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CITY OF NEWARK
DELAWARE

PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES

MICROSOFT TEAMS
MEETING CONDUCTED IN PERSON

APRIL 23, 2024
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

Alexine Cloonan

Kazy Tauginas

Commissioners Absent:
Scott Bradley

Staff Present:

Renee Bensley, Director of Planning and Development
Paul Bilodeau, City Solicitor

Katelyn Dinsmore, Administrative Professional |

Josh Solge, Planner Il

Ellie Vigliotta, IT Lead Desktop Support

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

Chair Hurd: Am | coming through?
Ms. Dinsmore: Yes.

Chair Hurd: All right, good evening, everyone, and welcome to the April 23, 2024, City of Newark Planning
Commission meeting in our new temporary location, thank you all for your understanding. This is Will
Hurd, Chair of the Planning Commission. We are conducting this hybrid meeting through the Microsoft
Teams platform. I'd like to provide the guidelines for the meeting structure so that everyone is able to
participate. At the beginning of each agenda 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 comments they would like to add later, they should ask the Chair to be recognized again when
all 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 agenda item and are attending in person, they should sign up on the
sheet near the entrance and they 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 the speaker’s microphone and camera will be enabled so the speaker can turn them on. We are
unable to remotely turn on cameras or microphones in Microsoft Teams. All speakers must identify
themselves prior to speaking. Public comments are limited to 5 minutes per person and must pertain to
the item under consideration. Comments in the Microsoft Teams chart will not be considered part of the
public record for the meeting unless they are requested to be read into the record. We follow public
comment with further questions and discussion from the Commissioners then the motions and voting by



59
60
61
62
63

64

65

66
67

68

69
70

71
72

73
74
75

76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102

103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111

roll call for all land use items. Commissioners will need to articulate the reasons for their vote for all land
use items and all votes must be audible, no hand signs. If there are any issues during the meeting, we may
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 10006A, technological failure
does not affect the validity of these meetings, nor the validity of any actions taken in these meetings.

1. Chair’s Remarks

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 1 Chair’s remarks. | don’t have anything except for welcome to our tiny
room.

2. Minutes

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 2 the minutes. Are there any corrections to the minutes from March 5%?
All right seeing none the minutes are approved by acclimation.

3. Review and consideration of the Comprehensive Development Plan amendment, rezoning and
minor subdivision with site plan approval for 50-54 Corbit Street

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 3 the review and consideration of the Comprehensive Development Plan
amendment, rezoning and minor subdivision with site plan approval for 50-54 Corbit Street. Director
Bensley, are you starting?

Director Bensley: Just knocking things over with the microphone cord. We’ll all get through this together.
Welcome everybody, the land use application before you this evening is a Comprehensive Development
Plan amendment, rezoning, and minor subdivision with site plan approval for 0.316 acres located at 50-54
Corbit Street. The applicant is requesting approval of plans to construct five 3-story, four-bedroom
townhome apartments. The plan also requires the demolition of two existing 2-story houses and a garage.
The property is located on the east side of Corbit Street just across from the intersection of Corbit Street
and Terry Lane. The existing zoning for parcels at 50 and 54 Corbit Street is RD (one-family semidetached
residential). The existing single-family homes, currently operated as rentals, are permitted use in the RD
district. The proposed zoning for the parcels is RM. Townhome-style apartments, as proposed, are
permitted use in the RM zoning district as garden apartments. The proposed plan does not currently
conform to Comprehensive Development Plan V 2.0 and will require a Comprehensive Development Plan
amendment to change the designation of 50 and 54 Corbit Street from “Residential, Low Density” to
“Residential, High Density.” 50 and 54 Corbit Street are included in Planning Section “A” of the Comp Plan
which calls for “Residential, Low Density” uses at the site currently, conforming to the existing RD and RM
zoning. Residential, Low-Density use is defined in the Comp Plan as “Residential dwelling units that include
single-family detached and semidetached row or town homes with densities of 11 or fewer dwelling units
per acre.” The plan proposes garden apartments at 16 dwelling units per acre therefore it needs an
amendment to change it to “Residential, High Density”, defined as “Multifamily residential dwelling units
with densities over 11 and up to 36 units per acre.”

Within Planning Section "A”, 50 and 54 Corbit Street are located in Focus Area #1. Focus Area #1 identifies
the east side of Corbit Street, where these properties reside, as appropriate for “Residential, High Density”
7 developments. It notes that redevelopment should have appropriate architecture to compliment the
surrounding residential neighborhood and site design should provide amenities to encourage walking,
bicycling, and transit use. A sidewalk is already present for pedestrian use along Corbit Street. The project
will provide bicycle parking along the rear of the site for residents and visitors to lock up bicycles. The
proposal for high density residential in the form of townhome style apartments is comparable to the other
nearby townhome sections of New London Road and West Cleveland Avenue.

This proposed development does meet all requirements detailed in Chapter 27, Subdivisions, and it should
be noted that Chapter 27, Appendix VI requires multifamily single lot subdivisions to dedicate land for park
and playgrounds, and the code details that the director of Public Works and Water Resources and the
director of Parks and Recreation may recommend to City Council that the developer submit a cash
payment in lieu of dedication where it is deemed that the drainage capability or other conditions at a site
are not adequate for recreation purposes. As the site is approximately three tenths of an acre, the size of
the lot is not adequate for any active recreation purposes in addition to the development. The Director of
Parks and Recreation requires the developer pay $700 per unit for a total of $3,500 for cash in lieu of land.
With this payment, the plan will fully comply with the subdivision ordinance. This required payment will
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be memorialized in the subdivision agreement for this project and Council’s approval of the subdivision
agreement with that provision accepts this recommendation.

Regarding site plan approval, our code Section 32-97 provides for alternatives for new development and
redevelopment proposals to encourage variety and flexibility, and to provide the opportunity for energy
efficient land use by permitting reasonable variations from the use and area regulations. Site plan approval
shall be based upon distinctiveness and excellence of site arrangement and design and there are seven
criteria that are set as goals for this section.

In this case, the applicant is requesting Site Plan Approval for relief from several area requirements.
Specifically, the plan requests relief from the requirements for lot coverage, lot size, open area, parking
setbacks, lot setbacks on the north and south, and side yard setback on the north and south. Additionally,
when this request was originally generated Parks and Recreation provided a comment in the last round of
review noting the requirement for landscape screening or fencing in the RM and adjacent RD lots. As these
lots share a driveway with this property, the applicant plans to add a request for relief for this requirement
when bringing it to Council. One of the adjacent property owners has already submitted a letter of support
for this and the applicant is working to reach out to the other property owner prior to Council. The
Planning Commission will need to consider these requested area regulation exceptions against the
standards of excellence as outlined in Section 32-97 and the developer’s site plan approval submission.
Regarding parking, the proposed use of garden apartments requires two off-street parking spaces per
dwelling unit, plus one additional off-street parking space for each dwelling unit with more than three
bedrooms. With four bedrooms in each unit, the project requires 15 parking spaces, all of which are
provided in a lot located behind the buildings. Additionally, parking is not permitted on Corbit Street and
residents will not be issued residential parking permits for nearby streets so this project will not lead to
overcrowded parking on City streets. Regarding traffic, Corbit Street is not a State owned and maintained
roadway. The proposed development, with 5 apartment units including 20 bedrooms, is not expected to
result in any significant traffic impact to Corbit Street. The proposed development is subject to the
Transportation Improvement District adopted by the City Council on March 27, 2023, and a Traffic Impact
Study is therefore not required. Fees will be assessed as part of the Transportation Improvement District
according to the net addition of new housing units.

The proposed apartment location is within walking distance of West Main Street and the west side of
University of Delaware’s campus, approximately half a mile from Willard Hall, Trabant University Center,
and Lerner Hall. The site is within three quarters of a mile of a major grocery store and other retail at
Fairfield Shopping Center. While New London Road is a busy road with higher speeds than residential
streets, there are sidewalks connecting this property to nearby amenities, particularly on West Main
Street, that provide a ready alternative to using an automobile. Further, a virtual bus stop for the DART
Connect micro transit service is located at the corner of Corbit Street and Wilson Street, less than 250 feet
from the proposed townhomes.

The staff recommendation is that because the Comprehensive Development Plan amendment, rezoning
and minor subdivision with site plan approval, with the conditions recommended above by the Subdivision
Advisory Committee, should not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby properties, and because
the proposed use does not conflict with the development pattern in the nearby area, the Planning and
Development Department recommends that the Planning Commission take the actions of recommending
the approval, or recommending to City Council the approval of the Comp Plan amendment, rezoning, and
the minor subdivision with site plan approval. And that concludes my presentation.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. All right, who's presenting for Hillcrest? Please state your name for the record and
make sure the microphone is pointing at you. All right, are we sure that’s turned on?

Mr. Schreier: It’s green. Ok, Tom Schreier, Hillcrest Associates. Unique opportunity this evening to actually
present two projects so in the interest of time I'll try to keep the presentation brief. As we all know the
Planning Department has done an excellent job in usual fashion preparing a report for each project. First
up as Renee mentioned, we had 50-54 Corbit Street a minor subdivision, rezoning, and Comprehensive
Development Plan and site plan approval. I'm assuming | should just say next slide and it’s going to?
Perfect, next slide please. Here with me tonight are the property owners and developers and their families
as well as my colleagues, Matt Longo, and Laura Enghofer. Next slide. So, the parcel is located in the triangle
between New London Road and Route 273 which is within the area known as Planning Section A. More
specifically this area is Focus Area #1, which has recommendations for future use as high density along
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with locations along New London Road, Wilson Street, Church Street, Ray Street, and the east side of
Corbit Street. Next slide.

