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Rezone property from R-6 and R-10 to Special R-6 and R-30
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Planning Commission Recommendation
Recommendation The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and
Findings & Reasons

recommends that this case be approved, with the removal of
parcel pin # 1704131577.
1. The case is consistent with Comprehensive Plan.
2. The neighborhood is currently built as single family
residential, with the exception of 2 duplexes. The
rezoning would prevent the construction of multifamily
residential in this intact single family neighborhood.

Motion and Vote Motion: Mullins
Second: Anderson
In Favor: Anderson, Bartholomew, Batchelor, Butler, Fleming
Harris Edmisten, Haq, Mattox, Mullins, Smith, Sterling
This document is a true and accurate statement of the findings and recommendations of the
Planning Commission. Approval of this document incorporates all of the findings of the attached
Staff Report.
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Date
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______________________________7/27/10__
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Date

Elizabeth Alley elizabeth.alley@raleighnc.gov

Certified Recommendation
Case Z-12-10 Cameron Village Neighborhood

Zoning Staff Report – Case Z-12-10
General Use District

Request
Location Cameron Village neighborhood, north of Smallwood Drive, south of
Request
Area of Request
Property Owner
PC Recommendation
Deadline

Wade Avenue, west of Nichols Drive and east of Daniels Street
Rezone property from R-6 and R-10 to Special R-6 and R-30
35.43 acres
Multiple owners
120 days from public hearing referral

Subject Property
Current

Zoning R-6 and R-10
Additional Overlay None
Land Use Single family residential and
duplex

Residential Density 257.74 dwelling units

Proposed
Special R-6 and R-30
None
Single family residential (with
existing duplexes grandfathered)
213.36 dwelling units

Surrounding Area
Zoning
Future Land
Use
Current Land
Use

North
O&I-1 with PDD,
O&I-1
Institutional, High
Density
Residential
Office, Multifamily

South
R-30
Medium Density
Residential
Multi-family

East
R-15, R-30
Moderate
Density
Residential
Multi-family

West
R-20
Medium Density
Residential
Multi-family

Comprehensive Plan Guidance
Future Land Use Low-Density Residential
Area Plan Oberlin Village
Applicable Policies LU 8.5 – Conservation of Single-Family Neighborhoods
AP-WO 11 – Oberlin Village Land Uses

Contact Information
Staff Elizabeth Alley 807-8477 elizabeth.alley@raleighnc.gov

Applicant City of Raleigh
Citizens Advisory Council Hillsborough; Ana Duncan Pardo

Overview
The request is a city-initiated rezoning for the Cameron Village neighborhood. The request would
rezone a vast majority of the neighborhood from R-6 and R-10 to Special R-6. A small parcel
currently utilized as an access point to the Cameron Village apartments would be rezoned to R30. The City Council authorized the rezoning in response to a citizen’s petition.

Exhibit C & D Analysis
Staff examines consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, compatibility with the surrounding
area, public benefits and detriments of the proposal, and summarizes any associated impacts of
the proposal.

1. Consistency of the proposed rezoning with the Comprehensive Plan
and any applicable City-adopted plan(s)
1.1 Future Land Use
The subject site is designated Low Density Residential on the Future Land Use Map.
The proposed zoning, Special R-6, is consistent with this designation. It should be
noted that the existing R-6 zoning is also consistent with the Low Density Residential
designation; while the R-10 properties are not. The small parcel proposed to be
zoned R-30 is shown on the Future Land Use Map as Medium Density Residential.
R-30 zoning is consistent with the Medium Density Residential designation based on
site size and adjacent built character.
1.2 Policy Guidance
The following policy guidance is applicable with this request
Policy LU 8.5 - Conservation of Single-Family Neighborhoods
Protect and conserve the City’s single-family neighborhoods and ensure that their zoning
reflects their established low density character. Carefully manage the development of
vacant land and the alteration of existing structures in and adjacent to single-family
neighborhoods to protect low density character, preserve open space, and maintain
neighborhood scale.
The proposed rezoning more closely reflects the existing built character of the
neighborhood, and ensures that new development and infill will be more compatible
in lot size and use with the existing neighborhood. The existing R-10 zoning would
allow a modest assemblage to construct multi-family structures internal to the
neighborhood; such use would be out of character to the built environment.

