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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING COMMITTEE
The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, October 9, 2013, at 4:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Chairman Russ Stephenson, Presiding

Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick
Councilor Bonner Gaylord
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     Mitchell Silver
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Planning Manager Travis Crane







Planner II James Brantley

Councilor Randall K. Stagner



Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb
Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 4:13 p.m.  All Committee members were present except Councilor Stagner, who was absent and excused.  Councilor Gaylord led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Item #11-41 – Z-20-13 – Landmark Drive Conditional Use District
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

This discussion item was referred to Committee on October 1.  The Planning Commission reviewed the request and recommends approval.  The request was found to be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission finds that the request is reasonable and in the public interest:

Though partially inconsistent with the future Land Use Map, the rezoning proposal is reasonable and in the public interest.  The rezoning proposal will provide retail services that are accessible to pedestrians in this urbanizing area, particularly providing such services adjacent to the Rex Hospital campus.

The applicant requests a rezoning from O&I-1 Conditional Use to CX-5-PL CUD, CX-4-PL CUD, NX-4 CUD, OX-3 CUD, OX-4 CUD.  The current O&J-1 CUD zoning on the property was established by Z-15-08.  There are 292 dwelling units on the property with a density of just under 9 dwellings per acre.

The site of the proposed rezoning is a 32.49 acre property on the north side of Lake Boone Trail, between Blue Ridge Road to the west and Wycliff Road and the 1-440 Beltline to the east.  The site is currently developed as an apartment complex, The Villages of Lake Boone Trail.  The Future Land Use Map designates the property as appropriate for Office and Residential Mixed Use.

The applicant has offered conditions that would limit the allowed uses, enhance landscaping and buffering, restrict maximum number of dwelling units and non-residential square footage, explore the installation of a traffic signal and notify adjacent neighbors of a submitted site plan.
Planner James Brantley presented this item and expanded on the information above using a PowerPoint presentation.  The subject property is just east of Rex Hospital.  It is bounded by the Meredith Village apartment complex to the east.  The northeast corner of the site abuts Meredith Woods, a single family neighborhood.  Landmark Drive runs north and south through the property.  There is access on Lake Boone Trail and Blue Ridge Road.  Exhibit 1 to the rezoning request designates five parcels:
Area 1 (northwest corner) – request is to zone it OX-4 Conditional Use District
Area 2 (against Meredith Woods) – request is to zone it OX-3 Conditional Use District
Area 3 (between Landmark Drive and Meredith Village apartments to the east) – request is to rezone it CX-4 Parking Limited
Area 4 – request is to rezone it NX-4

Area 5 – (fronts Lake Boone Trail) – request is to rezone it CX-5 Parking Limited
Planner Brantley showed photographs of the site, the abutting properties, and the existing buffer between the current development and the single family houses to the northeast.  The current zoning of O&I-1 was established by rezoning case Z-15-08 and many of the conditions in that case carried over to this case.  O&I zoning lies to the west, north, and immediate south of the property.  There are residential zoning districts on the east side.
Proposed Conditions
1.
Prohibited uses (only certain limited types of retail are prohibited)

2.
Landscape planting buffer along eastern side of property

3.
Activities allowed to disturb this buffer

4.
No new buildings within 120' of property lines shared with single family houses

5.
Mechanical equipment screening

6.
Upon adoption of rezoning, request for traffic signal at Landmark Drive/Lake Boone Trail

7.
If traffic signal approved for Landmark Drive/Lake Boone Trail intersection, contribution of $85,000 for such signal
8.
Shielding of lighting in northern portion of the site

9.
Owners of adjacent single family parcels to be invited to see any proposed site plan at least 30 days prior to submittal of such site plan for City approval

10.
Offer of transit easement

11.
No more than 800 dwelling units; no more than 100,000 square feet of nonresidential

12.
Screening of loading areas

13.
Screening of service areas

14.
Construction activity days and hours limited

15.
No storage related to construction in buffer area

	EXISTING V. PROPOSED ZONING

	
	Existing Zoning
	Proposed Zoning

	Residential Density
	23 dwellings per acre (811 dwellings)
	23 dwellings per acre (800 dwellings)

	Setbacks

     Front

     Side

     Rear
	Varies

Varies

Varies
	Varies

Varies

Varies

	Retail Intensity Permitted
	No retail allowed
	100,000 square feet total of nonresi-dential, 14.02 aces of CX zoning

	Office Intensity Permitted
	60,000 square feet
	100,000 square feet total of nonresi-dential


The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designates the site for office and residential mixed use.  Consequently, the request for retail for Areas 3 and 5 is not consistent with the FLUM.  The property (the property line between the subject property and Rex Hospital) is on the edge of an Urban Growth Center.
Outstanding Issues

The request is consistent with several Land Use policies of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan but the retail component of the proposal is not consistent with the FLUM.

