
 

 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING 

DATE: Wednesday, August 5, 2026 

TIME: 7:00 PM 

PLACE: 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, IL  61801 

AGENDA 

 
A. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Declaration of Quorum 
 
B. Changes to the Agenda 
 
C. Approval of Previous Minutes 

Minutes of March 4, 2026 Regular Meeting 
 
D. Written Communications 

 
E. Audience Participation 
 
F. Continued Public Hearings 
 
G. Old Business 
 
H. New Public Hearings 

 
I. New Business 
 
J. Monitoring of Historic Properties 
 
K. Staff Report 

Audit of Historic Surveys Update 
  
L. Study Session  

Bylaws Review and Revision, Section 106 Proposal – Continued 

Section 106 Regulations Revision and Discussion  

 
M. Announcements 
 
N. Adjournment 
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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 “HISTORIC PRESERVATION 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. 
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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 onthe UPTV webpage located at https://urbanaillinois.us/uptv. 
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MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING DRAFT 
URBANA HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION      
           
DATE: March 4, 2026    
TIME: 7:00 p.m. 
PLACE: City Council Chambers, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois 
              
 
MEMBERS ATTENDING: David Hays, Kate Holliday, Dennis Roberts, Angela Urban, 

Andrew Weiss 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Laura O’Donnell, Trent Shepard 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services; 

Kate Himick, Planner I; Aimirou Sy, Planner II 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Susan Appel, Phyllis Williams 
 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL 
Chair Urban called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m. Roll call was taken, and a quorum was 
declared present. 
 
B. CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 
Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services, noted that there are three parts to the 
Study Session topic:  1) Section 106 Review Process, 2) Section 106 Consulting Party Comment 
Request – Florida Avenue Roadway, and 3) Section 106 Review Process – MTD Transit Center 
Discussion (continued from February 18, 2026 Special Meeting).  She noted that there are many 
handouts for this meeting.   
 
C. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 
There were none. 
 
D. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 Letter from a resident regarding the condition of Woodlawn Cemetery 
 Letter from Mayor DeShawn B. Williams regarding MTD Downtown project 
 Urbana Design Review Districts handed out by Dennis Roberts 
 Staff Report for Study Session 106 Process Review 
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 Staff Report for Study Session 106 Consulting Party Comment Request – Florida Avenue 
Roadway 

 
E. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION 
There was none. 
 
F. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 
There were none. 
 
G. OLD BUSINESS 
There was none. 
 
H. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 
There were none. 
  
I. NEW BUSINESS 
There was none. 
 
J. MONITORING OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
There were none.  
 
K. STAFF REPORT 
Ms. Jovine reported on the following:  
 Kate Himick, Planner I, will serve as the Secretary of the Historic Preservation 

Commission moving forward until re-evaluation under the appointment of a Principal 
Planner. 

 Teri Andel, Administrative Assistant II for the Planning Division, is on temporary leave 
of absence and should return in six (6) weeks. 

 
L. STUDY SESSION 
Section 106 Review Process – MTD Transit Center Discussion (continued from February 18, 
2026 special meeting) 
Chair Urban reopened this item. Olivia Jovine, Director of Community Development Services, 
presented an update. She noted that upon the request of the Historic Preservation Commission at 
the previous meeting, staff are providing a copy of the letter dated February 2025 that was 
transmitted by City staff to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) disagreeing with the adverse 
effects determination. She mentioned that attached to the letter is a copy of the email in which it was 
sent showing the cc’d parties and confirming transmittal of the email itself. 
 
Chair Urban stated that this is the first time she has seen this letter even though it was bcc’d to her 
on February 20, 2025. She pointed out that she was not included in the original email from Anshu 
Singh dated January 10, 2025, which was when the Eligibility and Effects Report was initially sent 
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out. She stated that this is the second instance when she and other Commission members have not 
received important communications. She asked, “Why are we not receiving it?” Ms. Jovine stated 
that this particular letter was sent to Chair Urban’s City email address. If you do not have email 
forwarding set up, it will not reach your personal email. Ms. Jovine noted that it is the expectation 
that board and commission members use their city email addresses actively. She said that we should 
investigate and discuss this process. 
 
Chair Urban stated that she does not use her personal email for Historic Preservation Commission 
duties. She said that she gets emails from other staff and from the public; however, this is the second 
time that she did not receive an email sent to her City email address. Mr. Hays said that many 
organizations’ emails work if somebody directly emails a person with an organization email 
address; however, if a person blind copies a person with an organization email address, the 
organization’s email filter system will put the email in the junk folder and sometimes deletes it.    
 
Mr. Hays went on to say that he is really surprised by the letter in the handout. Marcus Ricci, 
previous Planner for the City of Urbana, wrote a letter evidently that is consequential on behalf of 
the Urbana Historic Preservation Commission. He said that he does not remember hearing anything 
about this. He does not remember his view being solicited, and it is hard for him to believe that 
something like this would not be brought to the Commission in a public way. He commented that 
this cannot be the procedure for how things happen because otherwise the Commission is kept in the 
dark. He suggested clarifying what the working operation is so that a situation like this does not 
happen again.  Ms. Jovine agreed that the process should be refined and acknowledged that this 
process could have been handled differently. She said that we can learn from this and make 
informed improvements. 
 
Mr. Hays stated that going forward no such decision should ever be made by a member of staff and 
be put into a liability situation. Transparency is easier. Chair Urban agreed. 
 
Dr. Holliday stated that the letter does not indicate that an email was sent at all. This is a copy of a 
printed letter, not a copy of an email. The CC at the end of the letter does not indicate how the letter 
was sent. Ms. Jovine explained that a copy of the letter was converted to pdf and attached in an 
email and transmitted that way. Dr. Holliday stated that given the trouble in communication, she no 
longer has confidence that this pdf is the pdf that was in the email. She added that in the spirit of 
moving forward, there is a need for input of the Historic Preservation Commission into decision-
making about the Civic Center, because it is the Commission’s job as sanctioned by the City to 
provide input into this process. Moving forward means saying, "Hey, you know what? The City is 
sorry we missed you, and the Historic Preservation Commission is important to this process.” She 
said that the Commission’s decision should be informed by a robust discussion by people who know 
something about historic preservation in this City, and moving forward actually means hearing from 
everyone here and respecting the opinion of the Commission, and moving forward without it is not 
moving forward at all. 
 
Chair Urban stated that she appreciates the letter that Mayor Williams sent to the Commission. She 
believes that we are all on the same team. The Commission members support Mayor Williams and 
are happy to be part of this Commission and the City of Urbana. While she does not necessarily 
disagree with what the Mayor wrote, she agrees with Dr. Holliday that the Commission has a 
purpose and a role to play in this. Ms. Jovine stated that the Historic Preservation Commission’s 
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powers and duties are outlined in the Zoning Ordinance. She said that the Commission could take a 
portion of this meeting to look at those and discuss a path forward for how to best communicate or 
the Commission could continue the discussion at hand. 
 
Dr. Holliday addressed the letter dated February 20, 2025 from Mr. Ricci to Mr. Singh. She said 
that there are several points of disagreement that she has as a Commissioner with the assessments 
and opinions that were afforded about historic preservation regarding the Urbana Civic Center.  
Normally in an assessment process, the Commission would have been invited for a site visit to walk 
through the Civic Center when the consultants were making their assessments of the building. The 
Commission would have been deeply involved in the process all along the way so that none of this 
would be a surprise to the Mass Transit District (MTD), to Mayor Williams, and to the Planning 
staff because there would have been involvement from the beginning.  
 