1.3 Area Plan Guidance
Policy AP-WO 11 – Oberlin Village Land Uses
The Oberlin Village neighborhood should be preserved with its current residential uses:
single-family houses and apartment units.
The Wade Oberlin Small Area Plan calls for lower intensity uses on the sites
proposed to be rezoned to Special R-6, and medium intensity uses on the site
proposed to be rezoned R-30. The proposed rezoning would be consistent with this
policy guidance in the area plan.
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2. Compatibility of the proposed rezoning with the property and
surrounding area
The proposed rezoning is generally compatible with surrounding land uses, which are
predominately single family homes with a small number of duplex structures. The
proposed rezoning would limit the ability to develop duplex or multi-family residential
within the predominately single family neighborhood.

3. Public benefits of the proposed rezoning
The proposed rezoning protects the intact single family residential character of the
neighborhood by removing the ability to create new duplex and multifamily residential
structures. The preservation of this existing single family neighborhood close to the City’s
core advances several policies related to neighborhood conservation and protection.

4. Detriments of the proposed rezoning
The proposed rezoning removes the current ability to develop duplexes and multi-family
residential structures. There are two existing duplexes in the neighborhood; one currently
zoned R-6 and one currently zoned R-10. One of these duplexes is non-conforming
under existing zoning; the other would be made non-conforming as a result of this
rezoning. The current non-conforming regulations permit general upkeep and
reconstruction to a certain threshold without Board of Adjustment approval.

5. The impact on public services, facilities, infrastructure, fire and
safety, parks and recreation, etc.
5.1 Transportation
Daniels Street is classified as a collector street and exists as a two-lane curb and
gutter section roadway within a 60-foot right-of-way. City standards call for Daniels
Street to be constructed with sidewalks on a minimum of one side within the existing
right-of-way. Wade Avenue is classified as a major thoroughfare (2007 ADT 27,000
vpd) and exists as 4-lane undivided roadway with curb and gutter and sidewalk on
one side within a 75-foot right-of-way. City standards call for Wade Avenue to be
constructed with sidewalks on both sides within a minimum 90-foot right-of-way.
Graham Street, Woodburn Road and Sutton Drive are all classified as residential
streets and exist as 2-lane roadways with curb and gutter cross-sections within 50 to
60 feet of right-of-way. City standards call for these streets to be constructed with
sidewalk on a minimum of one side within the existing right-of-way.
Bryan Street, James Place and Smedes Place are classified as minor residential
streets and exist as two-lane roadways with curb and gutter sections. James Place
and Smedes Place are constructed within a 40-foot right-of-way. City standards call
for these streets to be constructed with sidewalk on a minimum of one side with a 45foot right-of-way. Bryan Street is constructed within 50-foot right-of-way. City
standards call for Bryan Street to be constructed with sidewalk on a minimum of one
side within the existing right-of-way.
The proposed zoning is not anticipated to have an adverse impact on traffic. Neither
NCDOT nor the City have any projects currently scheduled in the vicinity of this case.
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Impact Identified: There is no impact identified related to transportation as a result
of this request.
5.2 Transit
The request would not impact the transit system.
Impact Identified: There is no impact identified related to transit as a result of this
request.

5.3 Hydrology
Floodplain
Drainage Basin
Stormwater Management
Overlay District

No FEMA Floodplain present
Subject to Part 10, Chapter 9

Impact Identified: There is no impact identified related to stormwater as a result of
this request.

5.4 Public Utilities

Water
Waste Water

Maximum Demand (current)
145,600 gpd
145, 600 gpd

Maximum Demand (proposed)
130,165 gpd
130,165 gpd

Impact Identified: The proposed rezoning would not add to the existing wastewater
collection or water distribution systems of the City. There are existing sanitary sewer
and water mains throughout the proposed rezoning properties.
5.5 Parks and Recreation
The site is not located adjacent to any greenway corridors, has No impact on level of
service, and is not located in a parks search area.
Impact Identified: No impacts.
5.6 Urban Forestry
For the parcels larger than two acres in size, tree conservation would be required at
time of redevelopment.
Impact Identified: No impacts pertaining to tree conservation.
5.7 Wake County Public Schools

