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S T A F F  R E P O R T  
 

CASE NO: RZ16-04 / Turak / Jerome Street 

REQUEST and LOCATION: 

Request by Jason Turak, for a Zoning Map Amendment to reclassify property from R-1, 
Single-Family Residential District to R-1A Single-Family Residential District; Tax Map 22, 
Parcels 25.1 & 26. 

SURROUNDING ZONING:  

North and West; R-3, Multi-Family Residential District 

South; R-1, Single Family Residential District 

East; R-1A, Single Family Residential District 

BACKGROUND: 

The petitioner seeks approval to reclassify Tax Map 33; Parcels 25.1 and 26 to R-1A, 
Single-Family Residential District.  Addendum A of this report illustrates the locations of 
the subject properties along with surrounding zoning classifications 

Because the subject area adjoins the R-1A District at the site’s eastern side, the proposed 
zoning map amendment is considered a zoning district boundary adjustment and not “spot 
zoning.” The map amendment would include the area identified as Right-of-Way of Jerome 
street to the street’s center line. 

ANALYSIS:  

According to Article 1333.01 of the Planning and Zoning Code the purpose of the R-1 
Districts is to: 

(A) Provide for attractive single family neighborhoods for residents who prefer larger lot sizes, 
and do not generally desire to live in close proximity to other types of uses, and 

(B) Preserve the desirable character of existing single family neighborhoods, and 

(C) Protect the single family residential areas from change and intrusion that may cause 
deterioration, and provide for adequate light, ventilation, quiet, and privacy for 
neighborhood residents. 

According to Article 1335.01, the purpose of the R-1A District is to: 

(A) Provide for single family neighborhoods on smaller lots, located within convenient 
walking distance of other uses, and 

(B) Preserve the desirable character of existing single family neighborhoods, and 

(C)  Protect the single family residential areas from change and intrusion that may cause 
deterioration, and 

(D)  Provide for adequate light, ventilation, quiet, and privacy for neighborhood residents. 
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The functional difference between the two single-family residential districts are the 
permitted housing density and the allowance of conditional commercial uses in the R-
1A District as opposed to the R-1 District. 

The R-1 District allows for lots to be 7,200 square feet in area with a permitted road 
frontage minimum of seventy (70) feet, and a maximum lot coverage area of forty 
percent (40%).  The R-1A zone allows for lots to be 3,500 square feet in area with a 
permitted road frontage minimum of thirty (30) feet, and a maximum lot coverage area 
of fifty percent (50%).  Additionally, setbacks are more restrictive in the R-1 District as 
compared to the R-1A District as shown in the table below: 

Zoning District Setbacks Comparison 

 R-1 District R-1A District 

Minimum Front Setback 25 feet 8 feet 

Maximum Front Setback 30 feet 20 feet 

Minimum Side Setback 10 feet 5 feet 

Minimum Rear Setback 25 feet 20 feet 

Moreover, the R-1A District allows for the following conditional uses that are not permitted 
in the R-1 District: 

 Animal Grooming Service 

 Appliance Repair Establishment 

 Art Gallery 

 Artist Studio 

 Retail Bakery 

 Barber Show/Beauty Salon 

 Neighborhood Convenience Store 

 Drug Store 

 Florist Shop 

 Instructional Studio 

 Newsstand 

The R-1 Zoning District does permit Agricultural Activity, which is not permitted in any 
other zoning district, except for the I-1 Industrial Zoning District. 

Comprehensive Plan Concurrence 

As recommended in Chapter 9 “Implementation” of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Update, 
Addendum B of this report identifies how the proposed development program relates to 
the land management intent, location, and pattern and character principles of the current 
Comprehensive Plan. 

It should be noted that “shall” statements within the Comprehensive Plan must be 
understood as desired objectives and strategies that do not have the force or effect of law 
unless incorporated into the City’s Planning and Zoning Code. 

