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Houma Terrebonne Regional Planning Commission

Subdivision Regulations Review Committee

Committee Members

L.A. “Budd” Cloutier, Jr., O.D.
Kevin Ghirardi
Jeremy Kelley
W. Alex Ostheimer

Minutes of
October 8, 2015

Meeting started at 2:00 pm in the Department of Planning & Zoning Conference Room on the 4"
floor of the Government Tower. In attendance were Dr. Budd Cloutier, Kevin Ghirardi, Jeremy
Kelley, Alex Ostheimer, Patrick Gordon, and Chris Pulaski. Mr. Mark Guidroz, Bon Villa
Mobile Home Park was also present.

The minutes from the September 10, 2015 meeting were reviewed and Mr. Ostheimer requested
they be revised to indicate that he stated we should “lead” and not necessarily follow others for
the rate of per diem for meetings.

Patrick Gordon recommended hiring Providence/GSE Associates, LLC to review and develop a
set of regulations for mobile home parks as it pertains to drainage and the S.D.D.M. It was
suggested for Mr. Clay Breaud to attend the next Planning Commission meeting in November to
discuss a proposal. Members discussed having a different set of standards for private mobile
home parks (commercial venture) versus a typical single-family subdivision with individual
ownership. The Committee felt like having an expert review was good. Mr. Mark Guidroz
indicated he would have to put in 2-3' of fill in order to meet the current S.D.D.M. standards.

Proposed revisions to Chapter 24.7.1.5 with regard to residential lot frontage (access) were
reviewed and the group liked the changes but want to include minimum frontage of 200’ and a
minimum setback of 50" in the front.

Mr. Ostheimer discussed the turnaround paved at Capital Commercial Park and that it was
supposed to connect. Mr, Gordon stated he would look into it.

The meeting adjourned at 3:03 p.m.
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QOctober 15, 2015

Mr. Pat Gordon, Sr., Director

Planning and Economic Development
Terrebonne Parish Consolidated Government
P. O. Box 2768

Houma, LA 70361

Re: Proposal for Modifications to the
Storm Drainage Design Manual
For Mobile Home Parks
Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana

Dear Mr. Gordon:

As per your request, we have completed a preliminary review of the variance request from
Milford's office regarding the Storm Drainage Design Manual (SDDM) as it pertains to mobile
home regulations.

Providence/GSE would be pleased to look into these requests in more detail and make
recommendations on possible modifications to the SDDM if warranted. As you are aware, the
main purpose of the SDDM is to provide a consistent policy direction for physical improvements
necessary for storm water management. Proper provisions for drainage are required to minimize
the risk of flooding to homes and businesses.

Providence/GSE proposes to make recommendations on these requests and present them to
the Subdivision Review Committee for a lump sum fee of $3,800.00.

If this proposal is acceptable to you, please sign a copy of this letter and return it to us.



Mr. Pat Gordon, Sr., Director

Planning and Economic Development
Terrebonne Parish Consolidated Government
October 15, 2015
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Should you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me at 991
Grand Caillou Road, Houma, Louisiana, 70363, phone number (985) 876-6380, fax number
(985) 876-0621.

Sincerely,

Providence/GSE Associates, LLC

Clay Breaud
Company Manager
CB/md
Approved by:
o Date o

In the absence of a general contract or master services agreement, the relationship between Providence/GSE and
TPCG will be handled in accordance with the general terms and conditions found on our website at
hitp:lwww.providenceeng. com/legal/Msec 3,



H. STAFF REPORT:

1. Mr. Pulaski stated the annual conference for the American Planning Association,
Louisiana Chapter, would be held in Houma at the Marriot Courtyard March 2-4, 2016
and wanted to mention sponsorship opportunities. He indicated he would put it on the
agenda for the next meeting for discussion and possible action as well as looking into the
legalities of it first.

L ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVALS:

Mr. Thibodeaux moved, seconded by Mr. Schouest: “THAT the HTRPC acknowledge for the
record the following Administrative Approvals 1-8.”

1. Redivision of Tract E belonging to Gayle B. & Ronald D. Cope to create Lot Extensions 1,
2, & 3, being a portion of Tract 32 of Terrebonne Project LA-12, Section 84, T155-R16E,
Terrebonne Parish, LA

2. Revision of Lot Lines between Lot 84 and 85 of Waterproof Plantation Estates, Sections 61
& 62, T178-R16E, Terrebonne Parish, LA

3. Revised Lots 2, 3, and 4, Block 11, Addendum No. 2 to Daigle Place Subdivision, Sections
6 & 96, T17S-R17E, Terrebonne Parish, LA

