
The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

1  06/17/2015  Eric Meeks  E‐Mail  Support – Location, need, pedestrian environment 

2  06/17/2015  Jim Roberts  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, sociological impacts 

3  06/17/2015  Chris Dennis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Infrastructure, student behavior, neighborhood character 

4  06/18/2015  Jennifer Duis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, unsupportable retail, parking 

5  06/19/2015  Patrick Fleming  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, traffic, infrastructure 

6  06/19/2015  Mike Hudnall  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, traffic, infrastructure 

7  06/20/2015  Robyn Martin  Letter  Opposition – Parking, compatibility, aesthetics, location 

8  06/22/2015  Leslie Connell  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

9  06/22/2015  James Hasapis  E‐Mail  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

10  06/22/2015  Kari Tuomisto  Letter  Opposition – Location, compatibility, views, shadow cast, traffic, neighborhood 
character 

11  06/22/2015  Sueanne Kubicek  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, views 

12  06/30/2015  Carrie Cowger  Letter  Opposition – Building mass, compatibility, traffic, design 

13  07/02/2015  Albert and Rose Lopez  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, parking, NAU’s problem, impact on tourism 

14  07/02/2015  Kathryn Peterson  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, neighborhood character, NAU’s problem, student behavior 

15  07/08/2015  Laura and Art Enciso  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, parking, student behavior, neighborhood history 

16  07/09/2015  James Cole  Letter  Opposition – Traffic, parking, compatibility 



The Hub on Campus Flagstaff – Public Comment Summary 
Updated:  02/04/2016 at 12:00pm 

Total:  61  Opposed:  56  Support:  3  Neutral:  2 

No.  Date  Name  Type  Comment(s) 

17  07/10/2015  Karen Applequist  E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood character, compatibility, traffic 

18  07/17/2015  Claudine Taillac  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, neighborhood character, undesirable part of town 
for students 

19  07/17/2015  Marie Jones and Marvin 
Glotfelty 

E‐Mail  Opposition – Student housing, neighborhood character, compatibility, traffic, parking 

20  08/07/2015  Soraya Padilla  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, traffic, other housing available to students, more 
appropriate in another location 

21  08/27/2015  Larry Czarnecki  Letter  Opposition – Density, traffic, scale 

22  12/21/2015  Andrew Gould  E‐Mail  Opposition – Scale, neighborhood compatibility, moratorium on student housing 
development until plan is developed 

23  01/04/2016  Mimi Murov and Tom 
Brownold 

Letter/E‐Mail  Opposition – Neighborhood compatibility, traffic, parking, access, ice on Phoenix 
Avenue, catering to the needs of NAU, students, noise, conduct 

24  01/05/2016  Forest May  Letter  Opposition – Not in keeping with the area 

25  01/05/2016  Roberta Motter  E‐Mail  Opposition – human congestion, traffic, parking, noise, design, viewscape 

26  01/05/2016  Karen Carswell  Letter  Opposition – Compatibility, scale, views, traffic, parking, pedestrians and bicycles 
crossing Butler, neighborhood character 

27  01/08/2016  Betsy and Tyler Hager  E‐Mail  Support – Land use, relief for students 

28  01/08/2016  Ken Berkhoff  E‐Mail  Support – Support for NAU 

29  01/10/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Neutral – Requesting additional information 
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30  01/11/2016  Ellen Ryan  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, density, traffic, parking, neighborhood character and 
compatibility 

31  01/11/2016  Richard Thorson  Letter  Opposition – Zoning change only benefits developer, neighborhood character, traffic, 
compatibility, don’t “Phoenix” or “Tempe” Flagstaff, security, parking 

32  01/13/2016  Nat White  E‐Mail  Opposition – Business deal between City and Developer, traffic, parking, demise of the 
neighborhood, complexity of transect zones, views, snow/ice 

33  01/13/2016  Joseph Walka  E‐Mail  Opposition – Parking, traffic 

34  01/13/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Bicycle ridership in the future, America’s love of cars, parking, traffic, 
bicycle safety 

35  01/14/2016  Diana Thorson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Impact to neighborhood, parking, impact on tourism, not for families, 
student conduct 

36  01/15/2016  Charlie Silver  E‐Mail  Neutral – Requesting counts for comments in support and nonsupport 

37  01/15/2016  Mimi Murov  E‐Mail  Opposition – Fire safety 

38  01/17/2016  Jerry Johnson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Inappropriate, ruin of Downtown, parking, student housing belongs on 
campus 

39  01/18/2016  Victoria VanPuyvelde  E‐Mail  Opposition – Decrease aesthetic value, neighborhood character 

40  01/18/2016  Rob Trathnigg  E‐Mail  Opposition – Visual pollutant, parking, transect zoning not appropriate, does not 
comply with transect purpose 

41  01/20/2016  Leyah Huff  Letter  Opposition – Traffic, parking, neighborhood character 

42  01/26/2016  Walter Salas‐Humara  E‐Mail  Opposition – Architecture, use, type of retail, neighborhood character, traffic, parking, 
impact on rents 
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43  01/26/2016  Gisela Kluwin  E‐Mail  Opposition – Scale, neighborhood compatibility, parking, traffic 

44  01/26/2016  Emily Ross  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, size, location, traffic, parking 

45  01/26/2016  Janelle Gaun  E‐Mail  Opposition – Property values, parking, aesthetics, density 

46  01/26/2016  Patrick Taylor  E‐Mail  Opposition – Increased crime, student behavior, “for profit college town” 

47  01/27/2016  Kari Maurer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Community compatibility, parking, density, aesthetics, property values 

48  01/28/2016  Richard Fernandez  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, density, parking, traffic, policing issues, size 

49  01/29/2016  Mary McKell  E‐Mail  Opposition – Location, impact on neighborhood and Downtown 

50  01/29/2016  Marie Jones  E‐Mail  Opposition – Does not meet intent of transect zoning, precedent setting, does not fit 
transect building types, use not appropriate in neighborhood, student behavior, 
project management, better for families not students, density 

51  01/29/2016  Nancy Branham  E‐Mail  Opposition – Does not meet intent of transect zoning, unruly and illegal behavior of 
students, parking, traffic, open space does not benefit community, lease agreement 
only favorable to developer, neighborhood compatibility. 