Planner Brantley read aloud the Planning Commission's Findings and Reasons:

1.
Though partially inconsistent with the Future Land Use Map, the rezoning proposal is reasonable and in the public interest.  The rezoning proposal will provide retail services that are accessible to pedestrians in this urbanizing area, particularly providing such services adjacent to the Rex Hospital campus.

2.
The applicant has offered extensive conditions that provide buffering with adjacent single family housing.
Chairman Stephenson asked staff to briefly outline the process this case will go through from this point forward based on the new Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  Planning Manager Travis Crane explained the City Council received the Planning Commission's recommendation on October 1 and has 60 days from the date of receipt to publish notice of a public hearing.  Conditions can be discussed today because the case has not been to public hearing yet; conditions can be removed or made less restrictive.  When a recommendation is sent back to the full Council from the Comprehensive Planning Committee, the Committee should recommend that the Council schedule a public hearing.  The case was originally sent to Council with a recommendation to schedule a public hearing for November 5.  The conditions can be made less restrictive up to the time of the public hearing, but there are certain points of time when the conditions can be amended.  UDO Section 10.2.1 specifies windows of time when the applicant can offer new conditions.  After the public hearing, the process is very similar to that of the previous zoning ordinance.  During the public hearing, Council will hear staff's presentation, the applicant's presentation, and comments from the public.  Council can (1) act on the case that night (approval or denial); (2) defer the case/hold it at the table for another few weeks for further discussion; or (3) send it back to a Committee.  Any Committee or the Council has 30 days to review the case and have the applicant alter the conditions to make them more restrictive.

Michael Birch, Esq., Morningstar Law Group, 630 Davis Drive – Suite 200, Morrisville, NC  27560-6849 – Mr. Birch stated he was present on behalf of Tribridge Residential.  He provided a PowerPoint presentation that included the following information.
Overview

●
Currently developed for 292 dwelling units (apartments)

●
Currently zoned O&I-1 CUD and entitled for up to 857 dwelling units and up to 60,000 SF of office floor area (2008)

●
Request is to permit additional non-residential uses and additional non-residential floor area, with reduction in dwelling units

●
Conditions carried over from 2008 case, with additional height transition requirements adjacent to neighborhood

●
Partially inconsistent with Future Land Use Map, due to allowance of retail uses along Lake Boone Trail frontage

