


Ordinance Committee
Wednesday, June 25, 2014
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Attendance
Committee: Chip Mason (CM), Sharon Bushor (SB), Karen Paul (KP)
Staff: Kimberlee Sturtevant (KS), David White (DW), Scott Gustin (SG), Jean Poulin (JP), Nathan Wildfire (NW)
Public: Charlie Baker, Justin Dextradeur 
Call to Order: 5:37 pm.
1. Agenda & 6/4/14 Minutes
On SB’s motion and CM’s second the agenda was unanimously approved.
2. Public Forum: no one sought to speak.

3. ZA-14-07 Residential Parking Standards
CM entered communications from David White into the record including a June 20th email and Memorandum dated June 25th, noting the Memorandum is an explanation of the proposed amendment and some minor changes.
DW presented information on the proposed change including a map which identified the boundaries of the current 3 parking districts--downtown, shared use and neighborhood.  The map also identified the proposed area of expansion, adding the Residential-High Density zoning district to the shared use parking district.  
DW explained the rationale for the change relative to the RH district.  It is sandwiched between downtown and the university with networks of sidewalks and CCTA service and opportunities for shared parking arrangements.  Many transportation routes are core routes serving the area.
KP questioned if any neighborhood district changes were proposed outside of the RH.
DW responded that none are proposed.
CM asked what the impact is for moving from neighborhood to shared parking.
DW responded that if nothing else changed, it would be the difference of going from 2 spaces per unit to 1 space per unit for some residential uses.
CM inquired whether the only change is to move parking district line.
DW referenced other changes being proposed too.  Now 2 spaces per unit in many cases.  That minimum requirement will drop for smaller units and will increase for larger units.  Another change is simply a clarification for existing use and development. It is only relevant if a proposed change requires a greater parking requirement.  
CM asked if change of use, then the parking requirements table applies.
DW responded yes, but only if requires a greater parking requirement.  Applies universally.
CM stated if 5 bedroom in downtown currently requires 2 spaces, now would be 3 plus 1.
KP indicated no incentive to change use in downtown to a larger unit.
SB questioned whether those who live in the area now becoming shared use know it is proposed to be shared use and that this is being discussed.  
KP pointed out at last meeting this parking change was discussed and no one showed up.  
DW responded that individual owners did not receive notice, it was the same as other meetings.  There was participation at Planning Commission (PC), but did not go to NPA.
KP referenced it was unanimous at PC.
Justin Dextradeur, from Redstone discussed a recent permit and stated that current parking regulations are a perverse incentive.  They push developers to build bigger units. 
SB mentioned that someone who owns a larger home, not new, with new bedrooms then neighborhood could be impacted with more cars.  Would like to know of neighborhood concerns before the conversion.  Going to NPA would at least get word out about this amendment and would have benefited from that perspective.  Understand developer and City perspective but would have benefited from neighborhood perspective.
CM voiced frustration.  In a perfect world would hear concerns now, but do not know that.  He indicated a comfort level due to the fact that one PC member lives in neighborhood.  The meeting was noticed and people chose not to attend.  Does not know what else to do.
SB indicated that when making changes like this it would be good to have them go to NPA. Appreciate there was some conversation at DRB level.  Supports reduced parking spaces but also supports process.
CM agreed with SB, but indicated that it needs to be done at the beginning not end.  Now is not an effective time to go before an NPA as we are far along in the process.  
KP added that it was put off before because concerned that not enough people heard, it was before the City Council in January.
DW mentioned that it was discussed for 18 months at the Planning Commission.
KP agreed that she wished more people got involved, but need to move on, have a pretty full slate of issues to take up.  Most frustrating part is if there are people that have not heard about it, they will hear about it when it goes to City Council.
DW explained the next change, changing the calculation of parking for residential uses.  Parking requirement is based upon number of dwelling units.  Need change because perverse incentive for a person to create fewer number but larger units.  Same number of parking spaces if 4 bedroom or 2.
CM questioned the logic of the parking standard when it was put in place.
DW responded that it had been that way forever, everyone else around the country does it that way.
NW added that it was generally based upon 1920-40s planning codes, model then 1 to 4 bedrooms, but family had 2 cars.  As cities evolved started with that model and started tweaking.  In the last decade some ordinances have started to catch up.