4. Revised Lot X-1 and Lot "ABCDEFGHIJA", Section 101, T175-R17E, Terrebonne Parish,
LA

5. Tracts Al thru A4, Property belonging to FILS, L.L.C., Sections 83 & 84, T15S-R16E,
Terrebonne Parish, LA

6. Survey of a Portion of Tracts A & B belonging to Tate A. Benoit, Section 31, T188-R17E,
Terrebonne Parish

7. Redivision of Property belonging to the Eschete Children's Trust, A, B, C & D, Section 77,
T155-R16E, Terrebonne Parish, LA

8. Redivision of Property belonging t Ricky Miller and Bradley Miller, Sections 21 & 22,
T175-R17E, Terrebonne Parish, LA

The Chairman called for a vote on the motion offered by Mr. Thibodeaux. THERE WAS
RECORDED: YEAS: Mr. Erny, Mrs. Foret, Mr. Ghirardi, Mr. Kelley, Mr. Kurtz, Mr. Ostheimer,
Mr. Schouest, and Mr. Thibodeaux; NAYS: None; ABSTAINING: Dr. Cloutier; ABSENT:
None. THE CHAIRMAN DECLARED THE MOTION ADOPTED.

1. COMMITTEE REPORTS:
1z Subdivision Regulations Review Committee:
a) The Chairman recognized Mr. Clay Breaud, Providence/GSE, to discuss the
proposal concerning modifications to the Storm Drainage Design Manual for
Mobile Home Parks.

b) Mr. Breaud stated it was requested by Mr. Gordon for them to look into the
mobile home park regulations as it pertains to the S.D.D.M. due to the recent
variances that were being requested for mobile home parks, particularly Bon
Villa Mobile Home Park. He further discussed the process they would take to

understand the issues first, try to provide guidance, and then come back to the
Commission for response.

c) Mr. Ostheimer moved, seconded by Mr. Kelley: “THAT the HTRPC accept
Providence/GSE’s proposal of $3,800 to move forward to the possible
modifications to the Storm Drainage Design Manual as it pertains to mobile
home parks.”

d) Discussion was held with regard to moving forward for all mobile home parks in
general because the Commission will have to deal with again in the future.

The Chairman called for a vote on the motion offered by Mr. Ostheimer. THERE
WAS RECORDED: YEAS: Mr. Erny, Mrs. Foret, Mr. Ghirardi, Mr. Kelley, Mr.
Kurtz, Mr. Ostheimer, Mr. Schouest, and Mr. Thibodeaux; NAYS: None;
ABSTAINING: Dr. Cloutier; ABSENT: None. THE CHAIRMAN DECLARED

THE MOTION ADOPTED.
K. COMMISSION COMMENTS:
i Planning Commissioners’ Comments:
a) Mr. Ostheimer informed the Commission that the appeal presented to the Couneil
by Bon Villa Park was granted by the Council.
b) Discussion was held with regard to the Council consulting with the Commission
prior to reviewing the matter; whereas, the Chairman indicated he spoke to them
2. Chairman’s Comments: None.

Houma-Terrebonne Reglonal Planning Commission
November 19, 2015
Page 6




« 24.7.1.5 - Residential Lot Frontage (Access):

No residential lot, less than one acre, in a major [involving street
construction] subdivision may have as its primary means of access an on
an arterial, major or collector street. Approved residential lots shall have

a minimum 200’ of frontage and a minimum front yard setback of 50'.

All residential units must have as its primary means of access either a
publicly dedicated street, alley, or on a nonpublicly dedicated private
street built to public standards for vehicular traffic.

(Ord. No. 7749, § 1, Att. A, 12-2-09)

Strikeout shall indicate omit

Underline shall indicate adding
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MEMORANDUM
To: Dr. Budd Cloutier, Chairman
Houma-Terrebonne Regional Planning Commission
From: Chris Pulaski, Senior Planner & Zoning Administrator
Planning & Zoning Department
Date: August 30, 2013
Re: Discussion on R-1 Zoning Districts to allow for accessory dwelling units

Our comprehensive master plan update indicated that by 2030, more than 50% of the residents of
Terrebonne Parish will be over the age of 65 and may not be able to independently meet the rising costs
of living. In addition, many families these days are dual income families and may need to provide for in-
house help. Other families may have special needs family members who want their independence but
t house or pool house with a

need to remain close to their support. Some residents just want a gues
kitchen. This is typical of communities of all sizes across the country.

I feel strongly that as our community continues to grow and given the demands on both the current and
future housing stock, we should be pro-active to the trends and begin reviewing and discussing
amendments that would address these trends, but still protect the character of the subdivisions and not
promote these as high turnover type rental property that you would typically see in more dense, multi-
family districts. Attached are a recent issue of an APA Zoning Practice periodical on
sample of a resolution. Not all of what is included in these documents may apply to our Parish, but ]

believe it includes a lot of considerations for discussion.