●
Unanimous CAC support

●
Support from Meredith Woods and Ridgecroft communities

●
Unanimous recommendation for approval by Planning Commission

Mr. Birch noted that in addition to dedicating a transit easement, the applicant will provide a bench and bus shelter.  In the northeast corner of the property, adjacent to Meredith Woods North, there is a 120' building setback from the common boundary line, and within the next 100' feet westward buildings will only be 45 feet tall (three stories).  Buildings higher than 45 feet could only be built past that 220 foot distance from the common boundary line with the neighbors.  The applicant had a lot of meetings with the residents of Meredith Woods North, the neighborhood that was very involved in the 2008 rezoning case, and with residents of Ridgecroft to the west.
Reasonable and in the Public Interest
●
Located adjacent to City Growth Center and major employment area
●
Blue Ridge Road District Study identified immediate need and pent-up demand for additional non-residential service uses
●
Properties mapped for retail uses in the area are not suitable or well-positioned to redevelop consistent with Future Land Use Map designation of Community Mixed Use
●
Property is suitable for development with a mix of uses
●
Nearby residents and workers desire additional retail uses within walking distance to home and office
Attorney Birch stated that at this point in time, the applicant can still make conditions less restrictive.  He distributed copies of a revised Exhibit 1 to rezoning case Z-20-13 that showed seven areas instead of five.  Under the initial proposal, Areas 5 and 3 went all the way down to Lake Boone Trail and were designated as CX-5 Parking Limited and NX-4 Parking Limited, respectively.  After getting more in depth with the UDO and understanding the potential implications for their frontage along Landmark Drive in the event that they subdivided those two parcels, the primary frontage for some of these properties would be along Landmark Drive and they would have to comply with the Parking Limited standards there.  There was no type of policy justification or impetus for that type of frontage there, so they delineated a 200' area perpendicular to Lake Boone Trail that will be their Parking Limited frontage.  It still serves the purpose of the policy justification for locating the buildings closer to the road in that area without impacting the balance of the site that doesn't have the benefit of being closer to the road.
Chairman Stephenson said the impact analysis for transportation notes that the City standard for Landmark Drive would be a 7-foot bicycle lane on one side.  He asked if the applicant was proposing any bicycle lanes.  Attorney Birch replied that dedication of additional right-of-way and providing additional pavement to accommodate bicycle lanes will be determined during the subdivision and development process.
Chairman Stephenson asked staff to address the case's inconsistency with the FLUM.  The Urban Growth Center is mostly the Blue Ridge Road and Rex Hospital area.  Chief Planning and Development Officer Mitchell Silver responded that the inconsistency is limited to retail.  Chairman Stephenson asked Mr. Silver if he supported the Planning Commission's findings that this rezoning request is reasonable and in the public interest.  Chief PDO Silver told him staff stays neutral on zoning cases.  Staff offers its analysis and allows a comment phase through the public hearing process.  Staff does not take a position or make recommendations, and is not comfortable commenting on "reasonable and in the public interest," which is quite subjective.

Mr. Gaylord made a motion to recommend that the City Council uphold the Planning Commission's recommendation for approval and for scheduling a public hearing for November 5 with the revised Exhibit 1.  His motion was seconded by Chairman Stephenson and carried unanimously by a vote of 2-0 (Mr. Stagner absent and excused).
Item #11-42 – Z-25-13 – Oberlin Road and Van Dyke Avenue
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

This discussion item was referred to Committee on October 1.  The Planning Commission reviewed the request and recommends approval.  The request was found to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  The property is designated as appropriate for Office and Residential Mixed Use.

The applicant requests a rezoning from O&I-1 to OX-3-UL.  The property is located at the southwest corner of Oberlin Road and Van Dyke Avenue.  The site consists of two separate lots; the southern lot is vacant and the northern contains a single family house built in 1909, now used as a business.  The site is within the Special Residential Parking overlay zone; however, the overlay regulations only apply to single- and two-family structures.

The applicant has offered conditions that would prohibit uses, restrict maximum number of dwelling units and non-residential square footage, limit the hours of trash service, and require exterior treatment for any parking deck.

The conditions reviewed at the Planning Commission included a provision that would have prohibited vehicular access to Van Dyke Avenue.  In subsequent discussion at the Planning Commission table, this condition was deemed illegal per UDO Section 10.2.4.E.2.f, which does not permit conditions that prohibit cross-access or public street extensions or connections.

The Planning Commission recommends that staff analyze vehicular access to the site at the time of site plan review.  If access is permitted on Oberlin Road, the Commission recommends that access be granted solely from Oberlin.

Planner II James Brantley presented this item and expanded on the information above using a PowerPoint presentation.  To the south of the property is a three-story office building.  The southern parcel of the subject property is vacant; the northern parcel has a house that is used as a business.  There is a church to the southeast, parking lots to the west, and one single family house between the parking lots to the west.  Across Van Dyke Avenue from the subject property is a restaurant that is a landmark in the area.  There are some single family houses along Van Dyke Avenue.  Across Oberlin Road are a number of vacant properties, and one house remains on one of those lots.
Planner Brantley showed photographs of the site and the abutting properties.  The site is at the northern edge of an extensive area zoned O&I associated with Cameron Village Shopping Center.  The properties to the east, north and west are within the Oberlin Village Conservation Area.  The subject property is not in that conservation district, but is in a Special Residential Parking Overlay District.  The overlay district has no bearing on this case, as the property will not be used for housing.
Proposed Conditions