School name
Wiley
Daniels
Broughton

Current
Enrollment
386
1,162
2,174
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Current
Capacity
100.3%
101.5%
106.3%

Future
Enrollment
386
1,162
2,174

Future
Capacity
100.3%
101.5%
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Impact Identified: There is no impact related to schools as a result of this request.
5.8 Designated Historic Resources
Impact Identified: The site is not located within or adjacent to a National Register
Historic District or a Raleigh Historic Overlay District.
5.9 Impacts Summary
No impacts have been identified related to municipal services. It should be noted that
this rezoning would create a non-conformity. There is an existing non-conforming
duplex in the neighborhood.
5.10 Mitigation of Impacts
Not applicable, as there are no identified impacts.

6. Appearance Commission
This case is not subject to Appearance Commission review.

7. Conclusions
The proposed rezoning is consistent with the future land use map, area plan guidance
and policy guidance in the comprehensive plan. The proposed rezoning has no identified
impacts. However, there are two existing duplexes in the neighborhood; one currently
zoned R-6 and the other zoned R-10. One of these duplexes is non-conforming under
existing zoning; the other would be made non-conforming as a result of this rezoning.
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Existing Zoning Map
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Future Land Use Map
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Office Use Only

Petition No.

Petition to Amend the Official Zoning Map
Before the City Council of the City of Raleigh, North Carolina
The petitioner seeks to show the following:
1.

2.

That, for the purposes of promoting
health, morals, or the general welfare, the
zoning classification of the property
described herein must be changed.
That the following circumstance(s)
exist(s):


Please check boxes
where appropriate

City Council has erred in
establishing the current zoning
classification of the property by
disregarding one or a combination of
the fundamental principles of zoning
as set forth in the enabling
legislation, North Carolina General
Statutes Section 160A-381 and
160A-383.



Circumstances have so changed
since the property was last zoned
that its current zoning classification
could not properly be applied to it
now were it being zoned for the first
time.



The property has not heretofore been
subject to the zoning regulations of
the City of Raleigh.

3.

That the requested zoning change is or
will be consistent with the Raleigh
Comprehensive Plan.

4.

That the fundamental purposes of zoning
as set forth in the N.C. enabling
legislation would be best served by
changing the zoning classification of the
property. Among the fundamental
purposes of zoning are:
1)
2)
3)
4)

to lessen congestion in the streets;
to provide adequate light and air;
to prevent the overcrowding of land;
to facilitate the adequate provision
of transportation, water, sewerage,
schools, parks, and other public
requirements;
5) to regulate in accordance with a
comprehensive plan;
6) to avoid spot zoning; and
7) to regulate with reasonable
consideration to the character of the
district, the suitability of the land for
particular uses, the conservation of
the value of buildings within the
district and the encouragement of
the most appropriate use of the land
throughout the City.

THEREFORE, petitioner requests that the Official Zoning map be amended to change the zoning
classification of the property as proposed in this submittal, and for such other action as may be
deemed appropriate.

Signature(s)

Date:

Please type or print name(s) clearly:
Mitchell Silver (Director of Department of City Planning)
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Office Use Only

Petition No.
Date Filed:
Filing Fee:

EXHIBIT B. Request for Zoning Change
Please use this form only – form may be photocopied. Please type or print
See instructions, page 9

Name(s)

1) Petitioner(s): CITY OF RALEIGH
Note: Conditional Use District
Petitioner(s) must be owner(s) of
petitioned property.

Address

Telephone / E-Mail

P.O.Box 590

919-996-3070

Raleigh, NC 27602

2) Property
Please See Attached
Owner(s): Property Owner List

3) Contact Person(s):

2410, P.O.Box 590
Travis Crane, Department
of City Planning

919-516-2656

Raleigh, NC 27602

4) Property
Description: Wake County Property Identification Number(s) (PIN):
Please provide surveys if proposed
zoning boundary lines do not follow
property lines.

