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The Honorable Barbara Marshall, Chair
and Members

C)
Honolulu City Council
530 South King Street, Room 202
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Chair Marshall and Councilmembers:

Subject: Resolutions 05-06, 05-32 and 06-273 Relating to Chapter 21, Revised
Ordinances of Honolulu 1990 (The Land Use Ordinance) CO

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on January 30, 2008 on the above subjects, and
the public hearing was closed. Written testimony was received from one individual in support of
Resolution 06-273.

The Planning Commission voted on January 30, 2008, to recommend denial of City Council
Resolutions 05-06, 05-32 and 06-273.

Attached is the report of the Director of Planning and Permitting. The minutes will be forwarded
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

Karin Holma, Chair
Planning Commission

APPROVED: APPROVED

Henry Mufi Hang, FAICgof nnrng and Permitting Mayor

Wayne M. Hashiro, P.E.
Managing Director DEPT. COM. 84
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MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

KARIN HOLMA, CHAIR
AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMIS~J0N

HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR
DEPARTEMNTOF PLANING AND PERMITTING 4
BILLS TO AMEND CHAPTER21, REVISEDORDNk’NCESOF
HONOLULU 1990 (THE LAND USEORDINANCE), RELATING TO
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

Pursuant to Ordinance 06-50, we submit for your review and consideration our bill to
amend the Land Use Ordinance (LUO) in support of transit-oriented development
(TOD). We are also transmitting three (3) other TOD proposals to amend the LUO,
initiated by City Council resolutions for your review and action.

Department’s TOD Bill. A TOD bill was mandated by Ordinance 06-50. This Ordinance
requires that a transit-oriented development (TOD) zoning ordinance be in place before
transit stations can be placed on the Public Infrastructure Maps. Without this map
designation, money cannot be appropriated for transit station construction.

We would have liked to defer action on TOD until the final environmental impact
statement (FEIS) for the transit project has been accepted. It would include information
useful to community groups and others interested in TOD, as well as set the initial
ground work on TOD planning. However, the FEIS process is not expected to be
completed until the end of 2009, and Ordinance 06-50 precludes us from waiting until
then. Under these circumstances, we believe our proposal provides flexibility for the
City’s TOD program, while complying with this Ordinance.

Enclosed are four (4) documents:
1. Director’s Report.
2. Final bill.
3. Draft Bill, originally circulated for public comment in October 2007.
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4. Draft TOD Bill FAQ. This “Frequently Asked Questions” handout not only
explained the bill, but also the City’s TOD program in general. It accompanied
the draft bill.

City Council Proposals. Under the Director’s Report cited above, the department
addresses the City Council’s three (3) proposals which make specific changes to zoning
provisions. Adopted under Resolution 05-006, CD1, the proposal would reduce parking
standards for apartments near transit stations. Under Resolution 05-032, the LUO
parking standards would be reduced for all uses close to transit stations. The last
proposal, adopted under Resolution 06-273, would allow hotels near any transit station
under a conditional use permit.

The department does not support adoption of these measures, as they are not based on
a comprehensive analysis, nor on neighborhood-specific issues and concerns. These
standards or similar ones may eventually be adopted, but we endorse a community-
planning approach first, before making specific recommendations on TOO standards.

Therefore, we recommend approval of the DPP bill to establish transit oriented
development special districts and not the separate, specific LUO amendments in the
proposed bills attached to the above-referenced City Council resolutions. The DPP
approach will establish enabling legislation for subsequent regulations in specific TOD
special districts in accordance with the community plan.
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Director’s Report
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

Amendment to Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH), Land Use Ordinance
January 22, 2008

City Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu

A. Proposal:

This bill outlines the zoning approach for development around transit stations; namely,
special district regulations, which are based on neighborhood-specific TOD plans.
Special districts regulations “overlay” existing zoning requirements and are used to
address specific land use concerns in neighborhoods where standard zoning regulations
are deemed insufficient. Special districts have been used to preserve scenic or
panoramic views, restore historic neighborhoods, and renew neighborhood economic
vitality. Regulations for transit-oriented development can accomplish these goals as well
as support and encourage transit ridership. Special district regulations can be flexible or
very specific, depending on the purposes of the regulations. Unless explicitly stated, the
regulations are not optional, but apply throughout the specified area.

This bill also sets the planning prerequisites that must occur and the elements that
should be considered as special district regulations. It sets forth the general objectives
for TOD planning and regulations, recognizing that each transit neighborhood may have
unique circumstances, opportunities, and challenges.

It is unusual for Chapter 21, ROH, the section of the City’s ordinances assigned to the
zoning code, to address neighborhood planning. But for TOD areas, it is crucial to firmly
establish the direct relationship between the planning process and the implementing
regulations. Alternatively, Section 21 -9.100-1 of the proposed bill could be put into
another section of the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, just as the current TOD
provisions are in Chapter 13 Public Transit, separated from planning and zoning
chapters. A more direct linkage of TOD planning and zoning is important, and therefore,
it is recommended that Section 13-9.3 be deleted, and its essence adopted under
Chapter 21, ROH.

A fundamental premise of this bill is that any TOD regulations must be based on
participation by the broadest range of interests possible, and from earliest planning
stages through construction and operation. Experts in transit and TOO planning were
consulted; they found that community participation is a key ingredient to successful TOD
programs. Therefore, this bill builds on this premise, and provides the broadest flexibility
in creating neighborhood-specific regulations (and incentives) for TOD. The difficulty is
that the proposed zoning code amendments precede the prerequisite planning. While
the City has embarked on TOD planning for two (2) transit station areas in Waipahu, it
cannot complete all the neighborhood planning for the almost two (2) dozen stations in
the first phase of the transit line.

B. Background:

The proposed bill is intended to comply with Ordinance 06-50 (Exhibit A). This
ordinance requires that zoning regulations for transit-oriented development be adopted
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before the City Council can place transit station symbols on the Public Infrastructure
Maps. Without such map designations, the City Council is unable to appropriate land
acquisition or construction funds for transit stations. The City administration intends to
submit appropriations for the transit stations in 2008, to be encumbered under Fiscal
Year 2008-09. Therefore, this bill must be transmitted to the City Council in early 2008.

C. Compliance with General Plan and Development Plans

The bill implements General Plan policies. Under Transportation and Utilities,
Objective A:

Policy 7
Promote the use of public transportation as a means of moving people quickly
and efficiently, of conserving energy, and of guiding urban development.

Pot icy 9
Promote programs to reduce dependence on the use of automobiles.

It also supports policies under Physical Development and Urban Design,
Objective A:

Policy 5
Provide for more compact development and intensive use of urban lands where
compatible with the physical and social character of existing communities.

Policy 6
Encourage the clustering of development to reduce the cost of providing utilities
and other public services.

2. The regional Development Plans almost exhaustively recognize and support the
relationship between land development and transit. Some policies address
improvements in the transit right-of-way, while others address pedestrian
interfaces. The following are those excerpts that recognize the relationship
between transit and adjacent properties.

a. Primary Urban Center Development Plan
i. Section 3.2.2.3 In-Town Residential Neighborhoods

“Density. Areas close to transit lines and the major east-west
arterials should be zoned for medium-density residential, which may
range from 13 to 90 units per acre, or high-density residential mixed
use, which may range up to 140 units per acre. Neighborhoods in
these zones would also include reinforcing uses which support
resident lifestyle and livelihood choices, such as convenience or
neighborhood stores, dining establishments, professional and/or
business services, or other similar activities.”

ii. Section 3.5.2 Policies
“Implement land use strategies to achieve a balanced transportation
system. To improve the quality of life in the Primary Urban Center
and to accommodate growth, development initiatives and regulatory
controls should promote the growth of sustainable and appropriate
alternative urban travel modes such as transit, walking, and bicycling.”
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iii. Section 3.5.3 Guidelines
“Identify and stimulate transit-oriented development on potential infill
and redevelopment properties within the rapid transit corridor.
Examples of development stimulators include tax incentives,
development code amendments, and public infrastructure
investments.”

b. Ewa Development Plan
i. Section 3.6.3.1 General Policies

“Higher Density Housing Along the Transit Corridor. To promote
use of mass transit, higher-density residential use should be
developed along a major rapid transit corridor linking Kapolei with
Waipahu and Primary Urban Center communities to the east. High-
Density Residential and Commercial uses should be developed at six
transit nodes, which would cover a one-quarter-mile radius around
major transit stops. Areas along the rapid transit corridor should have
housing densities of 25 units per acre, and greater densities are
expected within the transit nodes.
“Integration of Linear Corridors. Physical and visual connections
between communities should be encouraged through the creative
design of transportation and utility corridors and drainage systems.”

ii. Section 3.6.3.2 Guidelines
“High Density Residential, Location ... High Density Residential is
intended to be the predominant form of housing in and near the City of
Kapolei and around transit nodes on the planned rapid transit corridor
between Waipahu and Kapolei....”

iii. Section 4.1.4.2 Planned Rapid Transit Corridor
High density residential and commercial development should be

permitted within a one-quarter mile radius (15 minutes walking
distance) around the transit station/park-and-ride facility site at the
center of the transit node. The objective is to create a land use
pattern that would allow residents to minimize use of the private
automobile and encourage use of transit for longer trips and walking
or biking for short trips.”

iv. Section 4.1.7 Planning Principles
“Land Use Planning Anticipating Rapid Transit. Key to the vision
for Ewa is reservation of a rapid transit corridor prior to development
and the planning of high-density and high-traffic land uses along the
corridor. This strategy will contribute to the feasibility of developing a
high-speed transit line and will result in a more mobile, less
automobile-dependent community. Planning for all the communities
along the proposed transit corridor on Farrington Highway, North-
South Road, and Kapolei Parkway should reflect the desire to
establish a rapid transit corridor with high density residential and
commercial nodes allocated at regular intervals.”

c. Central Oahu Sustainable Communities Plan
i. Section 2.2.7 Communities Designed to Support Non-Automotive

Travel

3



“The master-planned residential communities will be designed or
redeveloped to support pedestrian and bike use within the community
and transit use for trips outside of the community.
An east-west Rapid Transit Corridor through Waipahu will link the
Primary Urban Center with the University of Hawaii West Oahu
Campus and the City of Kapolei. Medium density residential
development will be built along the corridor within walking distance of
the major nodes and transit stops.
“Medium density residential and commercial development will be
developed at two transit nodes whose general locations is indicated
on the Public Facilities Map in Appendix A. Transit nodes are meant
to be located at activity focal points which would serve as natural
points for transferring from one transportation mode to another.
“Access to the future rapid transit system from other Central Oahu
communities will be provided by mass transit bus service, park and
ride facilities, and express bus service running on High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lanes. High speed transit will also run along the 1-4-2
Freeway, stretching from Waipahu to Wahiawa.”

H. Section 3.5.1.1 Anchor Areas
The Commercial Anchor area includes a commercial and light

industrial area centered around the intersection of Leoku and
Farrington Highway.
“Redevelopment of the area to encourage medium-density, mid-rise
mixed use residential/commercial development within one-quarter
mile distance of a town center/transit node near the intersection of
Leoku and Farrington Highway (as shown on Exhibit 3.3) should be
pursued through public-private partnerships.

iii. Section 3.5.2 Planning Principles
“Circulation. Vehicular access into and within Waipahu should be
improved, and pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities should be
integrated.”

iv. Section 3.5.3.5 Residential Areas
“Mid-rise, medium density apartment buildings, including mixed-use
developments, should be encouraged in areas within one-quarter mile
of future town centers/transit nodes at the intersection of Leoku and
Farrington and at the intersection of Waipahu Depot Road and
Farrington, with the exception of the Old Town Commercial Area.”

v. Section 3.5.3.6 Circulation Design Guidelines
“Space for a possible future transit corridor should be reserved along
Farrington Highway and higher intensity uses encouraged near future
transit nodes along that route.”

vi. Section 3.8.1.2 Higher Density Housing Along the Waipahu-
Kapolei Transit Corridor
“To promote use of mass transit, higher-density residential use should
be developed along a major rapid transit corridor linking Waipahu with
Kapolei in the west and with Primary Urban Center communities to the
east. Medium Density Apartment and Commercial mixed uses should
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be developed at two transit nodes, which would cover a one-quarter-
mile radius around major transit stops. Areas along the rapid transit
corridor should have housing densities of 25 units per acre, and
greater densities are expected within the transit nodes.

vii. Section 3.8.2.3 Medium Density Apartment
“Location. Medium Density Apartment is intended to be the
predominant form of housing near two transit nodes in Waipahu on
the planned rapid transit corridor, either as a single use or mixed use
development.
“Density. Allowable building density should accommodate 25 to 90
units per acre.
“Height. In Waipahu, Medium Density Apartment building heights in
the transit node area centered on the Waipahu Depot Road —

Farrington Highway intersection should not exceed 60 feet or the
elevation of the roof ridge line of the Waipahu Sugar Mill, whichever is
lower.

viii. Section 3.9.2.4 Accessibility
“Commercial centers should incorporate site design and facilities to
promote pedestrian, bicycle and transit access. Pedestrian and
bicycle access is more important for smaller neighborhood centers,
while transit access is more significant for community centers.”

ix. Section 3.9.3.3. Transit Access
“All commercial development with more than 1,000 square feet and all
employment sites with more than ten employees should be within

1
/
8

th

mile of a transit stop.”

x. Section 4.1.5 General Policies
“Reduction in Automobiles Use. Reliance on the private passenger
vehicles should be reduced by:

Support for medium-density and high-traffic land uses
along the Farrington Highway transit corridor, especially within
a quarter-mile of the transit nodes.

xi. Section 4.1.6 Planning Principles
“Land Use Anticipating Dedicated Transit Lanes on Farrington
Highway. Land use planning for Waipahu should emphasize and
strengthen Farrington Highway’s role as a transit corridor by:

“Reserving adequate right-of-way and establishing setbacks to
allow for establishment of a separate transit right-of-way; and
“Encouraging intensive residential and commercial uses
around the two transit nodes and along the transit corridor.”

“Transit-Oriented Community Street Systems. Circulation systems
within residential communities and commercial centers should
emphasize accessibility from residences to bus routes, parks,
schools, and commercial centers. Circulation systems should be
designed to facilitate bicycle and pedestrian travel, to increase transit
use, and to reduce dependence on automobile travel.”



D. Public and Agency Comments:

In mid-October 2007 the department announced the introduction of the draft bill. It sent
copies of the bill and an explanatory Fact Sheet to more than 700 individuals and
organizations interested in land use planning, including county and state officials, for
review and comment. In addition, the availability of the bill was announced at various
public meetings and mentioned on the department’s website. To be considered in the
final draft transmitted to the City Planning Commission, suggested changes and
comments were requested to be received by November 30, 2007.

Exhibit B summarizes the substantive comments on the bill itself, received as of
November 30, and the department’s response, including changes being proposed to the
original version. Exhibit C provides copies of all comments received.

E. Related City Council Resolutions

The City Council adopted several resolutions relating to TOD. The following relate to

requests for review and evaluation (see Exhibit D for copies):

Resolution 06-118, CD1 Requests DPP to review TOD ordinances of other

cities, including Salt Lake City.

Resolution 06-286 Requests DPP to review and use the South Salt

Lake City TOD overlay district.

Resolution 06-302 Requests DPP to review Vancouver, British

Columbia’s “Central Area Plan” legislation.

Other resolutions proposed specific amendments to the Land Use Ordinance (LUO)
relating to TOD (refer to Exhibit E). They are:

Resolution 05-006, CD1 Reduces parking standard for multi-family dwellings
near transit stations.

Resolution 05-032 Reduces parking requirement by 50 percent (50%)
for lots within a quarter-mile of a transit center.

Resolution 06-273 Allow hotels under a conditional use permit if within
one (1) mile of a transit center.

The department deferred action on these proposals until a clear transit alignment and
stations (and technology) are determined. However, given the necessity of proposing an
LUO amendment on TOO at this time, we are providing recommendations on these
proposals at this time.

Resolution 06-118, CD1, and 06-286. The department reviewed the Salt Lake City, Utah
ordinance, which was included in Resolution 06-286. As reported to the City Council in
a status report dated October 27, 2006 (Exhibit F), we do not find the South Salt Lake
City useful. That City has a population of less than 25,000 people, and the subject TOO
area covers an area about the size of a small airport. Moreover, while it covers several
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transit stations, there is only one (1) set of regulations, and landowners can “opt out” of
the TOO provisions. We believe that TOD in any of our neighborhoods should consider
the characteristics, opportunities, and desires of the host neighborhood and, therefore,
cannot agree to a “one size fits all” set of regulations. In addition, we are not supportive
of an optional overlay process, and thus, are proposing special district regulations,
wherein the provision are mandatory.

The department continues to review the TOO programs and regulations of other cities.
In October 2006, the department hosted a tour of four (4) West Coast cities known for
TOO programs: Vancouver, British Columbia; Portland, Oregon; San Diego, California;
and the San Francisco Bay area. The purpose was to visit various TOO projects and
meet with their developers, government agencies, and transit representatives. As
reflected in the Investigative Report of the Tour under City Council Communication No
260 (2006), submitted by Councilmembers Gary Okino and Romy Cachola, there is
great variety in the types of TOO projects being built, and the kinds of TOO programs
available.

We have looked at the Portland TOO ordinance which links public benefits--such as
special needs housing day-care facilities and community gardens--with property tax
credits. A stronger link between TOO and taxation policies could be a strategy worth
exploring for Honolulu.

In addition, the department has hired an urban design consulting firm to assist in the
development of the first TOO Neighborhood Plan. It covers the two (2) transit stations in
Waipahu. The firm, Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, has extensive experience in TOO
planning and design, including code writing. They will be assisting the department in
preparing draft TOO zoning regulations based on their knowledge of cutting edge TOD
programs and projects.

Resolution 06-302. We have reviewed the Central Area Plan of Vancouver, British
Columbia (Exhibit 0). As noted in the Resolution, it shares many of the policies already
found in our General Plan. Similar policies can also be found in the regional
development plans, and other planning documents, as well as the LUO (e.g., limiting
commercial uses in areas designated primarily for housing). Also as noted in the
Resolution, the Central Area Plan pays particular attention on office and retail spaces,
whereas our plans generally do not. We believe some of the concepts of the Central
Area Plan, such as differentiating between small-scale commercial/support uses and
regional uses, could be addressed under TOO special districts. Others do not seem
applicable, such as when underground links are allowable and for what purposes.

Finally, it must be remembered that Canada does not have the identical planning and
zoning framework of American cities. Nor is Vancouver’s land development market
similar to that of Oahu. Participants on the tour of TOO projects on the West Coast
learned that there is strong political and public support in Vancouver for planning and
design review, which we have yet to match. Therefore, the Honolulu approach may
inherently have to be different, although we share the same goals.

Resolutions 05-006, CD1, and 05-032. We recognize the principle that development
near transit stations should be able to reduce their parking requirement. We also are
aware that some cities t the total number of parking provided, rather than setting
minimum standards. Not only do these actions reduce the cost of development, but also
encourage transit ridership, and make more efficient use of land.
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However, we are recommending that LUO amendment proposals proposed under these
Resolutions not move forward. We believe they unnecessarily restrict the city’s parking
strategies. In some cases, we may want to reduce the parking standard even further
than what is proposed under these resolutions. Or, we may want to be able to promote
“shared” parking across uses. Or, we may want to tie reduced parking with other
incentives, such as employee transit passes. These options should be left open and, in
some cases, negotiated at the project level, rather than adopted as across-the-board
measures.

Resolution 06-273. The department recommends that this proposal also not move
forward. Wholesale allowance of hotel use in any neighborhood is a significant land use
change, and could warrant a General Plan and/or development plan amendment first.
Through our TOO planning process, if this use is desired for a particular neighborhood,
we will address it then. We are committed to drafting TOO zoning regulations based on
a comprehensive, open, public planning process, and not on pre-determined “solutions”.

F. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, I recommend that the above proposed LUO amendments under

Resolutions 05-006, CO1, 05-032, and 06-273 not be adopted.

The attached draft bill is in compliance with the General Plan and applicable

development plans. It is recommended for approval.

OEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & PERMITTING
CITY ANO COUNTY OF HONOLULU
STATE OF HAWAIi

By
Henry Eng, FAICP, 4rectc4/
Department of Pla7’ ng and Permitting

HE:js
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE _____ciTy’ AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)
HONOLULU, HAWAn

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

BE iT ORDAINED by the People of tho City and County of Honolulu:

SECTION 1. Findings and Purpose.

The council finds that Honolulu has initiated a major mass transit project that has
the potential to fundamentally reshape the form and character of Honolulu. The council
has selected a fixed guidoway system and the Locally Preferred Alternative (“LPA”) for
the project under Ordinance 07-01.

Appropriate transit-oriented development (“TOO”) land use regulations along the
alignment and around the rapid transit stations will be crucial.

It has been consistently noted about successful TOO programs of other cities
that community-based input is a necessary element of TOD programs, and that one set
of regulations cannot adequately address TOD needs and opportunities across all
transit stations. Therefore, to assure that Honolulu will have a successful TOO
program, a deliberate, inclusive process to plan for TOD is necessary so that well-
defined, meaningful, and appropriate regulatory and incentive programs can be adopted
for each area around a transit station or type of station.

This TOO planning and implementation process will implement the Oahu General
Plan and applicable regional development plans. Specifically, it will help stem urban
sprawl across the city’s agricultural and open space lands; encourage the development
of livable, walkable communities; and increase transit ridership, thereby promoting the
economic, social, and environmental well-being of the city.

With the potential for such a significant and positive change in development
patterns, it is crucial that proper planning guidance be given, well before the transit
stations are constructed. This will allow for timely community input and to put into place
appropriate regulations for TOD before redevelopment occurs.

The council, therefore, finds that to protect the public interest and welfare, the
Land Use Ordinance is to be amended to provide guidance on how to determine zoning
regulations for areas around each transit station. The planning process shall be open,
inclusive and visionary, and shall strive to increase the quality of life through

DPPTOD.B08



CiTY COUNCiL ORDINANCE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU SILL J~~QQ?)

HONOLULU, HAWAII

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

rejuvenated community character (including “place-making” opportunities), preservation
and enhancement of historic, cultural, scenic, natural and other community resources
and landmarks, while understanding the relationship between zoning, financing, and
real estate market dynamics.

SECTION 2. Section 13-9.3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990 is amended
by deleting the following:

[As used in this article, “transit oriented development ordinance” (‘TOO
ordinance”) means an amendment to the land use ordinance regulating development at
and around transit stations. The TOD ordinance shall:

(1) Enable a mix of land uses;
(2) Enable higher densities;
(3) Eliminate or reduce minimum off-street parking requirements for such

development;
(4) Encourage travel by rapid transit, buses, walking, bicycling, and other non-

automobile forms of transport;
(5) Encourage development of a mixture of market-rate and affordable

housing;
(6) Encourage public-private partnerships in such development;
(7) Utilize form-based zoning, exemptions, or other alternatives from existing

development regulations, and utilize other incentives to encourage such
development;

(8) Encourage activity at a defined community center; and
(9) Encourage public input in the design of each transit stations so each

station reflects unique community design themes, history, or landmarksj

SECTION 3. Section 21-9, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990 is amended to

add a new subsection as follows:

Sec. 21-9.100 Transit-oriented development (TOO) special districts.

Special districts shall be established around rapid transit stations to foster more
livable communities that take advantage of the benefits of transit; specifically, reducing
transportation costs for residents, businesses, and workers. While taking advantage of
more efficient use of iand,TOD can provide more walkable, healthier, economically
vibrant communities, safe bicycling environments, convenient access to daily household
needs as well as special events, and enhancement of neighborhood character, while
increasing transit ridership.
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CITY COUNCIL ORDNANCE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL ____J?.QP~~

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

Each special district shall be based on a neighborhood plan that addresses
transit-oriented development. The plans may include more than one station, and may
address other community concerns and opportunities.

Where a transit station is located within o r adjacent to an existing special district,
provisions for TOO shall be added to the existing special district provisions, as
recommended by the neighborhood TOO plan.

Sec. 21-9.100-1 Neighborhood TOO plans.

Prior to the adoption of any TOD special district, there shall be a Neighborhood
TOO Plan which serves as the basis for specific special district regulations. Each
plan shall address, at minimum, the following:
~fl The general objectives for the particular TOO special district in terms of

overall economic revitalization, neighborhood character, reflecting unigue
community historic and other design themes. Objectives shall summarize
the desired neighborhood mix of land uses, general land use intensities,
circulation strategies, general urban design forms, and cultural and historic
resources that form the context for TOO.

~) Recommended special district boundaries around each transit station that
take info account natural topographic barriers, extent of market interest in
redevelopment, and the benefits of transit including the potential to
increase transit ridership; typically these boundaries are from ¼ mile to ½
mile from each station. When appropriate, recommendations may define
a “core area” and transition boundaries.

L~1 Recommended zoning controls, including architectural and community
design principles, open space reguirements, parking standards, and other
modifications to existing zoning reguirements, or the establishment of new
zoning precincts, as appropriate, including density incentives. Form-
based zoning may be considered. Prohibition of specific uses shall be
considered.

14~ Potential opportunities for affordable housing, and as appropriate, with
supportive services.

j~ General direction on implementation of the recommendations, including
the phasing, timing and approximate cost of each recommendation, as
appropriate, and new financing opportunities that should be pursued.

~ The planning process shall be inclusive, open to residents, businesses,
landowners, community organizations, government agencies, and others.

~ The planning process shall consider population, economic, and market analyses
and infrastructure analyses, including capacities of water, wastewater, and
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CITY COUNCIL ORENNANCE____
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU ~2008

HONOLULU, HAWAII

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

roadway systems. Where appropriate, public—private partnership opportunities
shall be investigated.

~ The plan shall be consistent with the applicable regional development plan.
~ The plan shall be Consistent with any applicable special area plan or community

master plan, or make recommendations for revisions to these plans.
ifi The plan shall be submitted to the applicable neighborhood boards at least forty-

five (45) days prior to submittal to the city planning commission. The city
planning commission shall hold a public hearing and transmit its
recommendations to the City council. The city council shall adopt the plan by
resolution within sixty (60) days of receipt, or it shall be deemed adopted.

Sec. 21-9.100-2 TOO special district minimum requirements.

Based on the adopted neighborhood TOO plan, each special district shall
include, but not be limited to the following provisions:
~ Allowances for a mix of land uses, both vertically and horizontally,
~ Density and building height limits that may be tied to the provision of community

amenities, such as public open space, affordable housing, and community
meeting space.

~ç1 Elimination or reduction of the number of reguired off-street parking spaces,
including expanded allowances for ioint use of parking spaces.

j~ Design provisions that encourage use of rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking,
and other non-automobile forms of transport that are safe and convenient.

jg~ Guidelines on building orientation and parking location, including bicycling
parking.

ifi Identification of important neighborhood historic, scenic, and cultural landmarks,
and controls to protect and enhance these resources.

~ Design controls that reguire human-scale architectural elements at the ground
and lower levels of buildings.

jjfl Landscaping requirements that enhance the pedestrian experience, support
station identity, and complement adjacent structures.