The subject properties are located on the east side of Corbit Street, both are currently zoned RD and are
comprised of approximately 0.3 acres. The properties currently have 2 two-story single-family homes,
sorry about that, but the remainder of the site is currently covered by asphalt driveways and parking
spaces. Uniquely both of these properties share a common driveway with the neighboring property but
not themselves. As a sidenote, many of the deviations | will be requesting this evening are consistent with
the current conditions of the existing property. Obviously, the lot size, the parking and loading setbacks
being that we share the driveway with the adjoining neighbor, the perimeter street setback and then the
exterior lot line setbacks as well. Next slide.

Our proposal is a three story, five unit with four bedrooms style townhouse apartment building. It has a
surface parking lot in the rear which is accessed by two ten-foot-wide one-way drive aisles. The entrance
to the project is on the north of the street and the exit is on the south of street which was requested by
Public Works to keep exiting vehicles away from the intersection with Terry Lane. Next slide please. As
previously mentioned, the properties are currently zoned RD, our proposal is to rezone them to RM, as
shown within the city zoning map on the screen. The properties currently adjoin along our eastern
property boundary of other properties zoned RM which those properties have gone along a similar process
as we are this evening. Furthermore, this rezoning does align with the recommendation of Focus Area #1.
Next slide please. So, as Renee mentioned, this project is seeking approval under the provisions of the site
plan approval. As you know this section allows for alternatives for proposals to encourage variety and
flexibility and to provide the opportunity for energy efficient land use permitted by reasonable variations
from the use of area regulations. So, the deviations we’re working towards are on the next slide would be
the maximum lot coverage, RM district permits 20% we are providing 24.8% which is a plus 4.8% deviation.
Our minimum lot size for RM is one acre and the current two properties comprise 0.316 acres which is a
negative 0.684-acre deviation. Parking and loading are required at a 10-foot setback from property lines,
as we share a common property line with our adjoining neighbors, our provided setback is 0 feet which is
a negative 10-foot deviation. For building setback our perimeter setback is, perimeter street setback which
would be considered your front yard along Corbit is required to have 30 feet, we are providing 17.9 feet
which is actually greater than what the existing condition is today. In terms of exterior lot lines, we are
required to provide 25 feet so I'll kind of move around it from the north. The north is 12.1, our south is 11
and our west which again is the perimeter street setback is 17.9. Similarly, the side yard setback for the
RM zoning district is 20 so our side yard to the north which is the same deviation as the exterior lot line to
the north is 12.1. And our side yard to the south which is the same deviation from our exterior lot line
south is 11.

Per the requirements, and you can go to the next slide, the site plan approval shall be based upon
distinctiveness and excellence of site arrangement and design including but not limited to the seven
criteria as Renee stated earlier. So, although this project is requesting a deviation from the minimum open
area based on other recent approvals within the city the consensus is that less amount of open space
provided by redevelopment projects equals less space for large gatherings, however the open space within
this application is actually along Corbit Street, which is the frontage which adds to the aesthetic appeal
and enhances the overall streetscape of the existent roadway. For the unique treatment of parking
facilities, we are currently required to provide 15 parking spaces because our units have 3 bedrooms or
more and therefore, we’re required to provide 3 spaces. The proposed site plan provides the required 15
but our unique treatment is that our car park is behind the buildings and therefore not visible in the street.

Furthermore, instead of accessing it via a 24-foot access way, we’re utilizing two ten-foot-wide one-way
driveways which provide a more residential look and feel for the overall neighborhood and streetscape of
the existing roadway. Next slide. One of the criteria is outstanding architecture, the architecture for this
project is obviously that of townhomes and the architecture design uses gables to break up the roof line
covered from porches, stone finishes on the face of the building, awnings, popouts and a variety of colors
and orientations to prevent the building face from being monotonous or bland. So, this is our streetscape
context rendering looking, this should be up Corbit Street away from New London and towards Route 273.
This picture was taken by Terry Lane. If you go to the next slide, this is looking back towards New London
and on the left side of the screen there you can kind of catch a glimpse of Campus Walk.

A couple more, the association with the natural environment including landscaping, all landscaping will be
native and drought tolerant and low water usage plants and meter exceed all applicable code
requirements. And then the relationship with the neighboring community, proposed development has a
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density of 16 units per acre which is consistent with the requested RM zoning and in line with the
development patterns in the nearby area. The project is also a bit different than most projects that come
before you, in that these units are proposed to have 4 bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms which is done on
purpose so it can appeal to a wide range of future tenants and owners. Lastly, energy conservation. This
building at this current time has not been fully vetted because we’re still in the preliminary stages but we
are hoping that this project will meet or exceed the requirements to provide 10 additional points from
Section 7-8(7) which is Energy Conservation.

Lastly is just a brief discussion of the Comprehensive Development Plan. As previously mentioned, the site
is located within Focus Area #1 which provides recommendations of appropriateness for consideration to
residential high density on the east side of Corbit Street which is where the project is located. With the
density of approximately 16 units per acre, this project requires a Comp Plan Development amendment
because we’re currently in low density which is up to 11 units per acre. High density permits 11 and less
than 36 units per acre. And as summary, because this project aligns with the future land use as stipulated
within the city’s Comprehensive Development Plan, as well as the development pattern in the nearby
areas, we feel that this project is a great candidate for site plan approval and with that being said we’ll
open up for any questions you all may have.

Chair Hurd: All right, thank you. We will begin with Commissioner Tauginas.
Commissioner Tauginas: | think I'm going to ask to recuse myself from this vote.
Chair Hurd: Use the microphone please.

Solicitor Bilodeau: Is the green light on?

Commissioner Tauginas: Hello? There’s no green light on. Ok, | just believe | have to recuse myself from
the vote because | do work with Nikolina, so don’t want to give the appearance of impropriety.

Chair Hurd: Understandable.

Solicitor Bilodeau: So generally, when you've refused, you’re welcome to sit or you could leave the room
as well whichever you feel more comfortable with.

Commissioner Tauginas: | mean | don’t want to elbow anyone on the way out, so I'll just hang out.
Chair Hurd: Just don’t make any faces.

Commissioner Tauginas: | won’t make any faces.

Solicitor Bilodeau: No histrionics.

Commissioner Tauginas: None.

Chair Hurd: All right, Commissioner Silverman.

Commissioner Silverman: Just a couple of things to point out before | get into the discussion, you are also
extinguishing the lot lines, correct?

Mr. Schreier: Correct, yes, there’s two parcels today and we’re extinguishing the common lot line between
them and creating one parcel as part of the project.

Commissioner Silverman: So, you’re not going to recreate lot lines with each of the units?
Mr. Schreier: No, we will not.
Commissioner Silverman: So, you will not be condominium developing this site eventually?

Mr. Schreier: | don’t think that we want to hold that out of our future plans, but currently no there is no
condominium being set up.

Commissioner Silverman: Ok and Focus Area #1 is very important here. There’s a lot of considerations that
go into it and | believe that one of the reasons why this area in the past when we redid the Comp Plan was
not designated high density, was City Council’s reluctance to do comprehensive rezoning or
comprehensive density changes. So, this is a unique site within the context so that’s one of the reasons
why | believe in rezoning. Something that should also be pointed out is about 100 feet away and is a part
of the university on southwest Main Street in addition to public transit that’s available on the site, the site
is a very difficult site to work with. The land use patterns and then the property lines in the area are jack-
jawed, nothing’s regular. I'm highly sympathetic to your approach to the site plan approval, | agree with
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that. You’re basically replacing the footprint and the impact of the (inaudible) is already there. So, there’s
no new intention from my point of view on this site. The type of unit you’re providing is consistent with
the units in the area. The relationship of the buildings to the road and other parcels is consistent within
the area. So generally speaking, | have no problem with rezoning, | support it. | support the site plan
approval and with respect to the site design, it’s a rather tight site. I’'m not troubled by anything that’s
being proposed.

Mr. Schreier: Thank you.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Cloonan.

Commissioner Cloonan: Renee | have a question on line 407. What is truss signage?
Director Bensley: Line 407 of the report?

Commissioner Cloonan: Yes.

Director Bensley: So, truss signage is signage that’s required to be placed if they use a certain type of truss,
it’s in the fire safety code so it would be in the roof attic area where the trusses are.

Commissioner Cloonan: Ok, | think | noticed on the new renderings that you’re showing the utilities on
the back side here is that correct? Those are your meters.

Mr. Schreier: Yes. The only thing that would change just to that just because of the latest comment, is that
the gas meters require a three-foot separation from the drive aisle. And they’re requesting them to move
them to the front of the building.

Commissioner Cloonan: And where are your exterior air conditioning units going to go?
Mr. Schreier: They are also at the back of the building along the sidewalks next to the entrances.

Commissioner Cloonan: And when you say along the sidewalks it looks like they’re going to be sitting on
top of the sidewalks?

Mr. Schreier: Correct, yep, so if you could just go to the rendering? Yep, so that sidewalk along the back is
where the trash refuse containers as well as the AC units will be located. So, HVAC will have an entrance
door with one or two steps that go down and then the parking, and they can access their cars at that
location.

Commissioner Cloonan: So that back sidewalk area is curbed I’'m assuming?
Mr. Schreier: It is curved and it’s 5 feet wide plus the 8-inch curb so it’s 5 feet 8 inches.

Commissioner Cloonan: So, the AC units are going to take up the entire space so it’s not really a sidewalk
it’s a really a utility pad.

Mr. Schreier: Yes, exactly.
Commissioner Cloonan: And have you located your fire hydrant connections yet?

Mr. Schreier: In terms of our, we’re not providing any fire hydrants as part of this, but the water is right
out in front of Corbit Street, and we are bringing it in from there and then taking a main across the front
of the property and then coming into each unit with the domestic as well as the fire.

Commissioner Cloonan: Do you need a connection on the face of the building?

Mr. Schreier: Yes, there’ll be a fire connection for each unit.

