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RECOMMENDATION

Approve the Conditional Use Permit and Site Development Permit as proposed, with the
following amendments:

1. Decline to approve a car wash on the site
Require that the 7-foot wall along the rear property line be reduced to a height of
no more than 3 feet for the first 6 feet back from the Woodard frontage, to ensure
adequate visibility of pedestrians walking along the south side of Woodard Rd.
3. Direct staff to ensure that the existing access easement along the rear of the site
maintains an acceptable width.

ANALYSIS

This project proposes to demolish the convenience store and vehicle service building at
an existing gas station and allow the construction of a new 5,754 square foot convenience
store building, permit early morning operation beginning at 5:00 am for the convenience
store and gas station, and allow an automated car wash on the site. I can support
everything proposed in the permit except for the car wash.

The proposed car wash would be located within 25 feet of a residential property line and
would be overlooked by two-story apartment buildings. The City’s Drive-Through
Policy (Council Policy 6-10) establishes that “drive-through uses shall be located 200 feet
or more from immediately adjacent or directly opposite residentially used, zoned, or
General Planned properties.” The policy also specifies that “self-service car washes
which are proposed in conjunction with existing gasoline service stations may be
exempted from this locational criterion.” Given that this project proposes a self-service
car wash in conjunction with a gas station, it “may” be exempted from the 200 ft.

setback.

“May,” is not the same as “shall.” We as a Council still need to exercise our judgement
in deciding whether it is acceptable to approve a car wash within 25 feet of a residential
property line. This project has been a tough one for me. On one hand we all want to
support small business owners in revitalizing our neighborhood retail, but on the other



hand we need to maintain a reasonable quality of life for our residents even as we allow
properties to redevelop. Anyone who visits the subject will see that second story
bedroom windows directly overlook the proposed car wash location, creating a legitimate
quality of life concern. The below diagram illustrates the relationship between uses. A
full site plan is attached
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In making these decisions, It’s important to me to look back on past land use projects that
I’ve dealt with and ensure that my approach is consistent. I have supported one car wash
in the past that was closer than 200 feet to a residential property line, but in that instance
the Car wash was 85 feet from the nearest property line and over 100 feet from the
nearest residential fagade, which happened to be a one story house. In this instance the
car wash is 25 feet from the property line and 47 feet from the nearest residential fagade,
which as I mentioned is two story and overlooks the site. In addition to noise from the
car wash itself, residents will have to experience cars queuing to get into the car wash.
I’m not convinced that we can make the required CUP finding that this project will not
impair the peace and welfare of persons residing in the surrounding area.

I appreciate that the applicant has provided an additional noise report, and that the report
shows that the highest noise level generated by the project at the residential property line
would be 55 DBA, right at upper limit allowed in the Municipal Code. As was the case
last time this came to Council, however, the appellant’s noise consultant has questioned
the findings in the applicant’s noise report. Given the proximity of the car wash to
residential and the increasingly serious measures being proposed to deal with the noise—
including a very tall 12-foot masonry wall—it seems to me that we may be trying to fit
this use into a place where it does not belong.

As I mentioned, I appreciate that the City has a legitimate interest in supporting small
business and renewal of neighborhood retail sites. As such, the Council may disagree
with my opinion that the car wash should be denied. If that happens, I would offer the



below permit conditions for the Council’s consideration, in an effort to reduce the
negative consequences of the car wash.

Sound Report Recommendations:

i

Addition of a 12-foot tall, retractable vinyl sound shield (equivalent to the Airlift
XRS series) will be installed at the exit fagade of the carwash. This shield will deploy
during dryer operation and fully shield the eastern property line. The surface density
of the vinyl shall be no less than 1 1b/sqft2 to provide adequate transmission loss to
serve as an acoustic barrier;

The proposed dryer shall not exceed 79dBA and the Permittee shall include
specifications for the selected model,;

A trash enclosure will be constructed to conceal the dumpster onsite. This enclosure
will be 12 feet tall, 16’ 6 in length and positioned such that it breaks the line of sight
from the carwash entrance to one of the residential properties to the southeast. This
barrier will provide insertion loss for receivers to the southeast.

The Permittee shall submit a compliance review Noise Study verifying that the
proposed plans comply with the supplemental Noise Study dated December 4, 2017;
and

Other Conditions:

5. Specify that the car wash may not begin operation earlier than 8:30 am on weekdays

to avoid conflicts with morning drop-off traffic at Farnham Elementary School.

On the current site plan, access B e
is allowed between the gas Close Connection Here . ) A
station parking lot and the access g §
easement that runs along the rear
of the site in two places, one at
the north end of the site near
Woodard Rd. and one at the
South end of the site. If the car
wash is approved, I would
recommend considering closing
off the norther connection with a
physical barrier, such as a curb
or median, to prevent car wash
traffic from existing directly
onto Woodard Rd. and instead
encourage traffic to exit onto
Bascom. The diagram at right
illustrates this proposal.

I’d like to close by thanking the community for their advocacy on this issue. From the
first community meeting on this issue, residents of the adjoining apartments were very
clear about their interest in maintaining their quality of life. I greatly appreciate the
residents standing up for their neighborhood.
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