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CITY OF NEWARK
DELAWARE

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

MEETING CONDUCTED IN PERSON AND REMOTELY
VIA MICROSOFT TEAMS

OCTOBER 18, 2022
7:00 P.M.

Present at the 7:00 P.M. Meeting:

Commissioners Present:
Chairman: Willard Hurd, AIA
Vice-Chair: Alan Silverman
Secretary: Karl Kadar

Chris Williamson

Allison Stine

Scott Bradley

Staff Present:

Paul Bilodeau, City Solicitor

Renee Bensley, Director of Planning and Development
Tom Coleman, City Manager

David DelGrande, Director of Finance

Katie Dinsmore, Administrative Professional |

Chair Hurd called the Commission to order at 7:00 P.M.

Chair Hurd: Good evening everyone and welcome to the October 18™, 2022, City of Newark Planning
Commission meeting. This is Will Hurd, chair of the Planning Commission. We are conducting this hybrid
meeting through the Microsoft Teams platform with some additional add ons to bridge some of the
technical issues we’re having at the moment. | would like to provide some guidelines for the meeting
structure so that everyone is able to participate. Katie Dinsmore, the department’s administrative
professional will be managing the chat and general meeting logistics. At the beginning of each item, | will
call on the related staff member to present followed by the applicant for any land use items. Once the
presentation is complete, | will call on each commissioner in rotating alphabetical order for questions of
the staff or presenter. If a commissioner has additional questions, they would like to add later they should
ask the Chair to be recognized again after all the members have had the opportunity to speak. For items
open to public comment, we will then read into the record comments received prior to the meeting,
followed by open public comment. If members of the public would like to comment on an item and are
attending in person, they should sign up on the sheet at the entrance so we can get your name spelled
correctly for the minutes. and you will be called on to speak at the appropriate time. If members of the
public attending virtually would like to comment, they should use the hand raising function in Microsoft
Teams to signal the meeting organizer that they would like to speak or message the meeting organizer
through the chat function with their name, district or address, and the agenda item on which they would
like to comment. All lines will be muted, and cameras disabled until individuals are called on to speak. At
that point, a speaker’s microphone and camera will be enabled and they can turn on their cameras and
unmute themselves to give their comments. All speakers must identify themselves prior to speaking. All
the comments are limited to 5 minutes per person and must pertain to the item under consideration.
Comments in the Microsoft Teams chat will not be considered part of the public record of the meeting
unless they are requested to be read into the record. We follow public comment with further questions
and discussion from the commissioners and then the motions and voting by roll call. Commissioners will
need to articulate the reasons for their vote for appropriate votes. If there are any issues during the
meeting, then we will adjust these guidelines if necessary. The City of Newark strives to make our public
meetings accessible. While the city is committed to this access pursuant to 29 Delaware Code 100006A,
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technological failure does not affect the validity of these meetings nor the validity of any action taken in
these meetings. And that brings me to item 1, chair’s remarks.

1. Chair’s remarks
Chair Hurd: I'd like to welcome Scott Bradley to the commission as a representative of District 3.
Commissioner Bradley: Thank you, it’s a pleasure to be here.

Chair Hurd: Yes, and the reappointment of Dr. Chris Williamson to the At-Large position. And to also thank
Stacy McNatt for her several years of service, we will miss her, and we hope that, well she moved right? |
heard she was...

Director Bensley: Yes, she’s now on the Community Development/Revenue Sharing Advisory Committee.

Chair Hurd: Right, and that’s a good place to be too. Alright, | also want to note that this meeting will be
covering the items from the October 4" meeting following the Capital Improvement Plan presentation.

2. Election of Officers

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 2, election of officers which we do every October. And we’ll start with
nominations for Chair.

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to nominate Will Hurd as Chair.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do we have any other nominations? Ok, seeing none we will take a vote.
Commissioner Bradley?

Commissioner Bradley: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: | vote for Will.

Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Aye, Will Hurd.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, and Commissioner Williamson?
Commissioner Williamson: Aye assuming he’s interested and willing?

Chair Hurd: Yeah, I'll do it again. Alright we’ll now open the floor to nominations for Vice Chair? And |
would like to nominate Commissioner Silverman for the position of Vice Chair. Do we have any other
nominations? Can | do this by acclimation, or do we each have to vote?

Solicitor Bilodeau: | think we can do it by acclimation.

Chair Hurd: Seeing no objections, Commissioner Silverman is elected vice-chair by acclimation. And now
we'll take nominations for Secretary, and | would like to nominate Commissioner Kadar to continue as
secretary. Any other nominations? Alright by acclimation Commissioner Kadar is elected as secretary.
Thank you everyone.

3. Minutes from the August 2", 2022, Planning Commission meeting, and the August 25" Joint
City Council and Planning Commission meeting

Chair Hurd: Alright that takes us to item 3, minutes. We have two sets of minutes to review or approve.
The minutes of August 2" Planning Commission meeting and the minutes of the August 25" joint Planning
Commission and Council meeting. Commissioner Silverman and myself have already submitted notes; are
there any further edits or corrections to the minutes? No, ok seeing none by acclimation the minutes are
approved.

4. Review of the 2023-2027 Capital Improvement Plan

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 4, the big deal. Review of the 2023-2027 Capital Improvement Plan. Just
because we’re a little short on time, | know you’ve got a big section of achievements for each of the
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divisions. | don’t want to omit them | just want to keep them focused to Capital Plan items if we can mostly
and highlighted ones.

Mr. Coleman: Agreed, we’re on the same page. Would you like me to begin?
Director Del Grande: Yes.

Mr. Coleman: Thank you, recently reaffirmed Commissioner Hurd. Thank you for hosting us this evening,
Dave and | are happy to be here tonight to share the highlights of our recommended 2023-2027 Capital
Improvement Program. The departments worked to identify the needs of our community and feel that
the 5-year capital program presented this evening meets those needs while balancing the fiscal
constraints of the city. We again have access to the American Rescue Plan funding this year and there’s
potential for significant additional funding via the bipartisan infrastructure law though that’s through
competitive applications.

The plan you’ll see tonight attempts to find a balance between spending ARPA funds while
reserving funds as leveraging funds for additional potential grant funding from the state or the feds. To
the extent possible, the CIP will serve as our guide for the next 5 years. Each of our department directors
with a project in the CIP budget should be online this evening to answer project specific questions. If they
are not, | will do my best to do that on their behalf. We also added information on departmental
accomplishments to give you an idea of what we’ve been doing over the last year, and we’ll provide an
update on the large energy efficiency performance contract that’s in the facilities budget. Since we had
to move the BB/RA discussion on to this agenda we’re going to move pretty quickly. But | wanted to
include the achievement information in the presentation just so you’re aware of what we’ve been
spending our time on. And if | don’t cover something on the slide that you’d like more information on
please don’t hesitate to ask. Next slide please.

So, this slide covers the charge of the Planning Commission with respect to the capital budget and
the pertinent sections are bolded. Ultimately the Planning Commission has a responsibility to review the
recommended CIP then advise Council on expenditures for capital projects that refer to a matter covered
by the Comp Plan or the official map of the city. Our Comp plan is pretty broad so you can find a connection
to pretty much every project in the Capital Program if you want. Next slide please.

So, in developing the Capital program our departments begin by reviewing the projects that were
previously approved or were already underway from previous programs. We confirm completion levels
and discuss modifications that may become necessary as we progress further into them. We also have an
eye towards out-year projects identifying new needs and confirming those needs. The capital program
presented aligns with the visual element noted on these slides. It’s the city’s belief that a healthy, active,
sustainable, and inclusive community resonates with all who are committed to Newark’s continued
success. So, I'll skip the rest and move on to the next slide.

There we go. Sorry about that. So, the successful referendum and now federal support has been
key to the city’s ability to meet our Capital spending requirements; in the past years, we’ve used our
reserves and current revenue to fund long term projects and all of our projects were competing to the
same dollar which resulted in the delay of many projects especially large ones that were repeatedly
pushed out into later years. Deferring maintenance on our facilities and utility infrastructure often results
in higher future expenses as infrastructure continues to deteriorate. It can also lead to lower levels of
service for our customers due to more frequent service interruptions. So, this chart just gives an overview
of the various funding sources we have. Blue being either external or non-cash and then the green being
revenue that generates here at the city with our residents. If we could go to the next slide.

So, as we mentioned previously, I'm going to move fairly quickly over the accomplishments slides
but feel free to ask questions on anything that’s here or not here that you're interested in specifically. I'm
sure you're well aware of the work the Planning Department’s been doing but the biggest items again are
covered here. The changes to our zoning code, the parking subcommittee, let’s skip forward on the slide.

Director Bensley: Tom we’re getting some comments, they’re having a hard time hearing you.

Mr. Coleman: Sorry I'll try to get closer to the microphone. So, completing the five-year review on the
Comp plan, continuing work on the TID and Rental Housing workgroup recommendations and they’ve also
prepared a nuisance property ordinance that will be on for first reading this Monday. And these updates
to the property maintenance code which would go into effect early 2023. Next slide please.
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Alright the Electric department won first place nationally for the Safety Award of excellence
among public power utilities in our size category. So that’s first place in the country for electric utilities in
our size. We also won a similar award for exceptional reliability both of these awards are a testament to
their professionalism and continued forces on safety and reliability. Next slide please. Buidling on the
reliability focus they’ve implemented an outage management system that will soon have a customer
facing portal where customers can access and get real time updates on outages and anticipated
restoration times. They have also continued work on our remote monitoring and control system also
referred to as SCADA. Next slide please.

Parks department — biggest over the last 12 months was likely the completion of Hillside Park, even if that
was towards the end of ‘21. Beyond that they’ve continued work on the Old Paper Mill Park design and
construction documenters and completed several smaller projects across the city. We were once again
able to have large public events this year and that’s after a few COVID years when we went without so
that’s nice to be getting back to normal. Next slide please.

Public Works continued their infrastructure focus replacing and rehabilitating pipelines across the
city and kicking off our valve exercising program. So, with that one we have somewhere around 25 to 28
hundred valves in the water system and each one of those of those valves needs to be operated regularly
otherwise they seize and won’t work when you need them. So, they were able to get about two thirds
done this year well ahead of schedule and the rest next year. And to my knowledge this is the first time
that this has been done in the city, ever. So, a very big deal, we anticipated a lot more breaks than we got
operating them. So, they’re off to a great start. Our fleet maintenance team has been particularly hit hard
by the pandemic and the subsequent supply shortages. It’s led to longer lead times for replacement and
parts which increases vehicle downtime. We’ve had to move forward in times with some equipment
purchases because some large vehicle lead times are now in the 18-to-20-month range. So, it takes a really
long time to get vehicles and they’re almost twice as expensive as they were two years ago. Next slide
please.

Public Works has continued paving streets and working on the stormwater system improvements
to not only maintain what we have, but also to include water quality through the stormwater retrofit of
an existing pond into a more functional submerged gravel wetland. And that was the first one that we've
done in the city, and they were able to get that done this year.

IT was another area where we made good progress knocking off some older projects that have
been delayed or expanded like our security camera system, replacement of our customer portal for utility
billing and the utilization of a Newark smartphone app that will soon be available. This app with function
as a quick access portal for the most commonly accessed function on our City website like bill pay, report
a concern and soon the electric management outage system, news and other areas. Next slide please.

Our GIS team received a special achievement in GIS award from ESRI —that’s the international GIS
software company leading company in the world for GIS. They were recognized at the National
Conference by the CEO of the company and that was awarded to us for encouraging the use of GIS to
streamline daily operations throughout our departments. It’s a great demonstration of peer recognition
for the extremely strong GIS team we have here at the city and considering that we were using paper
maps almost exclusively and paper processes only 8 years ago, this is a pretty dramatic transformation
and modernization of our record keeping and data collection methods and will pay dividends every year
into the future. We’ve begun treating our information like an asset and keeping it for future employees
after we leave. Next slide. And Dave onto you.

Director Del Grande: Thank you Tom, so this slide represents the proposed 2023 to 2027 Capital
Improvement Program which has been presented to Council in our departmental budget hearings back, |
guess back far as August. When we look at the CIP program over the next 5-year period, our Capital plan
totals $109.4 million dollars. As you see our plan in frontloaded in 23 and ‘24 primarily due to the $7.7
million in ARPA projects that must be expended or encumbered by the end of 2024. We also have a new
substation included in our budget which is just under $28 million dollars in ‘23 and ‘24 and, due to the
availability to funds in the out years, our CIP will undoubtedly change in 24 and onward. So, the requested
total CIP for 2023 is just under $33.8 million dollars. Next slide please.