1.
Some uses prohibited
2.
Limits hours of service for trash/recycling pick-up
3.
Parking deck cladding
4.
(a)
No more than six (6) dwelling units

(b)
Office development not to exceed .86 floor area ratio
(c)
Mixed use development will not generate more than specified vehicular trips

(d)
Trip generation to be measured by most recent ITE Trip Generation Manual

5.
No drive-through window
6.
No more than 50% of dwellings to be more than two bedrooms
7.
Conditions apply only upon redevelopment of site
	EXISTING V. PROPOSED ZONING

	
	Existing Zoning
	Proposed Zoning

	Residential Density
	15 dwellings per acre
	11 dwellings per acre

	Setbacks

     Front

     Side

     Rear
	10 feet
5 feet
20 feet
	0'/20' (min/max build-to)
Side street:  0'/20' build-to
Side lot:  0' or 6'

0' or 6'

	Retail Intensity Permitted
	No retail allowed
	No retail allowed

	Office Intensity Permitted
	.75 floor/area ratio
	.86 floor/area ratio


Planner Brantley said this is the first application for Urban Limited Frontage offered by the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO).  Consequently, there are build-to areas on both street frontages instead of setbacks.  The build-to range is zero to 20 feet.

The properties are designated for office and residential mixed use.  The rezoning request is consistent with the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation and several Comprehensive Plan policies, including several related to urbanizing areas.  Staff has identified no outstanding issues.  However, there was extensive discussion at the Planning Commission meeting about a condition related to limiting access to Oberlin Road and not permitting access on Van Dyke Avenue.  As a result of that discussion, the applicant has removed that condition from the case.

Planner Brantley stated the Planning Commission recommends approval of Z-25-13.  He read aloud the Planning Commission's second recommendation:

2.
The Planning Commission recommends that staff analyze vehicular access to the site at the time of site plan review.  If access is permitted on Oberlin Road, the commission recommends that access be granted solely from Oberlin.
Chairman Stephenson said Councilor Crowder had asked if tree preservation had been discussed, as there is a large mature oak located at the southeast corner of the combined parcels.  Planner Brantley read aloud the Urban Forester's recommendation:

1.
There are no impacts to potential tree conservation areas with this proposed rezoning.

2.
The combined parcels are smaller than two acres; subsequently, Article 9.1 Tree Conservation is not applicable.

Chief Planning and Development Officer Mitchell Silver confirmed that is a condition that would have to be offered by the applicant.
Chairman Stephenson commented that the applicant has been very forthcoming in his meetings with the stakeholders and everyone thinks this project will be a great asset for the neighborhood.  The only issues or concerns pertain to access and the precedential nature of the case.  This particular intersection is one where the biggest concern of the neighborhoods and commercial property owners for mobility in the Cameron Village area is delays of northbound trips because of people trying to make left turns at Bedford Avenue, Van Dyke Avenue, and Mayview Road.  He hopes the Cameron Village Vicinity Plan will look in great detail at how to mitigate everyone's concerns regarding traffic congestion and delays at these three intersections.  The neighbors have asked if it makes sense to limit access to one street or another, given the traffic congestion and the inability to make left turns into and out of Van Dyke Avenue at certain times of the day.  The applicant has offered to limit access only onto Oberlin Road.  The theory for either access is that this is a small trip generator and there will not be a major shift in how either street performs.  Chairman Stephenson sees an opportunity to talk about better intersection design at Van Dyke Avenue and Oberlin Road that will improve access, improve mobility, reduce congestion, and improve the streets to serve the residential and commercial property owners in the best way possible.  He would hate to put conditions on the case or at the site plan process that would limit ability to make a long-term solution for access to this site that does not look forward to a better intersection design.

