
All City meetings are broadcast on Urbana Public Television and live-streamed on the web. Details on how 
to watch are found on the UPTV webpage located at https://urbanaillinois.us/uptv  

 

CITY OF URBANA 

CITY COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 

DATE: Tuesday, January 02, 2024 

TIME: 7:00 PM 

PLACE: 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801 

AGENDA 

A. Call to Order and Roll Call 

B. Approval of Minutes of Previous Meeting 

1. 10-23-2023 Minutes 

C. Additions to the Agenda 

D. Presentation and Public Input 

E. Council Input and Communications 

F. Reports of Standing Committees 

G. Committee of the Whole (Council Member Grace Wilken, Ward 6) 

1.    Consent Agenda 

2.    Regular Agenda 

a. Ordinance No. 2023-12-050: An Ordinance Approving a Final Development Plan for a 
Planned Unit Development - Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23 - CD 

b. Ordinance No. 2023-12-051: An Ordinance Approving a Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plat 
- Hope Village Subdivision / Plan Case 2479-S-23 -CD 

H. Reports of Special Committees 

I. Reports of Officers 

J. New Business 

K. 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 the general public. The City is required to conduct all business during public meetings. 
The presiding officer is responsible for conducting those meetings in an orderly and efficient manner. 
Public Input will be taken in the following ways: 
 
Email Input 
Public comments must be received prior to the closing of the meeting record (at the time of adjournment 
unless otherwise noted) at the following: citycouncil@urbanaillinois.us. The subject line of the email must 
include the words “PUBLIC INPUT” and the meeting date. Your email will be sent to all City Council 
members, the Mayor, City Administrator, and City Clerk. Emailed public comments labeled as such will be 
incorporated into the public meeting record, with personal identifying information redacted. Copies of 
emails will be posted after the meeting minutes have been approved. 
 
Written Input 
Any member of the public may submit their comments addressed to the members of the public body in 
writing. If a person wishes their written comments to be included in the record of Public Input for the 
meeting, the writing should so state. Written comments must be received prior to the closing of the meeting 
record (at the time of adjournment unless otherwise noted). 
 
Verbal Input 
Protocol for Public Input is one of respect for the process of addressing the business of the City. Obscene 
or profane language, or other conduct that threatens to impede the 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 two (2) hours, unless otherwise shortened or extended by majority vote 
of the public body members present. The presiding officer or the city clerk or their designee, shall monitor 
each speaker's use of time and shall notify the speaker when the allotted time has expired. A person may 
participate and provide Public Input once during a meeting and may not cede time to another person, or 
split their time if Public Input is held at two (2) or more different times during a meeting. The presiding 
officer may give priority to those persons who indicate they wish to speak on an agenda item upon which a 
vote will be taken. 
 
The presiding officer or public body members shall not enter into a dialogue with citizens. Questions from 
the public body members shall be for clarification purposes only. Public Input shall not be used as a time 
for problem solving or reacting to comments made but, rather, for hearing citizens for informational 
purposes only. 
 
In order to maintain the efficient and orderly conduct and progress of the public meeting, the presiding 
officer of the meeting shall have the authority to raise a point of order and provide a verbal warning to a 
speaker who engages in the conduct or behavior proscribed under “Verbal Input”.  Any member of the 
public body participating in the meeting may also raise a point of order with the presiding officer and 
request that they provide a verbal warning to a speaker.  If the speaker refuses to cease such conduct or 
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 
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meeting record. 
 
Accommodation 
If an accommodation is needed to participate in a City meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 
least 48 hours in advance so that special arrangements can be made using one of the following methods: 
 
- Phone: 217.384.2366 
- Email: CityClerk@urbanaillinois.us 
 

3



City of Urbana 

400 S Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801 

www.urbanaillinois.us  

 

MEMORANDUM TO THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

 

Meeting:  December 18, 2023 Committee of the Whole 

Subject:  An Ordinance Approving a Final Planned Unit Development  

 (Hope Village / Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23) 

 

Summary 

Action Requested  

Council is being asked to approve the Final Development Plan for the Hope Village Planned Unit 

Development. 

Plan Commission Recommendation  

The Plan Commission reviewed the Final Development Plan for the Hope Village Planned Unit 

Development on November 9, 2023, and December 7, 2023, and voted with three ayes and two nays 

to recommend that: 

“City administration continue to work closely with the applicant organizations, the neighborhood 

residents (including residents of Champaign), the City of Champaign, and others to mitigate the 

effects of construction and operation of Hope Village.” 

The Plan Commission based their recommendation on the following: 

1. Much of the PUD has already been physically built, before a PUD permit was granted, 

contrary to XVI-7, which says that, "No building permit or certificate of occupancy if no 

building permit is required shall be issued before issuance of a planned unit development 

permit." 

2. The Plan Commission has exhausted its discretionary and persuasive capabilities, and held 

the public hearing that it is required to hold because of the PUD process. 

3. The proposal is an innovative, unusual proposal and project, potentially very valuable, but 

also therefore with less predictable consequences both on the effects of construction and its 

operation. 

4. The location chosen is arguably not conducive to the public convenience in the sense of the 

residents, and therefore these less predictable effects will be effects on a vulnerable 

neighborhood. 

5. The City of Urbana, through funding, is a participant in this project, not merely a 

disinterested regulatory body. 
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Relationship to City Services and Priorities 

Impact on Core Services  

Approval of the Final Development Plan for Hope Village will have a minimal impact on City services. 

The development does not include any public infrastructure that the City would ultimately be 

responsible for maintaining. It is likely to have marginal impact on emergency or other core services 

due to the limited number of residents. However, because those residents would generally otherwise 

be unhoused, fewer calls for emergency services would be anticipated. 

Strategic Goals & Plans  

Hope Village would contribute to the following Mayor/City Council Strategic Goals: 

1.3 – Promote Community Well-Being 

2.1 – Support Housing Security and Equity 

2.2 – Improve Housing Quality 

Previous Council Actions  

On February 27, 2023, City Council allocated $850,000 in ARPA funds to Carle Foundation Hospital 

for Hope Village (Res. No. 2023-02-013R). In addition, on July 31, 2023, City Council approved the 

Preliminary Planned Unit Development (Ord. No. 2023-07-023). At the time that the Preliminary 

PUD was approved by Council, it was made clear that the construction of two buildings (the 

community center and a single model dwelling) could proceed as a matter of right. The only 

construction that has occurred to date is the construction of the community center. 

Discussion 

See the attached Plan Commission Staff Report for background information and discussion. 

Additional Background Information 

Staff is aware of a proposal by members of the community to shift the proposed structures to the 

north side of the larger parcel of which the PUD Site is a part, and then to access the project 

through Federal Drive. After consultation with the City Attorney, staff has determined that such a 

shift is outside the purview of the Council. 

 

The vote on the PUD must a) be consistent with the Preliminary PUD and b) must be on the final 

proposal as presented by the applicant. Additional conditions may be imposed, however, changing 

the PUD site itself without the consent of the applicant is not legally permitted. 

 

Community Impact 

The project will provide quality housing for some of our community’s most vulnerable residents. 

There are members of the community proximate to the PUD Site, both in Champaign and Urbana, 

who are opposed to the project as proposed. 

  

5

Item a.



Recommendation  

As stated above, the Plan Commission voted to forward the case to the City Council, with a 

recommendation to ensure that the City is involved in mitigating any negative effects of the 

construction and operation of Hope Village. More specifically, the Commission indicated that once 

Hope Village is built (if the PUD is approved), City administration should continue to work closely 

with the applicant organizations, the neighborhood residents (including residents of Champaign), the 

City of Champaign, and others to mitigate the effects of construction and operation of Hope Village. 

Staff concurs with the Plan Commission recommendation, and asks Council to Approve the Final 

Development Plan, with the following conditions: 

1. That construction be in general conformance with the attached plans in Ordinance 

Attachment A. 

2. That the preliminary/final plat is approved for Hope Village (Plan Case No. 2479-S-23). 

Next Steps  

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

per the approved plans. 

Attachments 

1. An Ordinance Approving a Final Planned Unit Development (Hope Village / Plan Case No. 

2480-PUD-23) 

2. Ordinance Attachment A (Site Plans) 

3. Plan Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (11/9/2023) 

4. Plan Commission Supplemental Memorandum and Meeting Minutes (DRAFT) (12/7/2023) 

5. Communications Received After Public Hearing on 11/9/2023. 

 

Originated by:  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner 

Reviewed:  Kim Smith, Community Development Services Director 

Approved: Carol Mitten, City Administrator 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2023-__-___ 

 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

(Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23) 

 

 WHEREAS, the City of Urbana (“City”) is a home rule unit of local government 

pursuant to Article VII, Section 6, of the Illinois Constitution, 1970, and may exercise any power 

and perform any function pertaining to its government and affairs, and the passage of this 

Ordinance constitutes an exercise of the City’s home rule powers and functions as granted in 

the Illinois Constitution, 1970; and 

WHEREAS, Marty Smith, on behalf of The Carle Foundation, has applied for a 

residential Planned Unit Development located south of Federal Drive and north of Dorie Miller 

Drive and Carver Drive in the R-3 (Single and Two-Family Residential) and R-4 (Medium 

Density Multiple Family Residential) Zoning Districts; and 

WHEREAS, Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance requires the submission 

and approval of a preliminary and a final development plan for planned unit developments, and 

that all requested waivers from development standards be expressly written; and  

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

 WHEREAS, after due publication, the Urbana Plan Commission held a public hearing 

on such petition at 7:00 p.m. on November 9, 2023, and December 7, 2023, in Plan Case No. 

2480-PUD-23; and 

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission voted with three (3) ayes and two (2) nays to forward 

the case to the Urbana City Council with a recommendation that City administration continue 

to work closely with the applicant organizations, the neighborhood residents (including residents 

of Champaign), the City of Champaign, and others to mitigate the effects of construction and 

operation of Hope Village, based on the following: 

1. Much of the PUD has already been physically built, before a PUD permit was 

granted, contrary to XVI-7, which says that, "No building permit or certificate of 
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occupancy if no building permit is required shall be issued before issuance of a 

planned unit development permit." 

2. The Plan Commission has exhausted its discretionary and persuasive capabilities, 

and held the public hearing that it is required to hold because of the PUD process. 

3. The proposal is an innovative, unusual proposal and project, potentially very 

valuable, but also therefore with less predictable consequences both on the effects 

of construction and its operation. 

4. The location chosen is arguably not conducive to the public convenience in the 

sense of the residents, and therefore these less predictable effects will be effects on 

a vulnerable neighborhood. 

5. The City of Urbana, through funding, is a participant in this project, not merely a 

disinterested regulatory body. 

 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the requested final development plan is 

consistent with Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, Planned Unit Developments, 

and with the definitions and goals of this Section of the Ordinance. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of 

Urbana, Illinois, as follows: 

Section 1.  

A final development plan for the PUD, as attached hereto in Ordinance Attachment A, 

is hereby approved with the following conditions and waivers: 

1. That construction be in general conformance with the attached plans in 

Ordinance Attachment A. 

2. That the preliminary/final plat is approved for Hope Village (Plan Case No. 

2479-S-23). 

The subject property is more accurately described as follows: 

Tract 1: Beginning At An Iron Rod Situated In The South One-Half Of Section 6, 

Township 19 North, Range_ 9 East, Of The Third Principal Meridian, City .Of 

Urbana, Champaign County, Illinois, Said Iron Pipe Also Being A Part Of The 
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Boundary Monuments Of The "Church Of The Living God Plat Of Survey, Recorded 

As Document No. 2011R22983, In The Office Of The Champaign County Recorder, 

Said Pipe Also Being Situated At The Southwest Corner Of Park 74 Industrial 

Development No.2; Thence North 89°12'55' East, Along The South Line Of Said 

Subdivision, A Distance Of 766.77 Feet To A Chiseled Cross Situated At The 

Northwest Corner Of The Replats Of Lots 1 And. 2 Of Melrose Of Urbana; Thence 

South 00°44'22" East, Along The West Line Of Said Replats Of Lots 1 And 2, A 

Distance Of 725.77 Feet To An Iron Rod . Bearing A Damaged Cap Situated At The 

Northeast Corner Of Carver Park Subdivision To-Urbana; Thence South 89°26'00" 

West, Along The North Line Of Said Subdivision, A Distance Of 229,91 Feet To An 

Iron Pipe Found Situated At The Northeast Corner Of Lot 18 Of Said Subdivision; 

Thence North 00°45'06" West, A Distance Of 114.84 Feet To An Iron Rod Bearing A 

Cap Stamped 2537 Said Rod Also Being Situated On The Easterly Extension Of The 

North Line Of Lot 48 Of Said Carver Park Subdivision; Thence South 89°27'06" 

West, Along Said Extension, A Distance Of 535.15 Feet To A Rod Bearing A Cap 

Stamped 2537 Situated On The. East Line Of The Baptist Missionary Church 

Property; Thence . North 00°41 '20" W., Along Said East Line Of The Church 

Property, A Distance Of 323.63 Feet To An Iron Rod Bearing A Cap Stamped 1462; _ 

Thence North 01°08'16" West, A Distance Of 218.22.Feet To an Iron Rod Situated At 

The Southeast Corner Of "The Bishop Crawford . Subdivision", As Said Subdivision 

Is Recorded As Document No. 2013R27410, Dated 11/21/2013, In The Office Of 

The Aforesaid Champaign County Recorder; Thence Continuing North 01 °08' 16" 

West, A Distance Of 66.00 Feet To The Point Of Beginning, Being Situated Within 

The Limits Of The City Of Urbana, In Champaign, County, Illinois. 

PIN: 91-21-06-451-005 

Tract 2: That part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 6, 

Township 19 North, Range 9 East of the Third Principal Meridian, more particularly 

described as follows: Beginning 55.00 feet East of the Northeast comer of Lot 48 of 

Carver Park Addition to the City of Champaign, Illinois, as a point of beginning; 

thence Easterly parallel with the North line of Lots 20, 19 and 18 of said subdivision, 

165.00 feet; thence Southerly parallel to the East line of the aforesaid Lot 48, 115.00 
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feet to the Northeast corner of Lot 18 of said subdivision; thence Westerly along the 

North line of Lots 18, 19 and 20 of said subdivision, l65.00 feet to the Northeast 

corner of Lot 21 of said subdivision; thence Northerly parallel to the East line of Lot 

48 of said subdivision, 115.00 feet to the point of beginning, Champaign County, 

Illinois. 

PIN: 91-21-06-451-004 

Section 2.  

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

this Ordinance with the Champaign County Office of Recorder of Deeds. The City Clerk 

is directed to publish this Ordinance in pamphlet form by authority of the corporate 

authorities, and this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage 

and publication in accordance with Section 1-2-4 of the Illinois Municipal Code. 

This Ordinance is hereby passed by the affirmative vote, the “ayes” and “nays” being 

called of a majority of the members of the Council of the City of Urbana, Illinois, at a 

meeting of said Council. 

 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL this ____ day of ___________, 2023. 