DW added that it is based upon single use living in isolation, mindset single family as a unit, does not account for context.  Objective to change dynamic in neighborhood from large units with many bedrooms because the only ones who can afford them are college kids, 4 bedroom house too expensive for couples or small families.  Many developers and rental property owners would much prefer to have smaller units that they can rent to other persons.
SB wanted clarification of minutes from last time, indicating that as we go in this direction she hopes that CEDO hears that she is concerned for those families that want to rent, not own.  Many young families share living space.  
DW responded that the PC wanted to establish that 2 bedroom level stay the same.  Smaller units should have lower requirement to increase incentive. Conversely, increase requirement for larger units to decrease incentive.  
SG indicated that numbers in table were compiled from looking at a number of sources.  Parking figures in the ITE based on actual parking demand and parking ordinances from across the country in APA sources.  The proposed 0.33 is lower than in ITE or APA, but is based on the parking study done as part of the Plan BTV effort.  
DW added that the breakdown to make the table includes units of different sizes and then incentive to make smaller units.  Other change includes downtown districts to include minimum standards, as the effort to eliminate minimum downtown parking standards was not accepted by the City Council.  DW demonstrated an alternative way of displaying the parking standards table.  The minimum requirements remain as presented.  
KP indicated that she was not sure she wanted to tweak the table further, as she felt there had been a fair amount effort already.  Presentation eye opening, now understand.  KP moved to accept ordinance and move to City Council for public hearing
CM seconded the motion. 
SB moved to amend 5+ bedrooms from 2 to 3 +1 in neighborhood district. 
SG indicated that the reason for 2 in the table was because of the separate parking standard for exceeding 4 unrelated adults in any of the residential zoning districts.  May want to strike the 2 and put in footnote to cross-reference this separate provision instead.
SB replied that she did not understand that previously and did not think it accurately reflects the language.
CM indicated that the footnote only applied to additional bedrooms.
SG clarified that if bona fide family, then just need two spaces.
CM asked how many 5 bedroom units the City has.
DW responded not many and also noted that RH is subject to functional family as well. 
SG indicated we have an opportunity to clarify here and add a footnote.
SB asked what should footnote say?
DW responded to add a footnote that whenever have more than 4 bedrooms reference back to functional family trigger.  
CM summarize proposed amendment to change 5 plus from 2 to 3, + 1 more per additional bedroom and indicated that he was happy to let P&Z work with KS to come up with language for a footnote.
DW described option to revise the table with the same requirements resulting.
CM stated that what we don’t know is whether adding 5 plus bedroom is enough of a disincentive.  
DW responded that trying to add to a disincentive.
SB indicated that if we move back to 4, then might be there.
CM stated the change added an additional parking space to 5 bedroom unit in neighborhood parking district.
KP questioned how much further disincentivizing it would be.
DW responded that it was not an effect, just saying the same in one less row with exception of the neighborhood district.
CM indicated that it was not an issue in his ward as they have on street parking because people have small units.  Procedurally, withdrew amendment.
SB agreed with withdrawal of amendment, but supported the footnote.
CM stated no further debate on footnote.  Appreciate other language, but prefer to go with language already have.  
Unanimous motion on amendment.
Unanimous on ordinance as amended.
KP instructed to set the City Council warning for 7/14.
SB moved minutes.  KP seconded.  No changes, minutes of 6/4/14 unanimously adopted.
4. Peddler Ordinance
CM summarized that this ordinance change was initiated from the Clerk/Treasurer’s Office based upon their concerns.  The license committee approved the proposal and then referred it to the Ordinance Committee.  On October 17, 2013 the proposal was deferred to allow for the potential of more comments, conversations with CEDO and discussion of pilot.   CM then asked if there were any further comments/questions since October 17.
JP responded that they had prepared a list of peddlers to invite to a meeting.
CM indicated that he had a concern from an article regarding a constitutional issue, and that he had asked Gene Bergman (GB) to weigh in and has not heard back.  He further stated that it makes sense to wait to hear back from GB, indicating that if GB says it is fine then it makes sense to have the hearing, if it is not fine, then it may not make sense to have the hearing.  

