approved the Creekway Permit for the proposed
development, including a bonus provision for additional height not to exceed twelve (12) feet. The
Applicant needed a Creekway Permit as much of the property lies within the Boneyard Creek corridor
and nearly the entire site is in the 100-year floodplain. The bonus provisions outlined in “Special
Procedures in the Boneyard Creek District” in Sec. XIII-4 of the Zoning Ordinance, are intended to
reduce potential flooding impacts and to encourage the use of the creek as a community amenity. The
approved Creekway Permit is conditioned on the Applicant providing a 20-feet dedication of land for
the City of Urbana’s use, measured from the edge of the creekway, and contribution of a calculated fee
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to an improvement fund which will be held by the City of Urbana for future improvements to the
creckway.

Zoning, Land Use, and Place Type

The table below summarizes the zoning, land use, and place type for the site and surrounding properties.
Exhibits A, B, and C futther illustrate this information.

Location | Zoning Existing Land Use Place Types
Site R-2 (Single-Family Residential) fgfrmems’ and Vacant | 3y

R-4 (Medium Density Multi-Family

Residential); R-5 (Medium High
North Density Multiple-Family Apartments N

Residential)
South B-2 (Neighborhood Business- Parking; Single Family; Downtown; Corridor

v Arterial) and Vacant Lot Neighborhood
East R-2 (Single-Family Residential) Owner Occupied Single |
Family

R-2 (Single-Family Residential); and
West R-4 (Medium Density Multiple- Apartments N1

Family Residential)

Proposed Development

The apartment building is proposed to be four stories tall with a total footprint of 10,450 feet, including
the balconies (32 residences, with a total of 45 bedrooms). The preliminary plans indicate that the
development consists of one- and two-bedroom units, with each bedroom having a dedicated bathroom.
The proposed development will provide all required parking for both vehicles (27 spaces, including 2
accessible) and bicycles (8 loops).

The site plan proposes two vehicular access points, one from North McCullough Street and one from
West Main Street. This will require a new curb cut along West Main Street. The primary pedestrian entry
will be located on North McCullough Street, where a system of sidewalks and steps will guide visitors to
the building’s main foyer.

The proposed design incorporates a mezzanine level, which affects both the building’s height and total
area. While the mezzanine does not count toward floor area or number of stories under the Building
Code, the mezzanine is included in these calculations under the Zoning Ordinance. As a result, the project
reflects a total of 32,273 square feet and is classified as a four-story structure for zoning purposes (three-
story structure under the Building Code). The proposed mezzanine will bring value to the project, by
contributing to a more dynamic interior environment, adding depth, openness, and design character. The
mezzanine will also help to distribute natural light more effectively throughout the interior and will allow
for several double-height units on the west-end of the building.

Furthermore, the applicant proposes enhanced landscaping that will conform with the requirements of
the Boneyard Creek and blend with the surrounding character of the area. A landscape plan has not been
provided; however, the Applicant has indicated the general location of trees on various application
materials and has committed a high-standard for landscaping and to maintaining as many mature trees as
is feasible on the site. Trees were intentionally left off renderings, to allow for full visibility of the
proposed project. No detention basin is visible on the site plan, as the Applicant will provide an
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alternative storm water management system as an alternative the applicant has submitted the Floodplain
Study Report produced by Farnsworth Group.

In order for the development to be in compliance with the underlying requirements of the 100-year and
500-year floodplains, the proposed building would be built on a concrete pad and supported on “stilts”
which would be enclosed by a permeable foundation wall designed in accordance with FEMA’s
floodproofing guidance (see Image 1). The Applicant has stressed that the requirements for building
within the floodplain introduce significant costs and complexity to the proposed development.

Image 1. Foundation Plan

Discussion

The location of these lots is within the floodway; as a result, the building must be elevated above the
average flood elevation and allow water to flow under the building, unimpeded, into storm management
systems and eventually into the Boneyard Creek. The incremental cost of the construction to mitigate the
floodway and floodplain issues results in an economically unviable project if required to be constructed
“by right” under the existing R-2 zoning. The developer has the desire to align the cost with achievable
economic returns and is thus seeking to increase the density of the development. The proposed building
is designed to be in general conformance with R-5 zoning.

Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan

The Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan (“Imagine Urbana”) identifies the property as being in the
Neighborhood I Place Type classification’, which is described in part as:

“Mostly residential, primarily single houses. Some duplexes, smaller apartments,

1 For a full description of the Neighborhood I Place Type, see Exhibit H.
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townhomes, and accessory dwelling units (e.g. garage apartments, backyard cottages)
may be interspersed...”

“Two- and three-story buildings on single lots are common. Main buildings typically
have front yards and are set back a bit from the street. Smaller accessory buildings
(sheds, garages, etc.) in rear and side yards are typical.”

The proposed PUD does not align well with the intent of the Neighborhood I Place Type; however,
proposed development is compatible with the surrounding area, which is characterized by a mix of single-
family and medium-density multi-family housing. The proposed development would offer a transition of
scale at the edge of downtown from a fully commercial area to a fully residential area.

The proposed PUD is consistent with the following goals and strategies outlined in Imagine Urbana:

Big Move 4: Make Downtown the Economic Driver of the City; “Downtown Urbana serves
as the heart of the community, offering spaces for social, cultural, and economic activities. To
enhance its role as the economic center of the city, it is essential to promote diverse housing
options...”

Big Move 6: Make Walkability a Priority; “Walking” is the most equitable form of transportation.
Designing an equitable city and putting people first means that walking must be at the forefront
of how things are built.”

Big Move 7: Promote Incremental Development; “Incremental development contributes to
community growth and sustainability by allowing for gradual, adaptive improvements that meet
the needs and preferences of residents. Currently, City regulations often make it easier, or even
a requirement, to develop land in ways that run counter to building a strong community.”

Little Move 1.8: Allow a variety of housing types in every neighborhood at scales appropriate to
each neighborhood.

Little Move 8.3: Prioritize development in areas already served by services and infrastructure.

The proposed development would promote an activated downtown by providing apartments within
walking distance of Urbana’s downtown amenities and businesses, Lincoln Square Mall, and other key
places of business and employment such as the County Court House and Bennett Administrative Center.
The proposed units would help attract professionals or graduate students to the downtown area. The
introduction of more, high quality units, would increase pedestrian foot traffic and the flow of economic
activity to downtown businesses—in keeping with the Imagine Urbana’s vision for a commercial and
entertainment district for downtown Urbana.

Although there is a departure from the Imagine Urbana Neighborhood 1 Place Type, the proposed
development would add 32 units to Urbana’s housing stock, and at a scale that is appropriate to the
surrounding neighborhood. It would also redevelop an area already served by services and infrastructure.

PUD Ordinance Goals

Every proposed Planned Unit Development must be reviewed for consistency with nine general goals
outlined in Sec. XIII-3.C of the Zoning Ordinance.

2 “Walking” includes people in wheelchairs and with other mobility impairments.
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Note: Imagine Urbana has replaced the concepts of “Goals”, “Objectives”, and “Future Land Use” with “Big Moves”,
“Little Moves™, and “Place Types”, though the replacement is not necessarily one-to-one. For example, “Place Types”
include descriptions of land use, but also include text regarding building form, streets and connectivity, and open space. Until
the Zoning Ordinance is updated to reflect Imagine Urbana, the PUD criteria will be evaluated by substituting the new
terminology for the old.

The following discussion outlines how the proposed development demonstrates, or does not
demonstrate, consistency with the applicable goals and policies per Sec. XIII-3.C:

1.

To encourage high quality non-traditional, mixed-use, and/ or conservation development in areas identified in
the Comprebensive Plan,

This goal does not appear to be applicable anymore with the adoption of Imagine Urbana.
Outside of some Place Types including text regarding a mix of uses, Imagine Urbana does not
use these terms to identify specific areas of Urbana.

To promote infill development in a manner consistent with the surrounding area;

The proposal is infill development to be built at an R-5 density level. Although the property is
zoned R-2, the uses surrounding the 400 block of West Main Street include several
higher-intensity zoning districts that allow more intensive residential development including R-4
and R-5 zoning; and B-2 and B-4 zoning. Although the proposed 32-unit multifamily
development is not in line with the spirit of the underlying zone, in reality it would be compatible
with the character of the built environment defining this downtown-adjacent neighborhood. The
proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal.

To promote flexibility in subdivision and development design where necessary;

The proposed PUD includes a waiver to allow for slightly more residential FAR (.10) than would
be allowed in an R-5 Zoning District. Approving additional density would allow a relatively
modest amount of additional mass to be built on the site, the project would aggregate four
properties together in order to make the project economically viable. The proposed PUD is
generally consistent with this goal.

To provide public amenities not tpically promoted by the Zoning Ordinance;

The proposed development does not provide any public amenities beyond the proposal for future
access along Boneyard Creek—which is a stipulation of the Creekway Permit. The Applicant has
dedicated a 20-foot parcel of land adjacent to the creek’s edge, which will be formally dedicated
to the City of Urbana for future development of a shared-use path along the creek’s edge.

Because the Boneyard Creek dedication is already encouraged and supported within the Zoning
Ordinance, the proposed PUD is not considered to provide amenities beyond what is otherwise
required. As a result, the proposed PUD is not consistent with this goal.

To promote development that is significantly responsive to the goals, objectives, and future land uses of the
Urbana Comprebensive Plan;

The project is responsive to the Big Moves and Little Moves; however, it does not align with the
Neighborhood I Place Type designation in Imagine Urbana. Furthermore, the proposed PUD is
compatible with the existing built environment in the surrounding area and appropriately
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responds to the higher-density zoning districts that border the site. The proposed project is
generally consistent with this goal.

To provide a higher level of street and pedestrian connectivity within the development and the surrounding
neighborbood in accordance with the Urbana Comprebensive Plan;

As proposed, the PUD would not provide a higher level of street and pedestrian connectivity
within the development and the surrounding neighborhood. The site is relatively small, so it isn’t
possible to provide much internal street connectivity beyond what is proposed; the development
includes an enhanced entrance along North McCullough Street that would draw pedestrians and
visitors onto the property in a welcoming way. As proposed, there are two vehicular connections
to North McCullough Street and W Main Street, which would introduce an additional curb cut
along W Main Street.

With respect to future pedestrian connectivity, there is an opportunity to enhance the creeckway
dedication and establish a continuous connection from this segment of West Main Street to the
Boneyard Creek Crossing through a series of coordinated parklets and adjacent properties. This
site represents one of several key parcels needed to unlock the potential for a shared-use path
along the creek in downtown Urbana, effectively creating a “green ribbon” through the urban
core. Such improvements would strengthen pedestrian and bicycle access to a unique recreation
opportunity by further daylighting and activating the Boneyard Creek corridor. Staff would like
to see the 20-foot dedication activated. If that were done, then the development would help
further meet this goal. The PUD is generally consistent with this goal.

To coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building relationships within the development and the
surrounding neighborhoody

The Applicant submit a detailed site plan and conceptual architectural plans, from the materials
submitted it was determined that the building relationship within the surrounding neighborhood
would work well. The building form is architecturally similar to the three-story brick and wood-
clad, multifamily “Element on Main” apartment building that is directly adjacent to the property,
across West Main Street. The relationship between the building and the property is similarly
coordinated, with deeper 10-foot setbacks from North McCullough Street, which create an
expansive welcoming front yard; and setbacks of over 3-feet from the existing sidewalk along
West Main Street, which will provide a grassy welcoming shoulder. The proposed PUD is
generally consistent with this goal.

To encourage the inclusion of a variety of public and private open space, recreational facilities, greemways and
trails not typically promoted by the Zoning Ordinance;

As noted in the discussion for Goal 6, the proposed PUD does not currently include any
enhancements to the Boneyard Creek corridor, though the site presents a meaningful opportunity
for such improvements via the 20-foot dedication. Enhancing the creekway would strengthen
pedestrian and bicycle access to a unique recreational amenity by further daylighting and
activating the Boneyard Creek. Staff would prefer to see the full 20-foot dedication improved and
activated; if that were incorporated, the development would more fully advance this goal. In its
current form, however, the PUD is not consistent with this goal.

To conserve, to the greatest extent possible, unique natural and cultural features, environmentally sensitive
areas, or historic resources, and to utilize such features in a  harmonious fashion.
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The conservation of the Boneyard Creek focuses on protecting this environmentally sensitive
corridor and maintaining necessary stormwater management infrastructure to prevent worsening
flooding conditions in the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. While ensuring that future
development occurs in a manner that supports existing infrastructure, while bringing recreational
value to the surrounding neighborhood via a future shared use path. Thoughtful stewardship of
the creek corridor supports long-term environmental health while contributing to a cohesive and
harmonious urban fabric. The Applicant and developer have made every effort to design a
building that is responsive to the flood needs of this site and have commissioned a hydraulic
modeling report from Farnsworth Group for the proposed development, the report was
completed in January of 2026.

The first floor will be at least one foot above the 100-year water surface elevation, and the building
will be properly floodproofed according to FEMA’s floodproofing guidance. The stairways,
ramps, and sidewalks will be elevated above the existing grade; therefore, in the hydraulic
modeling report for the proposed development, these elements were included as part of the
building obstruction. The parking lot will be constructed at grade, so no additional fill will be
added to the floodplain.

The proposed project is generally consistent with this goal.

Applicability

Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance outlines requirements for a PUD. The purpose of a
PUD is “to encourage development that goes beyond the minimum zoning and development standard
in terms of design, public amenities, innovative ‘green’ construction and implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan and other official development plans and policies. In exchange for public amenities,
developers are granted flexibility in applying the typical zoning and development regulations.”

Planned Unit Developments can be residential, commercial, mixed-use, or industrial. The proposed
development is a residential PUD. To be considered for a PUD, the proposed development must have
a gross site area of at least a half-acre and meet one of the four criteria outlined in Sec. XIII-3.D of the
Zoning Ordinance. The proposed development is on a lot that is 0.58 of an acre and therefore meets
the lot size requirement. The proposed PUD meets two of the four criteria per Sec. XIII-3.D, which are
listed below as defined by the Urbana Zoning Ordinance:

Infill. Redevelop properties within the urban area that are vacant or underutilized due to
obstacles such as lot layout, utility configuration, and road access.

Unigue Development. Development that significantly responds to the goals and objectives
of the Comprehensive Plan and other relevant plans and policies and/or addresses
unique features of the site.

Waivers

Planned Unit Developments offer developers flexibility in applying zoning and development
regulations. In this case, the applicant has applied for one waiver, to increase the allowable FAR on the
site.

Additional FAR

The proposed building is designed to be in general conformance with the R-5 Zoning District and the
Applicant received the Creekway Bonus provision of 12 additional feet of height for development of the
proposed project. As a result, the only aspect of the development that does not conform to an R-5 Zoning
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District is the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) which would result in a value of 1.00 (versus the maximum of .90
per the Zoning Ordinance)’.

Summary of Findings

1.

The proposed development is generally consistent with six (6) of the nine (9) goals for a PUD
as listed in Section XIII-3.C of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.

The proposed development qualifies for PUD approval per Section XIII-3 of the Urbana
Zoning Ordinance because it exceeds one-half acre and meets two of the four criteria outlined
in Section XIII-3.D (Infill Development, Unique Development).

The proposed development is generally consistent with many of the Big Moves and Little
Moves as described in the Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan.

The proposal includes one waiver to slightly increase FAR by 0.10, which, if granted, would allow
more housing to be built on the site, and make the development more economically viable given
the design constraints and site limitations associated with development in the floodplain.

