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The Comprehensive Planning Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, July 27, 2005, at 8:00 a.m. in the City Council Chamber, Raleigh Municipal Building, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, 222 W. Hargett Street, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:
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Chairman Crowder called the meeting to order at 8:03 a.m. and asked the assembly to pause for a moment of silent reflection.

Item #03-85 – SP-14-05 – J&R Auto Sales
Planner Eric Hodge presented J&R Auto Sales.  This site plan was recommended for approval by the Planning Commission by a 6-2 vote, requiring the case to be approved by the City Council.  Proposed is a 730-sq. ft. retail auto sales building and vehicle display area on a 0.495 acre lot zoned Business Conditional Use, located within 400 feet of a residential use.  The site is located on the southeast corner of the intersection of South Saunders Street and Prospect Avenue.  The dissenting votes concerned the lack of the 50-foot thoroughfare yard, protection of surrounding properties from noise and light, the use of a fence for the transitional protective yard, the appearance of the building, and proposed landscaping.  At the previous Committee meeting, it was requested that the Appearance Commission review and comment on the changes in building design.  The Landscaping & Development Committee reviewed the plan at its July 19 meeting and had no additional comments.

Chairman Crowder asked for public comment on this matter.

Amanda Powell, 2601 Weston Parkway – Suite 203, Cary, NC  27513-8926 – Ms. Powell is with Elam Todd d'Ambrosi (ETD) and J&R Auto Sales is her firm's client.  She reiterated that the Appearance Commission had reviewed the plan and had no comments.  Her firm has had discussions with neighboring property owner Jim Gerardi regarding J&R's transitional yard.  He would prefer a fence, rather than landscaping, on the side facing his property, and J&R will provide that.  The applicants propose an alternate means of compliance by reducing the width of the transitional protective yard by half, installing a 6-foot high solid wood fence in compliance with zoning conditions, and increasing the caliper of all new trees in the transitional protective yard by one inch.  Mr. Botvinick noted that this property already qualified for a 20-foot reduction in landscaping.  If the alternate design is not approved by the City Council, the applicant will have to go before the Board of Adjustment to obtain approval for the alternate plan.  Ms. Taliaferro asked if some of the parking spaces could be removed and replaced with landscaping, and Brandon Moore of ETD confirmed that that they could.  Mr. Botvinick cautioned that all property neighboring owners, not just an individual owner, should be considered.
Mary Belle Pate, 2506 Crestline Avenue, Raleigh, NC  27603-3105 – Ms. Pate chairs the Southwest CAC, and said that ETD has been "wonderful to work with."  The CAC did not want a car lot or fast food restaurant on the property, because the members like the view of downtown, and they have worked with the Godwin brothers on this proposed car business.  Elite Motors, another car dealership down the street, has caused noise and traffic problems in the neighborhood, and the CAC asked that J&R close at 5:30 p.m.  The traffic is a safety concern to the CAC.  She closed by stating that the J&R plan is a "nice plan," but Caraleigh and Fuller Heights are "ripe for extraordinary development" and the CAC wants development to be right for the entire city, no matter what happens.
Betty Gerardi, 1320 Green Street, Raleigh, NC  27603-2426 – Ms. Gerardi attended the meeting as her husband, Jim, was unable to.  Their property is located on the corner of Summit Avenue and Green Street.  She related the problems caused by Elite Motors and their concern that these problems might be compounded if another car dealership is allowed in the neighborhood.  The problems include increased traffic from the test drives and deliveries, an increase in the number of cars parked along Summit Avenue every day, and blocking of their driveway.  Ms. Gerardi feels the property is too small to support a car sales business.
John Reeves, Jr., 1420 Moring Street, Raleigh, NC  27603-2350 – Mr. Reeves is a former officer in the Community Watch program and a member of the Southern Gateway Committee Phase I.  He is a youth leader at his church, and many children from Prospect Avenue, Green Street, and Maywood Avenue attend the youth group.  Mr. Reeves is concerned with potential safety issues caused by increased traffic in the neighborhood.
Amanda Powell, ETD – Ms. Powell reassured everyone that the Godwin brothers want to be the antithesis of Elite Motors.  There will be no storage or repair of cars on their lot, they will unload cars in a different area and drive them to their business one at a time, and they will direct the test drive routes of potential buyers away from the neighborhood.  They want open communication with the neighboring property owners in order to address immediately any issues or problems that might arise.

