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CITY OF BETHLEHEM                                                   
Office of the City Solicitor                           
_________________________________________________________________________________
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
To: 
Louise M. Kelchner, City Clerk

CC:
The Honorable Robert J. Donchez, Mayor; W. Alexander Karras, Chief of Staff
From: 
Edmund J. Healy, Esquire, Assistant City Solicitor
Re: 
Q&A concerning proposed amendments to Article 531 (yard parking restrictions); alteration
Date: 
October 12, 2016
_______________________________________________________________________________________
I. Q&A:

During the October 4, 2016 the Council meeting, the following inquiries were received.

A. QUESTION:  Do the proposed concrete and macadam requirements for front yard parking pads conflict with or raise issues with any impervious surface limitations imposed by the Zoning Ordinance for residential and commercial lots.

ANSWER:  Generally speaking, there are no conflicts between the proposed front yard parking pad improvement requirements and the maximum impervious coverage restrictions of the zoning ordinance. If someone wants to install a parking pad, their entitlement to do so must be studied on a case-by-case basis and will be affected by the maximum impervious coverage restrictions of the zoning ordinance.  The amount of existing impervious coverage and the proposed front yard parking pad would be added together to see whether a particular proposed parking pad would be allowed.  The City has fairly mild maximum impervious coverage restrictions in its various zoning districts: 

RR-Rural Residential District                        50% maximum coverage allowed

RS-Single Family Residential District           75% maximum coverage allowed

RG-Medium Density Residential District    100% coverage allowed

RT-High Density Residential District          100% coverage allowed

R-RC Residential Retirement District          100% coverage allowed

RR-F Rural Residential Overlay District     100% coverage allowed

RR-T Rural Residential Overlay District     100% coverage allowed

CB- Commercial Central Business District  100% coverage allowed

CG-Commercial General                                90% maximum coverage allowed

CS-Commercial Shopping                              90% maximum coverage allowed

CL-Commercial Limited                                90% maximum coverage allowed

CM-Office Research                                       80% maximum coverage allowed 

CM-LTM Landmark/Traditional Commercial Neighborhood (now known as OMU; see below)

CMU-Commercial Mixed Use                      100% coverage allowed

I-Institutional                                                  80% maximum coverage allowed

I-O Institutional Overlay District                  100% coverage allowed

IN-Industrial                                                    90% maximum coverage allowed 

IN-O Industrial Overlay                                 100% coverage allowed

OMU-Office Mixed Use                                100% coverage allowed

PI-Planned Industrial                                       80% maximum coverage allowed

LI-Light Industrial                                           90% maximum coverage allowed

IR-Industrial Redevelopment                          90% maximum coverage allowed 

IR-R Industrial Redevelopment/Residential   90% maximum coverage allowed

B. QUESTION:  For what reasons do we need to require a paved or stoned surface for parking in rear and side yards? 
ANSWER: Vehicle parking on grass and similar vegetative surfaces causes vegetation to wither and die.  The proposed ordinance language for rear and side yards is intended to reduce debris and dirt runoff from a lot onto a street (as well as neighboring properties).  Aside from being unattractive, these sediments eventually accumulate in storm sewers and reduce the storage and transmission capacity of those sewers.  The reduction of these off-site effects is considered useful.
II. Alteration of proposed ordinance
The public comment process has yielded some valuable commentary from residents, especially in the Southside.  The number of lots which fail to have stone or other improved surfaces for parking in the rear or side yards is very minimal, i.e. under 5%.  Therefore, the benefits of requiring stone or an improved surface is likewise very minimal. In other words, the difficulty of hauling and dropping stone is disproportionally high and offers questionable material benefit.  Because reasonable uniformity throughout the City is desired, removing the stone or improved parking area requirement from rear and side yards makes sense.
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