The City uses a variety of sources to fund our capital projects. For next year, $4 million dollars or
12% of the CIP will be funded through City funds. Over the 5-year plan that number rises to $30.8 million
dollars or 28.1%. Our reliance on the State Revolving Loan program, the American Rescue Plan Act, and
other grant funding helps us fund our much-needed, capital projects which keeps the burden on our
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residents as low as possible over the next year and year after that. We have $11.5 million dollars in ARPA
funds budgeted for use in 2023 and 2024. Next slide please.

This slide represents 80% of our ‘23 CIP and 14 of our largest capital projects which collectively
total $26.9 million dollars. 91% of the funding for these projects are coming from grants, the State
Revolving Loan program, ARPA, state funding or conduit financing with only 9% or $2.3 million dollars
coming out of the City’s capital reserves or current resources in ‘23. Next slide please.

So here we’re looking at a list of projects for our facilities maintenance division; there were three
new projects added to the CIP and we’re also using $2.4 million dollars in state bond bill funding received
this year for energy savings projects and security upgrades to the field of operations complex for starters.

Our ‘23 projects for facilities includes the George Wilson Center; we also have a project for the
Municipal center right here at City Hall. And, also, we have the field operations complex, the admin
building and wash bay next year down at the field operations complex. Next slide.

So here we're looking at some pictures of the George Wilson Center on top of some of the items
I’d previously mentioned. We're also looking to repair a faulty drainage system and correct some chipped
railings and repair some of the areas around the George Wilson Center. So, this actually looks like a pretty
good picture but believe it or not when you’re up close you can see the decay and the crumbling building
there. Next slide please.

Speaking of a crumbling building, we’re getting here to City Hall. As you can see the building looks
a bit weathered. Years of maintenance deferrals and so much needed updates including the City Council
chambers we’re sitting in, are included in the ‘23 budgets. We are using ARPA funding to pay for some of
the work that is needed in this building. Next slide please.

So, our energy savings round two, project number N2203 this chart is breaking down those funds.
So, we are intending to use that $2.4 million in grant funds that we received from the state, or the state
awarded to us this past July to do some of the projects that are here. So, our goal is to make our city
building more energy efficient completing some long much needed projects that have been on our list for
years, but we have not had the funding to complete. So, things such as roof repairs, window replacements,
HVAC upgrades, and carpeting. Next slide please.

So here are the revenue streams that are funding our capital program in ‘23. 83% of our funding
for the ‘23 programs are from non-city resources which total $27.9 million dollars out of the $33.8 that
we are requesting. Electric which is generally funded via electric utilities current revenue and reserves did
change a bit for next year. Due to the size of the new substation project, we will be debt financing $12
million dollars of that project in 2023. The other funds in electrical are about $521,000 dollars in
anticipated grants that we will be pursuing to provide more electric charging stations throughout the city.
Here this chart is showing a breakdown of our funding sources. The majority of the money you see is
coming from other financing sources, primarily the $12 million dollars of that is the conduit debt we’ll be
going through DEMEC for the substation, that’s the main driver for that $12.4 million. We also have
current resources which is the current revenue coming from the City that being taxes, fees, and utility fees
that we charge. The smaller number of 7% is the State Revolving Loan program, that $2.3 million dollars
is more of the wind down of the 2018 referendum projects as we’ve gotten to the final stage of those
projects. Next slide please.

So, most years our utilities do drive our capital spending; this year’s not much different. 83% or
$28 million dollars of the gross capital spending is marked for water, sewer, stormwater, streets, and our
electric projects. These projects themselves are not glamorous, they are not pretty, but they are the
backbone of the city and often go unnoticed until an issue arises. The infrastructure projects in our CIP
keep most unforeseen problems from occurring making our utilities reliable and efficient for our
customers. Next slide please.

Mr. Coleman: Alright so everyone should be fairly familiar with the projects in the CIP that were sent out
ahead of time, so I'll move through these relatively quickly. The projects on this table represent those that
have been identified as priority 1 projects by the respective department directors. By definition, priority
1 projects are currently underway or have grant funding that is specifically for this project and can’t be
used for anything else. The individual CIP sheets will provide further detail as to the funding sources for
each project. Funding for all priority 1 projects totals $4.2 million in 2023. Just over $3 million of that is
going towards our water and sewer main rehabilitation projects which makes sense because these are
two of our largest infrastructure asset categories city wide.
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This slide summarizes all equipment sinking fund spending across each separate fund. As you can
see, we have 15 separate sinking fund accounts where we track spending. We are proposing to replace
equipment valued at just under a half a million dollars in 2022. Sorry just over. The lion’s share of this is
in the electric fund where we’ve seen dramatic cost increases for vehicles. This is a good time to remind
the Commission how the vehicle sinking fund works. Each piece of equipment is tracked separately with
an amount of money deposited over the expected life of the asset equal to its original purchase price.
What that means is that when that equipment needs to be replaced and there’s not enough in the sinking
fund to cover the replacement due to rising equipment costs. So, if it costs $100,000 to buy it initially,
over let’s say 5 years we’ll put $20,000 away each year. At the end of 5 years, we’ve got $100,000 we can
use to buy a replacement. But by then it costs $120,000 so we’ve got to use $20,000 of current resources
to make up the difference. When we push a vehicle from the year it was originally set to be replaced, we
save money in the near term by avoiding one year’s depreciation expense. So, in that example | provided
if we take that vehicle that we intended to replace after 5 years and replace it after 6 years we save one
$20,000-dollar payment that year minus whatever additional costs come from vehicles getting more
expensive so this year it was 8.7% you know if you're just looking at the CPI this year. So that being said
to make it into the current year for replacement each piece of equipment is evaluated by our mechanics
with a report provided by the Public Works Director with review from the prospective department
directors and vehicles that can be retained for another year are generally only pushed one year in the CIP
at a time. So, if we review a vehicle, you'll notice that 2024 has kind of a bow wave that we’ve been
pushing forward, but once we get to 2024, we'll probably recognize that some of those vehicles are good
to go until 2025 so we’ll slide them again. So, there will always be a lump one year out in the CIP just
because we don’t want to assume that a vehicle’s going to make it 2 or 3 years when it may not if
something major happens. Next slide please, one more, right there.

So, priority 2 projects are the highest priority of projects that are new this year, have not been
started, or do not have project specific grant funding. I've just said that many of these do not have grant
funding, but they do have ARPA funding but since it’s good through 2024 we didn’t move these to priority
1. So, we can use that ARPA funding generally how we see fit for different projects, so we didn’t want to
put that in priority one because it can be misleading because we can use that money for other things if
we want. Funding for all priority 2 projects totals $23.3 million in 2023 and many of these are specifically
the types of projects that would have fallen victim to being bumped out in the future years because we
were cash financing at the time. But due to the referendum and ARPA funding we can now keep them
moving. We have two particularly large projects in this priority level, one is new, and one is old, the new
one is W2206 which will address the merging contaminants at the South Wellfield Water Treatment Plant,
specifically PFOS and PFOA. They are forever chemicals that have been detected in low levels in our
drinking water but high enough that we want to remove them ahead of future regulation. The old one is
the new substation for electric utilities that will serve the southern half of the city and STAR Campus and
allow us to grow our electric load in the city but also allow us to more easily perform maintenance at our
primary substation which the only point of service to the city. Some of our equipment at that location is
aging and it is risky to take old transformers out of service and dump a bunch of loads onto new
equipment. So, getting that substation should get second point of feed so should something happen at
one of the two we can run off the other one. Next slide please.

Priority three projects are of medium-high priority where the department directors determine
that the City would be taking a calculated risk with the deferment of the project. We have $2.5 million
dollars of priority three projects in this year’s budget. Some of these like the George Wilson Center master
plan are budgeted for using grant funding with the expectation that we will be successful with the grant
application, but we have not been successful yet, that’s why they’re not a priority 1 project for example.
We did apply this year in 2022 for this project in particular but were unsuccessful but were given the
impression that we might be successful in the future so it’s still in the budget and we’re going to try again
in 2023. If we don’t receive a grant for this project, we’ll slide it to 2024 and then try again. Next slide
please.

So, priority 4 projects are considered needs, but they are projects were there’s not considerable
risk from deferring the project. We have $3.1 million dollars in priority 4 projects in this year’s budget
N2203, it’s in here as priority 4 but that’s an error it really should have been priority 1. This was the project
that they mentioned earlier where we received bond bill funding that’s specific for this type of work so
we can’t use that money for other things, so | do apologize for that. Next slide please.

And lastly priority 5 projects are ones that can easily start in year 2 or later of the CIP if desired
we have $130,000 of priority 5 projects in this year’s budget. The one new one is K2303 and that’s tree
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pit installations on Main Street. Anyone who’s been up and down Main Street can probably see that our
trees haven’t been very successful in getting established. The pits we have are very small so we can only
put little trees in them, and the college kids like to break them off. So, our plan is to basically replace one
a year if we can with a much larger tree pit that allows us to put in a larger tree and over time, we will
eventually work our way down the road and swap those out with trees we hope will actually last. So next
slide.

And that wraps up our presentation, | do apologize for the technical issues we had that caused us
to double up on this meeting. But we’re happy to answer any questions you have about specific projects
or process, really anything related to the Capital budget. Thank you.

Chair Hurd: Alright thank you very much, always informative. We will begin with Commissioner Bradley.
Commissioner Bradley: Putting me right on the spot the first night.
Chair Hurd: That's all it is.

Commissioner Bradley: Based on what I've seen and what I've reviewed | don’t have any questions
chairman.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Quick question. Can you explain the difference between maintenance and capital
improvement? | mean | can, but | want to hear what your definition is.

Mr. Coleman: Ok, so admittedly there is a lot of overlap, a lot of the capital improvement work really is
maintenance but it’s maintenance of something that’s large enough that it is generally handled in the
capital budget. So, | believe our guidance is $20,000 dollars or an expected life of three years. So, if
theoretically you could you know under that if you had a server or something that was $20,000, you’ll see
it land in the capital budget but mostly it’s going to be infrastructure related items, IT stuff doesn’t last.

Commissioner Kadar: Ok so your cutoff point is about $20,000 dollars and significantly extending the life
of the investment would be 3 years?

Mr. Coleman: At minimum.

Commissioner Kadar: So, when you have things like repair roof you fully expect that those repairs are
going to one, cost more than $20,000 dollars and will in fact extend the life so we don’t have to deal with
that for another 3 years.

Mr. Coleman: Correct.

Commissioner Kadar: Alright, that’s fine. And let’s see there was one other. From a funding perspective,
you’ve indicated that the American Rescue Plan was going to contribute about $7.2 million dollars in the
coming fiscal year and then drop down to $4.2 million. And then disappear completely. That’s about 21
percent of your funding next year, correct? So, you also indicated that other financial sources this year in
2023 of $12.4 million are then going to increase to $16.2 million after the resource plan act funds
deteriorate by $3 million dollars. How confident are you that you’re going to get that $16.2 million?

Mr. Coleman: So, before | answer that question let me jump back to the roof repair. Repair’s really not
the right word; it’s really replacement.

Commissioner Kadar: Yeah, that’s what really got my attention, the fact that repairs aren’t generally
capital improvements, they can’t be.

Mr. Coleman: Yeah, it’s a tear off, so back to your question at hand. The other funding source is conduit
financing debt through Delaware Municipal Electric Corporation. So, we have a few options when it comes
to borrowing. So, we can take on debt directly ourselves via the referendum process or we can go through
with a third party and financing. So DEMEC in this instance is going to take on the debt themselves and
then they’ll invoice us as part of our monthly utility bill that we pay them for wholesale power, they’ll
invoice us. And the reason we’re looking to do that is their credit rating is pretty similar to ours and they’re
going to bundle a few other projects, so it won’t be just us going to the market. The bond market ourselves
for a $28-million-dollar project, it’s going to be us and Middletown and Seaford, and | think there’s a few
others. There’s three or four different municipalities that have big projects lumped into this. So, we're
pretty confident in that.