SECTION 4. Ordinance material to be repealed is bracketed. New material is
underscored. When revising, compiling or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the underscoring.
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aiP~1~CITY COUNCiL ORDINANCE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)

HONOLULU, HAWAII

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

SECTION 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION: ____________________________

Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Corporation Counsel

APPROVED this ______ day of , 20

MUFI HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
650 SOUTH KU4G STREET,

7
Th FLOOR • HONOLULU, HAWAII 96~I3

PHONE: (808) 768-8000 0 FAX: f80$) 527-6)43
DEPT. WEB SITE: whonoIu~ud on • CITY WEB SITE: www.honoIultlRov

HENRY ENG, FAICP

MIJFI HANNEMANN DIRECTOR
MAYOR DAVID K. TANOUB

DEPUTY DIkECTOR

October 23, 2007

TRANSJT—ORJENTEDDEVELOPMENT (TOD)
Draft Planningand Zoning Bill Availab’e for Review

We are pleased to share with you our draft Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) bill, it
sets the planning framework for zoning regulations appropriate to individual transit
stations.

Also enclosed is an explanation of the bill and our TOD program.

Comments are due by November 30. If you cannot meet this deadline, you may offer
your comments directly to the City Planning Commission. The Commission will hold a
public hearing, tentatively set for December 12, 2007. For more information on the
P)anning Commission hearing, please cafl 768-8007.

If you have any questions on this bill, or the Cfty’s TOD program, please contact Kathy
Sokugawa of our staff at 768-8053.

Very truly yours,

HenryEng,,~AtbP,P~)ector
Department of Planning and Permitting



dt. CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2007)

P HONOLULU HAWAU

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

BE IT ORDAiNED by the People of the City and County of Honolulu:

SECTION 1. Findings and Purpose.

The council finds that Honolulu is initiating a major transportation project that has
the potential to fundamentally reshape the form and character of Honolulu. The council
has selected a fixed guicleway system and the Locally Preferred Alternative (~LPA”)for
the Project under Ordinance 07-01.

If rail technology is selected, appropriate transit-oriented development (~TOD”)
land use regulations along the alignment and around the transit stations will be crucial.

It has been consistently noted about successful TOD program of other cities that
community-based input is a necessary element of TOD programs, and that one set of
regulations cannot adequately address TOO needs and opportunities across all transit
stations. Therefore, for Honolulu to have a successful TOD program, a deliberate,
inclusive process to plan for TOD is necessary so that well-defined, meaningful, and
appropriate regulatory and incentive programs can be adopted for each area around a
transit station or type of station.

This wilt implement the Oahu General Plan and applicable regional development
plans. Specifically, ii wiJJ help stem urban sprawl across the citys agricultura) and open
space lands; encourage the development of livable, walkable communities; and
increase transit ridership, thereby promoting the economic, social, and environmental
well-being of the city.

With the potential for such a significant and positive change in development
patterns, it is crucial that proper planning guidance be given, well before the stations are
constructed. This will allow for timely community input and to put into place appropriate
regulations for TOD before redevelopment occurs.

The council, therefore, finds that to protect the public interest and welfare, the
Land Use Ordinance is to be amended to provide guidance as to how to determine
zoning regulations for areas around each transit station.

DF’PTOD.607
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dt. CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE ____

CrVY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2007
HONOLULU, HAWAII

_________ A BILL_FOR_AN_ORDINANCE

SECTION 2. Section 13-9.3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, is amended
by deleting the following:

[As used in this article, “transit oriented development ordinance” (‘TOO
ordinance”) means an amendment to the land use ordinance regulating development at
and around transit stations. The TOD ordinance shall:

(1) Enable a mix of land uses;
(2) Enable higher densities;
(3) Eliminate or reduce minimum off-street parking requirements for such

development;
(4) Encourage travel by rafl transit, buses, walking, bicycling, and other non-

automobile forms of transport;
(5) Encourage development of a mixture of market-rate and affordable

housing;
(6) Encourage public-private partnerships in such deveiopment;
(7) Utilize form-based zoning, exemptions, or other alternatives from existing

development regulations, and utilize other incentives to encourage such
development;

(8) Encourage activity at a defined community center; and
(9) Encourage public input in the design of each transit station so each station

reflects unique community design themes, history, or landmarks.]

SECTION 3. Section 21-9, Revised Ordinances of Honotulu 1990, is amended to
add a new subsection as follows:

Sec. 21-9.100 Transit-oriented development (TOD) søecial districts.

Special districts shall be established around rail transit stations to foster more
livable communities that take advantage of the benefits of transit; specifically, reducing
transportation costs for residents, businesses and workers. While taking advantage of
more intense use of land TOD can provide more waikabie communities, convenient
access to daily shopping needs as well as special events, and enhancement of
neighborhood character.

Each special district shaft be based on a neighborhood plan that addresses
transit-oriented development. The plans may include more than one (1) station, and
rnqy address othErcommunity concerns and opportunities.
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SI% CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE_____
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2007)

N,, HONOLULU, HAWAH

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

Sec.21-9.100-1 Neighborhood TOD plans.

f~ Prior to the adoption of any TOO special cflstrict, there shall be a Neighborhood
TOD Plan which servesasthe basis for specific special district regulations. Each
plan shall address, at minimum, the following:
(fl The general objectives for the particular TOD special district in terms of

overall neighborhood character, reflecting unique community historic and
other design themes. Objectives shall summarize the desired
neighborhood mix of land uses, general land use intensities, circulation
strategies, general urban desiqri forms, and cultural and historic resources
that form the context for TOO.

~ Recommended special district boundaries around each transit station that
take into account natural topographic barriers, extent of market interest in
redevetopment, and potential to increase transit ridership. When
appropriate, recommendalions may define a “core area” and transition
boundaries.

f?~ Recommended zoning controIs~including architectural and community
design principles, open space requirements, parking standards, and either
modifications to existing ZOrliflQ requirements or new zoning precincts, as
appropriate. Form-based zoning may be considered. Prohibition of
specific uses shall be considered.

ØJ Potential opportunities for affordable housing.
~ General direction on implementation of the recommendations, including

the phasing, liming and approximate cost of each recommendation, as
appropriate.

fl~ The planning process shall be ~ncIusive,open to residents, businesses,
jandowners, community organizations, and others.

~ The p’anning process shall consider economic and market analyses and
infrastructure anajyses, including capacities of water, sewer and roadway
systems. Where appropriale, public—private partnership opporthnities shaH be
investigated.

(ç~ The rfan shall be consistent with the applicableregional development plan.
~ The iJ~anshalt be consistent with any applicable sQeciaI area p!an or community

master plan, or make recommendations for revisions to these plans.
ifi The plan shall be submitted to the appflcab)e neiQhborhood boards at least forty-

five (45) days prior to submittal to the city planning commission. The city
planning_commission shari hold a public hearing and transmit its
recommendations to the city councfl. The city council shalt adopt the plan by
resolution within sixty (60) days of receipt, or it shall be deemed adopted.

3



CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE_______
4iff~j CiTY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2007)

HONOLULU, HAWAiI

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

Sec. 9.100-2 TOD speciai district minimum requirements.

Based on the adopted neighborhood TOD plan, each specia} district shall
include, but not be limited to, the following provisions:
~ ,AUowances for a mix of land uses, both vertically and horizontally.
j~ Density and building height limits that may be tied to the provision of community

amenities, such as public open space, affordable housing, and communiW
meeting space.

jç) Elimination or reduction of the number of required off-street parking spaces,
including expanded allowances for joint use of parking spaces.

1S~) DesiQn provisions that encourage use of rail transit, buses, bicycIinQ, walkiricj,
and other non-automobile forms ot transport.

~ Guidelines on building orientation and parking location
ifi IdentiIication of important neighborhood historic, scenic and cultural landmarks,

and controls for protecting and enhancing these resources.
L~l Design controls that require human-scale architectural elements at the ground

and lower levels of buildings.
fij.) Landscapincj requirements that enhance the pedestrian experience, supDort

station identity, and complement adjacent structures,

SECTiON 4. Ordinance material to be repeated is bracketed. New material is
underscored. When revising, compiling or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the underscoring.

4



CI
CITY

P1 COUNCfL
AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

ORDINANCE

BILL _____ J2007)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

SECTION 5. This orthnance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawaii

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Cbuiibifrñethbe~

Deputy Corporation Counsel

APPROVED this ______ day of 20

MUFf HANNEMANR Mayor
City and County of Honolulu

5



DraftTOD Bill
City Department of Planning and Permitting
October 23, 2007

What does the bill propose?
This bill sets the framework for the creation of transit-oriented deveiopment zoning
regulations. This framework requires the creation of neighborhood TOD p~answhich
outlines recommended zoning regulations, which are part of a series of actions that are
necessary for successful TOD projects to occur. Other actions may include financial
strategies, capital improvement projects, and private sector initiatives. Once a plan for
a neighborhood TOO plan is completed, the recommended zoning regulations will be
drafted for that neighborhood, and added to Chapter 21, Revised Ordinances of
Honolulu (ROH).

The subject bill takes the zoning-related provisions of Ordinance 06-50, and transfers
them from one part of the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Chapter 13, to another,
Chapter 21, which is the zoning code, more familiarly referred to as the Land Use
Ordinance, or LUO.

Why do you need to move the zoning provisions of Ordinance 06-50?
Zonin9 matters should be found in one place. The current location, under the chapter
on public transit, could be “lost” over time by land use planning stakeholders, who do
not commonly reference Chapter 13.

The LUO does not include planning prerequisites for other zoning
regulations. Why should it do so for TOD regulations?
Wherever TOD research is found, there is a constant theme that successful TOO
projects come from community-based planning meeting multiple objectives. We support
this concept to the extent that it should be adopted by law. The most convenient and
efficient place in the City ordinances would be to create this prerequisite in Chapter 21.

The other alternative would be to amend the respective regional development plans.
However, the current development plans already include general policies for transit, and
the level of detail reflected in the subject bili, especially the procedural provisions, is not
appropriate for long-range policy pians.

What is involved/n developing a neighborhood TOO plan?
The process will be an open, deliberative one. It will allow the stakeholders of each
neighborhood to speak on desired community goats, opportunities that cou’d come with
TOD projects, and the chalienges to make the goals happen.

1



We will look at existing neighborhood conditions, including infrastructure capacities, and
compare this with the community’s needs and desires, The process will include looking
at alternative land use development scenarios and discussing which ones are more
appropriate. The process wUt also identify needed infrastructure improvements and
financial incentives and other changes to encourage good TOD.

The plan’s recommendations will address land uses, circulation patterns, architecture
and community design, housing, parking, pedestrian amenities, and historic and cultural
enhancements.

Each plan will be submitted to the City Planning Commission and City Council for
consideration.

How long will it take to conduct a neighborhood plan?
Typically, we expect to complete a plan in about a year. The timeframe will vary
depending on how many stations are involved, the complexities involved in
accommodating growth, and level of interest by all stakeholders.

We have just started the first plan. This one covers Waipahu, which has two (2)
planned transit stations. We expect the final plan to be completed in about a year.

How long will it take to complete al/the plans?
At this time, we do not have a set schedule, other than to complete all the plans and
have zoning regulations adopted before the transit system is running, by 2012.

Why can’t you develop the neighborhood plans all at once?
This is a new initiative for the department, and we want to start off modestly, with one
(1) neighborhood, whose processes and experiences become the basis for the plans
that follow, keeping in mind that each community’s values, needs, and opportunities
may be different. In addition, the department is currently seeking additional staffing to
handle this new major program.

Will this process and zoning regulations affect Kakaako?
No. By State aw, planning and zoning for Kakaako, as well as Kalaeloa, is not under
the City’s jurisdiction, but under the Hawaii Community Development Authority.

2



Whatkind of zoningregulations will be drafted after the neighborhood plans
are completed?
We cannot say without completing the neighborhood p)ans. We are keeping an open
mind as we ptan for TOD, sensitive to the needs and opportunities of each particular
neighborhood.

The subject bill proposes that TOD zoning regulations be adopted as “special districts.”
Under the LUO, special districts establish regulations custom-made for the particular
neighborhood. For example, there is a Chinatown Special District that provides strong
guidance on the architectural ciements of each buflding in Chinatown, In contrast, the
Punchbowi and Diamond Head Specia~Districts are more focused on height limits to
preserve public views of these scenic and historic craters. in Waikiki, the special district
creates completely unique zoning “precThcts” rather than modifying traditional zoning
districts.

We have been researching the TOD regulations of other cities. Many TOD regulations
allow increased densities and height limits as incentives for TOD. However, in most of
our commercial neighborhoods, existing limits are rarely realized; development is far
less intense than the regulations allow. In addition, we value our mauka-makai views,
and any increases in building height Iimfts will have to address how these views could
be affected.

Typical TOD regulations from mainland cities also address parking standards. Some
even limit the total number of parking spaces allowed) rather than requiring a minimum
number. By having a maximum limit, this further encourages transit ridership, reduces
traffic congestion, and reduces construction costs. Still others allow developers to
negotiate the number of parking spaces based on the particular uses involved in the
project and accompanying “demand management” strategies, such as providing
employees with free transit passes, or providing housing for low-income households. At
this time, we are open to au alternatives.

Doesthis mean that everytransit station will have its own set of zoning
regulations around it?
Possibiy. Or, as we complete neighborhood ptans, we will see similarities, and may be
able to group the regulations for areas with similar TOO plans. In some cities, stations
are grouped by “typologies” and regulated accordingly; e.g. there is a set of regulations
for suburban town centers, for urban centers, and for the central business district.

In some places, such as Chinatown, there may not be a need for TOD special district
per se, but TOO provisions may be added to the existing Chinatown Special District.
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Isn’t it too early to start the planning for TOO? We haven? even made a
decision on what transit technology we will have, nor completed the EIS
process, and it wi/I be several years before a transit system is actually
running. Neighborhood conditions could change by then.
Under Ordinance 06-50, we must have a TOD zoning ordinance in place before the City
Council will appropriate any funds for the construction of transit stations. Since this
construction funding request will be submitted in 2008, we must forward the subject
TOD bill early next year to City Councij, so that it can be adopted in time.

in earlier years, cities did not adopt TOD regulations until after the transit system was in
place. However, devetopers have noticed the value of development around transit
stations nationafly, and therefore, have realized that planning and investing before the
transit system is completed can be a wise decision. Thus, there is a kind of niche
development emerging, called “transit-ready” development. To forestall any kind of
inappropriate development, it is important to develop the concepts for desirabte
developments around transit stations, earlier, rather than later. This is another reason
why the department advocates for neighborhood plans before adopting zoning
regulations.

Some of the incentives used by other cities wiU need to be put in place here under new
rules or ordinances, which will require time to prepare. Thus, it is important that
planning for TOD begins now, so that the new rules or ordinances are available when
needed. For example, in Portland, property tax exemptions are offered in return for
certain land use or public amenities. In addition, we may find that key infrastructure
upgrades will need to be in place, and time must be given to plan, design and construct
these improvements.

P:\SpeciatProjects\Transit\TOD Enabi BHf\07 Oct FAQ report.doc
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CITY COUNCIL
C)TY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL 8. 2 (2006)

_____ A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO REQUiREMENTS FOR TRANSIT STATIONS,

BE IT ORDAtNED by the People of the City and County of Hono~uIu:

SECTION 1. Purpose. The purpose of this ordinance is to establish certain
requirements for the development of transit stations for a rail transit system andmake
conforming amendments to the revised ordinances.

SECTION 2. Chapter 13, Revised Ordinances of Honotuiu 1990 (“Public
Transit”), as amended, is amended by adding a new articte to be appropriately
designated by the revisor of ordinances and read as follows:

“Article Transit Stations

Sec. 13-_i Application.

This article applies to the development of anytransit station for a rail transit system
should such a system be selected as the locally preferred alternative for Honolulu
pursuant to the requirements of the Federai Transit Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation.

Sec. 13-~2Requirement.

Prior to:

(1) The adoption of a pubuc infrastructure map symbol fora transit station

pursuant to Chapter 4, Article 8; or
(2) The budgeting of any funds for the construction of a transit station in the

capital improvement budget:

whichever comes first, a transit oriented development ordinance shall first have been

enacted that regulates development En the area of the transit station.
Sec. 13-_.3 Transit oriented development ordinance.

As used in this article, “transit oriented development ordinance” (“TOD ordinance”)
means an amendment to the land use ordinance regulating development at and around
transit stations. The TOO ordinance shall:

OCS/100406104:O8ICT 1 2
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tStts, CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE 06-50

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL 8. 2 (2006)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

(1) Enable a mix of land uses:

(2) Enable higher densities;

(3) Eliminate or reduce minimum off-street parking requirements for such
development;

(4) Encourage travel by rail transit, buses, walking, bicycling, and other
non-automobile forms of transport;

(5) Encourage development of a mixture of market-rate and affordable housing;

(6) Encourage public-private partnerships in such development;

(7) Utilize farm-based zoning, exemptions, or other alternatives from existing
development regulations, and utilize other incentives to encourage such
development;

(8) Encourage activity at a defined community center; and

(9) Encourage public input in the design of each transit station so each station
reflects unique community de&gn themes, history, or landmarks.”

SECTION 3. Section 4-8.3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990 (‘Types of
infrastructure to be shown on pubhc infrastructure map’), as amended, is amended by
amending subsection (a) to read as follows:

“(a) Symbols for the foflowing types of public improvement projects shall be shown on
the public infrastructure maps, provided they meet the applicability criteria
specified in Section 4-8.4:

(1) Corporation yard;

(2) Desalination plant;

(3) Drainageway (open channel);

(4) Energy generation facility;

(5) Are station;

2
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE 06-50

4~~jfr~ BILL 8 2 (2006)

— A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

(6) Government building;

(7) Goff course (municipal);

(8) Electrical transmission me and substation (above 46kV but less than
138kV);

(9) Park;

(10) Police station;

(11) Parking facility;

(12) Water reservoir;

(13) Sewage treatment plant;

(14) Solid waste facility;

(15) Transit corridor;

(16) Irpn~~’station

LiD Major collector or arterial roadway;

[(17)1 Li&l Sewage pump station; and

[08)1 L1~ Potable water weQ”

SECTION 4. in Section 3, ordinance material to be repealed is bracketed. New
material is underscored. When revising, compiling or printing this ordinance for
inclusion n the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the revisor of ordinances need not
include the brackets, the bracketed mateSt or the underscoring.
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CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

ORDINANCE -

BILL 8 2

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

SECTION 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

OCT 19 2006
Honolulu, Hawaii

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Councilmenibers

O&~50

(2006)

Deputy Corporation Counsel

V/SAPPROVED this I day of

Mayor
City and County o noluki

(OCS/100406/ct)

2006,

—
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CIFY COUNCIL
C~TYAND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII
CE RTI Fl GATE

Introduced: 10/19106 By: DONOVAN DELACRUZ Committee: ZONING
BILL 82 (2006)

1]tle: A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO REQUIREMENTSFORTRANStTSTATIONS.

AS~1ttt-’- t ~ ~

10/25/06 BILL PASSED FiRST READING AND REFERRED TO COMMiTTEE ON ZONiNG.

CACt-IOLA V DELACRUZ V DJou ‘Y’ GARCIA V

KOBAYASHI V MARSHALL ‘1 OKINO Y TAM ‘y’

10/31/06 CR-452 - BILL REPORTED OUT OF COMMITTEE FOR PASSAGE ON SECOND
READING.

BiLL PASSED SECOND READiNG AND REFERRED TOZONiNG COMMrrTEE. CR-452
ADDED TO THE AGENDA AND ADOPTED.

CACHOLA Y DELACRUZ V DJou Y GARC!A VAPO Y

KOBAYASH~ Y MARSHALL Y OKINO Y TAM N

PUBLJSH 11/4/06 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE PUBLISHED IN THE HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN.

PUBLiSH 11/10/06 SECONDREADiNG NOTiCE PUBLISHED N THE HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN.

BILL RE-REFERRED FROM ZONING COMMITTEE
REFERRAL TO COUNCIL FLOOR DUE TO THE TIMELY
THIS BILL. (CC-235 DATED 11/8/06)

COUNJCUJPUBLIC 11/15/06 PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AND BiLL PASSED THIRD READING.
H EARING

APO V CACHOLA V DELA CRUZ Y DJtJU Y

KOBAYASHI Y MARSHALL Y OKINO E TAM N

TO DIRECT
PASSAGE OF

GARCIA y

hereby certify that the above is a true record of acUon by the Council

CITY CLER

ORDiNANCE O6~5Q

COUNCiL
APO Y

ZONiNG

SPECIAL 11/1/06
COUNCIL

DONOVAN M. DELA GRUZ,CHA~R

06-50



O$~5OORDINANCE NO.

CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

CERTiFICATE

I hereby certify that Bill 82 returned vetoed by the Honorable Mufi Hannemann,
Mayor of the City and County of Honolulu, on December 1, 2006, was taken up by the
Council for reconsideration on December 22, 2006; and, at the same meeting,
APPROVED by the said Council, the veto of the Mayor to the contrary notwithstanding
by the fouowing vote:

AYES:

NOES:.

Councilmembers Apo, Cachola, Djou,

Kobayashi, Marshall, Dela Cruz — 6.

Councilmembers Garcia, Okino, Tam - 3

Further, pursuant to Section 3-203 of the Revised Charter of Honolulu and the
foregoing action by the said Council, Bill 82 is duly enacted an Ordinance by this
certificatIon,

Dated, Honolulu, State of Hawaii, this 22nd day of December, 2006.

E C. COS TA
City Clerk

CITY COUNCIL

ATTEST:

DONOVAN M. DELA CR1
Chaft and Presiding Officer

•8~50
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Exhibit B
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON FIRST DRAFT

(this does not include comments unrelated to the bill directly)

Commentor Comment DPP Response

CITY AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS

DPP In-House Changes Amend Sec. 21.9-100-1 (a)(1): “The
general objectives for the particu’ar TOO
special district in terms of overall
economic revitalization, neighborhood
character, reflecting unique community
historic and other desicin themes
Amend Sec. 21 .9-I 00-1 (a)(2):
“Recommended special district
boundaries around each transit station
that take into account natural
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and the
benefits of transit, including the potential
to take advantacie of the benefits of
transit, including increase in transit
ridership
Amend Sec. 21.9-100-1(c): “The
planning process shall consider
economic and market analyses and
infrastructure analyses, including
capacities of water, [sewerl wastewater1
and roadway systems
Replaced with “rapid transit.” This is the
term recently adopted under the PIM
ordinance and used by the development

____________________ plans.
Amended paragraph as follows: “[If rail

______________ technology is selected,] Appropriate
transit-oriented development (“TOD”)
land use regulations along the alignment

City Councilmembers Donovan Dela Cruz and
Ann Kobayashi

Reference to “rail transit.”

Amend Section 1 Findings and Purpose,
paragraph 2: as follows: ‘When the transit
[raill technology is selected



Deborah Kim Morikawa, Dept. of Community
Services

I’Amend Section 21-9.100 as follows:
TOD can provide more walkabie
communities, enhancement of
neighborhood character, and convenient
access to daily needs such as medical,
dental, in-home and community based
support service, commercial, educatjoji~h
spiritual, social and food services; physical
fitness and weliness facilities; and
recreational activities and volunteer
opportunities which promote community
enuagement.”
Amend Section 21 -9.100.1 (a)(4) as
foflows: “Potenfial opportunities for
affordable housing with supportive
services.”

Add Section 21-9.100.1(a)(6) as follows:
“The corn position of the resident population
and anticipated changes over time.”

fltion 21-9.100-2f) as f0110WS
“Design which promotes safety, communflv
interaction, and provides elder friendly
amenities such as olaces to stop andt~~es~~ rest.”

Redrafted language reads: “. . . TOD
can provide more walkable communities,
convenient access to daily household
needs as well as special events, and
enhancement of neighborhood
character.”
The above is sufficient to provide
direction without unduly specifying each
desired activity.

Agree. Section to read: “Potential
opportunities for affordable housing, and
as appropriate with supportive services.”
Not all affordable housing requires
supportive services, and this should not
unnecessarity limit the kind of affordable
housin that could be rovided.

d V 21- 1 0-1 “Th
planning process shall consider
~ppuIation~economic and market

Amend Section 21-9.100-2(d) as follows:
‘Design provisions that encourage use of
rail transit, buses, bicycling, walking, and
other non-automobile forms of transport
that are safe and convenient.t’

2

Commentor Comment DPP Response

I
I~

and around the rapid transit stations will
be crucial.”

Amend Section 21 -9.100, paragraph 1 as Amended asfoflows: “Special districts
j
~
follows: “Special districts shall be shall be established around [raifl rapid
established around [raifl transit stations transit stations
Amend Section 21..9.100-2(d) as foliows: For consistency reasons above, revised

j
~
~

“Design provisions that encourage use of
the fixed-guideway system [rail transit],
buses, bicycling, walking, and other non-

JAutornobile forms of transport.”

language to: “Design provisions that
encourage use of [rail] rapid transit,
buses, bicycling, walking, and other non-
automobile forms pjjra~pp~_



Commentor Comment DPP Response
Neighborhood Boards should be the
designated “point” of control for
development of neighborhood plans
relative to TOD.

While we support participation by
Neighborhood Boards, they do not have
‘control” responsibilities, as they are
advisory bodies, and they may not have
the Ume to be the point of control.

To the extent possible, multiple uses in the Section 21-9.100-2(a) already states,
same building should be allowed. “Allowances for a mix of land uses, both

vertically and horizontaliy.”
Incentives should be considered for low-
cost housing, especially for the very low-
income and older adults,

Section 21 -9.1 00-1 (a)(4) already
requires neighborhood TOD plans to
address opportunities for affordable
housing. In addition, Section 21 -9.100-
2(b) states, “Density and building h&ght
limits that may be tied to the provision of
community amenities, such as public
open space, affordable housing, and
community meeting space.”
Already addressed under neighborhoodAreas around stations should provide

green space, grocery store, pharmacy, plans, under Section 21-9.100-I (a)(3),
bank/ATM, medical clinic, food court, adult although not to the level of detail
day/thUd care, parking. suggested.

STATE AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS

Agree with comments. As already noted
under Section 21-9.100-1, the bill places
heavy attention on a community-based
approach, notes opportunities for
affordable housing, and acknowledges
the need to defer to cultural and historic
resources.

Clyde W. Namu’o, Office of Hawaiian Affairs Concerned with possible effects of
gentrifying tocal communities. Strategies
include community-based approaches
toward development. Affordable housing
options help ensure local members are not
forced out.
The possibility of unearthing burials and
other cultural resources should be a
concern.

Sam Callejo, University of Hawai’i System Amend section 21-9.100-1(b) as follows:
“The planning process shall be inclusive,
open to residents, businesses landowners,
community organizations, educational
institutions and others.

Agree.
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E. Gordon Grau, Ph.D,, University of HawaFi Sea
Grant College Program

The bill should use ¼- or ½ mile zones
around each station.

Mixed use provisions should be stronger; it
is critical that mixed use constitute the
majority of TOD districts, and should be
required, with incentives for developers

Agree. Section 21 -9.100-1 (a)(2) to read:
“Recommended special district
boundaries around each transit station
that take into account natural
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and potential
to increase transit ridership; tyDically
these boundaries are from 14 mile to ½
mile from each station.

The city already has Stormwater
Management rules that apply to aD
developments. However, if drainage s a
particular concern in a neighborhood
drainage programs and projects can be
recommended in the TOD plan.
While we agree that neighborhoods
surrounding transit stations should have
a mixed use character, we do not beheve
mixed use sh uld be mandatory on a lot-

Commentor Comment OPP Response

A minimum density or similar wording Disagree. Each neighborhood has
should be included, different levels of existing densities and

we believe any increase in density
should be decided in a public process,
rather than as an across-the-board
threshold. Further, existing zoning may
already provide significant increase in
“intensity” that hasn’t been used to date.