Dr. Holliday stated that she disagrees with the determination that there are no adverse effects on 
historic properties and disagrees with the idea that the physical condition of the building is poor. She 
disagrees with the idea that the potential cost for rehabilitation of the structure costs more than other 
possibilities. She disagrees that the way the project was approached adequately considered what a 
rehabilitation could be or emphasized it as a strong possibility. She stated that she strongly disagrees 
that the Civic Center has outlived its usefulness. So, there are many points in the letter that she 
believes, if it had been brought to the Commission in February, there would have been an ability to 
work through these statements rather than presenting to both United States Department of 
Transportation (US DOT) and to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that the Historic 
Preservation Commission was actually in agreement in the content of this letter, which again the 
Commission has seen for the first time at this meeting. 
 
Mr. Roberts stated that he feels the Mayor's letter allows some wiggle room for considering a 
creative solution to include the existing building in a plan presented by MTD. Through a discussion 
held previously at a study session, the Commission learned that MTD has not yet purchased the 
property but is considering it. They also learned that MTD has not drafted a plan for the proposed 
three-story building because they have not hired an architect. MTD is currently just imagining what 
their facility might look like to include not only service to the community and an appropriate bus 
turnaround space, but also an opportunity to pay for the building and on a more of an ongoing 
manner by creatively adding office space facility in the building structure to have an income to 
support the operation of the structure itself. He said this is his interpretation of what the Commission 
heard from the representative of MTD. So, the Commission is not at the point to respond to a 
proposed plan and possible use by the MTD of the Civic Center property.   
 
Mr. Roberts went on to say that meanwhile, during the previous study session, the Commission saw 
a slideshow presented by Professor Joseph Altshuler, in the Department of Architecture and 
Landscape Architecture, that students of his proposed creative and inventive ways of using the 
existing structure as it is or by modifying it doing some alteration to the structure, such as raising the 
roof, eliminating one quarter of the building for a different use or outside amenity. The Commission 
also talked about the possibility of the appendage/annex to the back of the building being removed 
without damaging the central structure or use of the Civic Center. Mr. Roberts stated that doing so 
would allow more room for passage of buses to the back and to circle through the property. He said 
that it seems MTD could be approached with encouragement to think in a broader sense when they 
talk to an architect to see what creative process might occur to include the existing building to 
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increase the height of the proposed building from three stories to four so the City can have a win-
win situation. We can preserve most or all of the building as it stands, and we can incorporate it into 
a new structure that serves the community.   
 
Mr. Hays stated that when relating Dr. Holliday’s four points to the letter, the letter is pretty general.  
He said that no one would reasonably object to about 90% of the statements in the letter from the 
Mayor. He then talked about the content in the letter. He said that it is often the case that historic 
preservation is put on the defensive through false oppositions. In this case, the idea is that if you 
support the preservation of the Civic Center that represents a significant opportunity for the 
community, then you must be against the MTD and a future transportation center, and you must be 
against supporting the community having a bus shelter. He gave an example of Burnham Mansion.  
People said, "We support education.” If a person said that the City should not tear the Burnham 
Mansion down to put in a parking lot, then it meant that person was against public education.  
People shouted this at people like him who are educators, and they would reply, “We are educators. 
This is about education." So, he is sensitive to false opposition because the Commission also does 
not want to see the Civic Center left vacant and unused for several more years.   
 
Mr. Hays commented that he relates to the statement in Mr. Ricci’s letter in that City staff believes 
the Civic Center has outlived its usefulness as an event venue. He said that he completely disagrees 
with this.  He was told there were events scheduled when the City decided to close the Civic Center, 
and many people went there for the events, only to find it closed. So, it was the City’s decision to 
leave it vacant and unused despite the fact that it has use. 
 
Mr. Hays stated that one of the lessons from Imagine Urbana is that we want to celebrate who we 
are, where we are, and why we are here. He mentioned that he heard several times that one of the 
virtues of the Civic Center was that it was a lower cost place for community members to have a 
larger space. It was cheaper than going to a restaurant or a club when you wanted to have an event.  
They made similar arguments for Burnham Mansion. So, if you care about the community and you 
care about the civic aspect of everyone having a place, a transit center with rentable offices for 
private or government is not a civic space. 
 
He feels there are aspects of the letter that structure a win-win-win logic, but it also hints at the 
opposition that if you support preservation, then you are against MTD. It really is a question about 
values. What does the community value? The community has articulated pretty strongly what it 
values: community, such as community centers and community gatherings. 
 
Mr. Hays stated that he does not like the MTD’s logic that they do not have money to adapt the 
Civic Center; however, MTD has money to demolish the building and build something bigger and 
more expensive. 
 
Ms. Jovine stated that her understanding is that it was a City Council vote that determined the 
closure of the Civic Center. So, it was not just a mayoral action. She went on to say that MTD's 
transit center would be funded in portion hopefully through federal funding and also in part by 
MTD’s funding and not with City funds. Mr. Hays stated his message is that it is just as easy to 
appeal for money to support the adaptive reuse of an interesting building as it is to support 
something that tears the building down. It is a question of values. 
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Dr. Holliday added that she is curious how MTD came to be sitting at the table in front of the dais at 
the last meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission when they were not on the agenda. She 
also stated that when the MTD came into this process, they did hire an architect to do schematic 
design for the site; therefore, they are working from an operational understanding of how they 
intend to use the site. While Professor Altshuler’s presentation was very inspiring, none of the 
students’ creative projects had anything to do with MTD’s plans. Ms. Jovine stated that she failed to 
amend the agenda, which she feels is a process that City staff need to learn to either include 
people’s names who will be presenting or to just keep the topic general. In this case, last meeting’s 
agenda was topic-specific since Professor Altshuler’s class and MTD representatives were in 
partnership in the students’ project. With that said, she acknowledged that it quickly turned into 
something else. So, this is something that she would like to also discuss in terms of setting best 
precedent for how to handle study sessions generally and then also specifically presentations from 
external parties within that.   
 
Mr. Hays asked who contacted Professor Altshuler. Ms. Jovine stated that Professor Altshuler had 
contacted her because the students’ project seemed like it would add color to the conversation and 
structure. Similarly, MTD contacted her before last meeting and stated that they could participate in 
the presentation.   
 
Mr. Hays stated that Professor Altshuler and Ashley McLaughlin from MTD did not propose giving 
a presentation together. Then Ms. McLaughlin did not give a presentation, and it was extremely 
confusing that they both approached for the presentation. This is important because MTD is a 
certain kind of stakeholder in this situation, and Professor Altshuler is a totally different kind of 
stakeholder in this situation. So, to attach them as presenting together is problematic because it both 
conditions what he was trying to accomplish, and it sort of conditions what MTD may be trying to 
accomplish. It is really important to keep those separate. Ms. Jovine stated that staff will definitely 
make an effort to air on the side of having more segmentation in the agendas in the future. 
 
Dr. Holliday agreed that it does provide a very confusing picture to the public about what the 
relationship actually is. While Professor Alschuler certainly coordinated that studio, there are 
multiple instructors, and MTD is not an instructor. MTD came as guests. So, the reality of what that 
partnership looks like was not addressed there. She stated that she does not want to speak for her 
colleague (Professor Altshuler), but the way it was presented was confusing. 
 
