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SPECIAL BOARD MEETING

THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 2009
Approved________________________


The special board meeting was called to order at 8:35 p.m. by Barb Seely.  Council Representative Shari Zaret and board members Evan Coren, Marguerite Walsh, and Sara Dillier were present.  Fred Niziol and Lorraine Kelly were absent. Village Manager Anne Brinker, County Council Representative Jen Terrasa, Mary Clay, Alison Caney, Summer Romack, and Andy Stack were also present.  
DISCUSSION OF CB29-2009 (VILLAGE CENTERS)
Jen Terrasa handed out a packet of information on County Bill 29 (file copy attached). Jen Terrasa read the bill out loud and the board discussed each line. Shari said that as long as the petitioner’s plan meets the criteria in the bill, the Zoning Board wouldn’t be able to deny the request so board members must make sure that any missing criteria is added. Shari also said that in the absence of a village approved master plan, CA’s square footage for open space, commercial space, and residential units should be used. The board discussed the “minor redevelopment” concept and found that the definition in the bill was insufficient and too vague to support. Evan wanted the bill to allow a land owner of a village center or the village board to petition to amend the preliminary development plan, comprehensive sketch plan, final development plan or site development plan of a village center. Jen said that the County could not give someone the right to petition for a new land use of a piece of property they did not own. The other board members agreed that only a land owner should be allowed to petition. The following amendments were proposed:
· For Clarification and consistency, Section 103 should include the definition of a village (a community association created by the original petitioner) and a village board (a board of directors of a community association).

· The village center should have an outdoor public village green, plaza or square comprised of at least 10,000 square feet per acre, commercial uses comprised of at least 20,000 square feet per acre, and residential uses not to exceed 25 dwelling units per acre. If a village center master plan is in place, the master plan would supercede the aforementioned criteria.

· The concept of a minor village center redevelopment should be removed from the bill. The current definition of a minor redevelopment is incomplete and could allow developers to change many critical elements of a village center (such as building height) without going through a detailed redevelopment petitioning process.

· Section 125.F.1.C. should read, “The amendment shall comply with Section 125.A.4 concerning the maximum residential density of 2.5 dwelling units per acre in the NT District and meet open space requirements.”

· In Section 125.F.2.A.2., prior to petitioning to amend the PDP, the petitioner is required to notify the Village Board of the village center. The petitioner should be required to notify all the Columbia Villages and the Columbia Association. 

· Section 125.2.C. should state that the community response statement will be addressed in the technical staff report if the village board submits the statement to DPZ within 45 days of the notice. A community response statement submitted after 45 days is eligible but not required to have its comments addressed in the technical staff report. 

· Section 125.3.A.4. describes what will be included in the Concept Plan.  We ask that lighting be included.
· Section 125.3.A.6.A. states that the Justification Statement “will foster orderly growth and promote the purposes of the village center in accordance with the planned character of the NT district.” This cannot be done without addressing the relationship that the redeveloped center will have to the other village centers. We ask that the petitioner be required to address this in the Justification Statement.

· Strike “center” from section 125.6.B. line 26.

· Section 125.3.A.6.B. line 28 needs to include “ and surrounding community.” The Justification Statement must show that an appropriate amount of retail and commercial services will be in place to serve the local neighborhoods of the village and the surrounding community.

· Section 125.3.A.6.E. should read “The major village center redevelopment provides accessible usable landscaped area such as courtyards, plazas, or squares that will be available for public use.”

· The Justification Statement should also address how the redevelopment plan fits into the Village Master Plan if there is a master plan in place.

· The Justification Statement must address how the redeveloped village center will continue to meet the definition for a village center as set forth in Section 103.

· Section 125.4.F. line 1, should state that the Concept Plan be included in the reproducible copies of all approved plans.

· Section 125.4.F. should require that copies of the approved plans and copies of all approved supporting documents be forwarded not only to DPZ and the petitioner, but also to the property owners within the boundaries of the village center and the Village Board.
The board voiced support for Owen Brown’s point that a petitioner should be required to provide a list of covenant restrictions and deed restrictions which apply to any parcel subject to the redevelopment petition. Barb said that a petitioner’s plan would also have to address how residents living in village center dwelling units would be given the right to vote in their village elections.
Barb wanted the testimony to commend Kimco’s efforts to partner with KCCA during and after our minor revitalization.
Evan made a motion, seconded by Shari, for Barb to testify at the hearing on behalf of the Kings Contrivance Village Board. 
Shari made a motion, seconded by Evan, to approve the amended statements (please see above) to be included in Kings Contrivance’s testimony.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 11:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Anne Brinker
Village Manager