Commissioner Cloonan: On the front of the building?

Mr. Schreier: Correct.

Commissioner Cloonan: So, you now have the gas meters and fire connections, five of them?
Mr. Schreier: Yes.

Commissioner Cloonan: Ok. And you said the trash cans are going to be in the back. Then on trash day do
they roll them to the front?

Mr. Schreier: Yes.
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Commissioner Cloonan: All right. This is maybe a strange question for you, but why a Kentucky Coffee
Tree?

Mr. Schreier: In the past Tom Zaleski who was a part of Parks and Rec really had a liking for them, so he
felt that the typical Acer Rubrum was overused throughout the city and suggested that if we were going
to put the same tree everywhere in our development projects, then the Kentucky Coffee Tree was
appropriate. If you have something that you like, we’re willing to work with you and add that.

Commissioner Cloonan: Well, | ask about the Kentucky Coffee Tree because they put out these enormous
seed pods every spring, which are not what you usually want over your sidewalks. And they have very
large leaves in the fall so it’s not a neat tree. But if you want my preference, I’'m a follower of Tallamy. |
would recommend Willow Oaks because they’re very easy to clean up after and they’re moderately fast
growers. But that’s my plug for oak trees.

Mr. Schreier: Perfect. Note:

Commissioner Cloonan: Thank you. All right, | do like the fact that you put the car park behind the building,
and | actually do like the fact that you have a small area for a picnic table or a grill or something because |
think you’re absolutely right. It’s a demographic shift away from students and we’re going to have to plan
for different uses for this housing. So, thank you for considering that. Having said that | don’t think there’s
enough open space on this plan. And I’'m not in favor of this much lot coverage. Ok, that’s it for me.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. Commissioner Kadar.

Commissioner Kadar: Green light, we’re good. Just a few comments and some questions. Line on the
Planning Department’s report, line 202 to 204 and you mentioned it during your presentation, the open
space, there’s less amount of open space provided within these redevelopment projects equals less space
for students to hold parties and large gatherings. | must say, that’s a very novel argument, and not one
that | would make. And when we get to the next project, we’ll talk again. But really, | find that
absolutely...if | was a student going to the University of Delaware, I'd be offended with the fact that you're
not meeting the requirements for open space on a lot simply because you don’t trust me to maintain the
space. Enough said. Further, lines 212 to 219 you talk about the driveway and how you’re making it look
like a more residential area by having in and out ten-foot driveways. Well, if you look at your plot plan,
you're also tied into the building next door. Which also has about a 10-to-12-foot driveway. So, it's one
massive 22-foot driveway with separation, so it’s not really going to look like a residential area. My last
point. Contrary to what my esteemed colleague Mr. Silverman said earlier, | don’t look at a trapezoid lot
as being a difficult land use decision. We’ve seen worse believe me. And | find it hard to believe that for
almost every requirement in the code, you’re exceeding or coming short on. It’s as though no attempt
was made to stay within most of the requirements or did you just ignore most of the requirements
because you were going to put in your four-bedroom unit to get all the housing in. | don’t mind one or
two but almost everything is out, ok? So based on that basis | have no problem in modifying the
Comprehensive Plan, | think it’s totally appropriate given what’s going on in that neighborhood, | have no
problem modifying zoning restrictions, however | do have a problem with approving site plan as you
presented here. And | think you can go back, and you can make some appropriate changes to hit more of
these parameters. That’s all | have to say.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Commissioner Williamson.

Commissioner Williamson: Thank you. A couple of questions. Is there a deed restriction or some other
requirement that requires the maintenance of the shared driveway arrangement? In other words, could
you not have done the shared driveway, and the owner next door would be fine with that?

Mr. Schreier: To date there is not a maintenance agreement for the shared driveway.

Commissioner Williamson: But the question is where you required to maintain that shared driveway in
any way?

Mr. Schreier: We were not required, but the property to the south which is not a part of Campus Walk’s
development currently uses about 2.5 to 3 feet of our property to access the parking lot so by virtue of
our development we’re kind of in some terms being a good neighbor keeping the existing situation what
it is so that the use of their driveway can continue. Which is in kind of conjunction with our request to not
provide the screening from both properties as well because it would impede access to both of those
properties that we’re sharing a driveway to.

Commissioner Williamson: But there’s no legal requirement.
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Mr. Schreier: There is no legal requirement that we share the driveway.
Commissioner Williamson: Are any of the five houses providing ADA accessible units?
Mr. Schreier: They are not.

Commissioner Williamson: | agree with my fellow commissioners that the non-provision of any really
usable open space, based on a fear of what students might do, is not a good reason, | wish the Planning
Department would not use that anymore. No ADA, I've asked the Planning Department a year ago to come
up with something so that these townhouse style developments essentially don’t have to do any ADA and
| think that’s a great loss to the ADA community and no on-site open space...the back side was trash cans
and gas meters, this is, except for the front setback this is a Baltimore row house. And | don’t see
excellence in design, it has gables on it, but everything has gables on it. So, I've struggled with this a lot.
It’s either the wrong zoning, along with the ten deviations or so from the code. So, it’s either the wrong
zoning for the project, the wrong project for the zoning, or the wrong standards are in the code, it’s got
to be one of those three. So, we either got to change the code so we don’t have these all the time, or not
many, | mean this project, | think there could be a better project. I’'m not inclined to support the project.

Chair Hurd: Are you done?
Commissioner Williamson: Yes, thank you.
Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you. Thank you all. Well, | guess...

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman, may | respond? With the exception of your comments, may |
respond?

Chair Hurd: Yes.

Commissioner Silverman: | am very much in agreement with Commissioner Williamson with respect to
the usefulness of the site design criteria which is designed for green field. We're trying to use that in an
urban setting, and | don’t want to penalize the applicant because of that. | think the deviations are not
inconsistent with the existing housing and layouts that are found within the community. So, this isn’t a
one off that’s going to be an exception. This very likely mimics what’s in the area, literally on Corbit Street.
And secondly, | think open space is in the eyes of the beholder. When | go down Cleveland Avenue, | see
a lot of often useful open space for outdoor recreation in a very small distance between the sidewalk and
the front porch and that type of open space is provided along this property. If we’re talking about how
open space is used, then we could argue it should be behind the building but that’s not how open space
is used particularly by students in our Newark community.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. | was going to actually concur with some of Commissioner Silverman’s-

Commissioner Silverman: Oh, and with respect to the comments about open space and gatherings and
activity, | believe that's almost a direct quote from the former chief of police in Newark. He was afraid of
open space around areas that college students inhabit or gather in. | don’t think that reflects the position
of the department.

Chair Hurd: Thank you | was going to kind of echo that. The struggle that we have here is trying to get the
denser zoning districts into the areas that can support the density, but those districts come with
assumptions about wanting a lot, with 20-foot setbacks and everything else and when you’re a third of an
acre it’s more challenging. But | would agree that its location on the lot is similar to that of its neighbors.
If not, in some ways better. As for the open space issue, | can just offer my personal experience of Benny
Street which we’re going to be talking about. Benny Street backs up to Chapel and on Chapel there are
several houses with large backyards with fences and there have been numerous really large parties in
those backyards. The new townhomes on Benny that have no backyard have had, like zero big parties. So,
| can see the difference between those two approaches of a house on the front and a big yard and basically
housing on the lot and | think in the appropriate areas, the density and that lot coverage is appropriate. It
wouldn’t be appropriate, say on Nottingham Road, to have 20 to 28% coverage in such. I’'m in general
favor | don’t think | have any questions, | will say thank you for looking ahead with these, this stems from
the four bedroom, 2.5 baths, as a planning for future because | think too many times we get 6 bedrooms,
6 bath townhome that can’t be anything but rented to students. So, | appreciate that. All right we will be
moving to public comment. Katie, do we have any submitted public comments to be read into the record?
Oh, you will be next sir.

Ms. Dinsmore: Yes, we have two that were submitted via email.
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Chair Hurd: Ok, are you able to read them?

Director Bensley: Do you have a microphone?

Ms. Dinsmore: | do not.

Director Bensley: It’s the two you emailed earlier?
Ms. Dinsmore: That’s correct.

Commissioner Cloonan: You got it Renee? Ok.
Director Bensley: Just need a minute to pull these up.
Ms. Dinsmore: One email for this project.

Director Bensley: This letter is from Kevin Mayhew from Mayhew Management, he says “I am writing to
the Planning Commission to express my support for the developer's request to seek relief from the code
requirement that would result in landscape screening or a fence between our properties on Corbit Street.
| own property adjacent to the proposed redevelopment site. Under both the current conditions and after
the proposed redevelopment, a shared driveway straddles our property line. Adding a fence through that
driveway, which we have amicably shared for many years, is not necessary and would, in fact, make it
more difficult to enter and exit my property. In most cases, this requirement is considered a benefit for
the adjacent property owners but, in this case, it would have a negative impact on me by limiting the
usable driveway space that | would have. For this reason, | ask that the Planning Commission recommend
that the City Council waive this code requirement for this project. Thanks, Kevin Mayhew” The second
email that was submitted was actually for both projects. So, do you want me to read it at once?

Chair Hurd: Why don’t we read it at once. And we’ll just remember.

Director Bensley: Ok, this is from Sean Stephenson from Hull Avenue which is located outside of city limits.
“Dear Planning Board, | am writing to express my full support for both the agenda items regarding the
Comprehensive Development Plan amendments, rezoning, and minor subdivision approvals for 50-54
Corbit Street and 55 Benny Street. As a member of the community, | believe these proposed
developments are crucial steps toward addressing our current housing crisis.

Across our city, the demand for residential housing continues to outpace the available supply, leading to
inflated rental prices and limited options for potential homeowners. This crisis not only affects individuals
and families seeking affordable housing but also has broader implications for the overall health and
vibrancy of our community.

