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MHP Nebel Street 

Justification for Two Proposed Entrances 

April 27, 2022 

 

This statement is submitted on behalf of MHP (the “Applicant”) and is intended to respond 
to the following DRC comment on the MHP-Nebel Street Site Plan (the “Project”):  “Sketch Plan 
Resolution request additional coordination regarding consolidation of vehicle access points.  Per 
the Sketch Plan hearing, the Applicant testified that no consolidation of these points was 
anticipated.  Please provide in writing a brief summary of the request for approval through 
alternative compliance for the Site Plan approval.”  

PRELIMINARY INFORMATION 

The Project complies with the applicable development standards relating to the access 
points and thus there is no need for alternative compliance approval.  The Property provides 633 
feet of frontage and the Applicant is proposing two access points.  Zoning Ordinance Section 
6.1.4.D provides “a maximum of 2 driveways may be permitted for every 300 feet of site frontage 
along any street.”  However, the Applicant acknowledges that the Sketch Plan approval required 
future coordination of the vehicle access points and this Statement is submitted in furtherance of 
the Sketch Plan condition and to respond to the DRC comment.   

IMPORTANCE OF TWO ACCESS POINTS  

The two access points are of critical importance to the Applicant and the Project.  Given 
the grade of the Property and the narrow land area between the right-of-way and the flood plain, it 
is not possible to consolidate the two access points at the southern end of the Property and allow 
for two driveways in board of the Property to separately access the upper level and lower level of 
the garage.  Thus, if only one driveway entrance is permitted, the only option is for access to be 
provided at the proposed southern entrance and for internal ramping to be provided within the 
garage.  However, because of the site constraints and the narrow footprint of the building, this 
would result in a loss of approximately 22 percent of the parking spaces (35 spaces), reducing the 
overall number of parking spaces to approximately 120 spaces.  Providing another level of below 
grade parking is not possible because of the existing water levels.  And, providing another level of 
above grade parking is undesirable from an urban design aesthetic standpoint, and would increase 
the costs of the Project. 

The Applicant is mindful of the County’s overall goal of reducing reliance on vehicles and 
the proposed 151 spaces are the minimum number of spaces deemed necessary.  Many of the 
residents in the Applicant’s other projects, rely on their cars to get to work places that are not easily 
served by public transportation and the Applicant fully expects that to be the situation in this 
Project.  Thus, maintaining this ratio of units to parking spaces that is close to 1 to 1 (.92 to 1.0) is 
critical.  In the event it were necessary to eliminate a level of the parking, the Applicant would 
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most likely reduce the number of units proportionately, in order to maintain this ratio.  At worst, 
this would make the building uneconomical and it would not go forward, or at best, the Project 
would go forward with a significant decrease in units, which would be an unfortunate result given 
the need for affordable housing in the County. 

TWO ENTRANCES CAN BE SAFELY ACCOMODATED   

The two access points generate a minimal amount of peak hour trips – 16 AM trips and 16 
PM trips for the upper deck (the northern access point) and 15 AM trips and 16 PM trips for the 
lower deck (the southern access point).  While the two entrances will result in two separate 
crossings of the bike lane, the consolidation of the driveways (if it were possible without 
decreasing the number of parking spaces) would simply concentrate all of the vehicle crossings at 
one entrance.  Given that the number of vehicles expected to ingress and egress the garage is 
relatively low and the level of bike traffic along Nebel Street is also relatively low, there is little 
concern for a potential conflict.  In addition, if determined necessary, the Project can include 
signage and pavement markings to put bicyclists on notice of the upcoming driveways.  

CONCLUSION 

In response to Staff’s concern during Sketch Plan the Applicant relocated the entrance to 
align the driveway with the driveway across Nebel Street.  The driveways, which will experience 
a relatively low level of traffic, are 75 feet apart.   

Finally, the issue of the entrances was discussed in detail during the Planning Board’s 
consideration of the Sketch Plan.  The Board unanimously indicated that the consolidation of the 
access points was not necessary and there was no further discussion during the hearing with respect 
to this issue.  The two entrances are critical to the Project and we urge support for the entrances as 
proposed. 

 