Options

The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council regarding
Plan Case 2510-PUD-25:

1. Recommend approval of the Preliminary Development Plan as attached; or
2. Recommend approval of the Preliminary Development Plan as attached, including any
conditions; or
3. Recommend denial of the Preliminary Development Plan as attached.
Recommendation

Based on the evidence presented in the discussion above, and without the benefit of considering
additional evidence that may be presented at the public hearing, staff recommends the Plan
Commission forward Plan Case Nos. 2519-PUD-25 to the City Council with a recommendation for
APPROVAL with the following condition:

1.

2.

That the final development plans be in general conformance with the attached Site Plan.

That the final development plans be built in general conformance with an R-5 Zoning District,
with an allowance for 2 FAR of 1.0 instead of 0.90.

3 For calculations, please refer to Exhibit E: “Preliminary & Final PUD Application”
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Attachments: Exhibit A: Location

CC:

Exhibit B: Existing Land Use Map

Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map

Exhibit D:Place Types Map

Exhibit E: Preliminary & Final PUD Application

Exhibit F: Site Plan

Exhibit G:Photos

Exhibit H:Neighborhood I Place Type Description

Exhibit I: Zoning District Description Sheets R-2, R-4, R-5, & B-2

Andrew Fell (Applicant)

Item F1.
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Exhibit B - Location & Land Use
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Exhibit C - Place types Exhibit C
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project under consideration is a residential development encompassing four lots on
West Main Street in Urbana, submitted under a single PUD Application, combining the
Preliminary and Final Applications.

The main difficulty above other properties, and the primary cause for a PUD, in developing
these lots is the existence of the Floodway and Flood Plain. Because of this, the building
must be elevated above the average floor elevation and allow water to pass below -
unimpeded - to the Boneyard. This imposes a great economic factor on the construction.
This condition is the primary reason for organizing this project under a Planned Unit
Development. The incremental cost of the construction to mitigate the Floodway and
Floodplain issues results in an economically unviable project if required to be constructed
‘by right’ under the general Zoning Ordinance criteria. The method to align the cost with
achievable economic expectations is to increase the density to a scale that makes the
building ‘work’. Itis a delicate balance to adjust the minimum occupant density in
conjunction with an escalating construction cost and neighborhood compatibility.

The Scheme presented is our best evaluation for the balance of a project that is minimally
economically workable, and socially responsible. A development of smaller scale most
likely is not a self sufficient enterprise, while a development of larger scale risks
overwhelming the neighborhood. The intent of the design is to provide a building that can
be economically viable in the face of escalated construction costs. These are not the
costs associated with a ‘typical’ building, but the additional costs of raising the building up
several feet, compensating for life cycle and increased operating and maintenance
expenses, issues resulting in a variable parking condition (because of the potential water
issues), and dedicating a significant amount of site area to the Boneyard district.

In order to help minimize any seeming inconformity, the building is laid out to be in general
conformance with the R-5 Zoning District — to the greatest extent possible. While the
project is being submitted for PUD consideration, it is more easily compared to other
developments thru a Site Statistic comparison. That comparison follows later in this
Submission. The Only aspect of this development that does not conform to the R-5 Zoning
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District criteria (after implementation of Creekway Bonus Provisions) is the Floor Area
Ration (F.A.R.). The R-5 maximum is .90 and our calculation results in a value of 1.00.

The New Comprehensive Plan for the City has this area at the juncture of N1
(Neighborhood1), D (Downtown) and CN (Corridor Neighborhood). The Site is currently all
Zoned R-2. Zoning District B-2 exists to the south, B4 exists to the south-east, R-4 and R-
5 exist to the north, and R-2, R-4, and CRE exist to the west. Obviously, this area is a mix of
Zoning Districts, available densities and scale. It seems moving to a more dense R-5
Zoning District on these specific parcels can actually offer a better transition between the
potential scale of development as it transitions away from the downtown core.

Overall - this does seem to be the Highest and Best Use of the Site — as it aligns with the
Comprehensive Plan and provides an appropriate incremental level of scale and density
near the downtown core area.

The resulting development, as shown, contains 32 units, with a total of 45 bedrooms.

In the accompanying material, we have intentionally left all new landscaping off of the
exhibits. This was done to enhance the clarity of the documents and not have additional,
potentially confusing information clouding the design or objectives of the PUD. The intent
is to exceed the Zoning criteria for Landscaping in an R-5 district

Please note that great consideration was given to the idea of rezoning the existing parcels
to R-5 Zoning and try to ‘build by right’ under those provisions. This was dismissed mainly
for two reasons.

1) We feel itis more of the public’s interest to see what is actually intended to be
constructed, and not be left to wonder what sort of thing was going to go there.

2) Given the additional economic factors, a little bit more floor area thanis
allowable under R-5 is needed to make the economic model work.

The Creekway Provisions would gain us the necessary height needed, but there is no
other method to increase the floor area.

Item F1.
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URBANA

Application for a Planned Unit gg®:\\
Development - Final COMMISSION

Item F1.

APPROVAL STEPS FOR A FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

STEP 1

Submit Completed Final Development Plan Application, Final Development Plan,
and Fee

If a preliminary development plan has been approved for the PUD within the last twelve
months, submit a completed application form to the Secretary of the Plan Commission
together with five copies of a final development plan, and a $250.00 application fee.
(See application form for materials that must be included with the final development
plan.)

STEP 2

Plan Commission Review

The Plan Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the final development plan
application and supporting information. The Commission shall determine whether the
reasons set forth in the application, and the evidence provided during the public hearing,
justify approval of the final development plan based upon the criteria specified in
Section XIII-3.K of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. The Commission shall make a
recommendation to the City Council for or against the final development plan, and may
also recommend such additional conditions as are deemed necessary.

STEP 3

City Council Review

The City Council shall consider the recommendation of the Plan Commission. The
Council may impose any conditions or requirements, including but not limited to those
recommended by the Plan Commission, which it deems appropriate or necessary in
order to accomplish the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance.

Approval of the final development plan is valid for a period of two years from the date
of City Council approval. If construction has not begun or an approved use has not
been established within this timeframe, the approval of the final development plan shall
lapse and be considered void and no longer in effect.

STEP 4

Recording of the Final Planned Unit Development Plan
The final development plan for the PUD, as approved by the City Council, will be
recorded within six months following passage of the ordinance approving said plan.

STEP 5

Issuance of a Planned Unit Development Permit

Once expressly authorized by the City Council, the Zoning Administrator will issue a
Planned Unit Development Permit in accordance with the approved plan. No building
permit or Certificate of Occupancy (if no building permit is required) shall be issued
before issuance the Planned Unit Development Permit.

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 1
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tz Application for a Planned Unit [J3g#W
Development - Final COMMISSION

CITY OF

URBANA

The application fee must accompany the application when submitted for processing. Please
refer to the City’s website at http:/www.urbanaillinois.us/fees for the current fee associated with
this application. The Applicant is responsible for paying the cost of the recording fee, which
generally begins at a minimum of $75.00 and ranges upward depending upon the number of
pages of required associated documents. Staff will calculate the final recording fee and request a
check from the applicant to be made out to the Champaign County Recorder prior to the
document being recorded. The Applicant is also responsible for paying the cost of legal
publication fees. Estimated costs for these fees usually run between $75.00 and $225.00. The
applicant will be billed separately by the News-Gazette.

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACE - FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Date Petition Filed 01-15-2026 Plan Case No. _ 2519-PUD-26

Fee Paid - Check No. - Amount: | EGEIN Date -

PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

1. APPLICANT CONTACT INFORMATION

Name of Applicant(s): |  GcN: Phone: | IEGNG
Address (street/city/state/zip code): s
Email Address: IENGczNNEG
Property interest of Applicant(s) (Owner, Contract Buyer, etc.): | KEGczR

2. OWNER INFORMATION
Name of Owner(s): [ KGGGcGczNN Phone: I NNGczNc
Address (street/city/state/zip code): KNKNGcKcTTNENEGEG
Email Address: | G
Is this property owned by a Land Trust? Yes v | No

If yes, please attach a list of all individuals holding an interest in said Trust.

NOTE: Applications must be submitted and signed by the owners of more than 50% of the
property’s ownership.

3. PROPERTY INFORMATION
Name of Planned Unit Development: 413-419 West Main Street
Address/Location of Subject Site: 413-419 West Main Street
PIN # of Location: See Attached

Lot Size: See Attached

Current Zoning Designation: Varies - See Attached

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 2
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Current Land Use (vacant, residence, grocery, factory, etc: Multi-Family/Vacant
Proposed Land Use: Multi-Family
Present Comprehensive Plan Designation: N1

How does this request conform to the Comprehensive Plan? Mixed Use - Aligns with Scaled Density Objectives.

Legal Description (If additional space is needed, please submit on separate sheet of paper):

See Attached

CONSULTANT INFORMATION

Name of Architect(s): [ IENEGEGEGIG_GGGE Phone: [ NNENEGN
Address (street/city/state/zip code): | KEKNGcTchTNNNNININEEEEEEEEEEEEE

Email Address: [

Name of Engineers(s): [ ENGcNNE Phone: NG
Address (street/city/state/zip code): ]

Email Address: | N RRREE

Name of Surveyor(s): Phone:

Address (street/city/state/zip code):

Email Address:

Name of Professional Site Planner(s): [ IENENEGzGE Phone: |G
Address (street/city/state/zip code): ]

Email Address: | NG

Name of Attorney(s): Phone:
Address (street/city/state/zip code):

Email Address:

. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS

Has a preliminary development plan for the proposed PUD been approved within the last
twelve months? Yes |y [No

Date City Council Approval: Ordinance No.:

Does the Final Development Plan substantially conform to the approved Preliminary
Development Plan? In what ways does it differ? (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

Preliminary and Final PUD Applications being submitted simultaneously.

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 3
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Does the proposed development plan involve a zoning map amendment? Yes |y [No
If yes, please describe:

Does the proposed development plan involve a subdivision plat? Yes |v/| No

Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance allows for the following standards to be varied
from, if justified by the circumstances particular to the site or the project and approved by the
City Council: lot width, building height, floor area ratio, setbacks, off-street parking and
loading, landscaping and screening, and fences.

Briefly describe any/all waivers that are anticipated as part of the development plan
including justification for the waivers. Please note for each waiver whether approval was
secured at the preliminary development plan approval stage or approval is requested now at
the final development plan approval stage. (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

A. See Attached

. CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL

Explain how the proposed development is conducive to the public convenience at the
proposed location.

See Attached

Explain how the proposed development is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so
that it will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the surrounding areas, or otherwise
injurious or detrimental to the public welfare.

See Attached

Explain how the proposed development is consistent with the goals, objectives, and future
land uses of the Urbana Comprehensive Plan and other relevant plans and polices.

See Attached

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 4
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Explain how the proposed development is consistent with the purpose and goals of the
Section XIII-3, Planned Unit Developments of the Zoning Ordinance.

See attached

Table XIII-2 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance outlines recommended design features for
PUD’s. Please identify which design features are incorporated into the proposed PUD and
explain how the proposed development is responsive to the relevant recommended design
features. (Attach additional sheets if necessary)

A See attached

. FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

A final development plan must be submitted with this application and shall minimally contain
the following materials: (Blanks are provided to help in determining whether submission is
complete)

VAR general location map at a suitable scale which shows the location of the property within

the community and adjacent parcels.

VA specific site plan with the following information:

¥'| The location of proposed structures and existing structures that will remain, with
height and gross floor area notes for each structure.

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 5
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v/| The circulation system indicating pedestrian, bicycle, and motor vehicle movement

systems, including existing and proposed public right-of-way; transit stops;
easements and other reservations of land; the location of existing and proposed
curb cuts, off-street parking and loading spaces, including service drives;
sidewalks and other walkways.

A landscape plan indicating the general location of trees, shrubs, and ground

cover (proposed or existing).

The location of any proposed open space.

A preliminary stormwater plan indicating the general location of impervious

surfaces, detention/retention basins, and the basic storm sewer layout.

A preliminary utilities plan indicating the general location of sanitary sewers,

electricity, gas, telecommunications, and similar services.

<J N NN &

The location of street and pedestrian lighting, including lamp intensity and height.

v

Conceptual elevations of all proposed commercial buildings and conceptual typical
elevations of residential buildings. Scaled elevations shall identify building materials, the
location, height, and materials for screening walls and fences, storage areas for trash and
rooftop equipment.

Design, location, display area, and height of any proposed signage subject to the
regulations of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.

A development program that provides general information about the development,
including desired residential and commercial tenants, housing price targets, estimated
construction costs, and any other information that conveys that purpose and intent of the
development.

A development schedule indicating:

V| The approximate date when construction of the project will begin.

v'| The phases in which the project will be built, if applicable, and the approximate date
when construction of each phase will begin.

v The approximate dates when the development of each of the stages will be
completed.

Any other information deemed necessary by the Secretary of the Plan Commission.

NOTE: If additional space is needed to accurately answer any question, please attach extra
pages to the application.

By submitting this application, you are granting permission for City staff to post on the
property a temporary yard sign announcing the public hearing to be held for your request.

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 6
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CERTIFICATION BY THE APPLICANT

I certify all the information contained in this application form or any attachment(s), document(s)
or plan(s) submitted herewith are true to the best of my knowledge and belief, and that I am
either the property owner or authorized to make this application on the owner’s behalf.

I Decembon 22, 2025

Applicant’s Signature Date

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM ONCE COMPLETED TO:

City of Urbana

Community Development Department Services
Planning Division

400 South Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801
Phone: (217) 384-2440

Fax: (217) 384-2367

Application for a PUD Final Development Plan — Revised July 2017 Page 7
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

PROPERTY PIN NUMBERS AND LOT SIZE

ADDRESS

413 West Main Street:
415 West Main Street:
417 West Main Street:

419 West Main Street:

Note that lots are irregular shape and dimensions rounded, but square footages accurate.

PIN

91-21-08-381-004

91-21-08-381-003

91-21-08-381-002

91-21-08-381-001

LOT DIMENSIONS

IRREGULAR~ 50’ X 130’

IRREGULAR~40’ X 145’

IRREGULAR~ 44’ X 185’

IRREGULAR~64’ X 195’

Reference graphic Site Plan for additional information.

LOT AREA
6,580 S.F.
5,255S.F.
8,575S.F.

11,790 S.F.

Item F1.
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS
419 W Main St:

Beginning at the Northwest Corner of Lot 3 of a Subdivision of Lot “A” of a Subdivision
of a portion of the Southeast Quarter (SE %) of the Southwest Quarter (SW Y4) of Section
8, Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the City of
Urbana, as per Plat recorded in Plat Book “A at Page 144, Thence South 207.24 feet to
the Southwest corner of said Lot, Thence East 64.86 feet, Thence North 179.93 feet to
the South Line of Main Street 72.45 feet to the place of beginning, in Champaign County,
[linois.

PIN: 91-21-08-381-001

417 W Main Street:

Parcel ID(s): 91-21-08-381-002

PARCEL 1:

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT 3 OF A SUBDIVISION OF LOT A OF A
SUBDIVISION OF A PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST
QUARTER

OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, RANGE 9 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERRIDIAN.

35.75 FEET WEST OF THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID LOT 3; THENCE NORTH 162.26
FEET

TO THE SOUTH LINE OF MAIN STREET AT A POINT 36.48 FEET WEST OF THE NORTHEAST
CORNER O F SAIDL O T 3 MEASURED ON T H E SOUTH LINE O F MAIN STREET, THENCE
NORTHWESTERLY ON THE SOUTH LINE OF MAIN STREET, 46.85 FEET; THENCE SOUTH
179.93

FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 3; THENCE EAST 43.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING, BEING A PART OF LOT 3 OF A SUBDIVISION OF LOT A OF A SUBDIVISION OF
A

PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER O F SECTION

8, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH, RANGE 9 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, SITUATED
IN

THE CITY OF URBANA, IN CHAMPAIGN COUNTY, ILLINOIS.