Staff encourages the Planning Commission to review the Comprehensive Plan and Area 
17 Small Area Plan for guidance as Addendum B is not intended to represent a complete 
comparative assessment. 
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The Comprehensive Plan identifies the subject parcels as a part of the “Infill and 
Redevelopment” Land Management Concept Area, which provides for: 

“Existing developed sites or districts that are underutilized or functionally obsolete, where 
infill development or redevelopment that is consistent with the surrounding context is 
appropriate.” 

Additionally, the subject parcels abut the “Controlled Growth / Traditional Neighborhood 
Area” Land Management Concept Area to the rear (west) of the parcels and northerly side 
of Parcel 26. 

The proposed zoning map amendment from R-1 to R-1A appears to represent the general 
goals of the Comprehensive Plan document and appears to be in general concurrence 
with the Comprehensive Plan document’s principles for land management and 
encouraged growth objectives.  However, the recently completed Area 17 – Darst and 
Jerome Street – Small Area Plan accompanies the 2013 Comprehensive Plan document 
and provides more detailed and site specific future land-use goals and objectives.  

The Area 17 – Darst and Jerome Street – Small Area Plan, approved in May 2016, 
included the two subject parcels and provided for a thorough discussion with 
neighborhood property owners and residents that re-evaluated the existing R-1 zoning 
classification for that overall study area. The Area 17 Small Area Plan included workshops 
with local residents, to gauge their opinion on land-uses identified by the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan.  The overall consensus of the planning workshops by participants 
was for the existing R-1 zoning classification of the study area to remain thereby keeping 
the density and scale of R-1 permitted residential development. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Zoning map amendment requests should be evaluated on their land-use merits alone.  
The petitioners’ development intentions are extraneous and the Commission should 
consider the requests on their merits as a land-use decision. 

In conducting such an analysis, the Planning Commission should determine if the R-1A, 
Single-Family Residential District is the appropriate zoning classification for the subject 
realty, weighing all possible future development and land use scenarios as permitted by 
the Planning and Zoning Code; particularly, Article 1335 “R-1A, Single-Family Residential 
District” and Table 1331.05.01 “Permitted Land Uses.” 

Given the recent adoption of the Area 17 Small Area Plan and its respective 
recommendations, Staff respectfully advises the Planning Commission to forward a 
recommendation to City Council to deny the requested zoning map amendment petition 
so that the zoning classification of Parcels 25.1 and 26 of Tax Map 22 remains R-1. 
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Parcels included in Case No. RZ16-04 are 25.1 and 26 of Tax Map 22 as illustrated below. 
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STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM B 

RZ16-04 / Turak / Jerome Street 

Concurrence with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Update 

The following narrative identifies where, in the opinion of the Planning Division, the subject 
zoning map amendment petitions are in concurrence and/or are inconsistent with the 2013 
Comprehensive Plan Update. 

INTENT 
Development proposals will reflect the spirit and values expressed in 
the Plan’s principals. 

Principles for Land Management 

Principal 1 Infill development and redevelopment of underutilized 
and/or deteriorating sites takes priority over development 
in green field locations at the city’s edge. 

☒  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☐  Other 

 The subject parcels are located in an area that supports the development of single-
family dwellings enabled by the R-1A zoning designation.  

Principal 2 Expansion of the urban area will occur in a contiguous 
pattern that favors areas already served by existing 
infrastructure. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 The subject tracts of realty are within the urban area with existing utility and road 
infrastructure in close vicinity, but there does not appear to be similar development in 
close proximity. 

Principal 3 Downtown, adjacent neighborhoods and the riverfront will 
be the primary focus for revitalizations efforts. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 Although the subject tracts of realty are not located within or adjacent to the central 
business district, they are located near other residential properties of a similar 
development pattern. 

Principal 4 Existing neighborhoods throughout the city will be 
maintained and/or enhanced. 

