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University Village
Response To Comments
On Univerdity Village Concept Plan
From the Community Design Commission
Plan Review of 9/28/2005

East West Partners (EWP) issuesthefollowing response to key issuesfound within the
summary minutesof the Community Design Commission's Plan Review of September
28, 2005.

Comment:

“The resident from the Oakwood/Rogerson Drive neighborhood recommended that the
current situation at the median cut on NC 54, acrossfrom Rogerson Dr, warranted a
trafficsignal.

Commissioner Charlotte Newby noted that the traffic conditionsin this areaof Town are
aready bad, including the Hamilton Road/NC 54 intersections. The Commissioner
suggested that the applicant begin to work with the residential neighborhoods and
elementary school and address some of thetraffic issues.”

Nse:
East West Partners (EWP) is also concerned about how the current median cut on NC
54 across fromRogerson Dr. will be handled with the proposed new entranceinto
Universty Village. EWP isevaluating theresultsfromthe TL4 that was commissoned
by thetown, and iswilling to exploreany and all optionsunder consideration. EWP
believesthat NCDOT may not approveof sgnalization at thisintersection, but is
willing and ableto support it should the Town also believethat thisisthe best solution.

The surrounding neighborshave been formally notified of the proposed project and a
mesting to discussthe project with the neighborsand eementary school washeld on
April 4,2006.

Comment:

“Commissioner Ryan suggested that the aff ordablehousing component include some two
and three bedroom units. She recommendedthat the applicant incorporate better
pedestrian connections between the proposed devel opment and elementary schoal.
Commissioner Ryan noted that the proposed playground near NC 54 was unacceptable
and too dangerous. She noted that in general the site plan was not kid friendly and
recommended the incorporation of more play areasfor children. She noted that the
project should be reduced by 30 percent and that the proposed 5 story buildingsweretoo
tall.”
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Response:

BEWP isdesigning 2 bedroomunitsto beincluded in the affor dablehousing.
Pedestrian connectivity between Universty Village and the school is being plannedin
thedesgn. Therecreational area near NC 54 has been relocated to a more suitable,
centrally located area next to building #7. The dengty of the project isnecessary to
reach the 30%affor dable component and LEED certificationgoals.

Comment:

“Commissioner Charlotte Newby stated that the proposed architectureshould fit in with
the character of Chapel Hill......... The Commissioner stated that the project wastoo big
and too dense”

Response:

BEWP bdievesthat the current architectural design of Universty Villagefitsin withthe
character of Chapel Hill. Theszeand density of the project isnecessary to achievethe
30% affordablecomponent and LEED certification. EWWP also believesthe site's
locationon amgjor publictrangt thoroughfaremakesit suitablelocation for dense,

mixed use development.

Comment:
“Commissioner Chris Culbert recommended that the applicant attempt to save two large

specimentrees located near the central entrance drive.”

Respons=:
Attempts were made in the design processto savethese two trees. However, the

compact nature of the Ste ultimately madethisgoal unreachable.

Comment:
“Commissioner Mark Broadwell suggested that the applicant ook at the Meadowrnont

Village Center for ideas on how to createa pedestrian spacewith a central green area.

He recommended better pedestrian connectivity between buildings2 and 3 and 5and 6.
He al so recommended that the applicant attempt to improvetransitional scale between the
proposed development and the nearby neighborhoods”

Respons=:
Univergty Village has been desgned with pedestriancirculation and connectivityasa

primary concern. Whilethe congtraintsof the ste will not allow for a central green
space smilar to Meadowmont, EWP isgtriving to makethe entire site accommodating
to pededtrianson both theinterior and exterior of the project.
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