52  01/29/2016  Duffie Westheimer  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

53  01/29/2016  Charlie Silver  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

54  01/30/2016  Patrice Giordano  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

55  01/31/2016  Rose Houk  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

56  02/01/2016  Juliana Bartlett  E‐Mail  Opposition – Project jeopardizes history and sense of place, location, width of 
adjacent streets, no common sense 
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57  02/02/2016  Jen Blue  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

58  02/02/2016  Diana Thorson  E‐Mail  Opposition – Impact on tourism, tourist don’t want to interact with students, destroys 
Downtown ambiance, no design appeal, congestion, parking, traffic, financially 
beneficial to developer, little or no benefit to tourists or residents, Downtown not part 
of college campus 

59  02/03/2016  Carol Hagen  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

60  02/03/2016  Rick Moore  E‐Mail  Opposition – Agreement with Marie Jones letter 

61  02/03/2016  William Ring  Letter  Opposition – Classification of land use, parking, traffic, double occupancy, bulk and 
mass, intent of Zoning Code 
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Brian Kulina

From: marymckell <marymckell@q.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 10:56 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Fwd: the Hub

 

From: "marymckell"  
To: bkulina@flagstaff.gov 
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 8:34:08 AM 
Subject: the Hub 

Dear Brian, 
I am writing against any rezoning for the Hub development. 
I feel that this development is inappropriate for the proposed location. Possibly the developers 
could locate this proposed development in an area that will not have such a negative impact on the 
South side neighborhood or the downtown.  
There were so many excellent arguments against the Hub stated at the Planning and Zoning 
meeting held on January 13, 2016. 
It was obvious that the citizens of Flagstaff do not support this development and hopefully even the 
developers hear this message. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Mary McKell 
111 East Oak Ave #4 
Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 



1-29-15

To Staff and Commissioners

This letter contains information that has come to light to members of the community recently 
and is respectfully submitted. It is submitted by one person here but has been researched and 
co-written by many community members. Because of time, the signatures of those members are 
not included here, but will be sent in the next few days.

1. The Hub should not be considered for transect zoning.

A project may opt into transect zoning not simply by right, but only if it meets all transect 
zoning standards. The Hub does not meet all the standards for transect zoning or therefore 
qualify for any of the unique advantages associated with it, such as reduced parking 
requirements, as noted from Flagstaffʼs Zoning Code below:

Preamble P.090, Using the Flagstaff Transect: 

A.1: Preserve and enhance community character;
A.2: Encourage appropriately scaled infill and development;
C.1: Build upon the reinforce the unique character of Flagstaff;
C.4: Ensure that architecture and landscape grow from local climate, history and building 
practice.

10-40.40.070 T4 Neighborhood 1 Standards, page 40.40-25

The primary intent of this zone is to reinforce established neighborhoods and to maintain 
neighborhood stability in walkable urban areas, while allowing such areas to evolve with 
the integration of small building footprints and medium density building types. 
Appropriate dwelling units might include bungalow courts, duplexes, and apartment 
houses, which are typically smaller than those found in other zones.

10-40.40.090 T5 Main Street Standards, page 40.40-37

The primary intent of this Zone is to reinforce the vitality of the downtown area adjacent 
to the core, to allow it to expand and evolve, and to revived an appropriate transition into 
existing neighborhoods. 

The intent of the T5 Sub-Zone is to provide the appropriate form and scale for areas that 
are transitional between commercial and residential uses, and to allow the neighborhood 
commercial areas to expand as the market demand grows.

The Zone and Sub-Zone are intended to preserve and build upon the existing pattern of 
development. New development, renovations, and additions should be in character and 
scale with existing valued patterns.

Because of failure to meet the intent of transect zoning standards, the Zoning Map Amendment 
should legally be denied. 

2. The zoning map amendment request should be denied.



If the project is not eligible for transect zoning, then the T4/T5 swap would of course not be an 
issue. Beyond that:

T4 zoning allows a maximum 3-1/5 story height and 60% lot coverage. This is needed along 
Mikes Pike as a buffer between the viable, existing, mixed use residential neighborhood and the 
property along the busy Milton Road. T5 zoning allows a maximum of 5 story and 80% lot 
coverage, too intense a use within the existing neighborhood, and belongs along Milton where it 
is currently designated.

The 3-1/2 story height limit in the zoning code is more in line with recommendations in the 
Southside 2005 specific plan, which is in turn referred to in the Regional Plan. This maximum 
building height is more appropriate to the historic, mixed use, pedestrian, residential 
neighborhood. Allowing 5 stories along Mikes Pike be a precedent that would dwarf existing 
structures and further encourage future development of this height on other lots along Mikes 
Pike and possibly eventually east into the neighborhood. This would create a false value based 
on height and density that would replace the existing value of the neighborhood as an up and 
coming arts district which is even now developing within current zoning rules and plan 
guidelines. Approving this zoning map amendment would in effect be a top-down decision to 
change the land use of the neighborhood which should be not permitted without significant 
public input and dialog and a change to official documents such as the Regional Plan. Staff in 
itʼs recommendations and the Commission in itʼs decision should consider the long term effect 
of this request, not just for the project itself and the ends it seeks to achieve, but to the 
neighborhood which is is committed to preserve and reinforce as per the Regional Plan.

Sections of the code referred to above in 1. can also be restated here as legal reasons why the 
zoning request amendment should be denied.