AYES: 

NAYS: 

ABSTENTIONS:       

  

 ________________________________ 

      Darcy E. Sandefur, City Clerk 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR this ____ day of ___________, 2023. 

        

_______________________________ 

      Diane Wolfe Marlin, Mayor 
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ORDINANCE ATTACHMENT A
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..
.

Designer

Date
10/09/2023
Scale
Not to Scale
Drawing No.

Summary

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

S1 @ 20'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

P1 @ 10'

Schedule

Symbol Label Image Quantity Manufacturer Catalog Number Description Number
Lamps

Lumens
Per Lamp

Light Loss
Factor Wattage Plot

P1

23 Lithonia Lighting DSX0 LED P2 40K 70CRI
T2M HS

D-Series Size 0 Area Luminaire P2
Performance Package 4000K CCT 70 CRI
Type 2 Medium Houseside Shield

1 5301 0.89 45.14

S1

1 Lithonia Lighting DSX0 LED P6 40K 70CRI
T3M

D-Series Size 0 Area Luminaire P6
Performance Package 4000K CCT 70 CRI
Type 3 Medium

1 17135 0.89 137

ORDINANCE ATTACHMENT A
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1  

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Planning Division 

m e m o r a n d u m 

 
 
TO:  Urbana Plan Commission  

FROM:  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner 

DATE:  November 3, 2023 

SUBJECT:   Plan Case Nos. 2480-PUD-23: A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle 
Foundation, for approval of a Final Residential Planned Unit Development located 
south of Federal Drive and north of Carver Drive in the R-3 (Single and Two-Family 
Residential) and R-4 (Medium Density Multiple Family Residential) Zoning Districts. 

 

Introduction & Background 

Marty Smith, on behalf of the Carle Foundation, has submitted an application for final approval of a 
Residential Planned Unit Development on the farmland south of Federal Drive in Urbana, and north of 
Dorie Miller Drive and Carver Drive in Champaign.  

The development would include 30 small homes and a community center to provide permanent 
supportive housing for medically-fragile homeless people. Construction is currently underway on the 
community center and one model home, as these are considered “by right” development. 

Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance requires review and approval of both a Preliminary and 
a Final Planned Unit Development (PUD). This request is for final approval only. 

Based on an analysis of the Final PUD criteria, staff recommends that the Plan Commission recommend 
APPROVAL of the Final PUD application to the City Council.  

Preliminary PUD Approval 

The City Council approved the Preliminary Planned Unit Development for Hope Village on July 31, 
2023 (Ord. No. 2023-07-023) with three conditions and one waiver: 

1. The final site plan is not constrained by the preliminary site plan. 

2. The final site plan is responsive to the concerns of neighboring residents. 

3. Parking requirements are waived. 

4. The applicant will hold an additional meeting with the public prior to submitting the final PUD 
application. 

Overall, staff find that the applicant has met the intent of the conditions of the Preliminary Planned Unit 
Development approval. (See Exhibit M for a detailed staff analysis regarding these conditions.) 
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Discussion 

Applicability 

Per Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, this proposal qualifies for consideration as a 
Residential Planned Unit Development, as it is on a site larger than a half-acre, and can be considered a 
“Unique Development”: 

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

Comprehensive Plan 

The property is shown in the 2005 Comprehensive Plan on Future Land Use Map #3. As illustrated in 
Exhibit C, the parcels are listed as “Institutional”:  

Institutional uses generally include public, quasi-public, and private uses, such as governmental, 
educational, medical, religious, or university facilities as well as cemeteries. Institutional uses may range 
from single buildings to campuses. 

The proposed PUD would help meet the following Goals and Objectives of the Comprehensive Plan: 

2.4  Promote development that residents and visitors recognize as being of high quality and 
aesthetically pleasing. 

3.0  New development should be consistent with Urbana’s unique character. 
3.1  Encourage an urban design for new development that will complement and enhance its 

surroundings. 
3.2  Promote new developments that are unique and capture a “sense of place.” 
4.1 Encourage a variety of land uses to meet the needs of a diverse community. 
4.2 Promote the design of new neighborhoods that are convenient to transit and reduce the need to 

travel long distances to fulfill basic needs. 
4.3 Encourage development patterns that offer the efficiencies of density and a mix of uses. 
5.0  Ensure that land use patterns conserve energy. 
5.1  Encourage development patterns that help reduce dependence on automobiles and promote 

different modes of transportation. 
11.1 Encourage the inclusion of open spaces and recreational facilities in new residential and mixed-use 

developments. 
15.1 Plan for new growth and development to be contiguous to existing development where possible in 

order to avoid “leapfrog” development. 
16.0 Ensure that new land uses are compatible with and enhance the existing community. 
16.3 Encourage development in locations that can be served with existing or easily extended 

infrastructure and city services. 
19.0 Provide a strong housing supply to meet the needs of a diverse and growing community. 
19.1 Ensure that new residential development has sufficient recreation and open space, public utilities, 

public services, and access to commercial and employment centers. 
28.5 Encourage University efforts to promote public-private partnerships that can benefit multiple 

parties. 
29.2 Strengthen Urbana’s standing as a regional health-care center by supporting appropriately sited 

development opportunities and encouraging supportive services and amenities to benefit the 
sector. 

34.0 Encourage development in areas where adequate infrastructure already exists. 
39.1 Make social services available to residents in need. 
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39.2 Implement strategies to address social issues related to housing, disabilities, poverty and 
community development infrastructure. 

39.3 Implement strategies to address chronic homelessness and to provide permanent shelter. 
40.3 Work to distribute affordable housing opportunities throughout the community to avoid the 

effects of concentrated poverty. 
42.0 Promote accessibility in residential, commercial and public locations for disabled residents. 
42.1 Ensure that new developments are sensitive to the mobility and access needs of the disabled. 
42.3 Ensure that new developments include adequate access for the disabled through compliance with 

ADA requirements and adaptable units. 
49.0 Avoid development patterns that can potentially create an over-dependency on the automobile. 

PUD Ordinance Goals 

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

The proposed development is generally consistent with goals  2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, as follows: 

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

The project is not identified in the Comprehensive Plan as an area for any of these types of development.  

This goal is not applicable to this proposal. 

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

While gated communities are typically not encouraged for Planned Unit Developments, in this case it is 
appropriate. Having a secure, limited-access community is considered a best practice for developments 
that serve the targeted population. In addition, the Carle Mobile Clinic and grocery bus will regularly visit 
the site, and will be available for people from Carver Park and other neighborhoods. 

The decision to connect Hope Village, a residential community, to the existing Carver Park neighborhood 
to the south, is more consistent with the surrounding area than if it were connected to the office and 
light industrial area to the north. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

3. To promote flexibility in subdivision and development design where necessary; 

The residents of Hope Village will not own cars. As such, the already-approved waiver to remove 
minimum parking requirements is warranted. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

4. To provide public amenities not typically promoted by the Zoning Ordinance; 

Building 30 homes and providing on-site services for some of our most vulnerable residents is a huge 
benefit to the public. In addition, the Mobile Clinic and grocery bus will be open to anyone. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

5. To promote development that is significantly responsive to the goals, objectives, and future land uses of 
the Urbana Comprehensive Plan; 
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The project is significantly responsive to many of the goals and objectives, and aligns with the future land 
use designation in the Comprehensive Plan. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

6. To provide a higher level of street and pedestrian connectivity within the development and the surrounding 
neighborhood in accordance with the Urbana Comprehensive Plan. 

The development will have walking paths throughout, and aside from emergency vehicles, there will be 
no vehicles traveling through the site. It will be, essentially, a pedestrian-only development. 

The development will connect to Carver Drive, and includes a sidewalk connecting Carver Drive to the 
site, as recommended in the staff memo for the Preliminary PUD.  

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

7. To coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building relationships within the development and 
the surrounding neighborhood. 

The architectural style and building form of the homes will be consistent. They will be placed throughout 
the site on walking paths, which should give the development a consistent, specific aesthetic. In addition, 
the design of the buildings, their layout on the lot, and their orientation have been designed to maximize 
natural heating and cooling, and to provide semi-private, enclosed porches for each resident. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

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

The plans include recreational facilities, trails, outdoor gathering spaces and other open space, and 
community gardening plots, all of which are not typically promoted by the Zoning Ordinance. 

The proposed PUD is generally consistent with this goal. 

9. To conserve, to the greatest extent possible, unique natural and cultural features, environmentally sensitive 
areas, or historic resources, and to utilize such features in a harmonious fashion. 

There are no known cultural features, environmentally sensitive areas, or historic resources on the site.  

This goal is not applicable to this proposal. 

Criteria for Approval 

According to Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance, the Plan Commission shall determine 
whether reasons outlined in the submitted application and the evidence presented during the public 
hearing, justify approval based on the following criteria. (Please see Exhibit D for the petitioner’s 
specific response to each question.) 
 

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

 
The proposed project would be a residential development on a site, connected to an existing 
neighborhood. It will have nearby access to MTD bus service along Bradley Avenue, and is 
conveniently-located near OSF and Carle Hospitals. Overall, the site is convenient for people walking, 
biking, and taking transit. 
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2. That the proposed development is designed, located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be unreasonably 

injurious or detrimental to the surrounding areas, or otherwise injurious or detrimental to the public welfare. 
 

The proposed development would not be unreasonably injurious to the surrounding area or the public 
welfare. The scale, massing, and architectural style fit in with the surrounding neighborhood, and the 
residential densities would be one-third to one-half of the adjacent neighborhood. Since most, if not 
all, residents will not own cars, the traffic generated by the site will be minimal, and far less than what 
would be expected in a “by right” development on the site. 

 

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

 
The proposed PUD is consistent with many goals and objectives, as detailed above, and is generally 
consistent with the “Institutional” future land use identified in Future Land Use Map #3 of the 2005 
Urbana Comprehensive Plan.  
 

4. That the proposed development is consistent with the purpose and goals of Section XIII-3 of the Urbana Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
The proposed PUD is consistent with goals 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 of Section XIII-3 of the Urbana 
Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5. That  the  proposed  development  is  responsive  to  the  relevant  recommended  design features identified in Table 

XIII-2 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

The proposed development incorporates a number of recommended design features (in bold below) 
suggested in the PUD standards, including: 

 
1. General Site Design – the building layout promotes open spaces, landscaping and screening, 

and vehicular and pedestrian connectivity; and the lighting design will minimize negative 
impacts on the nearby residential areas. 

2. Pedestrian Connectivity – regarding connectivity, the sidewalk on Carver Drive will be extended 
to the community center; the site will have a system of paths for good internal connectivity. 

3. Parking Areas – with the parking waiver, the plans meet the intent of the maximum parking 
recommendation; the Landscape Plan (Exhibit F) shows extensive parking area landscaping 
and screening. 

4. Landscaping and Screening – the site includes a distinct landscape identity, with extensive tree 
plantings, rain gardens, and areas with native prairie plants and grasses; the landscaping provides 
adequate screening between the development and the adjacent neighborhood. 

5. Open Space – the site provides a great deal of open space, with accessible drainage areas, 
areas for passive recreation, and connected open space. 

6. Architectural Design – The design includes energy efficient construction, 
accessible/visitable homes, quality materials, and architectural identity and consistency. 

7. Signage – the plans include a freestanding monument sign, and is generally compatible with 
the overall architecture of the development. 
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Summary of Findings 

1. The proposed development is generally consistent with many of the goals of a PUD as listed
in Section XIII-3.C of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.

2. The application is generally consistent with many of the goals, objectives, and future land
use map in the 2005 Comprehensive Plan.

3. The proposed development meets the criteria for approval for a Final PUD as listed in Section
XIII-3.K of the Urbana Zoning Ordinance.

4. The proposed final development plan incorporates a number of recommended design features,
including general site design, architectural design, pedestrian connectivity, vehicular connectivity,
maximum parking, parking area landscaping, landscaping and screening, and open space design.

Options 

The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council regarding 
Plan Case 2480-PUD-23: 

1. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached; or

2. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached, including any conditions; or

3. Recommend denial of the Final Development Plan as attached.

Recommendation 

Based on the evidence presented in the discussion above, and without the benefit of considering 
additional evidence that may be presented at the public hearing, staff recommends the Plan 
Commission forward Plan Case Nos. 2480-PUD-23 to the City Council with a recommendation for 
APPROVAL with the following conditions: 

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

Attachments: Exhibit A: Location and Existing Land Use Map 
Exhibit B: Existing Zoning Map 
Exhibit C: Future Land Use Map 
Exhibit D: Final PUD Application 
Exhibit E: General Location Map and Site Plan 
Exhibit F:  Landscape Plan 
Exhibit G:  Grading Plan 
Exhibit H:  Utility Plan 
Exhibit I: Lighting Plan 
Exhibit J: Building Elevations 
Exhibit K: Sign Details 
Exhibit L: Carver Park Neighborhood Association Letter 
Exhibit M: Staff Analysis RE: Preliminary PUD Conditions 

cc: Marty Smith, Nick Crompton 

SEE "ORDINANCE ATTACHMENT A" 
FOR EXHIBITS E-K
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Exhibit D - Application
Note: This is an excerpt from the applicant's application regarding how their plans meet the 
recommended design features for Planned Unit Developments.
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Exhibit D - Application
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6. CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL

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

Hope Village will offer a comprehensive approach to serving and supporting its residents. In addition to 
the homes, Hope Village will include a community center for social services, gatherings, and recreational 
opportunities. Hope Village will also include outdoor gathering spaces, walking trails, and a community 
garden. Additionally, the Carle Mobile Clinic and the Carle Health Mobile Market will be available to 
residents of Hope Village and the surrounding neighborhood(s).

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

The gated community will be fully staffed and monitored for security and resident assistance. Residents 
will be given ample opportunity to engage in social, educational, and recreational activities that will enrich 
their health and lives and help them live productively within the community.

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

Hope Village is a new development that will be unique in its exclusive use of tiny homes for residents. It is 
an innovative use of land intended to meet the needs of our diverse community. It will reduce the need of 
its residents to travel long distances to fulfill basic needs by providing them with permanent supportive 
housing, healthcare, and intensive wrap-around services.

The layout of the tiny home community will offer the efficiencies of density and a mix of uses, as well as 
offer open spaces and recreational facilities. The community center will provide space for social services 
and counseling, community gathering, life skills teaching, and recreational opportunities. Additionally, the 
outdoor walking trails, gathering spaces, community garden, and other open green spaces will provide a 
complete living experience in touch with the natural surroundings.

The village will be contiguous to existing neighborhoods and avoid "leapfrog development." It will be 
located in an area that can be served by existing or easily extended infrastructure and city services. It is a 
project in which the University of Illinois is a partner and will promote a public-private partnership that will 
benefit multiple parties and will strengthen Urbana's standing as a regional health-care center and leader 
within the sector.

Explain how the proposed development is consistent with the purpose and goals of the Section 
XIII-3, Planned Unit Developments of the Zoning Ordinance.

