
Minutes – APPROVED AS DISTRIBUTED 1 

Champaign-Urbana Urbanized Area Transportation Study (CUUATS)  2 

TECHNICAL COMMITTEE  3 
DATE:  Wednesday, May 12, 2004 4 
TIME:  9:00 a.m. 5 
PLACE: Brookens Administrative Center 6 
  County Board Room #1 7 
  1776 E. Washington St. 8 
  Urbana, Illinois 9 
TECH MEMBERS: Dennis Unzicker-Acting Chairperson, Dick Helton and Jim Miller (Savoy), Pam Voitik and 10 

Gary Biehl (UIUC), Libby Tyler and Bill Gray (City of Urbana), Craig Rost and Steve Wegman 11 
(Champaign), William Volk (MTD), John Cooper (County), John Dimit (CCRPC), Dennis 12 
Markwell (IDOT Dist 5) 13 

Others: Kevin Ward and Randy Strang (FHWA), Bruce Knight (City of Champaign), Stanley Balbach, 14 
Ralph Langenheim, Joyce Phares, Bill Bagby, Erich Kugler, Bjorg Holte 15 

CUUATS Staff:  Rita Black, Susan Chavarria, Eunah Kang, Ahmed Kaja -Mohideen and Mary Cummings 16 

MINUTES  17 

I. Call to Order 18 
Acting Chairperson Dennis Unzicker called the Technical Committee meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.   19 

 20 
II. Roll Call 21 

Roll was taken by written record and a quorum was declared present. 22 
 23 

III. Audience Participation 24 
Mr. Unzicker invited those audience members to speak with a limitation of 5 minutes each.  Mr. Kugler 25 
introduced himself as a resident on Cottonwood Road.  He explained that he and his wife enjoy the wildlife 26 
area surrounding his home, which is situated on Cottonwood Road south of Airport Road.  He spoke against 27 
the widening and improvement of Cottonwood Road and stated that further development would damage 28 
farmland, wildlife, and cause more air pollution and crime.  Mr. Kugler also mentioned that property values 29 
would decrease due to increased development.  He asked the committee to please be considerate to the 30 
residents and wildlife. 31 
 32 
Mr. Bagby requested clarification of what project is on hold and the public comment period deadline.  He 33 
asked if Mr. Paul Doebel had been informed that the LRTP study had been placed on hold and would also like 34 
to know about the other scenarios that have been developed.  Mr. Dimit explained that from the conversation 35 
with Mr. Doebel and Mrs. Black, there is continuing confusion concerning the LRTP study and the Route 130 36 
corridor study.  He announced that the Route 130 corridor study has been put on hold to get in synch with the 37 
IDOT studies in the same area.  Mr. Dimit emphasized that at no time had he informed Mr. Doebel that the 38 
LRTP study had been deferred and that staff has been energetic in letting people know the timetable of this 39 
project.  Concerning the public comment period, Mrs. Chavarria stated that staff had received 30 votes and 40 
other scenarios were developed from those public views.  She stated that these were being presented to the 41 
CUUATS Technical and Policy committees today for consideration and to narrow down the alternatives 42 
ultimately to one to be included in the final LRTP report.  43 



CUUATS Tech Cmte Meeting 2 May 12, 2004 

Mr. Bagby commented that none of the Route 130/High Cross Road corridor study meetings have taken place 1 
within the area in which the study is taking place.  He added that some of the meetings had been canceled or 2 
misrepresented in the newspaper, at no fault of the staff on some occasions.  He emphasized that the residents 3 
have not had an opportunity to comment and that he previously had asked to be placed on the mailing list.  He 4 
received no notice of this meeting.  Mrs. Black explained that Mr. Bagby’s request was to be placed on the 5 
mailing list for the Route 130 corridor study and that if he wishes, staff would place him on the CUUATS 6 
Technical committee mailing list.  He answered in the affirmative. 7 
 8 
Mrs. Joyce Phares stated that residents are adamant against a “ringroad” concept.  She too had requested to be 9 
placed on the mailing list so that she would have the meeting information in order to attend.  She emphasized 10 
that the ads in the newspaper are inadequate.  Mrs. Phares pointed out that with the assistance of another 11 
publication, Farm and Home County Plat Book, there was no excuse that residents shouldn’t be informed.  12 
She outlined the reasons residents are against improvement of Cottonwood Road:  decrease in property 13 
values, loss of 23,000 acres of farmland, increase in noise and car pollution, increase in crime rate and danger 14 
to the wildlife in the area. 15 
 16 