Incentives should be provided to avoid Section 21 -9.100-2(b) links density and
geritrified enclaves. Affordability must be height limits to affordable housing. We
treated as a requirement. do not agree that affordable housing

must be a requirement. There are some
neighborhoods that have an imbalance in
housing, and would really benefit from
more market housing to achieve a better
balance. Also, there are some uses—
e.g. fnstitutional ones—that cannot easily
accommodate any housing.

Each Neighborhood TOD plan should have
a runoff management component.
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Peter Rappa, University of Hawai’i
Environmental Center

The bill does not specifically address urban
(reduced) street standards or a focus on
pedestrian orientation or urban
drainage/water quality concepts.

Add a new paragraph to provide general
guidance on the extent of TOD districts to
discourage abuse and ensure clarity.

Duly noted. The TOD plans are not
intended to substitute for comprehensive
planning, but if particular concerns
related to drainage and water quality are
raised during the neighborhood planning
process as they relate to TOD, then the
plan will recommend new programs and
projects to address the needs.

We do not agree with the level of
suggested specificity (i.e. *2,640 feet
straight-line radius)” is appropriate.
However, agree to amend Section
21 -9.1 00-1 (a)(2): “Recommended
special district boundaries around.each
transit station that take into account
natural topographic barriers, extent of

Commentor Comment DPP Response
who meet mixed use criteria, by-lot basis. There are some uses, such

as schools and other institutions that can
provide high levels of transit ridership
aridneighborhood amenities, but would
be considered single uses.

The bill lacks a stand-atone seclion with a
clear definition of transit-oriented
development,

Open to concise suggestions, but seems
sufficiently addressed under opening
paragraph under Section 21 -9.100,
which states the objectives of the
regulations.

Regarding Page 1, first sentence of
paragraph 2, TOD regulations would be
crucial whether rail is selected or not,

Amended paragraph as follows: “[It rail
technology is selected,I Appropriate
transit-oriented development (‘TOD”)
land use regulations along the alignment
and around the rapid transit stations wiU
be crucial.”

Key concepts currently in the Section 13-
9.3, ROH, have been rearranged under
this bill.

Yes.

Under Section 21 -9.100, substitute
“intense” with “efficient”, and “household”
for “shopping”.

Agree.
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Minimum requirements for TOD special
districts should include design standards
for streets, sidewalks, crosswalks, transit

market interest in redevelopment, and
potential to increase transit ridership;
tvDically these boundaries are from ¾
mile to ½ mile from each station.”

I Commentor Comment DPP Response

It is unclear whether TOD zoning will be an TOD zoning would be a type of special
additional layer or whether it will override districts, like Waikiki. This is why this
existing zoning. new section of the LUO is called ‘Transit-

oriented development (TOD) special
districts.” Thus, as noted in Section
21-9.100-1 (a)(3) the TOD
could override existing regulations or
supplement them.

Add a new provision once adopted,
the TOD plan shall govern existing zoning,
subdivision and policy provisions. Or, the
city council shall consider such changes at
the time of adoption of the neighborhood
plan.

Changes to plans
require separate legislative or rule-
making actions. Realistically, the
department does not have the resources
to draft changes to downstream codes,
policies, and standards at the same time
the plan itself is being considered.

ratherThere should be an attempt to limit Our approach to be
participafion to those who live or do than exclusive. We have people
business in the community, or at least give participating in our Waipahu TOD
community members primacy in planning process who no longer live

but continue to for theirdeveloping plans.
“hometown.” We see no reason to

their
the council must

discourage
Automatic adoption should not beAdd a provision city

within 60 considered for something as importantadopt implementing ordinances
If this is this.days or shall be deemed adopted.

be Where appropriate, TOD plans can directunworkable, then a provision
to existing zoning, but weadopted to ensure TOD plans

believe the plans will not be detailedprecedence over existing provisions,
enough to serve as code standards.

ofSection 9.100-2(c) should mention shared
use of parking~

Under the LUO terminology, “joint
p~Jn”JncIudessharedji~2
Details such as these are premature in
advance of neighborhood plans.
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
interface facilities, on-street parking,
bicycle access and other access and
circulation elements to ensure ‘complete
streets.”
Modify Section 9.100-2(h) by adding Urban This clarification may add confusion as
landscaping...” there may be a desire to emphasize

xeriscape or endemic landscaping or
other themes.

Add provisions for sustainable practices in This is beyond TOD legislation, and
storm water management. better addressed via other regulatory

avenues, such as the city’s Stormwater
Quality Standards. However, a TOO
plan can specify storm water
management strategies and projects for

______________________________________________ the subject neighborhood.

OTHERS

Provide a definition of “transit-oriented
development”, such as: TOD is
development with a functional relationship
to transit allowing it to achieve synergies
that are more efficient and cost effective by
contributing to increased ridership. TOD
implies a collaboration between interests
that converge at transit stations, including
the transit agency, the local government,
private developers, residents, workers and
riders. TOD may be any physical
development which takes advantage of the
foot traffic of transit riders, and which is
oriented and designed to integrate with the
transit operations in a way that increases
ridership. This creates a symbiotic
relationship. TOD development is
generally compact and dense; includes a
mix of uses and is designed with high-

j quality, pedestrian-oriented urban desigp

American Planning Association inMany of these elements are already
the bill. Rather than dwelling on a
definition, the bill focuses on TOO
objectives
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Expand on the benefits on TOD in the
purpose section; i.e. provide mobility
choice, increase public safety, increase
transit ridership, reduces rates of vehicle
miles traveled, increase household
disposable income by reducing
transportation costs, reduce air pollution
and energy consumption, conserve land
and open space, decrease infrastructure
costs, stimulate economic development,
contribute to more affordable housing,
promote public health by encouraging
walking.
Clarify that TOD zoning will overTide
existing zoning that are already under
special districts, such as Waikiki, and
whether TOD zoning will override
subdivision regulations.

Amend Section 21-9.100,
1

st paragraph:
TOD must [can] provide more

walkable communities.”

Amending Sec. 21-9.100 opening
paragraph as follows: . While taking
advantage of more efficient use of and,
TOD can provide more walkable,
healthier, economically vibrant
communities, convenient access to daily
needs as well as special events, and
enhancement of neighborhood characteç
wbile increasing transit ridershir.”

Agree for need to clarify; to reduce
potential of conflicting regulations,
propose to add new TOD regulations to
any existing special district regulations,
rather than creating a separate set of
regulations. Add new opening paragraph
under Section 21-9.100: “Where a
transit station is located within or
adiacent to an exisUng sreciaI district.
provisions for TOD shall be added to the
existing sceci& district provisions, as
recommended by the neighborhood TOO

TOD zoning will not override the
subdivision ordinance and rules.
However, under the neighborhood TOD
plan, recommendations can be adopted
that will direct such changes.
This secflon describes what TOO
objectives are, and is not project review
criteria. If a project does not contribute to
a more walkable neighborhood, it is not

~neihborhoodplaflflinpPrOceSS~S

Commentor Comment — DPP Response
streetscapes.

Jackie Boland, AAIRP Hawaii

~in mum, there hou Id be at lea St one
S



[ ôom mento ornment ~Th PP Res pon so

all
prior

public meeting for neighborhood TOO generafly include a minimum of 3
planning, with a review committee, and a community meetings. However, these
list-serve of interested groups and proposals seem to extend beyond
individuals who are provided notice of neighborhood TOD planning, are quite
community meetings at east 2 weeks specific, and may overlap the state
to any meeting. sunshine law. They may be more

appropriate under an ordinance
L governing general planning processes.

Amend Section 21-9.100-2(d): “Design Proposal may be over-reachkig, as it has
provisions that [encourage use of rail no parameters. ADA requirements
transit, buses, bicycling, walking, and other already cover basic access, but agree to
non-automobile forms of transporti ensure amend provision as follows: “Design
safe, comfortable, and convenient travel by provisions that encourage use of [raifl
foot. bicycle, transit and auto, regardless of rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking,
age and ability, and other non-automobile forms of

transport that are safe and convenient.
[Add reservations for affordable housing Agree with the sentiment, but this is
that ensures a percentage of existing better addressed in the neighborhood
residents can continue to live in the plans themselves. There are some
neighborhood and pay the same neighborhoods that have an imbalance in
percentage of their gross income they are housing, and would really benefit from
paying now, and that there will be a mix of more market housing to achieve a better
land uses and affordability, balance.
Define the minimum area around station I Section 21-9.100-1 (a)(2)amended:
that will be the TOD zone. “Recommended special district

boundaries around each transit station
that take into account natural
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and potential
to increase transit ridership; ~pj~lt
these boundaries are from ¼ mile to ½
j~j~pfrom each station.”

The neighborhood planning process should
address the following in detail: walkable
street design elements, the mix of tarid use
with square footage for community
services and recreation, and infrastructure
to support needs of those with disabilities

The bill addresses these elements
except that it will not require standards
for community services and recreation,
although the plans may do so.
Provisions for disabled are already
addressed bypthe[i~~sandreUIatiOflS.
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
and bicyclists.

Charles Carole The TOD ordinance should require a listing It is not clear whether the requested
of existing businesses, residences and listing would be in the plan or zoning
type of population characters (sic) in the regulations, but individual listings would
potential TOD area; require a relocation seem to raise privacy issues.
plan; require financial costs and strategies If a relocation plan seems to be in order,
for CIP and city share of public and private this would be covered under Section
partnership; require TOO plans to be 21-9.100.1 (a)(5). But at this point, the
submifted to neighborhoods at least 60 city has no plans to instigate any
days prior to submittal to city planning displacement of businesses and
commission and require city council to residents to effectuate TOO.
adopt within 90 days of receipt. Financial costs and strategies are noted

under Section 21-9.100.1(a)(5).
We disagree with proposed timeframes;
current proposals are in keeping with
existing policies for other adoption

Sufficient incentives in the forms of special “Density incenüve~ddedto Section
financing, expedited permitting, bonus 21 -9.1 00-1 (a)(3).
density and other means of support will be Financing opportunities added to
provided to alleviate risk factors. 21-9.100-1 (a)(5) section.

expediting is beyond the scope of
The plans are expected to be developed
by the city. However, the bill does not
preclude a landowner, or group of
stakeholders from preparing a plan.
Section 21-9.100-1(b) clearly states that
the planning process shall be inclusive,
and open to all, not limited to input at the
end of the proce~s.
Agree that TOD does not generally
happen overnight. However, we do not
want to encourage these plans to lie
dormant; they are intended to be actively

The Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii The “Community’s” role should include
strong voices from the business
community. __________________________

Agree. Section 21-9100-1(b) already
reflects the desire to nclude businesses
in the planning process~__

It is not clear who wilt create the plan and
what public input there will be as the plan
is being developed.

Neighborhood plans should be viewed as a
tong term “end-state’ vision which may
occur gradually over a long period of time.
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
implemented, although physical
construction may not be seen
immediately.

TOD efforts should not take away from Agree. This is not the city’s intent, and
needed support in other districts, why we have asked for additional

resources to support the TOD program.
Different standards for each of the transit
stations will become a regulatory
nightmare for both city staff and
landowners/developers,

The city is committed to responding to
each neighborhood, and to the extent
appropriate, “place-making”. Intrinsically,
this implies regulations tailored to the
neighborhood.
Nevertheless, to the extent that similar
standards and incentives can be adopted
for different stations, we will attempt to
do so.

Kamehameha Schools The TOD planning process should be
structured such that the city and other
parties work closely together.

~

Our goal should include achieving higher
performance in our next-generation built
environment by incorporating and inventing
the best TOD principles and practices for
our city.

Added to Section 21-9i00-1(b): “The
planning process shall be inclusive, open
to residents, businesses, landowners,
community organizations, government
aciendes and others.”
Our objective is to promote the best TOD
principles and practices for our city.

Mitchell S. Nakagawa, Hawaii Bicycling League Add language to Section 21 -9.1 00-2 to
incorporate the design of
intergovernmental objectives, such as
share of trips by bicycling, pedestrian, and
feeder bus routes.

Amend Section 21-9.100-2(e): Guidelines
on building orientation, [and] parking
location and bicycle parkinci location.”
Amend Section 21-9.100, 1~paragraph:

TOD can provide more walkable

While the intent is to have TOO
programs coordinated with transportation
plans, it is not the intent to include
elements into the TOD plan which fall
under other planning efforts, such
detailed mobility objectives that go well
beyond TOO planning and projects.
Agree as follows: “Guidelines on
building orientation and parking Iocation~
including bicycle parking.”
Agree.
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
convenient access .~.“

om Heinrich Are charter amendments required for
TOO?

Planning and zoning functions, including
TOD planning and zoning will continue to
remain with the Department of Planning
and Permitting, so no charter
amendment is needed.

Replace references to “rail transit’ with Reference to ‘rail transit” has been
“fixed transit route” or “fixed guideway replaced with “rapid transit.”
system.”
It is unconstitutional to require council to Precedence has been set by the 45-day
set a deadline for city council action, and deadline required for action by city
also a violation of City Charter Sec. council on affordable housing projects.
601511 and-1514.
Are the special districts “formal The proposed TOD special districts wili
amendments to the LUO at Article 9 or a be added to LUO Article 9.
new article”? Are the TOO plans intended The TOO plans themselves will NOT be
to be formal amendments to the LUO or included in the LUO, but would be similar
some lesser status? in status as our Special Area Plan for

Kalaeloa which was adopted by city
council resolution, after deliberation by
the Planning Commission. The Kataeloa
Special Area Plan includes direction for
zoning the area.

Must the TOD plans be adopted by the city
council to be effective? Can the city
council make changes or refuse to adopt
the plan?

Amend Page 1, Sec 1,
1

st paragraph: “The
council finds that Honolulu [is initiating] ba~
initiated a major mass transit transportation

~ragraph:
“lit raill Whatever technology is seiectedLL

The plans would automatically be
approved if the city council takes rio
action in 60 days~If the city council
denies it, the plans would have no official
city status, and the department would not
initiate any TOD zoning without an
approved plan.
The city council can refuse to adopt the
planor modify it.
No objection.

parag mph as fotIows : raIl

j~ç~~oIoisselected,) Appropriate
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system, appropriate transit-oriented
development (“TOD”) land use regulations
along the alignment and around the transit
stations will be crucial

Amend Page 2, Section 3: “[Section 21-9,)
Chapter 21, Article 9, Revised Ordinances
of Honolulu is amended to add a new
[subsection] section as foIIows:..~”

Amend page 2, Section 21 -9.100, 1~
paragraph: “Special districts shall be
established around [rail] transit stations to
foster * ________________

transit-oriented development (‘tTOD”)
land use regulations along the alignment
and around the rapid transit stations will
be crucial.”

Reference to “rail transit” has been
replaced with ‘rapid transit.”

Commentor I Comment DPP Response
for the high-capacity transit fixed ciuldeway

Amend Page 1, Section 1,
3

rd Paragraph: I
“It has been consistently noted about
successful TOD program~ofother cities.
.Therefore, [for Honolulu to] to assure that
Honolulu will have a successful TOO
program

No objection.

~

Amend Page 1, Section ~, 4”~paragraph: Modification: “This TOO Dianning and
“This TOO planning process will implement implementation process will implement
the Oahu General Plan and applicable the Oahu General Plan and applicable
regional development plans.” regional.
Amend Page 1, Section 1, 5~paragraph: No objection.
‘With the potential for such a significant
and positive change in development
patterns, it is crucial that proper planning
guidance be given, well before the transit
stations are constructed.”
Amend Section 21-9.100 to better Open to specific suggestions.
articulate the principles of transit-oriented
development.
There is no description of the process to
adopt the TOD special districts.

There are no specific procedures in the
LUO for amending the LUO, and there is
no reason to make TOO special districts
an exception.
Duly noted.
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I Commentor I Comment I DPP Response
Amend Page 2, Section 21 -9.100,

2
M

paragraph: “Each special district shall be
based on a neighborhood TOD plan that
specifically addresses transit-oriented
development. [The plans may include
more than one (1) station, and]1 may
address other community concerns and
opportunitiesLi, and may nelude more than
one transit station.”

Amend Page 3, Section 21 -9.100-1 (a)(3):
“[Form-based zoning may be considered.
Prohibition of specific uses shall be
considered.] The prohibition of specific
uses and to-based zoning may be

Duly noted.

Amend Page 3, Section 21-9.100-1(a):
“Prior to the [adoption) establishment of
any TOD special district, there shall be
prepared and adopted a [Neighborhood)
neighborhood TOD [Plan] pj~which
serves

Duly noted.

Amend Page 3, Section 21-9.100-1(a)(1):
• strategies, general urban design

forms, and [cultural and) historic, scenic
and culturat resources

Duly noted.

Add to Page 3, Section 21 -9.100-1 (a)(2):
“A plan may address other community

Not required. Already covered under
second paragraph, under Section
21 -9~l00.concerns and opportunities.”

Amend Page 3, Section 21 -91 00-1 (a)(3):
“A plan may include more than one transit
station.”

Not required. Already covered under
second paragraph, under Section
21-9.100.

Amend Page 3, Section 21 -9.1 00-I (a)(3):
“Recommended zoning controls, including
architectural and community design
principles, open space requirements,
parking standards, and [either] other
modifications to existing zoning
requirement or new zoning precincts, as
appropriate.”

Agree clarification may be useful:
“Recommended zoning controls,
including architectural and community
design principles, open space
requirements, parking standards, and
[either] other modifications to existing
zoning requirement. or the establishment
of new zoning precincts, ~ appropriate.”
Disagree. The two issues are so
divergent that they should be kept
separate.
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Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(f):

“Identification of important neighborhood
historic, scenic~and cultural landmarks,
and controls [for protecting and enhancing]
~p2rotectand enhance these resources.”
Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(h):
“Landscaping requirements that enhance
the pedestrian experience, [support]
øromote transit station identity, and
complement adjacent structures.”
Amend Page 4, Section 4: . the revisor
of ordinances [needi shalt not include the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the

Commentor Comment OPP Response
considered
Amend Page 3, Section 21-90.100-1(c): Duly noted.
‘Where appropriate, public-private
[partnershipl partnering opportunities shall
be [investigated] evaluated OR explored
OR examined.”
Amend Page 3, Section 21-9.100-1(f): Duly noted.
delete the Arabic numbers in parens, (45)
and (60).
Amend Page 4 section numbering to Agree
Section 21-9.100-2.
Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(c): Existing language is adequate.
“[Elimination or reduction) Reduction or
elimination of the number of required off-
street parking spaces, [including
expanded] and expansion of allowances
for joint use of parking spaces.”
Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2 (d): Amended to read as follows: “Design
“Design provisions that encourage use of provisions that encourage use of [raill

[raill mass transit OR the fixed cjuideway rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking,
transit system, buses, [bicycUng~bicycles, and other.
walking, and other non-automobile forms of
transport.”
Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(e) by Agree.
adding period at end of sentence.

Agree.

Disagree. “Promote” does not convey
the same intent as “support”.

Bill reflects the language used in other
ordinances.
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There should be a statement public policy
purpose and intent; the goats and
objectives of the planning process should
be stated; e.g. preservation of resources,
determining appropriate uses, de&gn,
densities, public facilities, financing,
phasing, and transparent community-
based planning process.

Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai’i Foundation

Commentor Comment DPP Response
underscoring.”

Add sentiments to Section 1 of the bill.

A description of where the plans may be
developed should be included,

Typical radius around stations has been
added to Section 21-9.100-1(a)(2).

Pre-existing parameters or assumptions There are none.
regarding zoning standards, such as
densities or uses should be stated.
TOD areas should be considered as part of The department does not support a
a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) regional TDR program involving
program to protect agriculture and rural agricultural lands, because these lands
areas. have no urban development rights to

give away.
TOO planning should include knowing the Duly noted.
location and capacity, existing and future,
of nearby community facilities, such as day
care centers, schools, and community
centers.
Is a minimum requirement for mix of uses
necessary? Will each development have a
required or target level of mix of housing,
commercial or employment?

No. This will be decided through the
planning process, the resulting zoning
standards, and market forces. We have
not found TOD research that advocates
that every lot have a prescriptive formula
requiring mixing; this is too fine-grained
for zoning regulations.

The infrastructure analysis should include
recommendations for financing and
phasing.

Section 21-9.100-1 (a)(5) addresses this
and has been amended to include:
and new financing oDgortunities.”

There should be a comprehensive
approach to traffic patterns at the outset,
including Street system, parking, and
management strategies.

Some of these elements are part of the
planning and engineering and EIS
processes already underway. They will
also be covered under the neiqhborhood
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
TOD plans, as well as the downstream
zoning code and other code changes.

All special districts should include The Land Use Ordinance already has a
allowances for receiving transfer of TDR program for historic properties.
development rights (TDR) from areas Since 1997, it has only been used once,
designated for historic or natural resource as a kind of “land-banking” measure, and
protection, no floor area has been transferred to

date.
The special districts should have design The design of stations will be determined
parameters for the stations. j~yDTS.
The special districts should include The bill allows for these considerations.
identification of significant view sheds,
protection of coastal areas and other
resources, site locations for community
facilities, and building design parameters,
and address signs and wayfindkig.

Lisa Ferentinos, Kokua Kalihi Valley Amend Section 21 -9A 00-2 to include There is sufficient provision in the current
Comprehensive Family Services “complete streets.” bill langue to address “complete streets.”

A percentage of the existing residents We recognize the concerns regarding
should be assured that they can continue gentrification, and while we can
to live in the neighborhood. encourage or require a certain amount of

affordable housing, ft is difficult to
develop zoning controls for specific
re&dents, especially related to rent
prices. We do agree that the city can
consider incentives to the private sector
to retain existing affordable housing.

Section 21-9.100-1(b) should specify how
the development of the plans will be
inclusive. There should be at least one

Typically, the department’s planning,
process involves at least 3 community
meetings. However, we hesitate to

public meeting to educate the community
and receive public input. Zoning provisions
should have multiple opportunities for
muiti-stakeholders groups to be involved,
Consider forming a review committee.

specify a number because we would like
to be open to various ways of community
participation, and by singling out
community-wide meetings, it may
inadvertently ignore other methods of
participation. Zoning provisions will have
multiple opportunities for comment,
including public hearings at both the city
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Amend the bill to acknowledge aging
demographics, the housing and
transportation needs of this aging
population, and the needs of the disabled.

There should be size mentioned for the
size of the TOD district.

Agree with the comment, but the bill’s
language is sufficient to address this
concern.

Agree. Section 21 -9.100-I (a)(2)
amended to: “Recommended special
district boundaries around each transit
station that take into account natural
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and potential
to increase transit ridership; typically
these boundaries are from ¼ mile to ½
mile from each_station.” ______

Ronald Lockwood

Commentor Comment DPP Response
planning commission and city council.

There can be NO net loss in affordable Duly noted.
housing. The City must provide incentives
to assist the private sector in providing
affordable units, and allowing current
residents to remain in the community.
Development must include sidewalks that Bill language provides for these
are easy to navigate, public restrooms, considerations. Please note, however,
resting places, building setbacks, ground that sidewalk crossings and design
floor use, few blank walls, and modified speeds are beyond the scope of zoning
sidewalk crossing and design speeds. controls.
The 45-day time required for neighborhood The 45-day deadline is already the
board to comment on the TOD plan should deadline for neighborhood board
be extended to 90 days. comments on LUO permits. Further, the

plans will be developed in an open
process, and all those who participated
in the process will be well aware of the
final product before the deadline for
review is started. Lastly, the
neighborhood boards can still comment
at the planning commission public
hearing, and as many as 5 times at the
city council.

Delete references to “rail.” Reference to ‘rail” has been replaced
with “rapid.”
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TOO should include integrated, attractive,
safe areas for everyone, including
pedestrian and bicycle users; design that
promotes healthy activities such as walking
and cycling; and designs that
accommodate all levels of mobility.

Add policy: “Bicycling and walking facilities
will be incorporated into aD transportation
projects unless exceptional circumstances
exist.”

Agree. Existing bill language
accommodates comments. Section
21 9.100-2(d) amended as follows:
“Design provisions that encourage use of
[rail] rapid transit, buses, bicycling,
walking, and other non-automobile forms
of transport that are safe and
convenient?

The Land Use Ordinance is not the
appropriate vehicle for this policy.

Julie Shioshita, One Voice for Livable Islands

Commentor Comment DPP Response
Infrastructure needs must include
mitigation of transit pollution run-off.

~

DTS is responsible for transit, and will
comply with all environmental
requirements.

Green LEED design for transit stations
should be included,

DTS is responsible for transit station
design.

There should be multiple opportunities for The TOD plans will be developed in an
stakeholders to be involved in special open process, and all those who
district zoning provisions. participated in the process will be well

aware of the final product before the
deadline for review is started. All
stakeholders can comment at the
planning commission public hearing, and
as many as 5 times at the city council.

Consider forming a review committee, with Duly noted.
One Voice for Uvable Islands as a
member.
Maintain a list-serve of interested groups Request is duly noted.
and individuals and provide notice of all
community meetings at east two weeks in
advance. .

Amend Section 9.100-2 to detail the
concept of “Complete Streets.”

Current bill language is adequate to
provide for this consideration in the
planning and zoning processes. Please
note, however, that neighborhood plans
and zoning codes do not dictate the
construction standards for rights-of-way.
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Mary Steiner, The
Commentor Comment DPP Response
Outdoor Circle Do not increase height limits. We agree that in some areas, an

increase in height limits could intrude into
significant public view planes. However,
this is not true in all cases, and prefer to
have height increases deliberated under
the planning process, rather than prohibit
them across the board at the outset.

It is critical to require TOD to install
landscaping to soften visual impacts of the

The bUl already requires that landscaping
issues must be addressed. Also, as is

projects. Tree removal should require a currently required in other special
permit, and for every tree removed, two districts, TOD special districts could
replacement shade trees should be require approval for removal of trees of a
required. certain size, and even require

replacement(s),
Sign regulations cannot be compromised. Sign controls are not mentioned in the

bill, but as in other special districts, could
. be amended, either providing for more

signage, or adding further restrictions.
Require open spaces in the initial planning, This is already reflected in Section 21-
and not as afterthoughts. 9.100-1(a)(3) in that open space

requirements are to be part of the p’an—
well before zoning is formulated and
building permits are sought.
Agree. Sixth paragraph amended.
The planning Drocess shall be open,
inclusive and visionary, and shall strive
to increase the quality of life throucih
rejuvenated community character
(including “place-making” oiportunities)1
preservation and enhancement of
historic, cultural, scenic, natural and
other community resources and
landmarks. while understanding the
relptionshiø between zonina, financing,
and real estate market dynamics.”
Agree. Section 21-9.100-1 (a)(2)
amended to: ‘Recommended special
district boundaries around each transit

Katie Anderson, ULI Hawaii Add “quality of life” and “Place-making
opportunities” into Findings and Purpose
section.

Mention ¼-mile and ½ mile radius as
guidelines for primary and secondary TOD
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
station that take into account natural
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and potential
to increase transit ridership; typically
these boundaries are from 1,4 mile to ½
mile from each station. When
appropriate, recommendations may
define a “core area” and transition
boundaries.”

icom~nity’sroi~idvisoF7oniyfl Yes.
What kinds/forms of incentives will be
provided to landowners and deveJopers?

At this point,~we are open to all
suggestions. Whfle we are aware of
typical incentives offered in other TOD
programs, we are not assuming they are
the ones that are needed here; e.g.
densfty bonuses.