By approving these developments, we have the opportunity to make significant strides in alleviating the
strain on our housing market. Increasing the availability of residential units in well-planned, sustainable
communities like those proposed for Corbit Street and Benny Street is essential for fostering inclusive
growth and ensuring that all members of our community have access to safe, affordable housing options.
Furthermore, | commend the careful consideration of the Comprehensive Development Plan
amendments, rezoning, and minor subdivision with site plan approval. It is evident that these proposals
have been thoughtfully designed to not only meet the immediate needs of our community but also to
contribute positively to our city's long-term vision for growth and development.

In conclusion, | urge the Planning Board to approve the agenda items for 50-54 Corbit Street and 55 Benny
Street. By doing so, we can take meaningful steps toward addressing our housing crisis and building a more
equitable and prosperous future for all residents. Thank you for your attention to this matter. Sincerely,
Sean Stephenson”

Chair Hurd: Thank you. So, do we have anyone present who wishes to give a public comment? Ok, just
come up state your name please for the record, then you’ll have 5 minutes I'll give you-

Mr. Lane: My name is Bradley Lane; | live at 44 Corbit Street which is adjacent to the project. It's obvious
that this project is built for students. If it’s not handicap accessible, then it pretty much is for students. My
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concern or question is that in the project, is there any form of separation or fencing that will keep students
away from my property?

Mr. Schreier: Can | address that?
Chair Hurd: Yes Tom, you can.

Mr. Schreier: Tom Schreier here, we are requesting relief from that, but if this property owner would like
the fence, we are more than willing to put it in, we just thought that would impede his driveway, because
it’ll be about 6.5 feet wide.

Commissioner Silverman: Tom, which is this gentleman’s property, the top one or the bottom one?
Mr. Schreier: He’s the bottom.

Chair Hurd: Ok, thank you sir, | think you may want to talk to your neighbor somewhat about that. So, it’s
not for responses necessarily, but are you the owner?

Mr. Slijepcevic: | just wanted to make some clarifications about some things.
Chair Hurd: Ok, let’s do that.

Mr. Slijepcevic: Hi, my name is Mitch Slijepcevic at 7 Chippenham Drive, I’'m one of the developers. | just
wanted to address some of the things I've heard some of the Commissioners say. The point about the gas
meters we actually debated on whether or not we left the gas meters in the plan or not, we actually don’t
plan on putting gas appliances in the units, so the meters will not be installed even though they’re in the
picture, we want to have them gas ready. So at some point down the road if we sell these townhomes to
people, they have the ability without having to tap the gas main, to hook up gas appliances but it is not
our intention to use gas appliances so the meters from our perspective will not be installed and if we need
to put that in some language to make everybody comfortable we’re more than happy to do that. You
know, and we’ve done another project where it’s all electric appliances and it’s been perfectly fine. The
other thing | want to address is something Tom said which | think is very important to some points you
gentlemen have made. We are trying to be good neighbors, that’s why we’re keeping shared driveways.
And you know, the variances that we’re seeking, the relief we’re seeking of those 10 items that Tom listed,
5 or 6 of them already exist, we’re not changing any of that. If you look at the actual site today, it’s almost
all covered with asphalt, and garages and buildings already. So, we’re adding very little when it comes to
covering open space. What we are going to be doing is making a much better stormwater management
plan there because right now it all just runs off so that’s going to be a big benefit for the community, and
I'll talk to Mr. Bradley later about you know whether or not he wants that fence in. If he wants it there,
I’'m more than happy to put it in, but | don’t think he’s aware it’s going to cause his driveway to be pretty
small which is why we were trying to be good neighbors. So that’s it, thank you.

Chair Hurd: Ok thank you. Is there anyone else present who wishes to give a public comment? All right
anyone online wishing to give public comment. Closing public comment and bringing it back to the dais
for additional comments or questions of the Commissioners we’ll start with Commissioner Silverman.

Commissioner Silverman: You're leading me back to one of my earlier comments | just heard you say in
the future you might want to sell these townhouse units. Right now, they’re on a single lot. At this point
as part of your plan do you want to establish lot lines for each of the units so in the future you can sell
each one as a single lot and unit? Right now, it’s one building on one lot you couldn’t sell individually.
Unless you’re a condominium.

Mr. Schreier: | completely understand that, if the demographics of the area change, we can come back
and ask for a subdivision if necessary.

Chair Hurd: Any other Commissioner comments? All right seeing none we’ll move to the vote. Secretary
Kadar, are you prepared?

Commissioner Kadar: We’ll move for the Comprehensive Development Plan first?
Chair Hurd: Yes, so we’re going in order that’s in the report.

Commissioner Kadar: All right because it should not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby
properties, and because the proposed use does not conflict with the development pattern in the nearby
area, recommend that City Council revise the Comprehensive Development Plan V 2.0 Land Use
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Guidelines for 50 and 54 Corbit Street from “Residential, low density” to “Residential, high density” as
shown in the Planning and Development Report Exhibit H-1.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
Commissioner Silverman: I'll second.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, any discussions to the motion? All right seeing none we’ll move to the vote. | think
it’s ok to do it without passing the microphone at the same time. Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Cloonan?
Commissioner Cloonan: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar?
Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?
Commissioner Williamson: Nay.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye. Motion carries 4 to 1.
Aye: Silverman, Cloonan, Kadar, Hurd
Nay: Williamson

Abstained: Tauginas

Absent: Bradley

MOTION PASSED

Chair Hurd: All right, motion B.

Commissioner Kadar: Because it should not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby properties,
and because the proposed rezoning does not conflict with the development pattern in the nearby area,
| recommend that City Council approve the rezoning of 0.316 acres at 50 and 54 Corbit Street from the
current RD (one-family semidetached residential) zoning to RM (residential multi-family/garden
apartment) zoning as shown on the Planning and Development Report Exhibit E.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
Commissioner Silverman: I'll second.
Chair Hurd: Thank you, any discussion to the motion? Commissioner Cloonan?

Commissioner Cloonan: Sorry I’'m still new at this, so if we approve B are we saying we're in agreement
with all the variances?

Solicitor Bilodeau: No that’s the next one.

Chair Hurd: This is just the rezoning so that item C could be enacted with the density (inaudible). All right
any discussion to the motion? All right now to vote. Commissioner Silverman?

Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Cloonan?
Commissioner Cloonan: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar?
Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?
Commissioner Williamson: Nay.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye. Motion carries 4 to 1.
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Aye: Silverman, Cloonan, Kadar, Hurd
Nay: Williamson

Abstained: Tauginas

Absent: Bradley

MOTION PASSED

Chair Hurd: All right item C.

Commissioner Kadar: Because it fully complies with the subdivision ordinances, the building code, the
zoning code, and all other applicable ordinances of the city and the laws and regulations of the State of
Delaware; Planning Commission recommends that City Council approve the 50 and 54 Corbit Street
Minor Subdivision with Site Plan Approval Plan as shown on the Minor Subdivision, Rezoning &
Comprehensive Development Plan Amendment by Site Plan Approval “50 & 54 Corbit Street” plans
prepared by Hillcrest Associates, dated May 31, 2023 and revised through March 28, 2024 with the
Subdivision Advisory Committee conditions as described in the April 16, 2024 Planning and
Development Report.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
Commissioner Silverman: I'll second.

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

Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Cloonan?

Commissioner Cloonan: Nay.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Nay.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?

Commissioner Williamson: Nay.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye. Motion fails 2 to 3.

Aye: Silverman, Hurd

Nay: Cloonan, Kadar, Williamson

Abstained: Tauginas

Absent: Bradley

MOTION FAILED

Chair Hurd: And that concludes item 3. Just need a minute to reset.
Solicitor Bilodeau: (inaudible) change to the Comprehensive Plan to make it consistent...so

4. Review and consideration of the Comprehensive Development Plan Amendment, rezoning, and
minor subdivision with site plan approval for 55 Benny Street

Chair Hurd: All right that takes us to item 4, review and consideration of the Comprehensive Development
Plan Amendment, rezoning, and minor subdivision with site plan approval for 55 Benny Street. Director
Bensley?

Director Bensley: Ok, thank you everybody. This plan is for a Comprehensive Development Plan
Amendment, rezoning and minor subdivision by site plan approval for 0.263+/- acres of property at 55
Benny Street. The applicant is requesting approval of plans to construct three 3-story townhome
apartments. The plan also includes the demolition of an existing 2-story house and garage. | should
mention that these are 5-bedroom units. The proposed development is on the west side of the southern
end of Benny Street, at the intersection of Benny Street and Haines Street. The existing zoning for the
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parcel at 55 Benny Street is RD (one-family semidetached residential). The existing single-family home with
a four-person student home permit is allowed use in the RD district. Student rentals are allowed on Benny
Street, which is listed in Section 32-4(a) (123.1) as a street exempt from student home restrictions. The
proposed zoning for the parcels is RM. Townhome-style apartments, as proposed, are permitted use in the
RM zoning district as garden apartments.

The proposed plan does not conform to Comprehensive Development Plan V 2.0 and will require a
Comprehensive Development Plan amendment to change the designation of 55 Benny Street from
“Residential, Low Density” to “Residential, High Density.” 55 Benny Street is included in Planning Section
“A” of the Comp Plan which calls for “Residential, Low Density” uses at the site, conforming to the existing
RD and RM zoning. However, 55 Benny Street is located in Focus Area #4 of Planning Section “A”.
Recommendations for Focus Area #4 indicate properties designated for “Residential, Low Density” and
“Industrial” may be considered for “Residential, High Density” owing to the trajectory of new development
nearby and the proximity of the area to downtown Newark and the University of Delaware’s campus.