Please See Attached Property Owner List

General Street Location (nearest street intersections): Southwest quadrant of St.
Mary’s and Wade intersection; generally bounded by Daniels Street (west),
Smallwood Drive (south), Wade Avenue(north) and Bryan/James Street (east)

5) Area of Subject
Property (acres): 35.78 acres
6) Current Zoning
District(s)
Classification:
Include Overlay District(s), if
Applicable

Residential-6 (24.14 acres) and Residential-10 (11.64 acres)

7) Proposed Zoning
District
Classification:
Include Overlay District(s) if
Applicable. If existing Overlay
District is to remain, please state.

Rezoning Petition
Form Revised October 9, 2009

Special Residential-6 (35.75 acres) and Residential-30 (0.032 acre)

2

Exhibit B. continued

Office Use Only

Petition No.

8) Adjacent Property Owners

The following are all of the person, firms, property (Important: Include PIN Numbers with names,
addresses and zip codes.) Indicate if property is owned by
owners, associations, corporations, entities or
a condominium property owners association. Please complete
governments owning property adjacent to and
ownership information in the boxes below in the format
within one hundred (100) feet (excluding right-ofillustrated in the first box. Please use this form only – form may
way) of (front, rear, all sides and across any street) be photocopied – please type or print.
the property sought to be rezoned.
Name(s):

Street Address(es):

City/State/Zip:

Wake Co. PIN #’s:

Please See Attached
Adjacent Property Owner
List

For additional space, photocopy this page.

Rezoning Petition
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Office Use Only

EXHIBIT C. Request for Zoning Change

Petition No.
Original Date Filed:
Amended Date:

Please use this form only – form may be photocopied – please type or print. See instruction, page 8.

1) Conditional Use Zone Requested: Not Applicable
2) Narrative of conditions being requested:

Note: if additional
space is necessary,
attach extra page(s) of
Exhibit C signed and
dated by all property
owners

I acknowledge that these restrictions and conditions are offered voluntarily and with
knowledge of the guidelines stated on Page 9 through 13 of the Zoning Application
Instructions.

Printed Name:
Signature:

Date:

Printed Name:
Signature:

Rezoning Petition
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Office Use Only

Petition No.
Date Filed:

EXHIBIT D. Petitioner’s Argument on Behalf
of The Zoning Change Requested
Please use this form only – form may be photocopied – please type or print.

This section is reserved for the applicant to state factual information in support of the rezoning request.

Required items of discussion:
The Planning Department is instructed not to accept any application for amending the official zoning map without a
statement prepared by the applicant analyzing the reasonableness of the rezoning request. This statement shall
address the consistency of the proposed rezoning with the Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable Cityadopted plan(s), the compatibility of the proposed rezoning with the property and surrounding area, and the benefits
and detriments of the proposed rezoning for the landowner, the immediate neighbors and the surrounding
community.

Recommended items of discussion (where applicable):
1.
2.

3.
4.

An error by the City Council in establishing the current zoning classification of the property.
How circumstances (land use and future development plans) have so changed since the property was last zoned
that its current zoning classification could not properly be applied to it now were it being zoned for the first
time.
The public need for additional land to be zoned to the classification requested.
The impact on public services, facilities, infrastructure, fire and safety, parks and recreation, topography, access
to light and air, etc.

PETITIONER’S STATEMENT:
I.

Consistency of the proposed map amendment with the Comprehensive Plan
(www.raleighnc.gov).
A.

Please state the recommended land use(s) for this property as shown on the Future Land
Use Map and discuss the consistency of the proposed land uses:
The majority of the area to be rezoned (approximately 35.75 acres) is designated for low
density residential on the Future Land Use Map. This category envisions a range of density
between one and six dwelling units per acre, corresponding roughly to the R-2, R-4, and R-6
zoning districts (but excluding parks within these districts).
One parcel, approximately 0.032 acres in size, is designated medium density residential. The
medium density residential category envisions a density range between 14 and 28 dwelling
units per acre.
The proposed Special Residential-6 is consistent with the low density residential category. The
existing R-6 zoning is consistent with the low density residential category, while the properties
currently zoned R-10 are not. Rezoning the R-10 properties to Special R-6 will bring the
properties into conformance with the future land use map. The singular property currently
zoned R-10 is not consistent with the Medium Density Residential designation. A rezoning to
Residential-30 will bring the property closer to consistency with the future land use
designation.