What happens to devehopment plans that
are already being developed for properties
near planned stations?

We assume this refers to private sector
plans, and not the city’s regional
development plans. Through the public
planning process, we expect developers
to share their plans with the greater
community, and attempts will be made to
incorporate them to the extent that they
fulfill TOD objectives.

Will density allowances under existing
zoning be “grandfathered” as a minimum
derisEty under TOD zoning?

Such an allowance will be part of the
planning and zoning discussions.

Consider a planning process that will
provide for strong marketleconomic
analysis.

Section 21 -9.100-1(c) already calls out
for economic and market analyses as
part of TOO planning.

Approach TOD as a phased, multi-
generational process; don’t try to achieve
the “End State Plan” by means of one
“mega project”

Agree.

Consider an infrastructure systems
planning process that can provide critical
data to the TOD plans.

Duly noted.

How will coordinated TOD projects be We ~ave0 pre-made decisions or
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Commentor Comment DPP Response
developed for areas with many small land strategies on redevelopment in areas
owners? with small lots, which may not

necessarily even be an obstacle to good
TOD. All developments, small or large,
will have to comply with TOD special
district requirements, and to that extent,
they will be coordinated.
Under the neighborhood planning
process, if land assembly is considered
imperative, we would consider incentives
for private sector assembly.

Who will write the special district zoning DPP will draft language, which will be
ordinances? commented on by the Planning

Commission, and could be modified by
the city council.

Jessica Wooley Each TOD special district should address Amended Section 21-9.100-2(d) to
safe pedestrian and bicycle paths and underscore safety and convenience of all
facilities. j connections to transit stations.

P:\SpecialProjects\Transit\TOD Enabi BiII\Exhib~tBdoc
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CI.i~~YCOtJNCI]Th
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU HAwAII 96813 3O~5/ TELEPHONE 547 7000

-~ OF —<

November 29, 2007 -~ ~-.

Mr. Henry Eng, Director
Department of Planning and Permitting
City & County of Honolulu
650 South King Street, 7th Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

RE: Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Draft Planning and Zoning Bill

Dear Director Eng:

Listed below for your consideration, are our comments and proposed

amendments to the draft TOD bill.

Pursuant to Ordinance 07-001, the Council reserves the right to select the
technology for the locally preferred alternative. As the Council has not yet
exercised that right, the following amendments are presented to reflect any
reference to the technology selections:

• Section 1. Findings and Purpose—paragraph 2
“When the transit [rail] technology is selected, appropriate transit-

oriented development (“TOD”) land use regulations along the alignment
and around the transit stations will be crucial.”

• Section 3. Sec. 21-9.100 Transit-oriented development (TOD) special
districts—paragraph 1

“Special districts shall be established around [rail] transit stations to
foster more livable communities that take advantage of the benefits of
transit; specifically, reducing transportation costs for residents, businesses
and workers.”

• Section 3, Sec. 9.100-2 TOD special district requirements—paragraph
(d)



Mr. Henry Eng
November 29, 2007
Page 2

“Design provisions that encourage use of the fixed-quideway
system [rail transit], buses, bicycling, walking and other non-automobile
forms of transport.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft bill. Should -you
have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact either one us.

Ann H. Kobayas
Councilmember, District 5
(808) 547-7005

cc: All Councilmembers
City Planning Commission

Donovan M. DeJa Cruz
Councilmember, District 2
(808) 547-7002



DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

CiTY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULLfiECEIVEE.
715 SOUTH KJNG STREET. SUITE 3~I • HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813 • AREA CODE 808 • PHONE: 768-7762 * FAX 768-7792
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MUFf I-{AN’NEMANN , DEBORAH KIM MORIKAWA
MAYOR ~tP~ 1W F~LLJ~- DIRECTORAM5 P€R$Ir~
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SENIORADVISOR
December 3, 2007

MEMORANDUM

To: Henry Eng, Director

Department of Planning and Permitting

From: Deborah Kim Morikawa, Director

Department of Community Services

Subject: Comments on Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Draft Planning and

Zoning Bill

The Honolulu Committee on Aging, an advisory body to the City and County of
Honolulu, and its subcommittee, the Planning and Education Subcommittee, was
provided an opportunity to review the draft TOD bill. While they were unable to formally
meet to adopt recommendations, individual members of the Committee offered
comments and observations, and they are summarized and attached herewith.

In addition, in anticipation of demographic changes resulting in increasing
percentages of older residents in the City and County of Honolulu and the critical issues
that will emerge with a maturing society, we suggest that language be incorporated in
the bill that supports and promotes access to supportive services needed to allow them
to function with as much independence as possible. Measures which promote wellness
and integration will reduce dependency, disability, and unnecessary and increasingly
unaffordable medical and long term care costs to society. The following language is
suggested:

Sec. 2 1-9.100 Transit-oriented development (TOD) special districts

Special districts shall be established ... TOD can provide more walkable
communities, enhancement of neighborhood character, and convenient access to daily
needs such as medical, dental, in-home and community based support service,
commercial, educational, spiritual, social and food services; physical fitness and
weliness facilities; and recreational activities and volunteer opportunities which promote
community engagement.



Henry Eng, Director
December 3, 2007
Page 2

Section 21-9.100.1 Neighborhood TOD plans

(a)(4) Potential opportunities for affordable housing with supportive services.
(a)(6) The composition of the resident population and anticipated changes over time.

Section 9. 100-2 TOD special district minimum requirements

(i) Design which promotes safety, community interaction, and provides elder friendly
amenities such as places to stop and rest.

Should you have any questions, please contact Mrs. Karen Miyake of our Elderly
Affairs Division at 768-7708,



Attachment

Transit Oriented Bill

Comments provided by EAD staff, HCOA and PEAS committee members were primarily
general in nature and not specific to any particular section of the bill.

Cornme nts

A. There should be a moratorium on new development and redevelopment
within ¼ to ½ mile of the preferred transit alignment until such time as the
Environmental Impact Statement and Preliminary Engineering Plans are
completed to allow for thoughtful consideration of the implementation of TOD.

B. To the extent possible, Historic Districts should be preserved.
C. Federal Guidelines in regard to transit stations should be used to make sure

they are accessible to all.
D. Initial talks relative to the general guidelines to be developed for TOD should

include all citizens, businesses, representatives of the tourist industry as well
as tourists, elected officials and other interested parties because this system
will bring benefit to all, not just those living along the proposed route. Seniors
should be encouraged to actively participate.

E. Neighborhood Boards should be the designated “point” of control for
development of neighborhood plans relative to TOD.

F. Talks and decisions regarding transit stations that may impact residents of
more than one Neighborhood Board should include representatives from all
Neighborhood Boards involved.

G. To the extent possible, multiple uses in the same building (e.g. residential!
commercial/retaillmedical/long-term care options that support independence)
should be allowed in areas in close proximity to the route to encourage use of
the transit system.

H. To the extent possible, incentives should be considered for development of
low-cost housing, especially for the very low-income and older adults, in close
proximity (within walking distance) to the transit route.
There should be one fee for all modes of transit, similar to what the City has
currently implemented during the demonstration project for The Boat.

J. Feeder buses or shuttles that are ADA compliant should be used in
neighborhoods to shuffle residents to the transit stations.

K. All stations should have a minimum subset of amenities:
a. Multiple levels of access to include at a minimum stairs, ramps and

elevators. Escalators could be used but should be in addition to elevators
and ramps as wheelchairs, strollers, walkers, etc. are not allowed on
escalators.

b. Restrooms to include ADA accessible requirements.
c, Security.- This needs to be a warm body. There should be security in the

stations and surrounding areas as well as on board the trains.



d. lnformationlCashier to provide information, change depending on the
method used for accessing transit system (pass, credit card, cash).

a. Route Maps to provide information if attendant/security are not available,
about station locations, route times.

f, Lists, routes and times of connecting buses.
g. Neighborhood Maps at each stations.
h. PA System — to announce wait times for next train, important information,

emergency situations.
i. Emergency Equipment— 1~aid kit, fire extinguisher, AED.
j. Trash/Recycling Bins.
k. Sifting/waiting areas

L. Architectural Features — Stations should fit in the neighborhood — e.g. if in an
historical district, should maintain those standards.

M. Areas Around Stations — As space allows, provide for commercial/retail space
in support of the neighborhood and those using the stations:
a. Green space
b. Grocery Store
c. Pharmacy
d. Bank/ATM
e. Medical Clinic
f. Food Court
g. Adult Day/Child Care
h. Parking for autos, motorcycles, mopeds and bicycles. If parking is not

adjacent to the station, then shuffles to/from the parking areas should be
provided.

General Questions

A. To what extent will the Neighborhood Boards be involved?
B. How many parcels and how much land area is anticipated to be condemned

for the actual transit alignment?
C. If the City condemns parcels, will the City retain control over the development

of those parcels?
D. Preliminary information indicates that construction is anticipated to begin in

2009 and will be completed in 2012. Is this timeline for the initial route only?
E. How long will it take to add on the spurs to the airport and Waikiki?

Request

A. Is there an overlay map that shows the current proposed alignment, Council
Districts and the Neighborhood Board districts? If there is, may we have a
copy? If not, could one be produced?



DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

9 E C E4kA4~~~L~INGSTREET, ll~ FLOOR
N’b14 ULU, HAWAII 96813

Phone: (808) 768-8480 • Fax: 808) 523-4567
Web site: www.honolulu.gov

‘07 DEC—6 P3

D&T OF PLA?~
AND PIRMII 1

~:i7y&COUNT? SF fl(

EUGENE C. LEE, P.E.
DIRECTOR

CRAIG I. NIS44IMURA, Pt.
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

MEMORANDUM

November 30, 2007

HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

FROM: g,.~tt,uENEC. LEE, P.E., DIRECTOR

SUBJECT: TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD)
Draft Plannina and Zonina Bill

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the above
and Zoning Bill for the TOD.

Draft Planning

The Department of Design and Construction has no comments to offer at this

MUFI HANNEMANN
MAYOR

TO:

time.

ECL:lt (233268)



Mofi Hannemann
MAYOR

TO~

FROM:

DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
650 SOUTH KING STREET
HONOLULU, HAWAIi 96813

2 PETERJ. S. HIRAI
-4
—< ACTI~9DIRECTOR

— ‘T

C

SUBJECT: TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD)
Draft Planning and Zoning Bill Available for Review

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above
mentioned Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) bill. The
Department of Emergency Management does not have any comments at
this time-

November 1, 2007

HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENTOF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

PETER J. S. HIRAI,CEM, ACTING DIRECTOR9
DEPARTMENTOF EMERGENCYMANAGEMENT
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HONOLULU FIRE DEPARTMENT

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

Phone: 808-723-7139

636 South Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 98813-5%?
Fax: 808-723-7111 Internet tnyw.hono)ulu.govThfO

MUFI HANNEMANN
MAYOR

TO:

November 29, 2007

HENRY ENG, FAICPI DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

KENNETH 0. SILVA
FIRE CHIEF

C)

— bLVIN K. TOMITA—C OEPUTY FIRE CHIEF
—4

• _
C —,-r -

- 0

H
CM
a

KENNETH G. SILVA, FIRE CHIEF

SUBJECT: TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD)
DRAFT PLANNING AND ZONING BILL

The Honolulu Fire Department (HFD) would like to express a few concerns relating to
the upcoming TOD bill.

All development should take into account access by our fire apparatuses. Future
development and parking restrictions should ensure horizontal and vertical clearance.
Means of ingress and egress to areas surrounding transit stations should also be
considered.

Responding to emergencies relating to an elevated transport and its associated
platforms will bring new strategies to mitigate medical, fire, and rescue calls.

The HFD would like to provide input in future planning meetings and hearings to
express our concerns.

Should you have any questions, please contact Assistant Chief Eric L, Adams Jr. of our
Planning and Development section at 723-7106.

KENNETH G. SILVA
Fire Chief

FROM:

KGS/EA:ms



BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
630 SOUTH BERETANIA STREET
HONOLULU, HI 96843

October 31, 2007

MUPI HANNEMANN, Mayor

RANDAU. Y. S. CHUNG, Chairman
SAMUELT. 1-IATA
ALLY .1. PARK
ROBERT K. CUNDIFF
MARC C- TILKER

LAVERNE T. HIGA, Ex-Otficio
BARRY FUKUNAGA, Ex-Officio

CLIFFORD P. WM
Manager and Chief Engineer

DEAN A. NAKANO
Deputy Manager and Chief Engineer

TO: HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

AUN: KATHY SOKUGAWA

FROM: for KEITR - HID , CIPAL EXECUTIVE
CUS ARE DIVISION

SUBJECT:

C,
-l
-c
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C
-‘C
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CM C)

YOUR MEMORANDUM OF OCTOBER 23, 2007 REQUESTING
COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
B1LL•

We have no objections to the draft Transit-Oriented Development Bill.

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Chun at 748-5443.



~ECEIVF[~
LINDA LINGLE ‘ - RUSS K. SAITO

GOVERNOR COMPTROLLER

BARBARA A. ANNIS

07 NOV —5 P 2 06 DEPUn COMPTROLLER
STATE OF HAWAII (P)1259.7

DEPARTMENT OF ACCOUNTING AND GENERAL SERVICES
P0 BOX 119 HONOLULU HAWAII g~tj’T ;;~I

i~j & SURlY U h-~NCLUL-~

NOV — 2 20u/

Mr. HenryEng,FAICP
Director of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu
650 SouthKing Street, 7th Floor
Honolulu,Hawaii 96813

DearMr. Eng:

Subject: Transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOP)

Draft PlanningandZoningBill Availablefor Review

Thankyou for theopportunityto reviewthisdraft bill. TheDepartmentof Accountingand
GeneralServicesoffersno commentson thedraft bill but requeststhat uponapprovalofthis
ordinance,we be notified ofanyNeighborhoodTOD Planthat mayaffect anyofourfacilities,
includingour facilitiesneartheCapitol,Aloha StadiumandWaipahu.

If you haveany questions,pleasecall meat586-0400or haveyourstaffcall Mr. BruceBennett,
of thePublic WorksDivision, at 586-0491.

Sincerely,

40 JL~J~
RUSSK. SAITO
StateComptroller



LINDA tiNGLE
GOVERNOR

.7~f~’~-:
MAJOR GENERAl. ROBERTO F LEE I

DIRECTOR OF CML DEFENSE I

EDWARD T TEIXEIRA PHONE (608) 733-4300

VICE DIRECTOROF CML DEFENSE -‘-~J:~ FAX (606) 733-4267

STATE OF HAWAiI
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF CIVIL DEFENSE
3949 DIAMOND HEAD ROAD 2

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96616~4495

2~
H- ~

November162007

‘C) - -

Mr. Henry Eng,FAICP, Director - -Q

DepartmentofPlannmgandPermittmg
CityandCountyof Honolulu
650SouthKing Street,

7
th Floor

Honolulu,Hawaii 96813

DearMr. Eng:

Thank youfor your letter of October23, 2007,which introducestheTransit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD)
draftplanningandzoningbill. We appreciatetheopportunitytoprovidecommentsfrom a StateCivil
Defense(SCD)perspectiveatthis earlystageof the planningprocess.Wehavereviewedthedraft bill -and
providethe following comments:

1) Whenplanningthelocationof transitstops, it is crucial for thesafetyof thepassengersthat thestops
andsunoundingdevelopmentarebuilt outsideof tsunamievacuationzones. Theconcernis that,
duringa destructivetsunami,the structuresupportingthetransitsystcmwouldbecomepart of the
debrisfield andcauseextensivedamage,not to mentionthe loss ofthe system.

2) in order to alert passengersofapproachingtsunamisor otherhazards,SCDhighly recommendsthat
both audibleandvisualwarningdisplaysbeincludedin eachtransitstation. Thewarning displays
shouldbe ableto provideemergencyinformationto passengers,includinghearingimpairedand
visually impairedpersonnel.Thiswarning systemwouldaid in instructingpassengerswhereand
how to evacuateshouldtheneedarise.

3) Dueto HomelandSecurityconsiderationsandfor critical infrastructureprotection,SCDhighly
recommendsthatthe transitstationsbebuilt with blastbathersdesignedto preventautomobiles
from approachingtoo closely. Itemssuchas cementplanters,etc, incorporatedinto the design
wouldprovidea level of deterrencefrom attack.

TheSCD staffis availableat 733-4300to discusseachof theserecommendationsin moredetail as the transit
routeanddesignsprogress.

Sincerely,

EDWARD T. TEIXEIRA
ViceDirectorof Civil Defense



LINDA tINGLE
GOVEDJOROf HAWAJI

STATE OFHAWAII
DEPARTMENTOF LAND ANDNATURAL RESOURCES

LAND DIVISION

POSTOFFICE BOX 621

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96809

November16, 2007

DepartmentofPlanning& Pem~itting
City & CountyofHonolulu
650 SouthKing Street7th Floor
Honolulu,Hawaii 96813

0
-.4

LAURA U TRIELEN
C’JEAOtPERSON

I3OJJO)Of ANt AND N~flJRALRESC4JRCES

COMSIDJION ON SVATER RESOURCE MA.NAOEJ.IPcr
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Attention: Ms. Kathy Sokugawa

Gentlemen: -

Subject: Draft Transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD)

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subjectmatter. The
Departmentof Land and Natural Resources’ (DLNR) Land Division distributed or made
available a copy of your report pertainingto the subjectmatterto DLNR Divisions for their
reviewandcomment.

Other than the comments from Engineering Division, Division of State Parks,
Commission on Water ResourceManagement,Division of Boating & Ocean Recreation,
Division of Forestry& Wildlife, the Departmentof Land and NaturalResourceshasno other
commentsto offer on thesubjectmatter. Should you haveany questions,pleasefeel freeto call
ouroffice at 587-0433. Thankyou.

Sincerely,—~1/~
- Morris M. Atta
~ AdministratorLI
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;ri oti 2S
STATE OFHAWAII

DEPARTMENTOF LAND AND NATURAL REsoUaCEs~~.~- S.
LAND DIVISION H- H- ~

POSTOFFICE DOX 621 ft,-k~ -

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96809 —

October25, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO: DLNR Agencies:

eecre~
xDiv. of Forestry& Wildlife
xDiv. ofStateParks
xConunissionon WaterResourceManagement
,cOfficeof Conservation& CoastalLands
xLandDivision— thu 11 trict/Keith Chun

FROM: )~.~ussellY. Tsuji
SUBJECT/J)Draft transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD) bill
LOCATIC$: IslandofOahu
APPLICANT: City & CountyofHonolulu,Departmentof Planning& Permitting

Transmittedfor your reviewandcommenton theabovereferenceddocument.Wewould
appreciate your comments on this document. Please submit any comments by
November15, 2007.

If no responseis receivedby this date,wewill assumeyouragencyhasno comments. If
you haveany questionsaboutthis request,pleasecontactmy office at587-0433. Thankyou.

Attachments
( ) We haveno objections.

We haveno comments.
( ) Commentsareattached.

~

I,. ~ ~ —
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LAURA H- TJ3JELEN
CHAWPEPSON

LINDA LINGLE EOAJIOOF LAND MO NATURESRESOURCES
OOVEIUJOR OF HAWAJI CDMMISEESNOH WATER RESOURCE MMAOEMENTRECVtVE fl-

U? OCT26 c40: 34
STATE OFHAWAII

DEPARTMENTOF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES---~e-- -

LAND DIVISION -

POSTOFFICE BOX621 - - -

HONOLULU, HAWAII 96809

October25, 2007

DLNR Agencies:
xDiv. of AquaticResources

,,~_Div.of Boating& OceanRecreation -

xEngineeringDivision -

xDiv. ofForestry& Wildlife

/ xLandDivision1~~tYtrict/Keith

/ROM: j~ussellY. Tsuji
/ SUBJECT/J) Draft transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD) bill

LOCATI(IPQ: IslandofOahu
APPLICANT: City & Countyof Honolulu,DepartmentofPlanning& Permitting

Transmittedfor yourreview andcommenton theabovereferenceddocument. We would
appreciate your comments on this document. Please submit any comments by
November15, 2007.

If no responseis receivedby this date,wewill assumeyouragencyhasno comments. If
you haveanyquestionsaboutthis request,pleasecontactmy office at 587-0433.Thankyou.

Attachments
Wehaveno objections.

( v<’We haveno comments.

( ) Commentsareattached.
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LINDA LENGLE IJOANC OF [S.D MO NAUSIAJ. RESOURCES
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RECE1~L,~,
STATE OFHAWAII S’tA~T~.~‘P~r-~~Ji

DEPARTMENT OF LAND AND NATURAL RESOURCES
LAND DIVISION

POSTOFFICEBOX62I ~ ~fl 25 p1 :41
HONOLULU, HAWAII 96809 ‘~ --

- October25, 2007

MEMORANDUM

TO: DLNR Agencies:
A_Div. of AquaticResources
xDiv. ofBoating& OceanRecreation
xEngineeringDivision , r

__x—Divrnffurestryi&-Wjldlife ‘c,. E~z
xDiv ofStateP

— issionon WaterResourceManagement rc. H r~
xOfflce ofConservation& CoastalLands —

X LandDivision — QahuD*tnct/Keith Chun - CE ~>

— ~--~- ~

FROM: I aRussellY. Tsuji —
U)

SUBJECT/) Draft transit-OnentedDevelopment(TOD) bill
LOCATRPQ: IslandofOahu
APPLICANT: City & Countyof Honolulu,Departmentof Planning& Permitting

Transmittedfor your reviewandcommenton theabovereferenceddocument.Wewould
appreciate your comments on this document. Please submit any comments by
November15, 2007.

If no responseis receivedby this date,wewill assumeyour agencyhasno comments. If
you haveany questionsaboutthis request,pleasecontactmy office at 587-0433.Thankyou.

Attachments

( ) - We haveno objections.
( /) We haveno comments.
( ) Commentsare attached.

Signed: ____________________

Date:
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APPLICANT: City & Countyof Honolulu,DepartmentofPlanning& Permitting

Transmittedfor yourreview andcomment on theabovereferenceddocument.We would
appreciate your comments on this
November15, 2007.

document. Please submit any comments by
If no responseis receivedby this date,wewill assumeyouragencyhasno comments. If

you haveany questionsaboutthis request,pleasecontactmy office at 587-0433.Thankyou.

Attachments

( )

(

Wehaveno objections.
We haveno comments.

) Commentsareattached.

Signed~~~’
Date:

LINDA tINGLE
OOVERJ’JOROF HAWAII
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MEMORANDUM

TO: DLNR Agencies;
xDiv. ofAquaticResources

_,Div—e OceanRecreation

xDiv. ofStateParks
xComrnissionon WaterResourceManagement
,cOffice ofConservation& CoastalLands
xLandDivision — ~ahu D1trict/Keith Chun

FROM: j~ussellY. Tsuji
SUBJ’ECT/ } l3raft transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD) bill
LOCATICkQ Islandof Oahu
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MEMORANDUM

October25, 2007

TO: DLNR Agencies;
A_Div. ofAquaticResources
A_Div. ofBoating& OceanRecreation

X

xDiv. ofForestry& Wildlife
~otatears

xCommissionon WaterResourceManagement
xOffice ofConservation-& CoastalLands
xLandDivision — OahuD4strict/KeithChun

FROM: jaussell Y. Tsuji
SUBJECT!,) l3raft transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD) bill
LOCATIthq: Islandof Oahu
APPLICANT: City & CountyofHonolulu,DepartmentofPlanning&
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Permitting

Transmittedfor yourreviewandcommenton theabovereferenceddocument.We would
appreciate your comments on this document. Please submit any comments by
November15, 2007.

If no responseis receivedby this date,we will assumeyouragencyhasno comments. If
you haveanyquestionsaboutthis request,pleasecontactmy office at587-0433. Thankyou.

Attachments
We haveno objections.
We haveno comments.
Commentsareattached.

~gned:

PAUL J. CONRY, ADMWISTRATOR
DIVISiON OF “2RESTRY AND WHJLIFE
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STATE OF J-3AWAIJ
OFFICE OF HAWAIIAN AFFAIRS -

711 KAPI’OLANI BOULEVARD, SUITE 500 -

HONOLULU. HAWAII 96813

HRDO7/3315
November20, 2007

HenryEng
Departmentof PlanningandPennitting
City andCountyof Honolulu
650 South King Street,~ Floor
Honolulu,HI 96813

RE: Transit-orientedDevelopment(TOD) Draft Planningand ZoningBill Available
for Review

DearMr. Eng,

The Office of HawaiianAffairs (OHA) is in receiptof yourOctober23,2007 lettersharingthe
City’s Transit-orientedDevelopment(TOD) bill and offersthefollowing comnents:

TheTOD bill takesa positiveandforwardstep towardcontrollingdevelopmentin urban
Honolulu;especiallythe urbancorridorthat now extendsfrom twa to Hawaii Kai. The
introductionof smartgrowth landusestrategies,suchasTOD hasthepotential to preserveand
protectagainsturbansprawl. Poorlandusedecisionsin thepasthaveseenouragriculturaland
openspaceareason O’ahudisappear.

Thebenefitsof TOD developmentin associationwith theanticipatedfixed guidewaysystemand
theLocally PreferredAlternative(LPA) on O’ahu will helpshapeboth plannedandexisting
communities. ProperzoningaroundtheLPAs are onelandusetool that will guideTOD.

Our office’s onlyconcernswith TOD involve the possibleeffectsof gentrifying local
communities. Strategiesshouldinc]udecommunity-basedapproachestowardredevelopmentin
existingcommunities. Affordablehousingoptionsfor local residents,including repurchasingor
leasingoptionsfor the local communitymembersare promisingsolutionsto helpensurethey
will notbe forcedout of theircommunities.

Our office is constitutionallymandatedto preserveand protectnaturalandculturalresourceson
behalfofNativeHawaiians. Any futuredevelopmentor-redevelopmentplanswould havethe
potentialto disturbnatural or cultural resources.RedevelopmentaroundurbanHonoluluhas
unearthednumerouscultural resourceswhich haveput manyNativeHawaiiancommunity
membersanddevelopersin verydifficult situations. Many lessonshavebeenlearnedfrom these
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Departmentof PlanningandPermitting
November20,2007
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redevelopments.For example,theredeve]opmentof theparcel situatedat thecurrentlocationof
theKe’eaumokuStreetWal-Mart unearthednumerousNativeHawaiianburials, This caseis still
in litigation. Also, currently,theWholeFoodsdevelopmenton Auahi Streetin Kaka’akohave
unearthedmore than 60 burialsandhashaltedconstructionnumeroustimes, costingGeneral
GrowthPropertieslargesumsofmoney.

In summary,the redevelopmentof propertiesin theurbancorridorofHonolulu, in previously
disturbedground,hasunearthednumerousburials. With thepotentialTOD asa resultof the
LPA, thepossibility of unearthingNativeHawaiianburialsandothercultural resourcesshould
be aconcernandalikely possibility in all redevelopmentprojectsas a resultof TOD. Proper
planningandconsultationwill helpmitigate any conflicts that mayarisein thefuture.

Thankyou for theopportunityto comment.If you havefurtherquestionsor concerns,please
contactJasonJeremiah,Policy Advocate-Preservation,NativeRights,LandandCulture,at (808)
594-1816or jasonj@oha.org.