The plan does comply with the subdivision ordinances detailed in Chapter 27 — Subdivisions. Similarly to
the last project Chapter 27, Appendix VI requires multifamily single lot subdivisions to dedicate land for
parks and playgrounds. The Director of Parks and Recreation recommends the developer pay $700 per
unit for a total of $2,100 for cash in lieu of land. As the site is approximately one quarter of an acre, the
size of the lot is not adequate for any reasonable recreation purposes in addition to the development.
With this payment the plan will fully comply with the subdivision ordinance. This required payment will
be memorialized in the subdivision agreement for this project and Council’s approval of the subdivision
agreement with that provision accepts this recommendation. It should also be noted that comments 2
and 3 under the land use comments of the report were inadvertently copied from 50-54 Corbit Street and
should be disregarded. Comment number one is accurate. The plan, with the details presented, does
comply fully with the 2018 ICC Building Codes. As more detailed plans are presented during the CIP and
Building Permit review phases, compliance will be verified. This proposed development meets all
requirements detailed in the Chapter 32 — Zoning site plan approval process.

Section 32-97 provides for alternatives for new development and redevelopment proposals to encourage
variety and flexibility. It should be noted that the affordable housing criteria effected by the City Council
on May 22", 2023, was not in place at the time of submission of this project. In this case the applicant is
requesting relief from site plan approval from several area requirements, specifically they request relief
from lot coverage, lot size, street setback, lot line setback and side yard setback. The Planning Commission
will need to consider these requests and regulation extensions against the standards of distinctiveness
and excellence of site design outlined in Section 32-97 for this site plan approval submission.

Regarding Parking, the proposed use of garden apartments requires two off-street parking spaces per
dwelling unit, plus one additional off-street parking space for each dwelling unit with more than three
bedrooms. With five bedrooms in each unit, the project requires 9 parking spaces. Each unit provides 3
parking spaces within the garages that comprise the first floor. Additionally, the property will be deed
restricted to prevent residents from being able to obtain residential parking permits so this project will
not lead to overcrowded parking in the streets.

Benny Street is not a State owned and maintained roadway. The proposed development, with 3 apartment
units including 15 bedrooms, is not expected to result in any significant traffic impact to Benny Street. The
proposed apartment location provides bicycle and pedestrian access to a breadth of amenities nearby. It
is adjacent to the University of Delaware, less than 0.5 miles walk from Main Street and the Newark Transit
Hub, and approximately 0.75 miles from Newark Shopping Center and The Grove. Its central location to
campus and downtown will minimize the residents’ need to use, or even have, a car. In addition, a virtual
bus stop for the DART Connect micotransit service is located less than 1/4 mile from the project site. A
deed restriction prohibiting the residents from getting resident or guest parking permits from the City of
Newark for parking in the local residential parking district will further limit the development’s effect on
traffic and local parking. The staff recommendation is that Planning Commission recommend approval of
the Comprehensive Development Plan amendment, rezoning, and minor subdivision plan with site plan
approval with the conditions recommended by the Subdivision Advisory Committee and because it will
not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby properties and because the proposed use does not
conflict with the development pattern in the nearby area, the Planning and Development Department
suggests Planning Commission recommend approval of the Comp Plan amendment, rezoning, and minor
subdivision with site plan approval.

Chair Hurd: All right thank you, now to the applicant.
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Mr. Schreier: Thank you, Tom Schreier from Hillcrest Associates again. And at this time, we are here with
regard to the redevelopment of 55 Benny Street which is seeking the minor subdivision, rezoning and
Comprehensive Development Plan amendment by site plan approval. Here with me tonight via Teams |
think if they got on, | know they’re first timers on the Teams app, are the property owners and developers
Frank and Sandy Crohe? Potentially? So, similar to the prior application, this project is located in Planning
Section A on the opposite side of the city but still defined as part of the city’s university Newark core.
Specifically, this project is located in Focus Area #1 which again similarly has recommendations for future
use of high, residential high density. The project is located on the west side of, oh Josh, the next one, one
more. So that’s the southern end of Benny Street here at the intersection of Haines in Planning Section A,
if you go to the next one. So, the property is located on the west side of Benny Street and the property is
currently zoned RD and comprised of approximately 0.3 acres and today the property contains a two-story
single-family home with the remainder of the site being grass but includes a small asphalt parking lot with
several trees and some overgrown vegetation in the rear of the property. Next slide. Our proposal here
this evening is to rezone the property from RD to RM and develop it with three 3 story townhouse style
apartments each with 5 bedrooms. Each unit includes enclosed garage parking, and we received a positive
recommendation from the Planning Department which has allowed us to be here this evening.

Next slide. As previously mentioned, the property is currently zoned RD, and our proposal is to rezone it
to RM. As shown within the City zoning map the property currently adjoins across the street which is the
prior development of (inaudible) as well as other properties on Benny Street which have all similarly gone
through the same process. Also as mentioned before, the requested zoning change is consistent with the
recommended future use provided in the Comprehensive Plan for Focus Area #4. As Renee mentioned the
applicant is seeking approval under the site plan approval, and that section allows alternatives for
proposals to encourage variety and flexibility and to provide the opportunity for an energy efficient land
use permitted with reasonable deviations.

So, for this one, the maximum lot coverage is 20 we are providing 25.3% which is a 5.3 percent increase.
However, we are meeting the minimum required for open space, just as a caveat. The minimum lot size
for the RM is one acre. This is 0.236 acres that is a negative 0.737-acre deviation. For building setbacks,
perimeter streets, our setback is 30 feet the deviation that we are requesting is negative 20.5 as we are
providing 9.5 feet from the perimeter street. | just want to note that is not the actual building, it is the
overhang over top of the front entrance. The actual building is, and | want to make sure | state the correct
distance...is 16.6 feet.

Commissioner Kadar: So that’s perimeter streets at 16.6?

Mr. Schreier: So currently our plan, and according to the definitions of the setback is 9.5 which is on the
plan but that is the roof overhang for the front door of the front unit. The dimensions of the actual building
are 16.6 feet. So, for exterior lot lines we have two, the south which requires 25 we are at 5.6 that 5.6
again is the roof overhang for the entry into unit number 2. The next closest dimension would be
approximately 8 feet. And then the east property line which would be the same as the perimeter setback
is 9.5 and then again, the side yard setback which is 5.6 reiterated from the exterior lot lines.

Permit requirements and site plan approval should be addressed upon distinctiveness and excellence of
site arrangements and following the seven criteria for common open space the project provides 43.5% of
open space which is 3.5% more than is required. Our unique treatment of parking, while the project is
required to have 9 spaces, because the units are providing more than 3 bedrooms the unique treatment
is that all parking for this project is enclosed in garages and therefore there will be no visible vehicles
outside of the building. The outstanding architecture, the architecture for the project is a multi-level
dwelling that shares two common walls. The architecture design has a combination of hips, gables, shingle
roofs, and metal awnings above windows with blue siding and stone exterior finishes. Typical features are
surrounding window casing, gable brackets and the front elevation has picture and round circle windows.

Association with natural environment as required we have a large shade tree that we’ll be providing along
Benny Street to enhance the streetscape and much of the pervious area is vegetated and a solid privacy
fence is proposed to provide screening from the property along our northern property boundary. The
vegetation helps to filter both views and noise from surrounding uses, the building facades will be
landscaped with a mix of semi evergreens and perennials to provide interest throughout the year. We can
go to the next slide.

So, this is looking from north on Benny Street and those parking spaces in front of it are associated with
the University of Delaware’s campus. So, next slide, well | guess if you go back there, can you, one more.
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So, kind of on our layout here in terms of our setbacks from our deviations we’re requesting we’ve shifted
the building south which is towards the University of Delaware owned property which would ultimately
have no effect on any other residents whether the adjacent property to the north is an owner occupied or
rental providing that separation. So, we meet all setback requirements on the northern side of the
property because we’re trying to provide that separation for the adjoining neighbors.

Just stepping back into the 7 criteria, the relationship to neighborhood and community, obviously Benny
Street has been a hotspot for Newark for several years now. Our proposed development has a proposed
density of 12 units per acre which is less than permitted by the RM zoning district and is consistent with
the development pattern that has occurred on Benny Street itself. Again, on the energy conservation the
building at this time has not been fully vetted as we’re still in the preliminary stages but we understand as
part of site plan approval we need to provide the 10 additional energy points from Section 7-8(7). As
previously mentioned, the site is located within Focus Area #4, which provides recommendations of
appropriate areas for consideration of residential high density of which this area is one of those. With the
density of approximately 12 units per acre, we are requesting a Comp Plan amendment because we are
currently located within the low-density designation and being that our density is 12, we need to be within
high density with allows 11 to 36. And lastly in summary because this project aligns with the future land
use as stipulated within the City’s Comprehensive Development Plan as well as the development pattern
in the nearby area, we feel that this project is a great candidate for the site plan approval process, and |
will open it up for any questions that you all may have.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Tauginas.
Commissioner Tauginas: | get to go first again?
Chair Hurd: I'm keeping it simple.

Commissioner Tauginas: | mean it’s a, you know that entire, Haines area | don’t really see anything in the
plan that’s not close to what already exists. So, | like the idea of parking with garage spaces, so it’s not
really seen. And based on what they’re saying here there’s not going to be any permits issued for any type
of street situation. So, no | don’t really have any comments or questions.

Mr. Schreier: Thank you.
Chair Hurd: All right, Commissioner Silverman.

Commissioner Silverman: | have a question for the director. | notice there is no reference to requiring a
fire lane in the travel parking area, I'm kind of puzzled by that to prevent guest parking and random parking
outside the garages and blocking access...| noted that wasn’t part of the fire plan review.

Director Bensley: Give me a minute to look back through the fire comments, and | will come back with a
response.

Mr. Schreier: | think ultimately that was based upon the discussion on both of these projects, so we, as
part of our submissions | think the city was kind of in between fire specialists and so the newest specialist
took the position that these are townhouse style apartments which do not have to have perimeter or fire
lane access requirements met as part of them. If they were an apartment building specifically, which |
think is the designation that the fire specialist prior to this one took, a fire and perimeter access would be
required as part of the project.