Please feel fiee to contact me at (985) 873-6568 or at cpulaski(@tpeg.org with any questions conceming'

this matter.

ce: HTRPC, Subdivision Regulations Review Committee
Mr. Patrick Gordon, Planning & Zoning Department Director
Council Reading File

the subject and a
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Zoning for Accessory Housing

By Tom Daniels

Compact, walkable, and well-designed development is a primary goal of smart
growth, and accessory housing can provide affordable housing opportunities that
promote smart growth without sacrificing appearance.

Accessory housing may either be a detached
dwelling unit with full services—bath, sleep-
ing quarters, and kitchen—or an autono-
mous apartment attached to a house,

Accessory apartments are often known
as “granny flats” or “in-law suites” because
of the comman practice of keeping an
elderly parent as part of the household but
in a largely independent living situation.

An apartment may be inconspicuously built
over an attached or detached garage or
added on to the back of a house.

Whether attached or detached, acces-
sory housing can Increase residential densi-
ties and encourage walkability. However,
many older zoning ordinances present major
obstacles to the creation of accessory dwell-
ing units (ADUs).

Accessory housing [s one response to
major changes in demographics and the real
estate market. First, the number of single-
person households is growing, especially
amang young adults who are marrying later
and don't need |arge homes. Second, many
peaple are living longer and want to age in
place with family members nearby, rather
than join their fellow senior citizens in an
assisted-living complex. Third, many empty
nesters are downsizing, and an apartment
makes good sense. Fourth, the popularity of
off-campus living among college students
means a steady demand for apartments,
especlally within walking distance of school.
Finally, people who work in a high-end com-
munity often cannot afford to live there as
well. ADUs can provide affordable workforce
housing for lacal workers.

Efforts to retrofit suburbs and encour-
age infill in cities have often focused on
large projects such as redeveloping dead

malls and multistory mixed use commercial
and residential buildings. But financing for
these projects is less available since the
2007 downturn In the real estate market.
While these large projects are certainly
needed to promote mixed uses and walk-
ability, the resldential market has tately fa-
vored renters over buyers, Still, propasals for
multifarnily rentals often spark a backlash,
especially In newer suburbs. One less con-
spicuous way to provide more rental units is
through an accessory housing ordinance in
single-family residential districts.

ADVANTAGES OF ACCESSORY HOUSING

1, Away to create mixed income neighbor-
hoods without reducing property values
{a traditional use of zoning).

2. Away to increase density in urban and
suburban areas without multifamily
development. Little burden on commu-
nity services compared to property taxes
generated.

3. Away to provide housing for the elderly,
especially for an older family member,
This enables seniar citizens to “age in
place.”

4. Workforce and student housing.

Interest in accessory housing has
existed for decades. In 1985 author Martin
Gellen estimated that there were 10 to 18
million houses with sufficient space to add
an accessory dwelling unit, and if just 15
percent of these units were actually buile,
at least 150,000 units could be added to
the nation’s housing stock. In much of the
19805 and 1990s cities and inner suburbs

grew more slowly or lost population com-
pared to most suburbs and exurban areas,
where buildess could offer large houses

on large lots. In the 2000s, this big-house
strategy contributed to the housing melt-
down in two ways. First, many people paid
more than they could afford for these large
houses, and second, home builders created
an oversupply of houses, which exacerbated
the downturn in home prices and left many
recent buyers “underwater’—owing more
on thelr mortgage than their house was
worth. Although housing prices seem to be
stabilizing after five years of declines, rental
opportunities remain attractive.

Several studies have shown that
accessory apartment units rent for below-
market rates, in part because the accessory
apartments are less expensive to build
onto existing houses or garages. Pedestrian
access to commercial uses and transit are
important, especially for older people who
may no longer drive and for young adults
who cannot afford a car or may not want to
own a car. Thus, accessory units tend to be
more pedestrian- and transit-friendly within
citles and inner suburbs, rather than in
newer suburbs where residential and com-
mercial areas are typically separated and a
car Is needed for transportation.

Two potential longer term threats to ac-
cessory housing are gentrification and rising
property taxes. Genftrification can lead to re-
ductions In accessory housing supply when
wealthier residents moving into a neighbor-
hood "mothball” or remove accessory units.
Also, as property values rise, the renis on
the ADUs can rise beyond the affordability of
low- to moderate-income residents. I 1s also
important to keep in mind that the construe-
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ASK THE AUTHOR jom us onine:

About the Author =~ :

Tom Daniels is'a professorin the Department of City and |
Regional Planning at the University of Pennsylvania. He teaches
Land-Use Planning, Environmental Planning, and Growth
Management. Daniels is.the coauthor of the Small Town Planning
Handbook/(APAPlanners Press, 2007) and the Planners Gujde to
CommunityViz!(APA Planners Press, 2011).

