
 

CITY OF URBANA 

PLAN COMMISSION REGULAR MEETING 

DATE: Thursday, April 17, 2025 

TIME: 7:00 PM 

PLACE: 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, IL  61801 

AGENDA 

A. Call to Order and Roll Call 

B. Changes to the Agenda 

C. Approval of Minutes 

D. Communications 

E. Continued Public Hearings 

Plan Case No. 2500-T-25 - A request by the Urbana Zoning Administrator to amend regulations in 
Article VI of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance allowing porches and porch stairs to encroach into a 
required yard. 

F. Old Business 

G. New Public Hearings 

Plan Case No. 2501-SU-2025 –A request by Kathleen Groark, dba Insite RE, Inc., on behalf of DRA 
Properties, LLC, and Verizon Wireless, for a Special Use Permit to allow a tower with antennas at 102 
East Michigan Avenue in the CRE (Conservation-Recreation-Education) Zoning District.  

H. New Business 

I. Audience Participation 

J. Staff Report 

K. Study Session 

L. Adjournment 

 

 

 

 

 



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 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 

In order to be incorporated into the record, emailed public comments must be received prior to 5:00 pm on 
the day preceding the meeting and sent to the following email address: Planning@urbanail.gov.  The 
subject line of the email must include the words “PLAN COMMISSION - PUBLIC INPUT” and the 
meeting date. Emailed public comments labeled as such will be incorporated into the public meeting record, 
with personal identifying information redacted. 

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).  

Public Hearing 

Any person desiring to appear at the public hearing and present testimony may speak during each public 
hearing at the time they appear on the agenda.  This shall not count towards regular Public Input for the 
meeting.  The Public Hearing is an opportunity for comments and questions to be addressed specific to 
each case.  Board or Commission members are permitted to respond and engage during this time and/or 
the Chairperson may direct the applicant to respond during rebuttal.  Comments unrelated to any of the 
public hearings listed on an agenda should be shared during the Public Input portion of the meeting where 
Verbal Input guidelines shall apply. 

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 orderly 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 one (1) hour, 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 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 
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 at least 48 hours in 
advance using one of the following methods: 

      Phone: 217.384.2440 

      Email: Planning@urbanail.gov 

Watching the Meeting via Streaming Services 

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. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
 

Planning Division 
 

m e m o r a n d u m 
 

TO:  The Urbana Plan Commission 
 

FROM:  Marcus Ricci, AICP, Planner II 
 

DATE:  March 20, 2025 
 

SUBJECT: Plan Case 2501-SU-25: A request by Kathleen Groark dba Insite RE, Inc., on behalf 
of DRA Properties, LLC, and Verizon Wireless, for a Special Use Permit to allow a 
tower with antennas at 102 East Michigan Avenue in the CRE (Conservation-
Recreation-Education) Zoning District. 

 

Introduction 
Kathleen Groark, on behalf of DRA Properties, LLC, and Verizon Wireless, requests a special use 
permit to allow a new wireless tower with antennas at 102 East Michigan Avenue in the CRE 
(Conservation-Recreation-Education) Zoning District. Section XIII-1.R.1.B of the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinances allows antennas with a tower in the CRE zoning district with a special use permit. 

The Urbana School District (“the School District”) wants to have a tower installed to improve cellular 
reception on its High School and Middle School campus. The proposed tower would replace an 
existing light tower on an athletic field, in the same general location. Initially, the tower would have 
one Verizon antenna installed on it, but would allow additional antennas to be installed on it in the 
future. The School District has agreed to lease the property to the applicants, who would construct, 
operate, and maintain the tower and antennas. 

The Plan Commission must review the special use permit application, hold a public hearing, and make 
a recommendation to the City Council. The Commission should either accept the specific staff 
findings or articulate their own specific findings based on the application’s criteria. The City Council 
must then approve, approve with certain conditions, or deny the request. Staff recommend the 
Commission recommend approval of the special use permit with one condition, based on the findings 
below. 

Background 
Description of the Site and Surrounding Properties 

The proposed location for the tower is on the north side of the southern athletic field on the School 
District’s Vine Street Campus (see Exhibit A – Location Map). The campus is approximately 35 acres.  

Nearby uses include school athletic fields (north, northeast, west and south), secondary education 
buildings (north, east), and residential (south, west). The table below shows the zoning and 2005 
Comprehensive Plan future land use designations of the site and surrounding land (Exhibits B and C). 
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 Zoning Existing Land Use Future Land Use 
Site CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education School athletic field Institutional 

North CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education School athletic field; high 
school Institutional 

East CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education School athletic field; parking 
lot; middle school Institutional 

South CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education; 
R-2 Single- and Two-Family Residential School athletic field; homes Institutional; 

Residential 

West CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education; 
R-2 Single- and Two-Family Residential School athletic fields; homes Institutional; 

Residential 
Table 1. Zoning, Existing Land Use, Future Land Use Designation 

Proposed Use/Activities  
The proposed use is to replace an existing 100-foot-tall athletic field light pole (“light pole”) with a 
120-foot-tall wireless tower (“cell tower”). The cell tower would be shifted six feet to the east of the 
light pole’s location, and would align with the field’s center line. It would be located 332 feet east of 
the South Race Street property line, and remain 229 feet north of the East Michigan Avenue property 
line (see Exhibit D – Application; Site Plan, Sheet C-1). The tower itself would be located in an access 
easement dedicated for utility access and maintenance. 

The leased area for the ground-based equipment would be 520 square feet located underneath the 
existing bleachers (Sheet C-2). This area is currently not visible from the south side of the bleachers, 
and would be screened from the north side by security fence fitted with privacy slatting. The field 
lights from the light pole would be transferred to the cell tower and reinstalled at their original height: 
lights for soccer games at the lower ring and lights for football games at the upper ring. The Verizon 
antennas would be above the upper ring of lights, just below the top of the 120-foot tower (Sheet A-
1). There would be room to install at least one additional set of antennas below the Verizon antennas. 
A blinking red safety beacon would not be required for this tower. 

Discussion 
The School District has had poor cellular reception on its campus for over a decade. Increasing 
demand for cellular data transmission has stretched the current network’s capacity to its limit, resulting 
in decreased reception quality for users, including emergency responders. In 2011, a similar request 
for a new cell tower was submitted by US Cellular on behalf of the School District for a 150-foot-tall 
cell tower that was designed to appear like a flagpole, with the cellular antennas above the flag.1 Public 
input at the public hearing included concerns about radio-frequency (RF) emissions and the aesthetics 
of a 150-foot tower. The Plan Commission continued the case to a future meeting, where they hoped 
to be provided with more information, but the case was withdrawn by the applicant.  

There have been multiple incidents on campus recently where Police and Fire response was hampered 
by poor wireless reception. These have prompted the School District to again consider their options 
to have a new cell tower built nearby. They explored multiple alternatives, both on- and off-campus, 
based on input from many of their faculty and staff. The applicant also investigated the option of 
collocating their antennas on existing towers, which fulfills the Zoning Ordinance’s requirement to 

 
1 Plan Case 2145-SU-11. See Exhibit E – Selected Case Items. 
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find a solution that does not require a new tower (see Exhibit F – Existing Towers). The best option 
to increase coverage reliability is to site a new tower in the center of the area of poor coverage 
reliability: in the middle of campus itself. A tower at that location would provide service for the general 
Verizon cellular network, so it should also improve reception for all nearby Verizon customers, as 
shown in modeling of the current versus potential coverage reliability (see Exhibit G – Justification 
Map). The potential addition of another cellular company’s antennas on the proposed tower would 
improve reception for that company’s users, too. The Urbana Police Department supports the 
proposed tower. Based on their experience, they believe that police and other emergency responders 
would benefit from the improved cellular coverage (see Exhibit H – UPD Support Letter).  

If approved for a special use permit, the construction would be subject to required building safety 
reviews typical for cell tower construction or modification, and the regulations of the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC). The proposed cell tower meets all other zoning requirements. 

Radio-Frequency Emissions Concerns 

There is disagreement between different agencies and disciplines on the purported dangers of cellular 
RF-emissions.2,3 In agreement with research staff found online, John Gutzmer, Chief Information 
Officer for the School District, explained at the March 10, 2025, neighborhood meeting that both 
cellular transmission towers and cellular phones generate RF emissions. The towers generate low levels 
of RF emissions all the time, while phones generate them at variable levels: the farther away the nearest 
transmitter is, i.e., “the fewer bars you have,” the harder the phone has to work, and the RF emissions 
increase.4 If that is correct, the proposed cell tower might actually reduce the amount of RF emissions 
that campus cell phone users are exposed to, since their cell phones work not have to work as hard to 
keep their connection because they would closer to a transmitter. 

In any case, the Federal Government has preempted local governments regulating cell tower siting 
based solely on environmental or health concerns related to RF emissions.5,6 Section 704 of the 1996 
Telecommunications Act states: 

“Sec. 704. Facilities Siting; Radio Frequency Emission Standards. 
B. Limitations. 

(iv) No State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the 
placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the 
basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such facilities 
comply with the Commission's regulations concerning such emissions.” 
 

Plan Commission members are directed not to consider the environmental effects of radio frequency 
emissions in their decision, as the proposed tower must meet all other FCC regulations. 

 
2 American Cancer Society. https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/radiation-exposure/cellular-phone-
towers.html. “Cell Phone Towers.” Dated: June 1, 2020. Accessed: March 10, 2025. 
3 National Cancer Institute. https://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-
fact-sheet. “Cell Phones and Cancer Risk.” Dated: April 4, 2024. Accessed: March 11, 2025. 
4 ProPublica. https://www.propublica.org/article/what-to-know-about-cellphone-radiation. “What to Know About 
Cellphone Radiation.” Dated: January 4, 2023. Accessed: March 11, 2025. 
5 Federal Communications Commission. https://bit.ly/TelecommAct_FCC-FAQ. “FCC Fact Sheet: New National 
Wireless Tower Siting Policies.” Accessed: March 12, 2025. 
6 Connecticut General Assembly. https://bit.ly/TelecommAct-1996_OLR. “Telecommunications Act of 1996.” 
Accessed: March 12, 2025. 

https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/radiation-exposure/cellular-phone-towers.html
https://www.cancer.org/cancer/risk-prevention/radiation-exposure/cellular-phone-towers.html
https://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-sheet
https://www.cancer.gov/about-cancer/causes-prevention/risk/radiation/cell-phones-fact-sheet
https://www.propublica.org/article/what-to-know-about-cellphone-radiation
https://bit.ly/TelecommAct_FCC-FAQ
https://bit.ly/TelecommAct-1996_OLR
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Aesthetic Concerns 

The applicant has attempted to mitigate concerns about aesthetics by limiting the height of the 
proposed tower to the minimum required to provide the desired coverage. The 120-foot-tall tower 
would be 20 feet taller than the existing light tower, but would be 30 feet (or 20 percent) shorter than 
the 150-foot tower proposed in 2011. The applicant has provided photosimulations from five vantage 
points around the campus: these show how little of a change in view the proposed tower will create 
for passersby compared to the existing tower (see Exhibit I – Photosimulations). 

Requirements for a Special Use Permit 

According to Section VII-4.A. of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, an application for a special use 
permit shall demonstrate the following: 

1. That the proposed use is conducive to the public convenience at that location. 

The proposed use is conducive to the public convenience. The location of the tower is nearly the same 
as that of the existing light pole and should not inconvenience anyone. The location of the ground-
based equipment is an unused area underneath the existing athletic field bleachers. The application 
states:   

“Telecommunications facilities of the sort proposed by the Applicant have become 
commonplace in all manner of urban, suburban, exurban and rural locales, and already exist 
in a variety of sizes, types, and locations in the City of Urbana. Verizon has been sensitive in 
selecting a site that will minimize the impact on the surrounding property by replacing an 
existing 100’ sports field monopole tower. The site will provide quality service to the nearby 
neighborhood. Quality wireless technology, including voice and data networks, is integral to 
virtually every local business, citizen, resident, and visitor to the City of Urbana. Wireless 
communications technology provides vital communications in “911” and other emergency 
situations. These services have become established and accepted as an integral part of the 
nation’s communications infrastructure. The Urbana School District, in fact, reached out to 
Verizon for additional capacity at this location, especially in light of a recent bomb scare. This 
proposed facility and improved capacity will greatly improve the public convenience.” 

Staff concur with the applicant and find this criterion met. 

2. That the proposed use is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be unreasonably injurious 
or detrimental to the district in which it shall be located, or otherwise injurious to the public welfare. 

The proposed cell tower and its ancillary equipment are designed so they will not be unreasonably 
injurious or detrimental to the public, as they will be constructed to local building code and all other 
code requirements, including those of the FCC. The application states:  

“No drainage, sanitation, refuse removal, parks, library or school services will be necessary for 
this facility. This site is entirely self-monitored and connects directly to a central office where 
sophisticated computers alert personnel to any equipment malfunction or breach of security. 
Existing police and fire protection are more than adequate to provide security for this facility. 
As mentioned previously, wireless communications technology provides vital communications 
in “911” and other emergency situations and is used to promote efficient and effective 
personal, business and governmental communications. These services have become 
established and accepted as an integral part of the nation’s communications infrastructure and 
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promote the public health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare. With hundreds of 
residents at this location daily, improved capacity will promote the general welfare. Verizon 
has carefully selected a site that will have minimal impact by replacing an existing 100’ sports 
field monopole and screening the equipment under the existing bleachers.” 

Staff find this criterion met.  

3. That the proposed use conforms to the applicable regulations and standards of, and preserves the essential character 
of, the district in which it shall be located, except where such regulations and standards are modified by Section VII-7. 