415 W Main Street:

For APN/Parcel ID(s): 91-21-08-381-003

PARCEL 2:

THE WEST 10 FEET OF LOT 2 AND THE EAST 35.75 FEET OF LOT 3 OF A SUBDIVISION OF
LOT

"A" OF A SUBDIVISION OF A PORTION OF THE SOUTH EAST 1/4 OF THE SOUTH WEST 1/4
OF

SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 19 NORTH RANGE 9 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIAL MERIDIAN, IN
THE

CITY OF URBANA, AS SHOWN BY PLAT RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK "A", PAGE 144 OF

Item F1.
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

REQUESTED WAIVERS.

The Single Waiver requested for the project is limited to devoting slightly more space to
leasable area than what is typically allowable. This is due to the escalated costs of this
specific project. Itis also slightly difficult to quantify the Waiver as we are not aligning with
one Zoning District, so the Waiver is compared to the allowable condition in an R-5 District.
If this project were located in an R-5 Zoning District the ONLY waiver requested is for an
increase in F.A.R. by roughly ten percent. No other Waivers are required.

1) FA.R.
The F.A.R. allowable in an R-5 Zoning District is .90

As demonstrated previously in this Application, the F.A.R. as designed equals
1.00.

PARKING (No Waiver Requested)
Parking calculation is included previously in this Application.
Number of required spaces equals 27 and 27 are provided. The number of
spaces is correct, but we are showing more compact spaces than we wish
to. When the site is surveyed, we can adjust this as necessary and hopefully
include only full spaces

In order to augment the automobile parking situation, additional bicycle
(scooter) parking is provided at double the required rate, with capacity for 32
bicycles.

BONEYARD CREEKWAY DEDICATION (Bonus Provision Utilized)
As part of the Application Process and the Creekway Permit process, lot area
conforming with the Creekway Provisions will be dedicated to the City of
Urbana. This allows for Bonus Provisions to be incorporated. The only Bonus
Provision intended to be utilized is the additional story and 12 feet of
additional height allowed.
An additional Bonus Provision to reduce or even eliminate setbacks is not
being utilized. The intentis to conform to the setback requirements of R-5
Zoning.

Item F1.
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL - APPLICATION ITEM 6.

Explain how the proposed development is conducive to the public convenience at the

proposed location.
Introducing additional housing stock to the downtown fringe is one goals of the City
to maintaining the vitality of downtown. The project is slightly off, but adjacent to
City Collector Street, Public Transportation and other City Services, so the impact
on any current residents will be minimal. The precise location offers many
convenient core services to residents and nearby are many other locations of
entertainment and interest.

Explain how the proposed development is designed, located and proposed to be operated
so that it will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the surrounding areas, or
otherwise injurious or detrimental to the public welfare.
The development is generally designed to conform to the City’s R-5 Zoning District
which is the appropriate Zoning Designation for this property. It offers a transition of
scale at the edge of Downtown to transition from a fully commercial area to a fully
residential area.

The surrounding area is primarily multi-family, with the Boneyard Creek offering a
barrier to the south, so the Use is already in place adjacent to the site, and does not
introduce any new type of housing or other use to the area. Additionally all
necessary core City services, including public transportation, are very near the
project location.

Explain how the proposed development is consistent with the goals, objectives, and future
land uses of the Urbana Comprehensive Plan and Policies.
The development aligns in general with the provisions and goals of the
Comprehensive Plan. As part of achieving these goals a portion of the lot will be
dedicated to the City for the Creekway project.

Item F1.
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This specific series of lots is under the additional hinderance of the Floodplain,
making any development here exponentially costly. This project aggregates four
properties together in order to make the project economically viable. Trying to
perform the same Pro Forma on several smaller projects results in economic failure.
We are somewhat taking advantage of an ‘economy of scale’ to overcome the
shortcomings of several individual developments.

Explain how the proposed development is consistent with the purpose and goals of the

Section XllI-3, Planned Unit Developments of the Zoning Ordinance.
| believe the Planned Unit Development as designed is consistent with all major
objectives and goals of this Section. In general, this is a project type greatly desired
in the City and this is a building that will cost significantly more than any building
built by right. The Ordinance lists the purpose of a PUD is to ‘encourage a
development that goes beyond the minimum zoning and development standards....
And this project does that.

The Ordinance lists nine individual items under ‘Goals’ and without addressing all of
those individually — this project contributes to each of those to various degrees.
Several of them are met thru the Creekway Dedication.

In a simplistic sense, this project represents the exact purpose a PUD process was
introduced into the Ordinance. A unique issue exists —which requires a unique
solution.

Table XllI-2 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance outlines recommended design features for
PUD’s. Please identify which design features are incorporated into the proposed PUD and
explain how the proposed development is responsive to the relevant recommended design
features.
Several features are being incorporated. One of these is the additional height
allowable by the Creekway Dedication, equalto 12 feet, and one story. There are
six allowable Bonus Provisions in the Ordinance, and only one is being utilized.

The intent is to conform to each Recommended Design Feature to the greatest
extent possible, and the current Design Scheme reflects this. There are only a few
that are not appropriate for this development due to the Use of the project or the
specific location.
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

BUILDING STATISTICS

Site Area:
413 West Main Street 6,580 s.f.
415 West Main Street 5,255 s.f.
417 West Main Street 8,575 s.f.
419 West Main Street 11,790 s.f.
TOTAL = 32,200 s.f.

Building Area:

First floor 9,936 s.f.
Second Floor 10,683 s.f.
Third Floor 10,683 s.f.
Mezzanine* 971 s.f.
TOTAL 32,273 s.f.

* Note that for Zoning Purposes, the City stipulates that the Mezzanine area
contributes to the height and area of the building. For Building Code Purposes, the
Mezzanine level does not contribute to the floor area nor does it contribute a floor to
the height.
Under the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, this is a 32,273 s.f., four story building.
Under the International Building Code, this is a 31,302 s.f., three story
building.

Unit Count;
The building consists of one and two bedroom units, with each bedroom having a
dedicated bathroom.

Two Bed, two Bath One Bed, one Bath
First floor 3 7
Second Floor 3 8
Third Floor & Mezzanine 7 4

TOTAL 13 19
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TOTAL UNITS =32
TOTAL BEDS =46

Parking:
Automobiles
Required =(13x1(+(19x.7) =26.3=27
Provided= 27 Spaces (including 2 accessible, and three compact spaces.
Bicycles
Required =32 x.5=16 (8 loops)
Provided =16 Spaces (8 loops)

Over time, the required number of required automobile spaces has been reduced.
Many Zoning Districts of similar proximity to the University have had their parking
requirements drastically reduced, and in some cases completely eliminated. This
development provides all the required parking for both automobiles and bicycles.
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PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PUD APPLICATION
413-419 WEST MAIN STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

WHILE THE NEW DEVELOPMENT IS NOT TIED TO THE REQUIREMENTS AND/OR LIMITS OF
AN R-5ZONING DISTRICT, THIS COMPARISON ALLOWS FOR A BETTER UNDERSTANDING
OF THE SCALE OF THE DEVELOPMENT AS IT RELATES TO OTHER CONDITIONS IN THE
CITY, AND IN THIS SPECIFIC AREA. THE PROPERTY UNDER CONSIDERATION ABUTS AN
EXISTING R-5 ZONING DISTRICT, SO THIS IS AN APPROPRIATE COMPARISON OF AN
ALLOWABLE PROJECT OF SIMILAR SCALE .

PUD VS R-5 BY RIGHT COMPARISON

R-5 PUD PROPOSAL
MINIMUM LOT AREA* 6,000 S.F.
ACTUAL LOT AREA** 32,200 S.F.
413 WEST MAIN = 6,580 S.F.
415 WEST MAIN = 5,255S.F.
417 WEST MAIN = 8,575S.F.
419 WEST MAIN = 11,790 S.E.
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH****** 60’
ACTUAL LOT WIDTH 130’ +/-
MAXIMUM HEIGHT*** 47’
ACTUAL BUILDING HEIGHT*** 46’-8”
MAXIMUM F.A.R**** 0.90
ACTUAL FA.R. 1.00
BUILDING AREA
FIRST = 9,936 S.F.
SECOND= 10,683 S.F.
THIRD 10,683 S.F.
MEZZANINE 971S.E.
TOTAL 32,273 S.F.

F.A.R.=32,273/32,200=1.002

Item F1.

34




MINIMUM O.S.R*****
ACTUAL O.S.R.
OPEN SPACE =7,911 S.F.
O.S.R.=9,731S.F. /32,273 S.F. = .301

MINIMUM SETBACKS

ACTUAL SETBACKS******
FRONT - WEST
FRONT - NORTH
SIDE -SOUTH
REAR - EAST

REQUIRED AUTOMOBILE PARKING
1 SPACE PER TWO BEDROOM UNIT.
1 SPACES X 13 UNITS = 13 SPACES
.7 SPACES FOR EACH ONE BEDROOM UNIT
.7 SPACES X 19 UNITS =13.3
TOTALREQUIRED =14 +13 =
TOTAL PROVIDED
and three compact spaces) =

REQUIRED BICYCLE PARKING
| SPACE PER TWO DWELLING UNITS
TOTAL REQUIRED =32 UNITS /2 =

PROVIDED

0.30

(including one accessible space

0.30

15’

5’

5’
15’
5!
76’
5!

27 SPACES

16 SPACES

32 SPACES

Item F1.
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*Minimum Lot Area for PUD Consideration is .5 acre. This equates to 21,780 s.f.

**The lot areas were taken from the County GIS maps. No Site Survey has yet been conducted, but
is a necessity in the development of Construction Documents.

***Building height is calculated as the height at the center-point of the pitched portion of the roof,
not necessarily the peak of the highest point of the building. The peak of the building is
approximately 56’. NOTE - This project is allowed to take advantage of Boneyard Creekway
Dedication Provisions — which allow for an additional story and 12’ of allowable height. The Tabular
values for the height are 35’ and three stories

**** Note that under the Urbana Zoning Ordinance the Mezzanine contributes to the building
overall Floor Area, and adds a Story to the building, so itis a 32,273 s.f., Four Story Building. Under
the Building Code, neither of these apply, soitis a 31,302 s.f., Three Story Building. See Boneyard
Creekway Dedication Provisions as noted above for additional allowable height.

***** The lot area being considered as a portion of the Boneyard Creekway dedication is included
in the Open Space of the site.

Total Open Space area:

5,124 s.f. at the Creekway dedication

1,590 s.f. at the south side of the building

1,197 s.f. at the west side of the building

620 s.f. at the north-west corner of the site

1,200 s.f. of balcony area (out of a total of approximately 2,780 s.f. of total balcony area

TOTAL =9,731 s.f.

*****The setbacks are intended to meet or exceed all of those in the R-5 Zoning District. No survey
has yet been completed and from strictly observation, the sidewalk on the north side of the subject
properties appears to perhaps be set inside the property line. The building can be shifted south on
the lot to maintain the noted setback, however this may compromise the quantity of area
Dedicated in the Creekway Application.
Note that the Creekway Bonus Provisions allow for the reduction and even the elimination
of setbacks. These provisions are NOT being utilized in an effort to be as responsive to the
neighborhood as possible.
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DMCB Properties, LLC plans to develop the site at 413-419 Main Street in Urbana, lllinois, into a new
apartment building. A location map of the project area is included in Appendix A. The building is
intended to be three stories tall and span a footprint of approximately 10,450 square feet. The site will
also include a parking lot and access drive at existing grade. Preliminary plans of the building, prepared
by Andrew Fell Architects, are included in Appendix E.

Since the project site is located within the floodway of the Boneyard Creek (Appendix B), a 1-D steady
state HEC-RAS model was prepared to analyze the effects of the proposed building on the base flood
elevation. This report summarizes the development of the model and analyzes the results compared to
the state and city floodplain requirements.

The existing and proposed conditions models are roughly bound by the Springfield-McCullough culvert
on the upstream end and the Main Street culvert on the downstream end. However, to accurately
model the culverts, the upstream limit of the model is about 70 feet upstream of the Springfield —
McCullough culvert and the downstream limit of the model is approximately 95 feet downstream of the
Main Street culvert.

Flow discharge values for the existing conditions and proposed conditions models are based on values
from the Flood Insurance Study (Appendix C) for the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year events.

The downstream boundary condition was modeled as a known water surface elevation. Based on data
from the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) in Appendix D, cross section H from the FIS is just downstream of
our project area and the Main St culvert, which is the downstream limit of the model. Therefore, water
surface elevations for cross section H in the FIS were used as the downstream boundary condition.
Cross section H has a water surface elevation of 706.0 for the 10-year event, 707.9 for the 50-year
event, 709.2 for the 100-year event, and 711.3 for the 500-year event. These elevations were used as
the downstream boundary conditions for the existing conditions and proposed conditions models.

The HEC-RAS model, version 6.6 was used to model the hydraulics of this section of the Boneyard Creek.
Included in the submittal are the:

Existing Conditions Model (“413-419 Main St.prj” Plan: Existing). This model was built using a
combination of survey data, LIDAR data, and select information from the effective SWMM model.

Proposed Conditions Model (“413-419 Main St.prj” Plan: Proposed_BldgFootprint) This model adds the
entire footprint of the proposed building as an obstruction in the floodplain. Manning’s n values were
also adjusted to represent the increased roughness of the building.

The existing conditions model was developed by adding a surveyed surface combined with LIDAR data to
RAS Mapper and cutting cross sections approximately every 40-50 feet where survey points were
collected. These cross sections were edited where necessary to reflect the vertical concrete channel
walls of the Boneyard Creek. Survey data was used to accurately model the Springfield — McCullough
and Main Street culverts. The upstream invert elevation of the Springfield — McCullough culvert was
assumed from the effective SWMM model. Cross sections that were added to the proposed model to set
the upstream and downstream limits of the building footprint were also added to the existing conditions
model for consistency when comparing the existing and proposed models.
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Table 5.0 compares the effective water surface elevations from the Flood Insurance Study with the
computed water surface elevations of the existing conditions model. The water surface elevations of
the existing model are all within four inches of the 100-year water surface elevations in the FIS for the
effective model. The differences between the existing model and effective model can be attributed to
more accurate and updated topographic information. The effective model used a combination of data
from a 2005 Digital Elevation Model (DEM), 1977 aerial photography with 2-foot contour intervals, and
field survey. The existing model uses a combination of LIDAR data and survey data collected in
September 2025.

Table 5.0 — Effective FIS vs Existing Conditions Water Surface Elevation Analysis

Water Surface Elevation Analysis - Effective FIS Model vs Existing Conditions
Water Surface
Equivalent FEMA Elevation
River Station Lettered Cross Change in
Section Freq. | Effective | Existing Elevation
(yr) (ft) () ()
1488 J 100 712.00 711.75 -0.25
1454 100 711.59
1127 100 Springfield-McCullough Culvert
832 100 711.31
820.2 100 711.30
801 100 711.30
751 100 711.30
708 100 711.30
669.4 100 711.30
661 100 711.30
618 100 711.27
567 I 100 710.90 711.21 0.31
527 100 711.16
487 100 710.87
432 100 710.87
388 100 710.87
274 100 Main Street Culvert
61 100 709.20
5 H 100 709.20 709.20 0.00

6.1 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

The development at 413-419 West Main Street in Urbana, lllinois, will consist of a new apartment
building and parking lot. While the final design of the building has not been completed yet, a description
of the preliminary design is as follows. The apartment building is proposed to be three stories tall with a
total footprint of approximately 10,450 square feet, including the balconies. The first floor will be one
foot above the 100-year water surface elevation, and the building will be properly floodproofed
according to FEMA’s floodproofing guidance. The stairways, ramps, and sidewalks will be elevated above
the existing grade, so they were modeled as part of the building obstruction. The total footprint of the
obstruction that was modeled is approximately 12,530 square feet. The parking lot will be constructed
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at grade, so no additional fill will be added to the floodplain. Please see Appendix E for the preliminary
plans of the proposed building.