369
370

371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387

388

389

390
391
392

393
394
395
396
397
398

399
400

401

402
403
404
405

406
407
408
409
410
411
412

413

414

415
416
417
418

419
420

Commissioner Kadar: Ok. So, 21% of your financial resources disappearing within two years is a pretty big
deal.

Mr. Coleman: It is, and admittedly absent that funding we wouldn’t be doing as much as we are. So, we've
enlarged some projects. | mean the timing was pretty fortuitous for us especially with the emerging
contaminant issue because absent that ARPA funding that would be pretty painful to do ourselves. So just
so you’re aware, the total project cost, we’ve already ordered the carbon units — we ordered them this
year, we used ARPA funding to purchase them now, or at least write the purchase order, but we got a
little over $1.6 million dollars from the state that’s a 100% principal forgiveness so we will likely either
have to have a referendum or look for a charter amendment that would exempt 100% principal
forgiveness from the referendum requirement because you would have to have a referendum to borrow
S0 dollars so we’re looking at some different ways to handle that. So, at the South Wellfield a little over
S4 million dollars total project cost. If we end up having the same situation at the Curtis Water Treatment
Plant, it’s going to be probably around $10 million dollars and then all of our neighboring utilities are
facing the same thing, so Leolia Water used to be United Water Delaware as probably what most people
remember it by. They’re looking at a $43-million-dollar price tag for their project that’s down the line in
the next 12 to 16 months. And it will have an ongoing operational cost of about $6 million dollars a year
for them. Ours is going to be lower than that but they only have a $30-million-dollar budget annually. So,
this emerging contaminant issue is going to be very expensive for water utilities to deal with. So, the fact
that we had this ARPA funding available for us to get it done is very good.

Commissioner Kadar: Thank you.
Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: I'd like to go to page 24, electrical item 1502. If | have the right page and I've
read across correctly, then it’s $120,000 dollars a year for underground electric utility on the STAR
Campus?

Mr. Coleman: Yes, so that project is the funding source if | recall correctly is other funding sources. So,
when we do a project for a customer at STAR, we have money budgeted there but the funding source
actually comes from the applicant. So, for example when Chemours came and built their facility there, we
have to order all of the equipment because you can’t order it as a customer only electric utilities can order
those things. So, we have to have money budgeted as a line item. There’s no actual funding associated
with it until someone comes with a project and they pass.

Commissioner Silverman: So, then it is directly reimbursable by the applicant and part of their
construction costs?

Mr. Coleman: Yes, that’s a more concise way of saying it.

Commissioner Silverman: Ok, thank you. And now that we’re compliant on our bike lanes, particularly on
Delaware Avenue there was discussion several years ago in the Capital budget that the City was going to
have to purchase special equipment to deal with snow removal behind the curbs. Is that still the game
plan or did the redesign of the road surface allow City plows to just plow as if it were an ordinary street?

Mr. Coleman: So right now, we think we can plow it with our existing equipment, we have a V plow that
we can adjust, it can be a V, it can plow left or right so we’re fairly confident we can do it with that piece
of equipment and if that doesn’t work then we’re going to supplement with basically a power broom and
use that to clean up the difference. One of the big positive changes of that project if you followed the
design over the years, it was originally supposed to have plastic flexible delineator posts between the bike
lane and the travel lane. Really in the 11™ hour, DelDOT changed the design to include a curb which made
our lives much easier from a maintenance perspective, so we’re very happy with that change.

Commissioner Silverman: Thank you, that’s the end of my questions.
Chair Hurd: Thank you. Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: Thank you and thank you for making this so easy to follow along and understand. I’'m
just wondering if somewhere in here, last year or the year before there was replacement or potential
replacement or relocation of the water towers? Is that still in here somewhere? | didn’t see those words
specifically.

Mr. Coleman: Yes. So, | think that it is underway — let me see if | can find it. So, | believe that’s under
W8605 Water Tank Maintenance.
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Commissioner Stine: And that’s on page number? What number are you on there?

Mr. Coleman: It’s page 85. So, in addition to this, we received a grant to look at siting a new tank that may
allow us to eliminate some of our existing tanks. So, if you’re familiar with or if you paid close attention —
which many of you have had no reason to— a lot of our water towers are standpipes where it’s just a
cylinder; relatively inexpensive to build but most of the water in the tank is just there to hold the water
up where you need it, up high and it doesn’t move, it doesn’t turn over and it causes some issues with
water age, and you lose your chlorine residual in the tank. We’ve had to deal with that at the New London
tanks —if you’re going up New London Road you go past Evergreen on the right on the left there’s a two-
million-gallon standpipe. And you’ll notice there’s a new black building out front, and that’s for us to inject
additional chlorine to address the residual chlorine issue that’s created for us. We have three other
standpipes like that, two across from the country club that we’d love to get rid of and then one in Arbour
Park that we’re not going to be able to get rid of. So Public Works is working on it, they’ve received grant
funding to do a design to see if we can eliminate those two tanks and replace them with a tank somewhere
else. And | thought there was a different sheet than this, is Tim on?

Chair Hurd: | think | saw one about the new water tank.
Mr. Coleman: Yeah, there’s one missing

Ms. Dinsmore: In the chat he gave the same number.
Mr. Coleman: He gave the same number? Ok.
Commissioner Stine: So, the W8605 is the same project?
Mr. Coleman: Yeah. So, it would come out of here.
Commissioner Stine: Ok, | think that’s it. Thank you.
Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: Yes, thank you, it’s an easy CIP to follow so thank you for that. I've seen worse,
been through worse. | did have a few questions, and these are not meant to start a long tangent or
conversation, partly it’s just awareness and having the city manager here. Given that a large part of the
budget is the electric system and utility, and all related what’s the city’s target for reserves? Usually like
15% of the budget or some percentage.

Mr. Coleman: So, I’'m going to phone a friend for that, but | believe it’s 61 days?

Director Del Grande: Yeah, our reserve number depends on utility. We float between a 61- and 90-day
operating reserve which is a little on the light side of today’s best practices. We should be closer to 120
or 150.

Commissioner Williamson: And that’s for the utility. Then what about the rest of the city budget?
Director Del Grande: Yes, depending on utility it’s still about 60 to 90 days.

Commissioner Williamson: Ok, with the various software programs that the City uses, is there embedded
in there somewhere energy management that tracks real time heating and cooling in your building?

Mr. Coleman: So, we do. We have a new building automation system in City Hall and the Police station
that went in as part of our energy service contract 1 that we just completed. The grant funding that we
received in the state bond bill we had that little list of 15 or so projects that we’re going to be part of the
$2.3 million that we got. That is going to include expanding the building automation system to the George
Wilson Center so we can control that and to the Parks Building at the Field and Operations complex as we
modernize that system as well.

Commissioner Williamson: Great. With inflation roaring along unfortunately, how does that factor into
your —you can only do so much knowing inflation’s out there and all of these numbers are likely to change.

Mr. Coleman: Yeah, inflation has been particularly challenging to predict on the utility infrastructure side.
So, some examples, and we didn’t include them in this presentation but in our Council presentation we
did. Where Public Works took an invoice that we received from Dover Plumbing last year and we looked
at one from this year and we matched up items to look at how things had gone up. And most items were
up anywhere from 25 to 60 percent in one year for anything from a basic copper fitting to a fire hydrant
so pretty much across the board was 25 to 60 percent increases. On the electrical side our electric line



470
471
472
473
474
475
476
477
478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489

490
491
492
493
494
495
496
497

498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505

506

507
508

509

510

511

512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519

520

521

trucks are up. We were paying maybe $150,000 to $160,000 for one two years ago one that we haven’t
received yet and now we’re above $300,000 so they’ve really rocketed up, and there’s no guarantee that
we’ll actually get if for the price that we bought it. About 4 or 5 months before it was delivered, we were
told, hey it’s going to be $20,000 more and if you don’t like it you can order from someone else or get
back in line so, it’s a rough situation. Transformers are even worse. There’s a transformer shortage
worldwide right now it’'s especially acute in the U.S. because the U.S. has very high efficiency standards
and they have to use a very specific type of steel it’s called grain-oriented steel in the transformers in
order to be able to hit the efficiency numbers that they need and there’s only one facility in the country
that was making it last time we checked. So, our transformers are up 900% in costs so really shocking price
increases for some things. And the lead time for the 900% increase transformers | think you could get it
in 36 weeks. If you were able to wait a year it was only 500% more than you paid the year before. So,
some of our development projects have seen some dramatic price increases. Fortunately, the City, since
we’re an integrated review process, you're working with an electric utility right at the beginning, so we
tell our developers as they come in, hey order this stuff now so it’s ready when you go to build. Elsewhere
in the county where the development process is separate from the utility process we’ve heard horror
stories really, in Delmarva territory in the co-op where they’re just not doing the connections, you’re not
getting a transformer. They’ve had houses that have had to run off of a generator to get the certificate of
occupancy because there’s no transformers to get for the building. So, we’re able to plan those things out
a little earlier in the process fortunately. Real quick, there is a new project it’s on page 59, W2302 New
Elevated Water Storage tank. | thought there was one in there. Back to you.

Commissioner Williamson: No, I'm glad, | had the same question. My last question and you know when
residents volunteer for these commissions sometimes they have a favorite issue, and we allow ourselves
to ask it every now and again. Mine is undergrounding the downtown utilities, and it’s probably been
discussed before, it’s probably been looked at and it’s not in the CIP. And | bring it up not necessarily to
get a long history now but our next item where we talk about gradually increasing the density downtown,
higher buildings more electric load. How long until the power pole system doesn’t work so well because
you’re putting more and more load on that system if that’s even an issue and I’'m not necessarily looking
for a complete answer right now | just want to put that out there as a wish topic maybe sometime.

Mr. Coleman: Yeah, | don’t want to speak to the available load capacity because | don’t know that off the
top of my head. But | do know in the past when we’ve looked at that | think the last time they priced it
out it was probably almost 20 years ago at this point and it was $17 million dollars to do Chapel to College,
that segment. And since there’s so much existing stuff already in the roadway, they looked to move it a
little bit out of the road behind the buildings just because you’d need to have a number of vaults in the
road and there’s all sorts of existing stuff and it would just make it very difficult. | don’t know how feasible
it would be long term, and | share your concerns, | like when you can have actual trees and you don’t have
to cut a hole around the power lines. | would also love to do it, but it will be very expensive.

Commissioner Williamson: Thank you. | have no other questions.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. A quick question, comment | guess it is, page 199 for the municipal center master
plan, I’'m just curious who named the color schemes because they are hilarious.

Mr. Coleman: His name is Jeff if you couldn’t figure that out.
Chair Hurd: Is that why there’s one called “The Jeffery”?
Mr. Coleman: Yes, that would be why.

Chair Hurd: Cool. And the other one is just, and | know this is one that’s been discussed a little bit at
Council, and | think it’s sort of the future but the Newark Train Station. | know of course it’s going to be
expensive to renovate that because it’s an old building and that’s what it is. I'm just going to say that
personally | think it would be a missed opportunity if the City didn’t hold onto that and do something with
it. And | understand at some point with the budget going up and everything is costing more, and you look
at that and wonder can we put money into a building that doesn’t have that value, | understand. But |
think that’s something that the City should certainly consider. Maybe taking the hit for it, or finding
funding sources, or doing something creative to make that happen.

Mr. Coleman: So, if | may explain our position on that a little better?

Chair Hurd: Absolutely.
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Mr. Coleman: I think it may have been lost in translation. | don’t think staff, staff was not promoting selling
it, we were just saying if you're not going to fix it you need to get rid of it because it’s going to fall apart.
So, it’s more of we need to act one way or the other and do it decisively. | think our preference would be
to put it into the next capital referendum and just say look this is what it’s going to cost to fix this building
and if we want to keep it, we need to do it.

Chair Hurd: Right, you’d need support for it, makes sense. Alright, thank you. We’ll now move to public
comment. Katie, do we have any submitted public comments? Ok. Do we have anyone present who
wishes to give comment on the Capital Improvement Plan? Is there anyone online that wishes to give
comments on the Capital Improvement Plan? Ok, hearing none, we’ll close public comment. I'll take it
from the tone of the questions that we don’t have any further comments on things in the Capital
Improvement Plan. So, Mr. Secretary, can we move to the motion?

Commissioner Kadar: | move that the Planning Commission recommends that City Council approves the
2023 to 2027 Capital Improvement Program as presented to the Planning Commission on October 18,
2022.