i. Goonline dwing the tnonth of July to participate in.our “Ask the. -
Author” forum, an interactive feature of Zoning Practice.-Tom ‘
Daniels will be available to answer questions about this article,

Go to the APA website at www. planning.org.and follow the links to

 the Ask the Author section. From there, just submit your questions
about thearticle using the e-mail link. The author will reply, and
Zoning Practice will post the answers cumulatively.on the webslte
[or the benefit of all subscribers. This feature. will'be available for
selected issues of Zoning Practice at announced times. After each
online discussion is closed, the dnswers will be saved in an'online

archive available through the APA Zaning Practice web pages. -

tion of an ADU, whether detached oran
attached apartment, will result in higher
property taxes for the property owner,

CREATING AN ACCESSORY HOUSING
ORDINANCE

Zoning is not known as a tool that local
governments use to respond quickly to
demographic trends or changes in the real
estate market. The main purpose of zoning
remains the separation of conflicting uses,
which Is closely tied to the protection of
praperty values. But there is a sequence of
steps that a local government can take to
create a legally and politically sound acces-
sory housing ordinance.

First, planners and elected officials
should make sure that the community
generally supports ADUs, Then they can
add an affordable housing goal to the
comprehensive plan (if such a goal does not
already exist). Next, planners and elected
officials can include a policy objective to
promote ADUs in the housing section of the
comprehensive plan and amend the future
land-use map to indicate where ADUs are al-
lowed. Planners should have a sense of the
maximum build-out potential for accessory
dwelling units, and aceessory units should
only be allowed in areas with adequate
central sewer and water service. This first
step shows that the elected officlals and
planners support accessory housing.

Second, make sure than the accessory
housing provisions of the zoning ordinance
are consistent with the local comprehensive
ptan, The affordable housing goal and ac-
cessory dwelling objective give direction to
the zoning ordinance and establish a legal
basis forthe accessory dwelling provisions

within the zoning ordinance. The location of
where ADUs are allowed on the zoning map
should coincide with locations identified as
appropriate on the future land-use map, The
overall consistency of the zoning ordinance
and zoning map with the affordable housing
goal, the accessory housing objective, and
the future land-use map of the comprehen-
sive plan will make the accessory housing
ordinance more likely to withstand legal
challenges.

An important decision is whether
to allow accessory dwellings by right or
through a special exception. A conditional
use permit makes little sense because ac-
cessory housing generally does not affect
the entire community but rather certain
neighborhoods. The advantage of the spe-
cial exception approach is that the zoning
ordinance can impose certain limits on the
number of occupants of the accessory hous-
ing. The special exception process involves

The location of where ADUs are allowed on
the zoning map should coincide with loca-
tions identified as appropriate on the future
land-use map.

Third, the addition of the accessory hous-
ing provisions in the zoning ordinance helps
to avoid rezoning and variance battles, which
can be expensive and engender bad feelings
with neighbors. In drafting the ADU ordinance,
planners should meet with residential prop-
erty owners and neighborhood assoclations
and negotiate design standards, parking,
and rules for ADUs, such as "no more than
two people may reside in an accessory unit.”
This community outreach serves to head off
political opposition to the accessoty housing
ardinance and to incorporate as much as pos-
sible the comments of the people who will live
near and next to the ADUs, The ADU ordinance
emphasizes revising single-family zoning dis-
tricts to allow accessory dwellings. ADUs, both
detached units and attached apartments,
must be defined in the ordinance.

a review of the ADU that the home owner
is proposing, a fee, and approval from the
Zoning Board of Adjustment.

On the other hand, allowing an ADU
by-right can speed the review process while
maintaining certain performance standards,
such as a required tie-in to central sewer
and water, limits on size, and number of
residents. A site plan review is commonly
required whether the zoning to allow ac-
cessory dwellings is by-right or by special
exception.

Fourth, land development and building
design standards are key issues, especially
for detached units, Setbacks from prop-
erly lines are usually stated in the zoning
ordinance rather than left up to the variance
process. For the sake of good neighbor rela-
tions and appearance, a specific setback of
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10 or 15 feet is recommended. Maximum lot
coverage can be the same standard as for
single-family dwellings, Height limits may
be no more than zo feet. The idea is that a
single floor with some storage space above
is adequate, or that an apartment above a
garage should not loom over a nelghbor's
property. The maximum size is a common
issue. A maximum square footage should
be spelled out, such as 8oo square feet,
Design and landscaping requirements for
a detached accessory unit should not be
dissimilar from the rest of the neighbor-
hood. Graphic illustrations of design and
landscaping standards in the ordinance can
be particularly helpful. Parking, however,
can be a problem, An accessory dwelling
unit will most likely rely upon on-street
parking, Adding a parking space an the
property could be difficult, In addition, the
property owner must demonstrate that there
is adequate central sewer and water service
for the accessory dwelling unit. Typically, no
more than one accessory dwelling is allowed
with a primary residence, and often, the
owner of the primary residence mustlive an
the property, either in the primary residence
or in the accessory unit. Also, an ADU must
meet the local building code before the local
government will issue an occupancy permit.
Finally, itis important to demonstrate
that builders are interested in constructing
detached ADUs and attached accessory
apartments. Local lenders should be made
aware that accessory dwellings are permit-
ted and that a construction loan should be
forthcoming pending zoning approval.