The proposed building was modeled in HEC-RAS by adding an obstruction equal to the extent of the
footprint at each cross section passing through the building. A cross section at the upstream and
downstream limit of the building footprint were included to signal to the model where the obstruction
starts and ends. The model interpolates the obstruction between cross sections within these limits.

Upon adding the building footprint as an obstruction to the proposed model, the preliminary results did
not show a continuously decreasing water surface profile. At cross section 669.4, the 100-year water
surface elevation drops to 711.29 and then rises 0.01 feet at the downstream cross section 646,
indicating a slight model instability. Cross section 646 includes 5 pier obstructions that will support the
second story of the building as cars pass under the building on the entrance drive. Adding several small
obstructions to this cross section increases the wetted perimeter which contributes to more energy loss
and resistance, resulting in a lower water surface elevation. To balance the water surface elevations and
reduce the resistance, the Manning’s roughness coefficient in the overbanks at cross section 669.4 was
lowered by 0.002 to remove the model instability at this point and resulted in a continuously decreasing
100-year water surface profile.

6.2 DESIGN CRITERIA

Article XI — Flood Hazard Areas from the City of Urbana’s Building Code identifies requirements that
must be met when developing in the floodplain. According to Section 5-206 — Preventing Increased
Flood Heights and Resulting Damages:

“Within any floodway identified on the countywide FIRM, and within all other floodplains where a
floodway has not been delineated, the following standards shall apply:

A. Except as provided in Section B herein, no development shall be allowed which, acting in
combination with existing and anticipated development will cause any increase in flood heights or
velocities or threat to public health and safety. The following specific development activities shall be
considered as meeting this requirement:

1. Bridge and culvert crossings of streams in rural areas meeting the conditions of the IDNR/OWR
Statewide Permit Number 2.

2. ...
B. Other development activities not listed in subsection A may be permitted only if:

1. Permit has been issued for the work by IDNR/OWR (or written documentation is provided that an
IDNR/OWR permit is not required). Or

2. Sufficient data has been provided to FEMA when necessary, and approval obtained from FEMA for a
revision of the regulatory map and BFE.”

Since the proposed apartment building at 413-419 West Main Street does not meet any of the specific
development activities outlined in Section 5-206.A of Urbana’s requirements, the City may permit the
activity only if a permit is received from IDNR/OWR as explained in Section 5-206.B.
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Based on Part 3700 from Title 17 of the lllinois Administrative Code, IDNR requires the following
conditions to be met for the worst-case analysis, defined to be flood events up to and including the 100-
year recurrence interval.

1. Any water surface profile increase would be contained within the channel banks or flood
easements.

2. Inurban areas, the water surface profile increase would not exceed 0.5 foot at the structure, nor
0.1 feet at a point 1,000 feet upstream of the structure as determined by the horizontal projection
of the increase and the slope of the hydraulic grade line.

3. Any increase in average channel velocity would not be beyond the scour velocity of the
predominant soil type of the channel.

4. Increased scour, erosion, and sedimentation would be prevented by the use of riprap or other
design measures.

The analysis in the following section shows that the preliminary design meets these criteria. After the
building and site design are finalized, the model and permit application will be submitted to IDNR to verify
that these requirements are met and issue a permit. Once a permit is obtained from IDNR, a permit
application can be submitted to the City of Urbana for development in the floodplain.

6.3 PROPOSED ANALYSIS

Constructing the proposed apartment building in the floodplain does not have a large effect on the
water surface elevation due to the size and location of the building. The topography of the project area
gradually slopes upwards from the channel banks of the Boneyard Creek to Main Street. Since the
proposed building is situated on the higher ground, closer towards Main Street and the outer edge of
the floodplain, the building doesn’t block as much flow in the floodplain compared to if it were
constructed closer the channel. See the cross-section plots in Appendix G for a visualization of the cross-
sectional area of flow being blocked by the building.

Overall, the location and proposed footprint of the building do not cause enough flow in the floodplain
to be blocked to cause a drastic increase in the water surface elevation.

IDNR Requirement 1. Any water surface profile increase would be contained within the channel banks or
flood easements.

Table 6.0 shows that the largest increase in the water surface profile from existing to proposed conditions
is 0.01 feet. Since this increase is less than 1 inch, it can be reasonably assumed that the water surface
will remain within the channel banks and flood easements. Therefore, the first requirement from IDNR
is met.

IDNR Requirement 2. In urban areas, the water surface profile increase would not exceed 0.5 foot at the
structure, nor 0.1 feet at a point 1,000 feet upstream of the structure.

As shown in Table 6.0, the proposed water surface elevation is equal to the existing water surface
elevation at all cross sections except for a rise of 0.01 ft at cross section 820.2. Since the increase is less
than 0.1 feet, the second requirement is met.

Appendix H includes a table and profile from HEC-RAS comparing the computed water surface
elevations between the existing and proposed conditions models for the 100-year storm.
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Table 6.0 - Existing Conditions vs Proposed Conditions Water Surface Elevation Analysis

Water Surface Elevation Analysis - Existing Conditions vs Proposed Conditions
Water Surface Elevation
River Station Proposed Building Change in
Freq. | Existing Footprint Elevation
(yn) (ft) (ft) (ft)
1488 100 711.75 711.75 0.00
1454 100 711.59 711.59 0.00
1127 100 Springfield-McCullough Culvert
832 100 711.31 711.31 0.00
820.2 100 711.30 711.31 0.01
801 100 711.30 711.30 0.00
751 100 711.30 711.30 0.00
708 100 711.30 711.30 0.00
669.4 100 711.30 711.30 0.00
646 100 711.30 711.30 0.00
618 100 711.27 711.27 0.00
567 100 711.21 711.21 0.00
527 100 711.16 711.16 0.00
487 100 710.87 710.87 0.00
432 100 710.87 710.87 0.00
388 100 710.87 710.87 0.00
274 100 Main Street Culvert
61 100 709.20 709.20 0.00
5 100 709.20 709.20 0.00

IDNR Requirement 3. Any increase in average channel velocity would not be beyond the scour velocity of
the predominant soil type of the channel.

This section of the Boneyard Creek is contained within a concrete open channel with vertical walls
approximately 9.5 feet tall. The velocity in the channel ranges from 4.39 ft/s to 6.37 ft/s with an average

velocity of approximately 5.15 ft/s in both existing and proposed conditions during the 100-year event.

This velocity is typical for most streams and channels. For most of the river reach, the velocity in the
channel is the same in proposed conditions as it is in existing conditions. The largest increase in velocity
is 0.06 ft/s at cross section 801 and the largest decrease in velocity is 0.06 ft/s at cross section 820.2.
These changes are minimal, and since velocity in the channel is average, and the stream is contained
within a concrete channel, excessive scour, erosion, and sedimentation are not concerns.

There have not been issues in the existing channel along this section of the Boneyard Creek, so if the
velocity is expected to remain about the same, there should not be concerns about scour, erosion, or
sedimentation after the proposed development. Therefore, requirement 3 of IDNR’s criteria is met.

IDNR Requirement 4. Increased scour, erosion, and sedimentation would be prevented by the use of
riprap or other design measures.

Since there isn’t a concern for increased scour, erosion, or sedimentation, requirement 4 in Part 3700

doesn’t apply, so riprap will not be required.

413-419 West Main Street Development Preliminary Hydraulic Modeling

DMCB Properties, LLC.

FARNSWORTH GROUP

46




Item F1.

The results of the analysis show that the proposed conditions model meets all of IDNR’s design criteria
stated in Part 3700 from Title 17 of the Illinois Administrative Code. If deemed acceptable by an IDNR
reviewer, a permit may be issued for the proposed construction within the regulated floodway. If IDNR
issues a permit for the proposed construction, the City of Urbana shall also issue a permit for the
proposed construction per Section 5-206.B of the city building code.

Analysis of the existing conditions model indicated that the model accurately simulated the hydraulic
behavior of the Boneyard Creek and could be used to compare against the proposed improvements.

Comparing the water surface elevations of the proposed conditions model against the existing
conditions model clearly showed that the proposed development would only increase the water surface
elevation 0.01 ft at one cross section. Results of the hydraulic analysis indicate that the proposed
apartment building development at 413-419 West Main Street in Urbana, lllinois, will create minimal
impacts to the floodplain and floodway. The appendices illustrate compliance with IDNR-OWR permit
requirements, and as a result, compliance with the City of Urbana’s requirements as well.
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APPENDIX A: LOCATION MAP
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APPENDIX B: FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
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APPENDIX C: HYDROLOGY - FIS PEAK FLOW TABLE
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Excerpt from FEMA Flood Insurance Study Number 17019CVO000A

Effective October 2, 2013

Item F1.

Section 3.1 Hydrologic Analyses
05571000) was non-recording prior to December 1948, was recording from

December 1948 through September 1978, and was discontinued after September
1978.

October 2, 2013
Countywide FIS

For this countywide FIS, a hydrologic study performed by the USGS Illinois
Water Science Center has been included for Boneyard Creek (Reference 18),
which incorporates the Phase I channel and basin improvements.

The hydrologic analysis of Boneyard Creek was performed using the Storm Water
Management Model, Version 5 (SWMMS5) (Reference 43, 44). Dynamic wave
modeling was used, allowing for backwater effects from the main channel on the
tributary pipes.

Design storms for 1-, 2-, 3-, 6-, 12-, 24- and 48-hour durations were constructed
using the methodology recommended in ISWS Bulletin 70 (Reference 45) and
ISWS Circular 173 (Reference 46). The quartile of the temporal rainfall pattern
was chosen as a function of duration, and each quartile was assigned as
recommended in Circular 173. The depths were obtained from updated rainfall
frequency analyses by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) (Reference 47). Potential evapotranspiration estimates were obtained
from the Illinois State Water Survey for the Champaign station of the Illinois
Climate Network from 1989 through 2004 (Reference 48).

The downstream boundary condition at the confluence with the Saline Branch
was taken to be normal depth because of the expectation that the timing of flood
peaks between Boneyard Creek and the Saline Branch would be quite different,
given the differences in the watershed sizes and land uses.

A critical duration analysis was performed using the design storms to determine
peak flows. From this analysis it was found that 2- and 12-hour storms provided
maximum depths over most of Boneyard Creek for the 1-percent-annual-chance
event, and 2- and 6-hour storms provided maximum depths over most of the creek
for the 0.2-percent-annual-chance event.

A summary of the drainage area-peak discharge relationships for all the streams
studied by detailed methods is shown in Table 8, “Summary of Discharges.”
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Project
Location

Flooding Source and Location

Table 8 - Summary of Discharges

Drainage Area
(square miles)

Peak Discharges (cubic feet per second)

Item F1.

10-Percent-
Annual-Chance

2-Percent-
Annual-Chance

1-Percent-
Annual-Chance

0.2-Percent-
Annual-Chance

BONEYARD CREEK

Just upstream of confluence
with Saline Branch Drainage
Ditch

Main Street (downstream)
Lincoln Avenue

(USGS Gage 03337100)
Kingshighway Bridge

(USGS Gage 03337000)
Wright Street (downstream)
Healey Street (upstream)
Stoughton Street (downstream)
Oak-Ash Basin Outflow
North/South Railroad

COPPER SLOUGH
Interstate Highway 57

John Street
Interstate Highway 72
Westbound

Bradley Avenue
Railroad

JOHN STREET COPPER
SLOUGH TRIBUTARY

Just upstream of confluence
with Copper Slough

Interstate Highway 72

LEFT BRANCH OF RIGHT
BANK TRIBUTARY OF
SALT FORK

Just upstream of confluence
with Right Bank Tributary of Salt
Fork

MC CULLOUGH CREEK
Race Street

OWL CREEK
First Street

PHINNEY BRANCH
Interstate Highway 57
Duncan Road
Crescent Road

N/A — Not applicable

6.3
5.1

3.8

33
33
1.8
1.2
0.9
0.7

7.5
4.8

4.3
2.7
2.0

1.8
1.3

6.0

1.3

7.6

5.8
5.3
2.9

1,439
L111

709

602
602
326
142
103
204

611
462

411
315
279

198
164

796

319

750

757
700
447

16

1,760
1,416

912

696
672
429
206
151
194

931
707

629
483
431

304
252

1,212

492

N/A

1,153
1,060
683

1,835
1,746

1,068

788
752
525
230
205
163

1,216
925

822
633
565

397
330

1,389

567

1,280

1,322
1,220
784

1,986
2,349

1,401

998
981
821
450
348
239

1,530
1,090

940
750
675

460
390

N/A

680

N/A

1,600
1,470
990
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APPENDIX D: FIS FLOODWAY DATA TABLE AND FLOOD
PROFILE
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APPENDIX E: PROPOSED BUILDING SITE PLAN AND
FOUNDATION PLAN
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Exhibit G — Site Photos and Aerial
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Exhibit G — Site Photos and Aerial

Boneyard Creek Basin
Along Southern Edge of Property
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Exhibit G — Site Photos and Aerial
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ExhibitH | e e
Place Type: Neighborhood | —

General Description

These neighborhoods consist primarily of single houses, with some duplexes, and may include low-intensity
small businesses and institutional uses.

Land Uses

Mostly residential, primarily single houses. Some duplexes, smaller apartments, townhomes, and accessory

anywhere. Small businesses, like cafes and professional offices, may be appropriate along the edges of
neighborhoods.

In the Doctor Ellis Subdivision, Historic East Urbana Neighborhood, and West Urbana Neighborhood, the intent
is to preserve single- and two-family zoning where it currently exists.

Building Form

Two- and three-story buildings on single lots are common. Main buildings typically have front yards and are set
back a bit from the street. Smaller accessory buildings (sheds, garages, etc.) in rear and side yards are typical.

Streets & Connectivity

Typically narrow, low-speed streets, though slightly wider streets with street parking are appropriate. Block
lengths are short; when blocks are longer, there should be mid-block paths providing non-motorized
connections. Parkways, sidewalks, and street trees are prominent. Access to individual lots off of alleys should
be maintained where existing and encouraged in new developments. Street trees and other landscaping
abound.

Open Space

Most open space is in private yards. Some small pocket parks and larger parks are interspersed throughout the
neighborhood. Streets also may function as a quasi-open space.
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Exhibit |

EXHIBIT F - Zoning District Description Sheets - R2, R4, R5 and B2

CITY OF R-2 — SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
URBANA ZONING DISTRICT DESCRIPTION SHEET

According to Section 1V-2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the purpose and intent of the R-2 Zoning District is as
follows:

"The R-2, Single-Family Residential District is intended to provide areas for single-family detached
dwellings at a low density, on lots smaller than the minimum for the R-1 District. The R-2 District is
also intended to provide for a limited proportion of two-family dwellings.”

Following is a list of the Permitted Uses, Special Uses, Planned Unit Development Uses and Conditional Uses
in the R-2 District. Permitted Uses are allowed by right. Special Uses and Planned Unit Development Uses
must be approved by the City Council. Conditional Uses must be approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

PERMITTED USES:
Agriculture Residential
Agriculture, Cropping Dwelling, Community Living Facility, Category |

Dwelling, Single Family

Business - Recreation . . .
Dwelling, Single Family (Extended Occupancy)

Country Club or Golf Course

Public and Quasi-Public
Elementary, Junior High School or Senior High

School
Park
SPECIAL USES:
Public and Quasi-Public Residential
Church, Temple or Mosque Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category |l

Electrical Substation

Institution of an Educational or Charitable
Nature

Library, Museum or Gallery

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT USES:

Residential
Residential Planned Unit Development (See Section XllI-3)

CONDITIONAL USES:
Agriculture Residential
Artificial Lake of One (1) or More Acres Bed and Breakfast, Owner Occupied

. . Dwelling, Community Living Facility, Category Il
Business — Miscellaneous Dwelling, Duplex***

Day Care Facility (Non-Home Based) Dwelling, Duplex (Extended Occupancy)***
Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category |
Dwelling, Two-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Business - Recreation
Lodge or Private Club

Public and Quasi-Public
Municipal or Government Building

R-2 Zoning District Description Sheet Revised - June 2025 Page 1

Item F1.
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Table V-1 Notes:
kX See Section VI-3 for lot area and width regulations for duplex and common-lot line dwelling units.