2a. Because the discussion of “form-based code” has been opened, the proposed form of the 
Hub should be discussed in particular. Although the Hub is called an apartment house by the 
developer—and a property owner can certainly call their building any whimsical name they like
—the actual form it takes is much more similar to large hotels in Flagstaff such as the Drury and 
the Raddison than apartment houses in the downtown area. The definitions section of the 
zoning code, 10-80.20.010 defines an apartment house as:

Apartment house: A building type that is a medium-to-large sized structure that consists 
four to 12 side-by-side and/or stacked dwelling units, typically with one shared entry. 

While the T5 section of the code allows a “courtyard apartment”, the code does not define this 
building type. 

But a review of the other “allowed building types” listed in T4—carriage house, single-family 
house, duplex, townhouse, bungalow court, live/work, and variations—imply smaller building 
types and variety in form. T4 uses the same list but adds in in commercial block, with of course 
a higher building type permitted. This building type is commonly seen in historic downtown 
Flagstaff and is presumed to constitute the “community character” that the Regional Plan, 
Southside Plan and Transect Zoning code section are referring when they encourage 
preservation of it. This is also the reason the majority of people who look at renderings of the 
Hub have the immediate reaction that it is “wrong” for the area.



3. The Room and Board Conditional Use Permit should be denied.

It is understood that the room and board permit provides functional ability for Core and the 
future owner of the property to follow their profit model better than renting by the unit, as well as 
to more easily evict the problem tenants their experience has shown them will certainly occur. 
However, since this project is proposed within an existing neighborhood rather than a more 
autonomous zone, it is inappropriate and should not be all granted. 

The evidence both here in Flagstaff (see police reports about The Grove and other student 
housing projects) that rent by the bed, as well as those in other communities, including other 
Hub projects (see newspaper article about the Hub in Tucson that was submitted previously), is 
that there are unique problems associated with student housing projects that are not inherent in 
typical apartment houses. Add to that the much larger population of this particular project, and 
such problems are likely to be exacerbated. When dropped into an existing neighborhood, those 
problems become the neighborhoodʼs problems, ones that can be solved only by police and 
security and canʼt be solved neighbor-to-neighbor any longer.

There is also an important question to be asked about the reputation of Hub projects in other 
communities (see the sampling of student reviews also submitted), whether their ability rent by 
the bed will create similar problems here in Flagstaff, and whether the room and board permit 
applied at this scale will create an undesirable project that will have to be accommodated by the 
neighborhood for the long term. 

The property owner has stated that anyone who wants to can rent in the Hub, young 
professionals, graduate students—even families, as they said in the last public meeting to the 
community gathered there. This is again disingenuous, as young professionals, families and 
even graduate students are unlikely to rent by the bed. Core may want to use the term “multi-
family” housing for the the benefits it provides to them. There is no law against their calling it 
“multi-family”, an “apartment house” or even the Taj Mahal if they so desire, but that doesnʼt 
make it true.

In whatever form this building takes, it has better longevity and therefore value to the 
neighborhood if it is not limited in itʼs use to students, as the room and board permit would do. 

4. Increased density for this project should be denied.

The density that would be achieved by this project depends upon the transect zoning conditions 
having been fully met, which they havenʼt, followed by the two uses being switched. If a project 
that didnʼt use transect zoning were submitted for conditional use permit to increase the density 
to “the most dense/intense building in the city” in this existing historic neighborhood, it would be 
inappropriate to grant permission for it. 

Transect zoning and the advantages it offers is based on the idea of an exchange between the 
community and the project—the project can benefit from existing, mature infrastructure and in 
return offers something. This project takes advantage of a theoretical parking infrastructure 
which doesnʼt really exist, turns within to a large internal courtyard area for renters only, and 
claims that by offering some commercial property to Mikes Pike (which will most likely be leased 
by business that cater to the students within), there is an equal exchange. We dispute this.



Conclusion:

Given staffʼs concerns about the appropriateness of this project for the proposed location (as 
opposed to similar projects in other non-neighborhood locations), we are very puzzled about 
why they are recommending it to the Commission, even with the minor height changes they 
include in the recommendation. It is clear that Flagstaff Regional Plan: Place Matters, is a 
decision guiding document as stated in Section III-4, How This Plan Works that is:

“used in the regulatory decision-making process by the City Planning and Zoning Commission, 
City Council, and City staff. The Commission and the Council are responsible for making 
development decisions such as zoning map amendments or annexations approval of which 
depends on whether the proposed changes or projects are consistent with the Planʼs goals and 
policies.”

As citizens who are reacting to this project, we have been encouraged to involve ourselves in 
changing the rules and and writing a new Southside specific plan and thereby strengthen our 
ability to prevent projects like this one that will forever change our existing historic 
neighborhoods and halt the progress they have made in the last few years. We will certainly do 
this, but how can we be sure such action will in fact provide any more protection if staff, 
Commission and Council do not make recommendations based on plans and rules we already 
have in place? In the T4 section of the Zoning Code for example, which consists of 5 pages, 
how are the last 4 pages more “legal” than the first page, which describes itʼs very intent? This, 
and certainly the Regional Plan which was painstakingly written with substantial citizen input, 
are what we rely upon to make our case to staff, Commission and Council, since in most cases 
we do not have the resource of a zoning attorney at our disposal. So while we will certainly 
participate in creating more official documents that will express our vision for Flagstaff, and in 
greater detail, yet there is no assurance they will make a difference if they are not followed by 
the staff and officials we depend on to follow them.

A property owner has “rights” which we do not dispute. This property ownerʼs attorney has 
explained to the community in public meetings that working with us was an optional offering to 
the community, but that legally they have the “right” to build whatever they want under basic 
zoning code. This is disingenuous as they are indeed asking for substantial exceptions from the 
community—a zoning map amendment, significantly higher density, and a room and board 
permit. In return, they are stretching the limits of what they are permitted to build in many 
directions. The “rights” they have as property owners come with responsibilities to the 
community they want to build in. Staff and Commission might feel that they are more 
responsible to the property owner, especially with the threat of Proposition 207 lawsuits lingering 
in the air, than to the community. But the official documents, current and in the future, that define 
and detail the communityʼs shared vision for Flagstaff, represent the “rights” of the community, 
which they should feel as strongly.

