
HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MINUTES OCTOBER 31, 2007

MISCELLANEOUS ACTION ITEM:

(1:45 PM)

Review and comment on draft findings for HLC project approvals and recommendation to forward findings to City Council for adoption.

Staff: Jaime Limon, Senior Planner

Public comment opened at 2:14 P.M.

Kellam De Forrest, a local resident, suggested that canopy trees and pedestrian access should be included on the plans. 

Tony Fischer, a local attorney, made the following comments: 1) The second sentence, “subject to approval by the Planning Commission and Staff Hearing Officer” puts limitations on only those projects, and it does not clearly indicate whether or not the project is subject to future approval. 2) Findings need to be made at each step of the process, (concept, preliminary, and final) as a way to stay consistent with the Guidelines and if it is not mentioned at each stage, it could be interpreted as not being required, and that the findings could be made at other times. 3) He expressed concern as to why there was no mention of Chapter 22.22, Historic Structures, or the Charter Section which has language in it that may or may not be not be verbatim copied in the design guidelines. 4) He expressed his support of the change made in finding number three, which was to not have these findings only limited to landmarks and historic buildings.
The Historic Landmarks Commission suggested changes to the findings:

1) Mr. Hausz suggested that “Applicable Design Guidelines and Ordinances” should be added to the end of finding number five.

2) Mr. Pujo stated that the critical stage for mass, bulk, and scale are included in concept review so it is made early in the process.  He claimed that, after that, the project does not usually grow, and that it would be redundant if it was again included in the other stages.

3) Mr. La Voie stated that at times, projects tend to change.

Mr. Limon stated that findings would be made at preliminary approval and at concept review it should be made clear as to why or why not the findings could be made.

Ms. Gantz suggested changing the wording of finding #3 to state that “the height of the development will be compatible with adjacent City Landmarks and historic resources,” vs. “compatible with adjacent City Landmarks and historic buildings.”

Public comment closed at 2:19 P.M.

Motion:
To forward the item to the Ordinance Committee with the recommendation that the findings be adopted by City Council.

Action
:
Adams/ Boucher, 9/0/0. Motion carried.
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