Aloha,

Clyde4V. Namu’o
Administrator
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P1aMr. Henry Eng
Director — P1
DepartmentofPlanningand Permitting
City andCounty of Honolulu - -o
650 SouthKing Street xLx.~ o
Honolulu,Hawaii 96813 1~~

Attention: Ms. Kathy Sokugawa

Dear Mr. Eng:

Subject: Draft PlanningandZoning Bill
Transit-OrientedDevelopment(TOD)

The StateDepartmentof Transportation(DOT) submitsthefollowing commentson thesubject
draft bill.

1. Theconditionalrequirementsfor reviewandanalysisof roadwayandinfrastructure
- improvementsareappreciated.This allows DOT theopportunityfor timely commenton

transitalignmentand transitstationimpactsto Statehighwayfacilities. Addressof DOT
concernswill ensureoptimaldecision-making.

2. TheDOT requeststo be consultedwheneverthetransit systemlstationscross,abutorare

in closeproximity to Statehighwaysandrights-of-way,regardlessofthepassageof the
bill.

We appreciateyourcourtesyandcooperationin providing the draftbill for ourreviewand
comments.

BRENNONT. MORIOKA, PH.D., P.E.
Acting DirectorofTransportation

V
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Mr. Henry Eng, FAICP, Director
Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street, 7~Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Director Eng:

Subject: Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft TOO bill. The University of
Hawai’i will be impacted directly on at least three and possibly five of its O’ahu
campuses and therefore are very interested in the development and ramifications of this
bill.

As a minimum, we would recommend amending sections (b) and (e) of Section 21-
9.100-1 Neighborhood TOD Plans as follows:

(b) - add “educational institutions” after “community organizations.’

(e) - add “university campus Long Range Development Plan (LRDP)” after
“special area plan.”

In addition, although your memo asked us to review and comment on the draft TOD, the
University of Hawaii would like to encourage the City Council and City Administration to
include Transit Stations at the West O’ahu, Leeward Community College and Manoa
campuses. The experts at your symposium who have experienced the development and
operations of transit systems all said that it is the right thing to do since you have a very
large ridership to a specific destination for a lot of different venues. In addition to our
students, faculty and staff the ridership will include the public attending educational,
culturai, art and sporting events.

We thank you for this opportunity to be a part of the planning of this historical project.

Respectfully submitted,

~~iIejo
Vice Preside
University of Hawai’i System

2444 Dole Street, Bachrnan Hall
c: President David McClain

Honolulu, Hawaii 98822
Vice President John Morton
Chancellor Virginia Hinshaw, UHM Telephone: (808) 956-9922

Fax: (808) 956.9119
Chancellor Gene Awakuni, UHWO

An Equal Opportunity/Aff~rrnativeAction Institution
Chancellor Ramsey Pedersen, HCc
Interim Chancellor Manuel Cabral, LCC
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Mr. HenryEng
Director
DepartmentofPlanningandPermitting
City andCountyof Honolulu
650 South King St., 7~Floor
Honolulu,MI 96813

DearMr.Eng:

I am writing to offercommentson thedraftplanningandzoningbill on TransitOriented
Development(TOD). I amverypleasedthat this bill hasbeenproposed,as it is aCIitiS

elementin maximizingthepotentialbenefitsof a transit systemto Oahu. Theintroductionof
enablinglegislationto beginthe communityplanningprocess,andto bring the stakeholders

togethertoparticipatein it, is extremelytimely. TOD will be necessaryregardlessofwhether
rail or fixed guidewayis ultimatelythetechnologyof choice,andthesoonerthisplanning
processbegins,thebetter.

Overall,thebill asdrafted is very good,reflectingastrong awarenessof theimportantthemes
andsubjectsthatmustbeaddressedby a TOD specialdistrictplanningprocess. Its emphasison
community involvementin thedesignoftheTOD specialdistrictswill enabletheaffected
neighborhoodsto define developmentaroundtheir transitstopsin away that is mostlikely to
produceasetofoutcomesthatareacceptableto eachTOD specialdistrict’s stakeholders.

I believethebill could usesomespecific improvementsthat would provideclearerinstructionsto
theparticipantsin thesediscussions.Incorporatingthe following five pointswill helpprovide
moresolid “ground rules” for theparticipantsin TOD specialdistrictplanningprocess,and
providegreatercertaintyto developerswhowill eventuallyhaveto navigatetheapprovaland
constructionprocess.In theattachedappendix,I havealsoprovidedsomeadditionalpoints
which mayconstitutea moredetailedapproachto theTOD ordinancethanis practicalatthis
time,butmayenhancetheproductofthesepublic meetingsandthesubsequentpermitting
process. -

1. TOIl SpecialDistrict Size
Thebill shouldprovideaninitial benchmarkdefinition ofhowlargetheTOD specialdisthcts
will be,ratherthanleavethis uptothecommunityprocess.Researchfrom otherregions

2525 Correa Road • 1110 Room 238 • Ilonolub,, Hawai9 96822
Telephone: (808)956-7031 • YaSmile: (808) 956-30)4

An Equal Opportuniiy/Afllrmative Action k,tizution
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demonstratesthata largeshareofresidentsandworkerstaketransitwithin ¼ mile radius
(aboutaseven-minutewalk) ofeachstation. Within a ½ mile, significantnumbersstill walk
to the stationgiventhe right conditionsandland-usepolicy benchmarks.However,the ‘/z-

mile standardsshouldprobablydiffer from thosein the¼ mile zone. This model hasbeen
successflilin a numberofotherplacesatensuringasmoothtransitionfromthemoreintensive
developmentnearstationsto the detachedsinglefamily neighborhoodsthatoftensurround
them.

Whendevelopingtheir vision fortheseneighborhoods,stakeholdersshouldknowexactly
what areais underconsiderationin eachcase. Thiswould savealot of timeandconibsionat
thebeginningofthesemeetingstrying to decidebowbig the TOD specialdistrictshouldbe,
andwhat isincludedandexcluded. It will alsomakeit easierfor potentialstakeholdersto
decidewhethertheyshouldparticipatein theprocessornot.

I recommendthat thebill useeitheroneor bothofthe benchmarksfor ¼- andV2-mile zones
aroundeachstation in Section2 1-9.100-1. Thesecanbeconsideredasstartingpointsfor the
TOD specialdistrict planningprocessandadjustedto local conditionsduringthat processif
necessary.

2. DensityandIntensity
TOE) succeedswhenit produceshigh-qualitycentersofmorecompactdevelopmentthatmake
transituseattractiveandconvenient.Thebill currentlyhasdensityasarequirement
[Sec.9.100-2(b)J andpermitsnegotiationson heightlimits conditionalon theprovisionof
affordablehousingandotheramenities,butdoesnot defineanyspecifictargets.For transit
systemsto be costeffective,averageresidentialdensityin acorridorneedsto beat least9
householdsperacre. Developmentof 20 to 30 units peracreimmediatelysurroundinga
stationcanhelpachievethisridershipbasewhile preservingthe suburbancharacterof many
neighborhoods.

Explicitly defininga minimum densityin legislationcould stir somecontroversy.However,it
canbe constructedin a way thatminimizes this potential. First, it couldbe pairedwith a
requirementthat 10%oftheoverlayzonebe setasidefor public openspace.Second,a
companionguidebookwith imagesofwell designedprojectswith an averagedensity
matchingthecriteria thresholdscould be developedfor theneigjtborhoodplanningprocess.If
no specificminimumsareincludedin the ordinance,morecompactdevelopmentaround
transitstopswill becomeextremelydifficult to achievearoundsomestations. In somecasesa
smallernumberofvocalresidentswill likely seeany multi-storybuildingornon-residential
useasunderminingtheirneighborhoodcharacter.The keyfor asuccessfWpolicy is
demonstratinghowtransit-supportivedensitycanbe donein a waythatenhances
neighborhoods.

Forthesereasons,I suggestyou providesomelanguagein the minimumrequirementsin
Section9.100-2to ensurethatsomeincreaseddensityis permittedin theTOD Special
District. I also suggestyou usetheword “intensity” or “more compactdevelopment”rather
than theword “density” wheneverpossible,sincethesetermscarrylessbaggage.
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3. HousingAffordability
The costofhousingis a seriousissue. Skyrocketinghousepricesandrentshavemadeliving
in manypartsof Honoluluimpossibleto manypeople,includingmiddle-incomeworkerssuch
as teachers,police,nursesandfirefighters,whoprovideessentialservices.Togetherwith
studentsandrecentcollegegraduates,elderlypeopleliving on fixed incomes,theyareforced
to the edgesofthecity. There,theyexpendlargepercentagesoftheirpaycheckscommuting
backinto town for work,recreation,education,andservices.

hi otherpartsofthecountry,TOD specialdistrictshaveexperiencedskyrocketingproperty
valuesandrents,as theseneighborhoodsareincreasinglydesirableplacesto live. Thiscould
easilyhappenin Honoluluif we do notmakeprovisionsto providehousingata varietyof
pricepoints. TOD specialdistrictsshouldnot becomegentrifiedenclaves,but shouldprovide
housingfor all thepeoplewhocurrentlywork, play, andlearnin thesecommunities.A
varietyof incentivescanbeprovdedto ensurethishappens,suchas acceleratedpermitting
anddensitybonusesfor mixedprice-pointhousing. Affordability mustbetreatedasa
requirementif TOD is to besuccessfUl,elsepropertyvalueswill drive outofthese
neighborhoodsmanyof thepeopleTOD is intendedto serve.

I reconnnendthat“housingat a mix of pricepoints”or “housingaffordability” beincludedin
the list ofTOD specialdistrictminimumrequirementsin Section9.100-2.

4. UrbanDrainageandWaterQuality
Declining waterquality is a seriousandgrowingsourceofconcernon Oahu. The vastareas
ofpavedor otherwisehardenedsurfacein Honolulu rapidlymoverunoff into thecity storm
sewers, carryingcontaminants,sediment,anddebrisout into theocean.There,theydegrade
waterquality, endangeringpublichealth,ourcoral reefsandotherecosystems,andthetourist
industry. The associatedlackofrechargeto aquifers,althoughnot an immediatesourceof
wonyon Oahu,is reachingcrisis levelson Maui andwill becomeproblemfor Honoluluin the
future. Ofmoreimmediateconcern,recentflooding eventsin thepastfewyearshave
highlightedtheneedto takerunoffinto considerationwhenplanningtheurban landscape,
particularlywith respectto extremeprecipitationevents.

Becauseofthis, the developmentoftheTOE) districtsin Honolulushouldtakethe opportunity
to addressthevariousstrategiesthatcanreduceor limit thenegativeimpactsofrunoff. There
aresomevery simple, low-cost,andnon-intrusivetechniquesfor retentionandtreatmentof
stormwater,including grassswales,ponds,andsidewalkplantings. Morecomplextechniques
includetheuseofgreenroofs to reducerunofffrom building surfaces.All of thesehavethe
addedbenefitofaddingnaturalfeaturesandaestheticvalueto theurbanlandscape.

I suggestthatyou eitheraddlanguageto theTOD specialdistrictminimumrequirementsin
Section9.100-2statingthat eachNeighborhoodTOD Planhavea runoffmanagement
component,oraddthewords“reduceoreliminaterunoff from roofs,roads,sidewalksand
otherimpervioussurfaces”to subsection(h).
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5. Mixed Use
Themixeduserequirementneedsto be stronger.The currentphrase“Allowancesfor a mix
oflanduses”in section9.100-2(a) couldstill allow zoningthatprohibitedmixeduseon most
of a TOD specialdistrict. Currently,the zoningregimein Honoluluallows thesegregationof
landforexclusiveuse,which is incompatiblewith TOD. It iscritical that mixeduse
constitutethe majorityof thesedistricts,particuiarlyin the itnniediatevicinity ofthestation. I
suggestthatyou amendSec,9.100-2(a) to say“Mixed landusesfor all landwithin the ¼ mile
boundary,andat least50%oftheland betweenthe V4mile boundaryandthe 1/2 mile
boundary.” I also suggestthat therebedensitybonuses,acceleratedpermitting,andother
incentivesprovidedfor developerswho meetmixed usecriteria.

To summarize,I wantto emphasizethat theoverall bill is extremelygood andapplaudyour
effortsto incorporatethe mostcritical principlesofsmartgrowth. It will provideastrong
foundationfor andguidanceto theTOE) specialdistrictdevelopmentprocess.I urgeyou to
considerandinclude the recommendedchangeslistedabove,asthey will augmentthe legislation
by providingmorestructureandstrongerlanguageto guidethatprocess.Theattachedappendix
includesadditionalpoints that shouldbeaddressedatsomepoint in the TOD specialdistrict
developmentprocess,althoughnot necessarilyin thisbill.

I appreciatetheopportunity to commenton thebill. I amavailableto meetwith you to discuss
this fUrtheror answeranyqjjestionsyou mayhave. 1 canbe contactedat956-7031.

F. Gordon(IranPh~
Professor,DepartmentofZoology and
Director,Universityof Hawaii SeaGrantCollegeProgram



APPENDiX

I. AcceleratedPermitting
Evenif a NeighborhoodTOD planhasbeenacceptedby theapplicableneighborhoodboards
andtheCity PlanningCommissionandthe City Council, eachTOD specialdistrict will have
to go throughthepermittingprocess.This in itself could becomeextremelyarduous
procedureinvolving significantre-reviewofall thecomponentsofeachNeighborhoodTOD
plan,andI urgeyou to providefor an acceleratedpermittingprocessora parallelpermitting
processwith dedicatedstaffto undertaketheapprovalofdesignsandconstructionprojects
coveredby theseplans.

2. Parking
Thebill addressesparkingexplicitly in Sec.9.I00-2(c).This issueis centralto anyTOD
ordinanceordiscussionasit directlyaffectsthedegreeto whicha communityis pedestrian-
friendly. Off-streetparkingmustbeminimizedor eveneliminated,particularlyin downtown
areas,becauselandusemustbe orientedtowardsconcentratingpeople,not cars,aroundthe
transitstops.

Thatbeingsaid, theremay be certainstopsalongthetransitroute,particularlyattheextreme
westernend,wherethe availability ofparkingmayenhanceridership, At theperipheryofthe
system,regularusersmaybemorelikely to drive from morefar-flung partsofOahuon the
LeewardSideandtheNorth Shore,andwantto parknearthestopsandride therestofthe
way into Honolulu. Thesedriversshouldbeencouragedto usetransit wherepossible,and
providingthemparkingmaybethemosteffectiveway,(althoughthere-routingofbuses
shouldbeconsideredfirst). For this reason,the languagerequiringthereductionor
eliminationofoff-streetparkingmay be inappropriatefor certaintransitstopsandperhaps
mademoreflexible so that specificstopscanacquirepermissionfor limited parking,
providingtheycanprovidesufficientproofthat ridershipwill increaseandcarswill be
removedfrom the roadsasa result.

3. Othervehicle-relatedissues
Theprincipleofreducedparkingin theTOD specialdistricts shouldbe extendedto include
otherusesofthelandwhicharelargelyvehicle-drivenandnotpeople-efficient.Theseuses
could include:

• Drive-throughfast-foodestablishments
• Gasstations
• Salesor rentalofmotorizedvehicles
• Auto repairshops
• Carwashes
• Boat storage
• Boatrepair
• Warehousesandself-storage

lii addition,workplacesthat subsidizeparkinganddon’t supporttransit usewill divert
workersawayfrom the transit system. in someTOD plans,employersin the TOE) zonesare
requiredto reduceparking,chargefor parking,oroffer employeespartially-orfully-



subsidizedtransitpasses.Requirementsthat addressthesekindsofworkplaceincentiveshelp
to boostridershipandreducetraffic aroundtransit stops. Tax incentivescanalsobe offered
that accomplishthesameobjective.

4. PedestrianIssuesandCompleteStreets
Currentsubdivisionregulationsandrelatedpracticesin theCity requireoverly wide,high-
speedstreetsandinsufficientaccommodationforpedestriansandcyclists,aswell asgreenery
andstreettrees.Thesestreetsareunsafe,createanunpleasantenvironmentforpedestrians
andbicyclistsandare frequentlyunderservedby thebussystem,As a result,theyencourage
theuseofcarsanddiscouragetheuseofalternatives.It mustbemadeclearin thebill that the
TOD districts aresubjectto a different setofstandardssothatthesekindsofhigh-speed
corridorsdo notnegativelyimpactthedriveto greaterutilization ofthe transitsystem.

The bill shouldeithercite standardsor requirethe TOD specialdistrictplanningprocessto
developstandardsforroads,crosswalks,sidewalks,bike lanes,busstops,parking,traffic
calmingstrategies,andotheritemscritical to enhancingthepedestrianexperience.These
standards,oftenreferredto by theplanningcommunityas“completestreets”shouldalso
includeplansforhow vehicles,pedestrians,bicyclists,andotherusersofthe transitsystem
would movein andoutoftheTOO specialdistrictsandconnectwith otherpartsof the city.

5. PreservationofOpen Space
The first ofthe tenPrinciplesofSmart Growthis thepreservationofopenspace,farmland,
naturalbeauty,andcritical environmentalareas.As TOD takesplaceanddenserdevelopment
occurs,it mustserveto enhancethenaturalbeautyofandqualityoflife in Hawaii. The
neighborhoodsin Honolulualongthe transitroutethatwill benefitfrom increaseddensity
needparks,outdoorgatheringplaces,streettrees,andothernaturalamenitiesto providebreak
up the increasinglyurbanlandscape.Although thelandscapingandlandmarksrequirements
in thecurrentbill touchon thIs, thereis no statementofprincipleor languagerequiringthat
openspacebepreservedorcreatedfor public use. Thebill would be strengthenedwith the
insertionofthephrase“andexistingandpotentialopenspace”aftertheword “landmarks” in
Sec.9.100-2(1).
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Mr. l3entyEng,Director
DepaitnentofPlanningandPermittin~
650 South King Street
Honolulu,Hawaii 96813

DearMr. Eng:

Draft Trans;
Cii

TheEnvironmentalCenterrevi
conductedwith theassistanceofPeter
Grant; andJimCharlier,CharherAsso

Waler Resources Reeearch Center
EnvironmenblCenter

F-OrientedDevelopmentOrdinance
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GeneralComments
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areplanninghigh-capacitytransitsystemsarenowtakinga
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(DPP) to compilea setofcasesthdicsofTO!) relevantto
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~er$14billion wasinvestedin masstransitin thestateof
Eing thepast30 years,Californiabuilt morenewrail systems,
~tionsthanany otherstatein America. It hasalsoproduceda
üa’sinttjor cities~Evenso, thedominantlandusearoundthe
~sin California is still conventional,automobile-oriented
bat doesnot takeMI advantageof proximity to high-quality
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transitserviceorprovidegoodpcdestr
significantandgrowing,Thereality is 1
majortransitstationsin California(Pal

In general,This ordinancerepre
TOO ordinancecouldbe an important
andcould,overtime,reduceconThsioj~
what will be allowed.Theemphasisor
wiseandnecesswyand would enable
citizensto solvesite-specificconcerns
review”processin placetoday.

The proposedordinancereflect
mustbeaddressedby a 101)speciald~
involvementin thedesignoftheTOt)
definedevelopmentaroundtheir trans
thatareacceptableto eachTC)D sped
ofuses;increaseddensity; affordable
addressurban[reduccdjstreetstandar
qualityconcepts.All of thesearekey

In addition,theordinancelackE
development.PerhapstheDI’? omitte’
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Statesfrom adoptinga definitionofT
tenmetropolitanareasoftheUnitedS
definitionsofTOOfocuson designch
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In additionto ourgeneralcotnn

Section1. FindingsandPurpose

The “Findings andPurpose”is
courtshouldthe bill bechallenged.Th
by addinglanguagethatrecognizesmo
attachment).

accessto transitstations. Hence,while interestin TO!) is
iat ‘goodTOO’ is the~exeeptionandnot therule’ atmost
keretaL, 2002),

tentsan importantandpositivestepfor theCity. Developinga
~1ementof improvingthe longtermsustainabilityofHonolulu
[in thedevelopmentcommunityaboutwhatis expectedand
communityinvolvementattheneighborhoodlevel seems
S owners,developersandtheCity to work togetherwIth
md issues— a significantimprovementoverthe“submitand

a strongawarenessofthe importantthemesandsubjectsthat
trict planningprocess.Its emphasison community
pecial districtswill enabletheaffectedneighborhoodsto
stopsin a ~y that is mostlikely produceasetofoutcomes

district’s stakeholders,However,thoughit talksabout:mix
~using;reducedparking;which is good,it doesnot specially
orafocuson pedestrianorientationorurbandrainage/water

arametersto enablesucceasthlTO!) environments.

a stand-alonesectionwith a cleardefinitionoftransit-oriented
a definitionofTOD hornthebill, becausetheplanning

0, in part becausethereisawidevarietyof transit-oriented
~evcr,this obstaclehasnotpreventedothercities in theUnited
b. Cerveroeta! (2004)compileddefinitionsofTOPfrom
.tes,asshownin Table 1 attachedto this review. While most
racteristicsoftransit-supportiveenvironments,some
adsustainabilityprinciples. Therefore,it shouldbepossible
TOO for Honolulu.

~nts,we havethefollowing specificcomments:

ery important,becauseit allowstheordinanceto be upheldin
~sectionappearsto be adequate,but it couldbestrengthened
e ofthe benefitsof TO!), assummarizedin Table2 (sec
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On page1 thefirst sentenceoil
transit-orienteddevelopment(“TOD”)•
stationswill be crucial.”

Suchregulationswould becrue
surethatTO]) is not tied unnecessarily
Honolulu continuesto growits transit
appliesto all high capacitytransitmod
specific transittechnologyis servingI
development(“TOP”) landuseregula
crucial”

Section2.

This sectionofthebill amends
(ROfl), Therationale(or This amendm
transfersthe “zoning-relatedprovislo
transitportion oftheRON,to Chapter
ROE Theamendmentdeletesj)~jj~st
bill doesnot actuallytransferthedelet
establishesTO]) specialdistrictsin S
requirementsofthesedistrictsin Secti
9.100-2,i.e., statements(a) through(d)
respectively,ofthedeletedSectIon13

Statements(5) through(9)of Si
five statementsareasfollows:

(5) Encouragedevelopment
(6) Encouragepub1ic-priva~
(7) Utilize form-basedzoni~

developmentregulation~
(8) Encourageactivity ata
(9) Encouragepublic input

uniquecommunitydesi

However,key conceptsembodiedin tb
ofSECTIONSofthebill, whichstates
adoptionofanyTOD specialdistrict.
fiveminimum components,aslisted in
comply with five requirements,which
Takentogether,thesefive components

aragraph2 reads: “If rail technologyis selected,appropriate
aid useregulationsalongthealignmentandaroundthe transit

~.‘dwhetherrail is selectedornot Also, theCity shouldmake
~otechnologysothat yourordinancecanwortin the future as
~twork.TOPrepresentsafundamentalsetofprinciplesthat
s. Wesuggestterminologysuchas: “Regardlessofwhich
stationareaorcorridor,appropriatetransit-oriented

MIS alongthealignmentandaroundthetransitstationswill be

ection l3.-9,3ofthe 1990 RevisedOrdinancesofHonolulu
iii is explainedin theQ&A attachmentThe amendment

ofOrdinance06-50” from Chapter 13, which is thepublic
1, which is theLandUseOrdinance(LUO) portionofthe
menUthatcouldbeinterpretedasadefinitionofTOO, The
languageverbatimto Chapter21. Justead,thebill first
on21-9.IOOofSECflON3ofthebifl and~j~tminimum

~9.100-2.FouroftheminimumrequirementsofSection
appearto correspondcloselyto statements(1) through(4),
3

~tion13-9,3werenot transferredto Section9.100-2. These

a mixture ofmarket-rateandaffordablehousing;
partnershipsin suchdevelopment;

g, exemptions,orotheralternativesfrom existing
•andutilize otherincentivesto encouragesuchdevelopment;
~finedcommunitycenter;
i thedesignofeachtransitstationso eachstationreflects
themes,history,or landmarks.

~sedeletedstatementsappearto surfacein Section21-9.100.1
list a NeighborhoodTO!) Planshall bepreparedprior to the
he bill statesthateachNeighborhoodTOPPlanshallhave
~ection21-9,100.1(a),andthattheplanningprocessshall
it statedas items(b) throughCt) of SectIon21-9.100.1.
adfive requirementsappearto captureall five ofthedeleted
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statementsof Section
communitycenter.

Section3

13-9.3,exceptp4~hapsstatement(8),which encouragesactivity atadefined

Section 21 -~ 100 TransIt-orien~
paragraph:“Specialdistricts shallbe c
communitiesthat takeadvantageofth~
forresidents,businessesandworkers.
providemorewalkablecommunities,
events,andenhancementofneighbor

Wesuggestchangingtheword
negativeconnotationanddoesnotem
efficiency.) Wesuggestchangingthe
opportunityrepresentedby mixeduse
householdtravel— work,schoolandre
aparagraphbeaddedto providinggen
discourageabuseandalsoensureclan

Suggestedlanguagecouldbea~

‘~TODspecialdistiicts
line radius)from transit
andlandscape,neighbo~
streets,andmarketcon~
anda surroundingtrans~
Proposedspecialdistnic
specificjustificationba~

Wenotethatresearchfrom oth
workerstaketnznsitwithin aquarterin
a halfmile, significantnumbersstill w~
benchmarks.1-lowever,thehalf-miles
zone. This modelhasbeensuccessful:
from themoreintensivedevelopmentii
oftensurroundthem. The coreareaan~J
couldbedefinedasfalling within the 4
provisionto adjustthoselimits accord9

Section21-9.100-1Neighborhc4
neighborhoodplanningleadingup to

~ddevelopment(TOE)) specialdistrictsbeginswith this
~tablishedaroundrail transit stationsto fostermorelivable
benefitsoftransit; specifically,reducingtransportationcosts
While taking advantageofmoreintenseuseofland,TO]) can
rnvenientaccessto daily showingneedsaswell asspecial
•od character.”

intense”highlightedaboveto “efficient.” (Intensecarries
~dyanyspecificdesignconcept.The realobjectiveis
frase“shoppingneeds”to “householdneeds.”The
ensityaroundtransit stationsextentsto awide rangeofdaily
~reation— in additionto retailshopping. Wealsosuggestthat
ml guidanceon theextentofTOD districts. This Will help
in termsoftheCity’s intent.

follows:

all generallybe limited to areaswIthin 2,640feet(straight-
lations. Actualboundariesmayvary to reflecttopography
oodboundaries,barrierssuchasmajorfreewaysandarterial
erations. Specialdistrictsmaybedividedinto a corearea
influenceareawith differentplanprovisionsasappropriate.
thataremuchlargerthan2,640feetin radiusShallrequire
o on transportationefficiency.”

regionsdemonstratesthata largeshareofresidentsand
e radius(abouta seven-minutewalk) ofeachstation. Within

to the stationgiven theright conditionsandland-usepolicy
dardsshouldprobablydiffer from thosein thequarter-mile

a numberofotherplacesatensuringasnisa’transition
~arstationsto thedetachedsinglefamilyneighborhoodsthat
a transitionboundarysuggestedin Section21-9.100-1(aX2)

tarter-mileandhalf-mileradiusrespectivelywith some
.g to thetopographyaroundthestation.