The proposed tower would conform to the regulations and standards of the CRE district, and preserve 
the essential character of the neighborhood, as the School District’s campus already has 15 athletic 
field light poles ranging from 32 feet to 100 feet in height.  The application states:  

“The proposed facility is consistent with the objectives of the city’s comprehensive plan and 
this chapter. The proposed facility will, in fact, improve the quality of life for the residents and 
visitors and persons doing business in Urbana for reasons stated within this application. This 
type of monopole installation not only meets the demand for wireless communications in the 
area, but it also maintains the aesthetics and integrity of the community [and] will not disrupt 
any future development or use of the area. Verizon’s proposed facility complies with all 
additional regulations in this chapter specific to wireless communications facilities.” 

Staff find this criterion met.  

In response to the requirements in Section VII-4.A. of the Zoning Ordinance, the Plan Commission 
shall make a recommendation to the City Council for or against the proposed special use, and may 
also recommend such additional conditions and requirements on the operation of the proposed use 
as are appropriate or necessary for the public health, safety, and welfare, and to carry out the purposes 
of this Ordinance, including but not limited to conditions that: 

1. Regulate the location, extent, and intensity of such use; 
2. Require adherence to an approved site plan; 
3. Require landscaping and the screening of such use by means of fences, walls, or vegetation; 
4. Stipulate a required minimum lot size or yards, and maximum height of buildings and structures; 
5. Regulate vehicular access and volume, and the design and location of parking and loading areas 

and structures; 
6. Require conformance to health, safety, and sanitation requirements as necessary; 
7. Regulate signs and outdoor lighting; and 
8. Any other conditions deemed necessary to affect the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Public Notice and Input 
Staff published a legal ad in The News-Gazette to notify the public of the request and public hearing 
15 days prior to the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting. Staff sent letters to 99 neighboring property 
owners (within 250 feet of the subject property) notifying them of the request, and posted a public 
hearing sign on the property. Staff received one letter of objection to the request (see Exhibit J). 

Mr. Gutzmer and other District staff presented this proposal to the Urbana School Board at two 
meetings which were open to the public: on August 6, 2024 (Administrative Report agenda item 8.2, 
and on January 7, 2025 (Action Item agenda item 12.1). At the latter meeting, the Board deferred the 
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vote to the January 21, School Board meeting, at which time the Board voted to approve the lease of 
District property. Mr. Gutzmer has provided a summary of the highlights of both meetings, minutes 
of both meetings, and links to the video recordings of both meetings (see Exhibit K). 

The March 10, 2025, neighborhood meeting was attended by myself, Mr. Gutzmer, Ms. Groark, Dr. 
Jennifer Ivory-Tatum (School District Superintendent), Madalyn Mills (School District IT Operations 
Manager), a School District Board member, and six residents, most of whom identified themselves as 
school campus neighbors. The presentation focused on the proposed tower and equipment’s locations 
and configurations, and improvements to cellular coverage reliability. Questions and comments raised 
by attendees focused on health effects of cell tower RF emissions, and aesthetics of a wider and taller 
tower. Presenters responded with additional information about the relationship between cell phone 
and cell tower RF emissions, and speculated that the tower might reduce the RF emissions users were 
exposed to, due to reduced demand on the cell phone to reach the nearer transmitter. Discussion 
included how staff, faculty, and students used their phones on campus, and potential alternatives such 
as using signal boosters instead of a tower or siting the tower on the north side of the soccer field or 
another location further from neighboring homes. Ms. Groark stated that each cellular carrier’s 
antenna assembly operates at less than one percent (1%) of the FCC’s RF emissions limit, so that even 
multiple antenna-assemblies would not expose a nearby user to levels exceeding those set by the FCC. 

Summary of Findings 
1. The proposed use is conducive to the public convenience. The site location of the tower is 

nearly identical to the existing light pole and should not inconvenience anyone. The site 
location of the ground-based equipment is an unused area underneath the existing athletic 
field bleachers. 

2. The proposed cell tower and its ancillary equipment are designed so they will not be 
unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the public, as they will be constructed to local building 
code and all other code requirements, including those of the Federal Communications 
Commission. 

3. The proposed project would conform to the regulations and standards of, and preserve the 
essential character of, the CRE zoning district.  

Options 
The Plan Commission has the following options in Plan Case 2501-SU-25: 

1. Recommend approval of the special use permit without any conditions. 
2. Recommend approval of the special use permit with any conditions deemed appropriate or 

necessary for the public health, safety, and welfare, and to carry out the purposes of the City’s 
municipal code. 

3. Recommend denial of the special use permit. If the Plan Commission elects to do so, it must 
articulate the findings supporting its denial.  

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 that the Plan 
Commission recommend APPROVAL of the proposed special use permit in Plan Case No. 2501-
SU-25, with the following condition: the proposed tower construction shall generally conform to the 
submitted site plans. 
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Attachments:  Exhibit A:   Location Map 
   Exhibit B:   Zoning Map 
   Exhibit C:   Future Land Use Map 
   Exhibit D: Application for Special Use Permit 
   Exhibit E: Plan Case 2415-SU-11 – Selected Case Items 
   Exhibit F:   Existing Towers 
   Exhibit G: Justification Map 
   Exhibit H: UPD Support Letter 
   Exhibit I: Photosimulations 
   Exhibit J: Public input 
   Exhibit K: School Board Meeting Information 
 
Copy:  Katie Groark, InSite RE, Inc., Applicant 
   John Gutzmer, Urbana School District, Property Owner 
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Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 266, Page 298:  

All that part of lot fourteen (14), of Assessor's Plat of the northwest quarter of the southeast 
quarter of section seventeen (17), township nineteen (19) north, range nine (9) East of the 
Third Principal Meridian, in Champaign County, Illinois, as per plat recorded in Plat Book 
"D" page 42, in the Recorder's o ice of Champaign County, Illinois, except that part or parts 
heretofore conveyed to and now owned, by the Trustees of Schools of Township no. 
nineteen (19) north, range mina (9) Fast of the Third Principal Meridian in Champaign 
County, State of Illinois, for the use of said School District no. 116.  

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 263, Page 237:  

Lot Thirteen (13) of assessor's Plat of the Northwest quarter of the Southeast quarter of 
Section Seventeen (17) Township Nineteen (19) North Range Nine (9) East of the Third 
Principal Meridian in Champaign County Illinois and all of Lot fourteen (14) of said 
Assessor's Plat lying West of the center line of Broadway Avenue, extended and South of 
the center line of Iowa Street extended as per plat recorded in Plat Book "D" page 42, in the 
recorders o ice in Champaign County, Illinois.  

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 229, Page 290:  

All that part of the West Half (W1/2) of the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4) of Section Seventeen 
(17), Township Nineteen (19) north, Range Nine (9) East of the Third Principal Meridian in 
Champaign County, Ill. lying South of the North line of Indiana Avenue extended, west of 
the West line of Broadway Avenue extended, north of the north line of Michigan Avenue 
extended and east of the east line of Race St. the same being a portion of Lot Fourteen (14) 
of Assessor's Plat of the Northwest Quarter (NW1/4) of the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4) of 
Section Seventeen (17) Township Nineteen (19) North, Range Nine (9) East of the Third 
Principal Meridian in the city of Urbana, Champaign County, Illinois.  

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 210, Page 515:  

a part of the northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 17 Township 19 north, 
Range 9 East of the 3rd P.M. described as followed: Beginning at a point 384.81 ft. South of 
the center of said section 17 running thence East on the center line of Iowa St., extended 
697.23 ft., more or less, to the center time of market St., extended, thence South on the 
center line of Market St., extended 605.30 Ft., more or less, to the center line of Indiana 
Ave. extended, thence west on the center line of Indiana Ave. extended 654.73 ft. more or 
less to the East line of Race Street, thence north on the East line of Race St 30 ft. to the 
north lines of Indiana Ave, extended, thence east on the north line of Indiana Ave., 
extended 353.30 ft., thence north 545.30 feet, more or less to the South line of Iowa St. 
extended, thence West along the South line of Iowa St., extended 348.37 ft. to the East line 



of Race St., thence north along the East line of Race St. 30 ft. to the center line of Iowa St. 
extended.  

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 196, Page 247:  

Beginning at a point 385. 84 feet South and 45.05 feet East of the center point of Section 
Seventeen (17) in Township Nineteen (19) North, Range Nine (9) East of the Third Principal 
Meridian, running thence East on and along the center line of Iowa Street produced 647.84 
feet to the center line of Market Street produced, and thence running South on and along 
the center line of Market Street produced 605.30 feet to a point on the center line of Indiana 
Avenue produced, and thence running West on and along the center line of Indiana Avenue 
produced 654.18 feet to the East line of Race Street thence running North on the Last line 
of Race Street 605.30 feet to the place of beginning, in the City of Urbana, in the County of 
Champaign and State of Illinois, hereby releasing and waiving all rights under and by virtue 
of the homestead exemption laws of the State of Illinois. Said premises are hereby 
conveyed subject to all taxes and assessments levied and to be levied against the same 
end falling due subsequent to the date hereof. Dated this 26th day of August A. D. 1924.  

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 156, Page 130  

A part of the North West Quarter of the South East Quarter of Section Seventeen (17) 
Township nineteen (19) north, Range nine (9) East of the 3rd P.M. described as follows: 
Beginning at a point 414.81 feet South and 377.82 feet East of the center of said Section 
Seventeen (17) thence running East on the south line of Iowa Street extended 20 feet, 
thence running South 545.3 feet more or less to the north line of Indiana Avenue extended 
thence running West on the north line of said Indiana avenue extended 353.3 feet, more or 
less, to the East line of Race Street, thence running in a Northerly direction on the East line 
of said Race Street 215.3 feet, more or less to the Southwest corner of the High School 
property heretofore conveyed to the Trustees of Schools for the use of said School District 
no. 116 by said Margaret De young and husband on March 30, 1912, thence running East on 
the South line of said High School property 331.43 feet and thence running north on the  

coast line of said High School property 930 feet, more or less, to the place of beginning. 

Legal Description as set forth in Deed Book 152, Page 103:  

A part of the North West quarter of the South East quarter of section seventeen Township 
Nineteen (19) North Range Nine (9) East of the 3rd p.m. described as follows: Beginning at a 
point 414.81 feet South and 49.25 feet East of the center of section  



Seventeen (17) township Nineteen (19) North Range Nine (9) East of the 3rd p.m. and 
running thence East 328.57 feet, thence running South 330. feet running thence West 
331.43 feet and thence running North 330 feet to the place of beginning  

*****Less and except the property conveyed in Deed Book 196, Page 280.*****  

 



STANDARDS FOR SPECIAL USE 

Section XIII-1.R.1.b, Special Use Permits, of the City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance states in 
relevant part that “Antennas with towers in any Zoning District, except R-6B, B-3, B-3U, or IN-1.”  

Section VII-4, Special Use Procedures, of the City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance, states in 
relevant part that “The standards and procedures for the consideration of mobile home parks and 
planned unit developments are specified in Article XIII. All other special uses, as designated in Table 
V-1, are subject to the procedures and standards stipulated herein. Except as otherwise provided, 
the Zoning Administrator shall not issue a special use until expressly authorized by the City Council 
and the following procedure has been completed:” 

 

1. That the proposed use is conducive to the public convenience at that location; and  

Telecommunications facilities of the sort proposed by the Applicant have become commonplace in 
all manner of urban, suburban, exurban and rural locales, and already exist in a variety of sizes, 
types, and locations in the City of Urbana. Verizon has been sensitive in selecting a site that will 
minimize the impact on the surrounding property by replacing an existing 100’ sports field 
monopole tower. The site will provide quality service to the nearby neighborhood. Quality wireless 
technology, including voice and data networks, is integral to virtually every local business, citizen, 
resident, and visitor to the City of Urbana. Wireless communications technology provides vital 
communications in “911” and other emergency situations. These services have become established 
and accepted as an integral part of the nation’s communications infrastructure. The Urbana 
School District, in fact, reached out to Verizon for additional capacity at this location, especially in 
light of a recent bomb scare. This proposed facility and improved capacity will greatly improve 
the public convenience.  

 

2. That the proposed use is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be 
unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the district in which it shall be located, or otherwise injurious 
or detrimental to the public welfare; and  

No drainage, sanitation, refuse removal, parks, library or school services will be necessary for this 
facility. This site is entirely self-monitored and connects directly to a central office where 
sophisticated computers alert personnel to any equipment malfunction or breach of security. 
Existing police and fire protection are more than adequate to provide security for this facility. As 
mentioned previously, wireless communications technology provides vital communications in 
“911” and other emergency situations and is used to promote efficient and effective personal, 
business and governmental communications. These services have become established and 
accepted as an integral part of the nation’s communications infrastructure and promote the 
public health, safety, morals, comfort and general welfare. With hundreds of  residents at this 
location daily, improved capacity will promote the general welfare. Verizon has carefully selected 
a site that will have minimal impact by replacing an existing 100’ sports field monopole and 
screening the equipment under the existing bleachers. 



3. That the proposed use conforms to the applicable regulations and standards of, and preserves the 
essential character of, the district in which it shall be located,  

The proposed facility is consistent with the objectives of the city’s comprehensive plan and this 
chapter. The proposed facility will, in fact, improve the quality of life for the residents and visitors 
and persons doing business in Urbana for reasons stated within this application. This type of 
monopole installation not only meets the demand for wireless communications in the area, but it 
also maintains the aesthetics and integrity of the community will not disrupt any future 
development or use of the area. Verizon’s proposed facility complies with all additional 
regulations in this chapter specific to wireless communications facilities.  

 

 

 



 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

DRA PROPERTIES, LLC 
WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 

 
APPLICATION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT, HEIGHT VARIANCE, AND 

LANDSCAPING VARIANCE 
 

102 E. MICHIGAN AVE., URBANA, IL 61801 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
CITY OF URBANA WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
 
 
Petitioner 
   
DRA Properties, LLC (“DRA”) has entered a lease agreement with Urbana School District #116 
to construct a 120’ monopole antenna facility tower to replace an existing 100’ sports 
field monopole located at 102 E. Michigan Ave., Urbana, IL 61801.  A new tower is 
necessary for Verizon Wireless to continue to provide the City of Urbana with cutting 
edge wireless voice and data service.  Verizon has entered an agreement with DRA to 
collocate its antennas on the proposed monopole tower.   