Chief PDO Silver stated that in terms of public and merchant comments, the staff report does not show any significant traffic impact.  The neighbors are looking for a solution, but everyone needs to first understand the problem based on this particular case.  Chairman Stephenson said everyone knows the problem is stacking from northbound trips that cannot turn left during peak periods because the trips heading southbound are continuous.  People trying to travel northbound see the stacking at the three intersections, so they cut through the neighborhood.  Staff has proposed making all of Oberlin Road three lanes to create a continuous center turn lane or, alternatively, making center turn lane pockets at these intersections.  He had asked staff to look at a roundabout solution.  The smallest of the three roundabout designs staff proposed still took out a community grocery because it is designed to accommodate a tractor trailer taking the 270-degree turn from northbound Oberlin Road onto Van Dyke Avenue.  He discussed with staff alternative ways for tractor trailers or moving vans to get into the neighborhood via Brooks Avenue.  The neighbors he spoke to have no problem with that alternative.  Chairman Stephenson stated the Pullen-Stinson roundabout works well.  It is a smaller footprint, preserves the community deli, uses much less right-of-way, accomplishes everything in terms of maintaining on-street parking for the community deli, eliminates all stacking from northbound trips waiting to turn left, improves access coming out of Van Dyke Avenue, and creates the opportunity for access from the development to the east parcels.  The neighbors want all access to be onto Oberlin Road and the applicant is willing to accommodate them, but staff said the new UDO will not allow that.
Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick informed the assembly that both the old and the new Code prohibit restrictions on access.  The applicant cannot offer a zoning case condition that restricts access.  Access is determined during site development.  Chairman Stephenson suggested the way to address concerns that are not strictly related to the access standard is to say the site plan will come back to the full Council for consideration.  Chief PDO Silver reminded him that site plans do not go to the Council.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick added that the Council adopted standards for handling access questions when it adopted the UDO; the standards are part of the UDO.  The UDO is based on "right rules for right places."  The question is what the rules are for this location and whether they are the right rules.  Planning Manager Travis Crane distributed copies of UDO Section 8.3.5 Site Access and referred the Committee to Section C (Driveways), Item 3 (Driveways for Mixed Use and Nonresidential Uses), subparagraph c., which reads "Driveways accessing up to 80-foot wide street rights-of-way must be spaced 200 feet apart centerline to centerline and driveways accessing more than an 80-foot wide street right-of-way must be spaced 300 feet apart centerline to centerline."  Chairman Stephenson confirmed with Planning Manager Crane that any relief from cut-through trips for the neighborhood can only be handled at a point in the future when intersection improvements are made on Oberlin Road, and that the applicant cannot provide restricted access onto Van Dyke Avenue with a zoning condition.  Chief PDO Silver told the Committee that access, density, urban growth, and other issues will be examined more broadly during the Cameron Village Vicinity Plan process.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick pointed out subparagraph d., which reads "A driveway serving any non-residential use or multi-unit living shall not be permitted to access neighborhood yield or neighborhood local streets unless the proposed access point is the lesser of 300' from an avenue, boulevard or parkway, or the intersection of another public street."  This language indicates access may be permitted in a certain situation, but does not answer the traffic engineering question of whether it should be allowed based on consideration of acceptability/reasonableness/safety at that distance.  He stressed that the applicant cannot add a zoning condition to prohibit access in this case.  Staff will determine access during the site plan review process based on, and subject to, sound traffic engineering.  Staff has no authority to approve access points beyond 300 feet.  Planning Manager Crane distributed copies of UDO Section 10.2.4 Rezoning, Section E Application Requirements, Item 2 Additional Requirements for Conditional Use Applications.  Subparagraph f. states "No condition shall be submitted that proposes to regulate right-of-way reimbursement values, prohibit cross-access or public street connections or extensions, prohibit submittal of a traffic impact analysis, nor shall any site plans, renderings or other images be submitted as part of the conditional use rezoning application unless all elements of the site plan, rendering or image graphically illustrate the written text of the conditions in which case the written zoning conditions shall remain as the controlling instrument." 

Chairman Stephenson asked for the applicant's comments, and asked that he start by discussing saving the large mature oak tree in the southeast corner of the subject property.
Ross Massey, LandDesign, 510 Glenwood Avenue – Suite 317, Raleigh, NC 27603-1262 – Mr. Massey, representing the applicant, stated the survivability of the oak tree is questionable depending upon the ultimate location of the building.  Their intent is to develop an urbanized form, which means the buildings will be pulled to the street, so the tree's canopy might be in jeopardy.  At the time of the site plan review process, they can talk to the City's Urban Forester about the possibility of saving the tree.  They cannot offer a definitive answer until they have a development plan.
Chairman Stephenson indicated it depends on the new Code and how it is interpreted.  Mr. Massey said with regard to tree conservation, the question arises as to what to do with trees that split the public right-of-way and the applicant's private property.  With regard to access, he said they are sensitive to the concerns of the neighbors.  The applicant's client, Access Health Care, wants to be a good neighbor and is willing to work on access concerns by pursuing access to Oberlin Road to lessen transportation on Van Dyke Avenue.  During the site plan process, they will pursue access on Oberlin Road with staff.