IV. Approval of Minutes 17 
A. Minutes of Regular meeting of March 31, 2004 18 
Mr. Unzicker offered two changes on Page 4 and 5.  Mr. Gray requested a change in the language on line 19 19 
of Page 19 and adjust the sentence as follows:  “but the key areas along IL 130 are from Rt. 150 south to 20 
Philo.”  Mr. Gray made the motion to approve the minutes as amended.  Ms. Tyler seconded the 21 
motion.  There being no discussion, and upon vote, the motion carried unanimously.  22 

 23 
V. New Business 24 

A. Selecting a Preferred Scenario for the Long Range Transportation Plan 2025 (Susan Chavarria) 25 
Mrs. Chavarria pointed out the memorandum and explained that added scenarios were developed since the 26 
public meetings.  She stated the third scenario is before the committee for consideration, which introduces 27 
two study areas to the urbanized planning area – High Cross Road area north of I-74 and the other along 28 
Curtis Road between First Street and IL 130.  She explained that these study areas would give the committees 29 
time to study the effects of introducing a ringroad concept to those two areas while maintaining the rest of the 30 
ringroad concept as depicted in scenarios 1 and 2.  Mrs. Chavarria stated that the LRTP Steering Committee 31 
met to consider the 15 alternatives and narrowed down this list to four for consideration, which the CUUATS 32 
Technical Committee is being asked to narrow the choices to two to be presented to the CUUATS Policy 33 
Committee immediately following. 34 
 35 
Mr. Knight commented on the revised Scenario 3 concerning the terminology “ringroad”, which was changed 36 
to “enhanced arterial fringe road system.  He stated that there might be alternative designs that reflect the 37 
different character of the different areas around the community.  He pointed out that concerning the public 38 
comments made earlier, it is important to emphasize that one of the Scenarios shows that area as a study area.  39 
He stated that this proposed scenario in no way would supercede the ultimate results of that study process and 40 
it was the Steering Committee’s desire to structure it in this way.  Mr. Knight explained that these study areas 41 
would provide for more public comments as the study process proceeds.  He added that the third element 42 
along Curtis Road was developed because there is no agreement with the agencies as to whether or what kind 43 
of continuation of the fringe road system should extend along the Curtis Road alignment.  Mr. Knight stated 44 
that ultimately there would be a letter of understanding between the University of Illinois and the City of 45 
Urbana concerning Curtis Road.  He announced that following discussion within the staff at the City of 46 
Champaign, other proposed language for “high capacity transit system” would replace and avoid “tram”, 47 
“fixed guideway system”, or “light rail”, and would leave options opened. 48 
 49 
Mr. Rost stated that the City of Champaign could support Scenario B+C with the incorporated 50 
language suggestion.  He then made this in the form of a motion.  Mr. Volk seconded the motion.  Mr. 51 
Volk added that the map should indicate what those corridors should be as well as some discussion in the text 52 
about the alternatives analysis and the range of alternatives that are being considered.  He requested that a 53 
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definition of “high capacity transit system” should be outlined and what the range includes.  Mr. Volk pointed 1 
out that the MTD is attempting to meet federal guidelines to allow this study to move ahead with an enhanced 2 
transit system without having to come back to this committee with an amendment to the LRTP.   3 
 4 
Mrs. Chavarria pointed out that the difference from the letter to the text that was originally proposed is the 5 
second sentence – “In addition, the high capacity transit system is introduced to serve the University district.”  6 
She explained that the original text referred to a “fixed guideway system” instead of “high capacity transit 7 
system”.  Ms. Tyler requested a clarification on the motion and asked if the motion was to modify the 8 
language of Scenario B+C and Mr. Rost answered in the affirmative. 9 
 10 
There being no further discussion on this motion, and upon vote, the motion carried unanimously. 11 
 12 
Mr. Gray complimented the CUUATS staff for all the fine, hard work done in putting the Long Range 13 