WHERE HAS ACCESSORY HOUSING
WORKED?

Cities appear to have had more success in
constructing ADUs than suburbs. And West
Coast cities, in particular, have made inno-
vative efforts to encourage accessory units
in part to provide affordable housing and to
promote compact development.

Portland, Oregon

Portland is often cited as a paragon of smart
growth. Portland’s zonlng code provides
standards for ADUs in all of its residential
zones and was last updated in 2010, ADUs
can be created by right in a detached single-
family house, an attached row house, ora
manufactured home. The ADU can result
from converting existing living area, finish-
Ing an existing basement or attic, building a
new structure, or making an addition to an
existing structure.

The purposes of the accessory dwelling
pravisions in the Portland zoning ordinance
include:

e Increasing the housing stock while
respecting the appearance and scale of
single-dwelling neighborhoods;

= providing a mix of housing that responds
to changing family needs and smaller
hauseholds;

= providinga means for residents—particu-
larly seniors, single parents, and families with
grown children—to remain in theirhomes

defines a household rather broadly: “One
or more persons related by blood, marriage,
legal adoption or guardianship, plus not
more than 5 additional persons, who live
together In one dwelling unit.”

The emphasis in Portland’s accessory
dwelling approval processis on mitigating
off-site impacts, for example requifing an
eroslon-control plan and a stormwater plan
if the ADU will add more than 500 square
feet of impervious surface. In addition,
there is a system development charge (think
impact fee) of about $6,000 to $10,000 for

One Slory Backyard Cottage
+ 5' gatbacks
* Uncoverad parking in driveway

Two Story ADU over Garage

¢ 5' side yard setback

+ 20' rear yard setback

* Parking in garage and driveway

City of Santa Gz, Califorla

1-1/2 Story Backyard Cottage
* &' side yarc selback

» 20" rear yard sethack

s Uncovered parking in driveway

o) Ttlese.i.ili.lstrérit!rr.ﬁ show;

One Story Backyard Coltage
* 5 sethacks
* Uncovered parking In driveway

types: Owners looking to'craate

an-ADU rental for supplemental income may.electito constructa detachedunlt to:

maximize privacy.

and neighborhoods and obtain extra income,
security, companionship, and services; and
¢ providing a broader range of accessible
and more affordable housing.

The ordinance defines an ADU as a sec-
ond dwelling unit created on a lot with an
existing house, row house, or manufactured
home, where the second unitis auxiliary to
and smaller than the existing unit.

Portland’s ordinance allows a house-
hold to inhabit an ADU. The ordinance

sewer and water service, recreation, and
streets,

The density requirements are quite
favorable for adding accessory dwellings. In
the single-dwelling zones, ADUs are not in-
cluded in the minimum or maximum density
calculations for a site. In other words, den-
sity is not an issue. In all other residentiat
zones ADUs are included in the minimum
density calculations but are not included in
the maximum density calculations, This is
in an incentive not to create large lots. Keep
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in mind that the general standard for new
development inside the greater Portland
metropolitan service boundary Is 10 to 12
dwelling units per acre. The ADU ardinance
is designed to help achieve that density.
For an existing house the ADU can be no
more than 75 percent of the total living area
of the house or a maximum of 8co square
feet, whichever is less. To keep detached ac-
cessory dwellings inconspicuous, a unit must
be at least 60 feet from the front property
line, orthe unit must be at least six feet be-
hind the house, row house, or manufactured

cannot cover more than 15 percent of the
entire lot. As for design, the exterior of the
accessory dwelling unit must be the same
as or visually match the primary dwelling,
For instance, the roof pitch of the acces-
sory dwelling must be same as the pitch
for the primary dwelling, and the trim and
the windows should match. Unfortunately,
though, the ordinance does not contain any
graphics for the reader to follow in trying to
understand the design standards.