Ms. Taliaferro commented that the hours of operation according to the General Conditions of Approval on the site plan are 7:00 a.m. until 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and noon until 6:00 p.m. on Sunday.   If prospective buyers will be routed to specific areas, she asked, how would that be enforced?  Mr. Botvinick replied that the business owner could request that a test driver take a certain route, but could not force the driver to do so.
Ms. Taliaferro said that she would have a hard time determining whether or not the alternate means of compliance for the transitional protective yard, i.e., the wooden fence, is equal to or better than landscaping.  She suggested the applicant could appear before the Board of Adjustment (BOA), or that the matter could be handled between the two property owners through a private agreement.  Mr. Hodge reminded the Committee that if the applicant went before the BOA and obtained approval for the alternate plan, that plan would also have to go back to the Planning Commission.
Mr. Craven stated that the proposed use of the property is an allowed use under the City Code, and the plan meets all Code requirements.  He moved to approve the plan as presented.  Ms. Taliaferro seconded the motion, and added that she would have to think about the notes on this plan before it goes to the City Council.

Chairman Crowder said that he could not support the proposed plan because of its negative impacts on the specific use, including light, noise, additional parking, increased traffic, etc.

The Committee voted 2-1 to recommend upholding the Planning Commission's recommendation for approval of SP-14-05 as outlined in CR 10848, with Mr. Crowder voting in the negative.

Item #03-78 – TC-10-04 – Front Yard Parking For Single Family And Duplex Dwellings 
Assistant Planning Director Dave Betts explained that this is a work in progress.  TC-10-04 is a text change recommended for approval by the Planning Commission.  It regulates the appearance and extent of front yard areas used for designated driveways and vehicular parking serving single family detached and duplex dwellings.  A public forum was held June 2, 2005 for homebuilders.  After reviewing the comments from the public and further deliberation, administration recommended the application of front yard parking standards only in the context of a Neighborhood Plan, and subsequent Neighborhood Conservation Overlay District.
At the June 29, 2005 Comprehensive Planning Committee meeting, administration was asked to provide additional information regarding the following issues:


♦
allowance for circular drives on major streets.


♦
focus on parking area instead of driveways.


♦
move forward the driveway/parking permitting requirement.


♦
avoid excessive landscape screening for angled parking.


♦
investigate examples of known problem sites and solutions.


♦
evaluate the 40% rule against problem sites and small yards.

Mr. Betts made a slide presentation to the Committee members.  The first slide listed the aforementioned issues and staff's recommendations as follows:
FRONT YARD PARKING

Issues & Recommendations

1.
focus on parking area instead of driveways
   •
driveways < 12.5 feet wide unregulated
   •
parking areas controlled

2.
allowance for circular drives on major streets


   •
two 12.5 foot driveways per block face within first 20' of yard, adjacent or



separate

3.
move forward the driveway/parking permitting requirement


   •
ordinance to be drafted

4.
avoid excessive landscape screening for angled parking


   •
standards for street-yard landscaping recommended (10-2086.6)


[3.5' high; <6' apart; 30" x 30"]


   •
parking areas greater than 25' wide parallel to street


   •
parking areas angled toward adjacent residence


5.
investigate examples of known problem sites and solutions


   •
slides

6.
evaluate the 40% rule against problem sites and small yards


   •
slides
The subsequent slides were for Item 5 (examples of known problem sites and solutions) and Item 6 (evaluating the 40% rule against problem sites and small yards).  The solutions for Item 5 were created using the existing sliding scale:


10 sq. ft. per linear ft. for the first 20 ft. of front yard area


20 sq. ft. per linear ft. for the next 20 ft. of front yard area


30 sq. ft. per linear ft. for 40-60 ft. depth of parking

Staff recommends keeping the 40% rule.
Chairman Crowder asked to hear from the public on this matter.

