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GROWTH AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
The Growth and Natural Resources (GNR) Committee of the City of Raleigh met in regular session on Wednesday, September 28, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. in the City Council Chamber, Room 201, Raleigh Municipal Building, 222 West Hargett Street, Avery C. Upchurch Government Complex, Raleigh, North Carolina, with the following present:

Committee






Staff
Chairperson Kay C. Crowder, Presiding
      Deputy City Attorney Dottie Leapley
Councilor Bonner Gaylord

      Assistant City Manager Jim Greene

Councilor Russ Stephenson

      Assistant Planning Director Travis Crane



      Planner II Charles Dillard


      Assistant Planning Administrator Eric Hodge
These are summary minutes unless otherwise indicated.
Chairperson Crowder called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m.  All Committee members were present except for Councilor Dickie Thompson, who was absent and excused.
The Committee agreed to rearrange the order of the agenda items.  They were discussed in the following order:
1) Item 15-14 Z-10-16 – Old Poole Road.
2) Item 15-05 UDO Height Limits and Building Setbacks – Concerns (4/19/16).
3) Item 15-12 Side Yard Setbacks – R-4 and R-6 Zoning Districts (7/19/16).
Item 15-14 Z-10-16 – Old Poole Road
This item was referred to the GNR Committee during the September 20, 2016 City Council meeting.  The following description/summary was contained in the agenda packet:

The case was first discussed by City Council during the September 6, 2016 public hearing.  The public hearing was held open and continues to September 20, 2016.  During the September 20th meeting, the public hearing was closed and the case was referred to the GNR Committee.  The Planning Commission has recommended approval of the request by unanimous vote.  The Southeast Citizens Advisory Council voted support for the proposal by unanimous vote (16 in favor, 0 opposed).  This is the first discussion of the case at the GNR Committee.

Planner II Charles Dillard presented the item with the assistance of a PowerPoint presentation.  Sides during this part of the presentation included the following information that he explained further.
Zoning Case Z-10-16 Old Poole Road

Planner Dillard explained that this case is a request to rezone 1.81 acres from OX-3-CU and R-6 to CX-3.

Map:  Existing Zoning
He reminded the Committee that the City’s transit facility lies just east of the subject site.  To the north there are two office buildings, to the south there is a church, and to the west is commercial mixed-use.
Image:  Aerial View of Surrounding Area

Planner Dillard pointed out there is an easement along the church property line.  Existing conditions on current zoning state that forested areas need to be preserved; however, this has never been completed.  He noted that the City has received calls from neighbors indicating that the condition of this property is a public safety concern.

Image:  View South on Old Poole Road

Image:  View East on Old Poole Road

Image:  View North on Old Poole Road
Existing vs. Proposed Zoning
	
	Existing Zoning
	Proposed Zoning

	Residential Density:
	OX-3-CU and R-6
	CX-3

	Setbacks:

Front:

Side:

Rear:
	*Detached House

10’

5’

20’
	*General Building

5’

0’ or 6’

N-hood transition to South

0’ or 6’

	Retail Intensity Permitted:
	Nor permitted with current development
	20,100

	Office Intensity Permitted:
	6,300
	37,600


Existing Zoning Conditions

1. Development will comply with CR 7107 concerning stormwater;

2. Right of Way reimbursement values will remain at R-6;

3. Proposed training center will be designed consistent with surroundings;

4. Limits building height to two stories;

5. Natural areas and trees will remain undisturbed; and

6. Employee picnic area will be provided at rear of property.

Map:  Future Land Use

Comprehensive Plan Analysis

· Consistent with Future Land Use Map and pertinent policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

· Consistent Polices:
· Policy LU 1.2 – Future Land Use Map and Zoning Consistency;

· Policy LU 2.6 – Zoning and Infrastructure Impacts; and

· Policy T 4.15 – Enhanced Rider Amenities.

· Inconsistent Policy:  None.