JP questioned the constitutional issue.

CM responded that the article indicated that we have the authority to do regulations based upon health and safety, but not other restrictions.  Some ordinances that say that you cannot be within so many feet from a restaurant have been successfully challenged elsewhere.

SB questioned why not require a recent photo instead of one within the last 2 years.  
JP responded that that is how the practice really goes.  People come in and do not have a photo but can provide their license to be copied, which was usually taken within the last 2 years.
SB asked whether they could use a camera for a more recent photograph.
JP indicated that they could.
SB also questioned the requirement in the background check regarding “moral character”.
JP replied that it was in the ordinance already.
CM questioned whether they were just filling out the form and not really checking character.
SB added whether the language can be changed, if they never really look at moral character.
JP responded that if something showed up on the background check then the applicant needed to meet with the license committee.
CM asked if it was still part of the application or now part of the background check?
JP responded that it was part of the application.
SB questioned that the application included the background check, that it is a packet.
JP confirmed that it is a packet.
KP agreed moral character language can be removed.
SB raised an issue regarding fee timing and duration, noting that before applications were due by 5/1, now it would be 5/25 for a 6/1 issuance, which seems like a quick turn-around time.
JP explained that it was changed to reflect reality as in practice when it is sent early it did not happen or was lost.
SB was concerned to allow time for the background check and suggested 5/15.
JP agreed.  
SB request copies of Sections 23-9 and 23-10.
JP discussed the fees, $300 per year, $200 for 6 months; noting that the late fee really helps for compliance.
KP compared it to the parking ticket incentive in place.
SB questioned CM regarding the status of the issue of legality.  
CM indicated that he would forward the article he was referencing to GB and that he would follow-up with GB. 
JP asked whether the other changes had no problems.
CM responded that that was a fair conclusion.
JP described a recent issue where a peddler got a spot at UVM and then wanted to travel to different businesses with van/trucks and then wanted to park on Lake Street.  She was told you can’t park in meter spots, looked in ordinance and did not see anything that they can’t park in a meter spot.  Policy. Others have tried and told them no.  Can’t have vehicle in central area.  Police sold them a bag but DPW won’t.  Norm Baldwin (NB) wants something in writing on the policy on meter bags.  John King will give as he doesn’t see anything where he can’t.   Talked with Steve Goodkind and Mike Schirling as special event, but see it as peddler, not a special event.  Not allow peddlers at metered spots as policy.  
SB questioned whether a peddler can be anywhere in the City if have a meter bag.
CM indicated that they need a vehicle endorsement.
SB stated that she didn’t think we wanted peddlers allowed anywhere in city; should be areas where no peddlers.
JP indicated that there were certain areas on Lake Street that are clearly prohibited.
CM questioned if you can park at meter spot and sell out of vehicle, why not park at City Hall?
JP responded that it is not allowed downtown.
CM questioned if something in parking ordinance that prevents someone parking in meter and selling goods and indicated he will follow up with NB.
SB questioned issue with travelling and parking somewhere and selling goods.
JP responded that if selling on private property they do need license but not insurance, nor endorsement, mentioning that Arts riot is licensed now.  The fee is $100 per year for general plus $300 if need endorsement.
CM mentioned he was curious what other areas charge.
JP stated that she thinks fees have been in place and not increased since started (approx. 18 years ago).  She requested the Committee to let her know when they wanted her to invite other peddlers.  
5. Any other business
The Committee set the next meetings for July 10th and July 23rd at 5:30 p.m.
JP asked SB what direction she wanted to go regarding pictures for peddlers.  SB indicated her preference for cameras.
6. Adjournment at 7:04 pm based on SB motion seconded by CM and unanimously approved. 
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