 
 
Property Description 
  

DRA, proposes to install a 120’ – 0” monopole tower with new antennas at the 
height of 115’-0” with a 520 S. F. lease area under the existing bleachers to the north. An 
existing 100’ – 0” monopole with lights located 6’ to the west of the proposed tower will 
be removed. The lights on the existing monopole will be reinstalled on the new 120’ 
monopole. No aviation lights will be required on the tower. The new monopole tower will 
have the capacity to accommodate additional carriers. Verizon’s related equipment will be 
located within an approximate (10’ x 18’) lease area under the existing bleachers to the 
north of the monopole tower. The lease area under the bleachers will be enclosed by a 6’ 
chain link fence. Access to the facility will be via a proposed easement on existing access 
off Michigan Ave. The proposed facility lies within the CRE Conservation-Recreation-
Education district and a special use is requested.  
 
 
Nature of Request/Zoning Analysis 
  

Section XIII-1.R.1, Special Use Permits, of the City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance, 
states in relevant part that “Uses requiring Special Use Permits … Antennas with towers 
in any Zoning District, except R-6B, B-3, B-3U, or IN-1”   

 
Section XIII-1.E.6, Height Limitations,  of the City of Urbana Zoning 

Ordinance, states in relevant part that “Towers in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, R-6, R-7, 
B-1, B-2, or MOR districts shall be restricted to 50 feet in height unless said height 
limitation is varied by the Zoning Administrator (in the case of an administratively 
approved permit) or the City Council (in the case of an approved special use permit) 
to allow co-location or if the goals of this Ordinance would be better served 
thereby.”  

Section XIII-1.R.7, Landscaping, of the City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance, 
states in relevant part that “Tower facilities shall be landscaped with a buffer of plant 



materials that effectively screens the view of the tower compound from property 
used for residences. The standard buffer shall consist of a landscaped strip at least 
four feet wide outside the perimeter of the compound.”  

 
Section VII-4, Special Use Procedures, of the City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance 

states in relevant part that “A written application for a special use shall be submitted to 
the Secretary of the Plan Commission…” 
 
 Pursuant to the above referenced sections of the City of Urbana Ordinance, DRA, 
seeks a Special Use Permit, Height Variance, and Landscaping Variance and any other 
permits necessary to allow the installation of its proposed wireless communications facility 
located at 102 E. Michigan Ave., Urbana, IL 61801. 
 

 
Components and Operations 
 

The proposed facility will be unstaffed and, upon completion, will require only 
infrequent maintenance visits (approximately once a month) by a service technician. 
Access to the proposed facility will be via the access off Michigan Ave. Hence, the facility 
will not have any material impact on traffic or parking.  
 

The proposed facility is entirely self-monitored by sophisticated computers which 
connect directly to a central office and which alert personnel to equipment malfunction or 
breach of security. Moreover, no material noise, glare, smoke, debris, traffic flow or any 
other nuisance will be generated by the proposed facility. 
 
 The proposed facility will be designed and constructed to meet applicable 
governmental and industry safety standards. Specifically, Verizon, will comply with FCC 
and FAA rules governing construction requirements, technical standards, interference 
protection, power and height limitations and radio frequency standards.  
 
The applicant’s proposed Wireless Telecommunications Facilities shall be maintained in a 
safe manner, and in compliance with all conditions of the Special Use Permit, without 
exception, unless specifically granted relief by the City in writing, as well as all applicable 
and permissible local codes, ordinances, and regulations, including any and all applicable 
city, state and federal laws, rules, and regulations.  
 
 
Requested Action  
 
 DRA respectfully requests a Special Use Permit, Height Variance, Landscaping 
Variance, and any other relief necessary to accommodate the installation of its proposed 
wireless communications facility on 102 E. Michigan Ave., Urbana, IL 61801. 
 
 DRA, expressly reserves all of its rights, including those available to it under the 
City of Urbana Zoning Ordinance or any other state, local or federal law. 



OPTION & LAND LEASE 

Site Name: Urbana High School  
Site No.:  DRA IL-1035  

  

This Option and Land Lease, hereinafter referred to as 
“Lease”, is made the last day executed below by and between 
Urbana School District #116, an Illinois school district, 
having an address of 1101 E University Ave, Suite B, Urbana, 
IL 61802, hereinafter referred to as "Lessor", and DRA 
Properties, LLC, a Missouri limited liability company, having an 
office at 343 S. Kirkwood Road, #5, Box# 220130, Kirkwood, 
MO 63122, hereinafter referred to as "Lessee." 

1.  The Option.   

(a) For the sum of $500.00 (five hundred dollars 
and 00/100) (the “Option Fee”), to be paid to Lessor by Lessee 
upon execution of this Lease and other good and valuable 
consideration, Lessor hereby grants to Lessee the exclusive and 
irrevocable option for one (1) year from the date hereof (the 
“Initial Option Period”), to lease the Leased Space (as defined 
below) on the terms and conditions set forth below (the 
“Option”).  The Option may be extended for an additional one (1) 
year period upon written notification to Lessor by Lessee 
accompanied by the payment of an additional $500.00 (five 
hundred dollars and 00/100) (the “Additional Option Fee”), 
delivered to Lessor prior to the end of the Initial Option Period.  
The Initial Option Period, as it may be extended, is referred to 
herein as the “Option Period.” 

(b) In the event the Additional Option Fee is not 
made and/or written notice not delivered by the due date for the 
same, then the Option will terminate and this Lease will 
terminate and Lessor will be entitled to retain all previously paid 
sums as full payment for the Option granted hereunder.  
However, if Lessor accepts the Additional Option Fee, Rent (as 
defined below) after the due date for the same, then Lessee's 
failure to make timely payment of the additional fee will be 
deemed waived and this Lease will be reinstated.  Upon 
Lessee's exercise of the Option, the Lease which follows will 
take effect and Lessee shall be not entitled to a credit for all 
Option Fees paid against Rent due under this Lease. 

(c) During the Option Period and at times 
acceptable to Lessor, Lessee shall have the right to enter 
Lessor’s property to conduct tests and studies, at Lessee’s 
expense, to determine the suitability of the Leased Space for 
Lessee’s intended use.  The tests may include, without 
limitation, surveys, soil tests and environmental assessments.  
Lessee shall maintain liability insurance with a minimum 
coverage amount of $1,000,000 per occurrence and shall 
provide Lessor with a Certificate of insurance naming Lessor as 
an additional insured prior to entering Lessor’s property. 

(d) Lessee may exercise the Option by delivery of 
written notice to Lessor in accordance with the Notice provision 
specified herein.  Upon Lessee’s exercise of the Option, the 
Lease which follows will take effect. 

2.  Leased Space and Premises.   Upon Lessee’s 
exercise of the Option, Lessor shall lease, and hereby leases, 
to Lessee approximately (520 square feet) of space as depicted 
in Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Leased Space”) within the 
property commonly known as 1002 S Race Street, Urbana, IL 
61801 (address) (PIN:93-21-17-402-008 and 93-21-17-402-
009)  with the legal description set forth in Exhibit B attached 
hereto (“Premises”).  Lessor also hereby grants to Lessee the 
right to survey the Leased Space at Lessee’s cost.  The survey 
will automatically replace Exhibit A and be made a part hereof.  
The Leased Space legal and access and utility easement set 
forth in the survey will replace any parent parcel description set 
forth in Exhibit B as soon as it becomes available.  In the event 
of any discrepancy between the description of the Leased 
Space contained herein and the survey, the survey will control. 
The Leased Space will be utilized to construct, support and 
operate a wireless communications facility, including a 
communications tower, antennas, cables, and related structures 
and improvements (collectively the “Structures”), including the 
uses as permitted and described in Section 11 of this Lease and 
for any other purpose with the Lessor’s prior written consent 
which shall not be unreasonably withheld, conditioned or 
delayed. 

 3.  Term.  The term of this Lease will be for fifty (50) 
years from the date Lessee exercises its Option (“Lease 
Commencement Date”).  Lessee may extend the Lease for two 
(2) additional terms of ten-years each subject to rent escalations 
described in Paragraph 4. 

4.  Rent.  The rent for the first five (5) years of the 
Lease, Lessee will pay $_1,000_per month (the “Rent”), paid in 
advance to Lessor, and Rent will commence first day of the 
month following the Lessee’s exercise of the Option. 

(a) Term Rent Increase. Beginning with the sixth (6th) 
year of the Lease and every five (5) year period thereafter, the 
then current monthly rental fee will be increased by ten percent 
(10%).    

(b) Additional Rent Payments. LESSEE shall pay 
LESSOR an additional $250 per month ($3,000/year) for each 
additional tenant who leases space on the tower and places 
equipment on the ground.  

   5.  Ingress and Egress.  Lessor hereby grants to 
Lessee an easement (the “Easement”) for ingress, egress and 
regress over the Premises adjacent to the Leased Space for 
construction, operation and maintenance of the Structures on 
the Leased Space, and for installation, construction, operation 
and maintenance of underground and above ground telephone, 
fiber, and power lines, in connection with its use of the Leased 
Space.  The term of this Easement will commence upon 
exercise of the Option and will continue until the expiration of the 
initial term or renewal term.  The location and configuration of 

















Site Name: Urbana High School  
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EXHIBIT A 

Current Sketch/Survey of the Leased Space within the Premises 

The Leased Space shall consist of (10’ x 36’ 360’ SF) and future (10’ x 16 160’ SF) totaling (520’ SF) ground space along with 
easement rights for access to the Leased Space by vehicle or foot from the nearest public way and for the installation of utility 
wires, poles, cables, conduits and pipes on the Premises in the approximate locations as depicted below: 

(Site Plan 1/2) 

 
       Initials:  ____________ 

      Initials:  ____________ 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

 
Planning Division 

 
m e m o r a n d u m 

 
 

 
TO:  The Urbana Plan Commission 
 
FROM: Robert Myers, AICP, Planning Manager 
 
DATE: June 3, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Plan Case No. 2145-SU-11: A request for a Special Use Permit to construct a 150-foot 

monopole telecommunications tower with antennas and a telecommunications equipment 
enclosure at 1201 S Vine Street, US Cellular applicants on behalf of the Urbana School 
District.  

 
 
Introduction  
 
On behalf of the Urbana School District 116, US Cellular Operating Company of Chicago has submitted 
an application (attached) for a Special Use Permit to construct a 150-foot telecommunications tower on 
property located at 1201 S Vine Street. Specifically, the tower would be located on the rear portion of 
this lot adjacent to the Urbana High School’s planned athletic field bleachers. The proposed tower would 
be set back approximately 150 feet east of the S. Race Street right-of-way line and approximately 255 
feet north of the Michigan Avenue right-of-way. The property is zoned CRE, Conservation-Recreation-
Education Zoning District.  
 
Pursuant to Section XIII-1.R of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, a Special Use Permit is required for 
telecommunications towers with antennas, as well as telecommunications equipment enclosures, in this 
zoning district. The Plan Commission must review the Special Use Permit application, hold a public 
hearing, and make a recommendation to the Urbana City Council. The Urbana City Council will 
approve, approve with certain conditions, or deny the application.  
 
According to the application, US Cellular wireless telephone coverage for a defined area of southwest 
Urbana is currently poor, meaning customers generally experience dropped signals outdoors and an 
inability to receive a wireless signal indoors. The proposed tower would allow wireless users in that area 
to have telephone and internet service through US Cellular and any other carriers choosing to collocate 
on the tower. The proposed tower design would be a self-supporting monopole type (“flagpole”) without 
a lattice structure or guy wires, and with no external antenna or apparatus mounted to the pole. The 
monopole design is intended to be less visually intrusive and more compatible with the surrounding 
residential neighborhood. Attached is a photograph of a similar tower on a school site in Quincy, Illinois 
and photographic simulations of the proposed tower on the Urbana High School property. 
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Background  
 
Description of the Site and Surrounding Properties 
 
The subject property is located southwest of downtown Urbana in the West Urbana Neighborhood and 
within a block bounded by Race Street on the west, Michigan Ave. on the south, Vine Street on the east, 
and Iowa Street on the north. The proposed tower would be located just south of the Urbana High 
School and adjacent to new athletic field bleachers. Specifically, the proposed tower would be located 
approximately 150 feet east of the S. Race Street right-of-way line and approximately 255 feet north of 
the Michigan Avenue right-of-way. (See attached Exhibit A: Land Use and Location Map.)  
 
Zoning and Land Use Table  
 
The property is zoned CRE (Conservation-Recreation-Education) which permits both public and private 
parks and recreation facilities, schools and universities, and other institutions. The 2005 Comprehensive 
Plan’s future land use designation (Map 11) for the site is “Institutional.” Comprehensive Plan Map 11 
is further annotated for this property with “Urbana High School” and “School District Long Range 
Facilities Plan (2003) addresses growing athletic and intramural sports expansion needs on a constricted 
campus.” 
 