Mr. Roberts asked if the Commission is going to make any kind of formal statement to the Mayor or 
is there an idea of how the Commission should let MTD know that the Civic Center is vital to the 
community and to ask MTD to reconsider their planning. The Commission cannot control the 
MTD's planning process, but they can encourage them. 
 
Mr. Hays asked, “Is there an arrangement between the City and MTD for MTD to purchase the 
site?” If MTD does not own the site and if no arrangement has been made, then addressing MTD is 
insignificant. The Commission should address the City. Ms. McLaughlin had stated at the previous 
meeting that MTD does not have any plans, but Dr. Holliday said that they do have a schematic 
plan. Ms. Jovine said that staff could ask if MTD has a schematic plan. She did not feel it was 
appropriate for her to speak on behalf of MTD. She stated that the City owns the Civic Center 
property, and there is no binding agreement between the City and MTD regarding the sale of the 
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property; however, previous and current City Administration supports MTD’s project for a transit 
facility in Downtown Urbana. 
 
Mr. Roberts stated that MTD obviously has interest in the Civic Center site, which is great. They 
looked at other sites, and this site appeals to them the most. So, MTD has an expressed interest in 
the Civic Center site, and they have a concern about how they visualize what they want to make 
and what they see on the property. However, they have not approached the community 
yet with a plan of what their vision is. He said that maybe if the community knew generally what 
MTD’s vision is, this would be a more interesting topic to talk about. He said that he feels if the 
Historic Preservation Commission objects to MTD’s plan, then their interest in the site may 
diminish because it is not how they are picturing it. The Commission does not know how flexible 
MTD is committed to a pre-ordained image of what is going to happen to the property. 
 
Mr. Weiss said that the Commission does not know the schematic. So, when reading the Mayor's 
letter, it is both vague and ambiguous. If the Historic Preservation Commission has not seen a plan, 
then they can presume that there is no plan, but that that may not be the case. So, it is hard to 
comment on something ethereal. 
 
Mr. Hays added that it would be terrific to say that we value this site, and therefore that means we 
ought not to develop this site because it has a value we have not seen before. This would mean that 
the opinion of the Commission has consequences. His worry is that the Commission articulates 
something like this and then the message people receive is false opposition that the Commission 
does not value public transportation or value people being able to get to work in affordable ways. 
 
Mr. Hays went on to say that this might be something to discuss even with the Mayor, because there 
is such a great opportunity here. If there is a schematic, maybe that explains MTD’s statements 
about turning radiuses of buses. MTD saying that they have no plans, but in fact there is a schematic 
plan is some sort of dissimulation, and that is not fair. That is not transparency, which is probably 
why he feels like he is not sure what really is going on.   
 
Mr. Roberts stated that the Commission should address the City Council, because the Council 
agreed that the Civic Center should be torn down and that it is beyond its use for various reasons 
which were presented to them. He noted that if there are repairs that are needed to the Civic Center 
to make it more advantageous, the City would have an obligation to make the repairs just like any 
landlord would have to make repairs to an apartment complex that they owned. He thinks there 
might be a few members of City Council who could be convinced that this is probably worth 
looking at differently. 
 
Dr. Holliday mentioned that she heard there may be members of the community interested in 
landmarking the Civic Center. She encouraged them to apply and noted that it is not necessary for 
the property owner to want their building to be landmarked. Landmarking would need to be 
approved by City Council if the owner does not agree. Ms. Jovine stated that is correct. A landmark 
nomination would originate before the Commission first, and then the Commission would make a 
recommendation to City Council for final approval. 
 
Chair Urban stated that the letter written to the DOT came to the Commission over a year after the 
fact.  She agrees that going to City Council would be beneficial. She said that, as a planner herself, 
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she can understand where the City sees an opportunity for a potential agreement for the Civic 
Center lot to be used and/or maybe the building could be revitalized. She said that the Commission 
is walking a tightrope because they are coming at this from the past and trying to catch up. She 
stated that the letter from the Mayor mentions that MTD has a thoughtfully planned facility or idea 
for this site. It also mentions the MTD's BUILD grant application, which she imagines would have 
some kind of information indicating what MTD envisions. 
 
Chair Urban said that the Commission needs to consider what their next step is. Is it to write a letter 
to the Mayor? Is it to approach City Council? The Commission cannot change what happened in the 
past, but they need to show they have given this careful consideration, and we do not want to lose 
MTD's interest. Now that the Commission is aware of the situation, the Commission members need 
to continue to be present to show what they can support and show their stance to the City and to get 
a better understanding of what MTD has already brought to the table. She suggested maybe even 
inviting MTD to one of the Commission’s meetings to continue conversation in an approachable 
manner, one that shows that the Commission supports MTD as well. 
 
Mr. Hays stated that the Commission going to City Council provides an opportunity to articulate 
values that have to do with community and with historic preservation as it should properly be 
understood, which is a way of moving forward. It is also to push back a bit on the logic that says the 
Civic Center costs more money than it makes so the City has to demolish it. This is also the logic 
about MTD’s plan. MTD has invested in this project, so they have to get their money back.  MTD 
has to make money; therefore, they have to manifest a new transit facility building. In one case, it 
tears the building down, and in the other case, it puts up a different building. So, it is really about 
value. He gave the example of City Hall costs more money than it makes, but the City is not tearing 
it down. So, the question becomes, “What do you want to invest in?” 
 
He stated that it is heartbreaking to him to think that the wonderful City of Urbana, where he has 
chosen to live since 2001 and where he loves to be, would take a building like the Civic Center 
(given its history and use) and not value it, especially given what was articulated recently through 
the Imagine Urbana Plan. It seems like there are so many other available sites that this cannot be the 
only place where MTD’s plan works. He stated that he feels the Commission should fight to save 
the Civic Center. 
 
Mr. Hays talked about the true meaning of historic preservation and about false opposition.  Ms. 
Jovine stated that she cannot speak for the Mayor. She is a Mayoral appointee, which is why she 
does not serve as the Secretary of the Historic Preservation Commission in case there is a conflict.  
She noted that both the Mayor's office and the Historic Preservation Commission are often 
consulting entities through the Section 106 process. She pointed out that the City’s Administration 
staff is also new to the Section 106 process, and this project predates the new Administration by 
almost ten (10) years and has been in discourse for a very long time. She believes the current City 
Administration wanted to make sure that there is no ambiguity and avoid making a statement and 
that was the motivation for the Mayor’s letter to the Historic Preservation Commission. She stated 
that they can talk about the letter more and how to address it if the Commission would like. 
 
Mr. Weiss stated that he is having difficulty digesting this. If the Civic Center is to be razed, he does 
not see how that would honor the integrity and spirit of the Civic Center. There are a lot of words in 
the letter that are ambiguous; however, he thanked the Mayor for the letter. 
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Chair Urban asked how the Commission should approach the City Council.  Ms. Jovine replied that 
direction can be found in the Zoning Ordinance. Chair Urban suggested also inviting MTD 
representatives to one of the Commission meetings to better highlight what they envision. Dr. 
Holliday added that she feels it to be important for the Historic Preservation Commission to be able 
to see MTD’s schematic plans. She said that when a determination is made to enter into the Section 
106 or NEPA process, MTD has already decided that this site is one that they want to engage with 
in a particular kind of way or MTD would not pay to go through the review process. She has 
experienced the process many times. Given the extremely low level of information sharing and the 
lack of inclusion of the City's own Historic Preservation Commission in the review process, it 
would be a show of faith by the City, MTD, and the duly appointed commissioners of the Historic 
Preservation Commission, who have expertise in this area and who should be treated respectfully in 
the process, to go ahead and do what should have been done a while ago. Ms. Jovine stated that she 
would make this request of MTD and see if they can attend a Commission meeting in the near 
future.   
 