Chair Hurd: Thank you do | have a second?
Commissioner Stine: Second.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Any discussion to the motion? Alright seeing none we’ll move to the vote.
Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Williamson, oh sorry Commissioner Stine.
Commissioner Stine: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: Aye.

Chair Hurd: And Commissioner Bradley?

Commissioner Bradley: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, and | am aye as well. Motion passes.
Mr. Coleman: Thank you.

Chair Hurd: A little past our estimated time but that’s ok.

5. Review and consideration of text amendments to the BB and RA zoning code and related
amendments to Chapter 27 Appendices Il and XIII

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 5, Review and consideration of text amendments to the BB and RA
zoning code and related amendments to Chapter 27 Appendices Il and XlIl. Using roman numerals, ok. My
plan is to take this exhibit by exhibit so we’re just not trying to go over the whole thing repeatedly. Thank
you, gentlemen, good job. So, we will start with first staff for their presentation.

Director Bensley: Alright good evening, everyone. For the record, | am Renee Bensley, Director of Planning
and Development. Thank you to members of the Planning Commission and members of our community
for taking the time to be here with us this evening as we move to the final step towards changes to the
BB and RA zoning code and to the related architectural and parking guidelines in the subdivision
regulations. As noted in the September 27", 2022, staff memo which is linked to the agenda for this
meeting online, this is the third round of the review process in which Planning Commission will be
reviewing the final draft code language this evening submitted to them from our consultant AECOM and
providing a recommendation to Council prior to Council’s consideration and adoption of the final
ordinance implementing the code changes. Changes made to the draft code language from the August
25™ joint Planning Commission and Council meeting include in Appendix Il, the addition of specific
applicable zones to the location of surface parking on the lot as changes being considered in this process
may not be appropriate for every city zoning category; deletion of the proposed standards for parking
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garages as they would be subject to the city subdivision regulations and, therefore, the design standards
of Appendix Xlll. And then within Appendix Xlll, change references from design guidelines to design
standards to reflect the feedback that this section should be more stringent; extend the applicability of
this section to include East Delaware Avenue from South Main Street to Library Avenue and add to New
Street; added details regarding the existing buildings required to be included in the submitted renderings;
update the interpretation subsection to emphasize the design standards aspect and to make options for
both site plan approval and Board of Adjustment variances clearer. However, when reviewing the
language between the consultant and staff, there is concern that by being too prescriptive the City is
setting up a system where even the most minute deviations are requiring site plan approval or variances.
Therefore, additional alternative language has been crafted as an option for consideration. We've also
updated the location reference in the building orientation and entrances, removed the term “wall
mounted” in relation to required equipment to be screened. Removal of the minimum size standard for
plazas and courtyards; we’ve had an addition of public safety design standards for plazas and courtyards
and alternative language has been provided for discussion purposes. Within Section 32-12, which is the
RA district, we made only minor typographical and section lettering changes. And in Section 32-18, BB
district, we added lobby as an allowable use for the ground floor of apartments and updated the height
to 65 feet to reflect concerns regarding building height being comparable to RA. If Planning Commission
is in agreement with the final version of the code language that’s presented, the recommended motion
in the packet item can be put forward. If the Planning Commission would like to make recommendations
for amendments to the text, we stand ready to assist in crafting those as well. Once Planning Commission
has made their final recommendation this item will be forwarded to Council for public hearing and a vote.
We look forward to continuing the discussion this evening and | now turn this over to Chris Rogers, our
consultant from AECOM to provide any comments prior to the decision.

Chair Hurd: Thank you.

Mr. Rogers: Thank you Director Bensley, this is Chris Rogers from AECOM, Mr. Chairman I’'m not sure how
you wanted to go over this?

Chair Hurd: | guess if there’s anything sort of from of your end that’s fundamentally different from, | know
Director Bensley has reviewed the changes, | guess anything that you want to add to those changes from
your perspective? Because we were all, except for Mr. Bradley, were at the combined meeting, so we
have some familiarity with the material and such.

Mr. Rogers: By exhibit or where | want to start?
Chair Hurd: Where you want to start, let’s just say that.

Mr. Rogers: | think she gave a great overview; I’'m particularly interested to get your feedback on the
interpretation language for the design standards, guidelines, however you want to put it. The Director is
correct in the way she characterized our discussions. You know, coming out of the joint workshop, we
were directed to make them more prescriptive, make them clearly mandatory and have the only off ramp
be site plan approval but we also added the provisions to apply for a variance. | think that had to be in
there and we didn’t discuss that in the workshop.

Director Bensley: Chris, could you bring your microphone a little closer? Folks online are having trouble
hearing you.

Mr. Rogers: Closer? We were directed after the joint workshop to make the design standard guidelines
prescriptive standards with the only off ramp being site plan approval. Staff added another off ramp of
applying for a variance which we thought had to be in there because a variance is a variance to any
provision of the zoning ordinance. We thought that was a little too prescriptive for the nature of the
requirement. We want to avoid a flood of site plan approval requests and or variance requests for a
building that doesn’t have an offset every 50 feet but every 52 feet as an example. So, our experience
with design standards is that they’re typically guidelines and you’re always balancing the prescriptiveness
versus the creativity and flexibility. So, we had tried to write it that way to begin with but were directed
to make it more prescriptive and in doing so we had concerns, and we have that alternative ways of
interpreting the code for your consideration. | believe that alternative language, I'm referring to page 2 of
5 of exhibit B, alternative language 1. Director, | believe that was more or less our original approach? That
was presented at the joint workshop. Alterative language 2 is language that we’ve used in the past that
when we’ve created design guidelines when we try to distinguish between those standards/guidelines
that were more intended to be mandatory and less flexible and those are some of the more important
guidelines | don’t think we tried to pick out what would be the “shalls” versus the “should” for the
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purposes of this meeting but that’s the intent, that we would dig into this a little more and decide what
should be a shall, where there would be a little bit of flexibility unless choices are provided in the
statements themselves and should which implies a little bit more flexibility. | know that gets away from
the prescriptive direction that we were provided at the workshop, but we wanted to put it out there for
your consideration.

Another thing that we tweaked a little bit was the height in the BB. We went from, I’'m not sure
why we got off tangent thinking that the buildings, the floors were 13.3 feet during the workshop, but 80
divided by 7 is not 13.3. So, we went off on some erroneous tangent, however in speaking amongst staff
we thought that 5 stories at 65 feet was an appropriate combination of height and stories, it allows a little
bit more height for a first-floor retail commercial use or service use that may have more need for a little
more higher ceiling. So, | think we addressed the comments that were made during the, well tried to
address the comments made during the joint workshop. What's left on the table really is if you want
discussion about the alternative language. Also, | don’t have it in here, but it may be in a comment. We
did add language for the design of the plazas that they would have to adhere to...shoot.

Chair Hurd: Yeah, line 148 on page 4 of 5.

Mr. Rogers: That they would have to adhere to the security and resilience protective security guidelines
for crime prevention through environmental design. We made a specific reference to the I1SO standard,
and | was not personally familiar with those. But in looking at them and | soon realized that it wasn’t just
one, two, three things that you needed to check off on a checklist, but that it is a holistic approach to
designing open spaces in public plazas. So instead of trying to be very prescriptive, you have to adhere to
the whole of the guidelines. | think I'll just stop for now and open it up to questions and discussion.

Chair Hurd: Alright.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair if | may? Just to follow up on the whole discussion about standards
versus guidelines. So, I've seen, and this is just a suggestion to consider and maybe you already did.
Another way of doing it is calling them objective and subjective standards. And the objective standards
are the ones you really want, and you make them numeric, but you give the Planning Director or the
Planning Commission if it’s going to the Planning Commission anyway something like plus or minus 10%
administrative leeway. You know you’re substantially conforming to the objective standard. But give
yourself a little bit so you’re not arguing over half of, you know 6 inches out of 50 feet, you know that kind
of thing you know like you said common sense. And then the subjective standards which you might call
guidelines are the ones you might be willing to give up for affordable housing, or some other reasons and
| bring that up, and | hate to bring this up, but in California — we know that sometimes the federal
government sometimes follows the California precedents and objective standards were specifically called
out by a state legislature saying if you’ve got it codified as an objective, no one can claim it’s causing
affordability problems on your construction and you have to waive it, it must be called out as objective.
And use that word and it must be numeric ideally or a list, that kind of thing. If it's a subjective standard
almost anyone can say this is reducing the affordability of 5% or 50% of the units that are affordable, and
we don’t have to do it and we basically just have to say that, and your standard is gone. Now will the feds
ever do that or with fed money. Maybe, | don’t know. Anyways, that’s just a suggestion another way to
perhaps, the subjective and objective standards and what you really need are prescriptive with the shalls
and shoulds but give yourself some wiggle room. That’s my suggestion.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you.

Commissioner Bradley: I've never worked with that type of an approach. Are you saying that there’s an
overall points system for the objective standards or are you saying there’s a variation allowed in a 50 foot.

Commissioner Williamson: So, let’s say you have an objective setback of 20 feet and the Planning Director
can make it plus or minus 2 feet and you’re still conforming. You don’t have to file for a variance, you
don’t have to etcetera. So, it just gives you some wiggle room for what common sense tweaks should be
based on the site or something like that without having to go through the extra steps. If you want and it
wouldn’t have to apply to all of them of course, maybe just some certain ones. But the point is to make it
objective it’s got to have ideally, it’s a number like x number of these or something or you’re picking from
a list but if somebody can substitute something that the planning director finds substantially consistent
you know that avenue could be a third off ramp, a small off ramp.

Commissioner Bradley: Now at the risk of sounding argumentative, | mean | could see those applying to
the overall bulk standards where you have a numeric setback, you have a numeric height. That you would
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allow the administrative approval of a slight variance of those but the types of guidelines and standards
that we're talking about are less numeric than they are...bays shall be distinguished with offsets, there’s
not a lot of numeric standards in these.

Commissioner Williamson: They could be non-numeric so long as they’re clear, right, and just carefully
written.

Chair Hurd: Alright, | appreciate the perspective. So why don’t we move to exhibit A, design requirements
for parking lots because that hopefully will be a relatively short conversation. So, | will start with
Commissioner Kadar.

Commissioner Kadar: | have no comment.
Chair Hurd: Alright then, Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: | would like to see references in Appendix A to other sections of the city code,
the applicable sections of the city code, superficially landscaping, stormwater management, cross access
agreements in parking lots, shared entries, that kind of thing.

Director Bensley: Commissioner Silverman, we actually have a, this is Director Bensley, we have a larger
revamp of the design requirements for parking lots that’s going to be coming to you in December based
on comments from the Kimley-Horn Downtown Newark Parking Plan report. And the items you cited are
part of that.

Commissioner Silverman: Ok, thank you.
Chair Hurd: Ok.

Commissioner Silverman: And with respect to line 40, page 2 of 3, how does the consultant look at credit
for handling say two-wheel vehicles, motorcycles, scooters, some jurisdictions count that as 5 parking
spaces in the physical geography that would be a single car parking space. And credit for ride shares,
pickup and other thinking. The parking designs appear to be strictly single or four wheeled vehicles, let’s
put it that way.

Mr. Rogers: Ok, yes, | do not think we’ve addressed that here as part of these additional standards.
Chair Hurd: And looking at this, this all seems to be original text.

Mr. Rogers: Yes, we only added the track change version and from that we eliminated some since the joint
workshop. So, we did not dive into you know those types of issues in these standards.

Commissioner Silverman: We have circumstances where a motorcycle for example will take up a single
parking space and it doesn’t have to.

Chair Hurd: Right. Director Bensley is that something that could be part of this larger parking lot?

Director Bensley: | can definitely bring that back to working group that’s working on that now to see if it
can be incorporated.

Chair Hurd: Because it might fall into the same category as the number of bicycle parking spaces per
there’s a ratio of cars, maybe there’s a ratio of motorcycle that we could incorporate. Ok.

Commissioner Silverman: That’s my comments, thank you.
Chair Hurd: Thank you. Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: | have no comments, just to point out to Commissioner Silverman, that the cross-
access easements language was added, right on page 2 of 3, line 36, | think that’s the language that the
Commissioner is looking for. And beyond that | have no questions about Exhibit A.

Chair Hurd: Ok. Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: Yes, just on line 39, the small d, is that just a mistake? There’s nothing there.
Director Bensley: Yes.