☐  Concurrence 

☒  Inconsistent 

☐  Other 

 The proposed zoning reclassification could compromise or undermine desired land 
use and/or development pattern goals and objectives within the nearby 
neighborhoods of Jerome Park, as presented by the Area 17 Small Area Plan. 
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Principal 5 Quality design is emphasized for all uses to create an 
attractive, distinctive public and private realm and 
promote positive perceptions of the region. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 Site design is extraneous to the petitioner’s zoning map amendment request. 

Principal 6 Development that integrates mixed-uses (residential, 
commercial, institutional, civic, etc.) and connects with 
the existing urban fabric is encouraged. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 The proposed R-1A District classification creates opportunities for a mix of uses but 
with limited development in the area, the impact of these uses is inconclusive. 

Principal 7 Places will be better connected to improve the function of 
the street network and create more opportunities to walk, 
bike and access public transportation throughout the 
region. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 The map amendment would not result in any street or pedestrian network 
improvements. 

Principal 8 A broad range of housing types, price levels and 
occupancy types will provide desirable living options for a 
diverse population. 

☒  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☐  Other 

 A similar range of residential dwelling types are permitted within the R-1A District as 
compared to the R-1 District while providing for increased housing density. 

Principal 9 Residential development will support the formation of 
complete neighborhoods with diverse housing, 
pedestrian-scaled complete streets, integrated public 
spaces, connection to adjacent neighborhoods, and 
access to transportation alternative and basic retail 
needs. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 Site design is extraneous to the petitioner’s zoning map amendment request. 

Principal 10 Parks, open space, and recreational areas are 
incorporated as part of future development. 

☐  Concurrence 

☒  Inconsistent 

☐  Other 

 No parks, open space, or recreational area plans were included with the subject map 
amendment petition. 

Principal 11 Environmentally sensitive and sustainable practices will 
be encouraged in future developments. 

☐  Concurrence 

☐  Inconsistent 

☒  Other 

 Site design is extraneous to the petitioner’s zoning map amendment request. 
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LOCATION 

Development proposals will be consistent with the Land 
Management Map.  If the proposal applies to an area intended for 
growth, infill, revitalization, or redevelopment, then it should be 
compatible with that intent and with any specific expectations within 
Areas of Opportunity.  If the proposal applies to an area of 
conservation or preservation, it should be compatible with and work 
to enhance the existing character of the immediate surroundings. 

The following graphic is clipped from the Conceptual Growth Framework Map included on 
Page 19 of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Update.  The subject development site is located 
within an “Controlled Growth” concept area and near a a “Infill and Redevelopment” 
concept area.  
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PATTERN 
AND 

CHARACTER 

Development proposals in growth areas will be consistent with 
preferred development types.  Development in areas where growth is 
not intended should be compatible with the relevant Character Areas 
description and expectations for how those areas should evolve in 
the future. 

The following graphic is clipped from Map 3 – Pattern and Character included on Page 27 of 
the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Update.  The subject development site is located within the 
“Rural” and “Natural” pattern and character areas.  

 

 

The following graphic is clipped from Map 4 – Land Management included on Page 39 of the 
the 2013 Comprehensive Plan Update.  The subject development site is located within the “Infill 
and Redevelopment” concept area.  
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The following graphics are clipped from Pages 41 through 43 of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan 
Update and identify the development types desired within the “Infill and Redevelopment” 
concept area. 
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Concurrence with the 2016 Area 17 Future Study Area Plan 

The following graphic is clipped from Page 5 of the 2016 Area 17 Future Study Area Plan and 
identifies the development site in relationship to the study area. 
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Development Recommendations for the Area 17 Future Study Area 

The following graphic is clipped from the 2016 Future Study Area 17 Plan approved by the 
Planning Commission on May 12, 2016, which addresses the Plan’s recommendation for the 
zoning classification of the subject study area to remain R-1 (emphasis added). 

 

 