Hope Village will be a high quality, non-traditional development aiming to provide a historically 
underserved population with housing, medical care, and an intensive social service infrastructure. By 
being the first of its kind in the area, the tiny home development promotes flexibility in subdivision design 
in order to serve a population in need. The public amenities available such as the community center and 
its associated services are those not typically promoted by the Zoning Ordinance. The circular street 
design and interconnected walking paths provide a high level of street and pedestrian connectivity within 
the development and the development will flow naturally to and from the surrounding neighborhood. The 
community center, community garden and other open spaces as well as trails within the development 
provide a variety of public and private open space, and recreational facilities.

Exhibit D - Application
Note: This is an excerpt from the applicant's application regarding how their plans meet 
the recommended criteria for approval for Planned Unit Developments.
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Exhibit L - Carver Park Neighborhood Association Letter
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Exhibit L - Carver Park Neighborhood Association Letter
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Exhibit M – Staff Analysis RE: Conditions of Preliminary PUD Approval 

Condition (1) – The final site plan is not constrained by the preliminary site plan. 

This condition allowed the general concepts of the Preliminary PUD Site Plan to be approved while 
granting the applicant flexibility to redesign the site if they chose to. The design team did not opt to 
substantially redesign the site, and the site plans included in the Final PUD application (see Exhibit 
D) are generally consistent with the Preliminary site plans. There updated plans include some minor 
changes to address the second Condition, as detailed below.

Condition (2) – The final site plan is responsive to the concerns of neighboring residents. 

This condition requires that the final plans respond to concerns that neighboring residents voiced 
throughout the process at Plan Commission, City Council, in writing, and at a series of neighborhood 
meetings. The concerns of neighboring residents are best summarized in the attached letter from the 
Carver Park Neighborhood Association, on behalf of residents of Carver Park, Crispus Attucks, and 
Dr. Ellis Subdivisions. The concerns outlined in that letter are repeated here in italics, followed by staff 
analysis (see Exhibit L for the full letter). 

Traffic: We strongly suggest and propose that access be made to and from Federal Drive with no traffic coming through 
Carver Park Subdivision. 

Staff Analysis: The applicants have clearly and consistently articulated their reasons for designing Hope 
Village to have its access off of Carver Drive instead of Federal Drive. Chief among those reasons are 
that Carver Drive offers better, faster access to OSF and Carle Hospitals for emergency services, and 
provides a direct connection to more frequent MTD bus service along Bradley Avenue (via Carver 
Drive) versus Kenyon Drive (via Federal Drive).  

In addition to those reasons, staff believe that to redesign the site with access off of Federal Drive 
would most likely leave the southern half of the site as farmland, which would leave it open to being 
developed in the future at much higher residential densities than Hope Village will have. That would 
create much more traffic along Carver Drive than the current proposal. The entire site is zoned for 
multifamily residential (R-4), and even a modest “by right” development under the R-4 zoning 
designation would produce significantly more traffic through the neighborhood than Hope Village, 
where most, if not all, residents will not own cars. An earlier proposal, Union Gardens, included more 
than 130 dwellings on the site, and required no significant public hearings, since it was a “by right” 
development.1 

Hope Village represents perhaps the least-intensive option for residential development on this site, 
one which would have a minimal effect on traffic through the Carver Park neighborhood. 

Drainage: We strongly suggest that both the City of Champaign and the City of Urbana work together to make certain 
that drainage issues are corrected and guarantee there will be no impact on the Carver Park Subdivision because of this 
development. 

Staff Analysis: Urbana and Champaign’s Public Works staff have discussed drainage in the area 
around Hope Village, and to date have not observed any recurring drainage problems within or 
adjacent to the Hope Village development. 
1 Union Gardens required a public hearing for the final subdivision plat; however, plats are essentially a technical 
exercise, and a plat will be approved if it meets the requirements of the Land Development Code. The City Council 
has never denied a subdivision plat, according to the Planning Division’s records. 
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Urbana's engineering review of the proposed stormwater management plan for Hope Village 
indicates that the development will maintain existing drainage patterns, which is for stormwater to 
generally flow northward. The proposed site grading, stormwater holding basin, and storm 
sewers will direct stormwater runoff northward, discharging stormwater into the existing 
public storm sewer on Cardinal Court, in the opposite direction of the Carver Park 
Subdivision. The proposed Hope Village development will not affect drainage on Carver Drive. 

Detention Pond: We understand detention ponds are being used now in large developments, but do thirty (30) tiny 
homes meet these criteria? If the detention pond must stay, and given the proximity to Carver Park Subdivision, we 
strongly suggest “high security” fencing be made around it. 

Staff Analysis: Hope Village includes 30 homes, but it also includes a community center, parking 
and access drives, and paths, all of which increase the impervious area on the site over the existing 
use of the site as farmland. City staff determined that a stormwater plan was necessary, and the 
design team for Hope Village chose a retention basin as their preferred option to deal with the 
additional runoff that would be created by the development. 

While the initial site plans for Hope Village did not include fencing to physically separate the 
retention pond from the neighborhood, the updated plans show that the fence has been extended 
south from Hope Village around the retention pond. 

“Initial” development of thirty (30) tiny homes. We propose that no future development be made in this area, 
especially without consideration of the rights and concerns of surrounding neighborhoods. 

Staff Analysis: If approved, the Final PUD will only allow the development of 30 tiny homes and 
the community center on the site. Any future development on the site would require a Planned 
Unit Development amendment, which would require the same level of review as any PUD 
application. 

Waiver (3) – Parking requirements are waived. 

Since the residents of Hope Village will not own vehicles, and there will be only a handful of staff 
on-site each day, parking requirements were waived. 

Condition (4) – The applicant will hold an additional meeting with the public prior to submitting 
the final PUD application. 

The applicant held a public meeting on October 5, 2023, at the Douglass Annex, 804 North Fifth 
Street, in Champaign, the week before they submitted their final PUD application. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
         
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                      DRAFT 
         
DATE:  November 9, 2023 

 
TIME:  7:00 P.M. 
  
 PLACE: Council Chambers, City Building, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
MEMBERS ATTENDING: Dustin Allred, Andrew Fell, Lew Hopkins, Debarah McFarland, 

Bill Rose, Karen Simms, Chenxi Yu 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Will Andresen 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Kimberly Smith, Director of Community Services; Kevin Garcia, 

Principal Planner; Marcus Ricci, Planner II 
 
PUBLIC PRESENT: John Alee; Babatunde Amad; Darlene Bailey; Cheryl Bicknell; 

Jackie Curry; Elderess Melinda Carr; Earnest Dent; Marion D. 
Harrington, Jr.; James Johnson; Marcus Johnson; Brian Kesler; 
Claudia Lenhoff; Robert E. Lewis; Cora Morris; Chad Osterbur; 
Audra Owens; Marty Smith; Bishop King James Underwood; 
Reverend Dr. Evelyn Underwood; Bridgett Wakefield; Dan 
Wakefield 

            

A. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL 

Chair Allred called the meeting to order at 7:04 p.m.  Roll call was taken, and there was a quorum 
of the members present. 
 
Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner, introduced William “Bill” Rose as the newest member of the Plan 
Commission.   
 
B. CHANGES TO THE AGENDA 

Mr. Garcia requested that Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 under New Business be considered before Plan 
Case No. 2480-PUD-23 under New Public Hearings.  He explained that both cases relate to the 
proposed Hope Village Development and that the Planned Unit Development request is 
contingent on the approval of the preliminary and final subdivision plats. 
 
Mr. Garcia further requested that the Public Input section of the agenda be moved to be held prior 
to the review and consideration of Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 under New Business to allow public 
input on the preliminary and final subdivision plats. 
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C. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

The minutes of the September 7, 2023, regular meetings were presented for approval. Mr. Fell 
moved that the Plan Commission approve the minutes as written. Ms. McFarland seconded the 
motion. The minutes were approved by unanimous voice vote. 
 
D. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

There were none.  
 
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

There was none. 
 
F. PUBLIC INPUT 

Chair Allred opened this item on the agenda for audience to address the Plan Commission 
uninterrupted for five minutes on any topic of their choice or on Plan Case No. 2479-S-23.  He 
asked that if any audience members had comments or questions regarding Plan Case NO. 2480-
PUD-23 to hold them until the public hearing for that case is opened. 
 
Mr. Hopkins questioned how the Plan Commission could ask the audience to make comments or 
ask questions on something they have not heard anything about yet.  Kimberly Smith, Director of 
Community Development Services, explained that the reason for moving Public Input to be held 
before the New Business item was as a courtesy because the request for preliminary and final 
subdivision plats is business, not a public hearing; and therefore, does not have a place in the 
process to hear audience or public input.  Ms. Simms clarified to the audience that the reason for 
making changes to the agenda were to allow the audience members to comment and ask questions 
about the preliminary and final subdivision plats prior to the Plan Commission considering and 
voting on the case.  Mr. Garcia added that the audience members would get an opportunity to 
speak on the Planned Unit Development case during that case because it is a public hearing. 
 
Marcus Johnson approached the Plan Commission to ask if the audience would have an 
opportunity to speak about the proposed development and request changes.  Mr. Garcia said yes. 
 
The audience expressed confusion over the difference between a subdivision plat and a planned 
unit development, and about the City’s notification process.  Due to the confusion, Chair Allred 
suggested and Mr. Hopkins made a motion to move the Public Input section of the agenda to be 
held after the New Business section and before the New Public Hearing section.  Mr. Rose 
seconded the motion.  The motion was passed by unanimous voice vote. 
 
G. NEW BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 – A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle Foundation, for 
preliminary and final plat approval for the Hope Village. 
 
Chair Allred opened Plan Case No. 2479-S-23.  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner and Zoning 
Administrator, gave a presentation from the written staff memo.  He gave an overview of the 
Hope Village project, which includes subdividing the existing parcel into two lots and building a 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) on the southern lot.  He discussed the proposed layout and 
access, why a traffic impact analysis is not required, drainage, sidewalks, utilities, street trees and the 
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already-approved waiver of required parking for the southern lot.  He reviewed the options of the 
Plan Commission for Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 and presented staff’s recommendation for 
APPROVAL of the preliminary plat and of the final plat. 
 
Chair Allred asked if members of the commission had any questions for staff. 
 
Mr. Rose asked if there was anything in the proposed plats that would affect access possibilities 
from Federal Drive.  Mr. Garcia said no.  Chad Osterbur, Civil Engineer with Fehr Graham, 
approached the Plan Commission to speak about the easement in the northeast corner of the 
subject parcel.  He explained that the easement is for Ameren to get service to the proposed site.  
He stated that they could pave over it, and if Federal Drive was ever extended, they may have to 
relocate some utilities.  However, he pointed out that they have no intentions at this time to extend 
Federal Drive. 
 
Mr. Hopkins inquired about the two outlots located inside the City of Urbana limits that currently 
do not have access.  Marcus Ricci, Planner II, stated that the outlots are owned by the property 
owners directly to the west.  The only reason they are designated as outlots is because the backyard 
is located in Urbana city limits and the front yard is located in Champaign city limits. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked why the subdivision was necessary for the PUD.  Mr. Garcia stated that a 
subdivision is necessary to establish the lot lines for the boundary of the PUD.  Mr. Hopkins 
commented that a subdivision precludes modifications, additions, changes, multiple access, etc.  It 
seemed to him that this case serves as a decision about the PUD’s potential configuration.  He said 
if it is unnecessary, then he would like to know that.  Mr. Garcia replied that the Plan Commission 
should take the proposed subdivision into consideration based on its merits.  Mr. Ricci added that 
it is reasonable for the parcel to match up to a proposed development.  Then, if the property 
owner wants to develop the northern portion, the subject parcel will have already been subdivided.  
He further explained that the Zoning Ordinance defines a planned unit development as a large, 
integrated development adhering to a detailed site plan and located on a contiguous tract of land. 
 
Chair Allred explained that while it is not required, the Plan Commission would like to offer an 
opportunity for public input at this point in the case. 
 
Audra Owens approached the Plan Commission to read a letter composed by City Alderperson 
Shirese Hursey of Ward 3.   
 
Robert Lewis approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition of the proposed plats.  He 
stated that his background is in engineering, and as he reviewed the plats, he could see many of Ms. 
Hursey’s analogies.  He noted that it is possible to flip the plats to provide access off Federal Drive.  
He expressed concern about the potential depth and location of the detention basin being located 
so close to Carver Subdivision and emergency vehicles coming and going all hours of the night.  
He said that with there only being one way in and one way out on Carver Drive, it becomes an 
institution (like a prison) and is an insult to the African-American community located on Carver 
Drive.  He agreed with Ms. Hursey’s comments in her letter. 
 
Mr. Ricci declared a point of order.  He stated that the case before the Plan Commission is for a 
major development of lots that meet all of the development regulations in the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance and in the Land Development Code.  It isn’t really open to public input. At this time, it 
would be appropriate for discussion and a vote by the Plan Commission, and then move on to the 
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PUD case in which the public would be allowed to comment and ask questions.  Chair Allred said 
that the Plan Commission understands this but is giving the audience an opportunity to be heard. 
 
Mr. Fell stated that normally the Plan Commission does not see detention basins or a convoluted 
proposed electrical unit [on plats].  They would not know how big the detention basin would be 
until they know what impervious materials would be used in the development.  He asked why 
easements are included on a plat that would not normally have this information.  Mr. Garcia 
replied that the City requires easements to be shown on plats. 
 
Mr. Fell stated that if the City approves the subdivision case and does not approve the PUD case 
without modifications, then we just took part of that away from the applicant.  He stated that 
approving this specific of an easement for an electrical distribution is not appropriate for the plat 
because they do not know what is going to be developed on it yet. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that he is opposed to approving the plats until after the concerns of the PUD 
have been addressed, in particularly access and infrastructure.  While understanding the simplicity 
of defining the subdivision first; however, it is contingent upon the PUD being correct, which they 
have not reviewed yet.  Mr. Rose stated that the original agenda had the cases in order that would 
have satisfied Mr. Hopkins. 
 
Ms. Simms asked for clarification that Mr. Hopkins feels the PUD should be reviewed and voted 
on prior to considering the plats.  Mr. Hopkins said yes, because approving the plat first prevents 
discussion during the PUD case about requesting the access drive be off Federal Drive. 
 
Chair Allred asked staff to clarify the criteria to be used for considering the preliminary and final 
plats.  While staff opened the Manual of Practice to find the answer, he read the items of 
communication that he had received regarding this case.  The letters were from the following 
people: 
 

• Letter from Father James Ellison, of the St. Nichola Antiochian Orthodox Church 
• Letter from Jacqueline Curry, Darlene Bailey, Marion Harrington, and Joseph Wilson 

 
Chair Allred stated that the Preliminary PUD was reviewed and approved back in the summer of 
this year.  Now, preliminary and final plats are being proposed before they review the Final PUD.  
This creates a twist.  So, he wants to know if the plats had been submitted on their own, what 
criteria would the Plan Commission use to make a determination on the plats. 
 