The following is a summary of surrounding zoning and land uses for the subject site: 
 

Location Zoning Existing Land Use Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use

Subject 
Property CRE (Conservation-Recreation-Education) 

Urbana High School 
Urbana Aquatic Center, 

and Urbana Middle School 
Institutional 

North R-2 (Single-Family Residential) 
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

 
Single-Family Residential 
Neighborhood Business 

 

Residential (Urban Pattern) 
Neighborhood Business 

South R-2 (Single-Family Residential)  
Single-Family Residential 

Residential (Urban Pattern) 
Central Business 

East 

R-3 (Single and Two-Family Residential) 
R-5 (Medium High Density Multiple-

Family Residential) 
B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Single-Family Residential 
Condominiums (Fairlawn) 

Neighborhood Business 

Multi-Family 
Community Business 

Residential (Suburban Pattern) 

West R-2 (Single-Family Residential) 
CRE (Conservation-Recreation-Education) 

Single-Family Residential 
Carle Park 

Residential (Urban Pattern) 
Parks 

 
 
Neighborhood Meetings 
 
On May 5 and May 19, 2011, the applicants hosted two neighborhood meetings at Urbana High School 
to present the cell tower proposal to residents for comments prior to submitting a formal application to 
the City of Urbana. Letters were mailed to owners of parcels within 250 feet of the Urbana School 
District property. The first meeting was attended by one resident. The May 19 meeting received 
increased public attention. In addition to letters sent to property owners, the meeting was mentioned in 
multiple neighborhood electronic listserv messages and a May 18 feature news story published in The 
News-Gazette. Approximately 14 residents attended this second meeting. US Cellular representatives 
facilitated both meetings with Urbana School District and City of Urbana representatives attending to 
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answer any questions. Community residents offered questions and comments generally about the 
following topics: 
 

• The need for the proposed service, coverage area and signal strength 
• Whether existing towers or buildings could be used to collocate an antenna 
• Necessity for the proposed tower and tower height 
• Ability to allow other carriers to collocate new antennas  
• Aesthetic considerations such as tower design, visual intrusion into the neighborhood, lighting, 

and flags 
• Urbana School Board approval and potential revenues 
• Possible human health effects 

 
Federal and Local Roles 
 
The U.S. Congress through the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 provided state and local 
governments with the authority to approve the location of cell towers. But in reviewing applications for 
telecommunication facilities, the Act (47 U.S.C 332(c)(7)) requires local governments to: 
 

• Not unreasonably discriminate among providers offering functionally equivalent services; 
• Not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services; 
• Act upon applications within a reasonable time period; 
• Provide decisions for denial in writing and supported by substantial evidence contained in a 

written record; and 
• Not regulate placement of cell towers and antenna based of the environmental effects of 

radiofrequency electromagnetic (RF) emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with 
Federal Communication Commission (FCC) regulations for emissions. 

 
Concerning this last requirement, the Act reserves the power to regulate placement of cell towers based 
on potential human health effects to the Federal Communications Commission alone. Consequently, this 
is a topic that the Plan Commission and City Council should refrain from discussing to avoid an 
appearance that an application would be denied inappropriately. In fact in the 1997 court case Illinois 
RSA No. 3 v. County of Peoria, the County was ordered to issue a Special Use Permit which the County 
Board had previously denied in part based on potential health effects. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The following zoning requirements relate directly to telecommunication towers.  
 
Maximum Height. The Zoning Ordinance does not impose a maximum height for towers in CRE Zoning 
Districts, but height is reviewed on a case-by-case basis through the Special Use Permit process. 
 
Minimum Setback. The CRE Zoning District is defined by the Telecommunications Ordinance as a 
residential zoning district. Within residential districts, Section XIII-1.E.5 requires setbacks from 
minimum building setbacks on adjoining properties of 200% of the tower height. The proposed tower 
meets this setback requirement to the north, east and south. To the west the setback is only 225 feet. This 
deficiency can be addressed in one of three ways: 
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1. The tower height could be reduced to meet this setback requirement. In this case the service area 
and signal strength could be reduced, and future collocations might be impracticable. 

2. The tower could be relocated at least 75 feet to the east, realistically beyond the planned new 
bleachers. 

3. As permitted by Section XIII-1.E.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, the City Council could approve a 
reduction of the standard setback if the goals of the Telecommunication Ordinance would 
otherwise be better served.  

 
In City staff’s opinion, while the tower’s location is adequate, it would be less obtrusive to residences on 
the west side of Race Street if relocated to the east of the proposed site.  Relocation to the east would 
provide an improved buffer distance from the single-family neighborhood to the west and could also 
allow for mitigation by intervening structures.  Additional work with the applicant and property owner 
would be necessary to determine if a feasible alternative location can be identified. 
 
Tower Separation Distance. If other towers are located within 1,500 feet the applicant would need to 
provide evidence that the existing tower cannot accommodate new antenna. In this case no towers now 
exist within 1,500 feet.  
 
Collocation. Applicants for telecommunication towers must show that no reasonable alternatives exist 
for collocation on an existing tower in the area or for placement of an antenna on an existing building. 
The applicants have submitted an inventory of possible sites and analysis why those sites cannot be used 
instead of the proposed site. (See attached information.)    
 
Aesthetics. The application is for a self-supporting monopole tower, approximately 8 feet in diameter at 
the base and tapering to 4 feet at the top. The tower is not the open lattice type which would have a more 
utilitarian appearance. Antennas installed on the tower would be mounted inside the structure which 
again would avoid the utilitarian look found with antenna array. Since the tower is self-supporting no 
guy wires would be installed. The height of the tower would be 150 feet which is far above the typical 
building height and tree canopy in the neighborhood. Whether or not this should be considered an 
acceptable visual intrusion for the surrounding neighborhood should be part of Special Use Permit 
consideration. This can be considered under the Special Use Permit criteria in Section VII-4 discussed 
below in this memo.    
 
The Zoning Ordinance requires towers to have a neutral colored finish to better blend with the 
surrounding context and reduce visual obtrusiveness. Second, equipment enclosures should be screened 
to the extent possible with evergreen vegetation. In this case the equipment enclosure will be located 
underneath new athletic field bleachers, and cables connecting the tower and the equipment enclosure 
will be run underground. 
 
Security Fencing.  Under Section XIII-1.R.6, towers must be enclosed by security fencing not less than 
six feet in height as well as equipped with an appropriate anti-climbing device. However, that the Plan 
Commission may recommend or the City Council may waive such requirements, as deemed appropriate.  
The applicant is proposing a decorative iron fence around the tower, with landscaping to be placed 
inside the fence line. 
 
Landscaping. Under Section XIII-1.R.7, fenced telecommunication tower compounds must be screened 
by a 4-foot deep vegetative buffer preventing views of the tower compound from residential properties. 
In this case, the applicant is proposing to place landscaping within a decorative fence enclosure.  This 
proposal should adequately meet the security and landscaping requirements. The telecommunications 
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equipment enclosure will be installed underneath nearby bleachers with cables connecting the two 
installed underground. Consequently, the proposed tower is not expected to create an industrial-looking 
compound which would need to be screened. 
 
Lighting. The Zoning Ordinance prohibits towers from being artificially lit unless required by the 
Federal Aviation Administration. In this case, no safety (“blinking”) lights are required because the 
tower height is less than 200 feet. Therefore the tower will not be lit. 
 
State and Federal Requirements. The Urbana Zoning Ordinance (Section XIII-1.J) requires that 
telecommunication facilities conform to all State and Federal requirements, including those of the 
Federal Aviation and Federal Communications Commission. First, the FAA does not require towers less 
than 200 feet in height to be lit. In fact the Zoning Ordinance prohibits towers from being lit unless 
required by the FAA. Second, to help communities distinguish between facilities which are unlikely to 
raise FCC compliance concerns from those which may raise the same concerns, the FCC has published 
A Local Government Official’s Guide to Transmitting Antenna RF Emission Safety: Rules, Procedures, 
and Practical Guidance. Based on FCC guidelines, any cell phone antenna mounted on a tower (as 
opposed to a building) at least 10 meters (about 33 feet) above ground is considered a “categorically 
excluded facility” regardless of power levels. This means that the proposed 150-foot tower, by its very 
nature, would not raise radiofrequency electromagnetic exposure concerns under FCC regulations. 
Consequently, City staff believes that the proposed facility can comply with FCC requirements.  
 
Special Use Permit Term Limitations. In granting a Special Use Permit for a personal wireless service 
tower, the ordinance granting approval may limit Special Use Permit approval to the term of the lease or 
other agreement granting rights to use the property.    
 
Requirements for a Special Use Permit 
 
According to Section VII-4 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, applications for a Special Use Permit must 
demonstrate the following: 
 
 That the proposed use is conducive to the public convenience at that location. 
 
According to the application, the proposed tower serve an area of southwest Urbana which currently 
experiences dropped signals outdoors and generally an inability to receive a signal indoors. Other than 
University of Illinois property, the proposed location is one of very few parcels which could 
accommodate a tower of this height in terms of setbacks. Additionally, this telecommunications facility 
is designed to support other wireless providers meaning that the need to future towers in the area would 
be reduced.   
 
City staff recommends a finding that the proposed use would be conducive to the public convenience at 
this location in allowing telecommunication services to be provided to an underserved area. The zoning 
lot on which the tower would be located is one of the few neighborhood lots large enough to allow 
adequate setbacks for a 150-foot tower.  
 

That the proposed use is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be 
unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the district in which it shall be located, or otherwise 
injurious or detrimental to the public welfare. 

 



6 

In terms of aesthetics, because the proposed telecommunications tower would be placed within a 
residential neighborhood, high quality design must be incorporated to reduce visual intrusion to the 
greatest extent possible. It would be helpful to note the attached photo simulations and actual photo of a 
“flagpole” cell tower on a school site in Quincy, Illinois as part of this consideration.   
 
Some positive aspects of the tower’s design include: 
 

• use of a self-supporting monopole rather than lattice design,  
• lack of guy wires which may be considered unsightly, 
• antenna mounts on the interior of the structure to avoid using utilitarian-looking arrays, 
• lack of “blinking” or other lights, 
• use of neutral colors so as not to stand out against the background or sky,  
• adequate setbacks from property lines,  
• construction of the utility equipment shelter underneath bleachers, and  
• installation of cables underground.   

 
Some negative aspects of the tower’s design include: 
 

• its height (150 feet) in relation to the height of the existing neighborhood building stock and tree 
canopy,  

• failure to locate the tower behind existing buildings or mature trees on the property to soften 
views,  

• placement of the tower within an outdoor gathering area (athletic field) as opposed to a less 
accessible part of the property, and 

• failure to meet recommended minimum setback from the west 
• views from residences located to the south and west. 

 
In terms of being detrimental to the public welfare, the tower would be designed to avoid climbing: no 
lattice, no guy wire, and installation of a fence around the base.      
 
City staff recommends a finding that the proposed use will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental 
to the public welfare due to its self-supporting monopole rather than lattice design, use of interior 
antenna as opposed to mounting on exterior arrays, and absence of artificial lighting.  However, 
additional work is necessary to evaluate whether the setback from residential properties to the west can 
be increased by an alternative on-site location.  
 

That the proposed use conforms to the applicable regulations and standards of, and preserves the 
essential character of, the district in which it shall be located, except where such regulations and 
standards are modified by Section VII-7. 

 
Telecommunication towers are permitted in CRE zoning districts under Special Use Permit review. The 
proposed facility is designed to meet applicable regulations and standards of the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance, Urbana Building Code, and State and Federal laws and regulations. This would not only 
include the Federal Aviation Administration and Federal Communications Commission but Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act. Should the Special Use Permit be granted, the petitioner will 
be required to obtain a building permit from the City to erect the tower and antenna. The building permit 
application will be reviewed to insure compliance with the provisions of the Special Use Permit as well 
as all other applicable codes and ordinances.  
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Additionally, Special Use Permits for towers must show that the base is securely fenced and that the 
facilities are visually screened with landscaping. The Plan Commission, however, can recommend to the 
City Council a waiver of the landscape screening or fencing requirements if the goals of the Zoning 
Ordinance would otherwise be better served (Section XIII-1.R.7).  
 
Consideration 
 
Under Section VII-4 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, the Plan Commission must determine whether the 
application and evidence provided at the public hearing:  
 

• Justify the granting of the Special Use Permit, and  
• Show that the proposed use will be in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance, and  
• Show that the proposed use will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental to the district in 

which it shall be located, or 
•  Show that the proposed use will not otherwise be injurious or detrimental to the public welfare. 

 
Additionally, the Plan Commission must make a recommendation to the City Council for or against the 
proposed special use, and may also recommend such additional conditions as appropriate or necessary 
for the public health, safety, and welfare, and to carry out the purposes of the Ordinance, including but 
not limited to the following: 
 

1. Regulate the location, extent, and intensity of such use; 
2. Require adherence to an approve site plan; 
3. Require landscaping and the screening of such use by means of fences, walls, or vegetation; 
4. Stipulate a required minimum lot size, minimum yards, and maximum height of buildings 

and structures; 
5. Regulate vehicular access and volume, and the design and location of parking and loading 

areas and structures; 
6. Require conformance to health, safety, and sanitation requirements as necessary; 
7. Regulate signs and outdoor lighting; and/or 
8. Any other conditions deemed necessary to effect the purposes of this Ordinance. 

 
Proposed Findings 
 

1. Telecommunication towers are permitted in the C-R-E, Conservation-Recreation-Education 
zoning district under Special Use Permit review. 
 

2. The proposed use is conducive to the public convenience in allowing telecommunications service 
to an underserved area. The specific zoning lot is large enough to allow adequate setbacks for a 
150-foot tower. 

 
3. The proposed use should not pose a detriment to the district in which it is proposed to be located 

or adjoining properties due to use of a self-supporting monopole rather than lattice design, use of 
interior antenna as opposed to mounting on exterior arrays, and absence of artificial lighting.  
Additionally, the tower would be designed to avoid climbing.   
 



8 

4. Additional work with the applicant is necessary to determine if the setback from the west can be 
feasibly increased by an alternative location that can better meet the recommendations of the 
Zoning Ordinance and provide for improved buffering from sensitive viewpoints from the west. 
 

5. The proposed tower will be designed to meet applicable regulations and standards of the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance, Urbana Building Code, and applicable State and Federal laws and 
regulations. 