4 TOIL)plans includesa listof’ topicsto be addressedin the
)l) districtdesignation.It is unctearfromthis section
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whethertheTOD zoningwill be an
areasthatantalreadyspecialdistricts,
ordinancewill overridesubdivisionre~

“(X) Recommended4e~
interlacefacilities, on-s
infrastructurerequired1
‘completeStreet?andg

We furtherrecommendc1ari&i~
regulationsandordinances.This couk
currentparagraph(e)asfollows:

“Cx) Onceadoptedby c~
governwithin thatdistri
provisions~As suchthe
with specificgoverning

Wealsosuggestcurrentparagr
underlinedtext:

44(3) Recommendedzon
principles,openspacer
existingzoningrequire~
appropriate.Form-b
be considered.”

Existingzoningandsubdivisio
impactson O’ahu. GivenHawaii’sdej
statefrom global climatechange,man~
sprawlis not sustainable.Urbansprà
socialcoststhat Will negativelyaffect
2005). Thesecostsaremoresevereo
populationgrowthwith limited land
extensionsfornewsubdivisions. On
specialdistricts occurin areasthat are

Section21-9.100-1Neighborh
inclusive,opento residentsbusinesses
limit to whomight participatein thec
outsidethecommunityto cometo the

~tionallayerorwhetherit will overrideexistingzoningin
~~chasin Waikiki. Also, it’s not clearwhetherthenewTOD
4letions. Wesuggestaddinganitemto this list:

gn standardsfor streets,sidewalksandcrosswalks,transit
Feetparking,bicycle accessandrelatedelementsofpublic
in accessandcirculationwithin theTOD districtto ensure
~odpedestrianenvironments,”

ig theintent ofadoptionwith respectto existing City policies,
be accomplishedby addinganewletteredparagraphafter

y council,theprovisionsofany neighborhoodTOlD planshall
~t,replacingrelevantexistingzoning,subdivisionandpolicy
ro~districtWill becomean overlaydistrictwithin thecity
)rovisionsuniqueto that district.”

ph (3)ofpart (a) bemodifiedby addingthe following

ng controls;includIngarchitecturalandcommunitydesign
quireznents,parkingstandards,andeithermodificationsto
ientsornewzoningprecinctsandsubdivisionreRulations~as
4 zoningmaybeconsidered.Prohibitionofspecificusesshall

regulationshaveled to theurbansprawlwith its negative
endenceon foreignoil and thepotentialnewthreatsto the
plannersandothersocialcommentatorsfeelthaturban
entailsexcessiveenergy,environmental,economicand

~ituregenerations(Newmanand ICenworthy, I 999;ICunstler,
jan islandsuchasO’ahu,whereplannersmustaccommodate
~lpublic fluids for highwayimprovementsandinfrastructure
eotherhand,compromisemaybenecessar~5&nTOl)
Jreadyspecialdistricts,

Iid TODplans-(b)allowsfor theplanningprocessto be
landowners,communityorganizationsandothers.Thereisno
knmunityplanningprocesses.This allowspeopleliving
lammingmeetingto developneighborhood101)plans. There
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shouldbe someattemptto limit partic
leastto give communitymembersprii

demogr~phicsto the list offactorsths

It is unclear howSection9.jOi
work. The intentshouldbe that then~
thus would overwriteexisting zoning,
currentproposedlanguagethe neighbi
fUrtherwork to do to put in placethe~

Wesuggesiaddingnewsenten
reads; ‘9lascdon theadoptedneigbbc
limited to, thefollowing provisions”a

“At thetime ofadoptio
also considerand adopt
designandotherprovis
implementall oftheke:
shallcreatea regulator)

It mayalso beappropriateto ad
alongtheselines:

“The city council shall
be deemedadopted.”

If this is unworkableprocedura
that TO]) districtplanstakeprecedenci
policies Otherwisetherewould bepo~
neighborhoodsand land ownerswould

pation to thosewholive ordo businessin thecommunityor at
iacyin developingplans.

shouldbeconsideredin theplanningprocess.

2 [PODspecialdistrict minimum requirementswould actually
ghborhoodTO]) planwould beimplementedby theCity and
ubdivisionandotherprovisionsandpolicies. Sinceunder
hood planswould be adoptedby resolution,therewould be
visionsoftheplans.

esto Section9.100-2beforethefirst sentencethatcurrently
hoodTOlDplan,eachspecialdistrict shall include,butnot be
follows:

• bycity council ofanyneighborhoodTOD plan,council shall
ordinancesettingspeciflczoning,subdivision,facility

uswithin theTOE) district. Suchordinanceshall faithfully
andrelevantprovisionsoftheneighborhoodTOlD planand

•environmentthat is uniqueto eachTOD district.”

anothersentencesimilar to theprovisionin theplansection

• opt theordinancewithin sixty (60) daysofreceipt,or it shall

y, thensomesimilarprovisionshouldbe draftedto ensure
overexistingprovisionsofordinances,regulationsarid
atial thatthepl~sdevelopedcooperativelywith
ot betruly implemented.

We suggestthatparagraph(c) 4Section9.100-2bemodifiedto addtheun4,c~y,~jnedtext
“(c) Eliminationor redu

including expandedallo

We suggestaddinganewitem~

“(x) Designstandardsfo
on-streetparking,bicyci

tionof thenumberofrequiredoff-streetpafxingspaces,

~ancesfor shareduseandjoint useof parkingspaces.”

this list asfollows:

streets,sidewalksandcrosswalks,transitinterfacefacilities,
accessandrelatedelementsofpublic infrastructurerequired

In Section21-9.100-].Weighbj}hoodTODpJans(c),wesuggestinsertingtheword
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foraccessandcircujati
goodpedestrianenviro

n within the TOE) district to ensure~completestreets’and
unents.”

We suggestmodifying paragr4h(Li) by addingtheunderlinedwords:

“(Li) j�~jandscapin~
stationidentity, andco~

requirementsthatenhancethepedestrianexperience,support
iplementadjacentstructures.”

Finally, we suggestaddingan4~wparagraphasfollows:

“(x) Standardsfor susts
siteflows andprotect~i

Theplanningliteraturesuggest
bathersto successfulimplementation.
zoning(i.e., anordinancethat stipulate
stationareas)are all essentialfor TOlD
whichareall aboutplace-making,arej
shapingurbanform.

Wearenot surethat thecity’s p
theywill producewill complywithFt
SupportiveLand Vie. Funhermore,w’
adequatelyaddressthe following issue
Practicesin Transit-OrientedDevelop

Land4sse,nbiy.A TOE) servesas both
TODsmayrequire morethanasingler
fragmentedandassemblyofmultiple p
ownershippatternsmaybeanimpedim
To whatextentshouldtheCity & Com~
locations?

Financing. How will increasedpropert
in whatlocationsandunderwhatcircur
improvementsto demonstrateits comm
infrastructurecontingenton transit-sup~
privatesecwr?

nablepracticesin stonuwatermanagementthat reduceoff-
Ret quality.”

that TO]) is a fragile realestateproductthat facesmajor
~upportiveparkingand land-useandpolicies,suchasoverlay
thedensityand typeof fUture developmentpermittedin

:o occurproperly. Supportiveparkingandland-usepolicies,
ist asimportantasdecisionson transportationengineeringin

~oposedneighborhoodTOt) planningprocessortheplansthat
~‘sGuideFinesandStandardsfor AssessingThansit-
arenot surewhethertheproposedplanningprocessWill

which were identifiedin TheNewTransit Tasqi: .Best
ient (editedby HankDittrnarandGloria Obland,2004).

a transitstationnodeandaplacein its ownright. Some
ate!. In suchlocations,propertyownershIpmaybe
reels‘nay bedifficult. High land costsandfragmentedland
nt to jul11! development.This raisesthe following question:
y ofHonoluluhelpassembleparcelsoflandatstation

valuesbe capturedandspentatidentifiedTOD locations?
Lstancesshouldthecity financeinfrastructureandpublic
Imentto TOlD? Shouldthecity makeItrnding forkey
rtivedesignand/orprovisionofaffordablehousingby the

Unresolvedissues
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Building IntensityandScale. Someci
ratios(PARs),niinimunr lot areaper i~

minimum oraveragedensitiesfor 101
densitybonusesto promoteaffordable
whoparticipatein theneighborhoodp
greatlyon bowmuchdensityandmix

Latul UseMix. Whatis an appropriat~
Shouldit includebotha horizontalanc
office use)?Shouldlandusesthateric
minimal discretionaryreview? Shouk
housingby allowing projectsby-right
residentialuses?A “by-right” approa~
projects.

TransitIntegration. Howwill landus~
transitstations. CustomizedTO]) proj
useson site. Theyinvolve detailedanc
andpublic agencies.Smallerandmith
but do not incorporatetransitstations.
addresshowtracksandstationsintegr~

ParkingPolicy. GoodTOI)stypically
pedestrianactivityandgreatertransit
clients will likely opposesuchresnicti~
takethelead in determiningwhatparkil
Forexample,the city ofVancouver,Brj
to 1.04 stallsper dwelling unit,becaus~
requiredonly 0.6 to 0.7 stallsper dwellj
TO!) (i.e.,CollingwoodVillage) at Sk~
dollars. The developer(ConcertPrope’

Final Comments

DittmarandOhiand(2004) tow
adjacentdevelopments(‘FADs). These
barriersto TOD implementation.But t~
on infrastructureprovision,landuseplq
a TOE) ordinance,becauseit represents
land usepolicies that supportthecity’s
City in meetingETA expectations.

leahaveoverlaydistricts for TO])thatsetminimumfloorarea
iii andminimumheightsand/ormassing. Othercitieshaveset
projectsto encouragetransitridership. Still othershave

housing. Honolulu’sTO!) bill leavestheseissuesup to those
mningprocess.Webelievethatneighborhoodplanswill vary
i-usewill beproposed.

land usemix in Honolulufor differenttypesoL’TODs?
verticalland usemix (i.e.,residentialovereitherretail or
uragepedestrianactivitybe permittedas“of right” with no or
mixed-usezoningdistrictsprovideincentivesfor affordable
Ttheyhavea certainpercentageoffloor areadevotedto
i mayreducetheplanningapprovaltime formixed-use

bin l4onolulu interfacewith thecity’sproposedelevated
cts in othercities oftenintegratetransitAcilitiesandland
lengthyplanningthatis sharedamongmanyprivateentities
zeTOD projectsmayhavewalking accessto transitstations,
n eithercase,Honolulu’s zoningordinancewill needto
e with surroundinglanduses.

bansurfaceparkinglots betweenbuildingsto encouragemore
~. Thus,small businessesthat dependonparkingfor their
k~sin theneighborhoodplanningprocess.Thecity oughtto
ig policiesandstandardswill bettersupporttransitridersbip.
fish Columbia,reducedits parkingstandardfrom 1.35stalls
a parkingstudy showedthatTODs in Vancouvergenerally
rig unit. Thisreductionenabledthedeveloperofa27.3-acre
[rain’s JoyceStationto savehundredsofthousandsof
ics)at’ this TOE) spentthesavingson stationareastreetseape

that manyfirst-generationTODswerein facttransit-
ADs oftenfell shortofexpectations,becauseofsignificant
sebaSerscanbe surmountedby enlightenedpublic policies

p~ming,parkingpolicy, andzoning. We supporttheconceptof
~inattemptto complywith thefederalrequirementto adopt
jail transitproject. Wehopethatour commentswill assistthe

andsecurityimprovementsforthecomflnmity.
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Adopting supportivelanduse
opportunitiesfor conflict overthis iss
oftenhaveverydifferent goals, priorii
thatwill maximizeridershipandfare-
plannerswant to build conjujunilies~
landusezoningchangesthatarcnece~
higherdensitiesandmixed land use. I
displacementof existingresidentsand
“thatcommunity-basedinputis a nece
inclusiveplanningprocessthat is “opc
orsanizationsandothers”(p. 3). Dittn
efforts shouldalsoincludegovernmen

cc: PeterPlachabart
OlwenHuxley
Jim Charlier
JamesMoncur,WaterResourc~

olicieswill bevery difficult, becausethereareconsiderable
e~Transitagencies,land useplanners,andpolicy makers

andconstraints.Transitagenciesfavorstationsin locations
ox revenues,aridn~nmzeconstructioncost. In contrast,city
mndthestations,while city councilmembersoftenresistthe
~aryfor TO]), especiallyif mostoftheirconstituentsoppose

addition,zoningchangesthat i~vorTO]) canleadto
businessesaroundstations. Fortunately,theTO]) bill assumes
rsaryelementofTO!)programs...”(p. 1). It callsfor an
ito residents,businesses,landowners,community
atandOhIand(2004)recommendthatcollaborativeplanning
~Iagencies,landuseplanners,developers,andlenders.

Sincerely,

PeterRappa
EnvironmentalReviewCoordinator

L’” £4

U

ResearchCenter
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Table 1. Tran~t AgencyDefinitionsof TOD,

TraDsit Agency Definitions
ATLANTA: MetropolitanMlsntaRapi4Transit a ‘ad conceptthatincludesany developmentthatbenefits
Authority (MA.R’FA) ft n its ~o~1~ni~yto a transit facthty and that generates

si ütlcanttransitridership.

ASPEN: Roaring Fork Transportation Authority 1. 4 4eveloprnent paflem that provides a high level of
Colorado a biity and accessibility by supporting travel by walking,

b ycling, andpublic transit

BALTIMORE: Maiylarid TransitAdministration A elative)yhigh-densityplacewith a mixture ofresidential,
o •,Ioyment,shopping,andcivic useslocatedwithin aneasywalk alabus
a rail transitcenter. Thedevelopmentdesigngivespreferenceto the
p lestianandbicyclist.

CHARLOflE: CharlotteArea TransitSystem } h-qualityurbanenvironmentsthatarecarefbllyplanned
a I dosignaied to attract and retain ridership. Typically, TODsprovidefor a
p 1cMan-friendly cuviwvment.

NEW JERSEY:NewJerseyTransitCorporation A environmentarounda transitstoporstation that
(NJ TRANSIT) s portspedestrianand transitus;, created by providlag a

n of landusesin a safr,clean,vibrant,andactive place.

CmCAOO:RegionalTransportation Authority of C velopxnentinfluencedby andorientedtonnsit service
NortheastIllthois (RTA) U t takesadvantageofthemarketct-eatedby transitpatrons.

ORLANDO; CentralFloridaRegional P ustainable,economicallyviable, livable communitywith
TransportationAuthority (LYNX) a alancedtransportationsystemwherewalking.

b lug, andtransitareasvaluedastheautomobile.

SALTLAKE CITY: UtahTransitAuthority (1JTA) F ~jectsthat enhancetransituse,improvethequalityofserviceprovidedto
A thority riders, or generaterevenuefor thepurposeof supportingpublic
tx isit,

SAN FRANCISCO:Bay Area RapidTransit l~ derate_to higher-densitydevelopment,located
Authority (EARl) y bin an easywalkofa majortransitstop,generallywith a

a ofresidential,employment,andshoppingopportunitiesdesignedfor
p lestrianswithout excludingautomobiles.TOt) canbenewconstruction
c edevelopmentofoneor morebuildings whosedesignandorientation
I ilitate transit use.

WASHINGTON,D.C.: WashingtonMetropolitan F jcts near transit stops which incorporate the
Area Transit Authority (WMATA) I lowing smart-growthprinciples: reduceautomobile

4 ,endence; encowage high shares ofpedestrianandbicycleaccesstrips in
xi ~sit;help to foster safe station environments; enhance physical
c znectionsto n’ansitstationsfromsuiroundingareas; and provide a vibrant
ii x of land-use activities.

Source: Cervero et at., 2004.

I
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Table2 TheBenefitsof TOD.

A recentstudy,Eacwrsfin- Succesrin Ca4”ornias 7hz 4-Oriented Development,commissionedby theCaliforniaDepartmentof
TransportatIon,identifiedthe following 10 potentialbei fits ofTOP. The studycitesresearchshowingthatTOPcan:

1. Providemobility choiccs. ~ycreating“activi nodes”linked by transit,TOPprovidesimportantmobility options,very
muchneededincongestedmetropolitanareas. ‘his alsoallowsyoungpeople,theelderly,peoplewho prefrrnot to drive,
andthosewho don’tow~icarstheability toget round.

2. Increasepublic safety. By creatingactiveph esthatarebusythroug) thedayand eveningandçro’Adiug “eyeson the
street,”TOO helpsincreasesafetyfor pedestri a, transitusers,andmanyothers.

3. increasetransifrides-ship. TOP improvestI efficiencyandeffectivenesso(transitserviceinvestmentsby increasing
theuseof transitnearstationsby 20 to 4Operc it, andupto live percentoverallatthe regionalleveL

4. Reducerates of vehIcle milestraveled(Vfli Vehicle travel In California hasIncreasedfasterthanthestate’s
populationfor years.TOPcanlower annualh useholdrates ofdriving20-40percentfor thoseliving, working,andJor
shoppingwithin transitstationsareas.

5. increasehouseholds’disposOleincome. Jji sing andtransportationaretheitt andsecondlargesthousehold
expenses,respectively.TOPcan free-updispi ableincomeby reducingtheneedformorethanonecarandreducing
driving costs,saving$300044000peryear.

6. Reduceair pollutionandenergyconsumpti rates.Dy providingsafeand easypedestrianaccessto transit,TOP
allowshouseholdsto lowerratesof airpollutii andenergyconsumption.Also, TOPscanhelphouseholdsreducerates
ofgreenhousegasemissionsby 2.5 to 3.7tons eryear.

7. Conserv,resourcelandsandopenspace.B *useTOPconsumeslesslandthanlow-density,auto-orientedgrowth,it
reduces theneedto convert f4nulandandepa paces todevelopment.

8. Play a role In economicdevelopment.TOT) increasinglyusedasa tool to revitalizeagingdcwnwwnsanddeclining
urbanneighborhoods,andtoenhancetax reve~esfor local jurisdictions.

9. Contribute tomore affordable housing. TO canaid to the supplyofaffordablehousing. It wasrecentlyestimated
thathousingcostsfor landandstructurescan! significantly reducedthroughmorecompactgrowthpatterns.

10. Decreaselocal infrastructure costs. TOPct reducecostsforwater,sewage,androadsto local governmentsand
property owners by up to 25 percent.

Source: Arrington and Parker (2001).
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hawaii chapter Honolulu,HI 96813
- otthe~ Testimony on Transit-Oriented DevelopmentDraft Bill

amencan The Hawai’i Chapterof theAmericanPlanningAssociationsupportsthedraft
~ssocra:n bill initiatedby theDepartmentof PlanningandPermittingrelatedto transit-

h orienteddevelopment.We would like to suggestthe following modifications
°~° ~ which we believewould strengthenthis bill.
hawaii

96809 1. Provideadefinition of “transit-orienteddevelopment”in thebill;
www.hawallapa.org for example:

Transit-orienteddevelopment(TOD,) is developmentwith afunctional
relationship totransit allowing it to achievesynergiesthataremore efficient
andcosteffectivebycontributing to increasedridership. TOD implies a
collaborationbetweenintereststhat convergeat transit stations, including the
transit agency,thelocal government,privatedevelopers,residents,workers
and riders.

TOD maybeanycommercial, retail, office, residentialandotherphysical
developmentaroundtransitstationswhich takes advantage ofthefoot traffic
of transit riders,and which is orientedanddesignedto integrate with the
transit operationsin a way thatincreasesridership. This createsa symbiotic
relationship. TODdevelopmentis generallycompactand desnse;it includesa
mix of usesand it is designedwith high-quality, pedestrian-orientedurban
designstreetscapes.

2. Expand on the benefitsof TOD in the purpose and intent section of
the bill; for example:
- Providemobility choices.
- increasepublic safetyby creatingactiveplacesthrough the day.

increasetransit riders/lip.
Reduceratesof vehiclemilestraveled.

- Increasehouseholds1disposableincomeby reducing transportation
costs.

- Reduceair pollution andenergyconsumptionrates.
- Conserveresourcelandsand openspaceby encouragingcompact

development,
- Decreaselocal infrastructure coststhrough morecompact

development
founded in 1962, the - Stimulateeconomicdevelopment

lwaivchapteroer - Contributeto moreaffordablehousing

planning officials, public - Promotepublic health by encouragewalking.
and phvate sectorplanners,
and communityadvocates, 3. Clarify that the TOD zoning adopted aspart ofthe neighborhood

on the majorislands -. - .

across the state plan will override existing zoning in areasthat are already special
districts, such as in Waikiki, and whether it will also override

malama pono ika aina; subdivisionregulations. We believethe latter is particularly
nana mai ke eta important with respectto landassemblyandthe designof streets.

take good care ofthe land;
it çjrartts you life



Honolulu Planning Commission
Testimonyon Transit-OrientedDpvelopinentDraft Bill
December4, 2007

Thankyou for the opportunityto commenton this bill. APA Hawaii Chapterremainscommitted
to workingwith theCity towardsthesuccessfulrebuilding ofHonolulu throughtransit.

Sincerely,

O1~vv~¼fL&
RalphPortmore,AICP CherylD. Soon,FAICP JohnP. Whalen,FAICP
APA Hawaii ChapterPresident Co-Chairs,APA Transit Committee
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November29, 2007
-c

Hen~Eng,FAICP, Director
Department ofPlanningandPermitting
650 South King Street,

7
th Floor

Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Director Eng,

Thank you for the opportunityto commenton theTransitOrientedDevelopment(TOD) Draft
PlanningandZoningBill. AARP Hawaii applaudsthecity for makingTOD apriority andsetting
forth a lanning frameworkfor zoningregulationsappropriateto individual transitstations.

Th TOD P aiming andZoningBill is of interestto AARP becauseofits potential to encourage
co uni design that incorporates key elements of our Livable Communities Agenda.
Accor ng to U.S. Censusprojections, in the next 23 years,Hawaii will seeits 65+ population
increaseby 86% while the under 50 population will increaseby only 8.4%. It is critical to the
health and financial well being of both individuals and our stateasa whole, that we keepthis
demographic shift in mind andplan communities that will offer people the opportunity to live
independently, at homefor as long as possible. This will require a variety of transportation and
housing options, including:

• Increased proximity of housing to retail and services such as pharmacies, doctor’s
offices, andgrocery stores.

• Promotion of affordable housing — Support of a range of housing and land usepolicies,
that encourageevery price point to live around transit. Promote funding for programs
that lead to an adequate supply of affordable housing options integrated into the
community for people ofall ages,keepingin mind that an older population is likely to be
living on fixed incomes

• Accomnwdations for those with disabilities. Most people develop age related
disabilities as theyget older, i.e., lossof eyesight and hearing or relianceon an assistive
devicefor walking.

• Safeandcomfortable walking environments for thosewho can no longer drive or choose
not to drive. Design provisions should ensure safe,comfortable, and convenient travel
by foot, bicycle, transit, and auto, regardlessof age andability. In particular,the design
of the street network should encourageuseof rail transit, buses,bicycling, walking and
other non-automobileforms oftransportation.

We believethat Transit Oriented Developmentcan be an effective land usepattern for delivering
thesebenefits. AARP offers several commentsand recommendationson this bill.



I. We are viewing this as a broad policy document. However, we do have someconcern
that the softness of some of the language may not be strong enough to ensure
implementation. We hopethat specificpolicy will be set that will uselanguagethat will
requireaction. For example,in section21-9-100,

4
th line—we would like to seetheword

“can” be changedto “must” and read, “TOD must provide more walkable communities,”
etc. And, in Section9.100-2(b) — thesentencereads“Density and building height limits
that may be tied to the provision of community amenities.” We believe that it should
read, “Density and building height limits that are tied to the provision of community
amenities.”

2. Undersection21-9-100(b), pleasespecifyhow the developmentofneighborhoodTOD
plans will be inclusive. The processthat has beenimplementedso far in Waipahu has
beenright on trackandwe’d like to seethepublic processcontinuedatthesamelevel for
eachstation area. We hope that there is adequatefUnding andstaffingresourcessetaside
for this. At a minimum, the ordinance should include languagethat there is at least one
public meetingafter noticeto the community in eachofthe special districts to educatethe
community about the project and receivepublic input. At the present time, the ordinance
only calls for a public hearingafterthe city planningcommissionreceivestheplan from
the neighborhood board. We believethat public input should occur at an earlierstageas
well.

When it is time to craft the actual TOD district language for the zoning regulations there
should be ample opportunities for multi-stakeholder groups to be involved. Please
consider:

a. Forming a review committee madeup of stakeholder groups representing aging,
children, business,cycling, disabilities,public health, and thecommunity at large.
AARP Hawaii would be pleasedto serveon this committee.

b. Maintaining a list-serveof interestedgroups and individuals and providing notice
ofall community meetings at least 2 weeksprior to anycommunitymeetings.

3. Undersection9.100-2--TOD specialdistrict minimum requirements,werecommend:
Revising letter (d) to include language changesto incorporate the concept of Complete
Streets into the ordinance. For example: “Design provisions that ensure safe,
comfortable, and convenient travel by foot, bicycle, transit and auto, re~ard?essofa~e
and abiljjy. In particular, the designof the street network should encourageuseof rail
transit,buses,bicycling, walking,and othernon-automobileformsof transit.”

• Adding somereservationsfor affordablehousingthat ensuresthat a percentageof the
existing residents can continue to live in the neighborhood andpay thesamepercentage
oftheir grossincomethat theyarepaying now and that there will be a mix of land uses
and affordability. We encouragethe City/County to investigatethe use of density
bonuses,tax breaks,andotherincentivesto aidtheprivatesectorin providingaffordable
units in high-pricedTOD markets.Pleasenotethat densitydoesnot necessarilyhaveto
meanbuildingheights. For example,in Seattle(WA) andHyattsville(MD), manybox

•storesin thesetransit sites areputting affordable and market rate units in as part of their
stores. We also encouragethe City/County to work with developersin the designand
implementationof aphasingplan that allows currentresidentstheopportunityto remain
in theircommunityduringconstruction.



• Adding languagethat one or more districts will reservesomeaffordablehousingunits
for older adults.

• Defining a minimum areaaroundthe stationthat will be the TOD zone,This will help
keepthepublic processon trackin thestationplanningphase.

In addition to the suggestedrefinement of the TOP bill, we request that the neighborhood
planningprocessaddressthefollowing in detail:

• Designelementsto ensurea walkable street environment (building setbacks,groundfloor
use, sidewalk widths, street widths and design speeds,pedestrian crossings, sidewalk
materials that allow easy and comfortable navigation for those in wheelchairs or with
compromisedbalanceand eyesight,street thmiture and landscaping,etc~)

• The mix of land usewith square footagereservedfor community servicesand recreation
(libraries, daycare facilities, senior centers, health and human services and other
government offices, grocerystores and pharmacies, schoolsand universities, openspace,
etc.

• Infrastructure to support the needsof those with disabilities, such as public restroom
facilities, benchesandotherrestingplaces.

• Infrastructure to support bicycling such as the location and design of bike racks and
lockers, bike lanes or other travel ways, requirements for shower facilities in office
buildings, etc.

We assumethat work has alreadybeen done to find out as much as possibleabout the residents
around each station area, including, age, income, and current methods of transportation. If it
would add to the community’s body ofknowledge,AARP would like to offer additional detailed
demographic information on the 50+ population, organizedby zip code, to ensurethat the needs
ofour aging community are being taken into account.

Additionally, we recognize that the affordable housing issue is a big one. kARP’s national
Public Policy Institute is at our disposal, and can help guide us with examplesfrom other states
andcountries. Attached for your use as appropriate is an AARP document entitled, “Land Use
and Zoning TechniquesandTheir Benefits and Policy implications.”