This is a critical case that you are asked to decide on. The implications of your decision will 
resonate not only in the future of our neighborhoods, but the future of Flagstaff as community 
people from all over the world visit because of itʼs very special and unique qualities.

Respectfully,
Marie Jones
116 W. Benton
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
602 576-9262



These are a sampling of reviews of Hub projects gathered from the web. 

Student and Parent Comments 
About The HUB 

• 7/1/2015  
• I have had two daughters live here on separate occasions.  One daughter moved 

in when it first opened as the Hub and other a year later when it became 
University House. (Note: Core sold to University House after one year but they still show 
this property on their website).  
 
Both management teams were terribly inefficient and unorganized.   My one daughter was 
living there when a pipe busted and flooded three floors causing tenants to move out for 
six weeks.  It was chaotic with tenants being forced to leave apartment doors unlocked 
with easy access for numerous repair people to personal belongings during this time. 
 When tenants were able to move back in, the trash chutes could not be accessed due to 
electrical wires they had to temporarily run through the chute space as the repair/remold 
was not completed. Trash, visualize piles and piles of stinky trash, lined the hallways 
during the summer months. 
 
Not the only time my family has encountered disgusting living conditions when visiting our 
kids. We have seen lots of urine, vomit and more trash in the elevators and hallways over 
the past couple years.  Not to mention the times I have been woken up to someone 
screaming in the early morning hours.  The last time, some guy was throwing a girl 
against a wall at 2AM.  We had Tempe police knocking on our door a half an hour later to 
ask what we saw and heard. 
 
My second daughter moved out halfway through the school year.  She paid an extra 85% 
of her rent to be given priority on the wait list for apartments with rooms that were 
available.  Leasing staff often did not show her apartment even though we paid for the 
priority status.  We later found out that there were only 5 female only rooms on that list. 
There was really no need to pay the extra fees.  I called the leasing office one day to find 
out that the leasing staff did not have an update list on what apartments with rooms were 
available.  Our daughter's room was not on the list. At one point, the leasing office's 
phones and email were down for two weeks making it difficult for potential lessors to 
inquire about rooms to relet. 
 
Also, the turnover rate with the leasing staff is constant for both managers and agents. 
 
When the room was finally relet, it took 60 days for Inland America AKA University House 
to refund us rent that was paid. 
 
It is truly surprising that the state housing department has not fined or sued this 
company. 

Comments about Madison HUB 

Jake L 
in the last week- 
The worst living experience I've had in Madison to date. DO NOT LIVE HERE. 
 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/117809569130358501405/reviews


As you can see in the google reviews below, every single good review was placed at the exact 
same time. I know a few of the individuals and they are either living with a staff member or are 
friends with them. I'm assuming the staff is trying to get the ratings up on Google Reviews. 
 
Do not be fooled by the amenities here, as soon as you sign your lease forget about any respect 
from the staff whatsoever. The place is run by some of the most unintelligent individuals I have 
talked to. The sauna has been closed down for weeks at a time with no warning whatsoever, the 
printer is always broken, and multiple fees have been enlisted without prior consent. (Such as a 
fee for the water and electricity of the common areas?) 
 
I guess they are building a Hub 2 across the street, and there are giant cranes blocking any sort 
of view we used to have, let alone any peace and quiet. My sink has broken twice and the water 
pressure is nonexistent.  
 
A quote from the repair man after all of the cushions on our outdoor patio were ripped "Every 
single piece of furniture here has came right off the boat from china." Thanks dude, I'm guessing 
they will scheme us out of our deposit as well.  
 
I wish I could give these apartments a 0 out of 5 as I would leave immediately if I could. IT IS 
NOT WORTH LIVING HERE. DO NOT BE FOOLED. There is plenty more to complain about but I do 
not have time to continue with this post, the only good thing about this place is the pool on the 
roof that's open 5 months a year.  

Will S 
3 weeks ago- 
This place is run by fools. Management is atrocious.  
 
They've scheduled fire drills at 9am every week for the first two months of living here. They've 
hired security guards that have left an unconscious drunk female incapacitated face down on the 
lobby couch and when prompted if they thought it was something that needed to be dealt with 
the male guard shrugged it off as a nonissue. Management split the water bill between the entire 
complex instead of just our own usage, since I am considerably more conservation minded than 
most I end up paying for others egregious habits. Management has also refused to refund us for 
a two week period where we were incapable of living in our units due to delayed construction in 
effect taking a half month of rent from all of us. Several times our mail has not been processed 
in a timely fashion leading to packages and letters being given to us days after tracking shows 
delivered. Last week management started bringing in cranes for their new building across 
Gilman Street called The James Madison formerly known as Hub 2. The arrival of this equipment 
has blocked our parking lot exit and has bisected Gilman. 
 
The level of sheer ineptitude needed to accomplish these feats bewilders me. 
 
I have no drawers in my bathroom. The water pressure in my sink is terrible. The walls are 
paper thin. I have a pathetically weak night light in my ceiling fan, I needed to buy lamps to get 
any sort of lighting in my room. I can hear the TV blaring at 10% through my bedroom door. Hot 
water is rarity. The door on the washer and drying unit has slots and lets all the noise through. 
The sauna and hot tubs are always closed for maintenance. The gym and 2nd floor courtyard 
areas are usually in dire need of a good cleaning. If you live facing into the courtyard there are 
cameras positioned that can see everything that happens inside your room. The garbage chute is 
pathetically small and is good for walgreens sized plastic bags only. 