 
Options 
 
The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council regarding 
Plan Case No. 2145-SUP-11: 
  

1. Recommend approval with no additional conditions; or 
 

2. Recommend approval with new conditions deemed appropriate or necessary for the public 
health, safety, and welfare, and to carry out the purposes of the Zoning Ordinance; or 

 
3. Recommend denial. 

 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the Plan Commission open the public hearing on this case and begin discussion, 
but CONTINUE consideration of the case until a subsequent meeting in order to allow time for City 
staff to meet with the applicant and property owner to determine if an improved on-site location can be 
identified that better meets the setback requirements to the west and provides additional visual buffering.  
Provision of additional information and details on the fencing and landscaping plan are also 
recommended. 
 
The following conditions for any approval that may be granted are recommended and may be revised 
pending the outcome of further discussion with the applicant and property owner: 
 

1. The tower location shall closely conform to the site plan provided in the application (as it may 
subsequently be amended). Any significant deviation from approved plans will require an 
amendment to the Special Use Permit, including further review by the Urbana Plan Commission 
and approval by the Urbana City Council; and 
 

2. The design, installation, and operation of the tower shall be in accordance with all applicable 
city, state, and Federal codes, ordinances, and regulations, including those for public health and 
safety, with an exception for a waiver for screening in accordance with Section XIII-1.R.7 of the 
Zoning Ordinance; and  
 

3. The Special Use Permit approval shall be limited to the term of the lease or other agreement 
granting rights to use the property; and 
 

4. If the tower is no longer being used, the applicant shall remove the tower within 180 days.  
Failure to remove an abandoned tower within said 180 days shall be grounds for the City to 
cause removal of the tower at the owner’s expense.   
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Exhibits: 

A. Location & Land Use Map  
B. Zoning Map 
C. Future Land Use Map 
D. Application with proposed site plan and tower plans 
E. Simulated photos 

 
 
cc: Michael Doran, site consultant, Michael.doran1@comcast.net 
 K.C.S. Corporation, r.wilk@kcscorp.com 
 IG Consulting, Inc., gered@igconsulting.net 
 Paul Stockert, US Cellular Attorney, paul.stockert@uscellular.com 
 Preston Williams, Urbana School District Superintendant, williapr@cmi.k12.il.us 
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Similar monopole telecommunications tower now sited  
on a school property in Quincy, Illinois 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
                
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                          APPROVED 
         
DATE:  June 9, 2011 
 
TIME:  7:30 P.M. 
 
 PLACE: Urbana City Building – City Council Chambers 
 400 South Vine Street 
 Urbana, IL  61801 
 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Jane Burris, Andrew Fell, Tyler Fitch, Lew Hopkins, Dannie Otto, 

Michael Pollock 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Ben Grosser, Bernadine Stake, Marilyn Upah-Bant 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Robert Myers, Planning Manager; Rebecca Bird, Planner I; Teri 

Andel, Planning Secretary 
      
OTHERS PRESENT: Walter Alspaugh, Linda Bauer, Clark Bullard, Michael Doran, 

Darwin Fields, Ruth Ann Fisher, Mark Foley, Andrew Graumlich, 
John Jakobsze, Ralph Langenheim, Imran Malik, Donald and 
Sandee Moore, Gary and Michele Olsen, Peggy Patten, William 
and Grace Schoedel, Susan Taylor, Lisa Travis, Gale Walden 

 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER, ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 
 
Chair Pollock called the meeting to order at 7:37 p.m. The roll was called and a quorum was 
declared present. 
 
2. CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
 
Due to a large number of people in the audience present to hear other cases on the agenda, Chair 
Pollock said that he wished to move Plan Case No. 2142-T-11 to the end of the agenda.  The 
Plan Commission agreed. 
 
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
The minutes of the May 5, 2011 Plan Commission meeting were presented for approval.  Mr. 
Fitch moved that the Plan Commission approve the minutes as presented.  Mr. Hopkins seconded 
the motion but on page 10, line 6 from the top, replacing the word “quarter” with the word 
“corridor.” The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote as amended. 
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4. COMMUNICATIONS 
 

 Email from Fran Ansel regarding Plan Case No. 2145-SU-11 
 Email from Jeff Unger regarding Plan Case No. 2145-SU-11 
 Section 2-4 of the Urbana City Code. Public Meetings 
 Planning Commissioner’s Journal – Number 82, Spring 2011 

 
5. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
Plan Case No. 2145-SU-11 – A request by US Cellular on behalf of the Urbana School 
District for a Special Use Permit to construct a 150-foot monopole telecommunications 
tower with antennas, and a telecommunications equipment enclosure at 1201 South Vine 
Street in the City’s CRE, Conservation-Recreation-Education Zoning District. 
 
Chair Pollock announced that as an employee of the Urbana School District that he would 
abstain from this case.  He then asked for a nomination for another member of the Plan 
Commission to serve as Acting Chairperson.  Ms. Burris nominated Tyler Fitch, and Mr. 
Hopkins seconded the nomination.  The Plan Commission voted approval of the motion.  Chair 
Pollock then left the meeting and Mr. Fitch assumed the position of Acting Chairperson. 
 
Robert Myers, Planning Manager, presented this case to the Plan Commission.  He stated the 
purpose of the special use permit request.  He spoke about the different types of towers and 
showed photos of towers in other areas, some of which are similar to the proposed tower in this 
case.  He noted the location, existing land use and zoning of the proposed site as well as that of 
the surrounding properties.  He reviewed the site plan noting the distance that the proposed tower 
would be located from homes along Race Street.  He explained why the petitioner feels that the 
proposed tower should be located at this location rather than elsewhere on the School District’s 
property.  He summarized the requirements of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 for 
local governments reviewing cell tower applications. He also reviewed the requirements for a 
Special Use Permit according to Section VII-4 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  He read the 
options of the Plan Commission and presented staff’s recommendation. 
 
Mr. Fell asked if the height of the tower is part of the Special Use Permit or will the petitioner 
need a separate zoning variance for it.  Mr. Myers replied that the height of the tower is a waiver 
which could be approved as part of the special use approval.  Mr. Fell wondered if it is held to 
the standards that are required to get a zoning variance.  Mr. Myers said no.  The criterion 
provided in the Zoning Ordinance is that if the Plan Commission and the City Council feel that 
the goals of the ordinance are better served with tower being at this particular location then they 
can approve it. 
 
Mr. Hopkins inquired as to why the proposed tower has to comply with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act.  Is it because the Urbana High School is listed?  Mr. Myers 
replied that it is because they are need a federal license, and anytime you use federal money or 
request a federal license, the project has to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and Section 707 of the State Historic Act. 
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Mr. Otto asked that Mr. Myers elaborate more about what the results could be if the Plan 
Commission allowed discussion concerning environmental effects of radiofrequency 
electromagnetic (RF) emissions.  He knows that in the discussions at the neighborhood meetings 
with US Cellular, some residents voiced concern with this.  Mr. Myers explained that although 
this sort of discussion could take place at a neighborhood or School Board meeting, local 
governments must comply with the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 in reviewing tower 
applications. The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) is responsible for regulating 
telecommunication towers in terms of health and safety concerning RF emissions. Based on the 
law, a court overturned a Peoria County, Illinois denial of a tower based in part possible health 
effects and so it’s clear that this aspect should not be part of our consideration.  Mr. Otto stated 
that he felt this is important to clarify for the people in the audience who would like to comment 
later during the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Otto continued by saying that there are other health and safety issues that are not related to 
RF emissions that they can discuss, such as electrical storms hitting the utility structure located 
under the bleachers.  Mr. Myers said that is correct.  They can also discuss the possibility of a 
tower collapsing, security, etc. 
 
Mr. Otto wondered if the Quincy photo that was shown during the City staff presentation was 
real or touched up using Photo Shop software.  Mr. Myers said that it is a photo of an existing 
tower in Quincy, Illinois provided by the applicants. It’s not a simulated photo. 
 
There were no further questions for City staff, so Acting Chair Fitch opened the hearing for 
public input. 
 
John Jakobsze, of US Cellular, approached the Plan Commission and introduced the other 
members of his team, Michael Doran (Site Acquisition Consultant) and Imran Malik (Senior RF 
Engineer).  He thanked Mr. Myers for his thoroughness and his outstanding preparation.  He then 
gave a presentation on the following: 
 

 Background of US Cellular 
 US Cellular’s On-Going Commitment to Customers and Communities It Serves 

 
Mr. Malik continued their presentation by talking about the following: 
 

 Pre-Coverage Map – Pink area shows problematic area where customers are 
experiencing the most connection issues. 

 Area Map used to choose possible tower sites 
 Existing Sites within Urbana or within 1.5 miles 
 Adjacent US Cellular Sites 
 Site Selection Process 
 Typical Cell Sites 
 Search Area 
 Existing Structures that were 1st and 2nd Preferred 

 United Methodist Church 
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 City Hall Tower 
 Hendrick’s House 
 WILL Tower 
 T-Mobile/Sprint Tower 
 Met Cad Towers 
 Champaign County Courthouse 
 Other Preferred Locations 

 Urbana High School Location 
 Post-Coverage Map 

 
Mr. Jakobsze discussed the following: 
 

 Proposed Cell Site Characteristics of the Urbana High School Location 
 Overall Site Plan 
 Enlarged Site Plan showing the tower surrounded by a 6’ high fence and underground 

ducts 
 Elevation 
 Photo Simulations 
 Benefits to the Community 
 Addresses Goals of Zoning Ordinance 

 
He thanked the Plan Commission for their consideration and mentioned that they are available to 
answer any questions that they may have. 
 
Mr. Fell questioned what the estimated life span of a tower.  Mr. Jakobsze answered that 
although towers have a “book value” of 40 years, with proper maintenance they can last a lot 
longer than that. 
 
Mr. Fell wondered when the tower is no longer used, who will have to tear the tower down?  Mr. 
Jakobsze responded that US Cellular would be required by the lease agreement they will have 
with the Urbana School District to remove the tower if no longer used. 
 
Mr. Fell noticed that on the site plan, there appears to be an access easement for the tower, but 
there is no easement for the equipment building.  What is the possibility when there are more 
users located on the tower that they would need to access the equipment building?  Would this 
mean that they could tear down the bleachers?  Mr. Jakobsze replied that under the bleachers 
there will be a series of storage rooms, and US Cellular will lease one of the storage rooms for 
their equipment.  The lease agreement with the School District for the storage room will also 
address easements and leasing the location of the tower.  Mr. Hopkins wondered how big the 
storage rooms would be.  Mr. Jakobsze said their unit would be about 12 feet by 15 feet. 
 
Mr. Hopkins wondered what would happen when lightning strikes.  Mr. Jakobsze explained that 
the structures are grounded per specific standards. 
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Mr. Hopkins asked Mr. Jakobsze to elaborate on why none of the University of Illinois sites were 
acceptable.  Mr. Jakobsze explained that US Cellular approached the University, but they had 
difficulty in reaching an agreement with them. 
 
Acting Chair Fitch noted that they received two written communications from individuals via 
email.  One email is from Fran Ansel and the other is from Jeff Unger. 
 
William Schoedel, 1207 South Race Street, mentioned that he lives across the street from the site 
of the proposed tower.  His main concern is that the tower will not be aesthetically pleasing and 
will not fit because it is too big.  People in the community have spent a lot of money on the 
Urbana High School because it is a building of architectural distinction, and the school is in the 
middle of a redevelopment of the grounds.  It seems odd to place something there that will not fit 
and will look tacky.  He urged the Plan Commission to try to avoid this. 
 
Walter Alspaugh, 206 West Indiana Avenue, stated that he can see the proposed site from where 
he lives.  When the story was first published in the News-Gazette it referenced microwaves.  He 
asked the applicants if they leave their microwave door open in their homes. Chairman Fitch 
asked the speaker to address their comments to the Commission and not the applicants.  Mr. 
Alspaugh continued that many young people in the community are going to school in this area, 
and we are not sure if cell towers are safe. Mr. Fitch said he felt uncomfortable with the direction 
of these comments because it’s a topic which can’t be a factor in making a decision. Mr. 
Alspaugh pointed out that there is a discrepancy in the reason for the tower being located on the 
proposed site.  City staff mentioned that it is to allow for school building expansion, but the 
petitioner said it was due to the current plans to redevelop the grounds. He asked if they turn the 
power off when a maintenance person works on the tower.  Acting Chair Fitch replied that he 
feels confident that OSHA (Occupational Safety and Health Administration) and FCC 
regulations would apply. Mr. Alspaugh is unhappy with the proposed Special Use Permit 
request.  He suggested that the petitioner research locating the proposed tower on University 
property again. 
 
Ralph Langenheim, 401 West Vermont Avenue, supports the preservation of the historic and 
cultural values inherent not just in the high school itself, but how the high school, fountain in 
Carle Park, and Abraham Lincoln statue form an outdoor area which should be protected. One of 
the top 20 statues of Abraham Lincoln in the nation is located across the street from the high 
school.  In front of the statue, Congressman Tim Johnson declared his candidacy and people get 
married there.  The façade of the high school is one of the better public buildings from the point 
of architecture. When looking at the proposed plans he does not feel that they are as bad as they 
could be.  However, it will still be obtrusive.  It will not add any value to the cultural monument 
of the Lincoln statue.  He has been monitoring his email and listening to the West Urbana 
Neighborhood Association (WUNA) and has found that a large number of his constituents are 
unhappy with the proposed tower as well. 
 
Clark Bullard, 509 West Washington Street, feels that the proposed tower will be a terribly ugly 
intrusion next to a historic building that the taxpayers are still paying for from the referendum 
when they rehabbed it in order to preserve it to the community.  The written documents in the 
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packet of information only talk about the view from a few residences. However, every citizen of 
the community and every visitor will be exposed to the view. 
 