Rezoning Petition
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B.

Please state whether the subject property is located within any Area Plan or other City
Council-adopted plans and policies and discuss the policies applicable to future
development within the plan(s) area.
The properties are located within the Wade/Oberlin Area Plan, which designates a majority
(35.75 acres) of this rezoning area for lower intensity uses. The single parcel proposed for
Residential-30 zoning is designated for medium intensity uses in the Wade/Oberlin plan. The
Area Plan states: “All policies specified in the Wade-Oberlin Plan pertaining to permitted uses,
building bulk and height, and other aspects of development typically regulated by zoning are
intended to be implemented through appropriate rezoning of properties.” The proposed
rezoning request is consistent with the guidance provided in the Wade/Oberlin Area Plan.

C.

Is the proposed map amendment consistent or inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan
and other City Council-adopted plans and policies? All references to Comprehensive Plan
policies should include both the policy number (e.g. LU 4.5) and short title (e.g.
“Connectivity”).
The proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with future land use designation on the
future land use map and in the Wade/Oberlin Area Plan in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. One
of the 6 overall themes of the 2030 Raleigh Comprehensive Plan states the goal of Growing
Successful Neighborhoods and Communities. “Growth and new development will be
accommodated within Raleigh through creative solutions that conserve our unique
neighborhoods while allowing for growth and expanding our local businesses. The City will
have healthy and safe older neighborhoods that are conserved and enhanced through careful
infill development that complements existing character and responds to natural features.”
Policy LU 8.5 - Conservation of Single-Family Neighborhoods in the Comprehensive Plan
seeks to “Protect and conserve the City’s single-family neighborhoods and ensure that their
zoning reflects their established low density character.” Additionally, Policy AP- WO 11 Oberlin Village Land Uses in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan states that “The Oberlin Village
neighborhood should be preserved with its current residential uses: single-family houses and
apartment units.” The proposed zoning map amendment to Special R-6 for the Cameron
Village neighborhood, which falls within the Oberlin plan area, is in keeping with the intent of
the above noted Comprehensive Plan policies. The rezoning would help achieve consistency
with the recommended low intensities, help preserve the existing single-family neighborhood,
and match zoning with its built character, thus implementing the policy direction in the 2030
Comprehensive Plan.
The single R-10 parcel proposed for R-30 classification is an odd, triangular shaped lot located
on the southern edge of the area to be rezoned. It is adjacent to high density residential
development, and serves as driveway access to the apartments. This parcel is approximately
0.032 acres in size. The parcel’s odd shape and small size, coupled with the required setbacks
make it unbuildable. It would not be appropriate to leave the parcel as an isolated island of R10, and rezoning to Special R-6 would create an inconsistency between two parcels used for the
same purpose and owned by the same entity. Given its current use and physical constraints, it is
appropriate to rezone this small parcel to R-30 to provide continuity with the adjacent parcel.

II.

Compatibility of the proposed map amendment with the property and the surrounding area.