Transportation Plan together.  He stated that this is the best document produced in the past twelve years since 14 
he has been involved with CUUATS.  Mr. Gray announced, however, that as of today, the City of Urbana 15 
cannot support Scenario 3, Alternative B+C or C modified.  He stated that a letter of understanding between 16 
the University, Urbana, the township and others, has begun.  Mr. Gray reported, however, that there has been 17 
talk of the intention of the University of Illinois to close Curtis Road.  He stated that this is something that 18 
Urbana cannot support and the City of Urbana would support Scenario 2, with the substitute language for 19 
“ringroad”, but shows that Curtis Road is a road that would traverse between Staley Road and High Cross 20 
Road.  He added that Alternative C modified would be the first choice of Urbana, and B+C would be the 21 
second choice.  Mr. Gray pointed out that this scenario makes more sense for traveling from the western to the 22 
eastern portion of the County and to various aspects of the twin cities.  He stated that Scenario 3 is too ill-23 
defined, and because of its nature, east of US Rt. 45, if the true intentions were that there wouldn’t be a road 24 
going through east of US Rt. 45, then the City of Urbana would not support that.  Ms. Tyler added that 25 
Scenario 3 in its final form is too far from Urbana’s Comprehensive Plan and the LRTP is supposed to be 26 
consistent with comprehensive plans.  She expressed concern that it seems we are moving backwards in terms 27 
of the history of planning. 28 
 29 
Mr. Rost stated that the alternatives that Urbana favors does not call for closure of Curtis Road and asked for 30 
comments from the representatives from the University of Illinois.  Mr. Biehl informed the committee that 31 
there was a meeting between University representatives and Urbana Township officials, but that there are no 32 
proposals to close Curtis Road and that the meeting was a discussion only, not a request from the University 33 
to Urbana Township.  Mr. Gray stated this was different from what was reported from the Urbana Township 34 
official and found it curious that if the University requests that a road be vacated, there are certain 35 
connotations.  Ms. Voitik emphasized that there were no requests to close Curtis Road.  Mr. Rost pointed out 36 
that from a policy and cooperation point of view, Champaign would have similar concerns to both the 37 
University and Urbana, and if we are going to call this a study area, then we would fairly study the question 38 
of the alignment of that road and none of us would prevent that study from occurring and then consideration 39 
of any recommendations from that study.  He indicated that Champaign would vote on that with that 40 
assumption just as the University would respect the study of the transit piece of the alternative. 41 
 42 
Mr. Gray stated that, from Urbana’s perspective, there should be a stronger statement than what Scenario 3 43 
indicates with respect to Curtis Road.  He mentioned that there have been statements made within the College 44 
of ACES that Curtis Road should be closed.  He stated that this committee has already been informed that the 45 
University has no interest in paying money towards a future Curtis Road improvement and we understand that 46 
and accept that, but to vacate the road sends a different message.  He then asked of the University what the 47 
true intentions are for Curtis Road.  Mr. Gray emphasized that Urbana would like to be cooperative and to 48 
complete the letter of understanding in order to get the issues on the table for discussion.   49 
 50 
Mr. Unzicker suggested adding language to Scenario 3 that would assure Curtis Road would not be vacated 51 
and asked if this would be something Urbana could support.  Mr. Gray stated that if CUUATS as the MPO is 52 
supportive of an east-west corridor along Curtis Road, then Scenario 2 would certainly be one that we all 53 
would support.  He stated that if we wanted to add this wording where Curtis Road may or may not be 54 
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developed, with respect to exact alignment and one being a study area, this would be acceptable.  Mr. Gray 1 
indicated, however, that the way Scenario 3 is currently shaded and depicted in the legend, Urbana is not 2 
comfortable with this map.   3 
 4 
Mr. Markwell pointed out that the study areas for Scenario 3 are different from that on the larger scale map 5 