Commissioner Williamson: Ok so that will renumber, e becomes d. Ok.

Chair Hurd: Yes. Alright, Commissioner Bradley?
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Commissioner Bradley: | have no questions or comments.

Chair Hurd: Ok, do we have any public comment submitted on exhibit A? Ok, does anyone here from the
public wish to speak on exhibit A, parking lot standards, or design requirements | mean. Oh, yes? You'll
need to come to the microphone.

Mrs. Hart: Instead of putting parking lots in various buildings, why can’t there be one parking lot in
Newark? And then we won’t have to worry about all these different things. Is there a reason that we
can’t?

Chair Hurd: Can | ask you just to identify yourself for the record?
Mrs. Hart: Oh, Frances Hart.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. So, | did serve on the parking subcommittee. One of the challenges of that, like
a single parking garage or parking facility is the distance. People would be reluctant to walk the distance
if you have a single lot or a single building to walk down to the other end from Chapel if you have it say
close to College. What we were trying to work against was the fact that we had in the code that every
single building had to have its own parking lot and that’s a lot of parking and a lot of surface area. We're
trying to, our goal was to try to get something that brought some of that together so we could say “ok,
we could have a couple of larger City lots maybe there’d be a way to make some of those private lots
partially public or available by changing the parking standards.” And by consolidating them or even
allowing some of that area to be redeveloped into a building which honestly can treat stormwater better
than a parking lot can. So, you can deal with the runoff and such. So, | would say it’s a long-term goal to
make the parking a little more rational. But the challenge is a lot of that parking is in private hands and so
there’s not as much that the City can do to say “take that parking lot away, put one here” you know we
have to kind of work within the code to make that work.

Mrs. Hart: It just seems like when the developer knows that he can have a parking lot then he asks for
more stories in the building too.

Chair Hurd: Right. So, if we cut down, we have to sort of balance you know how much building and how
much parking is on a parcel. And what we’re looking for. You could end up with a very suburban, which is
what we have a very suburban look which is a lot of parking for a tiny building. You want to find a balance,
because we are a city and more sort of urban that we can have more remote parking with people walking
to various areas.

Mrs. Hart: What about say if you have two or three city parking lots and then have a city bus?

Chair Hurd: That has been brought up so yeah, the parking committee was looking at shuttles as a kind of
way and I'll try not to go off on too much of a tangent, because this is just about design requirements but
one of the biggest challenges is where do the employees of Main Street businesses park? Because right
now they park in essentially public lots with public rates. Which isn’t really appropriate. We want to park
them slightly remotely so that we have more customer available spaces and at a cheaper rate because
they’re going to park there all day and all night. But, if they’re in a remote lot how do you get them to that
remote lot safely? You know say you work at a bar, the owner of the Grain was on our committee, so he
had a lot of examples. He was like, ok the Grain shuts down at 2:00. My employees now have to get to
that parking lot and they’re not walking because it’s three blocks away so they’re not going to parking lot
unless we provide, say there’s a shuttle service or something to get them to and from. So that’s a very
integrated and kind of cohesive set of solutions that we’re trying to put together. Because you can’t make
those remote parking lots available to monthly renters until you remove the requirements that all that
parking go to the building then it’s like, it’s very sort of complicated but I think we’re starting to untangle
it.

Mrs. Hart: But if say the developers are putting a parking garage say on the 2" floor or 1° floor, they will
also charge more than the City would charge right?

Chair Hurd: Possibly yes.

Mrs. Hart: So, you're not really eliminating. There’s parking and maybe closer but it’s still more costly than
what the City would do.

Chair Hurd: Right, that’s, there’s an economic factor to parking that we don’t have time to get into, but
sometimes private lots will provide parking at a different rate then the City because they have a different
focus. And some people will say sure I'll park here because it’s closer to other things than the City lot and
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I'll pay the premium. And if they don’t want to pay the premium, there are other options. So having a
wider range of pricing options is actually very good to have because that balances your load, it gives
people who are willing to pay it, and people who want to park cheaper park somewhere else, you're not
forcing everyone to pay the same rate.

Mrs. Hart: So, you think that there still will be parking as part of the buildings?

Chair Hurd: Yes, | think buildings will still provide parking. | think what we’re sort of working through and
other things we’re working on is how much parking are we going to require them to provide and how
much parking would they choose to provide. So, if we shift that, then it’s a little more on the developer
to go, well | think I’'m going to need this much parking to be able to rent these apartments or to use this
commercial space. | know | need to provide this much space. And the economics will play more into that.

Mrs. Hart: But will the City allow more height is what I’'m asking.

Chair Hurd: So, the current amendments to the code have removed the bonus densities for providing
parking under the building as part of the one story that you would get. So that’s coming out, that had
been in there for a long time.

Mrs. Hart: So, they will not be able to add?

Chair Hurd: Right.

Mrs. Hart: Will 5 stories be the limit them?

Chair Hurd: Well, you’ll have to stick around and find out, we haven’t gotten to that section yet.
Mrs. Hart: Ok.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Alright, anyone else from the public wishing to comment on design requirements
for parking lots? Anyone online? Ok, we’re going to close public comment on Exhibit A only, not on all
things. I’'m going to say that we’ll do the motions at the very end, we’ll work our way through this and see
where we are at the very end. Are there any further comments on Exhibit A, Design Requirements for
Parking Lots before we move to Exhibit B? Ok, let’s move to Exhibit B, Design Standards for Downtown
Properties. | think we’ve kind of covered the initial comments, so why don’t | start with Commissioner
Stine.

Commissioner Stine: | have no comments or questions on Exhibit B.
Chair Hurd: Alright, Commissioner Williamson?

Solicitor Bilodeau: Excuse me Mr. Chair do we need everyone to kind of chime in on which of the
alternatives for the interpretation?

Chair Hurd: | was going to get to that after we dealt with sort of language stuff initially.
Solicitor Bilodeau: Ok.
Chair Hurd: But yes, we do have to dig into that. Thank you.

Commissioner Williamson: Well, | just my earlier comment and | realize it’s a little late in the game to try
and inject language, different language at this point. | guess | have two...

Chair Hurd: Yeah, I'll circle back on that one, | think. Commissioner Bradley?
Commissioner Bradley: | have no questions or comments on Exhibit B.
Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Yeah, I'd like to get some clarification since I'm the secretary and I’'m going to have
to make the motion for what we accept and what we don’t accept. There are three interpretations starting
with line 53 and ending on 88. 89 and 90 are just comments. From the city’s perspective, the Planning
Department’s perspective, which of those Alternatives do you prefer? Your input.

Director Bensley: I'll be the penguin off the iceberg here. So, | would say that, like Chris mentioned in his
presentation, we do have some real concerns about how this is going to be applied and looking toward
alternative language 2, | think that gives us a little more, it gives applicants a little more flexibility in being
able to not come in with the exact same building every single time. | think one of the concerns right now
with the way things seem to be headed is that you’re going to see building after building that looks exactly
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the same because they’re going to go through this and there’s going to be a checklist and they’re going to
say ok I've got this, this, this, and this, please approve it. And we’re going to lose creativity in development.
And | think there are some standards that should be applied as more rigorous standards if those are things
we feel are important and should be in every development, but there are others, to use Commissioner
Williamson’s terms, more subjective standards that we’re not necessarily looking for, you know, we’re
not looking to turn into a, I'm losing the term right now but one of those kinds of post war cookie cutter

Chair Hurd: Levittown

Director Bensley: Levittown, yes, areas that we may be in danger of falling into if we’re saying everybody’s
got to turn the same thing in every time.

Commissioner Kadar: Ok, that’s excellent because | happen to agree with you. That’s all.

Solicitor Bilodeau: So, Renee, | just had a question. So alternative language to the insertion of 65. Does
the language on where it starts on line 73 to 84 or 85 is that part of alternative too?

Director Bensley: Yes.
Solicitor Bilodeau: Ok, thank you | just wanted to make sure.

Commissioner Kadar: What were those numbers alternative to? | counted to line 88, eliminating 89 and
90 and eliminating 53 through 65, correct?

Director Bensley: Yes, correct.

Mr. Rogers: With that there would be an exercise to create some should because they’re all shalls.

Chair Hurd: Yeah, we’re going to get to that. Do you have any comment on the language other than that?
Commissioner Kadar: No that’s my only comment, thank you.

Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Silverman any comments or questions on the language not relating to the
standards and guidelines that we’re discussing?

Commissioner Silverman: | support the line 65, alternative 2 suggestion.

Chair Hurd: Alright | had some actual comments on the text. Line 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 49 are all kind of
saying the same thing so am | misreading that or is that? Because | think items one and two could be
combined to say, “color scale elevations for all sides of the buildings visible from the (inaudible) and
showing all existing buildings adjacent to the proposed development.” We could combine those two.
Number 3 says contextual color scale elevations so it uses the word contextual but that talks about the
adjacent buildings.

Director Bensley: So, | think the intention behind this being called out the way it is, is these are our
frequently commented items on development submissions and rendering submissions. So, we were
looking to be very clear about what the expectations are of what rendering should look like and what
elevations should look like when they are submitted for Planning Commission and Council and create
almost a checklist of what we should be looking for.

Chair Hurd: Ok, so do you see those as possibly three separate drawings? Elevations of the buildings,
elevations showing the adjacent buildings, and when you say contextual do you mean that as more like
those perspective renderings? Because one and two is covered in three, or three covers one and two.

Director Bensley: So in looking at the types of submissions we’re getting, three was added because we are
not always getting it, or | should say that the elevations and renderings that we get at times are not put
in from kind of for lack of a better term like a Google street view kind of deal where you see what it would
look like from the street and that is something that we’ve gotten feedback on in the past, so we were
looking to have that as part of the submission package.

Chair Hurd: Ok, that’s fine so long as there’s a reason. And then | know this has been coming up but on
line 134, my apologies is the one instance of the word “must” which | think since we last looked over that
should become a “shall” for the moment let’s just say. Alright, so we loop back to the question of
standards versus guidelines and standards. Yes?

Commissioner Bradley: Excuse me Chairman Hurd, can | ask something about line 46? Color scale
elevations?
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Chair Hurd: Yes.

Commissioner Bradley: Is this in practical terms are you asking for the project that’s being applied for to
look at the buildings on either side and get scaled dimensions?

Chair Hurd: Yes, they are often lacking.

Commissioner Bradley: | think it’s a great idea but how do you handle privacy. If my building’s next to
yours, are you allowed to come over to my building and take measurements for your project?

Chair Hurd: There are ways to do it without being too intrusive. You can take photos and scale them; you
can use Google street view and implement models into it.

Commissioner Bradley: But they’re not specifically talking about going out and taking true as built
drawings.

Chair Hurd: Correct, right.

Mr. Rogers: And | would envision, I'm not sure where these would come in your land development
process, but you know concept and preliminaries, it's not intended to be a specific survey of adjacent
buildings.

Chair Hurd: No. What it’s to address is that we often get projects that are like here’s the building, we go
ok, well the building next to it is either very small or is of a particular size and your building is this big and
you haven’t shown us that. You're lacking the context of this new project that’s like it’s in the middle of a
field and no it’s not. It’s one of my particular bugaboos so | appreciate that is in there.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair, if | may piggyback on one of your comments on line 78 is another
occurrence of the word “must” all projects must include these elements, just to point this about. And in
general, if | may on line 70 in the middle of the paragraph the architectural design preferences, the City’s
architectural design preferences. But that kind of changes the tone and says well these are preferences
not requirements. Is that sort of sending a mixed message when everything after that has “shall” in it
almost informally.

Director Bensley: So that’s what we’re looking to change.
Chair Hurd: Alright well.

Commissioner Williamson: Well, the word itself, the word preference maybe it should be requirements?
Or standards?

Director Bensley: Well | would say that alternative language 2 is intended to loosen that stricter shall, so
it’s to give a little more flexibility and discretion than the road we were headed down so, that alternative
language 2 is written to provide some flexibility, some limited feasibility to where we are not getting
ourselves into a situation where either we are producing cookie cutter buildings or we’re overburdening
this system for minor variances either through the Board of Adjustment or site plan approval.

Commissioner Williamson: Right. If | may just clarify then, from there on after you get through that
alternative language and you get into line 91, Architectural design standards, almost everything in there
has “shall”

Director Bensley: So that’s the discussion now, what should change with that. What should be shalls and
what should be should.