Mr. Roberts stated the Zoning Ordinance says, “To testify before the City Council and all boards 
and commissions, including the Building Safety Code Boards of Appeals, the Community 
Development Commission, the Plan Commission, the Property Maintenance Code Board of 
Appeals, and the Zoning Board of Appeals on any matter affecting historically or architecturally 
significant building, structures, sites, objects, and areas, the Chair or the Chair’s designee shall give 
such testimony on behalf of the Preservation Commission.” He said that the Historic Preservation 
Commission members who are going personally to make comments are very powerful to the City 
Council, because they can see one’s intent and enthusiasm. Also, the Commission can engage the 
City Council members for questions if the Commission members have them on a personal level, 
which is very powerful. 
 
Chair Urban asked if the Historic Preservation Commission members can be added to the agenda 
and if so, which City Council meeting would that be? Ms. Jovine said that she would need to 
confirm with the City Clerk, because she does not know the process for a commission specifically.  
Otherwise, every Monday evening at 7:00 p.m. there is an opportunity for people to speak to the 
Council. 
 
Ms. Jovine stated that staff will send all of the handouts for February 18, 2026 and for this meeting 
via email to the Historic Preservation Commission’s City email addresses to ensure that each 
member has copies of the documents.   
 
Section 106 Review Process 

Ms. Jovine referred to the handout titled, “Section 106 Process Review” and stamped, “Iterative.”  
She talked about how the Section 106 process is usually initiated and about the roles of the Historic 
Preservation Commissions, staff, and the municipality itself.  She reviewed the different stages of 
the Section 106 process. She noted that in the case of the proposed MTD transit center, the review 
process is in Stage 3 – Resolving Adverse Effects.   
 
Staff, then, came up with some suggested paths moving forward for improving the review process.  
When reading the Zoning Ordinance, it seems that the Ordinance is written so that the Zoning 
Administrator and the Historic Preservation Commission Secretary would be separate entities.  
Also, in some cases, there is an appeal process. The Zoning Ordinance also requires the Zoning 
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Administrator to notify the Historic Preservation Commission if there are other cases happening that 
may or may not have any impact on historic structures. She mentioned that there is an opportunity 
for a dedicated staff member, likely the Secretary of the Commission and the Chair of the 
Commission, to participate in training courses available online, and there are resources that can 
support those trainings. She noted that the Commission and staff could also edit the bylaws to be 
explicit in how to handle Section 106 consulting party invitations. She added that staff could 
introduce a notice period. So, upon receipt of a request for comment or an invitation to be a 
consulting party, staff should notify the Commission or the Commission's Chair within a certain 
number of business days, being mindful that there is typically a thirty (30) day window to provide 
an initial response. 
 
Ms. Jovine said that she is very passionate about treating Section 106 invitations as cases. The 
City’s Planning staff have an internal case management structure where a case number is assigned 
and there is a set schedule of steps. So, similarly to how staff have local landmarking cases or 
designations, Planning staff could create a case process for handling Section 106 reviews. They 
could also create a written checklist for staff to follow in processing Section 106 reviews. She 
mentioned that there are more internal steps that should be revisited and more resources and 
opportunities for engaging in different work, such as how to most efficiently sort and use data and 
use official correspondence. 
 
Ms. Jovine said that staff would like the Commission to weigh in on how official correspondence 
should be signed and the routing process basically for handling any correspondence. She believes it 
could be essentially codified in the bylaws. The Commission has full control over the bylaws. She 
suggested that the Commission take these ideas as a working document and continue it into the next 
study session. 
 
Dr. Holliday stated that she thinks this is really helpful and positive. She loves the idea that it 
becomes a case so that it can be tracked. She thinks the 30-day window that consulting parties have 
to review and provide input can be difficult considering the cycle of the Commission meetings. She 
said that the Commission’s consulting discussion should be part of a public meeting of the 
Commission so that the public can be made aware of the Section 106 Review process happening, 
and the public has an opportunity to participate as well. 
 
Dr. Holliday stated that she also would like the Commission to have an opportunity to do a site visit.  
The City of Urbana is not so large that the Commission would not be able to travel to the affected 
property of Section 106. A site visit is essential because otherwise the Commission will not know 
what the condition of the property is and what the Commission is dealing with. Ms. Jovine said that 
in order to arrange a site visit without violating the Open Meetings Act, staff would have to notice 
the event forty-eight (48) hours in advance, and a staff member would have to be present at the 
event. 
 
Mr. Hays stated that he feels this is a great list and a great conversation. He said that if the 
municipality is a separate consulting entity, it means that the Historic Preservation Commission is a 
separate consulting entity. So, it is really important to understand that and then to develop steps and 
best practices that support that. This is a path to a healthier process. 
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Chair Urban said that she agrees. She suggested that the Commission and staff should consider 
updating their bylaws to amend them to include a process for Section 106 and how the Commission 
is involved. She suggested that they review the bylaws at the next regular meeting. She stated that 
the bylaws are something that the Historic Preservation Commission can control, and the 
Commission has not reviewed the bylaws in a few years. 
 
Ms. Jovine stated that it would be helpful to determine where the Section 106 process would appear 
on the agenda. So, she recommended adding it in the bylaws. 
 
Dr. Holliday stated that HARGIS and other data, like surveys, that exist are outdated and should not 
be considered definitive. This is why the voices of the Commission and public are helpful. Our 
surveys very much emphasize early Urbana history, which is fine and normal. However, an updated 
survey would begin to emphasize areas that historic preservation has really made an effort to bring 
into its purview … areas of ethnic history, especially more recent architecture such as modernism 
and mid-century modernism.  Just because these are not in HARGIS or in our available data does 
not mean they are not important. This is a big issue in historic preservation in general. 
 
She said that she is empathetic about the role of the Historic Preservation Commission Secretary 
being in the middle between the Commission and the City Administration. She did not believe that 
this is what was happening. She believes that the Commission signing correspondence rather than 
staff would be helpful. Ms. Himick noted that staff are currently having conversations about how to 
best utilize the data that we currently have. Staff are discovering what exists and how it has been 
structured within our files. She believes there is a potential for an audit in the near future to find not 
only what we have but to also ask “what do we need to add?” and “what do we hope to gain by 
adding those things?” This could be part of a Certified Local Government (CLG) grant. 
 
Ms. Jovine stated that it is very important to clearly define the role of the Secretary so that there is 
no ambiguity. She explained that she feels it is inappropriate for herself to serve as the Secretary of 
the Historic Preservation Commission since she is a Mayoral appointee. Therefore, she made the 
decision that moving forward Kate Himick would serve as the Secretary. 
 
Mr. Roberts stated that he would love to see a study session in the future to consider creating a 
design overlay district for the Downtown Historic District, because it is important for the 
Commission to provide guidance for renovations and new construction within the district; not to 
stifle development but to guide it so that it harmonizes with the current buildings in some manner 
whether by mass or a facade pattern. 
 