Elizabeth Byrd, 1326 Pineview Drive, Raleigh, NC  27606-2558 – Ms. Byrd clarified with Mr. Betts that a property owner could have two 12-1/2 foot curb cuts, that the two curb cuts could be next to each other, that a curb cut could be 25 feet wide, and that the 40% rule counts for driveway and parking area.  She would like regulations to be included that would ensure separation of the two curb cuts and would delineate what could be put in between them.  She is afraid that people will try to create a circular driveway by driving over the separation space between two parking areas.  Ms. Byrd strongly believes that 40% paving of a front yard area is too much paving.
Captain Mike Soehnlein, 11005 Eagle Rock Drive, Raleigh, NC  27613 – Mr. Soehnlein is President of the North Carolina Region of the Antique Auto Club of America (AACA).  He felt that the comments made at the last Committee meeting show that some people object to their neighbors' use of their properties, and these few people are trying to change existing standards to make people conform to what they want.  Most neighborhoods have zoning and covenants to address parking issues, and it is the responsibility of potential property buyers to investigate those covenants, he said.  If property owners decide at some point in the future that they do not like the way their neighborhood is changing or developing, they are free to move to another neighborhood that suits them.  He did not believe that the City should bear the responsibility for settling personal disputes between neighbors or for ensuring profit and commission for the public (referring to a realtor's comment that his clients are worried about their investments); the City's responsibility is to adopt regulations to ensure that there are no health or safety issues for its citizens.  Mr. Soehnlein pointed out that in today's society, two-car families are standard, due to two working spouses and working young.  There is a "law of unintended consequences," he said, and the City should not set construction standards for purposes of appearance.
Elizabeth Byrd – Ms. Byrd stated that most older neighborhoods do not have restrictive covenants.  Their only protection is a neighborhood plan, and her neighborhood is working on one now.  Front yard parking is a problem all over the city, she said, and this text change came about because the City Council and the Appearance Commission realized that paving 40% of a yard is not a good idea.  Ms. Byrd stated that she does not believe it is good from an environmental standpoint for trees, grass, stormwater drainage, etc.  She said she does not want to live in a "city of driveways with no front yards."
Ms. Taliaferro thanked staff for looking at this issue in a different way, and suggested that perhaps the Planning Commission needs to review it again.  She asked that the Committee members be provided with paper copies of Mr. Betts' presentation.

Mr. Craven echoed Ms. Taliaferro's comments with regard to staff, and said he was more comfortable with this approach than the approach presented at the last Committee meeting.

Ms. Taliaferro asked how this approach would work with small lots, e.g., those at Five Points.  Mr. Betts replied that the 40% rule applies and it works for properties at Five Points.  He likes the idea of having the Planning Commission review the issue, but wants to refine the proposal first.
Chairman Crowder expressed concern with the 40% rule.  He believes that "one size does not fit all" and that small lots will have to be treated differently.  In older neighborhoods with large front yards, much paving can be done, and he feels that this would be bad for the environment and quality of life.

Staff was instructed to look at a sliding scale and bring recommendations to the Committee at its next meeting.

Item #03-79 – TC-10-05 – Surface Requirements for Existing Front Yard Parking for Single-Family Detached and Duplex Dwellings
Mr. Betts said that TC-10-05 involves a retrofitting issue.  It is the companion text change to TC-10-04.  It imposes additional requirements to the proposed ordinance, specifically adding two-attached unit townhomes, retrofitting requirements for existing driveways/parking areas, and institutes a permit fee.  Subject such revisions to the proposed ordinance as may be required by amendments to TC-10-04, this text change may be authorized for public hearing.

The Committee accepted public comment.

Paul Jansen, 2900 Ridge Road, Raleigh, NC  27612-4610 – Mr. Jansen asked what the rules are for the first 20 feet if a house sits less than 20 feet from the street.
Mr. Betts replied that the owner could have a double or a single driveway plus a parking area, and the current sliding scale would be used.
Staff was asked to further investigate the issue of houses that are less than 20 feet from the street.

Jesse Sorrell, 5623 Duraleigh Road – Suite 101, Raleigh, NC  27612-2700 – Mr. Sorrell commented that the slides shown earlier seemed to be specific to one area.  Thousands of property owners throughout the city would be affected if the City established standards for front yard parking to be applied retroactively, and those owners might not be able to afford to retrofit their driveways and parking areas.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Crowder announced the meeting adjourned at 9:27 a.m.
Leslie H. Eldredge

Deputy City Clerk
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