Commissioner Williamson: Oh, from line 91 on more or less?

Chair Hurd: Yes, so why don’t we start with you Commissioner Williamson. What is your preference for
these standards and or guidelines?

Commissioner Williamson: Well, I'll agree the alternative language 2 is the longer intent language. | just
want to get it correct. | wonder if there ought to be a sentence that says something to the effect of if it’s
not a shall it’s a should you know something...or

Chair Hurd: Well line 73 does that. If we change the title to these standards and guidelines line 73 says
“standards use the word shall and guidelines use the word should”

Commissioner Williamson: Ok, so help me out here. On line 91, Architectural design standards, it doesn’t
say guidelines. Is there something else that’s the guidelines or is this it? 91 to the end?
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Director Bensley: So, | think the purpose of the discussion currently is to determine whether Planning
Commission wants to see that additional flexibility and, if you do, then where do you want to see that and
it would be amended accordingly to reflect that.

Commissioner Williamson: So, for example, just for example, line 91 could say Architectural design
standards and guidelines. And then as you go through it’s the shalls and should.

Mr. Rogers: Yes, that’s a good pickup it should say design standards slash guidelines.

Commissioner Williamson: Ok, because | was thinking there was another document that’s guidelines
because these are all standards the way they’re written right now.

Mr. Rogers: They’re standards and guidelines. Or guidelines.

Commissioner Williamson: Ok.

Chair Hurd: So, you’re in favor of language 2.

Commissioner Williamson: Two and then carry that through to line 91 and make the appropriate changes.
Chair Hurd: So, let’s first see if we can come to some agreement on this. So, Commissioner Bradley?
Commissioner Bradley: As far as alternative language 2?

Chair Hurd: Yes, versus 1 versus the base. Ok. Commissioner Kadar, we’re not voting so much as we're
trying to pick the road we’re walking down.

Commissioner Kadar: I’'m trying to figure out a way to include the word must in there to take care of the
shall and the should stuff and then at the same time talk about deleting some lines and so forth.

Chair Hurd: Ok, but you’re in favor of alternative language 2?
Commissioner Kadar: Yes, | am, yes.
Chair Hurd: Ok. Commissioner Silverman? Oh, you did express your preference on this already didn’t you.

Commissioner Silverman: Yeah, I’'m in favor of alternative language to line 65 and Will, I'd like to take you
back to line 43 and perhaps you can explain something to me. In standard elevations from an architectural
design point of view, | think some of the American heroic illustrations that we get as exhibits before the
Commission really put a building out of proportion. I'd like to see those exhibits be from shoulder high
pedestrian on the street, what does the building look like from that context, I'm not sure if that’s possible
to put into words.

Director Bensley: So, | think that’s our intent in looking at starting at line 48, in subsection (C)(3). Where
it’s visible from the sidewalks and public areas including parking lots. So, looking at more of a Google
street view style visual at that point.

Commissioner Silverman: How do we make that clear in our language? For example, with the-

Director Bensley: | think we make that clear in our dialogues with the developers. | think if we try to
wordsmith this into the code it’s going to, we’re going to potentially eliminate things that we want to see
unintentionally or make it so restrictive that we’re not going to be, or they’re not going to be able to
produce it.

Commissioner Silverman: Oh, | understand that. And the reason | brought this up was | have an entirely
different very positive perspective on the Green Mansion seeing it go up and standing on the corner or
standing down the block and looking at the setback and everything then looking at the original drawings
that were submitted.

Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Stine, where do you fall on our alternative language choices?

Commissioner Stine: Thank you. So, | like the use of alternative language 2. | guess I'm a little confused
by, so I'll give an example, line 121. Smoked, opaque, or blacked glass in windows viewable from a public
street it prohibited. Are we saying that if we adopt alternative language 2 that’s our preferred, we prefer
that way and go ahead and submit it and someone may approve it?

Chair Hurd: No, what | think we’re saying is and | don’t know the repeat and I’'m not sure we’ll have to do
it here, but we’d be going through most of these lines and going is that something that should or is that
something we would prefer.
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Commissioner Stine: Right is that what you’re suggesting what we do here? That we go line by line and
say this is a shall and this is a should?

Chair Hurd: Well, that’s the only way to revise the language because otherwise if everything is shalls then
it’s a standard, the only way to put some flexibility in is to say which of the things that we would prefer it
have this appearance or such and which are the things that we’re like alright that’s crucial. Which is going
to be a large task since we have two other things to do.

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman?
Chair Hurd: Yes, Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chair if | might put that into context. That’s the type of thing that the crime
prevention through planning policing addresses is street visibility both into structures and by the people
who are in the structures looking out. So, it creates tunnels, it doesn’t create oversight of visual spaces
even on your front sidewalk.

Commissioner Stine: Right thank you for that. I’'m actually just using that as an example of if we loosen
the guidelines by adopting alternative language 2, are we then saying all of these things are just loosely
suggestions?

Chair Hurd: No, well no. Question, Director Bensley, as you may have gathered the task of trying to go
through each line of this and get the Commission’s opinion and feel is going to be kind of large. Is the
timing such that we could kind of approve the adoption of the alternative language that we want
standards and guidelines, send it back to staff for you to work through what you think would be a first
pass of what would be a standard and what should be a guidelines and we can revisit it in November?
Basically, can this come separately from the other work we’re doing.

Director Bensley: | think so, | mean we have put a placeholder on the November agenda in case the
conversation wasn’t finished tonight so | think that’s something we could definitely accommodate and
based on the timing on when your meeting falls, in November we could still keep our timeline for Council
and not have issues with that.

Commissioner Stine: | think that would be really helpful for me, I think it would be easier for everyone to
wrap their head around specifics. My concern is that if we say, if we adopt alternative language 2 which |
still think is the right path, and a developer proposes a project, just as a weird example, that has reflective
windows and staff says well we have some flexibility here in the code to because it’s a guideline and it
makes it all the way to this body and this body says well no we don’t want the use of reflective glass in
buildings and we deny the project. Not deny, we don’t deny projects, but say we don’t make a
recommendation a favorable recommendation based on something that we’ve given staff the ability to
be flexible.

Chair Hurd: Correct.
Commissioner Stine: | think that would just be confusing for the developers.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair, may | direct a question to our counselor. Is it possible, if we did this
through staff, can the Commissioners when they receive their packets, if they wish to or if they ask them
to, send back kind of the markup showing which ones they agree with and which ones they don’t, and
staff tabulates it? And that way we can eliminate all the ones where we all agree. It would make it more
efficient but if that’s not legit then...

Solicitor Bilodeau: That’s kind of like conducting a vote outside of a meeting.

Director Bensley: Not necessarily. | mean we’ve done that for, that’s what we did with the Council
prioritization list, we got everyone to give their feedback, we tabulated it and then brought it back for
discussion, so no decisions were made in advance. We just had the information compiled to present.

Solicitor Bilodeau: If it’s ready to present, then that’s fine. But | thought you were talking about sharing
everyone’s preferences.

Chair Hurd: No, no. | like that approach because | think that otherwise we’re going to have to have a
conversation like everyone kind of read their opinions and that was going to take as much time as the
other stuff.
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Director Bensley: So, | will say to get that out to you all in time for the November 1%, meeting we would
need all of your feedback by end of day Friday. Does that work for everybody?

Chair Hurd: Ok.
Commissioner Bradley: So, we’re going to be sending out (inaudible) the should and shalls on (inaudible)

Chair Hurd: So, what they’re going to do is they’re, if | can try to interpret, they’re going to send out some
format of all these items with basically shall or should. You get to decide, | think this one should be shall,
this one should be should. And then they’re going to take our opinions on each of those items and tabulate
it and say look 5 people said should, one person says shall.

Commissioner Kadar: Might | make a suggestion?
Chair Hurd: Absolutely.

Commissioner Kadar: I've been listening to this conversation and essentially what you’re asking the
Planning Department to do is to go back to the document and essentially do what’s already written in the
second alternative. Now if we could just modify that second alternative, we’ll delete the lines and all of
that stuff to make sure that the second language is put in there and then expand line 73 to read “the
standards below use the words ‘shall’ or ‘must’ while the guidelines use the word ‘should’” and then it
goes on to explain that shoulds, shalls, and musts and all that are fine and that’s left open to interpreting.
| don’t see why we need to go back and specifically look at every should and shall when we’ve already
talked about a way to deal with it.

Director Bensley: But | think the point is that there are no shoulds right now.
Chair Hurd: Right. This document only says shall.
Commissioner Kadar: So, we’re going to be changing the document from mandatory to let’s talk about it.

Director Bensley: That is what we’re looking for feedback on, it’s what do you want to keep as a standard
and what do you want to change to a guideline in the existing document.

Commissioner Stine: And quite frankly that is my concern that your opinion will be so different than our
opinion of a project and one of the things that we heard from the developers that were here and present
at our joint meeting was that they just want clarification. They don’t really want, I’'m sure they would love
to have the flexibility, but they want to know what it is they need to put forward. They said that a number
of times, that they want clarification, and my concern is that if we just make it, this is kind of what we
want to see but bring it on and we’'ll consider it is not giving the developers a direction or staff.

Chair Hurd: Right. I'll just add for that concern, | was involved in the drafting of the revisions to the
architectural design guidelines for the Downtown Newark Partnership district effort. That was in 2010, |
think it was. My research at the time was that most cities don’t do a standard standard, this is what you
must do because they’re too cookie cutter, they’re too homogenous, and basically every city struggles
with how do | maintain the tone and the feeling of my downtown which is unique and special? How do |
draft a way that says make it like and similar and good and reflective of the others in a way | can actually
enforce. So, every time you go at this, there’s going to be a sort of balancing of you know you might want
to say look, we're pretty sure we don’t want reflective glass, that can just be right out. But building bays,
and you're right if you say it’s a guideline and they come up with something that’s not the realm of it’s
there but it’s not, it’s subjective, but we can’t necessarily reject it because of their subjective
interpretation versus ours. So, it is a challenge. | absolutely agree.

Commissioner Stine: Ok, so going back to your original question, | would support the alternative language
2, and if we could see a document by Friday that would be great. We can just get some consensus on what
should be a should and...

Chair Hurd: So, what the staff is going to do is to send you essentially a list of these items and ask each of
us which we think is a requirement, which we think is a guideline. Then they’ll tabulate that so when we
get to our meeting or when you get your packet for the meeting it’s going to say you know, smoked
reflective opaque class everyone says should be prohibited. And so, we can go ok, so we can know where
the flavor or temperature is.

Commissioner Kadar: Mr. Chairman do you honestly believe that we’re all going to think the same way?

Chair Hurd: Absolutely not.
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Commissioner Kadar: And then what is going to go down on the recommendation for our next review?
We had three of these and two of those. We're headed for another major discussion on November 1°.

Chair Hurd: Yeah. | would agree with that too.
Commissioner Kadar: | don’t think we’re all going to agree on every one of them.

Chair Hurd: Well, | don’t know another way to do this except to | mean the staff and consultant have
already done the heavy lifting job of bringing in existent design guidelines that would have been drafted
and trying to put something together.

Commissioner Kadar: But once again, the process that we follow on all of the things that we deal with
here in the Planning Commission is generally we get a recommendation from the Planning and
Development Department, so | would be very happy if the Planning and Development Department would
go through the language and then they can change the should and the shalls and then we can talk about
it on November 1%. | don’t think you’re going to accomplish anything by asking us to submit some stuff
and then get total mass confusion when it comes in. Just a thought.

Mr. Rogers: I'll defer to the wishes of the Commission, but | would, if we come back in November and
have three shalls and two shoulds, that’s a half hour conversation right there. Renee and | have been over
these numerous times, and | think we as staff could go through it fairly quickly and come up with our
thoughts on the shoulds and the shalls and get that back to you.

Chair Hurd: Does that meet with the (inaudible)?
Mr. Rogers: You may not be happy; | mean there still may be disagreement but...
Chair Hurd: Yeah.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair, now with more input, given with what that brings to the table is
your long experience with projects as they come in and what’re discussed and what happens in the real
world and what should be a should and what should be a shall from that point of view. Everyone’s sort of
coming from their own background and the processing of the permits and the interaction with the public
and the developers is the part of this that staff has the best handle on and maybe that’s a good place to
start.