He went on to say that as Mr. Hopkins pointed out, once the plats are approved, it will foreclose 
certain options for the Final PUD.  He recalled that approval of the Preliminary PUD required the 
Site Plan to address and mitigate issues that the neighboring residents were raising.  Some of those 
issues stem from access to the Hope Village development.  If the Plan Commission approves the 
subdivision plats, then it will foreclose options to help mitigate the neighbor’s issues with access. 
 
Mr. Ricci pointed out that a subdivision is not necessarily permanent.  Parcels get re-platted 
frequently.  It may be cumbersome to redo a plat; however, both the plats and the PUD need to be 
done.  Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a PUD to line up with a parcel, someone else could 
argue that a proposed PUD does not meet this requirement without a subdivision plat being done 
first.  If it turns out that the access needs to be moved, then the parcels could be re-platted to 
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adjust for the change to the location of the access drive.  Mr. Allred stated that even though there 
is a way to back out of the subdivision approval, he feels that approving the plats first is the wrong 
course of action. 
 
Mr. Hopkins disagreed with Mr. Ricci, and said that the Zoning Ordinance does not require a PUD 
to be restricted to a parcel.  A PUD approval, disapproval, or modification can account for an 
entire piece of land.  A PUD does not have to show all of the details of the development of a 
contiguous parcel.  He stated that he saw no reason to approve the preliminary and final plats first 
before considering the PUD, and he remains opposed to it.  Chair Allred agree with Mr. Hopkins.  
 
Mr. Fell stated that he feels similar but for different reasons.  He feels that the PUD will not go 
through without changes.  The applicant could currently modify the PUD on the parcel to obtain 
the objectives that he believes the Plan Commission will ask the applicant to obtain.  However, if 
the Plan Commission approves the plats first, then the applicant would not be allowed to make the 
potential changes needed to obtain the objectives. 
 
The Plan Commission discussed how to move forward.  Mr. Garcia asked Marty Smith, the 
applicant, to approach to explain the reason for the subdivision requests. 
 
Mr. Smith approached the Plan Commission and stated that Carle wants to subdivide the parcel.  
Carle wants to subdivide the parcel so that Hope Village will be developed on a specific lot line, the 
southern lot (Lot 101), which Carle will donate to Hope Village, Inc.  Lot 101 will have access 
from Carver Drive.  Carle will retain ownership of the northern lot (Lot 102), and it will remain 
undeveloped and used as farm land.  Lot 102 will have access from Federal Drive. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that this proves what he has been saying.  By approving the plats first, they fix 
the access points and remove the ability to discuss access during the Final PUD case. 
 
Mr. Hopkins went on to say that ownership of each parcel is another part of the issues expressed 
by the adjacent neighbors.  Considering the PUD is not contingent on the ownership of the land. 
 
Mr. Rose proposed that the Plan Commission table Plan Case No. 2479-S-23.  Mr. Garcia stated 
that the Plan Commission does have the option to table this case until after they have reviewed the 
Final PUD case.  After researching the legal description that was advertised for the Final PUD, Mr. 
Garcia deemed it possible to table this case and review Case No. 2480-PUD-23. 
 
Mr. Hopkins moved that the Plan Commission table Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 to an undetermined 
time within this meeting or at a future meeting.  Mr. Fell seconded the motion.  The motion passed 
by unanimous voice vote. 
 
H. NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23 – A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle Foundation, for 
approval of a Final Residential Planned Unit Development located south of Federal Drive and 
north of Carver Drive in the R-3 (Single and Two-Family Residential) and R-4 (Medium 
Density Multiple Family Residential) Zoning Districts. 
 
Chair Allred opened Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23.  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner and Zoning 
Administrator, presented the details of the case to the Plan Commission from the written staff 
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memo. He mentioned that he handed out the Development Program and Schedule (Exhibit M) 
prior to the start of the meeting. Mr. Garcia reviewed the options for the Plan Commission and 
presented staff’s recommendation to forward the Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) to City 
Council with a recommendation of approval with the condition that the final development plans be 
in general conformance with the submitted Site Plans.  He reviewed the Site Plans in detail. 
 
Chair Allred asked if members of the commission had any questions for staff.  
 
Ms. Simms asked Mr. Garcia to reiterate the conditions that were placed on the approval of the 
Preliminary PUD.  He stated the following conditions: 
 

1. The final site plan is not constrained by the preliminary site plan. 
2. The final site plan is responsive to the concerns of neighboring residents. 
3. The applicant will hold an additional meeting with the public prior to submitting the 

Final PUD application. 
 
Ms. Simms asked for information about the meeting that was held with the public.  Mr. Garcia 
noted that a meeting was held on October 5, 2023 with the neighboring residents, City of 
Champaign staff, City of Urbana staff, and the applicant’s project team. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if there had been any explicit coordination with the City of Champaign staff 
with regards to their role in infrastructure issues on Carver Drive and within Carver Park 
Subdivision.  Mr. Garcia replied that the engineering staffs for both cities have had discussions.  
The City of Champaign is looking into the drainage issues that were mentioned by the residents of 
Carver Park Subdivision.  They are also planning to address Dorie Miller Drive in 2025, but that 
would not have access to the proposed PUD.  He stated that he was unaware of any plans to 
address Carver Drive at this time. 
 
Mr. Rose asked why the retention basin was sited where it was.  Mr. Garcia’s responded that he 
would let the design team reply to this question, but he thought it was to take advantage of the 
prevailing winds on the site. 
 
Mr. Fell asked if the City of Urbana’s Fire Department staff had looked at the proposed Site Plans.  
He stated that he was asking because in the past, the Fire Department has required two access 
points.  Mr. Garcia replied that the Fire Department has reviewed the Site Plans, and they do not 
have any concerns. 
 
Chair Allred referred to Exhibit M in the written staff report titled, “Staff Analysis RE: Conditions 
of Preliminary PUD Approval”.  He asked if the issues mentioned in Condition #2 were the 
concerns expressed at the most recent neighborhood meeting that was held.  Mr. Garcia replied 
yes; however, it comes from Exhibit L – Letter from Carver Park Neighborhood Association 
because he felt the letter really articulated the residents’ position and laid out their concerns well. 
Chair Allred reviewed the procedure for a public hearing and opened the floor for public input. He 
invited the applicant or the applicant’s representative to address the Plan Commission. 
 
Marty Smith, of Carle Health; Brian Kesler, of Architectural Expressions Design; Bridgett 
Wakefield, of Reifsteck Reid & Company Architects; and Chad Osterbur, of Fehr Graham 
approached the Plan Commission to speak. 
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Mr. Smith noted how the concept for the proposed development came about.  As he mentioned 
earlier in the previous case, Carle Health purchased the land and wants to subdivide the property.  
He said that once divided, Carle Health plans to donate the southern parcel to Hope Village, Inc. 
and retain the northern parcel to continue to use for farming.  He explained that Carle Health has 
stepped in as the applicant for the subdivision and the PUD requests due to Hope Village, Inc. still 
being in the process of applying for not-for-profit status and developing their own governing 
board and operational model.  In the meantime, Champaign County Health Care Consumers, Carle 
Health, and the University of Illinois are working together to bring this project to fruition. 
 
Mr. Smith mentioned that they have hosted three neighborhood meetings and held numerous 
discussions with groups and individuals.  As a result, they have made some changes to address 
concerns that were expressed in the meetings and in the letter sent by the Carver Park 
Neighborhood Association. 
 
With regards to parking and traffic on Carver Drive, Mr. Smith assured that all parking would be 
contained on Hope Village property and that there would be no parking along Carver Drive.  He 
read a traffic assessment from Clark Dietz that they obtained regarding the impact of additional 
traffic on Carver Drive due to the proposed use.  The assessment anticipates that there would be 
about 15 vehicle trips on Carver Drive during morning and evening peak hours, which will have 
minimal impact. 
 
With regards to drainage, Mr. Smith explained that all of the stormwater and sewage discharge 
would run north.  Grading the parcel to the north will ensure there are no additional drainage 
issues to the Carver Park neighborhood.  They would only be tapping into the existing water line 
that serves the neighborhood. 
 
With regards to the neighboring concerns about safety issues with the retention pond, Mr. Smith 
stated that they have extended and modified the gate of the community so that the retention pond 
will be located inside Hope Village without access from the neighborhood.  Additionally, he 
addressed the concerns of mosquitos and standing water by saying that an aerator or fountain will 
be installed in the pond. 
 
Mr. Smith addressed the neighbors’ concern of excessive noise from emergency vehicles.  They 
have had discussions with the ambulance companies as well as members of the Fire Department.  
They were assured that when a 9-1-1 call is made, if the caller requests no sirens, then the requests 
would be honored to avoid an excessive loud noise in the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Smith pointed out that they have installed a temporary gravel road for construction equipment 
to access the property so that no additional cars or trucks would park on Carver Drive during 
construction.  He mentioned that they have moved one of the parking spaces to a different 
location to provide a larger buffer space and are providing additional landscape screening to avoid 
headlights shining into the neighborhood.   
 
Mr. Smith addressed another concern expressed by the residents of Carver Park Subdivision, the 
value add of the proposed use to the neighborhood.  He stated that the proposed use would be 
providing a much lower density development than any previously proposed project, and much 
lower than other uses that would be allowed by right.  The proposed use would restrict any 
additional traffic to the neighborhood from future development to the north because Carver Drive 
and Dorie Miller Drive would dead end into Hope Village. 
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Mr. Smith mentioned that they are working with Ameren to extend their partnership into the 
residential neighborhood.  Ameren is working on plans to review and upgrade street lighting 
and/or ensure that the current infrastructure is up-to-grade and meets proper working conditions.  
They have also held discussions with the City of Champaign’s Neighborhood Services Program 
staff, and was told that the City of Champaign is planning to replace Dorie Miller Drive in the near 
future and are reviewing sidewalk improvements as well. 
 
Mr. Smith mentioned that discussions were also held to have Carver Park Subdivision formally 
apply as an organized association, which would then make the subdivision eligible for grant money 
as well as other amenities available with being recognized as being an organized subdivision 
association.  He added that Carle Mobile Clinic will be providing the mobile clinic service and a 
fresh grocery bus to Hope Village, which will also be available to the surrounding neighborhood to 
access those services. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that Carle Health hopes there to be a strong relationship between Hope Village 
and the neighboring residents.  Carle Health intends to create a neighborhood advisory board to 
continue their relationship after Hope Village is constructed. 
 
Mr. Kesler stated that he is one of several architects and engineers that contributed to the design of 
Hope Village project.  He explained that the reasons for needing a PUD is to reduce the number of 
required parking spaces if constructed without PUD approval and to construct multiple single-
family homes on one lot.  He noted that they could circumvent these reasons and build the 
proposed complex without asking for permission. They have done their best to take the input 
given and create meaningful changes to the plans. 
 
Mr. Kesler stated that when designing the project, they broke it down into three points:  1) the site, 
2) the community building, and 3) the small home design.  He explained that the reason for having 
a retention pond in the lower left corner and the parking across the southern portion of the 
proposed site is to create a buffer and minimalize the impact of the development on the adjacent 
neighborhood.  As Mr. Smith had mentioned, the layout of the development helps to safeguard the 
neighborhood from another development that might have a much higher-impact use. 
 
Mr. Kesler stated that they oriented the homes in the project to take advantage of convection for 
passive cooling.  They designed the roof plan to maximize the southern exposure.  The retention 
pond will be located next to their largest swaths of impervious area, which is the parking and 
community center area.  Referring to the Site Plans, he showed where the utilities would be located 
on the property.  He showed renderings of the development and floor plan for the community 
building and talked about building materials. 
 
Ms. Wakefield explained the design features of the proposed small home design and talked about 
materials they plan to use to construct the units.  She pointed out that many of the design features 
are from a trauma-informed design perspective. 
 
Marcus Johnson re-approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  He stated that he 
was opposed to the proposed development because it does not bring value to the community.  He 
believes that it will bring a lot of traffic on Carver Drive.  There are only two ways in…Carver 
Drive and Federal Drive.  He stated that he did not feel that the neighbors’ objection is being 
respected.  He asked that the Plan Commission deny the proposed PUD request. 
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Darlene Bailey approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  She questioned why 
Hope Village was being proposed when the Francis Nelson Center was closed for the same traffic 
concerns. She stated that the proposed development has been a rushed, deceptive project from the 
beginning.  She said that she has done a lot of research and found that this seems more like a 
nursing home or hospice place than a place for the homeless.  Regular homeless people would not 
be allowed to live here.  She said they were told that people with Stage 4 Cancer would be 
purchasing plots where each small home was built. 
 
Ms. Bailey stated that having the access through Carver Park Subdivision is totally disrespectful.  
They want a use to come in that will generate revenue and balance their community, not another 
tax-exempt use.  They want their area to be beautiful, well-rounded and well-respected just like 
other neighborhoods in the City.  Hope Village is not a good fit for Carver Park Subdivision. 
 
Jacqueline Curry approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  She agreed with Ms. 
Bailey’s comments.  She stated that the residents have asked questions and have not received any 
answers or the answers were vague.  She stated her issues with the last neighborhood meeting, and 
it should not be counted [as having met the condition of the preliminary PUD ordinance].  The 
City needs to listen and be respectful of the residents in the community. 
 
Leroy Dee approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  He stated that he works from 
home and sees the construction traffic using Carver Drive.  He expressed his concern about the 
retention pond as a safety issue for the children in the neighborhood.  He is in favor of housing the 
homeless; however, he is opposed to it in the proposed location. 
 
Audra Owens re-approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  She stated that she is 
not against Hope Village.  The neighbors are opposed to the way that Hope Village was presented 
to them.  City of Urbana and City of Champaign staff always say that they will get back to them 
with answers and never do.  The majority of these meetings feel like a checked box so the applicant 
can say that they went through the motion of hearing the residents’ issues.  She stated that while 
the applicant has held meetings with the residents, the residents have never been involved in the 
planning process or in the decision making.  She added that the residents of Carver Park 
Subdivision are expressing legitimate concerns and all they need to know is that they are being 
heard.   
 
Marion Harrington approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition of the access to the 
proposed development being on Carver Drive.  They are not opposed to the proposed use.  The 
address of the proposed site is Federal Drive, and all of the construction is on Federal Drive.  If 
the design of the proposed development was flipped to have access to Hope Village on Federal 
Drive, then he did not think the residents of Carver Park Subdivision would have an issue with the 
project. 
 
Elderess Melinda Carr approached the Plan Commission to speak.  She thanked the Plan 
Commission for allowing the residents an opportunity to voice their concerns at the meeting in 
June of this year for the Preliminary PUD.  She read a letter from the University of Illinois 
Chancellor supporting the proposed development.   
 
Robert Lewis approached the Plan Commission to speak in opposition.  He expressed concern 
with the information that Ms. Bailey presented.  There are things happening behind the scenes.  He 
spoke with engineers that work for the City of Champaign.  He asked the Plan Commission to pay 
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attention to what the residents, especially the ones who have done research, are saying and to listen 
to Alderperson for Ward 3. 
 