Chair Urban added that the Commission has often been blindsided when the meetings are cancelled.  
It is not due to lack of a quorum, but instead due to not having a case. This has really challenged the 
Commission with how to have conversations about what the Commission envisions moving 
forward, for example, updating the Historic Preservation Plan. 
 
 
Section 106 Consulting Party Comment Request – Florida Avenue Roadway Improvements 
Ms. Jovine presented a summary of the project. Ms. Himick added that Emilie Land, Architectural 
Historian and Cultural Resource Specialist with the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), 
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sent Planning staff the area map provided by the Lochmueller Group that is attached in the handout.  
She noted that the Lochmueller Group is a consultant for this project area. She mentioned that she is 
unclear as to whether the project area and the Area of Potential Effects (APE) are the same, but she 
plans to confirm this with Ms. Land. She noted that the letter from Joseph Galloy, the Project Area 
Map, and the potential historic districts were the only documents provided by Ms. Land.   
 
Dr. Holliday asked if Planning staff can get more information about what the intended project is, 
because being able to determine impact depends entirely on what the project is, not just knowing 
what street it is supposed to be.  She stated that the map is missing street names that are critical for 
this.  So, it feels incomplete, because Florida Avenue is not labeled on the map. The Commission 
needs more information to be able to provide comments. Ms. Himick said the project is still in the 
early stages, and Ms. Land would like to know if the Commission is interested in reviewing the 
project. Ms. Land would like any addition of the Commission's local knowledge, their preservation 
expertise, and their insight into what may exist in this area that she could possibly have missed. The 
Commission will still have an opportunity to comment throughout the process if it comes to a point 
where the Commission has additional comments on an effect. She said that the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) has not seen the list of resources from IDOT, so there has been no 
official discussion of adverse effects as of this moment. 
 
Ms. Jovine stated that Planning staff have reviewed the surveys that we have available and prepared 
the list on Page Two (2) of the handout to provide the Commission with some support. She pointed 
out that the three bullet points at the bottom of Page One (1) are suggested steps moving forward. 
 
Chair Urban responded saying that staff answered the first bullet point, because this seems to be a 
list that shows the potentially affected resources. From the Lochmueller Map, it appears that Florida 
Avenue is mainly affected by the proposed project. She wonders how that would encroach on 
Delaware Avenue with the resources that are on that road. The Commission members might have 
comments about the second bullet and also the third bullet with regards to the Commission having 
continuing interest in reviewing the project. 
 
Mr. Hays said that there is huge interest in reviewing this project more. He said that he is trying to 
make sense of the Lochmueller Map. Ms. Himick reiterated that she plans to confirm with Ms. Land 
that the APE is the exact same boundary as what is shown on the project area. She noted that she 
extended the area on West Delaware Avenue out of an abundance of caution. 
 
Mr. Roberts asked if it is basically a resurfacing project. Ms. Jovine said that is how she understands 
it to be. Mr. Roberts commented that they will be looking at opportunities to make the sidewalks at 
the corners accessible. They are going to put in a different kind of street lighting. There might be 
some other upgrading of signage controlling traffic, and they might put in curbs. None of these 
would extend into the private boundaries of any property, because it is all in the City's right-of-way.   
The thing that might be of interest would be a side path, which might be a bicycle lane, because it 
could be possibly take part of a property. He said that he does not imagine there will be any historic 
building that might be endangered, so he does not know what kind of advice the Historic 
Preservation Commission can provide. Ms. Urban noted that it is similar to a case that we reviewed 
a few years ago that was related to signage on a historic property.  The Commission would review 
whether new signage or something might block a historic home, then the Commission would want 
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to give input towards, but we do not have that information. Right now, the question is “does the 
Commission want to be part of the process?” She believes the answer is yes. 
 
Dr. Holliday stated that typically when dealing with new signals, pull-off lanes, and easement 
adjustments, there are things like trees, historic stamps on concrete sidewalks, numbers in curbs, 
brick pavement, cultural landscape elements as well as the historic houses to be considered by the 
Commission. So, this is an opportunity to think about the process by which we could rebuild 
landscape fabric so that it is more accessible and safer, because some of these four-way stops are not 
great. We also want to ensure that there is not any existing historic fabric that would be bulldozed.  
This is why walking or visiting the site before giving comments is really important. A quick walk 
along the project area along with the cultural landscape resource survey inventory, they would be 
able to go check, check, check. The Commission would not be saying “do not do the project”, but 
instead they would be asking “how do we do this project in a really cool way so that is integrating 
new infrastructure with old?”, so we end up with a really amazing upgrade that everyone 
appreciates, because it would be more accessible and doing new things and be pulling in our historic 
fabric. Mr. Hays agreed and talked about a suggestion he made to improve the safety of cyclists 
crossing Lincoln Avenue at West Main Street without having to remove any of the existing brick 
sidewalk. He thanked Dr. Holliday for articulating the landscape aspects of this which give 
character to the neighborhood even along a busy street like Florida Avenue. 
 
Ms. Jovine said that her understanding is that Ms. Land is still doing research and then all the 
consulting parties will share what they find. From there, that list goes to SHPO, and then the process 
continues. So, staff need to clarify with Ms. Land if the area of potential effect is the same as the 
project area, and that the Historic Preservation Commission would like to participate as a consulting 
party. 
 
There was discussion on how to proceed with sending Ms. Land correspondence so that all the 
Commission members receive it. Chair Urban clarified that anyone could share an email with the 
entire Commission; however, no member can “reply all.” There can be no behind the scenes 
dialogue. Ms. Jovine suggested sending the email by carbon copy to Chair Urban and by blind 
carbon copy to the rest of the Commission, so no one makes the mistake of replying to all the 
Commission and violating the Open Meetings Act. Dr. Holliday and Mr. Hays asked that she send 
the email by carbon copy to all the Commission. It is upon each member not to “reply all.” This 
way the Commission can see who else is part of the loop. 
 
There was discussion on whether staff should send emails to the Commission using 
HistoricPreservationCommission@urbanail.gov address. Mr. Hays suggested that staff periodically 
test the email to ensure that each Commission member receives emails. 
 
Mr. Weiss recalled that it was mentioned that there are 30 days, and the clock is ticking.  What is 
due or what is expected within 30 days and where are we at?  Ms. Jovine explained that the initial 
letter was sent on October 16, 2025 to an unchecked email address.  It was rerouted to another 
unchecked email address because of staff turnover.  New staff found it partially because Ms. Land 
reinitiated contact because she had not heard from us.  So, it became abundantly clear that there was 
an immense workload on the state side, so this project was delayed beyond that initial 30-day 
window.  The Commission is still being asked to provide comments. 
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Dr. Holliday asked, “would it be appropriate for individual commissioners to walk or drive the 
project area individually, and then send comments to staff?” Ms. Jovine said yes. She asked that the 
Commission provide comments by the end of the day on March 11, 2026 to Ms. Himick via 
Planning@urbanail.gov. Ms. Himick will then compile the comments and information and email it 
to Ms. Land.   
 
Mr. Weiss asked if the City of Urbana Engineering staff would have a detailed scope of work for 
this project. Ms. Jovine said that she believes there are more project details that can be shared. Staff 
will contact Ms. Land and request more information on the project and then share that information 
with the Commission. 
 