Brief discussion took place regarding about the timing for the public hearing if the item is held to give time for the applicant to discuss access and tree conservation with staff and possibly add conditions regarding the same.  Planning Manager Crane said if the item is held in Committee for two weeks, the Committee can report back to the full City Council on November 5 in order to schedule a public hearing on December 3.  This would still meet the time frame.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said he though there had been a condition on this case relating to recombination of the lots and access points.  Mr. Massey explained that previously, there was a condition on access and the applicant tried to provide clarity about that condition applying to both parcels if one or both parcels were redeveloped.  Subsequent to review of the language with the City Attorney's office, the applicant clarified the conditions to remove the confusing language and state that the access condition would be enforced under any development plan.  Subsequent to that, the access condition was removed at the recommendation of the Planning Commission.  Their client says time is of the essence from a contractual point of view, and they desire to move forward as soon as possible.  Mr. Massey suggested that discussion can be held between now and the public hearing.

Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said a condition that states access shall be permitted onto Oberlin Road is not a prohibition and therefore does not offend the Code.  The question is whether it is a good condition from a traffic safety point of view, and he is not sure it is a great condition to add.  The Planning Commission recommendation was for staff to try to keep access points on Oberlin Road.  He pointed out that just because access is permitted on Van Dyke Avenue doesn't mean it will be on Van Dyke Avenue.  Mr. Botvinick asked if that is sufficient for the City Council members and the neighbors.  Mr. Gaylord opined that what is on the table is workable.  The questions raised are valid and the Council should continue to learn about them, but they are not directly relevant and do not indicate this case should be held.
Loureen Hall, 2704 Bedford Ave, Raleigh, NC 27607-7114 – Ms. Hall stated she is on the board of the University Park Homeowners Association.  The board met with many neighbors from the Oberlin community and University Park on May 28, and many are concerned about access onto Van Dyke Avenue.  It is almost impossible to make a left turn onto Oberlin Road from Van Dyke Avenue and adding traffic there is ridiculous.  They would like to compromise with a limit on Van Dyke Avenue until a correction can be made at the Van Dyke Avenue/Oberlin Road intersection.  The Wade CAC members also agreed they want to limit access onto Van Dyke Avenue.

Denise Jones, Van Dyke Avenue – Ms. Jones stated she lives close to where this development is taking place.  The applicant has tried to work with the neighbors, but they do not want that type of access onto their street.  They are concerned with the amount of traffic, and that the traffic will flow onto the ancillary streets – Tower Street, Parker Street, Bedford Avenue, and Chamberlain Street.  Van Dyke Avenue narrows significantly after Parker Street, and it is a short distance from Oberlin Road to where the access turn is.  Neighbors even cried because their children play on/near the narrow roadways, and they had bought a home in that area because it is a neighborhood.  If the doctor sells the property in the future, it could result in a use that will generate even more traffic and generate traffic seven days a week.  She agrees with Ms. Hall's compromise.

Mr. Gaylord made a motion to forward this case to the full Council with no recommendation.  The motion was seconded by Chairman Stephenson.
Deputy City Attorney Botvinick said he had talked to the applicant about a revision to subparagraph (iii) in condition #4, and the applicant agreed to the revision:

(iii)
in the event that the Oberlin Parcels are rezoned land is developed for a any mix of uses, the number of trips associated with the mixed use development for the rezoned land shall not exceed 40 am Peak Primary Vehicles Trips or 112 pm Peak Primary Vehicle Trips; and

Due to the revision, subparagraph (ii) will also be amended to change the term "Oberlin Parcel" to "rezoned land."

Mr. Gaylord amended his motion to include approval of the revised language in the conditions.  Chairman Stephenson seconded the amended motion, and approval was unanimous, 2-0 (Mr. Stagner absent and excused).

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 5:17 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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