Mr. Lewis expressed concern about the retention basin and kids playing in it.  He said that it was 
absurd to think that they will get a cool breeze come off the pond when there are going to be tall 
trees on the north side of it. 
 
Elderess Carr re-approached to say that the residents of Carver Park Subdivision plan to submit a 
valid written protest stating the changes they want. 
 
Jonathon Howard approached the Plan Commission to speak.  He stated that a car crashed into his 
home and he was almost killed last year.  He does not want an increase in traffic on Carver Drive. 
 
Reverend Dr. Evelyn Underwood spoke to the Plan Commission.  She expressed concern about 
the press not interviewing the residents of Carver Park Subdivision at the neighborhood meeting; a 
meeting that was supposed to be for the neighborhood to voice their concerns.  She mentioned 
that there were other sites that Carle could have built their project; however, they applicant thought 
Carver Park area was the least resistant.   
 
Mr. Smith reapproached the Plan Commission to address one comment that was made.  He said 
that at no point has it ever been considered or will ever be to sell off plots in Hope Village. 
 
With no further input from the audience, Chair Allred closed the public portion of the meeting. He 
opened the meeting for Plan Commission discussion and/or motion(s). 
 
Mr. Rose stated that he favors the proposed project; however, he has one big modification, which 
is to extend Federal Drive down the east side of the property to turn west into where the parking 
lot will be located, and to have the connection to Carver Drive be a pedestrian connection.  This 
would allow connectivity to the mass transit system on Bradley Avenue. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that he agrees with most of what Mr. Rose suggested.  In June when they 
reviewed the Preliminary PUD, he feared that the outcome would be a mess, and it is.  He went on 
to describe a LULU (Locally Unwanted Land Use).  He explained that there are two predications 
for where LULUs end up: 
  

1) At a jurisdictional boundary.  (Interesting, he said, that this is at a jurisdictional boundary 
between the City of Champaign and the City of Urbana.) 
 

2) Adjacent and accessible from the least powerful neighborhood.  (Interesting, he said, that 
Carver Park Subdivision, while it may not be the least powerful neighborhood, it is 
institutionally and historically one of the least powerful neighborhoods.) 

 
Mr. Hopkins stated that the proposed project should not have been located on the subject 
property.  We already know from the City Council’s vote on the Preliminary PUD, that the Council 
is going to allow the project to be built here.  So, he believes that there are two options:  1) to vote 
against it, but that will do not good and 2) try to make significant modifications to make it less 
problematic than it currently is.  He said that he is willing to do the second option but not at 10:00 
at night. 
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Ms. Simms expressed appreciation for Mr. Hopkin’s comments as well as everyone’s concerns and 
reminders about both the City of Urbana’s commitment to equity and addressing structural 
inequality.  She asked if the Plan Commission had adequately addressed the community’s concern 
as being one of the things that they were asked to consider.  While some of the things have been 
addressed, she stated that she did not feel that they succeeded in making the people feel heard. 
 
She stated that the comment from the applicant’s team saying that they could do the project any 
way they want and that they did not have to go through this process caused her to shut down to 
being willing to listen and be involved.  Comments like that make it feel like the process has not 
been collaborative and makes it hard for her to want to approach the review and making a 
determination in a more open spirit. 
 
Mr. Fell recommended that the Plan Commission continue the meeting to allow the applicants to 
modify their Site Plan, if they choose to.  It is not the purview of the Plan Commission to suggest 
to the applicant how to fix it. 
 
Mr. Rose moved that the Plan Commission continue the discussion on Case No. 2480-PUD-23 to 
the next meeting.  He requested that the applicant’s designers speak to the issue of Federal Drive 
access.  Ms. Simms seconded both motions.  The motion passed by unanimous voice vote. 
 
Mr. Garcia stated that the case would be continued to the December 7, 2023 regular meeting of the 
Plan Commission. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked for clarification if the case is being continued or if the discussion on the case is 
being continued.  On December 7, 2023, will the public hearing begin anew with all of its elements 
or will the case begin with the Plan Commission discussion?  Mr. Garcia replied that they could not 
just continue at the point of the Plan Commission discussion since they are expecting new 
evidence to be presented. 
 
Chair Allred asked if the Plan Commission needed to continue Case No. 2479-S-23 as well.  Mr. 
Garcia replied no because it was tabled to an undetermined amount of time within this meeting or 
at a future meeting. 
 
… 
M. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
  
Kevin Garcia, Secretary 
Urbana Plan Commission 

42

Item a.



1  

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Planning Division 

m e m o r a n d u m 

 
 
TO:  Urbana Plan Commission  

FROM:  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner 

DATE:  November 30, 2023 

SUBJECT:   Supplemental Memorandum RE: Hope Village Planned Unit Development and Plats 
(Plan Case Nos. 2479-S-23 and 2480-PUD-23) 

 
Supplemental Memorandum 

This is a supplemental memorandum regarding the applications for the Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
and Preliminary/Final Plats for Hope Village. Both cases were opened at the Plan Commission meeting on 
November 9, 2023. At that meeting, the Plan Commission voted unanimously to table the plat discussion to 
first address the PUD. They then voted unanimously to continue the PUD case to the December 7, 2023, 
meeting, with the request that the design team specifically speak to the issue of access off of Federal Drive. 

The remaining tasks for the Plan Commission are to recommend approval or denial of the final PUD, and to 
recommend approval or denial of the combination preliminary/final plat to City Council. Either could include 
conditions as allowed by ordinance. 
 
As a procedural note, a motion and second are required to remove the case from the table, e.g.: 

“I move to take from the table Plan Case number 2479-S-23, a request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle 
Foundation, for preliminary and final plat approval for the Hope Village Subdivision.” 

Preliminary/Final Plat Review (2479-S-23) 
Concurrent Review Process 

Following the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting, staff requested that the City Attorney clarify the 
process for reviewing preliminary and final plats concurrently. In the past, preliminary and final plats were 
approved separately. However, as the Land Development Code intends the review to be concurrent, the Plan 
Commission should instead issue a recommendation on both plats together. 

Section 21-235(E) of the Land Development code states: 

(E) Plan Commission. The Plan Commission will recommend approval or disapproval of the 
preliminary/final plat as prescribed in Sections 21-225(D) and 21-230(D) of this Chapter. 

Review Criteria 

There was a request at the November 9, 2023, meeting for clarification on the criteria that the Plan Commission 
should use to review plats. The Land Development Code provides criteria to review plats. Although the plats 
are being reviewed concurrently, the code lists the review criteria for each type of plat separately (see the Links 
section below for the staff report from the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting, which provides details for these criteria). 
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Preliminary plats are reviewed for conformity with: 

- the Comprehensive Plan; 
- any general area plans (n/a in this case); 
- applicable zoning regulations; 
- the provisions of the Land Development Code and Manual of Practice; 
- other applicable regulations; 
- generally accepted engineering practices, particularly: 
 -storm drainage; 
 - water facilities; 
 - sewer facilities. 

Final plats are reviewed for adherence with the preliminary plat, and must contain additional, specific details.1 

Review Timeline 

Section 21-225(D)(2) of the Land Development Code requires the Plan Commission to act on preliminary plats 
within 60 days of the date the commission first considers the plat. The Plan Commission must therefore make 
a recommendation to City Council on the concurrent preliminary/final plats by January 8, 2024. 

Final Planned Unit Development (2480-PUD-23) 

The request by the applicant is to develop the southern portion of a larger tax parcel. The northern portion of 
the parcel, which connects to Federal Drive, is not part of the request (see Site Plan in Exhibit E in the staff report, 
linked below). 

Please refer to the Criteria for Approval in the staff report from the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting for details on 
what to consider when making a recommendation to City Council (see Links section below). 

Options: 
The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council in Plan Case 2479-
S-23: 

1. Recommend approval of the plat as presented; or 
2. Recommend approval of the plat, including any conditions; or 
3. Recommend denial of the plat, and if so, articulate the reasons for denial. 

The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council in Plan Case 2480-
PUD-23: 

1. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached; or 
2. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached, including any conditions; or 
3. Recommend denial of the Final Development Plan, and if so, articulate reasons for the denial. 

 
Links: Staff Report – 2479-S-23 
 Staff Report – 2480-PUD-23 
 
 
 
cc: Marty Smith, Nick Crompton 

 
1 See Sec.21-230 of the Land Development Code for required content for final plats. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
         
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                      DRAFT 
         
DATE:  December 7, 2023 

 
TIME:  7:00 P.M. 
  
 PLACE: Council Chambers, City Building, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
MEMBERS ATTENDING: Dustin Allred, Lew Hopkins, Debarah McFarland, Bill Rose, 

Chenxi Yu 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Will Andresen, Andrew Fell, Karen Simms 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Diane Wolfe Marlin, Mayor; Dave Wesner, City Attorney; 

Kimberly Smith, Director of Community Services; Kevin Garcia, 
Principal Planner; Marcus Ricci, Planner II; UPTV Camera 
Operator 

 
PUBLIC PRESENT: Babatunde Amao; Darleen Bailey; Shea Belahi; Paulette M. Bell; 

Cheryl Bicknell; Elderess Melinda Carr; Lee A. Clark; Phyllis D. 
Clark; Paulette Coleman-Peeples; Tony Comtois; Jackie Curry; 
LeRoy Dee; Earnest Dent; Marion D. Harrington, Jr.; Jonathon 
Howard; James Johnson; Brian Kesler; Claudia Lenhoff; Chad 
Osterbur; Krist Sallee; Marty Smith; Terry Townsend; Reverend 
Evelyn Underwood, JD, Ph.D.; Bridgett Wakefield 

            

A. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL 

Chair Allred called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  Roll call was taken, and there was a quorum 
of the members present. 
 
… 
 
D. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23 – A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle Foundation, for 
approval of a Final Residential Planned Unit Development located south of Federal Drive and 
north of Carver Drive in the R-3 (Single and Two-Family Residential) and R-4 (Medium 
Density Multiple Family Residential) Zoning Districts. 
 
Chair Allred re-opened Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23.  He reminded everyone that at the previous 
meeting the public input portion of the hearing was declared closed and the Plan Commission 
was in discussion when there was a motion to continue the case to this meeting.  He stated that 
there was a request by the Commission that the applicant consider the issue of Federal Drive 
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access to the site and the possibility of modifying the site plan to reflect that access.  He said that 
before the Plan Commission resumes their discussion on the case, he first wanted to give the 
applicant the opportunity to respond to this specific request and then the Plan Commission will 
go back into discussion amongst the Commission members and possibly entertain a motion to 
vote. 
 
Marty Smith, the applicant, approached the Plan Commission to address the Plan Commission’s 
request on the issue of access onto Federal Drive.  He began by stating that the proposed project 
will be constructed on the southern portion of the lot, Lot 101, which is not contiguous to Federal 
Drive and will not have access to Federal Drive.  The northern portion of the lot, Lot 102, is 
contiguous to Federal Drive; however, it is not part of the planned unit development application 
and is not being proposed for development.  The northern portion will remain farmland for now. 
 
He stated that the design of Hope Village on the southern portion with Carver Drive access 
followed best practices for land use, the Zoning Ordinance and Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) criteria based on the following:  1) meets the criteria in the Urbana Zoning Ordinance for 
approval which states that the proposed development is conducive to the public convenience at 
that location; 2) Hope Village is a residential development best suited connected to an adjacent 
residential neighborhood and accessed by a residential public street, not a commercial/industrial 
area; and 3) direct access to a collector or main street with nearby access to public transportation 
and bus service, and is convenient for pedestrian traffic, bike traffic, vehicle transit, and in close 
proximity to two hospitals and other medical services. 
 
Mr. Smith stated that the Carver Park Subdivision has two public street access points into the 
site:  Dorie Miller Drive to the east and Carver Drive to the west.  These public streets dead end 
without turnarounds or access back out of the neighborhood, so it can safely be assumed under 
generally accepted planning principles that these two public streets were intended to be extended 
as future development occurred.  He mentioned that additional benefits to the Carver Park 
Subdivision from Hope Village being developed on the south lot, with access from Carver Drive, 
are that it will provide a turnaround for emergency and maintenance vehicles exiting the 
neighborhood and permanently restrict any additional traffic from connecting to future 
development to the north through Carver Park Subdivision on Dorie Miller or Carver Drive.  He 
added that, as a low-density residential development, Hope Village eliminates any chance for 
access through Carver Park Subdivision to a higher density multi-family development allowed 
by right in the current R-4 Zoning District. 
 
He said that orientation to the north lot and access of Federal Drive does not meet best practice 
land use for the following reasons:  1)  it does not meet criteria in the Urbana Zoning Ordinance 
for approval which states that the proposed development is conducive to the public convenience 
at that location; 2) it does not provide direct access to a collector or main street, nor nearby 
access to public transportation and bus service; 3) heavy commercial truck traffic and lack of 
sidewalks on Kenyon Road, the only feeder street to Federal Drive, present safety concerns for 
Hope Village residents and pedestrian and bike traffic; 4) travel time to the North Federal Drive 
location adds significantly longer response time for emergency vehicles putting the Hope Village 
residents at higher risk; 5) residential development to the north conflicts with the existing 
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commercial/industrial business of a charter bus company, express delivery distribution center, 
contractor supply, food service distributor, and other industrial business traffic. 
 
He stated that based on these conditions, they request a recommendation for approval of the final 
PUD application before the Plan Commission to the Urbana City Council. 
 
Chair Allred asked if any members of the Plan Commission had questions for Mr. Smith. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked if the applicant was asserting that Carver Drive is a collector street.  Mr. 
Smith replied no.  Carver Drive has direct access to a collector street, Bradley Avenue.  Mr. 
Hopkins pointed out that Hope Village would not have direct access except through a non-
collector street, Carver Drive. 
 
Mr. Rose stated that this is the first opportunity for the Plan Commission members to see good 
reasons for the access drive to not be on Federal Drive.  To retain Carver Drive as the main 
vehicle access, he said he feels it deserves study more than just a verbal presentation.  He added 
that he did not feel equipped at this point to say the reasons Mr. Smith provided verbally are 
compelling to him. 
 
Ms. McFarland asked if the Plan Commission had the option to visit the site and look at the 
options for access to the site.  Mr. Smith replied that the Site Plan is very specific and well laid 
out showing the entrance off Carver Drive into the site.  He said that he would welcome visitors 
to the site and would gladly show them around so they could see what Hope Village is intended 
to be. 
 
With no further questions for the applicant, Chair Allred opened the hearing for discussion by the 
Plan Commission. 
 
Ms. Yu asked about the detention pond.  She recalled that it was viewed by the Carver Park 
Subdivision residents as a safety concern.  Chair Allred stated that part of the issue was that the 
retention pond was not originally included in the fenced off area of the site, and that a change 
was made to extend the fence to enclose the retention pond as part of the site. 
 