Mr. Bullard went on to say that the Findings of Fact in the packet are only blanket assertions that 
say the proposed tower would be good for the public convenience. One of the proposed findings 
actually uses the name of a different city instead of Urbana.  At one of the previous meetings 
between the School Board and the neighborhood, some residents asked US Cellular what the 
problem is that they are trying to solve.  How many people are affected?  Is it just affecting US 
Cellular customers?  US Cellular refused to answer these questions, and he hasn’t heard any 
answers during this meeting.  He spoke with an engineer who told him that 9-1-1 works with any 
carrier as long as they have coverage in an area.  So, are the dropped calls because US Cellular is 
unwilling to pay roaming charges to a competitor who has better coverage in the area?  As a 
result, he feels there are technical questions that have not been asked or answered effectively. 
 
He mentioned that he is an engineer.  If this proposal is a result of a standard engineering 
analysis, then you are looking at the solution that is the least costly and most profitable for US 
Cellular.  There has not been much evidence that alternatives will not work.  He suggested 
increasing power at the existing transmitters so they reach farther or the alternative of having 
multiple smaller towers. He wondered why the other eight alternative locations were located 
north of High Street when the underserved area is more than a half of a mile south of the Urbana 
High School.  There were not any preferred sites located in the southern area. Why not replace 
one of the existing ugly towers with one of these beautiful poles.  Have people really tried to be 
imaginative about solving the problem?  Is this a public problem or is it something that only 
affects a hand-full of people? 
 
Mark Foley, 411 West Illinois, stated that he has two young children who will be going through 
the Urbana School District.  He also is a teacher at the Urbana High School.  His classroom will 
be the closest room to the proposed tower.  He mentioned that the last thing the high school 
needs is better reception because the students do enjoy texting during class.  The high school is 
probably the one place in the City where the most human beings are for most of the time during 
the week. He feels installing a telecommunications tower that has a lot of power and electricity 
going through it in the midst of all these people could be potentially dangerous. He is very 
anxious and excited about getting new athletic grounds and stadium coming in.  Everyone he has 
spoken with agree that the proposed tower would be an eyesore and would diminish the beauty 
of the new stadium. He stated that he was speaking as a citizen and not as a teacher.  He only 
represented himself and not the School District or anyone else. 
 
Gale Walden, 306 West Washington Street, mentioned that she has a daughter who is 13 years 
old and attends the Urbana Middle School.  No one is listening to the children’s concerns.  Her 
daughter told her that the proposed tower would make her feel bad about her school if the School 
District was so financially desperate to allow something like this. Ms. Walden has a problem 
with corporations inside publicly funded entities, specifically educational entities.  What does 
this teach the children? 
 
Mr. Otto asked if the Findings of Fact were drafted by City staff or by US Cellular.  Mr. Myers 
pointed out that the Findings of Fact that Mr. Bullard had referred to are part of the petitioner’s 
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application and was drafted by the applicant. City staff’s proposed Findings of Fact are included 
in the City staff memo. 
 
Mr. Jakobsze re-approached the Plan Commission.  He commented that in doing research on 
existing structures in the area, one of the towers that they identified was a Verizon tower which 
was approved under a Special Use Permit by the City Council in 1993.  He noticed that the 200% 
fall zone requirement was not conformed to in that permit, so it appears to be a precedent already 
established for one carrier.  He is not sure when the 200% fall zone requirement came into effect. 
 
He asked the Plan Commission what they would like to see in a subsequent presentation if this 
case is continued to the next meeting.  Mr. Otto replied that he would like to see someone come 
to the meeting that can represent and speak on behalf of the School Board.  He would also like to 
hear more about the basis for an agreement with the University of Illinois being unacceptable.  
Mr. Jakobsze said that he would present responses to these concerns. 
 
There was no further public input.  Acting Chair Fitch closed the public input portion of the 
hearing, and he opened it up for Plan Commission discussion. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked for clarification regarding the 200% fall zone.  Does the Zoning Ordinance 
set the 200% limit relative to the parcel boundary?  Mr. Myers stated that the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a setback of 200% of the tower height from the front-yard setback line of the nearest 
residential zoning district.  So basically the proposed tower should be setback 300 feet from the 
front-yard setback line of the houses located on the west side of Race Street.  It will be about 75 
feet short of complying with this requirement. This setback requirement is more stringent in  
residential zoning districts than it is in a business or industrial zoning district. Urbana’s 
telecommunications ordinance specifically defines the CRE (Conservation-Recreation-
Education) zone as a type of residential zone, and so a 200% setback is required unless waived as 
part of the Special Use Permit approval. There needs to be a reason for waiving the requirement.  
In this case there are barriers for locating the tower elsewhere on the High School/Junior High 
property, but on the other hand it’s really a large area (five square blocks).  Therefore, he 
recommends that the City staff meet with the petitioner and discuss other possible locations on 
the property which would meet the 300 foot setback requirement.  This way City staff could 
advise the Plan Commission at the next meeting on whether a waiver would be justified if the 
tower remains there. 
 
Mr. Hopkins said that there seems to be two levels of questions that would be of interest. What 
are the explicit trade-offs of the locations on the high school/middle school site itself?  His initial 
reaction is to locate the proposed tower in the middle of the site. However, the middle of the site 
may be over the sanitary sewer easement. Is there really no place to locate the tower elsewhere?  
What do we know about the foundation requirements for a telecommunications tower?  Knowing 
a little more about why it doesn’t make sense to construct the proposed tower in the middle of 
the school site would be important, especially when considering the waiver. 
 
Mr. Fell agrees with Mr. Hopkins.  He feels uncomfortable lumping in a zoning variance with a 
Special Use Permit because he does not believe that they meet the criteria for a zoning variance.  
He asked for clarification on why the City can lump the zoning variance in with the Special Use 
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Permit and not require a separate review for it.  Mr. Myers explained that the Zoning Ordinance 
authorizes a few waivers to be approved with the Special Use Permit process. For instance 
landscaping is normally required around the base of cell towers, but the Zoning Ordinance 
allows waivers for landscaping in the Special Use Permit process if the City Council feels that 
the area would be better served without the landscaping. The radio tower for the Independent 
Media Center was just approved without landscaping, at the request of the Plan Commission and 
approval of the City Council.  
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that the second level of questions is more explicit explanation of the trade-
offs with alternative sites.  Because of the tower requirements, there are not many potentially 
legal locations for such a tower within the area of interest other than University properties or the 
Urbana High School property.  There are not that many large sites where they could place a 
tower that far away from residential.  This means that alternative sites would need to include 
something other than 150’ towers.  Maybe they could replace the City’s tower or they could use 
multiple smaller towers.  In any case, this is the kind of information that the Plan Commission 
needs. 
 
Mr. Fitch also feels that some continued discussion and further research into the two levels of 
questions would potentially be helpful. 
 
The Plan Commission continued the hearing until the next Plan Commission meeting, scheduled 
for June 23, 2011.  
 
Plan Case No. 2146-M-11 – A request by Gary Olsen on behalf of Verdant Prairies, LLC to 
rezone a 4.01 acre parcel at 704 East Windsor Road from CRE, Conservation-Recreation-
Education District, to R-3, Single and Two-Family Residential Zoning District. 
 
Plan Case No. 2146-PUD-11 – A request by Gary Olsen on behalf of Verdant Prairies, LLC 
for preliminary approval for a Residential Planned Unit Development at 704 East Windsor 
Road under Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Rebecca Bird, Planner I, presented these two cases together to the Plan Commission.  She 
explained the purpose for the proposed rezoning and residential planned unit development 
(PUD).  She noted the location of the site and described the proposed PUD project.  She 
discussed the existing zoning and land use of the site as well as that of the surrounding 
properties.  She discussed how the proposed project relates to the goals and objectives of the 
Urbana Comprehensive Plan.  She reviewed the LaSalle criteria for rezoning of the property.  
She then discussed the PUD preliminary approval process.  She reviewed the PUD criteria noting 
the requirements and the recommended design features according to Section XIII-3 of the 
Urbana Zoning Ordinance.  She read the options of the Plan Commission and presented City 
staff’s recommendation for approval for both applications. 
 
Mr. Fitch noted that some of the proposed structures are not permitted in the R-3 Zoning District 
by right. Would this require additional review and action by another board or commission?  Ms. 
Bird said no.  The purpose of a planned unit development is to allow greater flexibility in the 
regular development regulations for a zoning district. While the PUD Ordinance requires a 
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higher quality of design and features, the developer is allowed greater flexibility in uses and 
development regulations.  The only waiver the developer requests for the proposed project is for 
the building height. 
 
With no questions for City staff, Acting Chair Fitch asked if the petitioner had any additional 
information for the Plan Commission’s consideration. 
 
Gary Olsen and Andrew Graumlich, Olsen & Associates Architects, approached the Plan 
Commission.  Mr. Olsen mentioned that he had been working with City staff for over a year on 
the proposed project.  He believes together they have come up with a development that will be 
successful in revitalizing the property. 
 
He gave a presentation on the following: 
 

 Aerial Plan of Site 
 Proposed Site Plan 
 Time Expected to Complete 
 Layout of One Story Duplex Dwelling Unit 
 Fourplex Building Plan – First Floor 
 Fourplex Building Plan – Second Floor 
 Fourplex Building – Front Elevation 
 Fourplex Building – Side Elevation 
 Parking Level Floor Plan – Twelveplex Building 
 First Floor Plan – Twelveplex Building 
 Second Floor Plan – Twelveplex Building 
 Third Floor Plan – Twelveplex Building 
 3 Story 12 DU – Front Elevation 
 3 Story 12 DU – Side Elevation 
 Club House 
 Variance for height of 3 story 12 DU buildings 
 Modular Building Construction 

 
Mr. Fell asked if the interior street would be dedicated to the City of Urbana.  Mr. Olsen replied 
that the entryway would belong to the City and the rest of the interior street would remain 
privately owned and maintained. 
 
Mr. Fell wondered who owns the strip of land where the sidewalk is on the northwest side.  Mr. 
Olsen believes that this strip was deeded over as open space by the previous owner.  Ms. Bird 
stated that this strip is owned by an owner of property on Scovill that is adjacent to it. The 
sidewalk across this property has a public access easement. 
 
Mr. Fell stated that he has no objection to granting a variance for the height of a building; 
however, he objects to granting it as a blanket variance across the entire property because 
although he feels it is appropriate for the buildings that will face Windsor Road, it is not 
appropriate for the area on the north part of the property. If Mr. Olsen sells the property to 
someone else they could then construct all the buildings higher than in this proposal.  Ms. Bird 
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noted that the waiver is cited in the City staff recommendation on Page 13 of the written staff 
report and states, “Maximum height for the two twelve-unit buildings as shown in the attached 
elevation drawing marked ‘3 Story 12 DU – Front (South) Elevation’ (Exhibit G)”. 
 
Mr. Otto asked for clarification regarding stormwater detention.  Mr. Olsen pointed out that on 
the east and west sides, and in front along Windsor Road, there will be dry basins that will fill up 
as rain gardens where water will slowly soak into the ground.  Ms. Bird added that it will be 
necessary for the petitioner to submit a detailed stormwater management plan when they ask for 
approval of the final PUD.  This plan will need to be approved by the City Engineer, Bill Gray. 
 
Mr. Otto questioned whether the petitioner was asking for any waivers from the standard 
stormwater requirements for a development like this.  Ms. Bird said no. 
 
Mr. Olsen explained that they are requesting approval of the proposed preliminary residential 
PUD so they can start working on the final documents.  Final documents will show how the 
stormwater plan will work and all the details of it.  They do intend to build the development as 
shown in the preliminary plans.  There might be some variation in how things look in Phase 3 
depending on how the construction of the other buildings goes. 
 
Mr. Otto explained that he is concerned about detention because from the proposed plans it 
appears that most of the proposed site will be roofed over and paved over.  The surrounding 
property owners will be concerned about stormwater drainage as well.  Mr. Olsen responded that 
all the hard surfaces will be permeable concrete except for the sidewalks. 
 
Mr. Myers noted that the PUD offers flexibility when it comes to zoning, but it doesn’t offer 
waivers from the Subdivision and Land Development Code.  Before the petitioner will be able to 
get building permits, they will need to submit a stormwater plan that meets the stormwater 
requirements in terms of retention.  The permeable surfaces and rain gardens are good features 
but can’t take the place of flood control measures. 
 
Mr. Fell inquired as to whether the petitioner will be going for LEED Certification.  Mr. Olsen 
said no. 
 
Mr. Fell asked if City staff was planning to install a stop sign.  There are not very many arterial 
streets that come out on Windsor Road.  Mr. Olsen answered that they do want to control the 
traffic in this area.  City staff is considering what would be the best way to do this. 
 
Mr. Fitch opened the meeting to public comment. 
 
Linda Bauer, 709 Scovill Street, said that the proposed development will abut their rear property 
line.  She and her husband are concerned about noise, lack of privacy, lights and stormwater 
drainage.  They feel that 48 units seem like a lot for the proposed site.  However, she would 
rather have the proposed development be constructed than a liquor store or flimsy apartments 
which could be denser.  She recommends that the petitioner provide some screening along the 
common property line.  The proposed development appears to be well planned, but ask her again 
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in a year.  She believes overall that it could improve property values and she is hoping for the 
best. 
 
Mr. Fitch questioned whether the final PUD plans would address screening.  Mr. Myers said yes. 
 
Don Moore, 901 Scovill Street, stated that he agrees with his neighbor’s comments in that the 
proposed project is better than the dirt they currently have to look at and better than some of the 
options that could be developed on the site.  He is also concerned about traffic in this area 
already and feels that the traffic going in and out of Meadowbrook Park needs better protection. 
He mentioned that he is the only one on Scovill Street that already has a privacy fence in his 
back yard.  He would prefer that the north sidewalk be eliminated. He is also concerned about 
drainage.  They want to make sure there is a good demarcation where the drainage would not 
come into his back yard. The proposed PUD has some good potential, and he does not stand in 
opposition. 
 
With no further comments or questions from the public audience, Acting Chair Fitch closed the 
public input portion of the hearing.  He then opened it up for Plan Commission discussion and/or 
motions. 
 
