\

S

Citizens Task Force
Meeting

September 20, 2018



Is anything missing or need clarification?

Meetings

Help to prioritize potential changes
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- should be proposede
- may be addressed in other wayse

t should not be addressed?



» Could make
the ordinance.



» If a historic building is
be listed), at what point can an applican
IID to develop that parcel?

» Should we create a process that allows for the
demolition of a historic building to discourage
people opting for a PAD or just utilizing the
underlying zoninge

» How do we address additional building heights
when developing in an IID and an HPZ<¢



MAQjor projects or |
should lead to a confinuance. However,
be mindful that one of the major incentives of Design
Review was that it would be more streamlined.

» Comment regarding consistency between the Design
Professional’'s recommendation and the

recommendation of the Design Review Committee.

» Concern about flexibility post approval of [ID
package, minor vs major changes, Section
5.12.6.Q needs to be clarified.



want to prom
need to assess how much parking i

» s there a way to fie parking reductions to supplying
transit or bike share discounts or passese

» Significant discussion about increasing the 25%
automatic parking reduction in the Greater Infill
Incentive Subdistrict (GIIS) portion of the |ID.

» The Individual Parking Plan (IPP) is an workable
option for additional reductions and is not
overly onerous.



» We shoulc
and therefore we shoulc
developer to utilize the IID for group dwellings.

\_/ —

» Some affendees were hesitant to add
additional restrictions on student housing
within the IID especially considering the Main
Gate area is nearly built-out.

» Mayor and Council Special Exception already

required for group dwellings when utilizing the
IID is essentially a restriction.



» We need to be
that supports transit and oftf
transportation options.

» Area between 4th and éth avenues is going to
fill out and the development needs to be
mixed use and have ground floor commercial.
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» Adopted design guidelin
the unease of more dense new development.

» Concern about lack of permeability of developments
and public space being provided.

» Concern that if we were 1o have design guidelines, it
would limit design options and lead to less character
IN the designs. Maybe it is just a best practices
guide of projects that have utilized the IID.



’MOS ) eX(O .
drastic in neighborhoods.

» As development moves north, protections are needec

for existing neightborhnoods.
» Need more engagement of neighborhoods early on In /

the process.



Comment that because
occurring in trends and developme
good to come back in 3 to 5 years.
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» Suggestion that @ :
to be affordable. Staff clarified that as a regu
ender, many of the developments already are required to
nave 20% affordable units.

» Allow a "free" residential upzone if the additional allowed
units are assured low-income for at least 'X' number of years.
E.Q., allow someone with R-2 to build to R-3 if the units
beyond the R-2 limits are kept affordable. This might be
helpful for Grant Road and overlays.



» There is a lot ©
not allow work live like in the ware
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text chones
» 2nd Stakeholder Meeting fo review initial proposed tex

» Public Meetings tentatively on October 3 at 5:30pm and
October 4 at noon

» Planning Commission Study Session in October
» Planning Commission Public Hearing in November

» Mayor and Council Public Hearing in December
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