M. ANNOUNCEMENTS 
There were none. 
 
N. ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Urban adjourned the meeting at 9:09 p.m.  
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                                                                               City of Urbana  
400 S. Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801  

www.urbanail.gov  

  

STAFF REPORT 

Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026 

 

Meeting: Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026  

Location: Council Chambers   

 

Audit of Historic Surveys 

Staff are continuing work on the historic survey inventory, and former intern Adeline Evans will be 

returning to the City in August to aid staff in data management, analysis, and next steps.  
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                                                                               City of Urbana  
400 S. Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801  

www.urbanail.gov  

  
Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026 

Study Session: Bylaws Review and Revision, Section 106 Proposal - Continued 

 

Meeting: Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026  

Location: Council Chambers   

 

Minor Potential Edits:  

• Adding sub-sections to Article IV for clarity.  

• Adding two new categories to the video or telephone requirements (Article IV, Section B) to 

reflect the most recent language of Illinois Statute 5 ILCS 120/7(a). 

o Also correcting the textual reference to said statute.  

• Changing “Chairperson” to “Chair” to reflect language in the Zoning Ordinance. This still 

maintains gender neutrality.  

• Changing “he/she” and “he or she” language to “they” to encourage gender neutrality.  

• In Article VI, changing “nominator/petitioner” to “petitioner” to simplify the document. 

Even in landmarking cases, the individual is still “petitioning” the Commission.  

• In Article VI, number 17, adding clarifying language to the Findings of Fact information.  

• In Article VIII, number 1, adding Section 106 reviews to the records required to be kept.  

• New edits since July 1, 2026:  

o In Article IV.C.2, changing wording to clarify the Chair’s voting status if they declare 

a conflict of interest.  

o Alter article numbers to reflect new locations after the insertion of the Section 106 

article.  

Major Potential Edits:  

• New edits since July 1, 2026:  

o Insert a new Article titled “Section 106 Procedures.”  

o In Article VI.16, change the existing, unclear language to reflect clearer language 

existing in Plan Commission’s bylaws.  
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION OFFICIAL BYLAWS 
City of Urbana, Illinois 

Date of Commission Approval: November 4, 2020 
 
Edits from July 1, 2026 in red.  
Edits from August 5, 2026 in blue.  
 
Article I.  Purpose 

It is the purpose of these bylaws to establish a guide for the operation of the Historic 
Preservation Commission. These bylaws are supplemental to the provisions of Section 
XII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, which state the Historic Preservation 
Commission shall adopt rules necessary to the conduct of its affairs and in keeping with 
the provisions of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Article II.  Powers and Duties 

The Urbana Historic Preservation Commission shall have the powers and duties outlined 
in Section XII-3F of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Article III.  Membership, Officers, and Their Duties 

The membership, officers, their terms and responsibilities are governed by Section XII-
3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Article IV.  Meetings 

A. Procedures 
 
1. Regular meetings of the Historic Preservation Commission (herein after 

“Commission”) shall be determined by the Commission. There shall be a minimum of 
four (4) meetings per year. 

If a regular meeting date is a holiday recognized by the City of Urbana, the 
Commission will not meet on that date. In such a case, the Chairperson Chair may 
designate an alternative meeting date, provided that public notice is given in 
accordance with the requirements of the Open Meetings Act (5 ILCS 120/1 et. seq.). 

2. Continued meetings shall be at the time and place fixed in the motion for adjournment 
should the business of the Commission not be completed. 

3. All meetings shall be held in the City Council Chambers, City BuildingHall, 400 S. 
Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois, unless special conditions require that the meeting take 
place at an alternate location. 

4. The Secretary shall give at least forty-eight (48) hours’ notice of all meetings to 
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all members, the public, and such media as required by law. 

5. Minutes of all meetings shall be taken in accordance with the requirements of 
the Open Meetings Act (5 ILCS 120/1 et. seq.). 

B. Attendance 
 
1. Attendance shall be required as outlined in Section XII-3 E of the Historic 

Preservation Ordinance. 

2. Members may attend meetings by video or telephone conference in accordance 
with Illinois Statute 5 ILCS 120/7(ac) which states in part: 

3. If a quorum of the members of the public body is physically present, then a majority 
of the public body may allow a member to attend by video or telephone conference 
if the member is prevented from physically attending because of the following: 

a) personal illness or disability; 
b) employment purposes or the business of the public body;  
c) a family or other emergency; 
d) unexpected childcare obligations; or  
e) performance of active military duty as a service member. 

 
4. If a member wants to attend the meeting by video or telephone conference, he or 

she must notify the recording secretary before the meeting, unless advance notice 
is impractical. 

5. A member attending a meeting by video or telephone where a quorum of the 
members of the public body is physically present, may cast votes. 

C. Quorum 
 
1. A quorum of the Preservation Commission shall consist of a majority of the members 

of the Preservation Commission then holding office but not less than three. 

2. The Chair is a voting member of the Commission and shall vote on all matters except 
those on which the Chair declares they have a conflict of interest is declared. If the 
Chair declares a conflict of interest on any matter before the Commission, the Chair 
shall step down and the Vice-Chair shall take over as Chair of the Meeting. The Chair 
shall not resume his/hertheir duties until the Commission finishes business on the 
matter on which the conflict of interest was declared. 

Each Commissioner has a duty to vote “yes” or “no” on all matters put to a vote. 
Abstentions, if for reasons of conflict of interest shall not be counted as either a 
“yes” or a “no” vote; and such member so abstaining shall not be counted in 
determining the total of which a majority is required. Each Commissioner shall have 
the right to abstain by reason of a stated conflict of interest based on his or hertheir 
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own assessment of the existence of such conflict of interest and the Commission shall 
have no right to overrule such Commissioner’s determination. The Commissioner 
need not reveal the substance of the reason that he or she feels they have a conflict 
of interest.  

If a Commissioner abstains but does not announce that such an abstention is based on 
a conflict of interest, then such abstention shall be recorded as abstained and the Chair 
shall rule that such abstention “goes with the majority” of those votes actually cast as a 
“yes” or “no” vote.  

A.D. Legal Counsel 

The City Attorney of the City of Urbana or the City Attorney’s designee shall be the legal 
counsel of the Historic Preservation Commission. 

 
Article V. Order of Business Agenda  
 

The agenda for each meeting and the order of business shall be as follows: 

 
1. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Declaration of Quorum 
2. Changes to the Agenda 
3. Approval of Previous Minutes 
4. Written Communications 
5. Audience Participation 
6. Continued Public Hearings 
7. Old Business 
8. New Public Hearings 
9. New Business 
10. Monitoring of Historic Properties 
11. Staff Report 
12. Study Session 
13. Announcements 
14. Adjournment 

 
The order of business and the agenda may be amended upon the motion and second of 
any Commissioner with consent of a majority of Commissioners present at the meeting. 

 
Article VI. Procedure for Hearings 

 
The Historic Preservation Commission shall use the following procedure for Public 
Hearings unless otherwise required by law: 

 
1. The Chairperson Chair shall declare the public hearing open. He/sheThey shall state 

the case number and nature of the request. The Chairperson Chair shall then outline 
the procedure to be followed, stating when the nominator/petitioner may present 
evidence, when the objectors may present evidence, and the procedure for cross-
examination. In addition, the Chairperson Chair shall state the Historic Preservation 

22



4 
 

Commission's authority regarding the case and whether or not the Commission has 
final authority on the matter. 

 
2. Staff presents summary of the case. 

 
3. The nominator/petitioner or his/hertheir representative may make a statement 

outlining the nature of his/her request prior to introducing evidence. 