Ms. Yu asked if a retention pond was necessary for the proposed development.  Kevin Garcia, 
Principal Planner, replied that the applicant is not required to do a specific design for water 
retention.  They are required to retain storm water on the site, and it must meet the City’s 
engineering standards.  There are different ways to handle stormwater runoff on a site, and a 
retention pond is one way.  The proposed retention pond does meet the City’s standards. 
 
Chair Allred stated that taking a tour would need to be voted on by the Plan Commission and 
would involve continuing the case to another meeting. 
 
Mr. Rose stated that he attaches significant importance to the issue of access to the proposed site.  
He pointed out that the importance is stressed in the Preliminary PUD approval, which was 
passed by the City Council with three conditions and one waiver.  The second condition is that 
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the Final Site Plan is responsive to the concerns of the neighboring residents.  He finds in the 
material presented to the Plan Commission to date has that this condition has not been met. 
He went on to say that with reference to Criteria 2: That the proposed development is designed, 
located, and proposed to be operated so that it will not be unreasonably injurious or detrimental 
to the surrounding areas, or otherwise injurious or detrimental to the public welfare.  He noted 
that the applicant’s response to this did not address the surrounding areas, but only addressed 
Hope Village. 
 
He stated that Exhibit L, Letter from Carver Park Neighborhood Association lists their first 
concern as being traffic and access with a recommendation/suggestion that access be made to 
and from Federal Drive with no traffic coming through Carver Park Subdivision.  He felt that 
Mr. Smith was correct in focusing on access as a crux on which the Plan Commission can make 
judgments. 
 
Exhibit M, he said is City staff’s response to the Carver Park Subdivision letter.  He stated that 
the letter states that the applicants have clearly and consistently articulated the following reasons 
for designing Hope Village: 
 

1) Carver Drive offers better, faster access to the hospitals.  He stated that there were more 
important reasons to base their judgment on. 

2) Carver Drive provides a direct connection to more frequent Mass Transit District (MTD) 
bus service along Bradley Avenue.  He stated that there is no dispute about pedestrian 
traffic using Carver Drive to access the bus service along Bradley Avenue. 

3) If the proposed development used Federal Drive as an access, then it would occupy some 
of the northern portion of the lot.  He stated that this ship had sailed as the applicant has 
already begun work on the southern portion of the parcel. 

 
Mr. Rose went on to say that 7 or 8 of the 12 speakers at the previous Plan Commission meeting 
addressed issues with traffic.  He recalled that Marion Harrington had talked about how the 
neighborhood was not against the use and if the proposed development used Federal Drive for 
access, then the residents of the Carver Park Subdivision would not have an issue with the 
project.  He pointed out comments made by other residents during the November 9, 2023 Plan 
Commission meeting. 
 
He discussed the applicant’s comments about meeting the criteria.  He stated that the applicant 
spoke of the parcel being in two separate lots; however, the lot has not been subdivided at this 
point, so it was incorrect for the applicant to speak of two separate lots.  He did not find the 
applicant’s statement of how the project practices best land use and meets the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements for the development to be conducive to public convenience to be compelling.  As 
for the vehicular traffic, it would include staff, emergency vehicles, vendors and suppliers, which 
would largely be commercial rather than residential use.  The Hope Village development would 
not have direct access to a collector street, as Mr. Hopkins pointed out.  He doubted that not 
having turnarounds at the dead end of Carver Drive and Dorie Miller Drive has bothered the 
residents of the neighborhood.  He talked about the additional benefits that the applicant 
mentioned in their response at the beginning of this meeting with regards to Hope Village 
preventing additional traffic on Carver Drive to a higher density multi-family allowed by right in 
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the current R-4 Zoning District.  In general, he is not compelled by the applicant’s reasoning for 
providing access on Carver Drive rather than on Federal Drive, and he does not feel that 
Condition # 2 of the approval of the Preliminary PUD has been met. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated the following: 

1) Because much of the Final PUD has actually already been physically built before a Final 
PUD permit was granted contrary to XVI-7 of the Zoning Ordinance, which states that 
“No building permit or Certificate of Occupancy if no building permit is required shall 
be issued before issuance of a planned unit development permit” and regardless of 
whether some of it was built by right, whether the proposed development was 
appropriately shifted to a PUD; whether there was a variance for parking that could have 
been done a different way, the cancelled attempt to amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow 
multiple units on a single lot, this is a procedural mess.  So, the Plan Commission has no 
discretion or available use of its traditional, persuasive and negotiating power left; 

2) Because the Plan Commission has exhausted its discretionary and persuasive capabilities, 
and held the public hearing that it is required to hold because of the PUD process; 

3) Because the proposal is an innovative, unusual proposal and project, potentially very 
valuable, and also therefore with unpredictable or less predictable consequences both on 
the effects of construction and the effects of operation; 

4) Because the location chosen is arguably not conducive to the public convenience in the 
sense of the Carver Park Subdivision residents, therefore these less predictable effects 
will be effects on a vulnerable neighborhood; and 

5) Because the City of Urbana, through funding, is actually a participant in this project, not 
merely a disinterested regulatory body. 

He moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-2023 to the City Council 
with a recommendation that City administration continue to work closely with the applicant 
organizations, the neighborhood residents (including those who are residents of Champaign), the 
City of Champaign and others to mitigate the effects of construction and operation (a continuing 
responsibility) of Hope Village.  
 
Chair Allred asked for confirmation whether or not this was a recommendation of approval with 
conditions.  Mr. Hopkins said no.  He explained that he did not say it was a recommendation of 
approval or that it was conditions because a recommendation for approval with conditions is 
approval conditional on the applicant meeting the conditions.  The question is not that the City 
Council will approve the proposed PUD.  He stated that the Plan Commission is responsible for 
making a recommendation, and he was suggesting that after the public hearing and given the 
procedural mess (where the concerns and usual processes of the Plan Commission have been 
impossible to carry out) that the Plan Commission should make a recommendation of what the 
City should do.  The City Council has the authority and responsibility to decide to approve this.  
He added that he is not recommending conditions because the City has a responsibility to 
continue to work on this; not to check off a box and say “it’s approved”. 
 
Chair Allred stated that this is unconventional and the options that the City staff gave the Plan 
Commission does not include something like this.  He suggested taking a recess and consulting 
with the City Attorney, Dave Wesner. 
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Mr. Wesner advised the Plan Commission on how to proceed.  He believed that the Plan 
Commission should second the existing motion, and then proceed to taking a recess so that 
when they return to the public hearing, they will be at the point of discussing the motion. 
Ms. McFarland seconded the motion made by Mr. Hopkins. 
 
Mr. Rose moved that the Plan Commission recess to speak with Mr. Wesner about the motion.  
Ms. Yu seconded the motion.  Roll call on the motion was as follows: 
 

Ms. McFarland - Yes Ms. Yu - Yes 
Mr. Allred - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
Mr. Rose - Yes 

 
The motion passed unanimously.  Recess was taken at 7:44. 
 
At 7:57 p.m., Mr. Rose moved that the Plan Commission exit recess and return to the public 
hearing.  Mr. Hopkins seconded the motion.  Roll call on the motion was as follows: 
 
 Ms. McFarland - Yes Ms. Yu - Yes 
 Mr. Allred - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
 Mr. Rose - Yes 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Allred announced that after consultation with Mr. Wesner, they feel that Mr. Hopkins’ 
motion is an appropriate motion.  He asked Mr. Hopkins to restate the motion. 
 
Mr. Hopkins moved that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23 to the City 
Council with a recommendation that the City Administration continue to work closely with the 
applicant organizations, the neighborhood residents (including those in the City of Champaign), 
the City of Champaign, and others to mitigate the effects of construction and operation of Hope 
Village: 

1) Because much of this project has already been built before the PUD was granted, the 
City is therefore in a procedural bind because the City’s Zoning Ordinance states that no 
building permit or certificate of occupancy (if no building permit is required) shall be 
issued before issuance of a planned unit development permit; 

2) Because the Plan Commission has exhausted its discretionary and persuasive 
capabilities through holding a public hearing for the PUD process; 

3) Because the innovative and unusual proposal presents likelihood of unexpected 
modifications or effects in construction and operation; 

4) Because the location makes the effects problematic for a vulnerable neighborhood; and 
5) Because the City of Urbana, through funding, is actually a participant in this project, not 

merely a disinterested, regulatory body. 
 
Chair Allred reminded everyone that the motion was seconded by Ms. McFarland, and he then 
asked if there was any discussion on the motion. 
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Ms. Yu stated that normally the Plan Commission forwards a case to City Council with a 
recommendation for approval or disapproval and sometimes they include conditions.  In this 
case, it seems the Plan Commission does not have any way to influence the project at this 
moment.  So, the Plan Commission will vote to send the proposed PUD to Council without 
approval or disapproval because there is not much the Plan Commission can do; however, they 
included the language in the motion to let the Council know that this is result of the Plan 
Commission discussion and how we feel.  The Plan Commission is asking the City Council to 
work with this recommendation. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated this is correct.  The motion uses subtleties of language because the usual 
meaning of conditions when the Plan Commission makes a recommendation is conditions that 
should be met prior to approval and much of what this motion argues is that it is pointless after 
construction.  So, they are focusing on recommendations about continuing action and attitude 
after Council action. 
 
Ms. Yu added that that the point of this motion is to make sure there are some guiding 
principles for the future operation.  Mr. Hopkins stated that he agrees with this. 
 
Mr. Rose stated that he felt this is an astute motion in that it represents where the Plan 
Commission is at, where the project is at, where the neighborhood is at, and where the City is at 
with this project in a way that can in no way be captured by a simple up/down or condition 
approval.  The motion sends a message that there is a lot of work to be done.  He said that he 
appreciates this motion. 
 
Chair Allred stated that going into this he was leaning towards not being able to support this 
project; however, the way that Mr. Hopkins worded his unconventional motion, he now feels 
that this is something that he can support.  He commented that the site selection process made 
this very problematic before the proposed project even got to the Plan Commission.  
Particularly for a project with the University of Illinois and the City of Urbana in a relationship, 
the process should have been much more transparent.  The result is that the way this site was 
chosen has created distrust and a sense that the adjacent neighbors have been wronged.  The 
Plan Commission was not involved in the site selection process and never had a chance to 
provide input.  The Plan Commission was presented with a proposed PUD that was in a 
particular location with particular characteristics that we now know are partially built.  The 
Preliminary PUD was recommended to City Council by the Plan Commission with a key 
condition that steps be taken to listen to the concerns of the community and that the final site 
plan be responsive to those concerns; however, in listening to the public during the November 
9, 2023 meeting, it does not seem like this has happened.  The Site Plan is largely the same as 
was originally presented with the exception of minor changes of moving a fence.  In 
particularly in terms of how the site is accessed, which seems to have been one of the key 
concerns from the beginning, this has not changed. 
 
With no further discussion, roll call on the motion was taken and was as follows: 
 
 Mr. Rose - Yes Ms. Yu - No 
 Mr. Allred - Yes Mr. Hopkins - Yes 
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 Ms. McFarland - No 
 
The motion passed by a vote of 3 yeses to 2 nos.  Mr. Garcia noted that Plan Case No. 2480-
PUD-23 will be forwarded to Committee of the Whole on Monday, December 18, 2023. 
 
H. PUBLIC INPUT 

[Please see the draft Plan Commission minutes in the packet for An Ordinance Approving A Preliminary/Final 
Subdivision Plat - Hope Village Subdivision / Plan Case 2479-S-23.] 
 
I. STAFF REPORT 

There was none. 
 
J. STUDY SESSION 

There was none.  
 
K. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:42 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
  
Kevin Garcia, Secretary 
Urbana Plan Commission 
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Communications 
Hope Village (2479-S-23/2480-PUD-23) 

RECEIVED AFTER NOVEMBER 11, 2023 PUBLIC HEARING 

Communication Received From: 
• Champaign County Continuum of Service Providers to the Homeless (12-5-2023)
• C-U at Home (12-5-2023)
• Brandon Mitchell (12-6-2023)
• Linda Ruth Turnbull (12-6-2023)
•Matt Slevin (12-6-2023)
• Promise Healthcare (12-6-2023)
• Shea Belahi (12-6-2023)
• Robert Lewis (12-7-2023, hand-delivered to staff)
• Catherine Emanuel (12-14-2023, email)
• Siobhan Somerville (12-14-2023, email)
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December 5, 2023 
 
City of Urbana, City Council 
City of Urbana, Plan Commission  
400 South Vine Street 
Urbana, IL 61801 
 
Dear City of Urbana Council Members and Plan Commission Members,  
 
The Champaign County Continuum of Service Providers to the Homeless (CSPH) writes this 
letter in support of Champaign County Health Care Consumers Hope Village Project.  The CSPH 
seeks to end homelessness in Champaign County through client-centered services, community 
engagement, advocacy, and strategic resource allocation across a comprehensive continuum of 
service providers and community partners.  Champaign County Health Care Consumers is an 
active member of the CSPH and provides critical services to those experiencing homelessness in 
Champaign County.   
 
Hope Village will provide 30 permanent supportive housing homes to individuals experiencing 
housing instability or homelessness who are medically fragile.  This is a needed housing 
resource in our community as Hope Village specifically aims to serve those who have high 
medical support needs which is often a barrier to obtaining permanent housing.  Permanent 
supportive housing is not an emergency shelter or transitional housing, rather the focus is on 
providing affordable, long-term housing with case management and supportive services to 
ensure housing stability.  Hope Village allows for needed space and privacy between Hope 
Village residents while also minimizing isolation, both of which are key components in 
delivering permanent supportive housing in a trauma informed manner.   
 
The design and operation of Hope Village will be trauma-informed which is imperative as many 
individuals experiencing homelessness have faced significant traumatic events throughout their 
lives.  Offering permanent housing coupled with supportive services is a trauma-informed, 
evidence-based service methodology in reducing chronic homelessness, improving housing 
stability, and the overall health of participants.  Furthermore, permanent supportive housing 
has been shown to lower public costs associated with the use of crisis services such as shelters, 
hospitals, jails, and prisons (Ending Homelessness: Solutions. National Alliance to End 
Homelessness. Retrieved from www.endhomelessness.org).  
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The CSPH is in full support of Hope Village and its mission to serve our communities’ most 
vulnerable residents.  If we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact us via 
the information below. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
CSPH Executive Committee Members 
 
Breaden Belcher 
Chair, Champaign County Continuum of Service Providers to the Homeless (CSPH) 
Grants Division Manager, City of Urbana 
217-384-2306 
bjbelcher@urbanaillinois.us  
 
John Ruffin 
Vice Chair, Champaign County Continuum of Service Providers to the Homeless (CSPH) 
Neighborhood Relations Manager, City of Champaign 
217-403-7075 
John.Ruffin@champaignil.gov  
 
Lisa Benson, LCSW 
Community Services Director, Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
217-328-3313 
lbenson@ccrpc.org  
 
Stephanie Burnett 
Director of MTW, Housing Authority of Champaign County 
217-378-7100 Ext. 5009 
stephanieb@hacc.net  
 
Danielle Chynoweth 
Cunningham Township Supervisor 
217-384-4144 
Danielle@ctso.org  
 
Angelique Forney, LCSW 
HUD-VASH Senior Social Worker, VA Illiana Health Care System 
217-304-1408 
Angelique.Forney@va.gov  
 
Laura Lindsey 
Grants Manager, Courage Connection  
217-239-5340  
llindsey@courageconnection.org    
 
Katie Harmon, LCSW 
Coordinator, Champaign County Continuum of Service Providers to the Homeless (CSPH) 
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Champaign County Regional Planning Commission 
217-239-5942 
kharmon@ccrpc.org  
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819 Bloomington Road • Champaign, IL 61820 
 (217) 356-1558 •  www.promisehealth.org 

 

 

 

 

 

December 6, 2023 

 

City of Urbana Plan Commission 
City of Urbana Mayor Diane Marlin 
Urbana City Council 
400 South Vine Street 
Urbana, IL 61801 
 

Dear City of Urbana Plan Commission Members, Mayor, and City Council Members, 

I am writing this letter on behalf of Promise Healthcare in support of the Hope Village 
Project. Promise Healthcare is a Federally Qualified Health Center (FQHC), and we operate 
the historic Frances Nelson Health Center, along with 3 other locations in Champaign 
County.  We also operate a Comprehensive Dental Program previously known as the 
SmileHealthy Dental Program. 