distributed.  He then asked if this would be modified.  Mrs. Chavarria explained that the smaller map was 6 
introduced to the LRTP Steering Committee at its last meeting for discussion as one of the three scenarios.  7 
She stated that the larger map was a result of that meeting with suggested changes, which is a less defined 8 
study area as well as the IL Rt. 130/High Cross Road area.  Mr. Knight added that this map was a middle 9 
ground that the Steering Committee could support by consensus and that there was give and take during that 10 
meeting. 11 
 12 
Mr. Rost suggested the following language:  “No action would be taken on Curtis Road without further study 13 
involving the University of Illinois, Urbana, Champaign, and Savoy.”  He stated that it is Champaign’s hope 14 
that this would be the case with identifying a study area.  He would like to see an environment conducive to a 15 
letter of agreement between the University of Illinois and the City of Urbana.  Ms. Tyler expressed the 16 
concern of the Mayor of Urbana that the current comprehensive plan designation is for Curtis Road as a 17 
planned arterial and Urbana does not want to assess or adopt an LRTP document that is contrary to that.  She 18 
indicated that the way Scenario 3 is depicted, it could be seen as a removal of that designation.  It seems that 19 
the status quo is that it is a planned arterial.  If there is a letter of understanding that may get modified in some 20 
fashion along South Farms, but we don’t know yet if that will occur, there is reluctance to lose our long-21 
standing comprehensive planning designation for this road.  The earlier depiction of Scenario 3 did show at 22 
least parts of Curtis Road, except where obscured by the study areas, an arterial, and we have lost any sense 23 
that this is a planned arterial in the current one and that is a real basic concern.  Ms. Tyler stated that it is 24 
unclear how we can fix Scenario 3 to get past that.  Mrs. Chavarria pointed out that the way the road areas are 25 
shaded takes away the possibility of Curtis Road being an arterial road.  IDOT has created the functional 26 
classification that shows it as a minor arterial and not precluding anything that has happened so far by making 27 
this a bigger study area.  Mr. Gray pointed out that Curtis Road has been classified as a collector in this area – 28 
First Street east to Route 130.  Mrs. Black stated that CUUATS Technical and Policy committees approved 29 
the functional classifications as presented by IDOT and that functional classification is nothing we have 30 
control over at this time.  She explained that following study of the area, an amendment to the functional 31 
classification could be submitted to IDOT and this is why there was a compromise from the LRTP Steering 32 
Committee.  With respect to the City of Urbana, Mr. Gray stated that there has been a breach of trust and 33 
Urbana has not been able to discuss the matter with officials at the University of Illinois prior to this meeting.  34 
He questioned the intent to vacate a portion of Curtis Road when there are discussions for a letter of 35 
understanding.   36 
 37 
Mr. Biehl commented that the University has not tried to miscommunicate that we do not want Curtis Road 38 
developed.  We have said that previously.  In the last LRTP meeting, we depicted the fuzziness of the corridor 39 
to show that traffic could move east-west either on Windsor Road or out of the study area along Monticello 40 
Road or Airport Road, knowing that it is not in the area to be studied right now.  That’s the opinion of the 41 
University.  The executive director put that in writing to the CUUATS Board members and made our position 42 
as formal as possible.  You may be putting too much emphasis in an informal discussion and there has been 43 
no formal proposal to vacate Curtis Road from First Street to Race Street.  There has been informal discussion 44 
with Policy members concerning this matter.  What we have discussed in the meeting is what is depicted on 45 
the maps. 46 
 47 
Mr. Rost offered an amendment to Alternate B+C if some language were added to reflect that no actions 48 
would be taken on these roads during the study.  He stated that both positions of the University and Urbana 49 
have been made clear and Champaign has to support the activities of the University at some point; however, 50 
we want to get along with all agencies within CUUATS and hope this decision can be worked out.  Mrs. 51 