 
4. The nominator/petitioner shall present evidence. 

 

a) Opponents of the request shall be allowed a reasonable opportunity for relevant 
questioning (i.e., “cross-examination”) of the nominator/petitioner, at the 
discretion of the ChairpersonChair. If at any time the Chairperson Chair 
determines the questions are becoming abusive, redundant, or irrelevant, 
he/shethey may stop the questioning and direct the questioner to move on to the 
next question. If the petitioner is unable or unwilling to respond to the relevant 
questions, the chairperson Chair shall direct the Recording Secretary to take note 
of such in the minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission. 

 
5. Other Proponents of the request who may have relevant information to present to 

the Commission may be heard at the discretion of the ChairpersonChair. 

 
a) Opponents of the request shall be allowed a reasonable opportunity for relevant 

questioning of any Proponent, at the discretion of the ChairpersonChair. If at any 
time the Chairperson Chair determines the questions are becoming abusive, 
redundant, or irrelevant, he/shethey may stop the questioning and direct the 
questioner to move on to the next question. If the petitioner is unable or unwilling 
to respond to the relevant questions, the chairperson Chair shall direct the 
Recording Secretary to take note of such in the minutes of the Historic Preservation 
Commission. 

 
6. Opponents of the request may present relevant evidence. Opponents may 

include persons not in favor of the petition as proposed, as determined by the 
ChairpersonChair. 

 
a) The nominator/petitioner shall be allowed a reasonable opportunity for relevant 

questioning of any Opponent, at the discretion of the ChairpersonChair. If at any 
time the Chairperson Chair determines the questions are becoming abusive, 
redundant, or irrelevant, he/shethey may stop the questioning and direct the 
questioner to move on to the next question. If the opponent is unable or unwilling 
to respond to the relevant questions, the chairperson Chair shall direct the 
Recording Secretary to take note of such in the minutes of the Historic 
Preservation Commission. 
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7. Others who may have relevant information to present to the Commission may be 
heard at the discretion of the ChairpersonChair. 

 
8. Following the presentations by the nominator/petitioner, Proponents, or 

Opponents, additional comments may be allowed by City staff for clarification or 
in response to new evidence. 

 
9. The nominator/petitioner may present a summary of his/hertheir petition. 

 
10. Questions from the Commission may be directed at any time to the applicant, staff 

or public to clarify evidence presented in the hearing. 

 
11. The Commission shall not be bound by strict rules of evidence. The Commission 

may exclude irrelevant, immaterial, incompetent or repetitious testimony or other 
evidence. 

 
12. A nominator/petitioner or opponent, or their agent or attorney may submit a list of 

persons favoring or opposing the application. Such a list will be accepted as an 
exhibit if it contains a brief statement of the position of the persons favoring or 
opposing the request together with the signatures and addresses of the persons 
subscribing to such statement. Said list shall be admissible as evidence if it is received 
by the Secretary prior to or during the public hearing on the request. 

 

13. In order to facilitate an orderly and timely public hearing, the Chairperson Chair may 
require advance registration of opponents wishing to ask questions of the 
nominator/petitioner or other interested parties, including identification of the 
opponents’ area of interest  in questioning and identification of who may be questioned. 
Advance registration may be by means of speaker cards to be submitted prior to or at 
the public hearing. 

 
14. The Chairperson Chair shall rule on all questions relating to the admissibility of 

evidence. The Chairperson's Chair’s determination may, however, be overruled by a 
majority vote of the Commissioners present. 

 
15. The nominator/petitioner and opponents should present all evidence they possess 

concerning the request at the initial phase of the public hearing. Written material 
from the nominator/petitioner or opponents will be accepted by the Secretary for 
distribution to the Commission until the close of the public hearing. 

 
16. The Chairperson shall close the public hearing only after the Historic Preservation 

Commission has taken action on the case. If the Commission has continued the 
case to a later date, the public hearing may be reopened at the same meeting at the 
discretion of the Chairperson Chair or on a motion approved by the majority of the 
Commissioners present and voting.  The Chair shall close the public hearing only 

Commented [KH1]: This language is not in the 1999 or 2005 
versions of the bylaws, but it was added in the 2008 version. Similar 
but clearer language is in the Plan Commission bylaws:  
 
“The Chairperson shall close the public hearing only after the Plan 
Commission has taken action on a case. The public input portion of 
the hearing may be reopened at the same meeting prior to the 
Commission’s action at the discretion of the Chairperson or on a 
motion approved by the majority of the Commissioners present and 
voting.” 
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after the Historic Preservation Commission has taken action on a case. The public 
input portion of the hearing may be reopened at the same meeting prior to the 
Commission’s action at the discretion of the Chair or on a motion approved by the 
majority of the Commissioners present and voting. 

 
17. The Commission should include Findings of Fact as part of a motion, whether they 

are those drafted by Staff, or of their own creation. 

 
18. The Commission may continue any case due to insufficient information provided by 

the petitioner in order for City Staff to make a recommendation or the Commission 
to make a decision. The Commission may also continue any case for the purpose of 
gathering more testimony or due to the absence of the petitioner at the meeting. 

Article VII. Audience Participation 
 

1. Any person addressing the Commission during "Audience Participation" shall 
be allowed five (5) minutes to speak. 

 
2. It shall be the prerogative of the Chairperson Chair to extend the five (5) minute time 

limit or if the Chairperson Chair does not enforce or extend the time limit, the 
extension shall be decided without debate by a motion approved by the majority vote 
of the members of the Commission present. The Chairperson Chair shall also have 
the authority to reduce the time limit to three (3) minutes or a shorter time agreed 
upon by the Commission members. 

 
3. No member of the Commission is obligated to respond to any public input provided. 

 
Article VIII. Determinations 

 Motions and Procedures 

Except as otherwise expressly provided in these Rules and Bylaws, motions and related 
miscellaneous procedures in Commission meetings shall be governed by the Robert’s 
Rules of Order. 

 
Article IX. Section 106 Procedures 
 
As an expert local body, the Historic Preservation Commission is occasionally invited to act as 
a Consulting Party in Section 106 proceedings, as outlined in the National Historic 
Preservation Act (Pub. L. No. 89-665, as amended by Pub. L. No. 96-515).  
 
A. Initial Invitation and/or Request for Comment:  
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Upon receipt of an invitation to act as a Consulting Party and/or upon receipt of a request for 

comment in a Section 106 review, the following timeline shall be followed wherever possible 

to maintain compliance with the typical 30-day response deadline:   

Table 1. Section 106 Initial Review Timeline                                                       OPTION A 

Day 0 An invitation or request for comment is received.  

Days 1-4  The Secretary reviews existing materials, notifies the Commission of the 

invitation, and requests comments from individual members.  

Days 5-18 Commissioners review the case and return comments to the Secretary. 

Days 19-24 The Secretary completes a response cover letter compiling Commissioner 

comments, and the Chair reviews the letter.  

Days 25-29 The Secretary sends the final response letter, with attachments as 

necessary.  

Day 30 Typical response deadline.  

 

Table 1. Section 106 Initial Review Timeline                                                       OPTION B 

Week 1  An invitation or request for comment is received. The Secretary reviews 

existing materials, notifies the Commission of the invitation, and requests 

comments from individual members.  

Weeks 2 and 3 Commissioners review the case and return comments to the Secretary. 

Week 4 The Secretary completes a response cover letter compiling Commissioner 

comments, and the Chair reviews the letter. The Secretary sends the final 

response letter, with attachments as necessary.  