Rezoning Petition
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A. Description of land uses within the surrounding area (residential housing types, parks,
institutional uses, commercial uses, large parking lots, thoroughfares and collector streets,
transit facilities):
The properties to be rezoned are surrounded by multi-family residential zoning and uses on the
east, south, and west. Commercial uses and office uses are located to the north across Wade
Avenue. The Cameron Village Shopping Center is located to the south across Smallwood
Drive.
There are no parking lots or transit facilities within the immediate area of the subject properties.
Broughton High School is two blocks southeast of the subject property. Wade Avenue, which is
a designated secondary arterial, forms the narrow northern border of the subject property
touching only 4 of the 117 single-family parcels. Wade is accessible to the subject area via
Woodburn, Bryan, and Daniels. St. Mary’s Street, designated a minor thoroughfare is one block
east of the subject area. Daniels Street forms the western boundary of the subject property and
is designated a collector. Oberlin Road is one block west of Daniels but not accessible to the
subject area.
B. Description of existing Zoning patterns (zoning districts including overlay districts) and
existing built environment (densities, building heights, setbacks, tree cover, buffer yards):
The subject property consists of a total of 118 lots comprising of 117 built lots ranging in size
from 0.17 acre to 0.79 acre totaling 35.75 acres, and one vacant odd shaped R-10 lot (0.032
acre). The average lot size is 0.30 acre. There are 115 detached single-family homes and 2
duplexes within the subject property and none are more than 2 stories in height. There are no
multi-family units within the subject property. The proposed rezoning area contains substantial
tree cover.
Out of the total 118 lots, 40 parcels are zoned R-10 (about 34% of total); while the remaining
78 parcels (66% of total) are zoned R-6. The minimum lot size requirements for R-6 and
Special R-6 are 7,260 square feet. The R-10 district has a minimum lot size of 5,000 square
feet. The range in size of the 39 R-10 lots (excluding odd shaped small R-10 lot) is between
9,147 square feet and 28,749 square feet. Thus, all the 39 R-10 lots meet and exceed the
minimum lot requirements of the proposed Special R-6 zoning district.
The small R-10 parcel proposed for R-30 zoning currently serves as a driveway access to a
larger multi-family development zoned R-30 and is owned by the same property owner. This
property does not contain any structures. Additionally, the setback requirements for R-6,
Special R-6 and R-10 districts are identical. Thus, current densities and built character are
identical for all properties within the subject area of the proposed zoning map amendment.
Therefore, all the parcels are currently built in conformance with the requested zoning district
standards.

C. Explanation of how the proposed zoning map amendment is compatible with the
suitability of the property for particular uses and the character of the surrounding area:
The subject property has maintained its single-family home built character for 60 continuous
years since Cameron Village construction began in 1949. The 117 single family homes remain
an intact neighborhood with no multi-family encroachment. Zoning records indicate 39 of the
single family properties within the 117 single-family subject property neighborhood, or 33% of
the total, are currently zoned R-10 while the remaining 67% are currently zoned R-6, even
Rezoning Petition
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though the R-10 properties are built and conform to the R-6 zoning standards. The proposed
amendment would zone all 117 single-family parcels within the subject area as Special R-6,
make the zoning of the subject properties conform more closely to the existing uses, density, lot
sizes, and setbacks as it currently exists.
Rezoning the small parcel that currently serves as driveway access to a larger multi-family
development to R-30 will bring the property closer to compliance with the Comprehensive Plan
land use recommendation.
III.

Benefits and detriments of the proposed map amendment.
A. For the landowner(s):
The proposed zoning map amendment would benefit the landowners by maintaining and
preserving the neighborhood’s prevailing style and character. By maintaining these standards,
the proposed map amendment would help maintain the desirability of the neighborhood as an
established, low density neighborhood, just as built, and just as designated by the 2030
Comprehensive Plan for low density residential uses (1-6 DU per acre). Preserving the integrity
of the 117 residential lots within the subject property, building upon 60 years of continuity as a
single-family neighborhood, will enhance the present and future value of these properties.
Of the 118 parcels under consideration, 78 are currently zoned R-6. The R-6 and Special R-6
zoning districts have identical development standards. The list of allowed uses for these two
districts is similar as well; the exception being that multi-family, townhouses or condo units on
parcels less than 10 acres in size are not allowed in Special R-6.
The range of density is lower in Special R-6 than in R-10. The R-10 zoning district allows
single-, two- and multi-family dwellings up to ten units per acre.
A potential detriment to the landowners would be the reduced ability to build multi-family,
townhouses, or condo units on property less than 10 acres in size. The minimum lot size is
higher in the Special R-6 zoning district. The minimum size for a property zoned R-10 is 5,000
square feet. The minimum size of a Special R-6 property is 7,260 square feet. This could hinder
the ability to subdivide. Approximately sixteen lots currently zoned R-10 would not have the
ability to subdivide were Special R-6 rezoning applied to their properties. The properties
currently zoned R-6 would not have a reduction in the ability to subdivide were a rezoning to
Special R-6 approved.
B. For the immediate neighbors:
The benefits to the immediate neighbors of the subject rezoning are the same as those listed
below for the surrounding community. There would be no known detriments to the immediate
neighbors of the subject properties.
C. For the surrounding community:
The proposed zoning map amendment would ensure that any redevelopment in the area is
consistent with the existing density and lot layout of the single-family neighborhood. The
proposed zoning map amendment would establish uniform minimum lot size, setback, and
density requirements that will help the neighborhood resist the pressures to redevelop into
higher density housing permitted under the existing R-6 and R-10 zoning. By protecting the
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subject properties from high density residential redevelopment, the proposed map amendment
would protect and preserve single-family neighborhoods as envisioned by the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. This would benefit the surrounding community by preventing increased
growth that could overburden city infrastructures such as roads and sewers. It could also render
environmental benefits such as protection of tree growth in the area and reduce increase of
impervious surfaces.