Finally, Portland requires that an
applicant for an ADU submit a site plan,

ADU and Garage Addition=Front
+ 5' side yard setback

» 20" rear yard setback

» Parking in garage and driveway

ADU andl Garage Addllion-Side
= §' side yard setback

« 20 rear yard selback

= Parldng in garage and driveway

Chty af 5anta Cruz, Califomia

ADU and Garage Additlon-Rear
= 5' side yard selback

= 20" rear yard selback

= Parking in garage and driveway

One Story Backyard Addition
= &' side yard sethack
= 20° rear yard selback

* Parking in garage and driveway

@ These illusn'atir_ms-ghm\.!‘a fange ofattached ADU 1ypes;:f\ltac'hec.l ADUS i‘:iav b s e

preferable for housing extended family members.

home. For fire safety, the detached ADU must
be at least six feet from the primary dwelling.
Portland does not require additional on-site
parking for an accessory dwelling. Thus,
on-street parking can be used. Design review
is required if changes are proposed to the
exterior of an existing house.

The helght limit for a detached acces-
sory dwelling unit is 18 feet. The lot coverage
of the detached accessory dwelling unit
cannot exceed the lot coverage of the pil-
mary dwelling. Together, the two dwellings

architectural plans, and structural plans,

From 2002 through 2011 Portland
issued a total of 316 accessory dwelling per-
mits. The downturn in the national economy
was also reflected in ADU activity. In 2007,
31 permits were [ssued; only 19 were Issued
in 2008 and 22 in 2009, The Portland City
Council then enacted a waiver of the system
development charges for three years for new
accessory dwelling units. The new policy
seems to be working. In 2010, the city is-
sued 61 permits; in 2011, 64.

Most of the new ADUs have been built
on the east side of the city fairly close to
downtown. About 40 percent of the ADUs
built have been detached cottage units and
60 percent attached apartments, typically
above a garage.

Spokane, Washington
Spokane has taken a unique approach to
accessory dwellings by adopting a cottage
housing ordinance in 2006, Although this
ordinance may not be applied as widely
as a typical accessory housing ordinance,
it affers a way to increase density and
affordability through the construction of
small houses. The purpose of the Spokane
ordinance is to “support the diversity of
housing, increase the variety of housing
types for smaller households and pro-
vide the opportunity for small, detached
single-family dwelling units within existing
neighborhoods.”

The cottage ordinance applies in
the city's single-family residential district
and the residential agricultural district.
The ordinance requires a minimum of half
an acre and a minimum of six units, with
a maximum of 12 units, and offers the
property owner a 20 percent density bonus.
Properties that meet the minimum acreage
standard are most often on the edge ofa
city, and hence the cottage ordinance could
be especially helpful as a city with annexa-
tion powers adds land within the city limits.

The maximum square footage is 1,000
square feet, excluding any floor area where
the floor-to-ceiling height is less than six
feet. But half of the cottages can have no
more than 650 square feet on the main
floor and half can have no maore than 1,0c0
square feet on the main floor. Once a cot-
tage is built, it cannot be expanded.

Maximum lot coverage is 40 percent.
The height limit is 18 feet, except if the dwell-
ing has a pitched roof, Then the maximum
height is 25 feet. All cottages are required to
have covered poiches, which are oriented
toward common open space or to the street.
For each cottage there must be at least 250
square feet of common open space and 250
square feet of private open space. The com-
mon open space must be landscaped and
maintained by a home owners association.
Setbacks for all structures from the property
lines must average 1o feet but cannot be less
than five feet, and not less than 15 feet from
a public street, This last standard Is similar
to the front yard setback required of any
detached single-family residence.
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RSF-C district would have a minimum lot size
of 3,000 square feet, a minimum lot width
of 36 Feet, and a minimum front lot line of
30 feet,

Santa Cruz, Callfornia

Santa Cruz is located about 70 miles south
of San Francisco on the Pacific Ocean. Itis a
college town that has experienced conslid-
erable growth from Its proximity to Sillcon
Valley to the northeast. Santa Cruz created

1-1/2 Story Backyard Coltage-Corner Lol Two Story ADU over Garage-Alley ; 2
+ 5 side y?rd selb\:xd( = » 5' sidle yard selback its accessory dwelling ordinance in 2003 in
+ 20" rear yard selback « Private ADU yard space response to California law AB 1866 of 2002,
+ Uncovered parking in driveway = Parking in alley garage and front driveway which not only sought to promete the cre-

ciiyatSanta Cuz, Calllomln — atjon of accessory dwelling units but made it
so that local governments could not prohibit
the development of an ADU if it meets devel-
opment standards, The purpose of the Santa
Cruz ADU program Is to provide more rental
housing, encourage infill development and
thus protect green space on the edge of the
city, and to promote the use of public trans-
portation. Santa Cruz has one of the least
affordable housing markets in the United
States, The city estimates that less than