Councilor Stephenson mentioned that he and Chairperson Crowder just convened a telephone conference with Councilor Branch regarding this case as the subject property is within his district.  Councilor Branch has reached out to neighbors and is concerned with the range of high intensity uses available.  If the current applicant decides to sell the property with the CX-3 entitlement, future owners would be able to develop for more intense uses.  Councilor Stephenson mentioned that the last Southeast CAC meeting only had approximately half of the attendance as normal.  Councilor Branch is hoping for an opportunity to report out the case to Council without specific recommendations in order to allow the applicant to meet with the Southeast CAC on October 13, 2016 with any revised conditions.  The applicant would then come back to the full Council on October 18, 2016 with a final report.  It was noted that the applicant has until October 20, 2016 to submit final conditions.
Councilor Gaylord provided his understanding that this is a general case.  Councilor Stephenson responded that although it is currently a general case, he is asking to change it to a conditional case.
When Councilor Gaylord asked if the applicant had the ability to re-file, Assistant Planning Director Travis Crane responded that the applicant has the ability to convert and amend the petition if he submits final conditions by October 20, 2016, which would cause a new application to be submitted with a new submittal fee.  The applicant would not have to wait for two years to re-file.
Chairperson Crowder mentioned the applicant is considering offering a condition for no late-night use.  She requested more time for the community to work with the applicant.
Councilor Stephenson made a motion to ask the City Council to request the applicant to visit the Southeast CAC on October 13, 2016 to further discuss Z-10-16 – Old Poole Road and possibly add conditions.  He also recommended that the item be placed on the October 18, 2016 City Council agenda as a special item, at which time the applicant can provide an update for further consideration by the Council.  The motion was seconded by Chairperson Crowder and carried by a vote of 3-0.  Councilor Thompson was absent and excused.
Chairperson Crowder confirmed that the applicant understood what was being asked of him.  There were no citizens present who wished to speak.
Item 15-05 UDO Height Limits and Building Setbacks - Concerns
This item was held for further discussion during the July 27, 2016 Growth and Natural Resources (GNR) Committee.  The following description/summary was contained in the agenda packet:
On July 27th, the GNR Committee directed staff to draft an ordinance to require a minimum side and rear setback of at least 3.5’ applicable to driveways and parking areas in all Residential Zoning Districts (R-1, R-2, R-4, R-6 and R-10).
A draft ordinance is attached for Committee consideration.  If the Committee wishes, it could recommend to the full City Council that staff be authorized to initiate a text change on this topic and begin review of the draft ordinance with the Planning Commission.

APA Hodge noted that this text change would not be applicable to other types of facilities that would be allowed in residential zoning districts, such as civic buildings.  Chairperson Crowder asked if a civic building was the only type of building he could think of that would not be affected.  He responded that civic buildings such as churches, schools, and daycares are the only types that are allowed in a residential area.

Councilor Stephenson stated the intent is to not have driveways immediately on property lines.  The purpose is to provide a small buffer to the adjacent property, which is typically residential.  He asked why the Committee would start trying to specify uses based on that intent.  APA Hodge responded that the code is organized for each building type and does not have a uniform standard.
Councilor Stephenson asked why the Committee couldn’t suggest a general statement that would apply to all uses in residential zoning cases.  APA Hodge responded that in most cases, there are transition requirements and specific use standards.  In some instances, the absence of a rule may not trigger transition.
Councilor Stephenson stated he does not want to leave out uses that the Committee is not discussing today.  APA Hodge reiterated that the code is based off of building type and a civic building is the only other type allowed in a residential zoning district.
Chairperson Crowder stated that this could be brought up to the full Council.  Councilor Stephenson asked why the Committee couldn’t request a text change to incorporate all building types.  APA Hodge responded that the Committee would need to initiate this as a seperate text change, which would fall back to the Planning Commission.

Assistant Planning Director (APD) Travis Crane mentioned it would be helpful for the Committee, and subsequently the Council, to guide staff on what to include in this text change.
Councilor Gaylord asked how this would affect existing properties that are non-conforming.  APD Crane responded that there are limits to what staff can do to alter non-conforming site elements.  He added that there are certain thresholds that the City can alter or add onto.  Councilor Gaylord asked what would happen if someone has a home that was designed to have a driveway that comes up to the edge of the property line and gets destroyed.  He noted that his personal residence was designed like this intentionally.  APD Crane responded that APA Hodge was researching that answer.  Regardless, there is an opportunity to address this with a text change.  Text could be added stating that pre-existing, non-conforming sites can be built to their previous standards if they are destroyed.
Councilor Gaylord expressed concern that this would encourage developers to move towards a “snout house” environment since the driveway would have to stay in the middle of the property.  This would make it more difficult for a car to turn into a side garage.
Councilor Stephenson stated that if the market does not want snout houses they will make other adjustments.  He does not believe the limitation on driveways will determine what the market thinks is the best option.  Developers would have the option to make narrower homes with several design alternatives.  Councilor Gaylord expressed concern with this idea, stating that restricting the side yard will force developers to build front loading garages.
Councilor Gaylord further stated that this would force people to choose between losing 3.5 feet of structure width or having a front loading garage, which would remove opportunities for a certain desired aesthetic.  He stressed that the City should have some room for flexibility, considering he would not be able to replace his own driveway if anything happened to it.

At the request of Chairperson Crowder, the Committee agreed to postpone the discussion of this item and item 15-12 until the next Committee meeting on October 12, 2016 due to her feeling under the weather.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:27 p.m.

Item 15-12 Side Yard Setbacks – R-4 and R-6 Zoning Districts
The Committee agreed to postpone the discussion of this item until the next Committee meeting on October 12, 2016 due to Chairperson Crowder feeling under the weather.
Cassidy R. Pritchard
Assistant Deputy Clerk 
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