Chavarria pointed out that at a previous meeting there was an agreement that Curtis Road area would be 52 
studied and that no changes to the roadway would be made within a two-year study limit.   53 
 54 
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Mr. Gray suggested changing Scenario 2 with the addition of a study area on the Curtis Road corridor and 1 
asked if this would be acceptable with a heavier line on Curtis Road.  Also add in a study area for Route 130 2 
corridor.  Mr. Gray made the motion to approve Alternative B+C modified with the changed language 3 
from this morning.  Scenario 2, the motion would be that there would be along the High Cross Road 4 
corridor a study area as depicted in Scenario 3, then include a pending letter of understanding and 5 
future corridor study between First Street and Race Street.  For further clarification, Mr. Rost requested 6 
assurance from the University that this would be an acceptable course of action.  Ms. Voitik stated that this 7 
would be an acceptable modification.  Mr. Unzicker stated that the scenarios to be voted upon include the 8 
modified scenario as described by Mr. Gray and Scenario 3 with B+C modified.  Mr. Dimit asked what the 9 
practical differences were between the two proposed maps.  Ms. Tyler stated that the differences are reduced 10 
east/west from First Street to Race Street and reduced north/south to cover both sides of the roads plus some 11 
distance and the important difference for Urbana is the yellow line for Curtis Road under the study area.  She 12 
added that this could change but only pending the letter of understanding.  Mr. Unzicker seconded the 13 
motion.  Those in favor of changing that language say “Aye”.  Those opposed – none.  The motion 14 
carried unanimously. 15 
 16 
Mrs. Chavarria requested for clarity to call the new scenario, Scenario 2 Modified.  Mr. Biehl offered it as 17 
Scenario 4.  Mrs. Black agreed.  Mr. Rost asked for another clarification and asked if we have sufficiently 18 
modified Scenario 3 B+C now that we have made this suggestion, but it was never made a motion to modify 19 
that, which would incorporate “no action taken until the area is studied.”  Mr. Rost made the motion to 20 
amend Scenario 3 B+C by adding the intent to take no action on Curtis Road without further study 21 
involving the University of Illinois, Urbana, Champaign and Savoy.  Mr. Unzicker seconded the 22 
motion.  There being no discussion and upon vote, the motion carried unanimously.  23 
 24 
Mr. Unzicker requested Roll Call vote for the first and second scenario choices and then first and second 25 
alternative choices: 26 
 27 
    First Choice  Second Choice 28 
 Urbana Scenario 4 / B+C modified Scenario 4 / C modified 29 
 Champaign Scenario 3 / B+C modified Scenario 4 / C modified 30 
 Savoy  Scenario 3 / B+C modified Scenario 4 / C modified 31 
 UIUC  Scenario 3 / B+C modified Scenario 3 / C modified 32 
 CUMTD Scenario 4 / B+C modified Scenario 2 / B+C modified 33 
 IDOT  Scenario 4 / B+C modified Scenario 4 / C modified 34 
 County  Scenario 3 / B+C modified Scenario 4 / B+C modified 35 
 CCRPC Scenario 4 / B+C modified Scenario 3 / B+C modified 36 
 37 
Mrs. Chavarria stated that the vote indicates a tie between scenarios and a clear majority for 38 
Alternative B+C.  She then asked if it would be logical to assume that the two scenarios to be presented 39 
to the Policy Committee would be Scenario 3 B+C Modified and Scenario 4 B+C modified.  The 40 
consensus agreed.  Mr. Gray asked if these two scenarios are being presented with equal weight to the Policy 41 
Committee.  Mrs. Black stated that the Policy Committee would decide between these two transportation 42 
plans to be included in the LRTP document.  Ms. Tracy requested that the members keep in mind that this 43 
plan needs to fiscally constrained and that IDOT does plan to construct the interchange at Curtis Road and 44 
Interstate 57.  She stated that there would be a realization that traffic will travel along this east/west corridor 45 
and IDOT will be building this interchange to an arterial. 46 
 47 
B. CUUATS Unified Technical Work Program for FY2005 (Rita Black) 48 
Mrs. Black explained that the only change to the document was the inclusion of Intelligent Transportation 49 
System Architecture.  Mr. Wegman made the motion, which was seconded by Ms. Tyler, to recommend 50 
approval of the UTWP to go to CUUATS Policy Committee.  There being no further discussion and 51 
upon vote, the motion carried unanimously. 52 