Mr. Fitch stated that his major concern is traffic on Windsor Road.  There needs to be something 
at Vine Street and Windsor Road to create a safer environment for pedestrians crossing the road. 
 
Mr. Fell wondered if the PUD has to conform to the screening requirements in a multi-family 
residential zoning district.  Mr. Myers said that appropriate screening should be provided.  The 
City can deal with screening when the petitioner submits the final PUD plans for approval. The 
idea behind having a two-step approval process is to provide a general plan during the 
preliminary process and receive public comments, and in the final process the developer would 
submit a more refined plan that deals with specific issues identified at the preliminary public 
hearing.  Mr. Fitch agreed and thanked the residents in the nearby neighborhood for attending the 
public hearing and voicing their concerns. 
 
Mr. Fell expressed his concerns about the height waiver. It seems too specific. A number of 
variables can cause the height of a building to change. For instance soil conditions might require 
a slightly lower or higher foundation and building height. How much leeway should the City 
give the petitioner?  He is inclined to provide some leeway because the height variance is for the 
buildings facing Windsor Road where he feels taller buildings are more appropriate; however, 
there should be a limit.  Mr. Olsen commented that he is only asking for a height waiver up to 6 
feet 8 inches and not any more.  Mr. Fell suggested wording the language to say that the height 
variance would be up to 10 feet without reconsideration. 
 
Mr. Hopkins pointed out that when the Plan Commission reviews the final PUD plans this issue 
will come up again.  He asked if they need to approve it twice or just wait until the final PUD 
plans are submitted.  Ms. Bird replied that it is good that they discuss this issue and have 
something as part of the preliminary approval so that the petitioner knows in his refining of the 
plans whether or not he can continue to include the extra height.  Mr. Fell said that they could 
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leave it at 6 feet 8 inches for now and raise it later if necessary when the petitioner submits the 
final PUD plans. 
 
Mr. Hopkins moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2146-M-11 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Otto seconded the motion.  Roll call was 
taken and was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Fell - Yes Mr. Fitch - Yes 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Otto - Yes 
 Ms. Burris - Yes 
 
The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 
 
Mr. Hopkins moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2146-PUD-11 to the City 
Council with a recommendation for approval.  Mr. Otto seconded the motion.  Roll call was 
taken and was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Fitch - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 Mr. Otto - Yes Ms. Burris - Yes 
 Mr. Fell - Yes 
 
The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 
 
Acting Chair Fitch announced that these two cases will then be forwarded to the June 20, 2011 
City Council meeting. 
 
6. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 
Plan Case No. 2142-T-11:  Request by the Zoning Administrator to amend Section VI-9 of 
the Urbana Zoning Ordinance regarding portable storage containers. 
 
Robert Myers, Planning Manager, recommended continuing this case to the next scheduled 
meeting of the Plan Commission due to the late hour of the evening.  The Plan Commission 
agreed, and Mr. Fitch announced that this case would be forwarded to the June 23, 2011 meeting. 
 
7. OLD BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
8. NEW BUSINESS 
 
There was none. 
 
9. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
 
There was none. 
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10. STAFF REPORT 
 
There was none. 
 

11. STUDY SESSION 
 
There was none. 
 

12.  ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
____________________________ 
Robert Myers, AICP, Secretary 
Urbana Plan Commission 
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Zoning Map with .25mi Search Ring 

.25mi Search Ring and Surrounding Verizon Sites (VZW on Blue Star Locations) 

1503 S Maryland Dr., 
Urbana, IL 
0.82  mi away 115’ 
Verizon monopole 

300 N Goodwin Ave, 
Urbana, IL 
1.15 mi away 195’  
U of I Self Support tower 

803 E University Ave 
Urbana, IL  
1 mi away, 175’ 
ATC monopole 

1806 Philo Rd, 
Urbana IL 
1.13 mi away, 165’ 
Cown monopole 

2711 S Race St, 
Urbana, IL 
1.56 mi away, 156’ 
SBA self support 
tower 

1 

2 

3 

4 
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1. Pennsylvania Avenue Baptist Church 
304 South Race Street 
Approx 65’  
No interest in leasing 

2. American Tower Corporation Tower 
602 s Glover St 
Approx 190’ 
Collocation will not sufficiently cover targeted area 

3. MetCad Towers 
1905 E Main St 
Approx 220’  
Collocation will not sufficiently cover targeted area. 

4. City Hall Tower 
400 S Vine St 
Not structurally capable for collocation 
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Larry D. Boone 
Chief of Police 

Urbana Police Department Input – Cell Tower Installation on USD #116 Property 

Mr. Ricci, 

The Urbana Police Department supports the proposal to install a wireless cellular tower on Urbana 
School District property near Urbana Middle School and Urbana High School. This recommendation is 
based on several public safety considerations that directly impact our ability to respond effectively to 
emergency situations on these campuses. 

In recent years, Urbana schools have received multiple bomb and shooter threat calls. While these 
threats have often been traced to individuals outside the area, verifying the caller's location has been 
challenging in some instances. Improved coverage from the proposed tower could enhance our ability to 
determine the origin of emergency calls and better assess their credibility in real-time. 

Additionally, our School Resource Officer (SRO) Officer Burnett expressed support for the proposal, 
citing consistent concerns about poor cellular reception within Urbana High School in particular. 
According to SRO Burnett, the reliability of cellular service inside the school is "hit or miss," posing a 
potential risk in emergency situations where immediate communication is critical. Improved cellular 
coverage would enhance the ability of students, staff, and first responders to communicate effectively 
during an incident. 

Lastly, the Urbana Police Department SRO Officer Burnett has received positive feedback from school 
administrators regarding this proposal. The improved cellular service would provide a safer and more 
connected environment for students and staff alike. 

For these reasons, we believe the installation of the proposed cellular tower is in the best interest of 
public safety, and we respectfully encourage its approval. 

Respectfully submitted by: 

Lt. Mike Cervantes #422 
UPD – Patrol Lieutenant 
Date: 3/12/2025 

Urbana Police Department 
400 South Vine Street 

Urbana, IL 61801 
217-384-2320 – Front Desk

217-384-2363 – Fax
www.urbanaillinois.us/police 
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Marcus Ricci

From: Stephanie Nevins <snevins@toast.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 6, 2025 7:27 PM
To: Marcus Ricci
Subject: opposed to cellular tower on the high-middle school campus

*** Email From An External Source *** 
Use caution when clicking on links or opening attachments. 

Dear Mr. Ricci, 
I would like to register my opposition to the latest proposal to add a cell tower on school property, from the press box of 
the football field. I feel that nothing has changed since the school board last considered—and rejected—a similar 
proposal in 2011: 

1. There are health concerns involving not only the school children but the residents in adjacent neighborhoods (some of
whom will be living very close to it!) 2. The aesthetic impact will be negative and particularly obvious to guests attending
football and soccer games, marching band shows, and track meets (etc.) 3. There are ethical concerns in partnering with
a for‐profit enterprise 4. The district has only been promised a small amount of revenue

I urge the city to do everything possible to stop this proposal from moving forward. 

Thank you so much. I love Urbana and want to keep it wonderful! 
Yours, 
Stephanie Nevins 
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Marcus Ricci

From: Jeff Unger <jsunger@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 10:19 AM
To: Planning
Subject: cellphone antenna project at Urbana High School

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

107 W. Michigan Ave. 
  Urbana, IL 61801 

  12 March 25 

Urbana Plan Commission 
Urbana, Illinois 

Dear Members of the Plan Commission: 

We have lived in our house for 33 years. Our two sons attended Leal and graduated from Urbana High. Both of us have 
mentored students through the One-to-One program. I have been an assistant coach for the Urbana High boys and girls 
tennis teams since retiring from the University of Illinois in 2015.  

In the time we have lived on Michigan, we have seen many changes to the school grounds, including the construction of 
the aquatic center and the creation of the blacktopped parking lot to accommodate swimmers and staff at the middle 
school. The major project during that time was the creation of an artificial turf athletic field directly south of the football 
field and the erection of lights to allow for night games.  

We are sports fans, and realize there is a tradeoff living across the street from school grounds. I pick up litter along 
Michigan nearly every day, especially after games, and we know the construction of the field, with lights, affected our 
property value. 

Now we learn that there is a proposal to replace the tall light pole directly south of the press box with an even taller and 
wider pole, topped with antennas to address poor cellphone reception in the schools. The new tower would be less than 10 
feet behind the press box. 

We wonder why the proposed tower wasn't located on the north side of the football field, farther away from neighborhood 
homes and closer to the school, or in the student/staff parking lot on the north side of the school. If the issue is poor signal 
strength, locating the pole nearer the school would surely result in a stronger signal. That also would diminish the visual 
impact of a massive pole and antenna(s) for the homeowners on Michigan between Broadway and Race. The reasoning 
that there already is unused storage beneath the bleachers that could accommodate Verizon’s equipment is valid, but such 
storage could be built elsewhere on the school grounds. 

Has the commission taken into account the numerous studies questioning the long-term health effects of cellphone 
towers? In July 2023, the Environmental Health Trust said: 

“Cell towers have wireless antennas that emit radio frequency (RF) non-ionizing radiation. When these 
antennas are close to our homes and schools, our daily exposure to RF radiation is increased. RF 
radiation is considered a new form of environmental pollution. 
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“Effects from RF documented in scientific research include increased cancer risk, cellular stress, 
headaches, sleep issues, genetic damage, changes to the reproductive system, memory deficits, and 
impacts to the nervous system. 
“Research has found that the cumulative dose from cell tower RF can result in significant exposure over 
time. Young children do not use cell phones, yet they are involuntarily exposed.  Cell tower radiation 
exposures are nonstop day and night. We can turn our cell phones off, but we cannot turn a cell tower 
off.” 

The International Association of Firefighters has officially opposed cell towers on its stations since 2004 after a 
study found neurological damage in firefighters with antennas on their fire stations. Cell tower radiation is classified as 
high risk by insurance companies. 

Many school districts, including the Los Angeles Unified School District, no longer allow cell towers near schools. And 
many cities disallow cell towers within 1,500 feet of homes. 

See article: https://ehtrust.org/health-effects-of-cell-towers-near-homes-and-schools 

Even the most optimistic studies indicate that there is a degree of uncertainty about the effects of tower radiation and that 
more research on this subject is needed. Most studies have focused on short-to-medium-term effects; data are scarce about 
decades-long exposure, especially with the rollout of 5G technology. 

We are quite concerned about the possible negative health effects of living so close to a large cell tower continuously 
emitting radiation. We are adamantly opposed to the location of this project as currently envisioned. If a light tower must 
be chosen for this and the commission is certain the radiation will not pose a health threat, please choose a location 
adjacent to the north side of the football field or in the student/staff parking lot north of Iowa Street, where the tower and 
antennas won’t be visually obtrusive for nearby homeowners. 

If the tower is built on the currently proposed site, ask yourself this: Would you sit at the top of the south bleachers 
in front of the press box for two hours during high school football games, or, better yet, let your high school son or 
daughter work in the press box for two hours during those games? 

Sincerely, 
Jeff Unger 
Mary Barrineau    



URBANA SCHOOL DISTRICT #116
BOARD OF EDUCATION
Study Session Minutes

303 East Fairlawn, Urbana, IL 61801
Tuesday, August 6, 2024

6:00 p.m.
www.usd116.org

The mission of Urbana School District 116, a
multi-cultural community committed to

educational excellence, is to ensure that all
learners acquire knowledge, develop skills, and
build character to achieve personal greatness
and help create a better global society, by

providing innovative, comprehensive programs,
respecting individual learning styles and cultural
differences, and fostering caring and nurturing
relationships while engaging each student, every

family and the entire community.

Mr. Paul Poulosky, President
Ms. Tori Exum, Vice-President
Ms. Sheri Langendorf, Secretary

Mr. Ben Baxley, Secretary Pro Tem
Ms. Jennifer Hixson, Member
Ms. Lola Jones, Member

Ms. Citlaly Y. Stanton, Member
Dr. Jennifer Ivory-Tatum, Superintendent
Ms. Lori Johnson, Recording Secretary

The public was able to view the meeting by going to bit.ly/USD116Board

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

President Poulosky called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.

2.0 ROLL CALL

Present: Paul Poulosky, President
Tori Exum, Vice-President
Sheri Langendorf, Secretary
Ben Baxley, Secretary Pro Tem
Jennifer Hixson, Board Member
Lola Jones, Board Member
Citlaly Y. Stanton, Board Member

Also Present: Angi Franklin, Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources
John Gutzmer, Chief Information Officer
Randy Ashman, Director of Facilities Services

3.0 ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS OF AGENDA

Correction to item 7.1, approval was requested through item 9.4, not 9.5.

Exhibit K - School Board Meeting Information

https://bit.ly/USD116Board


4.0 CITIZEN STATEMENTS - None

5.0 CALL FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION (after current meeting)

There was a call for an executive session following the current meeting for the purpose of: litigation,
when an action against, affecting or on behalf of the particular District has been filed and is pending
before a court or administrative tribunal, or when the District finds that an action is probable or
imminent, in which case the basis for the finding shall be recorded and entered into the closed meeting
minutes. 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11).

6.0 APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Vice-President Exum moved to approve the agenda as corrected, seconded by Member Baxley.
Motion passed.

7.0 STUDY TOPICS

7.1 School Improvement Plan Presentations
Chasity Beckless, Director of Equity and School Improvement presented the Continuous
Improvement Plans for designated schools. Danielle Jackson, Principal, Dr. Preston L. Williams
Jr. Elementary School, reviewed the School Improvement Plan for her school. Board approval
was requested later in the meeting through, item 9.4.

7.2 Tiger Academy and Alternative Education Update
Dr. Joseph Wiemelt, Executive Director of Secondary Multilingual & Alternative Programs,
Natalee Bretz and Melissa Lighty, both from gave an update to the Board on the programs
housed at Tiger Academy, including Alternative Education programming and the Freedom
School Program.