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN THE R-2 DISTRICT

MIN MIN MIN MIN MIN
LOT SIZE AVERAGE MAX MAX MIN FRONT SIDE REAR
feet) (in feet) (in feet) (in feet)! | (in feet)® | (in feet)*
R-2 6,000" 60" 35% 0.40 0.40 15° 5 10

FAR = Floor Area Ratio
OSR = Open Space Ratio

Footnote! — See Section VI-5 and Section VIII-4 for further information about required yards.

Footnote® — In the R-1 District, the required front yard shall be the average depth of the existing
buildings on the same block face, or 25 feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 60 feet, as required
in Section VI-5.D.1. In the R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-7, and MOR Districts, the required front yard shall be the
average depth of the existing buildings on the same block face (including the subject property), or 15
feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 25 feet, as required in Section VI-5.D.1. (Ordinance No.
9596-58, 11-20-95) (Ordinance No. 9697-154) (Ordinance No. 2001-03-018, 03-05-01)

Footnote®® — In the R-2 and R-3 Districts, any lot platted and recorded after December 21, 1970, on
which there is proposed to be erected or established a duplex, shall contain an area of not less than
9,000 square feet, and have an average width of not less than 80 feet. A lot platted and recorded before
December 21, 1970, on which there is proposed to be erected or established a duplex, shall contain an
area of not less than 6,000 square feet, and have an average width of not less than 60 feet.

Footnote®” — Public buildings, schools, or institutions of an educational, religious, or charitable nature
which are permitted in the R-2, R-3, and R-4 Districts may be erected to a height not to exceed 75 feet, if
the building is set back from the building line at least one foot for each one foot of additional building
height above the height limit otherwise applicable.

For more information on zoning in the City of Urbana call or visit:
City of Urbana
Community Development Services Department
Planning Division
400 South Vine Street, Urbana, lllinois 61801
(217) 384-2440 phone | Email: Planning@urbanail.gov
City Website: www.urbanail.gov
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R-4 — MEDIUM DENSITY MULTIPLE-FAMILY
ZONING DISTRICT DESCRIPTION SHEET

According to Section IV-2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the purpose and intent of the R-4 Zoning District is as

follows:

"The R-4, Medium Density Multiple-Family Residential District is intended to provide areas for
multiple-family dwellings at low and medium densities.”

Following is a list of the Permitted Uses, Special Uses, Planned Unit Development Uses and Conditional Uses
in the R-4 District. Permitted Uses are allowed by right. Special Uses and Planned Unit Development Uses
must be approved by the City Council. Conditional Uses must be approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

PERMITTED USES:

Agriculture
Agriculture, Cropping

Business - Recreation
Country Club or Golf Course

Public and Quasi-Public

Church, Temple or Mosque

Elementary, Junior High School or Senior High
School

Institution of an Educational or Charitable
Nature

Library, Museum or Gallery

Municipal or Government Building

Park

SPECIAL USES:

Business — Professional and Financial Services

Professional and Business Office

Industrial
Solar Farm

Public and Quasi-Public
Police or Fire Station
Principal Use Parking Garage or Lot

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT USES:

Business — Miscellaneous
Mixed-Use Planned Unit Development
(See Section XllI-3)

Residential
Residential Planned Unit Development
(See Section XllI-3)

R-4 Zoning District Description Sheet

Revised — June 2025

Residential

Boarding or Rooming House

Dormitory

Dwelling, Community Living Facility, Category |,
Category Il and Category llI

Dwelling, Duplex***

Dwelling, Duplex (Extended Occupancy)***

Dwelling, Multifamily

Dwelling, Multiple-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Dwelling, Single Family

Dwelling, Single Family (Extended Occupancy)

Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category |

Dwelling, Two-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Residential
Dwelling, Home for Adjustment
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CONDITIONAL USES:

Agriculture

Artificial Lake of One (1) or More Acres

Business — Miscellaneous

Day Care Facility (Non-Home Based)

Business - Recreation

Lodge or Private Club

Table V-1 Notes:
See Section VI-3 for lot area and width regulations for duplex and common-lot line dwelling units.

%k % *

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN THE R-4 DISTRICT

Public and Quasi-Public

Residential
Assisted Living Facility
Bed and Breakfast, Owner Occupied
Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category |
Nursing Home

Electrical Substation

Item F1.

MIN

MIN MIN MIN MIN

LOT SIZE AVERAGE MAX MAX | MIN FRONT SIDE REAR

ZONE (square WIDTH HEIGHT FAR OSR YARD YARD | YARD
feet) (in feet) (in feet) (in feet)* | (in feet)?| (in feet)*

R-4 6,000 60 35 0.50" | 0.35 15° 518 10'8

FAR = Floor Area Ratio
OSR = Open Space Ratio

Footnote! — See Section VI-5 and Section VIII-4 for further information about required yards.

Footnote® — In the R-1 District, the required front yard shall be the average depth of the existing

buildings on the same block face, or 25 feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 60 feet, as required

in Section VI-5.D.1. In the R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-7, and MOR Districts, the required front yard shall be the
average depth of the existing buildings on the same block face (including the subject property), or 15
feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 25 feet, as required in Section VI-5.D.1. (Ordinance No.
9596-58, 11-20-95) (Ordinance No. 9697-154) (Ordinance No. 2001-03-018, 03-05-01)

Footnote'* — In the R-4 District, the maximum floor area ratio may be increased to 0.70, provided that
there is a minimum of 2,000 square feet of lot area per dwelling unit.

Footnote®” — Public buildings, schools, or institutions of an educational, religious, or charitable nature

which are permitted in the R-2, R-3, and R-4 Districts may be erected to a height not to exceed 75 feet, if

the building is set back from the building line at least one foot for each one foot of additional building
height above the height limit otherwise applicable.

Footnote!® — In the Multiple-Family Residential, Business, or Industrial Districts, a buffer yard and/or
landscaping buffer may be required if the property is adjacent to the MOR Zoning District or any
residential district, in accordance with Table VI-1 Buffer Yard, and Table VI-2 Landscaping Buffer.

R-4 Zoning District Description Sheet

Revised — June 2025
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For more information on zoning in the City of Urbana call or visit:
Community Development Services Department

400 South Vine Street, Urbana, lllinois 61801
(217) 384-2440 phone | Email: Planning@urbanail.gov

R-4 Zoning District Description Sheet

City of Urbana

Planning Division

City Website: www.urbanail.gov

Revised — June 2025

Page 3

Item F1.

74



mailto:Planning@urbanail.gov
http://www.urbanail.gov/

Exhibit |

R-5 - MEDIUM HIGH DENSITY
MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
ZONING DISTRICT DESCRIPTION SHEET

CITY OF

EJursana

According to Section 1V-2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the purpose and intent of the R-5 Zoning District is as
follows:

"The R-5, Medium High Density Multiple-Family Residential District is intended to provide areas for
multiple-family dwellings at densities ranging up to medium high.”

The following is a list of the Permitted Uses, Special Uses, Planned Unit Development Uses and Conditional
Uses in the R-5 District. Permitted Uses are allowed by right. Special Uses and Planned Unit Development
Uses must be approved by the City Council. Conditional Uses must be approved by the Zoning Board of

Item F1.

Appeals.

PERMITTED USES:

Agriculture
Agriculture, Cropping

Business - Recreation
Country Club or Golf Course
Lodge or Private Club

Public and Quasi-Public

Church, Temple or Mosque

Elementary, Junior High School or Senior High
School

Institution of an Educational or Charitable
Nature

Library, Museum or Gallery

Municipal or Government Building

Park

SPECIAL USES:

Industrial
Solar Farm

Public and Quasi-Public

Hospital or Clinic

Methadone Treatment Facility
Police or Fire Station

Principal Use Parking Garage or Lot

Residential

Assisted Living Facility

Boarding or Rooming House

Dormitory

Dwelling, Community Living Facility, Category |,
Category Il and Category IlI

Dwelling, Duplex***

Dwelling, Duplex (Extended Occupancy)***

Dwelling, Home for Adjustment

Dwelling, Multifamily

Dwelling, Multiple-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Dwelling, Single Family

Dwelling, Single Family (Extended Occupancy)

Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category | and |l

Dwelling, Two-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Nursing Home

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT USES:

Business — Miscellaneous
Mixed-Use Planned Unit Development (See Section XllI-3)

Residential
Residential Planned Unit Development (See Section XllI-3)

R-5 Zoning District Description Sheet Revised - June 2025 Page 1
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CONDITIONAL USES:

Agriculture

Artificial Lake of One (1) or More Acres

Business — Miscellaneous

Day Care Facility (Non-Home Based)

Business — Personal Services

Mortuary

Table V-1 Notes:

* %k *x

Business — Professional and Financial Services

Item F1.

Professional and Business Office

Public and Quasi-Public

Electrical Substation

Residential
Bed and Breakfast, Owner Occupied

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN THE R-5 DISTRICT

See Section VI-3 for lot area and width regulations for duplex and common-lot line dwelling units.

MIN MIN MIN MIN
MIN AVERAGE
LOT SIZE WIDTH MAX MAX | MIN | FRONT SIDE REAR
ZONE (square (in feet) HEIGHT FAR OSR YARD YARD YARD
in fee .
feet) (in feet) (in feet)! | (in feet)! | (in feet)!
R-5 6,000 60 35 0.90 | 0.30 15° 518 518

FAR = Floor Area Ratio
OSR = Open Space Ratio

Footnote! — See Section VI-5 and Section VIII-4 for further information about required yards.

Footnote® — In the R-1 District, the required front yard shall be the average depth of the existing
buildings on the same block face, or 25 feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 60 feet, as required
in Section VI-5.D.1. In the R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-7, and MOR Districts, the required front yard shall be the
average depth of the existing buildings on the same block face (including the subject property), or 15
feet, whichever is greater, but no more than 25 feet, as required in Section VI-5.D.1. (Ordinance No.
9596-58, 11-20-95) (Ordinance No. 9697-154) (Ordinance No. 2001-03-018, 03-05-01)

Footnote®® — In the Multiple-Family Residential, Business or Industrial Districts, a buffer yard and/or
landscaping buffer may be required if the property is adjacent to the MOR Zoning District or any
residential district, in accordance with Table V-1 Buffer Yards and Table VI-2 Landscaping Buffer.

For more information on zoning in the City of Urbana call or visit:
City of Urbana
Community Development Services Department
Planning Division
400 South Vine Street, Urbana, lllinois 61801
(217) 384-2440 phone | Email: Planning@urbanail.gov
City Website: www.urbanail.gov
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Exhibit |

Item F1.

B-2 — NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS—ARTERIAL
ZONING DISTRICT DESCRIPTION SHEET

According to Section 1V-2 of the Zoning Ordinance, the purpose and intent of the B-2 Zoning District is as

follows:

"The B-2, Neighborhood Business-Arterial District, is intended to provide areas of limited size along
arterial streets in proximity to low density residential areas for a limited range of basic commercial
trade and personal services. This district is also intended to provide areas for new high density
residential uses. These business and residential uses may occur in the same structure. Due to the
location of arterial streets in many residential neighborhoods where commercial and high density
residential uses would not be appropriate, the B-2 District shall be limited to only those areas that
have been so designated in the City's adopted Comprehensive Plan and related amendments."

Following is a list of the Permitted Uses, Special Uses, Planned Unit Development Uses and Conditional Uses
in the B-2 District. Permitted Uses are allowed by right. Special Uses and Planned Unit Development Uses
must be approved by the City Council. Conditional Uses must be approved by the Zoning Board of Appeals.

PERMITTED USES:

Agriculture
Garden Shop

Business - Food Sales and Service
Bakery (Less than 2,500 square feet)
Café or Deli

Catering Service

Confectionery Store

Convenience Store

Meat and Fish Market

Restaurant

Supermarket or Grocery Store

Business - Miscellaneous

Day Care Facility (Non-Home Based)

Mail-Order Business (Less than 10,000 square
feet of gross floor area)

Business - Personal Services
Barber/ Beauty Shop

Dry Cleaning or Laundry Establishment
Health Club/ Fitness

Laundry and/or Dry Cleaning Pickup
Massage Therapist

Mortuary

Pet Care/ Grooming

Self-Service Laundry

Shoe Repair Shop

Tailor and Pressing Shop

B-2 Zoning District Description Sheet

Revised — June 2025

Business — Professional and Financial Services
Bank/ Savings and Loan Association

Check Cashing Service

Copy and Printing Service

Packaging/ Mailing Service

Professional and Business Office

Business - Retail Trade

Appliance Sales and Service

Art and Craft Store and/or Studio

Bicycle Sales and Service

Clothing Store

Drugstore

Electronic Sales and Service

Florist

Hardware Store

Heating, Ventilating, Air Conditioning Sales and Service
Jewelry Store

Music Store

Pet Store

Photographic Studio and Equipment Sales and Service
Shoe Store

Sporting Goods

Stationery, Gifts or Art Supplies

Tobacconist

Variety Store

Video Store

Page 1
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PERMITTED USES Continued:

Public and Quasi-Public

Church, Temple or Mosque

Institution of an Educational or Charitable
Nature

Library, Museum or Gallery

Municipal or Government Building

Park

Police or Fire Station

Principal Use Parking Garage or Lot

SPECIAL USES:

Business - Cannabis
Dispensary (Non-Medical)

Business - Miscellaneous
Shopping Center - Convenience

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT:

Business - Miscellaneous

Residential

Assisted Living Facility

Bed and Breakfast Inn

Bed and Breakfast, Owner Occupied

Boarding or Rooming House

Dormitory

Dwelling, Community Living Facility, Category |,
Category Il and Category Il

Dwelling, Duplex***

Dwelling, Duplex*** (Extended Occupancy)

Dwelling, Home for Adjustment

Dwelling, Loft

Dwelling, Multifamily

Dwelling, Single Family

Dwelling, Single Family (Extended Occupancy)

Dwelling, Transitional Home, Category | and Il

Dwelling, Two-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Nursing Home

Industrial
Microbrewery

Public and Quasi-Public
Utility Provider

Commercial Planned Unit Development (See Section XllI-3)
Mixed-Use Planned Unit Development (See Section XllI-3)

CONDITIONAL USES:

Agriculture
Plant Nursery or Greenhouse

Business — Food Sales and Services
Banquet Facility

Fast-Food Restaurant

Liquor Store

Business — Recreation
Lodge or Private Club
Theater, Outdoor****

Business — Retail
All Other Retail Stores

Business — Transportation
Taxi Service

B-2 Zoning District Description Sheet

Business— Miscellaneous

Contractor Shop and Showroom (Carpentry,
Electrical, Exterminating, Upholstery, Sign
Painting and Other Home Improvement Shops)

Lawn Care and Landscaping Service

Radio or TV Studio

Business — Vehicular Sales and Services
Automobile Accessories (New)
Gasoline Station

Industrial

Bookbinding

Confectionery Products Manufacturing and
Packaging

Motion Picture Production Studio

Revised — June 2025 Page 2
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CONDITIONAL USES Continued:

Public and Quasi-Public
Electrical Substation

Residential
Dwelling, Multiple-Unit Common-Lot-Line***

Table V-1 Notes:

ook See Section VI-3 for lot area and width regulations for duplex and common-lot line dwelling units.