Director Bensley: Yes, thank you Tom and Josh, | had to Teams a friend on that one too, and he reminded
me that by building code we construct these as individual townhomes as opposed to one apartment
building. So, we have applied both the building code and fire code regulations around townhomes
traditionally for these townhouse style of apartments.

Commissioner Silverman: There’s a hybrid word that really confuses me. They’re either apartments or
their attached single-family units, there is no such thing as a townhouse apartment. Particularly going by
the census definitions and some of the building code. So, for this particular plan we’re saying there’s no
need to provide any kind of parking restrictions on the side of this building.

Director Bensley: By zoning, they’re considered apartments, but building code they’re considered
townhomes, and the building form is a townhome.

Commissioner Silverman: I'll leave it at that.
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Mr. Schreier: If you feel more comfortable with us providing “no parking” signs along that driveway | don’t
think that there’s any opposition on our end for it. | think because there is garage parking and that the
tenants or users would have to back out if there were cars parked within that driveway, it would obviously
make it pretty difficult for them to operate within the driveway.

Commissioner Silverman: | would be much more comfortable with parking restrictions. It may not be a
designated fire lane but at least shows minimum parking.

Mr. Schreier: I’'m not opposed to that.
Commissioner Silverman: And | have no additional comments. Beyond what’s in the director’s report.
Chair Hurd: All right thank you. Commissioner Cloonan?

Commissioner Cloonan: It appears to me as though the back yard is the retention basin is that correct? Is
it not really a usable open space?

Mr. Schreier: The majority of the backyard, yes, is taken up as a bioretention area. Yes.
Commissioner Cloonan: And that will be grass?

Mr. Schreier: It will have bio media with some plantings in it so it would not be grass, correct, but by code
it would still qualify as open space.

Commissioner Cloonan: Are these the air conditioning, | clearly have a fixation on this.
Mr. Schreier: Yes, they are.

Commissioner Cloonan: Ok, and when you refer to building facades being landscaped in your report | see,
a tree and some shrubs on the front, were you also intending to put something besides grass on, | guess
this is the back of the house since everyone enters on the garage side, correct?

Mr. Schreier: Yes, users or tenants would enter from the garage side obviously because if they had a car
they would park it but if they were walking to class they could exit from the opposite side, so that’s a good
guestion as to what would be considered, the front door for the front unit is on the Benny Street side, the
front door from the back two units are on the south side but the garage doors and entry are on the north
side. So, there’s really access points on just about every side except for the back.

Commissioner Cloonan: Right, and part of the confusion | think is caused by your garage plan. Which it
looks like you oriented opposite from the rest of them, from the other plan. Garage plan, | think, the garage
door is on the bottom side, I’'m looking at 3A sorry, drawing 3A.

Mr. Schreier: Correct, it is flipped and my apologies for that.
Commissioner Cloonan: So, this front door is entering into basically a...
Mr. Schreier: A little foyer that goes up the steps.

Commissioner Cloonan: (inaudible due to papers rustling) and what is that like 3 foot 6 by maybe 6 foot
wide? It’s a very small one, right?

Mr. Schreier: Yes, it’s a small foyer because most of the space is taken up by vehicle parking. And then that
other door, which | guess is at the top of the, is there access underneath the stairs, is that correct?

Mr. Schreier: Yes, for storage.
Commissioner Cloonan: It’s...right there, so this is storage, and this is the front door.

Mr. Schreier: Yes, so there’s two doors interior, the garage, the one to the mechanical room and one that
accesses under the stairs which would be used for storage.

Commissioner Cloonan: And then the one to the bottom of the stairs?
Mr. Schreier: Correct.

Commissioner Cloonan: So, three doors ok. | am not a residential designer, but these 9 feet by 18-foot
parking spaces | know are ok outdoors but are they ok indoors where you have walls confining door
swings? They are, | see you nodding your head.

Mr. Schreier: Yes, they are. | mean a typical car is not 9 feet.
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Commissioner Cloonan: 6 feet.
Mr. Schreier: Correct. So, if you have 6 and 6 on either side it’s you know there’s (inaudible)
Commissioner Cloonan: | don’t have 6 and 6 on the other side. | am one and a half feet.

Mr. Schreier: I’'m saying, so if you have two spaces next to each other and so they’re taking up, you know,
one and a half so you have three feet between it.

Commissioner Cloonan: That’s my point, you have one door against a stairwell at 1.5 feet, right? To get
through the door and get out.

Mr. Schreier: Correct but you’ll note the space to the far left has ample space around it.
Commissioner Cloonan: | do, but does that help the car to the far right?

Mr. Schreier: Well, | think obviously the boxes that we’re providing in our drawing are just hypothetical
and they’re proving to the city that we’re providing three spaces that meet the parking requirements of
the ordinance.

Commissioner Cloonan: Well, this brings me to the point. The garage door is it a double, single, double
single, double single? Is that how you’re doing it or are you doing three single doors?

Mr. Schreier: It would be a double single.

Commissioner Cloonan: So, you will be confined ok. Let’s see here, trash pickup again will be by the garage
door, the street, the...

Mr. Schreier: It’'ll be by the street, there will be roller containers similar to the other one. The roller
containers will fit inside the units and then they will roll them out to the street on trash day.

Commissioner Cloonan: All right, and did | ask you about the landscape between?
Mr. Schreier: You did, and our current plans only show it as grass at this time.

Commissioner Cloonan: Ok, so when you say the fagade will be landscaped that’s not what | envision when
someone says the facade is going to be landscaped. | would just want something other than grass.

Mr. Schreier: | think more of my focus and my apologies was more along the fagade facing Benny Street.

Commissioner Cloonan: All right | guess I’'m going to restate my concern that there’s really no usable open
space and should the residents ever change from students to families this doesn’t look very amenable to
that. That change, | would also say that | really think the front is too close to the street | think the front
setback is too tight and if | were your neighbor on the north side, | would be upset by this wall to wall
paving if you will from the building to the fence line. So, | think that’s all | have to say.

Chair Hurd: All right thank you. Commissioner Kadar.

Commissioner Kadar: That’s me. | guess I'm a little perplexed why you didn’t reduce the common open
space to eliminate excessive parties.

Mr. Schreier: It’s one of those difficult moments when preparing both presentations of how do | not shoot
myself in the foot on one but allow myself to succeed on the over so while | was driving over here | actually
thought that someone would bring this up, | think we answered it with the, yeah, it’s going to be a
stormwater management system which would preclude the ability of large gatherings within that open
space.

Commissioner Kadar: As I’'m looking at the existing building at the site which | know is going to be
demolished for this project. It looks like on the north side of the building; it probably doesn’t meet the
requirements for setback for the adjacent property.

Mr. Schreier: The existing?

Commissioner Kadar: The existing...here.

Mr. Schreier: From the north property line you say?

Commissioner Kadar: Isn’t this the existing...(inaudible) this building right there.

Mr. Schreier: Yes, correct.

17



856
857

858
859
860

861
862
863
864
865
866
867

868

869
870
871

872
873
874

875

876

877
878

879

880
881

882
883

884

885

886

887
888
889
890
891

892

893

894

895

896

897

898

899

900

Commissioner Kadar: If | look at the north end of that lot it looks like it probably wouldn’t pass muster on
the current requirements either.

Mr. Schreier: For the RM district you are correct. | think as of today with it being an RD it wouldn’t require
but if you were look at the property being zoned RM with the existing house and north setback would
most likely not meet the requirement.

Commissioner Kadar: | am not as upset about the variances that are requested here simply because of the
fact that on the south side of the building you’re adjacent to the University of Delaware property and it’s
not another residential spot. So, it appears that the biggest issues are with the south and of course the
street to the east. Given that the overhang is 9.5 the actual distance from the front of the building is 16.6,
that’s acceptable and | look at all the other development around Benny Street and it’s consistent with
what’s going on. Now | do have one question. What, when | look at your drawing, what are those brown
boxes in the front?

Mr. Schreier: That would be the air conditioners.

Commissioner Kadar: No. We've been down that road before where they snuck in air conditioning units
on some development that’s right along the main street and it looks absolutely horrendous. Can’t we put
these on the north side of the building? You’ve got a fence between there and your neighbor.

Mr. Schreier: The only problem with that is that we’re required to provide that 24 feet and being that the
garages will take up the majority of that | don’t think | have enough room to provide an air conditioning
unit there without impeding flow of cars in and out.

Commissioner Kadar: So, you’re going to create yet another eyesore? Trust me it will be an eyesore.
Chair Hurd: Could they possibly be relocated to the rear?

Mr. Schreier: That’s what | was thinking. Yeah, | think | have enough area in the rear of the building that,
and I'm just looking at my grading...

Commissioner Kadar: Work really hard on relocating that so it’s not on the front facade of the building.

Director Bensley: Another potential solution would be to require them to be screened if they’re not able
to relocate them to that back side of the building.

Mr. Schreier: If screening was acceptable as well maybe that would kind of fall in line with the additional
landscaping on the fagade.

Commissioner Kadar: As long as the screen is aesthetically pleasing and not worse than the unit.
Mr. Schreier: | could not agree more with you.
Commissioner Kadar: Well, all right.

Commissioner Tauginas: If | could just interject quickly, I've seen it on other sites where if you have it
possibly above where the garage is, you can put them, you can make them elevated so they don’t even
have to sit on the ground. And if there’s not, well how many units are going to be there total. | think if
that’s going to be over the garage area you can potentially elevate them above the garages so long as
they’re accessible for any maintenance purposes.

Commissioner Silverman: (inaudible)

Commissioner Tauginas: Sorry to jump in.