IV.

Does the rezoning of this property provide a significant benefit which is not available to the
surrounding properties? Explain:
The surrounding properties to the east, south, and west are completely built out as apartments and
condos with current zoning ranging from R-15 to R-30 and designated on the Future Land Use
map as moderate density residential (6-14 DU/acre) and medium density residential (14-28
DU/acre). The proposed map amendment to rezone the subject properties to Special R-6 is an
attempt to keep zoning consistent and in keeping with the prevailing development pattern of the
area. Therefore, the proposed rezoning does not provide any significant benefit to the property
owners, which is not available to the surrounding properties. The rezoning eliminates any
potential for redevelopment to higher density uses and helps preserve the much desirable existing
neighborhood character and density.
Explain why the characteristics of the subject property support the proposed map
amendment as reasonable and in the public interest.
Given the location of the subject area encircled by higher density uses, the Cameron Village
neighborhood is at higher risk to be permeated by redevelopment at higher densities. The subject
area is fully developed and built in conformity with the proposed Special R-6 zoning. Rezoning to
Special R-6 would prevent higher density development in the neighborhood, which is permitted
under the existing zoning. The proposed map amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan’s intent of tailoring the zoning of the properties to match the prevailing pattern of
development as built prior to the adoption of the zoning code and in preserving existing singlefamily neighborhoods. Since the subject rezoning supports the key goals of the Comprehensive
Plan, it can be viewed as both reasonable and in the public interest.

V.

Recommended items of discussion (where applicable).
a. An error by the City Council in establishing the current zoning classification of the
property.
The subject properties are zoned R-10 and R-6 despite a predominant developed pattern
of single-family homes built in conformity with the Special R-6 zoning standards. There
is no mapping error present on the subject properties.
b. How circumstances (land use and future development plans) have so changed since
the property was last zoned that its current zoning classification could not properly
be applied to it now were it being zoned for the first time.
The use of the subject properties has not changed since it was first zoned. However, the
current R-6 & R-10 zoning designations leave them vulnerable to the increasing pressures
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of redevelopment that is not within the character of the established sixty year old singlefamily home neighborhood.
c. The public need for additional land to be zoned to the classification requested.
Over 90% of the landowners in the subject neighborhood have signed the petition
requesting the Special R-6 zoning, thus indicating the broad base of support and need for
the proposed zoning amendment. Further, the rezoning would implement the land use
guidance contained within the Comprehensive Plan.
d. The impact on public services, facilities, infrastructure, fire and safety, parks and
recreation, topography, access to light and air, etc.
There would be no immediate impact on any of the services, facilities, infrastructure, fire
and safety, parks and recreation, topography, or access to light and air. If approved, this
zoning request would keep the parcels in the subject area from being further subdivided
or redeveloped, which would alleviate further demands on the City of Raleigh’s support
facilities, infrastructure, and related services.
e. How the rezoning advances the fundamental purposes of zoning as set forth in the
N.C. enabling legislation.
The fundamental purposes of zoning as put forth in the North Carolina enabling
legislation are best served by changing the classification from R-10 and R-6 to Special
Residential-6. First, more intense zoning categories such as R-10 could place a strain on
City infrastructure. Second, it will have no negative impact on providing light and air to
residents of the subject area and surrounding community. Third, ,the rezoning request
will be in accordance with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan policies and land use
designation. Finally, the request applies evenly to all 117 single-family parcels within the
area. Changing the classification of the subject area from R-10 and R-6 to Special R-6
will serve to regulate the character of the subject area with reasonable consideration for
current and future landowners.

VI.

Other arguments on behalf of the map amendment requested.
NA
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