David 
a month ago- 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/116037142017056651246/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/117780257962768328415/reviews


I don't know about other units, but I recommand you not to live in either studio or 1 bedroom 
unit. 
I currently live in 1 bedroom, and IT IS REALLY REALLY SMALL. 
I wish I could've known that the room was going to be this small. People at the leasing office last 
year told me that 1bedrrom would be about the same size as their model unit, which they had at 
the office. Well... guess what. It is not even close to that size. 
You can probably fit like 4-5 people in the living room, and it will be so full that you won't even 
be moving around. 
Also, you can smell all kinds of things (you know what) from other units on downstairs and 
upstairs. 
When I moved in, there were several spots in the unit where it had stains, and also there were 
garbages everywhere. I had to spend some time to clean it up. 
As many people mentioned, water pressure at the bathroom is so bad. It takes me double or 
triple time to wash. I feel like this would lead to much worse waste on water. Seriously, what 
were they thinking when installing this crap on. 
I was going to move to Lucky apartment next year, because they provide free parkings for those 
who live in 1 bedroom unit for over 1 or 2 years, but every 1 bedroom was gone for next year so 
that kind of sucks. 
It is not worth $1425 living here. I'm paying 250 more over that for parking. I'm pretty much 
stuck here until I graduate lol. Thanks for providing so much information before I moved in. That 
really worked! 

Rachel Peterson 
2 months ago- 
If I could give this place 0 stars, I would. It is genuinely one of the worst apartment buildings in 
Madison. Do not let the 4 ho tubs, saunas, and rooftop pool fool you. This place is actually a 
joke!! Everything is a lot smaller and the noise is CRAZY! they said the walls are insulated and 
thats a lie! You can hear every party going on from the rooftop to the entrance. All the 
appliances are very CHEAP quality! Forget the bluetooth speaker because that doesn't make up 
for the horrible water pressure and cold water every morning! the rooms are extremely SMALL 
compared to what their blueprints said! And the STAFF might be the WORST thing about this 
building. They are extremely RUDE, they never have an answer for your questions and always 
refer you to their 30 page lease which is also no help! The are honestly a bunch of idiots sitting 
in an office pretending to do work! The old manager told me to email her and never replied to 
my email. When I came into the office, I saw her sprint into her office and the person at the 
front desk told me she was busy. Talk about "professional"! "Security" is a joke because if you 
hand them some cash, they will do anything you need them to do! I urge you not to bring your 
money here. Do not give these people a penny! if it wasn't for the lease they have me locked 
into... I would be out of here in a heartbeat! The day my lease ends is my day of freedom! And 
they weren't able to lease out the building this year! they are barely at 70% occupancy. I truly 
hope someone does something about them to remove them from Madison  

Comments and Recent Article about HUB in South Carolina 

Vincent Esposito 
4 months ago 
The hub seems great at the beginning, however, it is all just a sham. The office staff is horrible 
and never helps with anything. Nothing ever works in the building. The elevators are constantly 
out of order and everything started falling apart from day 1. Upon moving out of my apartment I 
noted there was one paint chip on my bedroom wall that would need repairing, but I figured that 
would be normal wear and tear. Apparently, that warranted a $343 painting bill. Don't live here, 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/100370298742685631577/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/107041883104987114893/reviews


the rent is way too high for the quality of the product and they will nickle and dime you until you 
are broke.  

Madeleine Bell 
3 months ago 
Horrible management. Very unprofessional and disorganized. If you go into the leasing office 
with a problem expect them to roll their eyes at you and not take anything seriously unless you 
bug them constantly. Things are alway broken and very overpriced for what you get. Would not 
recommend as a place to live. Period. 

Alex Funke 
4 months ago 
The hub is a scam. They will be nice and friendly and put on an amazing act when you are 
looking at renting... However once you sign a lease that is when everything will change. The 
management is awful. Nothing seems to ever be working (especially the elevators). The 
furniture is worse than ikea furniture... and the list can go on and on. Also DO NOT EXPECT to 
get a security deposit back... They will nickel and dime you. When we left the room was in 
amazing condition. However according to the HUB it need 294.69 cents worth of paint, along 
with a 50.31 cleaning fee. This is completely ridiculous because the walls were in great condition 
and the room was fully cleaned. Also that is just my charges. Now there were an additional 3 
roommates living there so just imagine what they were charged....  
 
Also basement parking is very sketch.... I would recommend walking with a buddy back from the 
basement to the complex due to a high frequency of drug users making the surrounds their 
homes... Also the basement elevator always breaks down... So at night if you are coming back 
late from a class, you have to walk down an alley way in order to get to the complex...  
 
Also upon moving in there was no WIFI for over a month. The office staff said in person they will 
compensate residents down the road for this... That never happened...  
 
It just makes me sick that these people at the hub at able to sleep at night.... 
 
THESE PEOPLE HAVE NO MORALS OR SOULS...  
 
Also you will notice they have 60 5 star reviews... a majority of these reviews were written when 
the complex was being built by local businesses trying to suck up to the hub 
 
Breaking: Controversy Surrounding The Hub At Columbia 
Former residents are infuriated with what they say is unfair treatment. 

Victoria Daczkowski in Lifestyle on Sep 13, 2015  

Where you live has a large impact on your year. Are you close to the Greek Village? Are you 
close to downtown? How big is the apartment? How is the parking situation? These are all 
questions you should ask yourself before signing a lease for the coming school year. 

For students already thinking about where to live next year, consider checking the reviews for 
apartment complexes in the area. There are plenty of places for University of South Carolina 
students to live, and most are very affordable and vary in types of amenities. There also always 
seem to be new apartment complexes catering to students moving off campus after their 
freshman year. 

https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/118382719365097874104/reviews
https://www.google.com/maps/contrib/105335395393858400707/reviews


In fall of 2014, a brand new apartment complex opened on Main Street in downtown Columbia -- 
The Hub. The slots available filled up before that fall semester was over, and it was expected to 
be the coolest place to live. But, now, a year later, its reputation is starting to deteriorate. 

When tenants first moved in, they instantly began to find problems. Issues ranged from the Wi-
Fi not working, to not even having a refrigerator in the apartment. The apartment complex was 
poorly made and they issued "worse than Ikea furniture" (2014-2015 resident). 