Chair Hurd: Well, staff seems confident that will definitely be easier to pull off.

Solicitor Bilodeau: Renee, the document, once you put together your recommendations, | just ask that
you maybe put in bold the words shall and should wherever you change them or must so we can note and
focus in on that.

Director Bensley: Bold, underlined, italicized, larger font whatever’s necessary, we’ll make it work.

Chair Hurd: Ok, alright so we’ll be removing Exhibit B from any motion of the documents of the stuff for
tonight. Ok.

Solicitor Bilodeau: Did you want to ask for any public comment?

Chair Hurd: Yes, thank you so much, I’'m so sorry. Do we have any public comment submitted? Ok, did
you wish to speak on the design, the architectural?

Mrs. Hart: No, just the height.

Chair Hurd: Just the height, ok well that’s our next thing. Does anyone online wish to speak on Exhibit B,
architectural design standards and/or guidelines? Alright seeing none, we’ll close public comment and
remand Exhibit B back to staff. Ok, Exhibit C proposed revisions to Section 32-12, RA districts which is
multifamily dwellings and high-rise apartments. And | will, does staff have anything to add?

Director Bensley: Just largely the same as what was presented on August 25" with the exception of some
minor typo and section numbering and lettering corrections.

Chair Hurd: Alright, so let’s begin with Commissioner Bradley.
Commissioner Bradley: First meeting (inaudible)

Chair Hurd: So, let me know if you need to be brought up to speed.
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Commissioner Bradley: Yes please. No, I've read through everything, and | didn’t see anything that really
stood out to me, | want to say at this point | have no comments.

Chair Hurd: Ok. Commissioner Kadar.

Commissioner Kadar: Yeah, I've looked through this as well and its incorporated comments from our last
review in here, so I'm fine with it as is.

Chair Hurd: Alright, Commissioner Silverman? Commissioner Silverman, any comments or questions on
Exhibit C, RA district? Ok, I'll jump skip over him then come back. Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: Can you explain line 159? Can you just put that in layman’s terms. So, the interior lot
line is 8 feet, right? Minimum 8 feet, so what is the setback on the street for a corner lot?

Chair Hurd: What I've seen before at least in my district, corner lots you have two street setbacks.
Commissioner Stine: Two front setbacks, right? Yeah.

Chair Hurd: Two front setbacks. | don’t quite know why that language doesn’t say street yard.
Commissioner Stine: Does that remedy that problem? I've owned a corner lot and it’s been a problem.
Chair Hurd: It does not.

Mr. Rogers: | thought we stole the language from the applicable other section in the ordinance that allows
that dwelling type. But having said that...

Chair Hurd: We don’t have a definition for a duplex in the code.

Mr. Rogers: | don’t think you; you had a definition for duplex, but | don’t think there was any other
provision that spoke to providing it.

Commissioner Bradley: If it’s a corner lot, then it’s going to depend on where the house places (inaudible).

Commissioner Stine: Yes, but with this | think, and | don’t know are we giving corner lots two front
setbacks? Because they’re hard to build on.

Chair Hurd: It is.

Commissioner Bradley: In my experience, front setbacks always have a front setback on the road so if
you’ve got an intersection of two roads (inaudible)

Commissioner Stine: So that’ll be the hardship.

Chair Hurd: Again, it possibly could yeah. But I’'m pretty sure, because | looked this up for my house,
because I’'m on a corner, that | have to meet two front setbacks.

Commissioner Bradley: That’s the way it is in New Castle County.
Chair Hurd: Alright.

Commissioner Stine: Are we fixing that problem with this language? Or was this just language that we
added?

Chair Hurd: No, this just continues that. This says a corner lot, the side yard facing the street is a street
setback. Or what they call the building setback line. But | think that that’s, and we can check that,
consistent with the existing code other than...

Mr. Rogers: Yeah, | don’t have my hard copy code, but | would be interested to see what Section 32-10
says regarding semi-detached.

Chair Hurd: Alright, Director Bensley’s going to look that up. Any other questions or comments?
Commissioner Stine: No, it just appears again on line 284.

Chair Hurd: Right. But that same language is used on 284 so. Director Bensley, you said you had the
language.

Director Bensley: Yes, so in looking at the side yard setbacks in the RD district, which is Semidetached, this
language mirrors the language in that section.

Chair Hurd: Ok, but we’re not creating any new loopholes.
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Director Bensley: No. Just keeping the same ones.
Chair Hurd: Or issues. OKk.

Mr. Rogers: So, | don’t, the fact that the duplex is all new language here there is no other provision in
code...

Chair Hurd: We're using the same corner lot conditions. Alright thank you, Commissioner Silverman
welcome back.

Commissioner Silverman: | have no additional comments.
Chair Hurd: Ok thank you. Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: One comment on line 143, | think you don’t want the comma after duplex. It
just says duplex dwelling. People might read that as duplex, then another use, dwelling.

Chair Hurd: Good point. Ok, | had a question looking at items 20 and 21. What is the difference in staff’s
mind between a one family semi-detached dwelling and a duplex dwelling?

Mr. Rogers: It should be in the definitions. And in my mind, it’s always a duplex is on one lot, you know
dwellings for two families, whatever that typical language is.

Chair Hurd: Ok, so no dividing lot line.

Mr. Rogers: That’s always what’s in my head but | don’t have the definitions here in front of me, but I'm
hoping the definitions reflect-

Chair Hurd: Ok | think | sort of looked it up, but | wasn’t able to figure that one out.
Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman?
Chair Hurd: Yes, Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Along that line do we distinguish between a duplex and a multi-plex? Where
we’re using some of the census and building code definitions, each dwelling unit goes down to a
foundation? Where we could have a duplex that would face the rear property line, a duplex that would
face the front property line, with a common party wall?

Chair Hurd: Ok.

Commissioner Silverman: We tend to think of the Newark historical model of duplexes being side to side.
| think a lot of configurations are available for that and | hope we aren’t limiting those.

Chair Hurd: | don’t think we are but that was, so then my next comment on item 22, | think that should
say one family attached dwelling? Where we’re talking about townhouses and rowhouses?

Mr. Rogers: What line again Mr. Chairman?

Chair Hurd: Line 162, Item 22.

Director Bensley: So, if | could just back up to cover some of the questions that have come up so far.
Chair Hurd: Sure, absolutely.

Director Bensley: So, in our definitions one family semidetached is defined. Dwelling is a dwelling designed
for and occupied by a single family having one party wall and one side yard per permitted zoning law. So,
each one would have to be on a different lot. Where duplex is a detached dwelling designed for and
occupied by two families living together independently of each other. So that would be on the same lot.
For multiplexes, our multifamily dwelling definition is a building arranged or intended or designed to be
occupied by three or more families living independently of each other. So that would cover triplexes,
qguadplexes, any three or more units that would be together would be covered under that multifamily
dwelling definition.

Chair Hurd: Ok.

Director Bensley: And then dwelling row or group is a building consisting of a series of three or more non-
communicating one family sections having one common wall between each two adjacent sections. That's
when you start to get into the rowhomes.
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Chair Hurd: So, for line 162, do we need to have a different title there? Because it says one family dwelling
such as townhouses and row houses when we don’t really have (inaudible). Shouldn’t that say one family
attached dwelling?

Mr. Rogers: That’s the intent but you know | don’t think it would hurt to put it in there. | think such as gets
you there, but it leaves it a little open to interpretation.

Chair Hurd: Where is there a definition from our definitions that we want to use?

Director Bensley: So, the reference to Section 32-13 for RR district that is, the RR district is titled row or
townhouses. So that’s how RR is defined in the section that’s referenced here.

Chair Hurd: Ok, so they are defined as attached dwellings? Do we want to put the word attached in there
to let people know that we’re talking about you know attached things. Because otherwise it looks like a
single-family dwelling, which | don’t think we’ve actually gotten here. Well sort of with the semidetached,
| guess. That just popped out at me and I’'m just trying to get some clarification as to like did it get missed
or is it ok the way it is with the definition.

Mr. Rogers: It only refers to townhouses and rowhouses which are attached houses, so | don’t think it
hurts to put it in there so there’s no room for confusion. That a single family detached is somehow.

Chair Hurd: A single family detached is not in here. So that’s, right? I'm not wrong about that.

Director Bensley: You are not, and | think the intention behind this was to start to have a zoning district
where we start to dip our toe into an expanded inclusionary zoning type area. So, to get more of the, to
have a district where these things are less siloed and there’s more possibility.

Chair Hurd: Right, so pulling some things out of RD, some things out of RR, got it. | understand thank you.
Alright.

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman, if | could just interrupt you, | have a signal that just came up 5
minutes left in your meeting?

Director Bensley: That’s only if we turn it off.
Commissioner Silverman: Ok, thank you.

Chair Hurd: Alright that was it from me for specific comments on the language. I'll open it to public
comment, is there any public comment on Exhibit C, RA districts? No, ok is there anyone here from the
public that would like to speak on this topic? Ok, anyone online? Ok, we close public comment on Exhibit
C. Yes?

Commissioner Kadar: Just for clarification, did you have some specific language that you wanted to change
in Exhibit C?

Chair Hurd: | wanted to add the word “attached” after one family on line 162.

Commissioner Kadar: So, one family attached dwelling, got it thank you.

Chair Hurd: Right, thank you that was my only thing. Any further comments or questions?

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman | had to leave for a moment, did we extend the meeting at 9:00?
Chair Hurd: I’'m about to do that.

Commissioner Silverman: Thank you.

Chair Hurd: This is why he’s a good vice chair. I'm going to exert the Chair’s prerogative to extend the
meeting to 9:30. Alright so that takes care of Exhibit C. Now Exhibit D, proposed revisions to Section 32-
18, BB districts. Why don’t we start with Commissioner Kadar.

Commissioner Kadar: | have no comments.
Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Silverman?
Commissioner Silverman: | have no comments.
Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: Nothing from me, thank you.
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Chair Hurd: Alright, Commissioner Williamson?
Commissioner Williamson: No comments thank you.
Chair Hurd: Ok, Commissioner Bradley?
Commissioner Bradley: | have no comments.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. | had two questions that | had sent you earlier Renee but I'm not sure if | got
an email back? Line 39 | think that word site should be side. It says “minimum lot on one site shall be 218
feet” | agree.

Mr. Rogers: That’s existing language we didn’t touch, it’s a typo.

Chair Hurd: Ok, and the other one that | think is also in the existing language but line 139. So “35 feet or
three stories shall have a 15-foot setback requirement subject to the revisions of Article XXV which is
Landscaping” Now Article XXV is brought up in item 6, Rear Yards, but | didn’t know how that applied to
setbacks. Whether that’s just a hang over as well?

Director Bensley: We didn’t change that language, so we’d have to go back to the original ordinance to
see if there was a typo or something.

Chair Hurd: Ok. So, I'm just going to throw out that sort of jumped out at me. Because it doesn’t talk about
itin item A when we’re talking about the portions of the low having a setback and such. So, | was expecting
that to be like one of the other things where it talks about height, subject to provisions about intent,
aerials, and other things that have exceptions so | thought this would be the same.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chairman? Well one could read that as saying if you have a setback in the
fourth floor and you have an outdoor patio that counts as landscaping.

Chair Hurd: Oh right, so then it could be in the setback.
Commissioner Williamson: Yes, even though it’s elevated, maybe.

Mr. Rogers: | saw your comment in the email chain. It could mean that A is an end that and the zero front
setback is subject to street trees per Article XXV that is trying to encompass really, it’s really addressing A.
But since A and B are ends then both are subject in article, there’s nothing in Article XXV that’s unique
anything above 35 feet. So at least it’s getting street trees in A.

Chair Hurd: Ok. And the last thing I’'m going to bring up, which is the can of worms, but a small can of
worms. There was raised at the joint meeting that the possibility of site plan approval could grant you a
bonus floor so if that is in fact true, | feel that we need to have language in the building setback lines to
address any portion of the building above the 5" story. However, it might come about with a further
setback. Because | will say the concerns I've been hearing from Council and others is that they don’t want
the tall, intrusive buildings | think the way to address that is to keep the setback for higher and higher
portions of the building. What | don’t want to create, and | think Solicitor Bilodeau had brought this up, is
that if we put in language that says portions of the building above the 5 stories now there’s a possibility
of saying well, | could have a portion of the building above 5 stories. So, | don’t know chicken and egg
wise, which way we are and where we go on that.