Commissioner Kadar: Another option.

Mr. Schreier: The third option.

Commissioner Kadar: | have no issue with any of this and | propose to accept all three modifications.
Mr. Schreier: | appreciate that.

Chair Hurd: All right. Commissioner Williamson.

Commissioner Williamson: Thank you. Another place for air conditioners is hidden in the roof.

Commissioner Cloonan: | think your mic is off, oh no you’re on.
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Commissioner Williamson: I’'m on, no in the roof, on the building in the roof and screened. A couple
guestions. There’s a total of 15 bedrooms, how many bathrooms?

Mr. Schreier: That’s a good question, | think there are 3 in each unit. So, 5 bedrooms. Haha one bathroom
per unit.

Commissioner Kadar: The open space would be the least of your problems.
Commissioner Williamson: Since everything is upstairs, I’'m assuming nothing is ADA accessible?
Mr. Schreier: You are correct.

Commissioner Williamson: Are the trash bins...is it one or two in Newark? Or three, two at least? Recycling
and trash?

Commissioner Kadar: And yard waste, but | don’t know if they would need that.

Commissioner Williamson: And they would be in the garages and there’s room in the garage that’s not
taken up by the car?

Mr. Schreier: Correct, there’s a room in the front of the garage or along the west side of the single bed.

Commissioner Williamson: Other projects similar to this and there are several along this street, if | look at
the streetscape, they all seem to be or most of them, on either two lots or 1.5 lot widths. They’re larger
lots. And so, the comparable projects up the street which you’re trying to imitate generally have larger lots
and then a similar layout. The presumption is that they work better, because they’ve got similar units. A
townhouse to me is something I've seen all my life. It has a door at street level and your garage is right
next to it. And you go straight up, but that’s not the only townhouse design. To the Planning Director, I'm
just kind of curious when did this, or how long did this Newark trend, if | can say that the townhouse
apartment projects, was that 10 years ago? 20? Kind of what started that or when did it start?

Director Bensley: It’s pre, well it precedes my tenure with the city, and I've been here 11 years. So, | believe
it’s at least 3 Planning Directors ago.

Commissioner Williamson: Ok. The retention basin, not really a usual open space. So, | just have trouble
saying it’s excellent. You know it’s routine. And the findings talked about excellent design and it’s kind of
a rubber stamp building on a rubber stamp lot with rubber stamp problems and that’s supposed to be
justification for the zoning variance. And | just have trouble making that connection of excellence. There
could be a project here that could very well be better, that’s all thank you.

Mr. Schreier: Thank you.

Chair Hurd: All right thank you. A couple of things. | kind of agree and | recognize that you have the
stormwater. To me if you had been able to push the building back a little further to be more in line with
your neighbor, | think it would start to be, it would have a better relationship then sticking out so, I'm on
the corner of Lovett and Benny and | pass that all the time. And people coming out of that driveway
sometimes it’s hard to see because of the parked cars and just one more thing kind of blocking the line of
sight, I’'m just concerned. So, if there’s anything you can do to push the retention pond back further or get
the building back a little more, | think that would definitely help this. | didn’t notice or realize on this and
the previous one that we didn’t have any actual building elevations. We had renderings which | think left
some gaps in the understanding of the building which came up in the review. I'm trying to remember if
that’s a requirement still in our submissions. Anyway, for the Council it may be helpful to have or maybe
required to have elevations of all four sides to help understand the garage doors and locations of
equipment and such because (inaudible).

Mr. Schreier: | appreciate that.

Chair Hurd: But otherwise, | think, yeah, | think Benny, this is where we’re sort of heading piece by piece
which is why we have the focus area for this. So, I’'m in favor.

Director Bensley: Sure. Regarding the elevations, those are only required for major subdivisions and or
downtown developments so that’s why they were not included as part of this with these requirements.

Chair Hurd: Ok. Thank you. All right, we had one item of public comment that was submitted, is there
anyone present who wishes to give public comment? Ok, anyone online wishing to give public comment.
All right closing public comment. Bringing it back to any further questions or comments from the
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commissioners. Mr. Kadar, do you look like you want to? No? Just trying to keep track of everything. Well,
| guess we will move to the vote if you're ready, Secretary Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: Because it should not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby properties,
and because the proposed use does not conflict with the development pattern in the nearby area,
recommend that City Council revise the Comprehensive Development Plan V 2.0 Land Use Guidelines
for 55 Benny Street from “Residential, low density” to “Residential, high density” as shown in the
Planning and Development Report Exhibit H-1.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
Commissioner Silverman: I'll second.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, any discussion, to the motion? All right seeing none we’ll move to the vote.
Commissioner Tauginas?

Commissioner Tauginas: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Silverman?
Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Cloonan?
Commissioner Cloonan: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar?
Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson?
Commissioner Williamson: Aye.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye. Motion carries 6 to 0.
Aye: Tauginas, Silverman, Cloonan, Kadar, Williamson, Hurd
Nay: None

Absent: Bradley

MOTION PASSED

Chair Hurd: Item B.

Commissioner Kadar: Because it should not have a negative impact on adjacent and nearby properties,
and because the proposed rezoning does not conflict with the development pattern in the nearby area,
recommend that City Council approve the rezoning of 0.263 acres at 55 Benny Street from the current
RD (one-family semidetached residential) zoning to RM (residential multi-family/garden apartment)
zoning as shown on the Planning and Development Report Exhibit E.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, do | have a second?
Commissioner Tauginas: | second.
Chair Hurd: Ok.

Solicitor Bilodeau: Mr. Chairman | think to be consistent with this rezoning vote we need to state that it’s
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and then you can say for the reasons set forth in the development,
in the Planning Department’s report.

Chair Hurd: Thank you Solicitor Bilodeau | was going to step in with that, but you said it better than | would
have. Ok, any discussion to the motion? All right seeing none we’ll move to the vote. Commissioner
Tauginas?

Commissioner Tauginas: | vote aye because it’s consistent with the Comprehensive Plan because of what
the Planning Department recommended.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. Commissioner Silverman.
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Commissioner Silverman: | vote aye because it’s consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and for the
reasons cited in the department’s recommendation report.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Cloonan?
Commissioner Cloonan: | vote aye because it’s consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Kadar?

Commissioner Kadar: | vote aye for all the reasons detailed in the Planning and Development report dated
April 16™, 2024.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Williamson.
Commissioner Williamson: | vote aye for all the reasons that everybody else stated.

Chair Hurd: And | vote aye for the reasons stated previously by the Commissioners. Motion carries. Item
C.

Aye: Tauginas, Silverman, Cloonan, Kadar, Williamson, Hurd
Nay: None

Absent: Bradley

MOTION PASSED

Commissioner Kadar: Because it fully complies with the subdivision ordinances, the building code, the
zoning code, and all other applicable ordinances of the city and laws and regulations of the State of
Delaware; Planning Commission recommends that City Council approve the 55 Benny Street minor
subdivision with site plan approval plan as shown on the Minor Subdivision, Rezoning & Comprehensive
Development Plan Amendment by Site Plan Approval “55 Benny Street” plans prepared by Hillcrest
Associates, dated June 22, 2022 and revised through March 20, 2024 with the Subdivision Advisory
Committee conditions as described in the April 16, 2024 Planning and Development Report.

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

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

Commissioner Tauginas: Aye, do | have to say why?
Solicitor Bilodeau: You don’t need to.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Silverman?
Commissioner Silverman: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Cloonan.

Commissioner Cloonan: Nay.

Chair Hurd: Thank you, Commissioner Kadar.
Commissioner Kadar: Aye.

Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson.
Commissioner Williamson: Nay.

Chair Hurd: And | am aye. Motion carries. All right, thank you.
Aye: Tauginas, Silverman, Kadar, Hurd

Nay: Cloonan, Williamson

Absent: Bradley

MOTION PASSED

5. Informational Items
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Chair Hurd: All right, that takes us to item 5, informational items, items for informational purposes only
and we’ll start with the director’s report.

Director Bensley: Thank you Mr. Chairman. In the absence of Deputy Director Ramos-Velazquez this
evening | will be doing both the Director and Deputy Director’s report. So, it’s been a little while since we
met so forgive me if | go a little long. Since the last meeting, Council met on March 18 to discuss their
2024 Council Prioritizaion, they reviewed their priorities they didn’t really speak to the priorities that staff
submitted. City Manager Coleman is currently compiling kind of their feedback from that evening to bring
back to see if we can get any consensus items that they want us to focus on this year, so we are waiting to
find out when that’s going to be rescheduled. Also, on that agenda we had a contract amendment for the
Tyler Permitting and Licensing software, which allocated more funds for Tyler to do more configuration of
the program to help free up some additional staff time to test, roll out, and we’d have time to focus on
other working priorities. The March 25™ Council meeting was the last before the election. We had that
evening, two ordinances from Chapter 27 that had previously come through Planning Commission, one
was the amendment around the cross-share responsibility for utilities that was approved unanimously and
the amendment to create consistency within the code for the definition of downtown that was approved
unanimously. They were then on break until last night when they considered three Chapter 32
amendments that had previously come through in December and January for Planning Commission, they
approved unanimously the amendments to consolidate the regulations for cell towers, to move offices to
a by right use in Ml and to consolidate and update the definition of restaurants. They did take the Planning
Commission recommendation to remove the 25-seat floor for restaurants that can serve alcohol like the
Commission recommended so it will be removed and match State code which means any restaurant of
any size will be eligible for a special use permit to serve alcoholic beverages.