**%%  See Table VII-1 for Standards for Specific Conditional Uses.

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS IN THE B-2 DISTRICT

Item F1.

MIN MIN MIN MIN MIN
LOT SIZE AVERAGE MAX MAX MIN FRONT SIDE REAR
ZONE (square WIDTH HEIGHT FAR OSR YARD YARD YARD
feet) (in feet) (in feet) (in feet)! | (in feet)!| (in feet)!
B-2 6,000 60 353 1.50° 0.15 15 7 10

FAR = Floor Area Ratio
OSR = Open Space Ratio

Footnote! — See Section VI-5 and Section VIII-4 for further information about required yards.

Footnote® — In the AG, CRE, B-1, B-2, MOR and IN-1 Zoning Districts, and for residential uses in the B-3
and B-4 Districts, if the height of a building two stories or exceeds 25 feet, the minimum side and rear
yards shall be increased as specified in Section VI-5.F.3 and Section VI-5.G.1, respectively. Inthe AG and
CRE Districts, the maximum height specified in Table VI-3 shall not apply to farm buildings. However,
the increased setbacks required in conjunction with additional height, as specified in Section VI-5, shall
be required for all non-farm buildings.

Footnote* — (Reserved)

For more information on zoning in the City of Urbana call or visit:
City of Urbana
Community Development Services Department
Planning Division
400 South Vine Street, Urbana, lllinois 61801
(217) 384-2440 phone | Email: Planning@urbanail.gov
City Website: www.urbanail.gov
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May 7, 2026
CITY OF
URBANA
MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION

DATE: May 7, 2026
TIME: 7:00 P.M.
PLACE: Council Chambers, City Hall, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois

Item F1.

MEMBERS ATTENDING: Dustin Allred, Will Andresen, Andrew Fell, Klayton Matlock, Bill
Rose, Chenxi Yu

MEMBERS EXCUSED: There were none.

STAFF PRESENT: Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services; Evan
Alvarez, Principal Planner; Aimirou Sy, Planner II; Teri Andel,
Administrative Assistant 11

OTHERS PRESENT: Carolyn Baxley, Chris Berti, Melissa Brashear, Richard Cahill, Philip
Grier, Adrienne Kim, Mark Nilges, Dannie Otto, Dennis Roberts,
Martin Sachs, Jiadong Shen, Phyllis Williams

A. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL

Chair Allred called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m. Roll call was taken, and there was a quorum
with all members present.

B. CHANGES TO THE AGENDA

There were none.

C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING

There were none.

D. COMMUNICATIONS

e Email Invitation from Paula Freeze for the American Planning Association — Illinois
Chapter Spring Planning Q & A for Commissioners, Boards, and Staff

e Champaign County Regional Planning Commission Citizen Planner Training Guide from
the April 29, 2026 training session

e Letter from Andrew Fell regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25

e Fmail from Pierre Albin regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25

e FEmail from Sarah McEvoy and Huseyin Sehitoglu regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25

e Email from Jan Kalmar regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25

e Fmail from Kay Kirkpatrick regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25
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e Fmail from Donald Shen regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25
e Memo from Daniel Folk regarding Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25

E. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS

There were none.

F. OLD BUSINESS

There was none.

G. NEW PUBLIC HEARING

Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25 — An application by Andrew Fell, on behalf of DMCB
Properties, LLC, for preliminary and final approval of a multi-family residential Planned
Unit Development at 413-419 West Main Street in the R-2, Single-Family Residential,
Zoning District

Chair Allred opened the public hearing for Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25. Mr. Fell recused himself
from the case because he is the applicant. Chair Allred reviewed the procedures for a public hearing.

Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services and Zoning Administrator, and Evan
Alvarez, Principal Planner, presented the case to Plan Commission. Mr. Alvarez began staff
presentation by stating that this is a request by Andrew Fell on behalf of DMCB Properties to
permit a Planned Unit Development (PUD) at 413 through 419 West Main Street, which Mr. Fell is
requesting in alignment with the R-5, Medium High Density Multiple Family Residential, Zoning
District with a waiver to increase the permissible Floor Area Ratio (FAR) from 0.9 to 1.0. He said
that this request began with a Creekway permit that was granted last month due to the proximity of
the site to the Boneyard Creek. He reviewed the process for a PUD application.

Ms. Jovine stated that she, as the Zoning Administrator, issued the Creekway permit on April 17,
2026 along with the conditions placed on approval of the Creekway permit by City Council. She
noted the location, current use, and zoning of the proposed sites and the adjacent properties.
According to Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan, this is a Neighborhood 1 place type.

Mr. Alvarez stated that the proposed project is the construction of a multi-family apartment building
along West Main Street in the Boneyard Creek District. The developer intends to build a three-story
building with a mezzanine, bringing the structure to four stories at the western end of the building
with a total of 32 units. Immediately south of the building is the parking lot and the land dedication
required for the Creekway permit. He showed a rendering of the site from the northwest. The
proposed development would include 19 one-bedroom units and 13 two-bedroom units. He talked
about the parking requirements in the Zoning Ordinance, and he stated that the proposed
development would require 27 parking spaces, which is what the plan includes. In addition, the plan
also includes eight bicycle parking loops for a total of 16 spaces for bicycles, which also meets the
requirements in the Zoning Ordinance. He reviewed how the proposed request relates to each of
the nine criteria for approval of a PUD according to Section XIII-3.C of the Zoning Ordinance. He
reviewed the options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation for approval
with the following conditions:

1. That the final development plans be in general conformance with the submitted Site Plan;
and
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2. That the final development plans be built in general conformance with an R-5 Zoning
District, with an allowance for a FAR of 1.0, instead of 0.90.

Chair Allred asked if any members of the Plan Commission had questions for City staff.

Ms. Yu asked why we are using the R-5 Zoning District as the baseline FAR requirement. Mr.
Alvarez replied that through the Planned Unit Development, if another zoning district has
appropriate guidance for the development of a site, then that type of change can be built into the
Planned Unit Development process. Since there is a mix of R-4 (Medium Density Multiple-Family
Residential) and R-5 (Medium High Density Multiple-Family Residential) zoning across the street,
the applicant requested the City to consider the development as the higher-level zoning of R-5.

Ms. Yu asked what the difference is between Planned Unit Development versus rezoning the
proposed parcels to R-5. Ms. Jovine responded that a PUD process ties approval of the future
development to the proposed development as shown on the submitted site plan. Rezoning the
proposed parcels would simply allow for an increase in density on that site and would not be tied to
a specific development. So, anyone by right could build at that density of an R-5 Zoning District if
the properties are rezoned to R-5. With approval of the proposed PUD, the City is only allowing
the applicant and the application as presented to be built at this density.

Mr. Rose asked for clarification on an FAR of 0.90 versus 1.0. Mr. Alvarez explained that the FAR
is a ratio of the amount of developed building space over the space of the whole site. It is used as
guidance for density. He stated that the total combined footage of the four lots is 32,200 square
feet, and the design plans for the proposed building is 32,273 square feet. The area of the building
divided by the area of the site would be 1.0. Since the requirements for R5 is 0.9, that would equal a
gap of 3,293 feet, so the building would have to be smaller. There would be fewer units and just the
implications for the economic viability of the site.

Ms. Jovine noted an error in the written staff report regarding the square footage of the subject
parcels. On the first page under Background, it incorrectly states the square footage of the site as
25, 590, but in fact it is 32, 200 square feet.

Ms. Yu ask for clarification of what is meant by “coordinate with the architectural style within the
development and the surrounding neighborhood”. Ms. Jovine explained that the proposed structure
will be three stories and then rise to four stories on the west end, but that is only a result of a
mezzanine. Directly across the street there is a three-story brick apartment building called “Element
on Main.” It has a flat roof instead of a slightly pitched roof as is presented in the proposed design.
However, there are residential properties directly adjacent to the subject site at medium density
which is one of the main reasons why staff felt that it would be consistent with the architectural style
of the surrounding area. Itis also a fringe neighborhood being on the outskirts of downtown, which
means that it is directly adjacent to the B-4 (Central Business) Zoning District, which allows for a
very high density and allows for buildings as tall as you can go in Urbana. So, there is consistency
with the surrounding built environment. She added that the main reason staff feels that the
proposed development meets criterion #7 is the three-story residential structure located across the
street.

Mr. Matlock asked what the difference is in height restrictions between an R-2 Zoning District and

an R-5 Zoning District. What is the height of the proposed structure? Is the height of the proposed
structure relevant? Ms. Jovine replied that the maximum height allowed in both the R-2 and in the
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R-5 Zoning Districts is 35 feet. She pointed out that the Creekway permit was approved with a
bonus provision for an additional 12 feet of height. The height of the proposed development would
be 47 feet.

Chair Allred asked if all of the criteria need to be met to approve the request for a PUD. Ms. Jovine
stated that it is staff’s interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance that the criteria are general
considerations and is meant to be flexible to provide a balanced development, especially since each
PUD is unique and will differ greatly from one case to the next. She noted that City staff feels a
general consistency with the criteria will be met as 6 of the 9 criteria are deemed in conformance.

Ms. Yu asked for clarification on “environmentally sensitive areas ...” in criterion #9. Mr. Alvarez
said that the way that the plans elevate the site to where it stands an inch over the 100-year flood
plain would allow water to flow unimpeded rather than resorting to another method like a detention
pond. This is why staff feel that the proposed development would meet the criteria for being
harmonious with an environmentally sensitive area.

Chair Allred stated that the Plan Commission has never dealt with waivers for PUDS. The Zoning
Ordinance talks about waivers in the context of subdivisions with regards to standards for public
improvements. He asked staff to expound on this. Mr. Alvarez said that it would not be considered
a traditional waiver as the term is used in the Zoning Ordinance. It is mostly meant to acknowledge
that the FAR maximum for the R-5 Zoning District is 0.9, and this is an exception being requested
as part of the PUD process for this case. Ms. Jovine added that if we choose to request that the
proposed PUD be developed in general conformance with an R-5 zone, then we would be adding a
layer of control on the project that the applicant did not necessarily request. So, we would be
ensuring that the setbacks and other development regulations that would apply in an R-5 zone
would apply in this case with the slightest modification of FAR to allow for that additional 3,000
square feet.

Chair Allred commented that several of the communications received mentions that the proposed
parcels are located in a historic district. He asked staff to clarify this. Ms. Jovine said that she would
need to research this before giving an answer.

With there being no further questions for City staff, Chair Allred opened the hearing for public
input. He invited the applicant’s representative to approach the Plan Commission.

Adrienne Kim approached the Plan Commission on behalf of the applicant. She complimented
staff on the good presentation for their request. She would be happy to answer any questions that
the Plan Commission members may have.

Chair Allred asked for a summary of the type of questions they were asked at the open house and if
there was anything that was done to address those questions? Ms. Kim recalled the following
questions:

o Would the proposed development block sunlight on the neighbor’s house to the east? They researched this
and found that the neighbor’s house is a little south of the proposed development, so the
only time that sunlight would be blocked is probably going to be the peak of summer at
sunset. Everyone agreed that this would be a non-issue.

o Would the applicant consider an amenity to the location of bicycle parking on the subject site? The
applicant and others discussed options and talked about putting the bicycle parking on the
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southwest corner of the building. This is where covered bicycle parking would best be
located without blocking any windows.

®  Plans for the floodplain? The applicant plans to construct the building one inch above the
floodplain. The civil engineering firm they hired found that with the foundation and with
the amount of land that the development would take up, they would be raising the flood
elevation by an inch. She noted that the applicant is planning on raising the building four
feet higher to be above the floodplain and flood elevation point.

Chair Allred invited other audience to speak.

Dennis Roberts approached the Plan Commission to speak. He stated that he has had a long
interest in development along and adjacent to the Boneyard Creek. One of the things that he finds
favorable about this presentation is that the developers are willing to dedicate 20 feet along the
Boneyard Creek. This is important to him because he hopes to retain the image or the vision of
completing the Boneyard Creek pathway and beautification multi-use path along Urbana’s section of
the creek, as has been done in the City of Champaign, campus town, and all points west. The fact
that the City of Urbana has not been able to develop beautification, except for one section of the
creek, for 12 to 14 years ago is a sad aspect of community life, but these projects require funding and
grants.

He stated that there are aspects in the proposed PUD that he has great concern about. He
mentioned that he is also interested in historic preservation in the sense that the older buildings in
our community define the character of Urbana when it was originally developed significantly after
the fire that occurred around 1872 or 1873. At that time, the city became a brick and stone facade
on Main Street. It no longer had very many wooden structures. Development that occurred in the
early part of the 1900s creates a significant image of what the downtown represents to not only the
community but to visitors to the community. So, recently the Historic Preservation Commission
proposed, and City Council agreed that Downtown Urbana is a historic district. Previously, the
entire length of Main Street was proposed to be a historic district street, but unfortunately for the
lack of a single vote or a single participant among the property owners at the time only the farthest
west section of Main Street became a historic designated area. Since that time, Canaan Baptist
Church, which is in the middle of West Main Street, has become a local historic landmark approved
by the Historic Preservation Commission and the City Council. He stated that when he looks at
what makes Urbana unique, it is visually the older style buildings along Main Street and the
handsome homes that go up West Main Street.

He said that while he would really like to see development on Springfield Avenue and on Main
Street along the Boneyard Creek, he thinks it is very appropriate to build a multi-story building next
to the Boneyard Creek. However, he does not find that the design of the proposed development
resonates in any way to being considerate of the proportions, the architectural feeling, the rthythm of
buildings, peers, detailing, window treatment, and color relates to any building in the Downtown
Urbana Historic District. He asked if the Plan Commission ever looked at visual harmony in the
community. Does the Plan Commission think about what aspects of the proposed development
contain some of the material constructional aspects of some of the historic facades in the buildings
in the downtown area and along Main Street.

Chris Bertie approached the Plan Commission to speak. He stated that he is a retired professor of
art at Parkland College. He has lived in Urbana since the mid-1980s. He mentioned that the Main

Street residents worked hard to get their street downzoned from R-5 to R-2 to respect the historic
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properties on the street and to prevent further encroachment from large apartments. The proposed
new development is too large and too dramatic for the area. The historic Plan Commission worked
hard for many years to get that R-2 zoning. They felt it was important.

Mr. Bertie stated that the proposed development has nothing in common with the neighborhood
other than the fact it has got windows and a roof. When you walk through older neighborhoods in
Urbana, it enriches your life. He stated that he considers the subject parcels to be part of the
historic district. He believes this type of building would be perfect one block north along Griggs
Street. It would enrich that neighborhood and the downtown area. Another location that would be
perfect to locate the proposed development is on Race Street where the City just invested money.
He implored the Plan Commission to not change the zoning for these reasons. He asked the
members of the Commission, if you live on a street and are a homeowner, how would you like to
have the proposed development on your street?

Phyllis Williams approached the Plan Commission to speak. She said that the Zoning Map would
seem to justify rezoning the subject parcels from R-2 to R-5 because properties directly north,
northwest, and southwest are zoned R-4 and R-5. The zoning does not reflect the reality of the
neighborhood as older apartment buildings in this area are not built to the maximum allowed by
zoning, which have increased in density and decreased in parking open space and setback allowances
over time. The existing apartment buildings observe the average setback on the block preserving the
vistas of the neighborhood. The description of the existing site indicates apartment buildings to the
west and to the east of this site. These are actually older homes that had been converted into
apartments in response to the World War II housing crunch around the University of Illinois. As
such, they blend with the surrounding neighborhood seamlessly.

