
1

Amy Harvey

From: Jeanette Coffin
Sent: Tuesday, November 03, 2020 9:57 AM
To: John Rees
Cc: Judy Johnson; Allen Buansi; Amy Ryan; Hongbin Gu; Jeanne Brown; Jess Anderson; Karen Stegman; 

Michael Parker; Pam Hemminger; Shakera Vaughan; Tai Huynh; Amy Harvey; Ann Anderson; Carolyn 
Worsley; Flo Miller; Laura Selmer; Mary Jane Nirdlinger; Maurice Jones; Rae Buckley; Ran Northam; 
Ross Tompkins; Sabrina Oliver

Subject: RE: Conditional Zoning for 1200 & 1204 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd.

Thank you for your correspondence with the Town of Chapel Hill. The Mayor and Town Council are interested 
in what you have to say. By way of this email, I am forwarding your message to the Mayor and each of the 
Council Members, as well as to the appropriate staff person who may be able to assist in providing additional 
information or otherwise addressing your concerns.  
 
Again, thank you for your message. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeanette Coffin 
 
 

 

Jeanette Coffin 
Office Assistant 
Town of Chapel Hill Manager’s Office 
405  Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
Chapel Hill, NC 27514 
(o) 919-968-2743 | (f) 919-969-2063

 
 
 

From: John Rees [mailto:jreesnc@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 2, 2020 5:05 PM 
To: Town Council <mayorandcouncil@townofchapelhill.org> 
Cc: Michael Sudol <msudol@townofchapelhill.org>; Elizabeth Webber <buffie.webber@gmail.com>; Melissa 
McCullough <melissamccnc@gmail.com>; Louie Rivers <lriversiii@gmail.com>; James Baxter 
<james.baxter56@gmail.com>; Michael Everhart <mikemail08@gmail.com>; Whit Rummel <whitr@icloud.com>; 
sbwhitlow <sbwhitlow@gmail.com>; Neal Bench <nj397bench@gmail.com>; Kai Nilsen <kaicnilsen@gmail.com> 
Subject: Conditional Zoning for 1200 & 1204 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 

 

External email: Don't click links or attachments from unknown senders. To check or report forward to 
reportspam@townofchapelhill.org 

To the mayor and town council. 
On Wednesday, you will be reviewing the conditional zoning application for the Tarheel Trailer park, 1200 and 
1204 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. 
 
The planning commision moved to recommend Resolution B, denying the Special Use Permit Modification. 
This was not an easy decision for our advisory board to make. 
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We felt it important to explain to the council the detailed reasons for the denial. The planning commission 
formed a sub committee to draft the letter below.  It was then reviewed by the entire commission and approved, 
by vote, at a subsequent meeting to be sent as representative of the feelings of the entire 
planning commission membership.  
 
Date: October 20th, 2020 
From: The Chapel Hill Planning Commission 
To: The Chapel Hill Town Council 
Memorandum: SUP Proposal for 1200/1204 MLK Blvd.  
  
On October 6th, 2020, the Chapel Hill Planning Commission voted 5-2 to adopt Resolution B, recommending a denial of 
the Special Use Permit modification application for 1200/1204 MLK Blvd.  Commissioners broadly agreed that the 
project as proposed presents several significant drawbacks for the residents of the neighborhood, and the Town at large.  
  
The driver of this project is the proposed addition of a large, conditioned, self-storage building on the site, which requires 
moving several mobile homes, which are currently elsewhere on the site, into the Resource Conservation District to make 
space for the new building. The proposal prompts numerous requested changes to the Land Use Management Ordinance. 
  
The Commission in no way wants to threaten the existence or location of the familial community in the existing 
neighborhood, and our decision is based foremost in this belief.  We want the town to actively work to help protect this 
underserved community.  This neighborhood is in fact identified on the current draft of the Future Land Use Map as a 
“Sensitive Displacement Area.”  According to the applicant, the new owner of the site purchased the property with the 
promise that they would preserve the home locations of those that live there.  We expect them to honor this promise.  
  