Other happenings, | did attend the 2024 National Planning Conference last week. There was a heavy focus
on affordable housing, and we’ll be bringing back some new ideas to try. A couple of things that | was
hoping to maybe get the temperature from Planning Commission on includes having a potential density
bonus in RM for smaller units so right now we have a 16 unit per acre density limit which tends to
encourage larger units of 5, 6, 7 bedrooms. Where if we were to perhaps look at offering a density bonus
in RM for say offering units of 3 bedrooms or less, we could perhaps get more units at a size that could be
more marketable to other groups, other than students. That was one idea, another was looking at reducing
parking minimums in RM and RA to potentially the residential limit that we changed them to in BB which
would be 1 parking space per unit that has 3 bedrooms or less. And two spaces for units that have more
than 3 bedrooms to reduce the parking requirements in those districts. Some of the plans we’ve seen
coming through especially the larger plans in RA the amount of parking that’s dedicated to these plans has
been | think a bit of an eye opener for at least Council, and | think some of you all as well with some of the
improvements we’ve seen through our public transit through the DART Connect system and the fact that
the State is potentially looking to expand the hours and the days for that program I think it may be a good
time to start looking at our multifamily parking requirements to take advantage of you know having a more
walkable, bikeable, transit friendly community and not necessarily devoting all this space to parking.

EPL and Energov implementation, | gave an update as far as their contract update, we’re roughly about
40% complete with configuration so far, at my last check and our consultant is moving through those
processes pretty quickly. Our hiring process continues, we have extended an offer which has been
accepted to a new Planner | who is going to start on July 15 with us so we will be fully staffed again, which
we're super excited about.

The next Planning commission meeting is May 7™. We have on there the 30 South Chapel Street Comp
Plan amendment, rezoning, and major subdivision. We are also bringing back to you draft legislation
around, or | should say draft language, around the zoning regulations for adult use marijuana related
facilities. We are looking to have feedback from you all then so we can take it to Council in June, have the
final language to you all in July, so Council is able to adopt it in August prior to September 1 applications
opening for the production, testing, and retail licenses in Delaware. For June 4™ it looks like we will most
likely have two minor subdivisions on that agenda, we are also subsequent to that have three major
subdivisions that are track to be ready for the July, August, and September meetings so lots of
development coming guys. So, we'll get there.

Projects submitted include the sketch plan for 750 Library Avenue which is the redevelopment of the
Newark Free Library then we had an administrative subdivision submission for 125 and 127 Sandy Drive.
55 Benny Street and 50-54 Corbit Street had their Planning Commission submission, we had a second
submission for 141 East Main Street’s major subdivision. We also had a request for a change for 65 South
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Chapel Street, basically they have, in designing the units they have changed up the bedroom configuration
which changes up the parking requirements it’s actually going to be less bedrooms then what was
approved, not by much, but a little smaller, but they still do meet, they have excess parking so they still do
meet the parking requirements but since this was all memorialized in the subdivision agreement that has
to be amended for them to move forward, that will go directly to Council that doesn’t need to come
through you all first since it’s an agreement amendment. We have the third submission for 339, 341, and
349 East Main Street major subdivision and then we just received yesterday, it hasn’t been posted yet, but
we did get a sketch plan for 87 South Chapel Street which is a major subdivision that is approximately 140
apartment units on that property.

SAC letters that have been issued since our last meeting included 55 West Cleveland Avenue, 261 and 263
South Chapel Street, 55 Benny, 50-54 Corbit, 30 South Chapel, 174 East Main Street, and 515 Capitol Trail.
And that’s all | have for this evening, thank you.

Chair Hurd: Thank you. So, I'm closing informational items.
6. New Business

Chair Hurd: New Business, any items for discussion by staff or Planning Commissioners that might be
added to a future agenda? Did you have something?

Director Bensley: | just wanted to say if anybody has any feedback on the density bonus in RM and
potentially reducing parking minimums in RM and RA, I'd be happy to hear it.

Chair Hurd: Ok, I’'m going to pretend I’'m Solicitor Bilodeau. This wasn’t a noticed item that we’re discussing
we need to be cautious | think about how we have that conversation.

Director Bensley: I’'m looking more for “are you interested”.

Chair Hurd: Oh, ok if people are interested in that idea | would say if we’re talking about that one thing
that came to mind when we’re looking at these projects is whether we also wanted to look at different
site criteria for particularly for RM because that’s our sort of transitional from single family to multi. For
when the lot is smaller than an acre because the minimum lot could be we think about maybe different
setback requirements for different coverage amounts as the lots get smaller because right not the problem
now is that it’s an acre minimum which is pretty hard to do in some of these areas. So, | see some nodding
heads but. Ok, and is there may be some flavor for density bonuses for smaller units? Or maybe even
accessible units we could have that conversation?

Commissioner Cloonan: Yes.
Commissioner Williamson: Definitely.

Chair Hurd: | know Commissioner Williamson you talked about that, and it was in our work plan, accessible
units. | cannot remember our earlier conversations as to whether there’s any point to sort of looking at
them the way we look at our traffic impact zone just to say if you’re putting, the problem that we have is
it’s by unit so that unit’s only got, if it only has three units we don’t meet the threshold. But if we had a
sense of an aggregate awareness of a number of accessible units in the area and as we...

Commissioner Williamson: Well, Chair how about we come up with a, it’s an equivalent dwelling unit? So,
if you’ve got 6 bedrooms you really have two units. Define a dwelling unit as 3 bedrooms, 1,500 square
feet and if you double that you have two units. You know even though it’s technical, the building code is
1. And call it equivalent. | also wanted to mention for items is, I’'m not going to give up on the ADUs which
must have come up at the conference. You know the quiet initial step of ADU, in a building, no impact.

Chair Hurd: Though | will say again at this point | think the Council is feeling backed into a corner on this.
So, any research or proposals need to come from the Commission not from the Planning Department and
as gently as we can, because there’s, they’re feeling some pressure because the State has some proposed
stuff which is making them, um, angry is probably the right word, about basically the State being able to
overrule the ability to do zoning.

Commissioner Williamson: Welcome to California.
Chair Hurd: Well...
Commissioner Williamson: It’s coming east.

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman beyond zoning it was taking any restrictions.
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Chair Hurd: Right and part of the challenge is that the State, the proposal from the State was like, there’s
nothing you can do, there’s no reviews of these units which is so far to the other side as to be. But it’s also
| think a reaction to municipalities not doing anything. So, | think we need to support them in the process
of finding paths forward for affordable housing so that we can be working together because | think right
now, they feel like we’re working against them, so we maybe need to shift that.

Commissioner Silverman: Mr. Chairman I'd like to revisit duplexes and triplexes.

Chair Hurd: | believe that is part of the inclusionary zoning, or is that a separate thing for? | get confused
with the inclusionary zoning, how it’s...

Commissioner Kadar: Explain the difference...
Commissioner Silverman: | was impressed with the literature that was included in our packet.
Commissioner Williamson: Duplexes were...

Commissioner Silverman: Where one particular town allowed duplexes to replace predominately single
family.

Commissioner Williamson: (inaudible) hall...
Chair Hurd: Commissioner Williamson.
Commissioner Williamson: Sorry.

Commissioner Silverman: And then over time they actually doubled their number of housing units and
increased their rate to the point where their town was literally half of the property tax of the adjoining
towns.

Director Bensley: Just to remind everybody that the aerial microphones in the room are picking up all of
the conversation and Katie’s going to have a hard time doing minutes.

Commissioner Kadar: It’s fine, the conversations were appropriate to the comment that was made by Mr.
Silverman.

Director Bensley: That’s fine, but it’s still talking over another person when Katie’s trying to do minutes
later. Inclusionary zoning is looking at requiring a certain percentage of units in a development to be
affordable, so it does not change the types of units that are permitted in a district. | will say that there are
lot of great ideas on affordable housing. We are trying to focus on getting some of them across the finish
line with the number of staff and the amount of bandwidth we have we are only capable of doing so much
at this time. As | mentioned when Planning Commission was discussing their work plan, a big portion of
our bandwidth right now is being taken up by the implementation of our new permitting and licensing
software which leaves us with not a ton of time to spread across other items. This includes our code
required obligations to process the myriad of land use development projects that are in, and | would
caution trying to bite off more than we can chew and not accomplishing anything instead of being able to
focus on one or two larger things that we can accomplish, and we can get across the finish line to get
something done. Inclusionary zoning has been our focus because that is one of the Rental Housing Work
Group’s recommendations that was you know, moved forward by this group and by Council as a priority
so we are trying to work through that. In regard to ADUs, as Chairman Hurd mentioned, staff has been
given clear direction on those from Council. If we are, Council doesn’t even want to discuss the bill at the
State level much less how we could potentially offer changes or recommendations to that instead of, and
they have taken the position of opposing the bill completely as you know, a concern on infringing on the
city’s home rule status. So | am, if you have known me for any length of time, | am interested in moving
the ball forward where we can. Incremental change is not a bad thing and | think | would like to make sure
that our department can present you with fully vetted, viable options that have the potential of being
adopted into code as opposed to stretching ourselves too thin and getting you guys things that are not
ready for prime time. So, | think a lot of the things that we’ve heard are things that we’ve talked about
that | know there are, that you guys have great intentions and a lot of ambition, and you want to
accomplish transformative things and | commend you all on that, and | would love to do that as well. But
I’'m also trying to make sure that we as a department accomplish something even if it’s not everything. So,
thank you for my soapbox, I'm taking the higher seat this evening quite literally apparently. And | hope
with the final work products that we bring to you that you will see the effort that we’ve put into it. So,
thank you.
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Chair Hurd: Commissioner Kadar is there anything that you did want to put from your discussion onto the
record?

Commissioner Kadar: No.
Chair Hurd: Ok, that’s fine just wanted to give you the opportunity. All right, thank you all for that.
7. General Public Comment

Chair Hurd: That takes us to item 7, general public comment, for items not on the agenda but related to
the work of the Planning Commission. Has anything been submitted Katie? No. Ok, anyone online, anyone
here? Ok. Closing general public comment and having reached the end of our agenda the meeting is
adjourned.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

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