 53 
 54 
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C. CUUATS Draft Transportation Improvement Program 2005-2007 (Susan Chavarria) 1 
Mrs. Chavarria explained that the Transportation Improvement Program is a list of anticipated projects for 2 
fiscals 2005, 2006 and 2007. She requested approval of the draft document in order to begin the 30-day public 3 
comment period that would begin tomorrow, May 13, 2004.  Mr. Wegman asked if there is a policy on what 4 
we should project in terms of the STP funds not having the highway bill passed.  Mrs. Chavarria stated that 5 
this listing is based on what IDOT tells the staff, which is an estimate until next year when the real amounts 6 
would be available.  Mr. Rost made the motion to approve the Draft TIP.  Mr. Helton seconded the 7 
motion.   8 
 9 
Mr. Gray requested clarification on Table 13 of the STPU allocations concerning Curtis Road.  He stated that 10 
in FY2006, it shows Curtis Road construction and FY2008 it indicates construction for Windsor Road.  Mr. 11 
Gray explained that on May 24, 2000, this group debated Windsor Road should be the next project for 12 
construction in FY2004.  He stated that there would also be developed criteria for project selection, which 13 
was unanimously approved.  Since that meeting, Mr. Gray stated that the next construction project after 14 
Olympian Drive would be Windsor Road and that Curtis Road would be subsequent to that.  He pointed out 15 
that the document indicates the construction for Curtis Road is ahead of Windsor Road and is in direct 16 
conflict to what CUUATS decided in May of 2000.  Mrs. Chavarria explained that two things have occurred 17 
since the meeting in 2000.  She stated that in order to include the Olympian Drive funding, there was an 18 
agreement in both the Technical and Policy committees to move Windsor Road back to 2006 or 2007.  She 19 
explained that after that decision, Danville was included as an MPO last year and the funding for STPU had to 20 
be reallocated to include Danville, which cut our funds significantly according to IDOT and Windsor Road 21 
would be pushed back to 2008.  Mrs. Black stated that we have been following the decisions of IDOT on 22 
funding allocations.  Mr. Gray requested discussion on this issue as it had previously been the official position 23 
that Windsor Road be placed before Curtis Road.  Mrs. Chavarria stated that if there needs to be a change, this 24 
can be accomplished during the 30-day comment period.  Mr. Markwell explained that the pushback in funds 25 
was due to the establishment of the new MPO and in terms of priority, the decision is still a CUUATS one.  26 
Mr. Gray asked about the time frame for the approval process and Mrs. Chavarria stated that the final 27 
document needs to be at IDOT by June 30, 2004.  Mr. Gray then recommended that a meeting of the Project 28 
Priority Committee take place to discuss priorities of the various projects. 29 
 30 
There being no further discussion and upon vote, the motion carried unanimously.  31 
 32 
D. Intergovernmental Agreement (Rita Black) 33 
Mrs. Black stated that no action is necessary at this time and that some elements to the agreement were 34 
missing.  She pointed out the various changes to be studied and at the next meeting, the final document would 35 
be presented for approval. 36 

  37 
VI. Old Business 38 

A. Subcommittee Reports – Due to the hour, Mr. Unzicker requested that the subcommittee reports be 39 
deferred to the CUUATS Policy Committee meeting immediately following.  There were no objections. 40 
1. CUTEC  41 
2. Curtis Road  42 
3. Olympian Drive 43 
4. Windsor Road 44 
5. CATS II 45 
6. LRTP 46 
7. Fixed Guideway System 47 

B. Other – None 48 
 49 

VII. Adjournment 50 
Mr. Volk made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Rost seconded the motion.  There being no 51 
discussion and upon vote, the motion carried unanimously.  Chairperson Unzicker adjourned the meeting 52 
at 10:40 a.m. 53 