She noted that 413 West Main Street retains high integrity to its original design, and 419 West Main
Street lost its front porch several years ago. Yet, it retains its basic footprint minus porches which
were drawn in the 1909 Sanborn fire map. The apartments, which do exist in this neighborhood, are
true two- and three-story older apartments with no balconies or are converted older homes cut into
apartments. The landmark apartments, now called Element, located at 502 West Main Street are set
back on the south and east sides as well as set back from 506 West Main Street by the underground
parking garage and landscaping. It sits in the footprint of the old Busey mansion which burned.

The only similarity between Element and the proposal apartment development is four walls and a
roof.

Ms. Williams stated that granting R-5 zoning would create an R-2 island from 411 West Main Street
to Patterson Parklet. Instead of Main Street being the treelined corridor when leaving downtown,
the proposed development would cause old trees to be removed and would irreparably damage the
trees which remain due to construction compaction and root pruning with building within three feet
of the sidewalk to produce a welcoming grass shoulder.

She said that a gift of 20 yards [20 feet instead of yards| of Boneyard Creek access path is no real
gift. The applicant could not build on that strip anyway. Those who have tried have experienced
cracked and heaved concrete. All pedestrian amenities in this proposal are focused on North
McCullough Street and the west entry to the complex with 10-foot front yards. All other buildings
along this corridor face Main Street and pedestrian access is best served for Main Street.

Ms. Williams stated that the R-4 zoning is a step down between R-5 Zoning District. The R-4
Zoning District has worked for the 800 block of West Main Street with the Gather development
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with the apartments being set back from the abutting R-2 Zoning District along Main Street and by
having fencing and parking with lighting sensitive to dark skies. There are no balconies. The noise
from the open-air hot tub in the R-5 portion is the only complaint. To protect the historic homes in
the West Main Street corridor from the proposed development, the R-3 (Single- and Two-Family
Residential) Zoning District would provide more sensible development regulations. City staff use of
the phrase “generally consistent in conforming to PUD goals” is not a ringing endorsement. She
asked what is the hurry? Why two approvals (preliminary and final) in one meeting? She urged the
Plan Commission to send this project back to the drawing board. She said that the hardworking
stewards of Main Street deserve better.

Carolyn Baxley approached the Plan Commission to speak. She stated that she has been a resident
of West Main Street since 1981. She is also an 8-year veteran of the Plan Commission, so she knows
how difficult it is to have differing opinions about a project. She asked in what planning universe is
it okay to jump from R-2 to R-5 zoning? It never would have happened during the eight years that
she was on Plan Commission. It is a huge increase skipping over R-3 and R-4 zoning and jumping
right to a high-density project in the middle of what is essentially a single-family neighborhood
except for the Element apartments. The Element took out the most significant house (the Busey
Mansion) in Urbana, which is why the rest of the neighborhood was so adamant to get the
neighborhood downzoned from R-5 to R-2. Now, the proposed development is talking about
reversing everything that we tried to do. and you're plopping an R-5 development right in the middle
of our neighborhood. It is not right. It is not good planning. While she agrees that it would be
wonderful to have more density near Downtown Urbana, there are other locations in the City that
would be far more appropriate for this type of development as previously noted by Mr. Berti. She
urged the Plan Commission to urge the architects and the owners of the subject properties to
consider other locations and not threaten what the West Main Street residents have worked so hard
to protect on Main Street.

Marty Sachs approached the Plan Commission to speak. He stated that he also lives on West Main
Street. Many of his neighbors have already said most of what he wanted to say. One issue that
jumps out at him is parking. He wondered if there would be an extra charge for a parking space.
Chair Allred explained that the petitioner would have a change to respond at the end. Mr. Sachs
stated that there would be fewer parking spaces than the number of people that will live in the
proposed apartment development. Parking will be a major issue, especially if the owner charges for
parking.

Richard Cahill approached the Plan Commission to speak. He mentioned that he was on the
Historic Preservation Commission with Mr. Rose when West Main Street became a historic district.
It was a contentious meeting over a math rounding error. At that time Canaan Baptist Church and
St. Patrick Catholic Church opposed the district. He and others on the Historic Preservation
Commission would walk down West Main Street, and there was character in the neighborhood.

He said that the proposed development is a nice-looking building, but it does not belong on West
Main Street. It is going to totally take the character away from West Main Street. He urged the Plan
Commission to say no to this plan and ask the applicant to go back to drawing boards and put this
development in another location, such as on Griggs and Race Streets.

With there being no additional input from the audience, Chair Allred asked City staff to reapproach
and address concerns expressed by the public.
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Ms. Jovine and Mr. Alvarez reapproached. Ms. Jovine stated that the West Main Street historic
district boundary runs along Springfield and concludes just behind Firestone Tires. So, 413-419
West Main Street is not inclusive in the historic district.

She stated there are additional limitations to construction due to the 100-year and 500-year
floodplain, which predominately covers the majority of the proposed site. Any future development
would be significantly hindered by the realities of constructing in the floodplain. This particular
project would be elevated a foot or more above the base floodplain elevation, which means that
there will be a concrete slab, pillars, and then a foundation wall running along the exterior. It will be
somewhat impervious to flooding. While the final design is not completely confirmed yet, the
understanding is that water could flow into the space under the building and then out and be
unimpeded to the Boneyard Creek or to whatever other drainage storm water management system
that is presented on the site. This introduces quite a bit of additional cost. So, in order to make the
development feasible from an underwriting perspective, the added density has been requested that
was specifically outlined in the applicant's proposal and is a reality for these particular parcels
whether the City moves forward approving the proposed PUD or with any future development in
this area. The floodway will remain a design constraint for those parcels.

Ms. Yu asked what extent the Plan Commission has to ask for a better design that would be
compatible with the neighborhood? So many people spoke in opposition to the design of the
proposed development. She believed that applies to Criterion #7. Ms. Jovine replied that the Plan
Commissioners are welcome to make motions for additional conditions on approval. Mr. Alvarez
added that the Commission has the ability to suggest changes or conditions as they forward this case
to City Council. The changes could be things like numbers or more concrete requirements. In
terms of more qualitative parts of the building, theoretically, there is nothing in the Zoning
Ordinance that does not allow the proposed development as designed. He pointed out that the
ability to design a building by committee is not the purpose of the PUD process. Ms. Yu stated that
she is talking about how the design fits into the character of the neighborhood. The public speakers
asked for a continuation to request that the applicant redesign the project. Is this something that the
Plan Commission can recommend? Chair Allred stated that this is getting more into discussion
amongst the Commission. City staff presented the options of the Plan Commission. Ms. Jovine
stated that the case does not have to be voted on at this meeting. It could be held in discussion.

Chair Allred asked for clarification with regards to setbacks if the proposed PUD is approved with
the condition that it adheres to the R-5 development regulations with the exception of Floor Area
Ratio (FAR). The setback requirements in the R-5 Zoning District would apply, correct? Mr.
Alvarez said that is correct.

With there being no further questions for City staff, Chair Allred invited the applicant to reapproach
and respond to some questions and concerns expressed by the public.

Adrienne Kim, of Fell Architecture & Design, and Melissa Brashear, real estate broker, approached
the Plan Commission. Ms. Brashear explained that as a real estate broker, she sees a housing deficit
that they would like to address with the proposed development. She feels that the proposed
building is a master class of Mr. Fell, and it marries nicely Downtown Urbana to the campus area.
She said that she would be open to using different colors, if that would help the proposed building
fit into the character of the neighborhood more. She thanked the audience for their comments.
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Ms. Kim reiterated that the cost to build on these lots would be very high. The developers have put
forth a lot of money into the flood study. If somebody were to develop these parcels individually,
they would also have to do the same thing. They would have to put money into performing a flood
study. Three out of the four parcels are fully in the floodplain, and they would have a difficult time
with that. They would not be able to have a basement. They would have to build their first floor
about 4 feet above grade.

She explained that one way they are mitigating being in the floodplain is by designing the foundation
to allow water to flow in and back out the other side. This is not a very affordable option for a
building that is on a much smaller scale. So, these parcels would not be able to be developed unless
they were developed more economically, which means a larger building. If the building were to be
redesigned, they would need to give the civil engineer a new foundation design for the engineer to
base their entire study around. Engineers use the design of the building to calculate what the impact
would be on flooding.

Ms. Kim said that she is used to creating a lot of variety of different developments. Many that they
do in Champaign and Urbana are student housing. This generally means squeezing in as many units
as possible, and they are one-unit apartments that are about 550 feet, which is a puzzle. With the
proposed development, we were able to design units that would be larger to attract graduate
students and young professionals and would be a lot nicer than their standard ones. The building
would be Y-shaped, which is a way to create a more interesting building. Generally, we get to do a
double loaded corridor and stack as many units in as we can; as many bedrooms as we can. To
make this economically viable, we would need more units. So, jumping from 0.9 FAR to 1.0 would
provide about five more units. She pointed out that the slope of the roof is a design option that
they wanted to do to make the building more visually interesting. So, the roof will slope up and that
will allow them to put in lofted units which are another unit type that they thought would be a nice
addition. These are designs that they are not usually able to do these days because of economics.
As designers, this was a fun building to design, which they do not usually get to do anymore because
buildings are so expensive.

She talked about the lot on Griggs Street. She mentioned that someone came to them wanting to
develop the lot. They have not even put boxes on yet because it has not been economically viable
for the owner. So, she anticipates most people will have the same issue.

She pointed out that they would be meeting the requirements for parking according to the Zoning
Ordinance. The neighbors obviously think that there would not be enough, which is something that
they can consider; however, the dedication of 20 feet to the City along the Boneyard Creek limits
their ability to provide additional parking.

Ms. Kim pointed out that they did the building at 408 West Green Street. They would be using the
same materials on the proposed development. She encouraged the Plan Commission to think about
people who cannot afford places to live because there is not enough housing stock. While she
would not say that they are providing affordable housing, she would say that providing more
housing allows housing to become more affordable over time. If it continues that there is less
development over the years, it will continue to get worse for everybody. She stated that the City of
Champaign recently conducted a housing study and concluded that there is a housing shortage in
Champaign. They have been working to find ways to increase the housing supply there. She said
that she believes there is a similar situation for Urbana and the amount of development that we have
not done in Urbana is a good indicator of that as well.
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She stated that she understands that she is not going to appeal to everybody, but I did want to give a
little more perspective as an architect, as a younger person in the community about not having
enough housing in the area.

Ms. Brashear stated that she is excited to get this project off the ground, and they appreciate the
Plan Commission’s support and ideas on it.

With no further comments, Chair Allred closed the public input portion of the hearing, and he
opened it for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s).

Mr. Rose stated that his opinion is that the intent for Criteria #4 and #8 are to ensure that the PUD
addresses public and private open space. The idea is to make sure that this is not a closed
community, but instead it is one that is welcoming and open. These are reddened because these two
criteria probably do not envision that a project, such as the proposed development, would be in a
location where it is called upon to actually do what the criteria is intended to do. In other words, the
fact that #4 and #8 get reddened does not reflect on the proposed project being unwelcome to the
public. Instead, it reflects on the fact that an ordinance has been put in place where the more
ordinance itself rather than the PUD opens the project to the public.

He thanked the public for their input. He believes it goes towards Criterion #7 to coordinate
architectural styles, building forms and building relationships within the development and the
surrounding neighborhood. If we look at this in pieces, then styles, forms, and relationships all
deserve serious consideration.

Styles may have to do with facade treatment which is probably quite variable. Forms have to do
with density and are obviously a lot less malleable on the site. Building relationships is the critical
one that the public has brought up here, and this is a site that is pulled in several directions.

He recalled during his tenure on the Historic Preservation Commission that within a historic district,
a proposed project should be shown in streetscape. That is, it should be able to be viewed when
decisions are being made by the public and by commissioners. The context should be provided in a
historic district. He believes that there is a concern for the historic nature of the neighborhood such
that it would be a valuable gesture on the part of the architect and applicant to address the public by
showing the streetscape in which this building would exist.

Mr. Rose continued to say that the Plan Commission is called on to make a decision regarding the
criteria for approval of the PUD. We can bring our own judgment to the staff's recommended
position on this. but I just wanted to say that the two criteria in red have a peculiar instance in this
case that he does not think reflects poorly on the project. He feels that what has been brought up
has to do with Criterion #7.

Chair Allred added that when he asked the question about the waivers eatlier, so the history of
PUDS in general is that they come out of the need to build better subdivisions. So, some of the
criteria that are an odd fit are actually things that make more sense when you are developing a
residential neighborhood. The inclusion of a variety of public open space, recreational facilities,
greenways, trails, these kinds of things is not something that is so applicable to an infill development
in a dense urban part of the city or adjacent to the densest urban part of the city. This is something
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important to keep in mind when looking at the criteria and wondering why they do not make sense,
or they seem hard to apply to the particular development type that we are looking at.

Mr. Matlock expressed his appreciation that the design team and the developer are local. He feels
they have extra equity in our neighborhood and in our community to build more houses for our
housing shortage. He also appreciates learning that the size of the apartments was considered and
that they are not packing in as many units as possible in order to try to make as much profit as
possible. He feels there is a quality concern to addressing housing. He stated that any property can
become unsightly as well. So, although most of the discussion has been about the overall
appearance of the property, he feels there is just as much of a chance for one of these existing
properties to become unsightly or a neighborhood eyesore that we would also be talking about.

He thanked City staff for their research and for their presentation. It was a very comprehensive
presentation.

Ms. Yu said that Mr. Rose had already talked about Criterion #7. She stated that she and the public

are concerned about it. She would like to continue this public hearing to see something presented to
us that is more in the nature of the surrounding neighborhood. She said that at this time, she cannot
agree that the proposed PUD requests meet Criterion #7, so this is a hard no for her at the moment.

Chair Allred stated that the challenge for me with that idea is that there is not a consistent
architectural style that applies to the neighborhood. As Mr. Rose said, building form gets to the
question of density, which is a factor in building height, massing, and setbacks. If you look west, the
parcels that have older homes look different. However, we can also go in other directions and find
very similar buildings that have very similar development types that have similar form and even
similar architectural style or architectural features. Then, there are relationships, which vary where
you look. He feels this neighborhood is a zone of transition from taller buildings with B-4 zoning in
Downtown Urbana to an area that has more historic, detached single family homes with R-2 zoning.
This area also generally contains a mix of other development types. So, the proposed PUD makes
sense as a transition.

He said that he did not know if he could support the idea of continuing the case for another two
weeks without really clear guidelines about what kind of architectural style and what kind of form
and what kind of relationship. Leaving it up to someone to look at the existing neighborhood, we
could easily end up with the same development proposal that is before them now. He does not feel
comfortable trying to design a building or answer those questions, because they are not a design
review commission or a design review board.

Mr. Rose stated that this site is pulled in many directions; and as Plan Commissioners, training has
told him that the Commission’s primary job is to have the proposed project be as cognizant as
possible of its neighbors. Public comments that were heard earlier are from neighbors to the west.
As Chair Allred pointed out, it is pulled in several directions with part of the city from the south and
part of multifamily from the north. We can look at it economically as well, but it also addresses the
fact that it is in the floodplain. As a preservationist, he is challenged to try to address the question
that the architect/petitioner addressed, which is “what kind of building could be a new building”.
Some people said another location would be better for the proposed development. His question is
what would provide a bridge from a historic district to the downtown area. He said that he has
difficulty imagining just what that might be. Therefore, he does not have a hard no on this project.
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Chair Allred asked how long the two vacant lots have been vacant. Mr. Cahill responded that they
have been vacant for 15 years; however, they have not been on the market for sale.

Ms. Yu pointed out that the fagade of 408 West Main Street does not fit into the character of the
neighborhood. The building was built very nicely, but the exterior did not age very well. There are
some deteriorations already, and it was built less than 10 years ago. This is one reason that when she
sees a design like the proposed development, it makes her feel cautious.