I am currently servingasthe AARP Hawaii issuelead for livable communitiesand would be
pleasedto work with you. Pleasedo not hesitateto contact me at 545-6003or iboland~aarp.p~g
if you would like to accessany of theaforementioneddata.

Again, thankyou for theopportunityto providecommenton this importantwork. AARP Hawaii
currently has 155,000membersin the stateand we are committedto servingtheir needsand
interestsaswell as thoseof theirfamilies. We look forward to reviewingdraft designguidelines
in thefuture and participating throughout thepublic process.

Sincerely,

JAckie Boland
AssociateStateDirector
AARP Hawaii



CC: BarbaraKim Stanton,StateDirector,AARP Hawaii
JanaLynott, StrategicPolicyAdvisor on Transportation& Livable CommunitiesAARP,
PublicPolicy institute
AARP Hawaii Livable CommunitiesVolunteerIssueTeam
JulieShioshita,Convener,OneVoice for Livable Islands

Enclosures:Land UseandZoningTechniques:Their BenefitsandPolicy Implications
TheAffordability Index:A NewTool for MeasuringtheTrueAffordability ofa
HousingChoice.



~ARPW
The power to make /t bettee

LAND USEAND ZONING TECHNIQUES: THEIR BENEFITS AND POLICY
IMPLiCATiONS

UPZONING (HIGHER DENSITY)

Upzoningis oneofthemostbasicandpotentiallyeffectivetechniquesfor promotinghousing
affordability. It involvestheselectiverezoningof residentialland to allow greaterdensity
(measuredby thenumberofhousingunits that canbeplacedon aparcelof land).Higher density
canincludebothmulti-family andsingle-familyhousing.Cities that allow higherdensitiesmay
alsoenactspecialdesignrequirementsto ensurethatnewhigherdensitydevelopmentsare
compatiblewith existinghousingin thecommunity.

Simplearithmeticrevealsan extremedivergence,A single-familyhomeon ahalf-acrelot
uses12.5 times asmuchlandper householdas a gardenapartmentof25 unitsperacre.
At theextremes,a steelandconcretehigh-riseof80 unitsperacreholds400timesas
manyhouseholdsperacreasafive-acrelot developmentofsingle-familyhomes.

Blueprintfor Affordable Housing
King CountyHousingPartnership

&ne&s~

Increasingallowabledensitygenerallyhastheeffect ofreducinglandandsitedevelopmentcosts
for developers,lettingthemspreadthesecostsovera largernumberofunits,andtherefore,
reducingpurchasepricesfor homesandrents for apartments.Sitedevelopmentcostsincludethe
labor,materialandequipmentexpensesfor theconstructionofroads,sidewalks,waterandsewer
lines,drainage,landscaping,andotheron-sitework.

Higherdensityurbandevelopmentmayhelp to preservefarm land,openspaceand
environmentallysensitiveareasby reducingtheoverall amountof landneededforresidential
development.

Densityincreasesnearemploymentcentersandtransitstopscanhelpreducetraffic congestion
byprovidingmoreopportunitiesforresidentsto live neartheirjobs

Higherdensitiescanresultin moreefficientuseof exisiid~infrastructurecapacity(assumingit is
adequateto servegrowth).

Key Policy Issues:

1



Higherdensitydevelopmentrequiresgreaterattentionto design(architecturalstyle,landscaping,
lot coverage,openspace,parking,etc.)to enhanceaestheticappealandto blend in with
surroundingdevelopments.

High densitydevelopmentsrequireconvenientaccessto recreationandtransit.

Oppositionin communitymaybebasedon concemoverout-of-scalebuildings,increasedtraffic
congestion,longerlines,impacton propertyvalues,and theperceptionthat peoplewho live in
higherdensityhousingaresomehow“different.”

Debateoverdesirabilityofgreaterdensityis oftencouchedin termsof”high” verses“low.”
Communitiesmaywantto considerotheroptions, including “moderate” densitiesoramix of
densities.

n’4CLUSIONARY ZONING

Inclusionaryzoningis a techniqueapplied to newhousingdevelopmentsin which acertain
portionoftheunitsbeingconstructedareset asideto be affordableto low- andmoderate-income
homebuyers.[AffordableHousing- LocalGovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrative
Techniques,p.16] This techniquemayby appliedto both rental andownedunits, andsingle-or
multi-family housingprojects.

Inclusionaryzoningordinancescanbeeithermandatory,requiringdevelopersto build a
specifiednumberofaffordableunits, or voluntary,basedon developmentincentives,suchas
densitybonuseswhich allow a developerto build moreunits (at ahigherdensity)on thesame
site in exchangefor theinclusionof a numberof affordableunits.

Inclusionaryzoningordinancesgenerallycontainprovisionsdefiningincomeeligibility
requirements,criteriausedfor determiningthepricingofaffordableunits, restrictionson the
resaleofaffordableunits (to ensurethat newownersdo not turn aroundand reselltheunitsat
marketrates),and provisionsfor thepaymentof feesin-lieu ofconstruction.[Blueprint for Bay
AreaHousing,p. 49]

Benefits:

Inclusionaryzoningprogramsdo not generallyrequiretheexpenditureoflocal tax dollarsto

find theconstructionof affordablehousingunits.
Ordinancesbasedon developerincentives,suchasdensitybonusprograms,offer apositive
alternativeto mandatoryprogramsthatmaybe resistedby local developers.Voluntaryprograms
allow developersto determinefor themselveswhetherparticipationwill becosteffective.
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Inclusionaryprogramsthatdo notprovidefor densitybonusescanpreservezoningrestrictions
on higherdensitydevelopmentandmaybe moreacceptablein communitiesopposedto general
upzoning asa solution to affordable housing shortages.

Inclusionaiyprograms avoid the problemsofoverconcentration, isolation, andstigmatization of
affordable housingunits, by integrating them into housing developmentslocatedthroughout the
community.

Inclusionary zoning can be flexible, sincetheprovision for affordable housingcan either be
regulatedor encouragedby developerincentives.

Key Policy Issues:

Mandatory requirements should be relativelymodest(10-15 percent of total units) if there are no

compensatingdeveloperincentives. [Blueprintfor BayAreaHousing,p. 50]

inclusionary programs will require someongoingadministrative oversight to provide for the
collectionandmanagementoffeespaid by developerswho opt to pay into a housing fundand to
ensurethat units that are constructedwill be maintained asaffordable housing.

The legal authority for inclusionary programsbasedon mandatory requirements remains unclear
in Washington. Cities contemplatingthis type ofprogramshould consult with their city attorney.

Inclusionary Zoning (Beilevue,Washington)

20.20.128AffordableHousing

A. Purpose:Thepurposeofthis Sectionis to implementthroughregulationsthe
responsibilityoftheCity undertheStateEnvironmentalPolicyAct, Chapter43.21C
RCW, and theGrowth ManagementAct, Chapter17, Lawsof 1990, 1st ex. sess.,to
consider the housing needsof all economicsegmentsofthe community, and to assure
that the impacts ofnewdevelopmentwill be mitigated to the extent feasibleto assurean
adequateaffordable housingsupply in the City.

B. General: This Sectionapplies to: all new residential development(Paragraph U; all
newsubdivisions(Paragraph 2); and all rezoneapplications (Paragraph 3). These
requirements are adopted pursuant to theauthority of the StateEnvironmental Policy Act
and the review ofall projects under theserequirementsis SEPAbased.

I. Multifamily Development:At least 10% ofthe units in all new multifamily
developmentproposalsoften units or greater must be affordable units. In addition, one
bonusmarketrateunit is permitted for eachaffordable unit provided, up to 15% above
themaximum densitypermittedin theunderlyingzoningdistrict.

2. SubdivisionDevelopment:At least10%ofthe units in all newsubdivisionproposals
often lots or greater must be affordable units, In addition, one bonus market rate unit is
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permittedfor eachaffordableunit provided,up to 15%abovethemaximumdensity
permittedin theunderlyingzoningdistrict.

3. Rezones:All rezoneproposalsfor anincreasein residentialzoningdensitymust
providethat at least10%oftheunits buildableundertheoriginal maximumdensitybe
affordableunits andthat atleast20%oftheunits buildableasa resultofthe increasein
densityfrom theoriginal maximumdensityto the total numberofapprovedunits mustbe
affordableunits. In addition,onebonusmarketrateunit is permittedfor eachofthe
affordableunits providedto meettheminimum 10%requirementof theoriginal
maximumdensity,up to 15% abovetheoriginal maximumdensity.

Source:BellevueMunicipalCode

DENSITY BONUSES

Many communitieshavedevelopedprogramsthat offer developers“densitybonuses”in
exchangeforthe inclusion ofaffordableunits within a proposedresidentialproject.A density
bonusallowsa developerto build moreunits within a projectthanwould otherwisebepermitted
undernormaldensitylimits. Both zoningandsubdivisionregulationscanbemodified to allow
densitybonuses.

Benefits:

See“InclusionaryZoning,” (above)

By increasingtheoverall valueofaproject,densitybonusesmaketheprovisionof affordable
housingunitsmoreeconomical.

Densitybonusprogramsallow for theprovisionof affordablehousingthatin manycaseswould
notbe economicallyfeasiblefor eitherthedeveloperorthemunicipality.

Key Policy Issues:

Densitybonusesalonemaynotbe sufficient,dependingonmarketconditions,asan incentiveto
developers.Cities maywant to consideradditionalincentivessuchasreducedsetbacks,street
frontages,andothercostreducinginducements.

City officials needto considerwhat level of additionaldensitywill beallowedin exchangefor a
specifiednumberofaffordableunits.Densitybonusesareusuallyexpressedasapercentageof
thedensityallowedundernormalzoningregulations.

Densitybonusprogramsmustbedesiguedon the basisof a thoroughunderstandingofthereal
estatemarketto determinefeasibility andto developappropriateregulations.If currentzoning
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allows enoughdensityto satis1~’currentmarketdemand,developersmayhaveno interestin
usingadensitybonus.

Attentionshouldbe given to the locationanddesignofaffordablehousingunits within proposed
projectsto ensureprojectquality.

If mostnewhousesin theconimunityarebuilt individually or two andthreeat a time, density
bonusesmaynot be appropriate.This approachgenerallyworks bFstin largerscale
developments.[How RegulatoryImprovementsCanHelp, p. 19]

DensityBonuses(Vancouver,Washington)

20.13.310Densityprovisions.

Duplexesandmultifamily developmentsmaybeallowedin theR-3 district,providedno
residentialdevelopmentshall beconstructedat a densityhigherthanthestandarddensity
ofI d.u./2,500sq. ft., in theR-3 district, exceptasprovidedin Sections20.13.311and
20.13.312. (Ord. M-2254(part), 1981)

20.13.311Densitybonus“A.”

Residentialdevelopmentmaybepermittedup to a densityof I d.u./2,000sq. ft., subject

to staffreview,if all ofthefollowing featuresareprovided:
A.Compatibledesign;

B.Energy-consciousconstruction;

C.Privateopenspace;

D.Onecoveredparkingspaceper unit;

E.Sidewalkandcurb dedicatedandconstructedto city standards(if not alreadyin place),
unlessin a planneddevelopment;

F.Eithersolarheating,largeunit size,treepreservation,orundergroundutilities. (Ord.M-
2254(part), 1981)

20.13.312Densitybonus“B.”

Residentialdevelopmentmaybepermittedup to adensityof! d.u./l,250sq. ft., subject
to staffreview,if thefollowing featuresareprovided:

A.Compatibledesign;

B.A minimum twenty-thousand-square-footsite;
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C. Onecoveredparkingspaceperunit;

D.Privateopenspace;

E.Energy-consciousconstruction;

F.Soundtransmissionreduction;

0. Half-street,curb andsidewalkconstructedto city standards(right-of-way to be
dedicated).As an alternate,thedevelopermayplacefundssufficient to completesuch
partoftheprojectin an escrowaccountby an instrumentapprovedasto form by thecity
attorney. If thecity doesnotparticipatein full streetimprovementswithin five yearsof
projectapproval,all suchmoneyshall revertto developeruponpetitionandapprovalof
thecity council;

H. Eithersolarheating,largeunit size,treepreservation,undergroundutilities, orone
garageperunit (asreplacementfor coveredparking). (Ord.M-2254(part), 1981)

Source:VancouverMunicipal Code

PERFORMANCE/IMPACTZONING

Performance/impactzoningis atypeofflexible zoningwhich determinesland uselocationsand
characteristicsthroughtheapplicationofa systemofperformancecriteria,which establishbasic
developmentstandardsandlimitations, andspeci&theconditionsunderwhichdevelopments
will beallowed.

Unlike traditional,“euclidean”zoning,which separateslandusesinto discreetdistrictsbasedon
theirpresumedcompatibilityor incompatibilitywith predeterminedlists ofpermittedand
prohibiteduses,performance-basedzoningsystemsevaluateproposedlanduseson acase-by-
casebasisaccordingto themeritsof eachproposal.Projectsareevaluatedon thebasisoftheir
particular“size, shape,location,natural features,andsitedevelopmentconcept,ratherthan
accordingto apredeterminedzoningdistrict classification.”[StreamliningLocalRegulations,pp.
15-16]

Performancezoningis basedin parton themodelofenvironmentalimpactanalysiswhich
focuseson identificationofa project’sphysicalimpacts.Underthismodel, identifiednegative
impactsmustbemitigatedbeforea projectcanbe approved.Undera performance-basedzoning
system,aproposedlandusemustbeableto show thatit canmeetthespecifiedperformance
standardswithoutnegativelyimpactingthecommunityin orderto obtain adevelopmentpermit.

Manycommunitiesimplementperformancezoningthrougha point systemthat ties development
approvalto theability of a proposedprojectto qualif~tfor a sufficientnumberof points.Points
areawardedfor meetingbasicperformancecriteria.
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A typical list ofperformancecriteriamayincludesuchitems as:

• compliancewith densitystandards
• traffic generation- capacityofexistingstreets
• neighborhoodcompatibility
• impacton andcapacityofexistingutilities
• proximity to existing infrastructure(waterand sewerlines, schools,policeandfire

stations,transportationfacilities)
• parking
• noiselevels
• proportionofopenspace
• protectionof natural features

In theory,underthis system,anyusecould locatenext to anyotheruseprovidedit could satisf5j
theperformancestandardsin place.For example,a commercialusemaybeallowedto locate
next to a residentialareaif theproposedusecanmeetcertainconditions,suchaslandscape
bufferingandarterialstreetaccessratherthanaccessvia neighborhoodstreets.While
performancebasedzoningsystemsallow considerableflexibility in determiningthepotential
usesofa particularsite,proposalsmuststill meettheperformancestandardswhich governactual
development.

Benefits:

Performancezoningpermitsall typesofhousingunits, andprovidesmoreflexibility for
developersto respondto a broaderspectrumof thehousingmarket.This addedflexibility
encouragesdevelopersto build a broaderrangeofhousingtypesincluding affordableunits.
[AffordableHousing- LocalGovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,pp. 14-15]

By substitutingperformancecriteriafor designationofzoningdistrictsasa meansfor
determiningland uses,performancesystemshavetheeffectof increasingthesupplyof
developableland.Theincreasedlandsupplycantranslateinto lower landpricesandlower cost
development,which cancontributeto thedevelopmentof affordablehousing.[Flexible Zoning -

HowIt Works,p. 791

Performance-basedstandardstypically allow greaterflexibility in sitedesignandprojectdensity,
which encouragesuseofcost-savingtechniquessuchasbuildingclustering,mixed-use,and
small-lotdevelopments.

KeyPolicy Issues:

This techniqueinvolvestheestablishmentofdetailedperformancecriteriato beusedfor impact
measurementandmitigation.

A key challengeis to developperformancecriteriathat will mitigatethenegativeimpactsof
developmentswithoutunnecessarilyrestrictingdevelopersfrom applyingcreativedesignanduse
solutions.[Flexible Zoning - Now it Works,p. 94]

7



Fewcommunitieshavedeveiopedperformance-basedsystemswhichhavereplacedall
traditionalzoningdistricts.Mosthaveincorporatedperformancezoningwithin atraditional
framework,but with fewer zoningdistrictsandmoreflexible useanddensityregulations.

Performancezoningallows themarketplaceto decidehowto meetthespecifiedstandards
that the communitysets.It is a consciouslegislativeattemptto protecttheinterestofall
partiesinvolved while providingthebasisfor compromiseandflexible criteriafor
development.

StreamliningLocalRegulations
HUD/Joint Venturefor AffordableHousing

MOBILE/MANUFACTURED HOUSING

With productioncostssubstantiallylower thanconventionalbuilt housing,mobile/manufactured
homesrepresenta significantsourceof affordablehousing,particularlyfor low- andmoderate-
incomehouseholds.

Forpurposesof regulation,mostcities makea distinctionin theirzoningcodesbetween
conventionalsite-builthousingandmobile/manufacturedhousing.Theterm
!?mobile/manufacmr&home”is definedas:

“A structure,originallydesignedandconstructedto be transportablein oneormoresections,that
is built on apermanentchassis,anddesignedto beusedasa dwelling with or without a
permanentfoundationwhenconnectedto therequiredutilities that includeplumbing,heating
andelectricalsystemscontainedtherein.Thestructuremustcomplywith theNationalMobile
HomeConstructionandSafetyStandardsAct of 1974asadministeredby theU.S.Departmentof
HousingandUrbanDevelopmentandasadoptedin RCW 43.22,if applicable.!?[A Model
Ordinancefor SitingMobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 3]

Conventionalsite-builthousingis definedas:

“Residentialunits that areassembledat theirsiteofpermanentlocation.Constructionmaterials
andequipmentarebroughtto thesite in unassembledform. Constructionis regulatedby thestate
building code.” [A ModelOrdinancefor Siting Mobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 4]

Mobile/manufacturedhomesarealsodistinguishedfrom “factory-built” housingsuchas
modular,panelized,prefabricated,andkit homes.Themajordifferencebetween
mobile/manufacturedandfactory-builthomesis that theyarebuilt to differentbuilding codes.
Factory-built,like conventionalsite-builthomes,areconstructedto therequirementsofthe
Uniform Building Code(UBC), while mobile/manufacturedhomes,built afterJune1976,are
constructedaccordingto the standardsadoptedby the U.S. Departmentof HousingandUrban
Development(HUD code).Factory-builthomesthat arebuilt to UBC standardsgenerallyenjoya
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greaterlevel of acceptancein communitiesandareusuallytreatedlike conventionalsite-built
homesin local zoningcodes.

Cities in Washingtonhavetakena numberof different approachesto regulatingthelocationof
mobile/manufacturedhousingwithin theirborders.Many citiesallow mobile/manufactured
homesto be placedon single-familyresidentiallots in thesamewayasconventionalsite-built
homes.Othercities haveestablishedcertainzonesin which mobile/manufacturedhomesarea
permitteduse,butdo not permit themin all zones.Still othercitiespermit mobile/manufactured
homesonly in mobilehomeparksorsubdivisions,but not in otherresidentialareas.

Lackofpublicacceptancehasbeenoneof thebiggeststumblingblocksfor amoregeneralized
siting ofmobile/manufacturedhomes.Publicperceptionsofmobile/manufacturedhomesare,
however,improvingfor reasonsof improvedappearance,betterquality construction,and
affordability.

As priceson conventionallybuilt houseshaverapidly increased,growingnumbersofhouseholds
in Washingtonhaveturnedto mobile/manufacturedhomesasa more affordablealternative.
Between1980and 1989, thenumberofmobile/manufacturedhomesin thestateincreasedby 57
percentandaccountedfor 20 percentofall newhousing(including single-andmulti-family)
addedto thestate’shousingstock.As aresult,mobile/manufacturedhomesnow compriseover 9
percentofthetotal housingunits in thestate.[Closing the Gap,p. 4]

As affordablehousingbecomesharderto find, manufacturedhousingremainsamajor
optionfor low andmoderateincomehouseholdsseekingownershiporrental ofsingle-
family housing.As manufacturedhousingbecomeslessdistinguishablefrom stick-built
housing,andpublic andgovernmentalperceptionsbeginto matchthis reality,
manufacturedhousingshouldbe an optionin moreandmorelocations.

The WashingtonState1992ComprehensiveNousingAffordability Strategy- Final Draft
for CitizenReview
WashingtonStateDepartmentofCommunityDevelopment

Theproblemof sitingmobile/manufacturedhomesin Washingtonhasrecentlybecomemore
pressingdueto anincreasein thenumberofmobile/manufacturedhomepark closures.Park
closures,particularlyin urbanareaswherethenumberofparkshasbeendwindling, havecaused
thedisplacementof manymobile/manufacturedhomeowners,leavingthemwith few, if any,
alternativesitesfor theirhomes.In manycases,thehomesthat aredisplacedareolder,single-
wide models,that aredifficult to relocatebecauseof restrictionsplacedby local governments
andparkowners.In 1991, theWashingtonStateLegislaturepasseda newlaw establishingthe
Mobile HomeRelocationAssistanceProgramto providefinancialassistanceto low-income
mobilehomepark tenantswho areforcedto relocatedueto a parkclosure.In additionto the
financialassistancemeasure,this law alsoexemptsmobilehomesthat arerelocateddueto a park
closurefrom complyingwith therequirementsofcity orcountyfire, safety,orconstruction
codes.[SeeRCW 59.21.105]

9



4

Benefits:

Mobile/manufacturedhomescostsubstantiallylessto build thanconventionalsite-builthomes.
Accordingto the WashingtonManufacturedHousingAssociation,theaveragepriceof anew
multi-sectionmobile/manufacturedhomeis approximately$40,000.

Today’smobile/manufacturedhomesbuilt to HUD codestandardsaremoreattractive,safe,and
durablethanearliermodels,andcanprovidenot only affordable,but alsohigh qualityhousing,
to low- andmoderate-incomebuyers.

Growingnumbersoflow- andmoderate-incomebuyers,who havebeenpricedoutofthe
conventionalhomemarket,are turning to mobile/manufacturedhomesastheironly affordable
alternativefor homeownership.IncreasIngtheavailability oflandzonedto accommodatethese
newhomeswill enhancethelocationoptionsfor mobile/manufacturedhomebuyersand
contributetbrtherto their affordability.

Key Policy Issues:

Cities that areplanningunderthenewGrowthManagementAct arerequiredto prepare
comprehensiveplansthat includeahousingelement.Thehousingelementmustspecifically
identi& sufficientlandfor housing,includingmanufacturedhousing,aswell asothertypesof
low- andmoderate-incomehousing.

Dueto thevarietyin mobile/manufacturedhomestyles,flexible communityordinancesmaybe
moreusefulfor sitingmobile/manufacturedhomesthanrestrictiveordinanceswhich maynot
accommodatethefull rangeofhomesthat are commerciallyavailable.[A ModelOrdinancefor
SitingMobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 8]

Local governmentscanestablishadesignreviewprocessutilizing appearancestandardsto
ensurethatmobile/manufacturedhomesarecompatiblewith theneighborhoodsin which they
aresited.

Allowing siting ofmobile/manufacturedhousingon individual lots offersfinancialadvantages.
Becausemobile/manufacturedhousingis taxableasrealratherthanpersonalpropertyin
WashingtonState,allowing permanentlysited,mobile/manufacturedhomesin residentialzones
providesa sourceoftax revenue.This is alsoadvantageousto homeownerssincepermanently
sitedmobile/manufacturedhomesthat are compatiblewith theirneighborhoodsarelikely to hold
theirvalueandbeeligible for long-termloans.

Provisionin zoningcodesfor enoughmobile/manufacturedparksitesto providecompetition
amongpark ownerswill helpensureattractive,low-costliving environmentsfor mobile/

manufacturedhomeowners. [How Local RegulatoiyImprovementsCanHelp, p. 8]

Communitycontrolscanensurethat allowablelot sizesaresmall enoughto makethe
developmentof mobile/manufacturedhomeparkscost-effectivefor developersandaffordable
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for homeowners.Spacesavingsitingtechniquessuchaszerolot linesandclusteringarealso
usefulin mobile/manufacturedhomedevelopments.

Infill developmentis anoptionto considerin sitingmobile/manufacturedhousingon individual
lots. This is particularlytrueif the lotsaresmallor irregularlyshaped,includingsurplusrights-
of-way.

Communitiesmaywant to considerofferingdensitybonusesasan incentiveto mobilehome
park developerswhoagreeto acceptolder, displacedmobilehomes.

ACCESSORYDWELLING UNITS

Allowing thedevelopmentofaccessoryunitsis a techniquefor providingaffordablehousing
which usessurplusspacein existingsingle-familyhomes.An accessorydwellingunit is an
additionalliving unit, includingseparatekitchen,sleeping,andbathroomfacilities, attachedor
detachedfrom theprimaryresidentialunit, on a single-familylot.

Attachedunits,containedwithin a single-familyhome,knownvariouslyas “mother-in-law
apartments,”“accessoryapartments,”or “secondunits,” arethemostcommonlyencountered
typeof accessorydwelling unit. Accessoryapartmentstypically involve therenovationofa
garage,basementfamily room,attachedshed,ora similarspacein a single-familyhome.

Lesscommonaredetached“accessorycottages”or“echo homes,”which arestructurally
independentfrom theprimaryresidence.Theseunits, typically placedin therearyardarea,are
usuallyconstructedor installed for thepurposeofprovidinghousingfor an elderlyparentbeing
caredfor by their adultchildrenliving in theprimaryunit. Accessorycottagesorechohomesare
less frequentlyallowedin zoningcodesandaregenerallymoreexpensiveto build thanaccessory
apartments.[AccessoryUnits: AnIncreasingSourceofAffordableHousing,p.5]

Benefits:

Accessoryapartmentsarea relativelyeasyto obtainsourceofaffordablehousing.

Allowing accessoryunits is a wayto provideaffordablerental housingwithout thenecessityof
local governmentexpendituresor subsidies.

Rentsfor accessoryapartmentsaregenerallylower thanrentsfor comparablysizednon-
accessoryapartments,both becausetheownerlives in oneoftheunits andbecausetheyare
cheaperto build. [AccommodatingAccessoryApartments,p. 34]

Olderresidentswho areliving on fixed incomescanusetheaddedincometo offset thecostsof
risingpropertytaxesandutility bills, thus allowing themto stayin theirhomes.Elderly home
ownersmayalsooffer lowerrentsto tenantsin exchangefor helpin performingroutine
maintenancechores.
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Young, first-time homebuyerscanusetheextraincometo helppay theirmortgagepayment.

Accessoryapartmentsusesurplusspacein largeolderhomes,thusmakingthemostefficientuse

ofthe existinghousingstock.

Accessoryapartmentsencouragetheupkeepofexistinghousingstockssinceownershaveextra

incomethat canbeappliedto maintenanceexpenditures.

Accessoryapartmentsoffer rentersaffordablehousinglocatedin moredesirablesingle-family
neighborhoods.

KeyPolicy Issues:

Oppositionto accessoryunits usuallyarisesfrom neighborhoodconcernsaboutdeclining
propertyvalues,exteriorappearanceofaccessoryunits,andimpactson parkingandtraffic from
increaseddensity.

In responseto communityconcerns,regulationsareusuallydevisedto dealwith suchissuesas
thesizeofunits, exteriorappearance,off-streetparking,andconcentrationof units.The
challengeto policy-makersis to addresstheconcernsofopponentswithoutmakingconversions
too difficult or expensivefor homeowners.

If 1 in every 10 ofAmerica’sowner-occupiedsingle-familyhomesbuilt before1975 were
to devotespaceto an accessoryunit, 3.8 million rentalunitswould begenerated,
increasingthesupplyof rentalhousingby about 10 percent.