One Story Backyard Cottage—Corner Lot One Story Backyard Coltage-Alley seven percent of the city's residents can af-
* §' side yard setbacks * 5’ side yard setback ford to buy a local median-priced house. On
* Uncovered parking in driveway * Uncovered parkdng In divewey the other hand, Santa Cruz has more than
. 18,000 single-family lots, which suggests a -
@ Theseillustrations show how detached ADUs can be sited on corner lots and lots with good opportunity to create affordable rental
access to an alley. ‘ housing.
Santa Cruz formed the Accessory ;
Dwelling Unit Development Program, which
Parking must be clustered in groups lot line of 40 feet. In 2011, an Infill Housing featured changes to the zoning ordinance,
of five spaces and set back at least 20 feet Task Force recommended creating a new a strong public education effort, and
from the street. Each cottage must have ac- compact residential single-family zoning financial assistance. The city removed a
cess fo a sidewalk, district (RSF-C) in addition to the existing requirement that a single-family home had
The cottage ordinance calls for variety residential single-fFamily district (RSF) In to have a covered parking structure (garage
in design, Only ona-fifth of the cottages can  order to promaote the cottage ordinance. The  or carport), which made space available for
have the same design, and no two similar
designed cottages can be placed next to f a7 ! : i LT - ]

each other. Each cottage must have at
least four elements from a list of 14. These
include, for example, varying roof shapes,
dormers, bay windows, and variation in
building materials and colors.

Spokane has had difficulty in imple-
menting the cottage ordinance. So far
only three projects have been proposed.
Objections from neighbors have been a
major problem. But in 2009, the Washington
Court of Appeals issued a ruling uphold-
ing the city's approval of a 24-unit cottage
development on two acres, The court found
that the cottages would have no signifi-
cant adverse effect on the neighborhood.
Another obstacle has been minimum lot
size of 4,350 square feet with a minimum
lot width of 40 feet and a minimum front

® Permitting two or more small coltages on a single lot provid ernative to the

standard accessory dwelling model,
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an ADU, ADUs are allowed on single-family
lots of 5,000 or more feet, and must meet
setback, height, and parking requirements.
Two-story ADUs that are located within a rear
yard setback or any ADU that does not meet
applicable zoning standards require a public
hearing and an administrative use permit,

Next, the city had architects draft de-
signs of accessory units that met both size
(500 square feet) and style requirements
that home owners could follow to speed
the review and approval process. Then
the city drafted an ADU manual describing
how home owners could work theirway
through design, review, and city approval to
construction. The city also held five public
workshops to explain the ADU process.

In 2003 a total of 35 accessory dwelling
units were built in Santa Cruz, up from just
eight in 2001. In 2004, the city added a
progressive Fee Reduction/Waiver Program
for property owners who build an ADU for
a household whose income level is at or
below 60 or 50 percent of the Area Median
Income (AMI}. Fees may vary by unit size
and other design components. Typical city
development fees for a new one-bedroom,
500-square-foot ADU might be about
$9,000, For providing rental housing ta
low-income households at 6o percent of
the AMI, a home owner would save about
$6,000 in city development fees. For very
low-Income housing at 5o percent of the
AMI, the full $9,000 would be saved.

The Santa Cruz Community Credit Union
offered loans of up to $100,000 at 4.5 %
interest for Santa Cruz home owners looking
to build an affordable ADU. To qualify, home
owners had to sign a covenant stating that
the ADU would be rented at a price afford-
able to low- to moderate-income residents.

In 2004 the city received the Policies
and Regulations Smart Growth Achievement
Award from the U.5. Environmental Protection
Agency. Since 2003, Santa Cruz has added
more than 170 accessory dwelling units.

CONCLUSION

The accessory housing concept is an old idea,
but has seen renewed interest over the past
30 years and especially since the rise in real
estate prices in the late 1900s. Local govern-
ments have adopted accessory dwelling
ordinances to encourage housing for eldery
relatives and rental opportunities for young
adults, including students. A local govern-
ment can [dentify accessory housing as an
objective in the comprehenslve plan and
provide for itin the local zoning ordinance.

Portland and Santa Cruz have created
successful accessory dwelling unit programs
that seek to streamline the development pro-
cess yet maintain good design that fits in with
the neighborhood. Both cities have offered
financial incentives, Portland has temporarily
walved the system development charges on
new accessory dwelling units, and Santa Cruz
has offered low-cost financing,

Eleven cities in Washington, Including
Spokane, have adopted coltage ordinances.
Spokane’s experience shows that site
design is also important, not just zon-
ing. In effect, a unified development code
that combines zoning and land develop-

ment regulations would help landowners
understand what they have to do to create
an ADU as well as streamline the approval
process. Oppaosition from neighbors is to
be expected, especially if the eity does not
undertake an educational effort. Even then,
accessory units can make neighbors feel
encroached upon as well as raise concems
about impacts on property values.