At Promise Healthcare, our providers see the desperate need for Hope Village. We serve 
many patients who are experiencing chronic homelessness and who are medically fragile 
with a variety of serious health conditions. We see that these patients stay in shelters that 
cannot accommodate their significant health needs, or worse – they stay on the streets – to 
the continued detriment of their health. Living “rough” in shelters or on the streets is 
detrimental to a body’s health, and the longer a person is living “rough”, the more their 
health declines.  We have partnered with Strides Shelter and Resource center in providing 
needed services and will continue to do so with many community agencies that support 
assistance for our homeless populations.   

The percentage of homeless patients that we serve has been growing for the past five years.  
Last year more than 15% of our patients served reported being homeless.  We anticipate 
we serve even more than this, but the patients do not report this because of the stigma 
associated with being homeless.  This population is often shunned by society and large 
segments of the healthcare system.   

Promise Healthcare supports the concept of “Housing is healthcare”. In 2019, the National 
Health Care for the Homeless Council released a position paper stating that Housing is 
Health Care. In part, the paper stated, “The primary and essential function of housing, to 
provide a safe and sheltered space, is absolutely fundamental to the people’s health and 
well being.”  The health effects of homelessness are grave, with higher incidence and 
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severity of illness and injury among people experiencing homelessness.  As healthcare 
providers, we are aware of the shortened life span of individuals who experience chronic 
homelessness.  Chronic conditions such as diabetes, hypertension, and heart attacks are 
almost twice as prevalent among people experiencing homelessness than in the general 
population.  Depression is six times as prevalent.  Lacking stable housing makes treating 
every condition more difficult and further damages health.  People who die on the streets 
on average live roughly 30 fewer years than the US life expectancy and the age-adjusted 
death rate of the homeless population is at least twice that of the general population.   

People experiencing homelessness access primary care less frequently because they are 
often uninsured and have experienced marginalization and stigma by health care 
organizations, resulting in their more frequent emergency department use and 
presentation with comorbid conditions that are more acute because they have been 
untreated.   People experiencing homelessness are hospitalized at up to 4 times the rate of 
the general population and have longer inpatient hospital stays.   Because these patients’ 
conditions are exacerbated by lack of care and unstable housing, costly intensive care is 
devoted to addressing needs of persons with conditions that could have been—and should 
have been—treated earlier in primary care settings, and if given the opportunity, in a safe 
home of their own where they can recover. 

It is for these reasons and more that we support the Hope Village Project. 

Hope Village will provide 30 small homes for individuals experiencing chronic 
homelessness, who are medically fragile. In addition to providing these homes as 
Permanent Supportive Housing, residents of Hope Village will receive intensive and 
sustained support including case management, supportive services, and on-site health 
services to help improve their health and their housing stability. We look forward to a 
partnership with Hope Village, along with Carle, to help provide healthcare services to the 
residents of Hope Village. 

We urge you to support the Hope Village Project. Time is of the essence for the individuals 
who can benefit from Hope Village. 

I appreciate your consideration. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Jennifer Henry,  
Chief Executive Officer 
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Hand-delivered to staff at Plan Commission meeting 12-7-2023 by Robert Lewis
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From: Catherine Emanuel   
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2023 8:33 AM 
To: !City Council <CityCouncil@urbanaillinois.us> 
Subject: Support for Hope Village. 

I am writing to urge the city council to move forward with the Hope Village project to help those 
individuals who are incredibly vulnerable. This project can benefit those individuals as well as our 
community at large. When two other organizations in our community have come together with 
resources to support this effort I would encourage Urbana to join in this work and allow this to 
move forward by approving the Planned Unit Development of Hope Village.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

From: S Somerville  
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2023 9:57 AM
To: !City Council <CityCouncil@urbanaillinois.us>
Subject: Hope Village

Dear Council Members:  

I am writing to urge you to support Hope Village by approving the Hope Village Planned Unit 
Development. We need more permanent housing for our most vulnerable community members.

Siobhan Somerville
506 N. New Street
Champaign, IL. 61820
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City of Urbana 

400 S Vine Street, Urbana, IL 61801 

www.urbanaillinois.us  

 

MEMORANDUM TO THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

 

Meeting:  December 18, 2023 Committee of the Whole  

Subject:  An Ordinance Approving a Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plat  

 (Hope Village Subdivision / Plan Case No. 2479-S-23) 

 

Summary 

Action Requested  

Council is being asked to approve the combined Preliminary/Final Plat for the Hope Village 

Subdivision. 

Plan Commission Recommendation  

The Urbana Land Development Code requires the Plan Commission to review and make a 

recommendation to City Council on combination Preliminary/Final Plats. The Plan Commission 

reviewed the combination plat on November 9, 2023, and on December 7, 2023, and voted with four 

ayes and one nay to send the case to City Council with no recommendation.  

Relationship to City Services and Priorities    

Impact on Core Services  

Approval of the Hope Village Subdivision will have a minimal impact on City services. Unlike most 

subdivisions, it does not include any public infrastructure that the City would ultimately be responsible 

for maintaining. 

Strategic Goals & Plans  

This case is related to Plan Case No. 2480-PUD-23, the Final Planned Unit Development for Hope 

Village. Along with the Final PUD, the Hope Village Subdivision would allow construction of Hope 

Village, a residential facility for medically-fragile individuals. This would be considered an Institutional 

use, which is in line with the 2005 Comprehensive Plan’s designation for the future use of this property 

as “Institutional.” 

Previous Council Actions  

On February 4, 2019, City Council approved a Final Plat for the Union Gardens Subdivision (Ord. 

No. 2019-02-013), which included the Hope Village site. However, the developer never recorded the 

Final Plat, and the Union Gardens development was never built. 

On July 31, 2023, City Council approved the Preliminary Planned Unit Development (Ord. No. 2023-

07-023), and will be considering the Final PUD on December 18, 2023. 
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Discussion    

See the attached Plan Commission Staff Report and minutes from the November 9 and December 7, 

2023, Plan Commission meetings for background information and discussion. No additional 

stormwater or traffic planning will be required. 

The review criteria are discussed in the Staff Memorandum to the Plan Commission dated November 

9, 2023 (Attachment 3). To summarize, Section 21-225 of the Land Development Code requires 

review for “conformity with” the comprehensive plan, applicable general area plans, and acceptable 

zoning regulations; and requires the City Engineer to review for conformity to the same, plus generally 

accepted engineering practices, particularly as these apply to stormwater drainage, water, and sewer 

facilities. Additionally, the plat is reviewed for conformity to Chapter 5, Article XI, Flood Hazard 

Areas of the City Code. The proposed plat meets the review criteria. 

Community Impact  

Approving Hope Village Subdivision would allow construction and operation of Hope Village, which 

will provide quality housing for some of our community’s most vulnerable residents. It should be 

noted that there is opposition from the immediately surrounding community regarding the Hope 

Village project, particularly because it would be accessed from Carver Drive in Champaign. 

Recommendation  

As stated above, the Plan Commission forwarded the combination plat to Council with no 

recommendation. Staff asks Council to approve the combination Preliminary/Final Plat, as presented. 

Next Steps  

If approved, staff will record the combination plat with the Champaign County Recorder’s Office.  

Attachments 

1. An Ordinance Approving a Final Subdivision Plat (Hope Village Subdivision / Plan Case 

No. 2479-PUD-23) 

2. Ordinance Attachment A (Combination Preliminary/Final Plat) 

3. Plan Commission Staff Report and Meeting Minutes (11/9/2023) 

4. Plan Commission Supplemental Memorandum and Meeting Minutes (DRAFT) (12/7/2023) 

Originated by:  Marcus Ricci, AICP, Planner II 

Reviewed:  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner 

  Kim Smith, Community Development Services Director 

Approved: Carol Mitten, City Administrator 
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ORDINANCE NO. __________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A PRELIMINARY/FINAL SUBDIVISION PLAT 
 

(Hope Village Subdivision / Plan Case 2479-S-23) 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Urbana (“City”) is a home rule unit of local government pursuant to 

Article VII, Section 6, of the Illinois Constitution, 1970, and may exercise any power and perform any 

function pertaining to its government and affairs, and the passage of this Ordinance constitutes an 

exercise of the City’s home rule powers and functions as granted in the Illinois Constitution, 1970; 

and 

WHEREAS, Marty Smith, on behalf of The Carle Foundation, has submitted a combination 

Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plat for the Hope Village Subdivision in general conformance with the 

pertinent ordinances of the City of Urbana, Illinois; and  

WHEREAS, the Preliminary/Final Plat for Hope Village Subdivision meets the requirements 

of the Urbana Land Development Code; and  

WHEREAS, the City Engineer has reviewed and approved the Preliminary/Final Plat for 

Hope Village Subdivision; and 

 WHEREAS, the Plan Commission voted four (4) ayes and one (1) nay to forward the case to 

the Urbana City Council with no recommendation. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Urbana, 

Illinois, as follows: 

 
Section 1.  

The Preliminary/Final Plat for Hope Village Subdivision, attached hereto as Ordinance Attachment 

A, is hereby approved as platted.  

Section 2.  

The City Clerk is directed to publish this Ordinance in pamphlet form by authority of the corporate 
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authorities, and this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

publication in accordance with Section 1-2-4 of the Illinois Municipal Code. Upon approval of this 

Ordinance, the City Clerk is directed to record a certified copy with the Champaign County Office of 

the Recorder of Deeds and transmit one copy of the recorded Ordinance to the petitioner. 

 

This Ordinance is hereby passed by the affirmative vote, the “ayes” and “nays” being called of a 

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

 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL this ____ day of ___________, 2023. 

AYES: 
 
NAYS: 
 
ABSTENTIONS: 
       ________________________________ 
       Darcy E. Sandefur, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED BY THE MAYOR this ____ day of ___________, 2023. 

 
       ________________________________ 
       Diane Wolfe Marlin, Mayor 
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1 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

     Planning Division 

     m e m o r a n d u m 

TO: The Urbana Plan Commission 

FROM: Kevin Garcia, AICP, Principal Planner and Zoning Administrator 
 Marcus Ricci, AICP, Planner II 

DATE:  November 9, 2023 

SUBJECT: Plan Case No. 2479-S-23: A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle Foundation, 
for preliminary and final plat approval for the Hope Village Subdivision. 

Introduction 

Marty Smith, on behalf of The Carle Foundation, requests approval of preliminary and final plats for 
the Hope Village Subdivision. The applicant would like to subdivide two parcels totaling 11.78 acres 
into two lots. The property is zoned R-4 (Medium Density Multiple-Family Residential) and R-3 
(Single- and Two-Family Residential), and is undeveloped. 

According to the Urbana Land Development Code, preliminary and final plats may be submitted for 
concurrent approval. The Plan Commission must review the preliminary and final plats, and make a 
decision to approve or deny the preliminary plat, and make a recommendation to City Council to 
approve or deny the final plat. Staff recommends approval of both plats. 

Background 

The property has never been officially subdivided and has always been farmland. Adjacent farmland 
and the Pilgrim Missionary Baptist Church parcel to the west have also never been officially 
subdivided. 

The applicant requests approval of preliminary and final plats to subdivide this parcel into two lots. 
The larger lot, to the south, is being developed as Hope Village, a residential Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) of 30 small homes and a community center for medically-fragile homeless 
people. The smaller lot to the north is not part of the PUD application. 

The recently-updated Urbana Land Development Code regulates Preliminary, Final, and 
Concurrently-Submitted Plats in Sections 21-225, 21-230, and 21-235, respectively. Preliminary plats 
are required to show the locations of public utilities, paved roads and sidewalks, topographic lines, 
and other details required for establishment of a subdivision. Final plats are required to show the 
location of paved roads, property and lot lines, and easements. Required plat items are often shown 
on both plats. According to Section 21-230.C.2, if a final plat substantially conforms to the previously-
approved preliminary plat, the final plat shall be submitted directly to City Council for approval. Both 
of the submitted plats include all of the required items. The plats are out for review by external 
agencies; comments are due by November 6, 2023. Any comments from reviewers requiring revisions 
to the plats, e.g., contact information or a missing easement, will be addressed by the applicant prior 
to recording the plat. On August 23, 2023, the Administrative Review Committee determined that the 
proposed activity would be considered a Major Development.  
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Discussion 

Land Use, Zoning Regulation, and Comprehensive Plan Designation 

Land Use. The property is located south of Federal Drive in Urbana and north of Carver Drive and 
Dorie Miller Drive in Champaign (Exhibit A – Location Map; the Urbana city limits are along the 
west and south property lines. It is bordered by un-subdivided land to the west, Park 74 Industrial 
Development Number 2 Subdivision to the north, Replat of Lots 11 & 12 of a Replat of Lots 1 and 
2 of Melrose of Urbana First Subdivision to the east, and Oak Tree and Carver Park Subdivisions to 
the south. Surrounding the site are agricultural uses to the west, institutional uses to the west and 
north, light industrial uses to the north, undeveloped land to the east, and residential uses to the south. 
The proposed infill development has an overall density of one dwelling unit per 17,000 square feet, 
much less dense than the existing single-family residential uses to the south and east of the site (which 
range from one dwelling unit per 5,700 square feet and one dwelling unit per 7,700 square feet).  

Zoning Regulation. The property is undeveloped and is zoned R-4 (11.34 acres) and R-3 (0.44 acres). 
The proposed subdivision is consistent with this district’s development requirements (Exhibit B – 
Zoning Map). The site is bordered by City IN-1 (Light Industrial / Office) to the north, R-4 to the 
east, and SF1 (Single-Family Residential – City of Champaign) to the south and west.  