Director Bensley: So, my thought on that would be that if anything above 5 stories is site plan approval
and they’re going to have to, | think when you’re talking about an additional story, you're talking about a
pretty big ask right now. So, | think part of that would likely be conditioned on that there be a setback.

Chair Hurd: Ok, | like that thought. Ok. So, we don’t add it here, we keep it as the way it’s written, 5 stories
that’s the top that’s the end and if they feel they can make an argument for 6 stories then they have to
come in with lots of. Ok. That addresses my concern. Because it had come up and it was kind of discussed
but it didn’t really get resolved and this is the first time that we’re looking at that language post that
meeting. Alright, is there any submitted public comment? Anyone from the public who wishes to speak
on Exhibit D, the BB district zoning? You’re good? Ok. Anyone online? Well maybe because we haven’t
made...

Director Bensley: So, we do have one person online who would like to comment.
Chair Hurd: Oh, ok.

Director Bensley: Melanie Milburn Townsend?
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Chair Hurd: Are you able to? Melanie, we have lost our Administrative Professional briefly but...
Director Bensley: You should be able to unmute yourself now.

Mrs. Milburn: Ok, can you hear me?

Chair Hurd: Yes.

Mrs. Milburn: Ok my name is Melanie Townsend Milburn; | live in Stafford. And | am not sure if | heard
you right but are you saying that there is going to be a limitation on the height to 5 stories with potentially
an occasional exception for one more story above that?

Chair Hurd: So, the code as amended right now says the maximum height is 5 stories or 65 feet. What had
come up in previous discussions is that site plan approval does have provisions for bonus height and
because of the way we round things you get you know 20% which is 0.8 and that rounds to 1, 15% thank
you. But that would be through the discretionary site plan approval process, which has a lot of restrictions
and conditions and the ability for us to say no to a project if we don’t feel that what’s being asked for is
being balanced by what’s being given. So, | wouldn’t say that there’s going to be lots of exceptions to it,
it’s going to be, someone has to make a strong argument for it.

Mrs. Milburn: Ok, so | think that is settling a little bit, so thank you.
Chair Hurd: Is that all you have?
Mrs. Milburn: Yes thanks.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair just to follow up if there is a 6™ floor, does it go to Council for
approval or?

Chair Hurd: It goes through us, but it does go to Council but because it’s discretionary site plan approval
they can reject it. Even if everything else is code compliant.

Commissioner Williamson: So ultimately, it’s up to Council.
Chair Hurd: Ultimately yes. Ma’am if you wanted to.

Mrs. Hart: So, are you saying that if it is more than 5 stories say 6 or 7 it has to be moved back, did you
say that or am | misinterpreting?

Chair Hurd: You’re not, | suggested that. Director Bensley has pointed out that the only way to do that is
through the discretionary site plan approval process so knowing currently how Council feels about tops
of buildings over 5 stories | sort of agree that hypothetically if someone were to come to us with a building
that had a 6% story, they would be wise to make sure that it was well set back and screened and didn’t
contribute to a feeling of excessive height if they were seeking to get it approved because | think if they
came in with something that went 3, 5 then went to 6, Council would say no. So that’s conjecture but
that’s why we would have the discretionary site plan approval process is because it gives us some flexibility
on projects, but it also gives us the ability to, or Council | should say, to approve it with more discretionary
ability to approve or reject a project then they do if it’s a code submitted project.

Mrs. Hart: But would it have to be built back a certain number of feet?

Chair Hurd: So, it wouldn’t have to be in the, because the code doesn’t say it has to be, but the discretion
would say that 6™ story needs to be setback or we’re not approving the project and in that particular
section of the code we can say that.

Mrs. Hart: Ok thank you.

Chair Hurd: Ok any further public comment? Ok we’re going to close public comment. Ok, any final
comments or anything for the Commission before we move to the motion? Ok. Mr. Secretary?

Commissioner Kadar: Alright let’s hope this works. | move that the Planning Commission recommend
that Council adopt the proposed changes to Chapter 27, Appendix Il, Design Requirements for Parking
Lots, Chapter 32, Section 32-12, RA districts, multifamily dwellings, high-rise apartments, with the
addition to line 162 of the following “one family attached dwelling...” and Chapter 32, Section 32-18,
BB districts, central business district as presented in exhibits A, C, and D in the memo to Planning
Commission dated September 27, 2022.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
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Commissioner Bradley: Second.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Any discussion to the motion? Alright seeing none we’ll move to the vote.
Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: | vote aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Stine?

Commissioner Stine: | vote aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: | vote aye please.

Chair Hurd: Alright, Commissioner Bradley?

Commissioner Bradley: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye as well, motion passes 6 to 0. Ok. Thank you.
6. Informational Items

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 6, informational items. Let’s start with the Planning Director’s report.

Director Bensley: Ok, it’s been a while since we’ve gathered at a regular meeting, so it’s a little lengthy
but I'll make it as quick as | can. So, in talking about our agenda, so the last time we met regularly, and |
gave a report was August 2", so I’'m going to update you since then. Council meetings: August 8%, they
approved the Comprehensive Development Plan 2.0, the Office of State Planning informed us that they
are considering it a Comprehensive Development Plan update not a new plan, so the new plan is effective
as of August 8. We do not have to wait for additional PLUS review or governor signature. August 15%,
we started with our budget process which I'll elaborate more on as | go through. August 22", we had a
discussion regarding 30 South Chapel Street. Council removed those plans from the agenda and had a
discussion with the applicant about what they would like to see. While there was not clear direction from
Council coming out of that meeting, the applicant did meet with Planning staff to review, and updated
concept that they are working on for submittal. | have been told that the night that the BB district changes
are approved, | will be handed a stack of plans for the project to take with me at the end of the night so
they will be first in line under the new standards. The August 25" joint Planning Commission and Council
meeting, you guys know what happened there. August 29", we had our departmental budget hearing for
2023, September 26" we had a discussion on revamping parking fines and getting direction from Council
to revamp the parking fine structure to where instead of an initial fine where if you pay late, you get
penalties and additional fees added on, we will be revamping our structure to have a higher base fine but
to provide a 50% discount if it is paid within 15 days. So that ordinance is going to first reading this
upcoming Monday, October 24" and second reading on November 14%. We also had a request for an
annexation amendment for 4 Georgian Circle at that meeting; they did adopt that amendment waiving
the sewer requirement for 4 Georgian Circle until such time that City sewer is extended into the front of
their property, but they did maintain the requirement to hook up to City water. There was at that time
potentially to be a discussion on height bonuses in the BB zone with an affordable housing component
but that was removed from the agenda, so we did not discuss that. And the first reading for the 25 North
Chapel Street was also that night. October 3™ was the Council financial workshop where you know Council
kind of comes together with all the budget requests and we say this is how much revenue we’re
anticipating, here’s the anticipated expenses, here’s the delta in between, how do you want to fill it? So,
Council had that discussion, a lot of it from their direction is going to be coming from Planning and
Development because they are talking about raising parking fees and parking fines and subdivision fees,
and rental permit fees all of which are part of our department. The Council financial workshop was
supposed to be October 3™ but was delayed to October 10™ due to technical difficulties so that | did not
change. October 17" which was last night we presented to Council, you may have seen it in the Newark
Post this morning, a plan in conjunction with DART to potentially offer a microtransit service in the City of
Newark to replace the Unicity bus service. So we got relatively positive feedback about that last night so
we’re going to be moving forward with the public hearing and input process on that. We are looking to
move that forward with a July 1 launch date after we get through all the comment period and refine
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everything and look to move forward. Looking forward for Council meetings, October 24" we have the
North Chapel Street project which is the second reading for the rezoning, major subdivision by site plan
approval, and special use permit. We also have the first reading for our nuisance property ordinance as
well as the first reading for our parking fine changes. There is also the joint Planning Commission and
Council meeting scheduled for November 3™ which is the review of the proposed Transportation
Improvement District. And we are currently waiting to schedule the 1119 South College Avenue project
which is the hotel that’s going to be built on the site where the Red Roof Inn is currently. We got the ok
from Public Works yesterday on the materials they submitted that had to be reviewed prior to Council, so
this should be scheduled fairly soon. Other happenings, BB and RA zoning changes, you guys know where
that is so no more to be said about that. Downtown parking strategy implementation, | went over the
parking fines portion of it so that ordinance is coming forward. Senior Planner Mike Fortner has been
working with representatives from our various departments for the parking lot design requirement
changes from the Kimley-Horn report and that item should be on your December Planning Commission
Agenda, we were looking at November but since we weren’t sure how BB and RA was going to go, we
thought we would give that a little room to breathe which seemed to be the right decision. Discussion
about parking rates has been included in the 2023 budget discussions, we did receive direction at the
financial workshop to consider increases higher than what was recommended and we’re meeting
internally tomorrow to finalize a revised recommendation for the November budget hearing. Property
maintenance code updates and nuisance property ordinance, the staff worked with all of the departments
to review the nuisance properties ordinances. Issues regarding incorporation of police offenses and
associate reporting issues have been worked out and we are scheduled for first reading at the October
24 Council meeting as | mentioned previously. We are also scheduled to meet with the Newark Landlords
Association to get their feedback on the ordinance and we will provide a supplemental memo to Council
with their feedback. Comprehensive Plan V project’s officially complete so yay for that. Our next Planning
Commission meeting is November 1°t and there’s as | mentioned a joint Planning Commission and Council
meeting on November 3. Looking at plan reviews submitted since our last meeting, 44 Corbit Street, an
administrative subdivision, to move approximately 180 square feet of 44 Corbit Street to 81 New London
Road was submitted and is out for comments with staff. 29 West Park Place is another administrative
subdivision that’s come in to combine 29 West Park Place with an adjacent land locked parcel that’s also
out for comments. 532 Old Barksdale Road turned in their 3™ submission and they have been scheduled
for the November 1% Planning Commission meeting. Existing project updates, you guys heard about 30
South Chapel, 25 North Chapel, and 1119 South College Avenue. The 339, 341, and 349 East Main Street
as well as 65 South Chapel Street have been put on hold as they were offered to be scheduled for Planning
Commission and they have asked to wait. So, we will see where that falls. 1115 South College Avenue
which is the Friendly’s site, the SAC comments are in for that sketch plan and a letter will be going out
soon for that. 55 Benny Street which is a pack of townhouse style apartments also has SAC comments in
and a letter will be going out soon. Submissions that are still in our queue for review are 249 East Main
Street which we’re pretty close to having all comments on that, and then 178, 182, and 186 South Main
Street and 528 Old Barksdale Road, is also in our queue, waiting on a response for the applicant. We have
SAC letters out for 244 Kells Avenue, 515 Capitol Trail, and 1025 and 1033 Barksdale Road. And then just
a couple of staffing updates, you all may have guessed but since our last full Planning Commission
meeting, I’'m now the permanent Director of Planning and Development so hooray for that. The first round
of interviews for the new Deputy Director of Planning and Development was on October 10™" and we will
be scheduling a second round of interviews. Mike Fortner has been promoted to Senior Planner effective
August 29%™. With the creation of this position, there’s now a three-tier career ladder for planners in our
department to provide opportunities for growth and advancement and last but certainly not least
welcome to Scott Bradley now representing District 3. So that’s my update.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Was there anything you wanted to say about, | guess the quarterly report covers
much of what you’ve covered so we don’t need to discuss that.

7. New Business

Chair Hurd: So briefly as we’re pushing 9:30 here is there any new business that the commissioners would
like to bring forward for consideration on a future agenda? No, ok.

Commissioner Williamson: Mr. Chair just picking up on my one topic, the city manager talked about the
undergrounding over 20 years ago so just an idea, at some point, who knows there might be grant money,
there might be other reasons to revisit that.

Chair Hurd: Yeah, | think certainly a feasibility study, or something would need to be done.
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Commissioner Williamson: Yeah.
8. General Public Comment

Chair Hurd: Ok that takes us to general public comment for any items not on the agenda but related to
the work of the Planning Commission, anything submitted? Anyone online wishing to give general public
comment. Alright seeing none we’ll close general public comment, and that brings us to the end of the
agenda and that closes the meeting.

Chair Hurd adjourned the meeting at 9:31 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Karl Kadar, Secretary
As transcribed by Katie Dinsmore
Planning and Development Department Administrative Professional |
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