Chair Allred reviewed the options of the Plan Commission. He asked if they continue the case so
that they provide some clear direction to the petitioner about what they can do over two or three
weeks until the Commission’s next regular meeting.

Ms. Yu moved that the Plan Commission continue Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25 to the next regular
meeting with the recommendation that the applicant provide a streetscape of this plan fitting into
the neighborhood and do any design modification that will make the overall design flow better in
the neighborhood. There was no second to the motion, so the motion failed.

Mzt. Matlock moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25 to the City
Council with a recommendation for approval with the conditions outlined by City staff. Mr.
Andresen seconded the motion. Roll call on the motion was as follows:

Mzr. Andresen - Yes Mzt. Fell - Recused/Abstain
Mzt. Matlock - Yes Mzt. Rose - Yes
Ms. Yu - No Mzr. Allred - Yes

The motion was passed by a vote of 4-1-1.

Mzt. Alvarez stated that Plan Case No. 2519-SU-25 would be forwarded to Committee of the Whole
on May 18, 2026.

H. NEW BUSINESS

There was none.

I. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION

Dennis Roberts approached the Plan Commission to speak. He stated that he appreciated the
thorough discussion of the Plan Commission, especially Ms. Yu's comments, which she actually
heard the input of the community and the people who live around the building. While he does not
personally live in the neighborhood, he certainly is concerned about the neighborhood and its
homogeneous vitality.

Mr. Roberts said that he was really sorry that the Plan Commissioners did not extend the discussion
and ask for the streetscape view. He is sorry that the Commissioners have such a small catalog of
reference to architectural style and to not be able to imagine something that is a little bit more
appropriate in sizing, in rhythm, in massing, and that would more adequately express some of the
structures within the neighborhood community, which could still be built on a raised platform or
stilts. Because the Plan Commission could not imagine something else that looked a little bit
different on the stilts, they could not come up with a decision that there could be a discussion
further about the style itself.
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He stated that any downtown plan that is a design guidance plan used by many communities, which
unfortunately Urbana does not have, talks about the thythm of the buildings, the size and kinds of
shapes that it creates, and the pattern of the windows and how they're arranged. We are not seeing
in Downtown Urbana buildings that have different angled roofs. Instead, the Plan Commission is
imagining that the proposed style of the PUD will be harmonious with what we have in Downtown
Urbana. He talked about the original design of 400 South Vine Street that did not fit into the
character of the neighborhood. As a result, Green Street Realty changed the design to fit in with the
neighborhood better.

He asked if the developer of the proposed PUD could make the design look less objective and less
like it came from some space station or something dropped in the middle of the historic West Main
Street. He cannot imagine that the Plan Commission thinks the facade design matches anything in
our downtown. It does not. It matches stuff that you see in campus town. All of this developer’s
work is in the downtown campus town area. Historic West Main Street is a different part of the
community, and we have different values. He expressed his disappointment with the Plan
Commission’s discussion on Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25 and with their decision not to have a
discussion that goes further to ask the applicant to provide a streetscape. When you see it from
some angle, from the top, from the bottom, it does not give you a sense of what it will look like
when you are walking down the street.

Mr. Roberts stated that this shows that Urbana needs a design overlay district for the downtown
area and for the adjacent area. An overlay district is not law, but they are suggestions. They suggest
how a developer can see how they can harmonize with the existing buildings. The Plan Commission
should support a design overlay district for the downtown area.

J. STAFF REPORT

Ms. Jovine reported:
e Fvan Alvarez — New Principal Planner. Mr. Alvarez gave a brief background on his
work experience. Ms. Jovine explained that Mr. Alvarez would serve as the Secretary for
the Plan Commission.

e City Email Address — Ms. Jovine encouraged the Plan Commission members to use their
assigned City email address rather than personal email addresses to avoid using their
personal cell phones and to protect from being subjected to FOIA requests.

e Previous Case Status — Ms. Jovine stated that in the future, Planning staff will make this
part of regular staff reporting.

e Pecople Over Parking — Mr. Alvarez announced that the Illinois General Assembly passed
the People Over Parking Act. It will go into effect on June 1, 2026. The Act states that
municipal authorities cannot impose parking minimums on any property within 1/8 of a
mile of a transit corridor or half of a mile of a transit hub. Planning staff will talk about
next steps at the next Plan Commission meeting.

e Zoning Ordinance Overhaul — Ms. Jovine explained that there are budgeted funds for
procuring professional services to rewrite the Zoning Ordinance. Those funds will roll
over into the next fiscal year to enable the City to put out a bid for those professional
services.

e Comprehensive Plan Implementation Report — Ms. Jovine stated that we are overdue for
the report; however, we have been implementing some rigorous structure in the
Planning Division, and we will certainly be working on this soon.
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K. STUDY SESSION

There was none.

L. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 8:54 pm.
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MEMORANDUM TO THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

Meeting: May 18, 2026 Committee of the Whole

Subject: Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25: An application by Andrew Fell, on behalf of DMCB
Properties, LLC, for preliminary and final approval of a multi-family residential
Planned Unit Development at 413-419 W. Main Street in the R-2, Single-Family
Residential, Zoning District.

Summary

Action Requested

City Council is being asked for preliminary and final approval of a residential Planned Unit
Development at 413-419 W Main Street. The subject property is zoned R-2, Single-Family Residential.
The request includes a proposal for a medium-density multifamily development. Section XIII-3 of the
Urbana Zoning Ordinance requires review and approval of both a preliminary and a final Planned
Unit Development (PUD). For the proposed development, preliminary and final PUD applications
were submitted jointly and as a result this request is for both preliminary and final approval.

Plan Commission Recommendation

The Plan Commission reviewed the proposed PUD on May 7, 2026, and recommended approval to
City Council with conditions (four ayes to one nay). Please refer to the attachments for the Plan
Commission’s discussion and decision. The Plan Commission’s recommendation is as follows:

Plan Commission recommended approval of the preliminary and final PUD, including the following
conditions:
1. That the final development plans be in general conformance with the attached Site Plan.
2. 'That the final development plans be built in general conformance with an R-5 Zoning
District, with an allowance for a FAR of 1.0 instead of 0.90.

Relationship to City Services and Priorities

Impact on Core Services
Approval of the PUD will have no direct impact on City services.
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Strategic Goals & Plans

This PUD aligns with the Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan, by introducing new housing types in
every neighborhood, and redeveloping property within the urban area that are vacant or underutilized
and currently served by infrastructure. It also relates to the following Big and Little Moves:

e Make Downtown the Economic Driver of the City; “Downtown Urbana serves as the heart
of the community, offering spaces for social, cultural, and economic activities. To enhance its
role as the economic center of the city, it is essential to promote diverse housing options...”
(Big Move 4)

e Make Walkability a Priority; “Walking' is the most equitable form of transportation. Designing
an equitable city and putting people first means that walking must be at the forefront of how
things are built.” (Big Move 0)

e Promote Incremental Development; “Incremental development contributes to community
growth and sustainability by allowing for gradual, adaptive improvements that meet the needs
and preferences of residents. Currently, City regulations often make it easier, or even a
requirement, to develop land in ways that run counter to building a strong community.” (Big
Move 7)

e Allow a variety of housing types in every neighborhood at scales appropriate to each
neighborhood. (Little Move 1.8)

e Prioritize development in areas already served by services and infrastructure (Little Move 8.3)

Previous Council Actions
July 28, 2025: Council approved the Imagine Urbana Comprehensive Plan.’

Discussion

Additional Background Information

Before the PUD application, this property received a Creeckway Permit due to the location of the
subject property within the Boneyard Creek District. As a condition of the permit, a twenty-foot
dedication of land was made to the City of Urbana towards future Boneyard improvements. As part
of the Creeway Permit the applicant was granted a bonus provision for increased height up to 12-feet
per Sec. XIII-4.F, “height requirements may be modified to add an additional story provided such
height modification shall not exceed 12 feet.”

While the site is zoned R-2, the proposed development is designed to comply with most of the R-5
district requirements. The recommended condition ensures that the development will be built to those
standards, in terms of setbacks, yard requirements, etc. with the exception of the FAR requirement
for the R-5 zone. If approved, the additional dentistry granted to this development will apply to this
project only and will not otherwise rezone or reclassify the subject property.

1 “walking” includes community members who use wheelchairs and other assistive devices.

2 0rd No. 2025-04-013
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During the May 7th Plan Commission public hearing, a representative from Andrew Fell Architecture
explained that the hydrology of the site requires the building to be elevated by four feet to remain
above the 100-year floodplain. Due to the costs associated with the flood management of the building,
the additional FAR and accompanying units are required for the development to be financially viable.
The design challenges presented by the floodplain and associated costs would remain a concern for
any future development on the site. It was noted in the Public Hearing on May 7th, that two of the
four parcels within the subject property have remained vacant since 2015. The representative also
clarified that the proposed development would retain many of the existing trees on the site.

The site of the proposed development is part of a larger block bounded by Main to the north,
McCullough to the west, and Springfield to the south.” The part of the block north of the Boneyard
Creek is designated Neighborhood 1, with the area south of the Creek designated as Downtown.
Although the proposed development does not fully align with the Neighborhood 1 Placetype, it is
consistent with the surrounding built environment, which includes a blend of single-family homes and
medium-density multi-family housing. The project would provide an appropriate transition in scale at
the edge of downtown, bridging the shift from a predominantly commercial area to a predominantly
residential one.

Policy or Statutory Impacts
No impact.

Fiscal and Budget Impact
No impact.

Community Impact

If approved, the proposed PUD would add 32 new housing units to the Downtown Urbana housing
stock. Approval would also allow for new development to take place on a site with unique challenges
posed by the presence of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains.

Recommendation

The Plan Commission recommended approval of the proposed preliminary and final Planned Unit
Development to City Council. Staff concur with the Plan Commission’s recommendation, and asks
Council to approve the Planned Unit Development with the following conditions:
1. That the final development plans be in general conformance with the attached Site Plan.
2. 'That the final development plans be built in general conformance with an R-5 Zoning District,
with an allowance for a FAR of 1.0 instead of 0.90.

3 Due to the layout of the streets, the block is shaped to the east by Main and Springfield merging as Main
continued eastbound into Downtown.
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Next Steps

If approved, the applicant can apply for the necessary permits to allow the development to be built

per the approved plans.

Attachments

1. An Ordinance Approving a Preliminary and Final Plan for a Planned Unit Development at

413-419 W Main Street (Plan Case N. 2519-PUD-25)
2. Plan Commission Staff Report (May 7, 2020)

Originated by:

Reviewed:

Approved:

Evan Alvarez, Principal Planner
Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services
Darius White, City Administrator
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ORDINANCE NO. 2026-__ -

Item F1.

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A PRELIMINARY & FINAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AT 413-419 W MAIN STREET
(Plan Case No. 2519-PUD-25)

WHEREAS, the City of Urbana (“City”) is a home rule unit of local government pursuant to Article
VII, Section 6, of the Illinois Constitution, 1970, and may exercise any power and perform any function
pertaining to its government and affairs, and the passage of this Ordinance constitutes an exercise of the City’s

home rule powers and functions as granted in the Illinois Constitution, 1970; and

WHEREAS, Andrew Fell, on behalf of DMCB Properties, LLLLC, has applied for a residential Planned
Unit Development located on the lots currently occupied by 413-419 West Main Street in the R-2 (Single-Family

Residential) Zoning Districts; and

WHEREAS, Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance requires the submission and approval of
a preliminary and a final development plan for planned unit developments, and that all requested waivers from

development standards be expressly written; and

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted a final development plan; and

WHEREAS, after due publication, the Urbana Plan Commission held a public open house on the
petition on April 30, 2026, and public hearing on such petition at 7:00 p.m. on May 7, 2026, in Plan Case No.
2519-PUD-25; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Commission voted with four (4) ayes and one (1) nay to forward the case to the
Urbana City Council with a recommendation that City administration approve the preliminary and final Planned

Unit Development; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the requested final development plan is consistent with Section
XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, Planned Unit Developments, and with the definitions and goals of

this Section of the Ordinance.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Urbana, Illinois,

follows:
Section 1.
A final development plan for the PUD, as attached hereto in Ordinance Attachment A, is hereby
approved with the following conditions and waivers:
1. That construction is in general conformance with the attached plans in Ordinance Attachment
A.
2. That construction be built in general conformance with an R-5 Zoning District, with an

allowance for a FAR of 1.0 instead of 0.90.

The subject property is more accurately described as follows:

Tract 1: The East 47 feet of the West 57 feet of Lot 2 of a Subdivision of Lot A of a Subdivision
of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8, Township 19 North, Range 9
East of the Third Principal Meridian, as per plat of subdivision recorded in Plat Book “A” at
page 144, situated in the City of Urbana in Champaign County, Illinois. Easement for the benefit
of Parcel I as created by Dead of Easement recorded November 24, 1986, as document
86R30396 for passageway over the West 3.3 feet of the following described property. Lot 2,
except the FEast 50 feet thereof and except the West 57 feet thereof, of a Subdivision of Lot A
of a Subdivision of a portion of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8,
Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, as per plat recorded in Plat
Book “A” at page 144, situated in the City of Urbana, in Champaign County, Illinois.

PIN: 91-21-08-381-004

Commonly known as: 413 West Main St., Urbana, IL 61801.

Tract 2: The West 10 feet of Lot 2 and the East 35.75 feet of Lot 3 of a Subdivision of Lot “A”
of a Subdivision of a portion of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8,
Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the City of Urbana, as
shown by play recorded in Plat Book “A”, page 144 of Champaign County , Illinois, situation in
Champaign County, Illinois.

PIN: 91-21-08-381-003

Commonly known as: 415 West Main St., Urbana, IL. 61801.
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Tract 3: Beginning at a point on the south line of Lot 3 of a Subdivision of Lot A of
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Subdivision of a portion of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8,
Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, 35.75 feet West of the
Southeast Corner of Said Lot 3; Thence North 162.26 feet to the South line of Main Street at a
point 36.48 feet West of the Northeast corner of Said Lot 3 measured on the South line of Main
Street, Thence Northwesterly on the South line of Main Street, 46.85 feet; thence South 179.93
feet to the South line of Said Lot 3; thence East 43.60 feet to the point of beginning, being a
part of Lot 3 of a Subdivision of Lot A of a Subdivision of a portion of the Southeast Quarter
of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8, Township 19 North, Range 9 Fast of the Third Principal
Meridian, situated in the City of Urbana, in Champaign County, Illinois.

PIN: 91-21-08-381-002

Commonly known as: 417 West Main St., Urbana, II. 61801

Tract 4: Beginning at the Northwest corner of Lot 3 of a Subdivision of Lot “A” of a
Subdivision of a portion of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 8,
Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, as per Plat recorded April
12, 1889, in Plat Book “A”, Page 143-144; thence South 207.24 feet to the Southwest corner of
said Lot; thence East 64.86 feet; thence North 179.93 feet to the South line of Main Street,
thence Northwesterly along the South line of said Main Street 72.45 feet to the place of the
beginning, situated in Champaign County, Illinois.

PIN: 91-21-08-381-001

Commonly known as: 419 West Main St., Urbana, IL. 61801.

Section 2.
Upon approval of this Ordinance, the City Clerk is directed to record a certified copy of this

Otrdinance with the Champaign County Office of Recorder of Deeds. The City Clerk is directed
to publish this Ordinance in pamphlet form by authority of the corporate authorities, and this
Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and publication in

accordance with Section 1-2-4 of the Illinois Municipal Code.
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This Ordinance is hereby passed by the affirmative vote, the “ayes” and “nays” being called of a majority

of the members of the Council of the City of Urbana, Illinois, at a meeting of said Council.

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL this day of , 2026.
AYES:

NAYS:

ABSTENTIONS:

Darcy E. Sandefur, City Clerk

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR this day of , 2026.

DeShawn Williams, Mayor
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