"I was supposed to have a walk in closet, but didn't upon moving in and it took them weeks to 
compensate me for it. We put in at least five work orders and they fixed it the month we moved 
out," said that anonymous resident. 

Many of those first tenants have now moved out, but are now faced with another problem: move 
out reports and bills. Former residents have reportedly been charged hundreds of dollars for 
repainting and repairs, with no evidence of it being necessary. 

"Move out charges between three roommates was over $1000 for painting and cleaning," said a 
2014-2015 resident. Those residents say that their apartments were spotless and were in no 
way damaged, or in need of repainting. 

The Hub at Columbia Facebook page has recently even been flooded with posts by angry 
residents and their parents.  

In the past few weeks, The Hub at Columbia's rating had dropped from a 4.8 (out of five) to a 
2.8, and the comments and reviews keep coming. Students, residents and parents are furious 
with the complex and the management. 

"Dealing with the leasing office was a constant struggle. They take advantage of our age and 
inexperience and try to get as much money as possible out of our bank accounts. The property 
manager has no sense of customer service or respect," said a 2014-2015 resident. 

Facebook reviews from oxford miss 

Had problems all year with the Management of this facility. At the completion of the lease they 
charged my daughters for services that were not rendered and for damages in the common 
areas of the apartment that were there when we moved in (even after we notified them of the 
damages). The kids that work at The Hub were always very nice and accommodating, but to 
expect them to run this facility was a bit of an oversight on management's part. Would not keep 
my kid there every again. 

It looks great from the beginning, until you have a maintenance issue! And, don't expect to get 
your security deposit back. They go through great strides to find anything possible to eat it up! 
Don't believe the line about 'normal wear and tear'! Also, BEFORE you sign the lease, ask them 
to provide you with move-out requirements! Ridiculous! For the amount of rent you pay, 
professional carpet cleaning after you move out, should be covered! 

Do not recommend! I agree with many of the comments- should have paid more attention when 
signing the lease. Families- considering this place for your child- as stated don't expect to get 
your deposit back no matter what you do. I drove 14 hours each way to make sure my daughter 
left things clean. We washed walls and scrubbed the kitchen, cleaned blinds and the ceiling fan! 
Silly me thought that the security deposit was for damage. But no... they charged for HVAC 
filters, 2 l... 



I've been here for couple of months. All the stuff they have to offer is nice. But maintenance is 
crappy. You can never get them to fix anything you ask them to. And when you ask them about 
something.. They just say I have no idea when it will be fixed are there working on it. When they 
been saying that for 3 months. 

If you think is will be a good place to stay, it's all smoke and mirrors. THIS PLACE IS A RIP 
OFF!!! THE RENT IS EXPENSIVE AS HELL AND WILL MAKE UP CHARGES AND TAKE AWAY YOUR 
SECURITY DEPOSIT AT THE END OF THE YEAR!!!! The student workers are not helpful and the 
manager always refer you to them. RUN AND NEVER LEASE; You'll regret it.



To Staff and Commissioners,

The following articles from the Corvallis Gazette-Times is an example of how parties can opt to 
slow down a process that is not fully ready for action:

The Hub' project at Timberhill in limbo
March 31, 2015 4:42 pm
JAMES DAY Corvallis Gazette-Times

Plans for an 835-resident student housing complex on Timberhill, known as "The Hub," have 
been put on hold.

Core Campus, a Chicago-based student housing development firm and GPA1, a local group 
which owns the land, told city staffers Tuesday that they wish to postpone the application while 
they address concerns raised in the 93-page staff report (see text in the online version of this 
story).

The city, however, has not canceled tonightʼs scheduled 7 p.m. Planning Commission hearing at 
the Corvallis Senior Center.

At issue is the 120-day rule, which requires that public agencies pass judgment on completed 
land-use applications within 120 days. The Timberhill developers are asking to stop the 120-day 
clock. The city says that the applicant needs to waive the 120-day requirement before its 
request to postpone the hearing will be considered.

Thus, at presstime, the hearing remained on the schedule, although that could change today.

Lyle Hutchens of Devco Engineering, the project manager of the development, said in a letter to 
the city that the applicants “request that each application be taken off the Planning Commission 
agenda, put on hold and remain on hold until further written notice is received by the city.” (See 
the full text online.)

In addition, Hutchens wrote that the applicants “hereby extend the statutory deadlines for a final 
local decision from (Tuesday) until written notice is provided.”

City staff recommended in its March 25 report that the Planning Commission deny the 
application, which covers the 30 acres of The Hub student housing project as well as subdivides 
the remaining 190 acres of land. The report cited concerns with variances that the developers 
have asked for regarding grading the project, as well as street construction and stormwater 
detention.

In addition, staff have requested that the developers provide detailed development plans for the 
entire 200-plus acres of land. The developers have refused to do so, saying that because no 
final plans exist for the remaining acreage that such studies would be meaningless.

“The applicants are in this for the long run,” Hutchens wrote. “They want to get it right and are 
open to working with the cityʼs suggestions about how to arrange the uses on the site (and) look 



forward to working with staff to prepare supplemental information that will support positive 
recommendations from staff.”

The developers, however, are opposed to waiving the 120-day rule, which is in place to ensure 
that projects are acted on in a timely manner.

“Most cities stop the clock,” said Chuck Kingsley, a broker with Commercial Associates, who is 
working with the developer on the project. “Itʼs not unusual for a staff report to come out and for 
the applicant to ask for a postponement so they can sort things out. Most applications are not as 
complex as this. Itʼs an extremely charged case.”

Neighbors in the Timberhill area opposed to the project have formed a group called the 
Northwest Alliance Corvallis and have hired land-use attorney Daniel Stotter.