With the U.S. population expected
to add more than 100 million people over
the next 40 years, accessory housing can
play a small, but significant role in offering
affordable housing and walkable, compact
development that helps to revitalize cities.

RESOURCES BOX

Resources on Accessory Housing

Georgia Department of Community Affairs
“Accessory Housing Units.” www.dca.state.ga.us/intra_nonpub/Toolkit/Guides
[AcsryHsngUnts.pdf

Portland (Cregon) Bureau of Development Services, City of
“Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).”
www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=36676

www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?&a=53301

Spokane (Washington}, City of

201z. Municipal Code. Section 17C.110.350: Cottage Housing.
www.spokanecity.org/services/documents/sme/?Section=17C.110.350

Santa Cruz (California), City of

“Accessory Dwelling Unit Development Program”
www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=1150
www.huduser.org/rbc/newsletter/vaol6issamore.html

Washington Appeals Court, State of

2009. William Davis et al. v. City of Spokane and Konstantin Vasilenko, No. 29204-5-11l.

hitp://statecasefiles.justia,com/documents/washington/court-of-appeals-division-lii
[292045.unp.doc.pdf?ts=1323968271
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APPENDIX 5
FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS' POLICY

ON ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

WHEREAS, the following population and housing trends are evident in the Washington Metropolitan Area:
— Average household size declined from 3.09 in 1970 to 2.67 in 1980,

- The rate of household formations increased over four times faster than population growth
during the same period,

- The median sales price of new homes increased from $60,000 in 1978 to $97,220 in 1981,
— Rental vacancy rates are at historical low points,
— As of 1980 there have been over 48,000 condominium conversions,

—_ Federal housing resources having declined each year since 1979 and are likely to decline an
additional 15% in 1982; and .

WHEREAS, similar population and housing trends are evident in Fairfax County as follows:
— Average household size declined from 3.51 in 1970 to 2.88 in 1980,

- The median housing value of all homes in Fairfax County increased from $68,200 in 1978 to
$97,700 in 1981,

— As of 1980 there have been over 6,000 condominium conversions reducing the available rental
stock; and

WHEREAS, these trends highlight a shortage of moderately priced, small dwelling unit housing in the Region
and Fairfax County; and

WHEREAS, the addition of moderately priced small dwelling unit housing meets a need for the elderly; and
WHEREAS, there is a shortage of accessible and usable housing for disabled residents; and

WHEREAS, it is consistent with the intent and purpose of the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan and Fairfax
County Zoning Ordinance to provide housing for all segments of the community in an equitable and uniform

manner,

WHEREAS, it is equally important that no change will be permitted which will disrupt or modify the existing
character of the single family neighborhood.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the following objectives and purposes are hereby adopted
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FAIRFAX COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE

as a general guide for the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, the Board of Zoning Appeals and
other agencies and officials of Fairfax County in regard to the planning and implementation of accessory
dwelling units in Fairfax County.

OBJECTIVES AND PURPOSE

1.  To provide elderly homeowners with a means of obtaining, through tenants in accessory
dwelling units, rental income, companionship, security, and services, and thereby to enable them
to stay more comfortably in homes and neighborhoods they might otherwise consider leaving.

2.  To provide rental housing units for elderly persons.

3. To provide rental housing units for persons who are disabled, to allow disabled persons who
currently own their homes to remain in them.

4.  To encourage the development of housing units for disabled individuals and persons with limited
mobility, through the installation of features which facilitate access and mobility.

5. To provide a means for homeowners, particularly those who are elderly and/or disabled, to cope
with the rising cost of taxes, fuel, maintenance, and utilities.

6. To make more efficient use of the existing housing stock.
7. To provide a method of creating affordable housing for small households.

8.  To make housing units available to moderate income households who might otherwise have
difficulty finding homes.

9. To provide mutual assistance between renters and owners who are disabled and/or elderly, in the
maintenance and upkeep of their dwelling unit.

10. To protect neighborhood stability, property values and the residential character of neighborhoods
by ensuring that accessory dwelling units are only permitted in owner occupied homes in such a
manner and number that there will be no disruption to the character of the single family home
neighborhood and under such conditions as may be appropriate to further the purposes of the
Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance.

IN SUMMARY, it is the purpose and intent of this policy to accommodate accessory dwellings in all residential
districts that allow single family detached dwellings in order to provide the opportunity and encouragement for
the development of a limited number of small housing units designed, in particular, to meet the special needs of
persons who are elderly and/or disabled. Furthermore, it is the purpose and intent of this provision to allow
for a more efficient use of dwellings and accessory buildings, to provide economic support for elderly and/or
disabled citizens and homeowners, and to protect and preserve property values in accordance with the overall
objectives of the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance.
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