TOWN COUNCIL “PUBLIC DIALOGUE”
ON OI-4 ZONING DISTRICT

UNC Proposed Changes 5/4/05

Rermements 5/19/05

1. Shorten Council review period ror projects mrernal To
The campus prom 90 To 60 days.

1. The Unmversity 1s willing 1o allow up To 120 days To review all Development Plans and Major
Moodryications but would reguest an expedited review ror buildimgs without signipicant TrRansporTation,
sTormwater ok public utility 1mpacts external To The boundaries of the zone.

2. Reguire the University 1o present DP applications To
Town review boards during the 60 or 120 day Council
Review period.

2. The Unmversity 1s willing To appear kerore review boards during the 120 day review period To assure that
they have the opportumty 10 contribute Ther mput 1o The Council’s deliberations.

3. Spell out The specipic criteria 1o ke used by Town stary
10 declare UNC’s DP submissions “coarplete.”

3. Although There 1s on-Gomg communication between UNC and Town stary m advance of an application
package, There are orten delays m declaring a package “complete” because of uncertamties about what
the Council anght want 1o know. These uncertainties make 11 dipyiculT To anticipate an endpomt when
projects will be approved and can ke mmated. Although the “clock does not start To run” until The
package 1s declared complete, precious construction Tiwe 1s Lost when The Town stary need To seek
Guidance proa the Council Because review criteria do not exist. Modigication 2, and the associated
addendum, 1s an appropriate model 1o pollow.

4. Deyine m clear Terms what consTitutes a “mimor”
modirication 1o The DP.

4. We would suGgest a Text amendwent that states “For all projects m a development plan, a anmor
modipicaTion 1s ... (exisTing Text) ... .” This would elimmate proposal 6 kelow.

5. LionT guesTions por which a pormal University response 1s
ReQUIRe) TO mATTeRs Relevant To proTection of
comaumty property values and health, sarety, and
welpare.

5. This change addresses The need 1o use Linted budgetary resources and stary Time wisely. UNC devotes
considerable stary Time and opten musT pay consulTants To Respond To complex guesTIONS concerningG
Topics such as utility needs, how we plan To pay ror projects, why we need 1o build umility capaciry
INSTeAd Of CONSERVING enerGy, etc. Further, such matrers are properly The purview of the UNC
Trustees and the State. Developing pormal and orten detailed answers 1o guestions unrelated To
commumty property values and health, sarety, and welpare costs UNC money and consumes review Time
that could ke spent addressing communty concerns.
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6. Stipulate That wmor modirications of projects located
The PTA are subject 10 The same reQUIReMENTS AS MINOR
modipications  other areas of Ol-4.

6. See 4 above.

7. The reQuIRemeNnTs FoR a mmMoR modiyication are stipulated m the LUMO. I a project meets Those

7. Allow anor modiications To be submitted simultaneously Reguirements, a mmor modiication should ke considered with the project SDP application. We reguest a
with the Site Development Perant (SDP) reguesT. TexT amendment That reguires That a rReguesT For a mimor modirication ke acted on within 15 days of

recewving a complete regues.

8. We would suggest a Text amendment o The Individual Site Development Perant reouirements (3.5.2.h.2)

that states “Any application por a site Development Perant i a Perimeter Transition Area shall
8. Reguire UNC 70 nvolve neighbors mn PTA’s throughout mclude documentation that the applicant held at least one meeting ror neighbors adjacent 1o the

prOjecT development (versus one meeting). proposed building prior 1o submission or the SDP and (existing Text).” This reouirement would be

addition To the design workshop reguested by the resolution adopted by the Council on October 3, 2001
(2001-10-03/R-19).