“The applicants saw their proposal was a sinking ship that was not going to be well received 
(by) the Planning Commission,” Stotter said, “and that their proposal was likely to denied, so the 
day before their public hearing, they have sought an indefinite ʻholdʼ on their land-use 
applications, in order to make a last-ditch attempt to patch the holes.”

Rob Wood, the managing member of GPA1, agreed that the staff recommendations 
influenced the development group.

“This was a decision just made based upon the recently received staff report,” Wood said. “We 
want to fully read and understand the positions and comments so we may appropriately address 
and respond to them. We felt the short amount of time would not allow a thoughtful answer.”

Neighbors remain hopeful.

“It would be great if they return with something that is respectful of the unique environment of 
that site,” said Curtis Wright, who lives on Northwest Poppy Drive. Wright said that revised plans 
should be “sensitive to the concerns of the neighboring residents and (show) they really do care 
about the future well-being of Corvallis.”
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Brian Kulina

From: nancy@flaghomes.com
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 3:17 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: nancy@flaghomes.com
Subject: info on Hub for meeting
Attachments: Hub letter and attachments.pdf; sample lease.pdf

Attached please find a cover letter and documents for consideration at next Wednesday's P and Z. 
Nancy Branham 
I will stop by and make sure you received this. 
928-856-0036 
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Brian Kulina

From: Duffie Westheimer <dwestheimer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 10:40 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: pls add my name to the letter

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Greetings Mr. Kulina, 
 
Please add my name to Marie Jones' 29 January 2016 letter about the Core Campus project proposed for the 
Phoenix Ave./Mike's Pike location.  
 
Thank you, 
Duffie Westheimer 
720 W. Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
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Brian Kulina

From: Charlie Silver <cws720@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 11:31 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Mark Sawyers
Subject: signatory to M. Jones letter re: Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Brian, 
 
Please add my name to the letter dated 29 Jan 16 (incorrectly noted as 1-29-15) from Marie Jones to P&Z 
Commission re: Hub proposed development.  
 
Thanks very much, 
 
Charlie Silver 
720 Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
928-779-2782 
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Brian Kulina

From: Patrice Giordano <pgiordano9@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, January 30, 2016 1:26 PM
To: Brian Kulina

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Please add my name to the important letter you composed regarding the hub development.  
Thank you. Patrice Giordano.  
 
 
--  
Patrice� 
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Brian Kulina

From: mpcreh@aol.com
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 10:29 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Marie Jones letter--signature

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Kulina,  
I have read and fully agree with Marie Jones eloquent letter of 1/29/16 regarding sound objections to The Hub 
development. 
Please add my signature to her submission. 
When your own colleague, Mr. Sawyers, made the statement that staff was "surprised" by the "intensity and density" of 
this proposal, that speaks volumes.  
I still strongly urge staff, P&Z, and Council to curtail this "audacious" inappropriate development.  
Thank you, 
Rose Houk 
824 W. Cherry Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001  
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Brian Kulina

From: Juliana Bartlett <bartlettjuliana@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 1:42 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

   A sense of place? " The intrinsic character of a place,or the meaning people give it,but more often,a mixture of both.... 
"A strong identity and character that is deeply felt by local inhabitants and by many visitors ...."  A sense of place 
involves the human experience in a landscape...the local knowledge and folklore.....Our  historic neighborhoods 
currently have this...As a community,We have worked very hard to  
nourish   this... The hub project jeopardizes our history and our sense of place,what makes flagstaff unique and what's 
important to us as a community... 
   As was outlined to you at the last meeting...this project is not appropriate for this location ... I drove  down Phoenix st. 
the other day on my way to Macy's ...snow was on both sides of the street, a bus was coming the other way...a bike rider 
was on my side,  and there simply was no room for all of us to move forward without waiting for one another...I thought 
to myself... Where is the common sense with this project???? I observed the surroundings of this historic neighborhood 
and tried to visualize the impact of this building ....I felt heartbroken at the thought... 
  I urge you to review all the reasons that this project should not go forward in this location .I ask that the Planning and 
Zoning Commission deny Core Campus 's request To amend the Downtown Regulating Plan,and for a conditional Use 
Permit for the Hub. 
   Please listen to your community.. 
         Best, Juliana Bartlett 
 
                   
 
 
 
 
 
                
 
                           BE KIND 
FOR EVERYONE YOU MEET IS FIGHTING A 
BATTLE YOU KNOW NOTHING ABOUT. 
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Brian Kulina

From: Jen Blue <oldcaves@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 6:07 AM
To: Brian Kulina
Cc: Mark Sawyers
Attachments: p&z ltr.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Brian, 
 
I would like to add my name to those who have signed on to the attached letter.  
 
Thank you and best regards, 
Jen Blue 
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Brian Kulina

From: Diana Thorson <thorsond@commspeed.net>
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 6:35 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub Meeting Feb 4
Attachments: Flagstaff Business News on THE HUB.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Mr. Richard Thorson 
4521 E. Flintwood Ln. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86004 
February 4, 2016 
Mr. Brian Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
Planning & Development Services 
211 West Aspen Ave. 
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

RE: Attached Article: “Tourism Officials Mark Record Year” 
Dear Mr. Kulina, 
Tourism is one of our largest businesses in Flagstaff and tourists most certainly do not want to interact with 
college students. In my business, I deal with tourists from all over the world. They come for the Grand Canyon 
and Flagstaff as a destination, not student interaction. 
The Hub will interfere with our tourist’s ability to enjoy downtown as it is now by destroying its current 
ambience with a building at its center that has no design appeal let alone a connection to our historic 
heritage. Additionally, the tremendous congestion will not only take away tourist access to downtown, but 
prevent our own residents from all over the city to access the venues and businesses in the downtown area. 
Perhaps this is the reason, you have had little or no input from others living on the east side of town; since the 
late 80’s it has been a challenge to navigate the area in a car and find parking. Little has been done by the city 
to alleviate the problem, and is doing the opposite by adding to the congestion by the approval of hotels. The 
situation has literally driven a large part of the city’s population away, feeling lucky to have made it through 
the congestion challenges just to get to the desired businesses on “the other side” of town, avoiding 
downtown. 
It is time to take a stand, preventing projects such as this to be built at this, or any downtown location. It is not 
good for Flagstaff as a tourist destination and will destroy our small town feeling. The rezoning will allow great 
financial benefit to the developer, reaping no rewards (financial or otherwise) for tourists and the residents. 
As per the article, The Convention & Visitor’s Bureau is doing a great job of marketing our once quaint town. 
Let’s make sure it is as they say it is—not a part of the college campus, as is Mill St. in Tempe. 
Sincerely, 
Richard Thorson 
928.853‐9168 
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Brian Kulina