Please note that even the two Commissioners who voted against Resolution B had concerns about the project, and one 
commented that this was a “bad, bad project.”  Their votes reflected a belief that accepting this proposal might be better 
than waiting for a different proposal that might not retain all current homes on site. 
  
Overall, while we laud the applicant for presenting a plan that does not directly displace any residents, we find that the 
proposal is asking the Town for too much in return.  
  

1.     Requested change to LUMO 6.23.4 
o   The Commission recommends denial of this request because both the present zoning and the FLUM 
designate this area for community and residential uses.  Self-storage is not an appropriate “community 
use” for the limited Chapel Hill infill land, especially alongside a future major Bus Rapid Transit line that 
was designed and funded in order to get cars off the road and foster transit-oriented development.  We 
believe that self-storage as an accessory use is intended exclusively for situations where on-site storage 
facilities are provided for the use of the residents. 
  

2.     Requested change to LUMO 6.23.2 
o   The Commission recommends denial of this request because this regulation is intended to be applied 
regardless of being a “T” intersection or not, and is intended to promote walkable and lively streetscapes. 
Additionally, the FLUM calls for an active frontage on this portion of MLK, as well as the afore-
mentioned BRT stop.  A large self-storage building will effectively be dead space.  It is distinctly inactive 
and placing it here will work against the goals of the Town to invigorate this area and make it more 
pedestrian and bicycle friendly.  

  
3.     Requested change to LUMO 6.12(d)  

o   The commission has no major objections to the reconstruction of the gas service station and the 
required access driveway.  The developer has agreed to work with the Town when the BRT stop 
necessarily changes whatever sidewalk/driveway frontage is in place at the time.   
  

4.     Requested change to LUMO 3.6.3-2  
o   The Commission recommends denial of this request.  The Resource Conservation District was 
established to protect the Town’s waters and water quality and we recommend that the protections of the 
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RCD be respected, there is not substantial justification to grant an exemption.  This plan proposes grading 
nearly 1 acre of the RCD, negatively impacting the water quality and hydrology of the site, which feeds 
directly into Lake Ellen, and then into Booker Creek and across town.  We are not opposed to any homes 
that currently sit within the RCD remaining where they are.  However, a good plan would move homes 
out of the RCD, and certainly not into it.   
o   The developer contends that this relocation is necessary to prevent displacement, but that is only true if 
the storage building is constructed in the first place, and the assertion presents a false choice for the 
Town.  
o   Additionally, the relocation of homes into the RCD presents potential and unknowable issues for those 
residents in the long term.  The developer cited the testimony of someone who grew up there that “it 
hadn’t flooded” in their memory.  However, we know that climate change is creating new patterns of 
flooding in our area and the past is a poor indicator of what is likely to come.  Putting vulnerable mobile 
homes into what could be an active floodplain is a disservice to those residents.  

  
5.     Requested change to LUMO 5.9.7 

o   Were the project to be built, we agree with the applicant that a reduction in the minimum number of 
parking spaces is appropriate.  
  

6.     Requested change to LUMO 3.7.3,  
o   Were the project to be built, we agree with the applicant that this modification is 
appropriate.  Otherwise, many of the mobile homes currently on site would be in violation of the LUMO 
and people would likely be displaced.  

  
 In conclusion, the Planning Commission recognizes that the process of matching infill development projects with 
appropriate locations, and the needs and wants of the Town is difficult.  However, we do not believe that making so many 
significant precedent-setting exceptions in the LUMO is wise or appropriate in this case.  Other projects in Chapel Hill 
would suggest that this proposal is not the only viable commercial option for the applicant.  We implore both the Town 
Council and the project applicant to arrive at better solutions.  
  
 Respectfully, 
The Chapel Hill Planning Commission.  
 