8.0 ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS

8.1 Memorandum of Agreement - Champaign Urbana Public Health District (CUPHD)
The Board of Education received a Memorandum of Agreement with Champaign Urbana
Public Health District (CUPHD) - for services provided by CUPHD’s Child and Teen Dental
Clinic. Approval was requested through item 9.5.

8.2 Preliminary Design for Update of UHS Lighting Tower to Add Cell Site
John Gutzmer, Chief Information Officer presented the initial design documents for the
replacement of an existing lighting tower at the UHS athletic field with one that includes
functionality for a multi-carrier cell mast.

9.0 ACTION ITEMS (individual)

9.1 Personnel Items
Approval of various personnel items were requested.

Member Stanton moved to approval item 9.1, seconded by Vice-President Exum. On a
roll call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.
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9.2 Administrative Personnel Items
Approval of administrative personnel items were requested.

Member Baxley moved to approve item 9.2, seconded by Vice-President Exum. On a roll
call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.

9.3 Approval of 2024 Urbana High School Graduates
Approval of Urbana High School, Class of 2024, was requested.

Vice-President Exum moved to approve item 9.3, seconded by Member Baxley. On a roll
call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.

9.4 Approval of Continuous School Improvement Plans
Approval of the continuous school improvement plans were requested as required for
designated schools by the Illinois School Board of Education.

Member Staton moved to approve item 9.4, seconded by Vice-President Exum. On a roll
call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.

9.5 Memorandum of Understanding - Champaign Urbana Public Health District (CUPHD)
Approval was requested to adopt a Memorandum of Agreement with Champaign Urbana
Public Health District (CUPHD) - for services provided by CUPHD’s Child and Teen Dental
Clinic.

Vice-President Exum moved to approve item 9.5, seconded by Member Stanton. On a roll
call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.

10.0 CALL FOR FUTURE SPECIAL/EXECUTIVE MEETINGS

11.0 SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT

Superintendent Ivory-Tatum facilitated a discussion related to board member representation
on district standing and ad-hoc committees for SY 2024-2025.

FOIA Requests - Completed

Tom Schroeder “all “text messages” sent or received by the superintendent that included
public employees or public officials. The term “text messages” is inclusive
of any similar short or instant message services. Since two month, one
month, two weeks, and one week were denied, messages from the four
days of January 21st through 24th, 2024 are being requested.

Bob Ackerson “all copier, print production, printer leases, purchase and service agreements.”
Konica Minolta

Tom Schroeder “all communications sent or received by district administrative employees
that contained the keywords “FOIA”, “OMA”, “Freedom of Information”, or
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“Open Meetings” (any variation of capitalization). Records are requested
for the current school year. Please exclude communication where a FOIA
requester was a sender or recipient.”

‘
Tom Schroeder 1) Preliminary meeting minutes for the June 18th, 2024, Board meeting

2) Any meeting agendas, meeting minutes, and meeting recording of the
Equity Task Force

3) Any records or communications pertaining to the drafting of the
“Educational Equity Policy” such as: the manner of sharing
revisions, names of contributors, and/or revision history.

Vance V. Email addresses for school board members/trustees within the school district.
Creative Energy Email addresses and job titles of all current teachers within the school district

Email addresses and job titles of all current principals within the school district
Email address and job title of the current superintendent
Email addresses and job titles of all current administrative staff within the school

district.

FOIA BUDDY “most recent copy of invoices, bills, & subscription statements for ALL software,
internet, phone, cellular, broadband, & cloud services from June 2023 to present.
Include the most recent invoice for all related purchases for your agency & all
associated agencies if multiple are controlled by the same entity. Provide the
latest billing document for each vendor, even if outside this date range.”

Tom Schroeder Narrowed FOIA request: The FOIA officer is excluded from this request. The
limitation regarding FOIA requesters is removed. The time period is narrowed to
a single month. I am requesting all communications sent or received by the
Superintendent, Assistant Superintendents, Directors (including Executive), CTO,
and CFO that contained the keywords “FOIA”, “OMA”, “Freedom of Information”,
or “Open Meetings” (any variation of capitalization). Records are requested for
the month of September 2023.

12.0 BOARD REPORT

2024-2025 Board of Education Goals
The board discussed goals that it wishes to achieve this year, and any additional board topic ideas for
the 24-25 Board Calendar.

13.0 ADJOURNMENT

Vice-President Exum moved to adjourn the meeting to go into executive session for the purpose
of: litigation, when an action against, affecting or on behalf of the particular District has been
filed and is pending before a court or administrative tribunal, or when the District finds that an
action is probable or imminent, in which case the basis for the finding shall be recorded and
entered into the closed meeting minutes. 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11). Motion seconded by Member
Stanton. On a roll call vote, all members present voted “aye.” Motion passed.

The Board took a ten minute recess to clear the room.
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The board entered the executive session at 8:42 p.m.

Vice-President Exum moved to go back into open session, seconded by Member Baxley. Motion
passed.

Vice-President Exum moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Member Baxley. Motion
passed.

President Poulosky declared the meeting adjourned at 9:33 p.m.

President Secretary
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URBANA SCHOOL DISTRICT #116 
BOARD OF EDUCATION 
Study Session Minutes 

Board Room 
303 East Fairlawn, Urbana, IL 61801 

Tuesday, January 7, 2025 
6:00 p.m. 

www.usd116.org 

The mission of Urbana School District 116, a 
multi-cultural community committed to educational 
excellence, is to ensure that all learners acquire 
knowledge, develop skills, and build character to 

achieve personal greatness and help create a better 
global society, by providing innovative, 

comprehensive programs, respecting individual 
learning styles and cultural differences, and fostering 

caring and nurturing relationships while engaging 
each student, every family, and the entire community. 

Mr. Paul Poulosky, President
Ms. Tori Exum, Vice-President 

Ms. Sheri Langendorf, Secretary
Mr. Ben Baxley, Secretary Pro Tem 

Ms. Jennifer Hixson, Member
Ms. Lola Jones, Member 

Ms. Citlaly Y. Stanton, Member
Dr. Jennifer Ivory-Tatum, Superintendent  
Ms. Lori Johnson, Recording Secretary   

The meeting was able to be viewed by going to:  bit.ly/USD116Board 

1.0​ CALL TO ORDER 

President Poulosky called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

2.0​ ROLL CALL 

Present:​ Paul Poulosky, President 
Tori Exum, Vice-President 
Sheri Langendorf, Secretary 
Ben Baxley, Secretary Pro Tem 
Jennifer Hixson, Board Member 
Lola Jones, Board Member 
Citlaly Y. Stanton, Board Member (6:02 p.m.) 

Also Present:​ Jennifer Ivory-Tatum, Superintendent 
Angi Franklin, Assistant Superintendent of Human Resources 
Mary Ann Schloz, Chief Financial Officer 
John Gutzmer, Chief Information Officer 
Randy Ashman, Director of Facilities Services 

Student Ambassador:​Citlaly Cortes Alvarez 
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3.0​ ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS AND MODIFICATIONS OF AGENDA 
 
4.0​ CITIZEN STATEMENTS - None 
 
5.0​ BOARD REPORT 
​  
​ 5.1 ​ Superintendent Evaluation 

President Poulosky discussed a timeline and process of completing the Superintendent’s 
evaluation with the Board of Education members. Vice-President Exum will be meeting with 
John Gutzmer to send out electronic surveys/evaluations.  It is the hope to hold the 
Superintendent’s evaluation after the February 18, 2025, business meeting. 

 
​ 5.2​ BOE Event Availability 

The Board of Education discussed community-based and school-based events that they would 
like to see on a calendar/list as opportunities to connect with parents, teachers, and community.  
A calendar will be developed with the Board of Education (limit of two per event) and will be 
shared with the board members.  

 
6.0​ CALL FOR EXECUTIVE SESSION (after current meeting) 
 
​ There was a call for an executive session after the current meeting for the purpose of: the 

appointment, employment, compensation, discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific 
employees, specific individuals who serve as independent contractors, or specific volunteers of 
the District or legal counsel for the District, including hearing testimony on a complaint lodged 
against an employee, a specific individual who serves as an independent contractor, or a 
volunteer of the District or against legal counsel for the District to determine its validity. 
However, a meeting to consider an increase in compensation to a specific employee of a 
public body that is subject to the Local Government Wage Increase Transparency Act may not 
be closed and shall be open to the public and posted and held in accordance with this Act.  
5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1), amended by P.A. 101-459. 

 
7.0​ APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
​ Vice-President Exum moved to approve the agenda as presented, seconded by Member Baxley.   

Motion passed. 
 
8.0​ STUDENT AMBASSADOR REPORT 
 
9.0​ STUDY TOPICS 
 

9.1 ​ National Mentoring Month/Community Involvement 
BOE Goal: 1, 2, and 5 ​ ​  
EAP Goal:  3 and 5 

​ Ms. Angie Armstrong, District Mentoring and Community Involvement Coordinator, gave the 
Board of Education a report focusing on both the mentoring and community volunteer programs. 

 
 
 

Exhibit K - School Board Meeting Information

http://redirector.microscribepub.com/?cat=stat&loc=il&id=5&spec=120
http://redirector.microscribepub.com/?cat=stat&loc=il&id=5&spec=120


10.0​ ADMINISTRATIVE REPORTS 

10.1​ Voltus - Power Procurement Group Presentation 
BOE Goal:  3 and 4​
EAP Goal:    
Kurt Brown, Voltus, presented a current proposal to the Board of Education.  Approval will be 
requested during the January 21, 2025 business meeting.  

10.2​ Technology in Our Schools 
BOE Goal: 1, 2, 3, and 5​
EAP Goal:  1, 2, 3 and 4  
John Gutzmer, Chief Information Officer, shared with the Board of Education an update on the 
use of technology in our schools and other tech-related initiatives and programming.  

11.0​ POLICY REVIEW 

11.1​ PRESS Plus 117 and Legislative Update  
Dr. Ivory-Tatum, Superintendent, reviewed policy and legislative updates, five-year reviews, or​
new board policies included in the PRESS Plus Issue 117 with the Board of Education. 
Approval will be requested during the January 21, 2025, business meeting. 

12.0​ ACTION ITEMS (individual/consent) 

12.1​ Cell Tower Lease Agreement 
John Gutzmer, Chief Information Officer, requested approval to enter into a 50-year lease  
Agreement with DRA Properties, LLC. 

Vice-President Exum moved to approve item 12.1, seconded by Member Baxley.    

Secretary Langendorf moved to amend the motion, deferring this vote until January 21, 
2025 Business Meeting.  The motion was seconded by Member Baxley.  Motion passed. 

12.0​ CALL FOR FUTURE SPECIAL/EXECUTIVE MEETINGS 

14.0​ SUPERINTENDENT’S REPORT 

FOIA Requests - completed 

Tom Schroeder (narrowed)​ ​ 1. Remove “SIPC as a keyword in Part 1
2. Further limit the search period to begin on September 26, 2022,

rather than July 1, 2022, as informed by previous received
emails.

3. Limit “District administrators” to include only member of the
“Executive Team” for the relevant time period, which, as I
understand it, would likely be: Dr. Ivory-Tatum, Kim Norton,
Todd Taylor, Caty Roland, John Gutzmer, Angie Franklin, and
Randy Ashman.
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4. Clarify that “District official” included the School Treasurer, 
    particularly with regard to this potential use of a personal email 
    Account. 
5. Exclude from this request any records that were previously 
    released to the public, such as agendas or other documents 
    from public meetings, or records provided to me in response to 
    prior requests. 
 

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ Original FOIA 
1) (containing “schools of Illinois Public Cooperative”, “SIPC”, 
    “schoolsofillinois.org” or known alternatives or variations) 
2) containing “1187 Consulting”, “1187consulting.com”, “Kay  
    Dosier”, or known alternatives or variations. 
3) containing both “Veregy” and “RFP”, “Request for Proposal”, or 
     “procurement”, or known alternatives or variations. 
4) that included “Gordon Schweitzer” or Veregy as a sender or 
    recipient of communication or other records. 
The search can be limited from July 1, 2022 to June 31, 2023 

 
​ Tom Schroeder​ ​ ​ …requesting records from November 14th through November 20th 

related to the security incident at Urbana High School, with 
particular emphasis on: 
 

1.​ Text messages exchanged between administrators and 
District employees or District officials, which may be 
located on personal phones. 

2.​ Email correspondence exchanged between administrators 
and District employees or District officials. 

3.​ Communication or records exchanged between District 
employees and City of Urbana employees or City officials. 

 
​ Tom Schroeder​ ​ ​ …requesting any document or communications provided to the 

Board Attorney regarding the proposed public comment policy, 
whether before or after the December 3rd board meeting. 

 
15.0​ BOARD REPORT 
 
16.0​ ADJOURNMENT 
 
​ Vice-President Exum moved to go into closed session after a 10 minute recess for the purpose:  
​ the appointment, employment, compensation, discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific 

employees, specific individuals who serve as independent contractors, or specific volunteers of 
the District or legal counsel for the District, including hearing testimony on a complaint lodged 
against an employee, a specific individual who serves as an independent contractor, or a 
volunteer of the District or against legal counsel for the District to determine its validity. 
However, a meeting to consider an increase in compensation to a specific employee of a 
public body that is subject to the Local Government Wage Increase Transparency Act may not 
be closed and shall be open to the public and posted and held in accordance with this  
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Act. 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(1), amended by P.A. 101-459.  Motion was seconded by Member Baxley.  On  
a roll call vote, all members present voted “aye.”  Motion passed.  There was no action following  
the closed session. 

Vice-President moved to go back into open session, seconded by Member Baxley.  Motion  
passed. 

President Poulosky declared the meeting adjourned at 9:56 p.m. 

President​ Secretary 
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