From: Carol Hagen <cbhagen777@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 12:11 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: The Hub

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mr. Kulina 
I am a business owner located at 209 Benton Ave. I wholeheartedly agree with Marie Jones and all comments 
made in her most recent letter. I look forward to our city planners making the right decisions concerning the 
Hub. I commend you all on your ability to revisit prior assumptions as all successful business owners, 
entrepreneurs, parents, administrators and even city officials must regularly do as new information indicates the 
need. 
Sincerely  
Carol Hagen  
928 699-2459 
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Brian Kulina

From: Rick Moore <moore.rick@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 12:37 PM
To: Brian Kulina
Subject: Re: Allowed Building Types Question
Attachments: Marie Jones Letter.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi Brian- 
I see the inconsistency. I hope it's cleared up by removing commercial block from T4 zones. Thanks 
for the clarification. By the way, while I know it's late to do this, could you please sign me on to the 
attached letter? I'd appreciate it. 
Rick 
 
 

From: Brian Kulina  
To: 'Rick Moore'  
Cc: Mark Sawyers  
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 10:19 AM 
Subject: RE: Allowed Building Types Question 
 
Hi Rick, 
There are some inconsistencies in the Code with respect to Table 10-50.110.030.A and the 
Subsections C of the specific transect zones. This is going to be remedied in the proposed Zoning 
Code amendments. In the meantime, staff’s positions has been to promote flexibility with the transect 
zones thus leading to the utilization of the table when determining appropriate building types. 
Correct. If the building type identified in Section 10-50.110.030 places additional limitations on the 
use or form of the building, a courtyard apartment must have 4-24 units or the width of a stacked 
duplex cannot exceed 36’, respectively, they would be applied in the review and application of 
proposed transect development. 

Brian J Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
P: (928) 213-2613 | F: (928) 213-2089 
From: Rick Moore [mailto:moore.rick@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 10:09 AM 
To: Brian Kulina 
Cc: Mark Sawyers 
Subject: Re: Allowed Building Types Question 
Hi Brian- 
Thanks for the prompt response. 
I don't see where commercial block is an allowed building type in table C under T4N.1 or 2. Could you 
please send me where that is shown? 
Just for future clarity, I understand that the transect zones are form based, but there are also 
limitations listed for building types. For instance, an apartment courtyard building type must have no 
fewer than 4 units or more than 24 (Table C, 50.110-25), correct? 
Rick 
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From: Brian Kulina <BKulina@flagstaffaz.gov> 
To: "'moore.rick@yahoo.com'" <moore.rick@yahoo.com>  
Cc: Mark Sawyers <msawyers@flagstaffaz.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 3, 2016 8:39 AM 
Subject: RE: Allowed Building Types Question 
Rick- 
Specific building types are addressed in Section 10-50.110 of the Zoning Code. Table 10-50.110.030.A of the 
Zoning Code, a copy of which is attached, identifies that appropriate building types for specific transect zones. 
The proposed development is utilizing the Commercial Block building type, which, in accordance with the table, 
is appropriate in the T4, T5, and T6 transect zones. Further, they building type descriptions or names do not 
limit the uses that can be found/established within that building type (i.e. commercial uses could occupy a 
Single-Family Cottage and residential uses could occupy a Commercial Block). The building types are used to 
ensure that the proper form is achieved in each transect zone. 

Brian J Kulina, AICP 
Planning Development Manager 
P: (928) 213-2613 | F: (928) 213-2089 
From: Mark Sawyers  
Sent: Wednesday, February 03, 2016 8:27 AM 
To: Brian Kulina 
Subject: FW: Allowed Building Types Question 
Brian could you please provide a response for Rick. 
Thanks 
Mark 
From: Rick Moore [mailto:moore.rick@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 02, 2016 8:01 PM 
To: Mark Sawyers 
Subject: Allowed Building Types Question 
Hi Mark- 
Page six of the staff report on the Hub refers to “specific building type standards, but there is no 
reference to the “Specific to Building Type” section of the code that has the descriptions and 
regulations for allowed buildings.  
However, looking at the 10-40.40.070 & .080 C. (T4N1 and T4N.2 Standards) I see that allowed 
building types are listed and a footnote says to look at 10-50.110 (Specific to Building Types) for 
“building type descriptions and regulations.”  
Among the choices for allowed building types for T4N1 and T4N.2 it seems to me that “Apartment 
House” is most similar the Hub, but when I look at 10-50.110 it appears to me that the Hub does not 
come close to the description of an “Apartment House” or the meet the number of units allowed. 
I did the same thing for T5 Main Street, except that the allowed building type that seemed most 
similar to the Hub is the “Courtyard Apartment,” but again it doesn’t match the proposed Hub. 
I’ve attached the relevant pages and highlighted the applicable text. 
Could you send me a brief explanation of which “allowed building type” planning staff believes that 
the Hub fits or why the allowed building type criteria are not applicable? 
One side note: I was somewhat involved in the process when Transect Zoning was developed. I 
supported it based on the allowed building types and photos provided as examples, all of which would 
be acceptable at the Hub location. I’m puzzled how the descriptions, photos and regulations I 
supported are allowing the Hub to move forward. 
Thanks, 
Rick 
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