Comprehensive Plan Designation. The 2005 Comprehensive Plan designates this area’s future use as 
“Institutional,” bordered by “Light Industrial” to the north and “Multifamily Residential” to the east 
(Exhibit C – Future Land Use Map). The proposed development is consistent with this future land 
use designation.   

Land Development Code Regulation 

Section XI-2 of the Zoning Ordinance states the Plan Commission reviews subdivision plans and 
makes decisions for preliminary plats and makes recommendations to City Council for final plats, as 
provided in Chapter 21 entitled “Land Development Code.” All of the items below are shown on 
their required plat(s).  

Subdivision Layout and Access. The 11.78-acre tract would be subdivided into 2 lots: 7.90 acres and 
3.88 acres. Post-construction roadway access to the subdivision will be provided by Carver Drive from 
the south; construction access will be provided by Federal Drive from the north. The plat proposes 
no roadway expansion: the existing stub of Carver Drive will be developed into the private access 
drive for the residential development. Major collectors in the vicinity of the site include Bradley Road 
Avenue to the south. 

Traffic Impact Analysis: The proposed subdivision does not require a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) 
under the criteria set forth in the Land Development Code. City staff do not anticipate any traffic 
access or congestion due to the proposed development or its layout. 

Drainage. Stormwater will be handled via a series of inlets and pipes that will feed into a stormwater 
retention basin in the southwest corner, approximately 20,000 sf in area. Water in the stormwater 
basin will drain to the north, and will not go through the Carver Park neighborhood to the south. 

Sidewalks.  While sidewalks are not required in private developments, the existing sidewalk on the 
west side of Carver Drive will be extended north along the new access drive to the new community 
center. The access drive will lead into the parking lot which ends in a circular turnaround. A one-way 
emergency access drive will loop north from this turnaround, westward, turn south and connect back 
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at the access drive. Walking paths will provide access for residents and staff throughout the 
development. 

Utilities. Utilities are available adjacent to the site and will be extended to the site to serve the proposed 
development. 

Street Trees. Street trees are not required, as there will be no public streets in the development. 

Deferrals, Waivers, and Variances. City Council granted a waiver of required parking on July 31, 2023 
(Ord. No. 2023-07-023). No other waivers, deferrals, or variances have been requested from the 
requirements of the Land Development Code or Zoning Ordinance. 

Summary of Findings 

1. The proposed preliminary and final plats are consistent with the R-3 (Single- and Two-Family
Residential) and R-4 (Medium Density Multiple-Family Residential) zoning designations for
the subject property.

2. The proposed preliminary and final plats are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan land use
and roadway designations for the site.

3. The proposed preliminary and final plats meet the requirements of the Urbana Land
Development Code.

Options 

The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council in Plan 
Case 2479-S-23: 

A. For the Preliminary Plat:

1. Approve the preliminary plat as presented; or

2. Deny the preliminary plat.

B. For the Final Plat:

1. Approve the final plat and forward it to the City Council with a recommendation to
approve the plat as presented; or

2. Deny the final plat and forward it to the City Council with a recommendation of denial.

Recommendation 

Based on the analysis and findings presented herein, staff recommends that the Plan Commission 
APPROVE the Preliminary Plat of Hope Village Subdivision, and forward the Final Plat of Hope 
Village Subdivision to City Council with a recommendation to APPROVE it as presented. 

Attachments:   
(SEE "ORDINANCE ATTACHMENT A"
FOR PLAT EXHIBITS)
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
         
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                      DRAFT 
         
DATE:  November 9, 2023 

 
TIME:  7:00 P.M. 
  
 PLACE: Council Chambers, City Building, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PLEASE SEE MINUTES ATTACHED TO PACKET FOR AN ORDINANCE 
APPROVING A FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR A PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT - PLAN CASE NO. 2480-PUD-23 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Planning Division 

m e m o r a n d u m 

 
 
TO:  Urbana Plan Commission  

FROM:  Kevin Garcia, Principal Planner 

DATE:  November 30, 2023 

SUBJECT:   Supplemental Memorandum RE: Hope Village Planned Unit Development and Plats 
(Plan Case Nos. 2479-S-23 and 2480-PUD-23) 

 
Supplemental Memorandum 

This is a supplemental memorandum regarding the applications for the Final Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
and Preliminary/Final Plats for Hope Village. Both cases were opened at the Plan Commission meeting on 
November 9, 2023. At that meeting, the Plan Commission voted unanimously to table the plat discussion to 
first address the PUD. They then voted unanimously to continue the PUD case to the December 7, 2023, 
meeting, with the request that the design team specifically speak to the issue of access off of Federal Drive. 

The remaining tasks for the Plan Commission are to recommend approval or denial of the final PUD, and to 
recommend approval or denial of the combination preliminary/final plat to City Council. Either could include 
conditions as allowed by ordinance. 
 
As a procedural note, a motion and second are required to remove the case from the table, e.g.: 

“I move to take from the table Plan Case number 2479-S-23, a request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle 
Foundation, for preliminary and final plat approval for the Hope Village Subdivision.” 

Preliminary/Final Plat Review (2479-S-23) 
Concurrent Review Process 

Following the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting, staff requested that the City Attorney clarify the 
process for reviewing preliminary and final plats concurrently. In the past, preliminary and final plats were 
approved separately. However, as the Land Development Code intends the review to be concurrent, the Plan 
Commission should instead issue a recommendation on both plats together. 

Section 21-235(E) of the Land Development code states: 

(E) Plan Commission. The Plan Commission will recommend approval or disapproval of the 
preliminary/final plat as prescribed in Sections 21-225(D) and 21-230(D) of this Chapter. 

Review Criteria 

There was a request at the November 9, 2023, meeting for clarification on the criteria that the Plan Commission 
should use to review plats. The Land Development Code provides criteria to review plats. Although the plats 
are being reviewed concurrently, the code lists the review criteria for each type of plat separately (see the Links 
section below for the staff report from the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting, which provides details for these criteria). 
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Preliminary plats are reviewed for conformity with: 

- the Comprehensive Plan; 
- any general area plans (n/a in this case); 
- applicable zoning regulations; 
- the provisions of the Land Development Code and Manual of Practice; 
- other applicable regulations; 
- generally accepted engineering practices, particularly: 
 -storm drainage; 
 - water facilities; 
 - sewer facilities. 

Final plats are reviewed for adherence with the preliminary plat, and must contain additional, specific details.1 

Review Timeline 

Section 21-225(D)(2) of the Land Development Code requires the Plan Commission to act on preliminary plats 
within 60 days of the date the commission first considers the plat. The Plan Commission must therefore make 
a recommendation to City Council on the concurrent preliminary/final plats by January 8, 2024. 

Final Planned Unit Development (2480-PUD-23) 

The request by the applicant is to develop the southern portion of a larger tax parcel. The northern portion of 
the parcel, which connects to Federal Drive, is not part of the request (see Site Plan in Exhibit E in the staff report, 
linked below). 

Please refer to the Criteria for Approval in the staff report from the November 9, 2023, Plan Commission meeting for details on 
what to consider when making a recommendation to City Council (see Links section below). 

Options: 
The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council in Plan Case 2479-
S-23: 

1. Recommend approval of the plat as presented; or 
2. Recommend approval of the plat, including any conditions; or 
3. Recommend denial of the plat, and if so, articulate the reasons for denial. 

The Plan Commission has the following options for recommendations to the City Council in Plan Case 2480-
PUD-23: 

1. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached; or 
2. Recommend approval of the Final Development Plan as attached, including any conditions; or 
3. Recommend denial of the Final Development Plan, and if so, articulate reasons for the denial. 

 
Links: Staff Report – 2479-S-23 
 Staff Report – 2480-PUD-23 
 
 
 
cc: Marty Smith, Nick Crompton 

 
1 See Sec.21-230 of the Land Development Code for required content for final plats. 
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MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING 
         
URBANA PLAN COMMISSION                      DRAFT 
         
DATE:  December 7, 2023 

 
TIME:  7:00 P.M. 
  
 PLACE: Council Chambers, City Building, 400 South Vine Street, Urbana, Illinois 
 
 
MEMBERS ATTENDING: Dustin Allred, Lew Hopkins, Debarah McFarland, Bill Rose, 

Chenxi Yu 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: Will Andresen, Andrew Fell, Karen Simms 
 
STAFF PRESENT: Diane Wolfe Marlin, Mayor; Dave Wesner, City Attorney; 

Kimberly Smith, Director of Community Services; Kevin Garcia, 
Principal Planner; Marcus Ricci, Planner II; UPTV Camera 
Operator 

 
PUBLIC PRESENT: Babatunde Amao; Darleen Bailey; Shea Belahi; Paulette M. Bell; 

Cheryl Bicknell; Elderess Melinda Carr; Lee A. Clark; Phyllis D. 
Clark; Paulette Coleman-Peeples; Tony Comtois; Jackie Curry; 
LeRoy Dee; Earnest Dent; Marion D. Harrington, Jr.; Jonathon 
Howard; James Johnson; Brian Kesler; Claudia Lenhoff; Chad 
Osterbur; Krist Sallee; Marty Smith; Terry Townsend; Reverend 
Evelyn Underwood, JD, Ph.D.; Bridgett Wakefield 

            

A. CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL 

Chair Allred called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.  Roll call was taken, and there was a quorum 
of the members present. 
 
… 
 
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 – A request by Marty Smith, on behalf of Carle Foundation, for 
preliminary and final plat approval for the Hope Village. 
 
Chair Allred re-opened Plan Case No. 2479-S-23.  He noted that the Plan Commission had left 
off with Plan Commission discussion at the previous meeting, which is where they will pick up 
the case now. 
 
Mr. Hopkins moved to remove Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 from the table.  Mr. Rose seconded the 
motion.  Roll call on the motion was as follows: 
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 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Rose - Yes 
 Ms. McFarland - Yes Ms. Yu - Yes 
 Mr. Allred - Yes 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Allred asked if there was any further discussion on this case. 
 
Mr. Hopkins asked for clarification on which body would have the deciding vote on the 
Preliminary Plat since the Plan Commission normally makes the determination.  Mr. Garcia 
stated since it is a combination Preliminary and Final Plat, the City Council would be making the 
final determination. 
 
Mr. Hopkins stated that belaboring this is pointless because the thing has been built.  He moved 
that the Plan Commission forward Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 to the City Council with a 
recommendation of action.  He clarified that this is now under the authority of the City Council.  
Neither the Preliminary or the Final Plats are based on action by the Plan Commission. 
 
Chair Allred asked the City Attorney if this motion was workable.  Mr. Wesner replied that he 
feels it is consistent with the motion in Case No. 2480-PUD-23 and accomplishes at least 
advancing this to the next stage in the process.  He did suggest that the Plan Commission reword 
the motion to forward with no recommendation rather than with a recommendation of action. 
 
Mr. Hopkins agreed to the rewording of the motion.  Mr. Rose seconded the motion.  Roll call on 
the motion was as follows: 
 
 Ms. Yu - Yes Ms. McFarland - No 
 Mr. Hopkins - Yes Mr. Allred - Yes 
 Mr. Rose - Yes 
 
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1.  Mr. Garcia noted that Plan Case No. 2479-S-23 will be 
forwarded to Committee of the Whole on Monday, December 18, 2023. 
 
… 
 
H. PUBLIC INPUT 

Chair Allred invited members of the audience to approach the Plan Commission to speak. 
 
Marion Harrington approached the Plan Commission to speak.  He stated that there was not 
supposed to be any construction vehicular access off Carver Drive; however, on November 28, 
2023, there was a semi-truck at Carver Drive unloading two scissor lifts.  On this particular date, 
there were cars parked on both sides of the street, and there was barely enough room for the truck 
to get through.  Carver Drive is not wide enough to accommodate large vehicles like this.  They 
blatantly disregarded the fact that they are not supposed to use Carver Drive anyway.  So, 
obviously they are not paying attention to any of the neighborhood’s concerns, which makes the 
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neighborhood feel like no one is listening to them.  They called the City of Champaign, who 
brought out and put up concrete barricades to hopefully deter any future construction access to the 
proposed development. 
 
Reverend Evelyn B. Underwood approached the Plan Commission to speak.  She stated that they 
are not opposed to housing the homeless.  However, they do agree with the many others who are 
in opposition to the location of Hope Village and the many concerns related to process.  Those 
concerns are as follows: 
 

1. Access through Carver Park Subdivision 
2. Lack of attention to Carver Park infrastructure 
3. Public health, safety and well-being 
4. No environmental impact assessment with neighboring residents or the community 
5. Open transparency with community engagement, specific programs and medical services to 

be used at Hope Village 
6. What is the value added to the community? 
7. Propose a proper notification process for all changes made and to be made in the future 

 
They trust that we can work together to have an equitable solution so we are able to move forward. 
 
Terry Townsend approached the Plan Commission to speak.  He stated the following: 

1. That the George Washington Carver Subdivision neighboring residents and stakeholders 
repeatedly have voiced support for the proposed tiny houses called Hope Village.  
However, the neighborhood, the stakeholders and the citizens do not want to be a supply 
chain for experimentation. 

2. The applicant repeatedly stated that the purpose of Hope Village is to serve the “medically 
fragile individuals”.  He stated that he contacted the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), and they have never heard of “medically fragile individuals”.    
He noted that in the applicant’s 501c3 Articles of Incorporation for Hope Village 
Incorporated, it states that the purpose for Hope Village is to provide and/or support the 
provisions of health and support services to individuals who are suffering from 
homelessness, chronic transitional housing arrangements, and chronic inability to afford 
permanent housing in Urbana, Illinois or other suitable geographical areas.  This is a much 
broader charge than serving “medically fragile individuals”.  This informs and raises 
significant questions about every aspect of the Hope Village Development. 

3. The Hope Village detention basin or pond will be a breeding ground for mosquitoes, 
transmit diseases, and because of its close proximity to the George Washington Carver and 
Crispus Attucks Subdivision, it will be a clear health and safety hazard.  Because it will be 
an attractive nuisance, it will be appropriate at any stage of development of the Hope 
Village for neighboring residents to seek injunctive relief. 

4. The City of Urbana and the Plan Commission have not been told the truth about what the 
traffic problems are.  The traffic impact studies are biased, self-serving and use the wrong 
metrics to measure the negative impact traffic will have on the quality of life of the George 
Washington Carver Subdivision.  Traffic is not just about car ownership of Hope Village 
residents.  It is also about fire trucks, service trucks, ambulances, Hope Village residents, 
Hope Village staff, University of Illinois students, and Hope Village residents’ family and 
friends. 

5. He agreed with others in that he feels that they have not been heard or listened to. 
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He thanked the Plan Commission for trying to straighten out this mess, and he thanked them for 
their service. 
 
Mr. Townsend stated that they are going to ask the University of Illinois to recuse themselves from 
the partnership with this project. 
 
With no further public input, Chair Allred closed this section of the agenda. 
 
I. STAFF REPORT 

There was none. 
 
J. STUDY SESSION 

There was none.  
 
K. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:42 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
  
Kevin Garcia, Secretary 
Urbana Plan Commission 
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