 

Table 1. Section 106 Initial Review Timeline                                                       OPTION C 

Week 1  An invitation or request for comment is received. The Secretary reviews 

existing materials, notifies the Commission of the invitation, and requests 

comments from individual members.  

Week 2 Commissioners review the case and return comments to the Secretary. 

Week 3 The Secretary completes a response cover letter compiling Commissioner 

comments, with attachments as necessary.  

Week 4 The Chair reviews the letter. The Secretary sends the final response letter. 

 

The Secretary shall take the following actions after receipt of an invitation to act as a 

Consulting Party and/or upon receipt of a request for comment in a Section 106 review:  

1. Calculate the 30-day response deadline and internal deadlines to meet the 
Section 106 Initial Review Timeline.   
 

2. Confirm that the agency official coordinating the Section 106 review has the 
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current and correct email contact for the Historic Preservation Commission.   
 

3. Conduct a review of the following materials for resources within the Area of Potential 

Effects (APE):  

a. The current listings of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 

b. The listings captured in the Historic and Architectural Resources Geographic 

Information System (HARGIS)  

c. The current list of Local Landmarks and Local Historic Districts 

d. The current list of locally surveyed historic resources held by the City at the 

Department of Community Development Services  

e. Surveys conducted by the Preservation and Conservation Association of 

Champaign County (PACA), which can be accessed at the Urbana Free Library 

 

4. Notify the Historic Preservation Commission of the invitation/request and transmit (1) 

the information obtained during the review of specified materials and (2) the deadlines 

for their comments. All correspondence shall be conducted in a manner compliant with 

the requirements of the Open Meetings Act (5 ILCS 120/1 et. seq.). 

 

5. Collect individual Commissioner comments through email or make plans to collect 

comments at a regularly scheduled Commission meeting, if possible. 

 

6. Compile a cover letter to transmit all received Commissioner comments and indicate 

acceptance/denial of Consulting Party status. The cover letter should include the 

information obtained during the review of specified materials as well as a brief 

introduction to the Commissioners’ comments. The cover letter should include the 

Commissioners’ comments or materials provided as attachments. 

 
7. Coordinate with the Chair to review the cover letter prior to its transmission to the agency 

official. The letter should be signed by both the Chair and Secretary. If the Chair is 

unavailable, the letter shall be signed by the Vice Chair or a separate designated 

Commissioner.  

 
Article IX. Records  
 

1. A file of materials and determinations relating to each case or Section 106 review 
shall be kept by the Secretary as part of the records of the Commission. Said 
records shall be kept at the office of the Commission. 

 
2. The Secretary or his/hertheir designee shall prepare minutes of every regular or 

special meeting. The Commission minutes shall be kept as part of the official 
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records of the Commission and approved by an affirmative vote of the majority of 
the Commission members present. 

 
3. All records of the Commission shall be public records subject to release in 

accordance with the process outlined by the Freedom of Information Act. 

 
4. In accordance with Certified Local Government requirements, the Secretary of 

the Historic Preservation Commission will prepare an annual report. The report 
shall include the following: 

 
1. Cases Reviewed: Certificates of Appropriateness and Certificates of 

Economic Hardship 
2. Local Designations: Local Landmarks and Historic Districts 
3. Historic Resource Surveys 
4. National Register Nominations 
5. Historic Property Monitoring 
6. Historic Preservation Commission Activities 
7. Commissioner Attendance Record 

 
Article XI. General Provisions 
 

Commissioners shall not communicate with other commissioners outside of Historic 
Preservation Commission meetings for the purpose of influencing such commissioners to 
adopt a position on a matter then pending, or reasonably expected to come before the 
Commission. 

 
Article XII. Amendment of Rules 
 

These bylaws may be amended by an affirmative vote of not less than five (5) members 
of the Commission. Any such amendment becomes effective at the next regular 
meeting. 

 

Commented [KH2]: At the July meeting, the Commission 
discussed the intent and meaning of this paragraph. There was 
discussion about whether the prohibition on communication 
referred to specific actions or all communication between 
Commissioners. The implication on the buddy system method of 
work was discussed. This paragraph stems from the original 1999 
bylaws.  

Commented [KH3R2]: The same language is in the Plan 
Commission bylaws.  
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                                                                               City of Urbana  
400 S. Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801  

www.urbanail.gov  

  
Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026 

Study Session: Section 106 Regulations Revision and Discussion  

 

Meeting: Historic Preservation Commission, August 5, 2026  

Location: Council Chambers   

 

 

Federal Revisions to Section 106 Regulations 

On Friday, July 24, 2026, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), an independent 
federal agency comprised of statutorily designated members, voted to move forward with proposed 
revisions to the regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
“Protection of Historic Properties,” 36 CFR Part 800. The proposed revisions will now move to the 
interagency review process with the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs before publication 
in the Federal Register and a public comment period.   

Should these revisions be officially confirmed, existing Section 106 processes and implementation will 
be entirely altered. Various legal groups and nonprofits specializing in Cultural Resource Management 
and Historic Preservation have already made known their intent to file lawsuits against the proposed 
revisions. The current landscape of Section 106 review is highly unknown.   

See the attached one-pager of information from the National Trust for Historic Preservation.  
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Section 106 Is Under Threat: 
Please Oppose Regulatory Changes  

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) is advancing a sweeping and 
damaging proposal to rewrite the regulations for Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA). If implemented, these new rules would dramatically diminish the 
effectiveness of the NHPA and the current legal protections for historic and cultural places.

Since the enactment of NHPA 60 years ago, Section 106 has been the foundational 
requirement for federal agencies to “take into account” the effects of their actions on 
historic properties and places, enabling public participation and comment in the process, 
empowering state and local governments and tribal communities to have a voice in the 
process, and often improving the project and enhancing the outcome.

The ACHP Proposal Would Eviscerate This Process And Principles 
These new regulations will lead to more delays and more litigation as federal agencies and ap-
plicants try to navigate compliance without the well-known and well-used consultation process, 
which often leads to negotiated win-win outcomes. The preservation community and our part-
ners across the country are mobilizing to fight this harmful proposal.

Some of the most disturbing aspects of the proposed changes include: 

•	 Federal agencies will no longer be 
required to try to avoid or minimize 
damage to America’s historic architecture, 
neighborhoods, and landscapes.

•	 State and local governments will no longer 
have the right to be notified or have the 
opportunity to comment when federal 
agencies propose to damage or destroy 
historic places within their jurisdiction. 

•	 The public’s opportunity to comment on 
federal historic preservation policies or 
actions would now be entirely optional, at 
the discretion of the federal agency. 

•	 The federal government will no longer be 
required to consult with Native American 
tribes or seek their expertise regarding their 
own significant cultural resources.

•	 Significant cultural landscape features would 
no longer be considered historic properties, so 
federal agencies would no longer be required 
to take into account any adverse effects to 
significant places such as the Grand Canyon.

•	 Federal agencies would no longer be required 
to consider the reasonably foreseeable 
consequences of their actions on historic 
properties, other than direct actions that 
physically damage the properties.

•	 These regulations are inconsistent with the 
National Historic Preservation Act and would 
violate the Council’s own rules and procedures.

•	 The proposed changes are also internally 
inconsistent and riddled with errors, likely to 
cause enormous regulatory confusion and chaos.

Help Protect America’s 
Historic and Cultural Heritage
To stay informed on the latest developments, including action alerts, 
please visit: https://savingplaces.org/section106
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