“Not In My Backyard”: RemovingBarriers to AffordableHousing
AdvisoryCommissionon RegulatoryBarriersto Affordable Housing
U.S. DepartmentofHousing& UrbanDevelopment

Manycommunitiesthatallow accessoryunits do so througha specialpermitor conditionaluse
procedurewhichmayrequirea publichearing.An alternativewhich maymakeconversionsless
burdensomefor applicantswould be to requirea public hearingonly whenrequestedby acertain
numberofneighboringpropertyowners.

Althoughoppositiongroupsoftenexpressconcernthat single-familyneighborhoodswill be
overrunby accessoryapartmentconversions,studiesdonein citieswhichhaveallowed
accessoryunits showthat theactualnumberofconversionshasbeenrelatively small. [Accessory
Apartments-UsingSurplusSpacein Single-FamilyHouses,p. 4]

AmericanPlanningAssociation
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Plannedunit development(PUD) regulationsgive developersanincreasedlevel of flexibility in
theoverall designof residentialprojectsin exchangefor a higherqualityof development.PUP
ordinancesoftenallow developersgreaterlatitude in locatingbuildingson thedevelopmentsite,
mixing varioushousingtypesanddensities(single-andmulti-family), and landuses(including
someneighborhoodcommercialuses),andin somecasesgrantdensityincreasesover those
normallyallowedin thezoningordinance.

PUD ordinancesmaybe adoptedasa partof a community’szoningorsubdivisioncode,ormay
beadoptedas a stand-aloneordinance.PUDsmayberegulatedasa separatezoningdistrict, or as
a conditionalor specialusepermittedin selecteddistricts.SomecitiesalsodesignatePUDsas
“floating zones”whichdo not applyto aparticularlocationuntil an applicationis receivedand
approved.

PUDsaregenerallycharacterizedby:

• flexible zoningstandards(lot size,setbacks,streetfrontage,etc.)
• focuson overallprojectdesignratherthantraditional lot-by-lot zoning
• encouragementof innovativesitedesignandhousingtypes
• provision for on-siteamenities(e.g.,openspaceandrecreationalfacilities)
• negotiationbetweendevelopersandthecommunityfor improveddesignandamenities

[PUDs in Practice,p. 13]

Benefits:

ThemosteffectivefeaturesofPUDsfor encouragingaffordablehousingaretheeconomiesthat
canbe achievedthroughclusteringofbuildingsandtherelatedsavingsin sitedevelopmentcosts
suchasfor streetsandutilities.

Designflexibility allows for theconcentrationofbuildings on that portionof thesite that is most
suitableforbuilding, resultingin a moreenvironmentallysensitivedevelopmentthatpreserves
openspaceandothernaturalfeatures.

PUD ordinancesoften allow developerstheopportunityto build athigherdensities,spreading
developmentcostsover a largernumberofunits.

PUPordinancesoftenallow a mixtureof landusesin additionto residential.Commercial
revenuesfrom mixed-useareascanbeusedto helpsubsidizeaffordablehousingin the
development.[Blueprintfor BayAreaHousing,p. 55]

PUPswhich allow clusteringof homeson small lots anda mixtureofuses,includingsome
commercialuses,reflectnot only a desirefor moreaffordablehousingdevelopments,butalsoa
responseto newlifestylepreferencesfor efficient low maintenancehomes,with easyaccessto
recreationandservices.

13



PUPsgive communitiesgreatercontrolover designduring thepermit reviewprocessallowing
officials to negotiatefor public benefitsin returnfor concessionson density,mixed uses,and
otherdevelopmentstandards.

Key Policy Issues:

PUPsrequiregreaterattentionto adevelopment’splanning anddesignincludingdetailed
reviewsby thecity’s planningstaff, planningcommission,andthecity council.

Somecitiesmaylimit PUPsto residentialdevelopments(sometimescalledPlannedResidential
Developmentsor PRD5)with no allowancefor the inclusionof commercialuses.

Cities shouldbe carefulto avoid an overly cumbersomePUP processwhich maydiscourage
developersfrom using this alternative.Flexibility is a majorkey to successfulPUDprojects.

Reducingminimumlandarearequirementsfor PUPscanencouragegreateruseofthis
developmenttechnique.

CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS

This techniqueprovidesfor theclusteringofhousingunits within a residentialdevelopment
(usuallysingle-familydetached-or attached-housing)on lots smallerthanthosenormally
allowedunderexistingzoning,usuallywith theprovisionthat the land thatis savedbesetaside
permanentlyasopenspace.

Clustersubdivisionsgenerallyconformto a zoningdistricts ‘grossdensity”requirements
(measuredby thenumberofhousingunits peracrerelativeto thetotal areaofthe site),butmay
increasethesite’s “net density”(measuredby thenumberofhousingunitsperacrerelativeto the
buildableareaof thesite),by reducinglot sizesandconcentratingdevelopmenton a smaller
portionoftheavailablesite. [AffordableHousing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryand
AdministrativeTechniques,p. 13]

Clustersubdivisionsaresimilar to plannedunit developments(PUDs)to theextentthat theyboth
involve clusteringofhomeson smallerlots; however,a clustersubdivisionis a narrower
concept,limited to residentialuses(asopposedto mixed usesallowedin a PUP), usually
requiringless stringentreviewprocedures,andwhich mayormaynot resultin higheroverall
densities.Clustersubdivisionsaremorecloselyrelatedto traditional subdivisiondevelopment
sincetheygenerallycomplywith existingzoningstandardsgoverningoveralldensityandland
userestrictions.[The ClusterSubdivision:A Cost-EffectiveApproach,pp.1-2]

Clustersubdivisionordinancesmayinclude:

• A statementofpurpose(to clarify intentandbenefitssought)
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• Provisionspermittingtransferofdensitieswithin thesubdivision(which giveflexibility
in sitedesigningandallow clustering)

• Reviewcriteria(to insureconformancewith developmentstandardsandcompatibility
with surroundingneighborhoods)

• Identificationofdistricts whereclustersubdivisionswill be allowed
• Minimum sizerequirements(in tennsof total acreageor numberof units)
• Openspacerequirements(usuallyrequiresthat total lot reductionsallowedequalopen

space)[TheClusterSubdivision:A Cost-EffectiveApproach,p. 5]

Benefits:

As in PUPs,clusteringdecreasesdevelopmentcostsby reducingstreetlengths,sidewalks,utility
lines, andothersitedevelopmentcosts.This, in turn, alsohelpsto reducethecostsof
infrastructuremaintenance.

Clusteringallows for moreenvironmentallysensitivesiteplanningby concentrating
developmenton themostbuildableportionofthesitewhile preservingnaturaldrainage,
vegetation,andothernaturalfeatures.[TheClusterSubdivision:A CostEffectiveApproach,p. 3]

Permittingclustersubdivisions“by-right” in certainzonescanprovidea relatively
straightforward(andtherefore,less costly)wayof encouragingeconomicaldevelopmentwithout
increasingoverall density.

Clusterdevelopmentscanprovideresidentswith an enhancedsenseofcommunityandsecurity
within eachclusterand amongneighboringclusters.[AffordableResidentialLandDevelopment,
p. 303

Key Policy Issues:

Many communitiesseta minimumsizefor clustersubdivisions.Carefulconsiderationshouldbe
givento minimumsizerequirementssoasnot to undulydiscouragedevelopersfrom usingthis
option.

Considerationshouldbe given to theissueof howmuchofa reductionin lot sizeswill be
allowed.Somecommunitiessetmaximumreductionlimits.

Clustersubdivisionsusuallyrequirethattheamountofopenspacemustat leastequalthetotal
reductionin lot areas.

Communitiesmayallow for eitherpublic orprivateownershipandmaintenanceofopenspace.

Clustersubdivisionsmaybepermittedasa use“by-right” or asa specialpermit use,depending
uponthe level of developmentreviewdesiredby the community.

flusterDevelopments(Seattle,Washington)
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S

23.44.O24Clusteredhousingplanned developments

Clusteredhousingplanneddevelopments(CHPDs)maybe permittedasan administrative
conditionalusein single-familyzones.A CHPD is intendedto enhanceandpreserve
natural features,encouragetheconstructionof affordablehousing,andallow for
developmentanddesignflexibility. CHPDsshall be subjectto the following provisions:

A. SiteRequirements.

1. Theminimumsizeof a CHPDshall be two (2) acres.Landwhich is of steepslopeand
designatedenvironmentallysensitivein Section23.62.002andsubmergedlandshall not
be usedto meetminimumsizerequirementsunlessit canbe demonstratedthatit is an
integral partoftheproposeddevelopmentor that its exclusionwould resultin undesirable
developmentin theexcludedarea.

2. TheDirectormayexcludeland from aCHPD if it is separatedfrom thesiteby
topographicalconditions,if it hasa poorfUnctional relationshipwith thesite,or if
inclusionof thelandwould negativelyimpactadjacentsingle-familyzonedlots.

B. Typeof Dwelling Units Permitted.Only single-familydwellingunitsshallbe
permittedin a CHPD.

C. Numberof Dwelling Units Permitted.

I. Thenumberofdwellingunitspermittedin a CHPD shallbecalculatedby dividing the
CHPD landareaby theminimumlot sizepermittedby subsectionA of Section23.44.010
in thesingle-familyzonein which theCHPDis located.Landwhich is of steepslopeand
designatedenvironmentallysensitivein Section23.62.002andsubmergedlandshallbe
excludedfrom thelandusedto calculatedensityin a CHPD unlessit canbedemonstrated
that it is an integralpartoftheproposeddevelopmentorthat its exclusionwould resultin
undesirabledevelopmentin theexcludedarea.For CHPDswhichincludemorethanone
(I) zone,thenumberof dwellingunits shallbecalculatedbasedon theproportionofland
areain eachzone.

2. One(1) additionaldetachedsingle-familystructuremaybepermittedif the
developmentincludesrecreational,meetingand/ordaycarefacilities opento the
surroundingcommunity.

P. Subdivision.A CHPD maybesubdividedinto lots of lessthantheminimumsize
requiredby subsectionA of Section23.44.010.

E. Yards.Yards shall berequiredfor structureswithin aCHPP.

1. Structuresshall be setbacka minimumdistanceoftwentyfeet(20’) from thestreet
propertyline of aCHPP.
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2. No dwelling unit in a CHPD shall be closerthanfive feet (5’) to a sidelot line of an
abuttingsingle-familyzonedlot.

6. To provideasenseofprivacy, andto mitigatetheeffectsof shadowsbetween
structureswhich aremorethanonehundredfeet(100’) from thepropertyline ofCHPD,
requiredyardsbetweenstructuresin theCHPP shall varydependingon thedesignofthe
facingfacadesasfollows:

a, Walls shall be not lessthantenfeet(10’) apartat anypoint.

b. A principal entranceto a structureshallbeat leastfifteen feet(15’) from thenearest
interiorfacadewhich containsno principal entrance.

c. A principalentranceto a structureshall be at leasttwenty feet(20’) from thenearest
interior facadewhich containsa principalentrance.

7. TheDirectormayincreasetheminimumrequiredyardsor requirealternatespacingor
placementof structuresin orderto preserveor enhancetopographicalconditions,adjacent
usesandthelayout oftheproject andto maintaina compatiblescaleanddesignwith the
surroundingcommunity.

Source:SeattleMunicipal Code

SMALL LOTS AND SMALL LOT DISTRICTS

Allowing a reductionin minimumlot sizesfor single-familydetachedor attachedhousingis a
basictechniquefor reducingresidentialdevelopmentcosts.Small lot developments,whetherin a
clusteror traditional “grid pattern”subdivision,increasedensityand theopportunityfor
affordablehousing.

Small lots (whichmayrangefrom 2,500to 6,000sq. ft.) andsmall lot districtscanbe utilized
morefilly by: (I) reducingminimum lot sizerequirementsto allow building on lots that are
currentlybelow thespecifiedminimumsizefor their locales;and (2) dividing largelots that
currentlyhaveexcessspace.[AffordableResidentialLandDevelopment,p.5]

Many communitieshavedesignatedspecialsmall lot zoningdistrictswhich permit development
on small lots within an entiredistrict andencouragetheuseof innovativesitedesigntechniques.

Benefits:

Thelower land anddevelopmentcostsassociatedwith higherdensitiesin small lot developments
canresultin significantsavings,andtherefore,lower costhousing.

17



With a higherdensity,landandinfrastructurecostsofmultiple unit developmentscanbe spread
over a largenumberofunits,resultingin reducedper-unitcosts.

As in clusterdevelopmentandPUDs, the reducedfrontageandfront-yardsetbackscharacteristic
of small lots, allow for lesspavement,sidewalk,andguttersperunit, shorterutility runs,and
reducedmaterialcosts.[Affordable Single-FamilyHousing- AReviewofDevelopment
Standards,p. 3]

Reducedlot sizerequirementsallow thedevelopmentof smallerhouses,which maybemore
desirableand affordablefor manyof today’ssmallerhouseholds.

Key Policy Issues:

Small lot developmentsrequiregreaterattentionto sitedesign-- thelayout ofstreets,lots,
mixing oflot andhousesizes,variationin building setbacksandelevations,variationin exterior
designs,andlandscaping-- to enhanceaestheticappealandto blendwell with surrounding
developments.

Somecities includeasiteplanreviewprocessfor small lot developmentsto ensurequality
design.

Requirementsfor two side-yardsetbacksareoftenrelaxedin small lot developments,allowing
for “zero lot line” development(seep.37) andothersimilardesigninnovationswhichcan
enhancethe appearanceandliveability ofhigherdensitydevelopments.

Specialconsiderationshouldbegiven to parkingin small lot developmentsto avoid theproblem
of carsdominatingthestreetscape(thevisualquality ofthedevelopmentasseenfrom thestreet).
Considerationmaybegivento staggeringfront-yardsetbacksor allowingparkingaccessthrough
alleysrunningalongrearyards.

Themaintenanceofprivacywill alsorequiresomeattentionin small lot developments.Useof
landscaping,fences,walls, staggeredsetbacks,andwindowlesssidewalls, arecommon
techniquesusedto enhanceprivacyin small lot andotherhigh-densitysingle-family
developments.

Somesmall lot developmentordinancesrequiretheuseofbuffersat theperimeterof small lot
projectsto lessenthevisual impactfrom near-bylarger-lotdevelopmentsandto help in
achievingneighborhoodacceptance.[AffordableSingle-FamilyHousing - A Reviewof
DevelopmentStandards,p. 20]

ZERO LOT LINE DEVELOPMENT (ZLL)

This is a techniquethat is usedin small lot housingdevelopments(includingplannedunit
developmentsanddevelopmentin small lot districts) to preservesomeoftheprivacyandyard
usefulnessthat is characteristicof single-familydwellingsand to enhancetheiraestheticappeal.
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Useofconventionalzoningprovisionswhich requirethat thehomemustbe setbackfrom every
lot line is not alwayspracticalfor small lots sincethe “yards” createdon eachsideof thehouse
aregenerallyverysmall, Zerolot line housesaresitedon onesidelot line andsometimesalsoon
therearorfront lot line to maximizetheavailableyard space.[Planningfor AffordableSingle-
FamilyHousing,p. 5] Placingthehouseon oneofthesidelot linesdoublestheamountof
useablespaceon theotherside.

Zero lot line developmentcanbe allowedin PUDs, in separateresidentialdistricts,and/oras
exceptionsin existingresidentialdistricts.Somecommunitiespermit ZLL housesto besitedon a
commonlot line so that they resembleduplexes.Othercommunitiesrequirethat theybesitedon
alternatelot lines,to givetheappearanceofhousingin a conventionaldevelopment.[Zero Lot
LineDevelopment,p. 1]

Local officials canutilize reviewcriteriato encouragehigh-qualitydesignandincludeprovisions
in theirZLL regulationsthat will ensurethat this typeofhousingis compatiblewith
conventionalhousing.With theseprovisions,ZLL housingcanbewell-suitedto mostsingle-
family neighborhoods.[Zero Lot LineDevelopment,p. 10]

As developersaroundthecountryhavegainedmoreexperiencewith ZLL developmentthey
havealsobeenimprovingon theoriginal conceptwith variationssuchasthe“angledZAot,”
“zipper lots,” and “alternatewidth lots.” TheangledZ-lot turnsthehomeat a45 degreeangleto
thestreetwhich enhancesvisualappealandmakesit possibleto addmorewindowswithout
compromisingprivacy.Zipperlots vary thedepthsofrearlot lineswhich concentratesopen
spaceon onesideof thelot makingwider lots possiblewith only garageslocatedon theproperty
line. Alternatingwidth lots combinenarrowandwide lots to give visual variety to the
streetscape.[Density byDesign,pp. 55-75]

Benefits:

Sitingon onesidelot line providesa useful sideyard,while sitting on thefront orbacklot line
providesa useful frontorbackyard areaaswell.

TheZLL approachpermitsthelot width to be reduced(to a 40 foot frontageorevenless)
allowing for lowersitedevelopment,utility, andmaterialscosts,increasingallowabledensity
generallyhastheeffect ofreducinglandandsitedevelopmentcostsallowing developersto
spreadcostsover moreunits and,therefore,reducepurchasepricesin thesedevelopments.

ZLL offersthe lowercostsassociatedwith high-densitydevelopmentwhile still maintainingthe
privacyandappearanceoftraditionalsingle-familydetachedhousing.

Key Policy Issues:

Residentsin establishedneighborhoodsmayresistsmallerlot developmentif theyperceivethat
thenewhousingwill beof a lowerqualityhavinganegativeimpactonpropertyvalues.
Attention to designis a key factorin gainingacceptancefrom surroundingpropertyowners.
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Spaceandprivacyissuesmaybea problemif theyarenot takeninto considerationin thedesign
andplanningstage.

ManyZLL ordinancesrequirewindowlesswalls on thesideofhouseslocatedon lot lines to
preserveprivacy.

Somecommunitiesrequireeasementsforthemaintenanceofthesidewallfor thebenefitof the
adjacentpropertyowner.

Specialconsiderationshouldbe givento the locationanddesignofparkingand garageswhich
maytendto dominatetheappearanceofthedevelopmentfrom thestreet.

INFILL DEVELOPMENT

Infihl refersto developmentthat takesplaceon landwithin built-up urbanareasthat hasbeen
passedover for variousreasonsduringpreviousdevelopmentphasesandhasremainedvacantor
under-utilized.

Interestin infill developmentstemsfrom a desireto channeldevelopmentinto areasthatare
alreadyservedby public facilities, includingpolice, fire, utilities, schools,and transit,to make
moreefficientuseofexisting land andpublic facilities.

Many communitiesalsoencourageinfill developmentaspartof a strategyto revitalizeandbring
newactivity to olderneighborhoods.This typeofdevelopmentcanalsoprovideopportunitiesfor
theconstructionofaffordablehousing.

Infihl developmentcan rangefrom constructionof single-familyhousingon oneor two adjacent
lots, to an entirecity block containingmixed residentialandcommercialuses.[Affordable
Housing - Local GovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,p. 15]

Inmostmid-sizedandlargeAmericancities, therearethousandsofvacantsitesin built-
up areas.Thesesitesrepresenta majoropportunity for developmentat relativelylow
cost.

StreamliningLocal Regulations
HUD/JointVenturefor AffordableHousing

Benefits:

Infihl sitesareoftenalreadyservedby utilities andotherpublic servicescanreduceadevelopers
up-frontcosts,and, in turn, mayhelp in reducingthecostsofcompletedhousingunits.
[Blueprintfor AffordableHousing,p. 57]
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Infihl sitesin urbanareasthatarewell servedby public transit canhelpto reducetraffic
congestionby offeringhousingoptionsthat arecloserto employmentcenters.[Blueprintfor
AffordableHousing,p. 57]

New housing,ormixed-useprojectsresultingfrom muull development,canhavea revitalizing
effect on surroundingneighborhoods.

Encouragementof infill developmentwhich seeksto makethebestuseof existingurbanland
and infrastructurecanalsohelp to reducedevelopmentpressureson suburbanlocations,slowing
thetendencytowardurbansprawlandpreservingopenspaceandagricultural lands.

Key Policy Issues:

Washington’snewGrowthManagementAct calls for theestablishmentofurbangrowthareas
which will havetheeffect of channelingnewgrowthanddevelopmentinto existing urbanareas.
As cities beginplanningforhigherdensitieswithin theboundariesofurbangrowthareas,infill
developmentwill be receivinggreaterattention.

Whereinfill sitesarelocatedon highercosturban land,multi-family housingandlormixed-use
projects,with lowerper-unitdevelopmentcosts,maybe themostappropriatetypeof
development.

Wherelandcostsareparticularlyhigh, incentivessuchasdensitybonusesor allowanceofmixed
uses,mayaddto aproject’sfeasibility.

Carefuldesign,with particularattentionto enhancingcompatibilitywith surroundingbuildings,
parking,andtraffic problems,will helpto increaseneighborhoodacceptance.

Communitiescanencourageinfill developmentby:

• preparingan inventoryofpotentialinfill sitesandmaking it availableto developers.
• sponsoringa work-shopfor developersto demonstrateinfihl developmentopportunities

andtour potentialsites.Thetypeof developmentrequiredon small infill parcelsmaybe
unfamiliarto somedevelopers.

• adoptingflexible zoningandbuilding regulationswhich allow developmentof irregular
or substandardinfihl lots.

• allowing mixedusesfor infill developmentswhichmay enhancetheeconomicfeasibility
ofprojects.

• assistingin theconsolidationof infill lots into larger,moreeasilydevelopedsites.
Assemblinglargeparcelscanbedifficult if therearedifferent ownerswho maybe
holdingout for higherprices.

• allowing sufficientdensityto inducehousingdevelopment.

[BluepriniforAffordableBayAreaHousing,pp. 57-58;StreamliningLocalRegulations,
pp. 19-20]
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ADAPTIVE REUSE

This techniqueinvolvesthe conversionofsurplusand/oroutmodedbuildings includingold
schoolbuildings,hospitals,train stations,warehouses,factories,etc., to economicallyviablenew
uses.In its broadestapplicationadaptivereuseprojectsareaimedat conserving,preserving,and
recyclingsurpluspropertyby adaptingolderbuildings to currentmarketneeds.Manysuch
projectshaveinvolved the conversionofold structuresinto newoffice andretail space,markets,
restaurants,andothersimilar commercialapplications.Adaptivereuseprojectscanalsobeused
for theproductionofnewhousingthroughconversionofold buildingsto newapartmentsor
studiounits.

Benefits:

Adaptivereuseis onemethodto introducehousinginto non-residentialareas.

Manyolderbuildingswhich maybeadaptedto housingusesarelocatedin downtownareasand
maythereforeoffer newresidentsconvenientaccessto transportation,shoppingandemployment
centers.

Renovationandreuseofpreviouslyvacatedor deterioratedbuildingscanbe lessexpensivethan
newconstructionsinceinfrastructureandothersite improvementsarealreadyin place.In
addition,thebasicstructure,althoughit mayneedrenovation,is alreadythere.With the lower
constructioncostsassociatedwith renovation,developerscanproduceaffordableliving units.

Projectswhich involvehistoricallyor architecturallysignificantbuildingsmay qualif~’for
preservationtax creditsfor privateinvestorsif usedfor low-incomehousings.[Blueprintfor Bay
AreaHousing,p. 6lJ

Adaptivereuseprojectscanassistin revitalizingdecliningareasby giving newlife to
deterioratingbuildingsand by bringingin newresidents.

Key Policy Issues:

Communitiescanfacilitateadaptivereuseprojectsby adoptingflexible zoningpolicies,suchas
mixed-usezoning(see“Mixed-UseDevelopment,”p. 42), orby allowing residencesasa
permittedor conditional usein appropriatecommercialandindustrialzones.[Blueprintfor Bay
AreaHousing,p. 61]

Utilizing this techniquemayinvolve varioussteps,includingmakinginventoriesof potential
adaptivereusesites,amendinglocal zoningregulations,arrangingfor possiblepropertytransfers
ofpublicly-ownedbuildings,andprovidingassistancein obtainingsourcesofthndingsuchas
loans,grantsandrent subsidies.
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Somecontractorsareunwilling to renovateold buildings,particularlywoodenstructures,for
whichcommercialfinancingmaybe difficult to find, in addition,lengthyor difficult renovations
maydecreaseprofit margins.

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Mixed-usedevelopmentis an exampleofflexible zoningwhich allowsvarioustypesofland
uses,includingoffice, commercial,residential,andin somecases,light industrialor
manufacturing,to becombinedwithin a singledevelopmentordistrict. A majorpurposeof
mixed-usezoningis to allow a balancedmix of office, commercial,andresidentialusesin close
proximityto increaseconvenienceto residentsandreducethenumberofshoppingand/or
commutingtripsneeded.Mixed-usedevelopmentscanrangein sizefrom singlebuildingswith
apartmentslocatedoverretail uses,to large-scaleprojectsthat includeoffice andcommercial
spacealongwith hotels,conventioncenters,theaters,andhousing.

Mixed-usedevelopmentscan beregulatedin variousways.A numberof communitiesallow
residentialusesby-rightin certainidentifiedcommercialzones,or, in othercases,asconditional
uses.Othercommunitiesallow mixed useswithin a plannedunit developmentor in special
mixed-usedistrictswhichwould allow this typeofdevelopmentby-right in designatedareas.

Benefits:

Mixed-useprojectscanoffer costsavingsto developersin thefonnof sharedparking
arrangementsandsharedcostsfor building operation,maintenance,andsecurity.[Zoningfor
Mixed-UseDevelopment,p. 1]

Commercialusescanhelpsubsidizeaffordableor low-incomehousing,which maybe necessary
becauseofhigh urbanlandpricesanddevelopmentcosts.

Mixed-usezoningcancreatenewhousingopportunitiesin areasthat mayhavepreviously
allowedonly commercial,office, orlight industrialuses.

Mixed-usezoningoffersone wayto accommodatethehigherhousingdensitiescalledfor under
thestate’sGrowth ManagementAct. Higher densityhousingin commercialzonesmaybemore
politically acceptablethanincreasingdensitiesin establishedsingle-familyzones.

Mixed-usezoningcanbe utilized to betterintegratelandusesby locatingresidential
developmentsneardowntowncommercial(shopping)areas.With residentsworkingorshopping
closeto home,traffic congestionis reduced.

Allowing mixed usescan helpto revitalizedistressedneighborhoodsby creatinga senseof
communityandsafety.[StreamliningLocalRegulations,p. 20]
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If a communitywishesto encouragea mixture of landuses,it mustdo morethanpermit
residentialuses.It mustactivelypromotethem. Thezoningordinanceshouldreflectthis
needby providing incentivesor requirementsfor residentialdevelopmentandby
encouragingthecontinuanceof existingresidentialuse.
“Mixed-Use Districts”

TeresaZogbyPASMemoNo. 79-11

Key Policy Issues:

Mixing ofusesoftenrequireschangesin thezoningordinance,PUD regulations,or siteplan
requirements.

Mixed-usedevelopmentsrequireattentionto developmentstandardsandsiteplanningto assure
thatdifferentusesarecompatible(or buffered).

Mixed-useprojectsmaybeparticularlyuseflulasa typeofinfill developmentin underdeveloped
commercialareas(see“lnfihl Development,”p. 39).A commonexamplewould besmall retail
shopswith apartmentslocatedon upperfloors.

Densitybonuses,orothertypesof incentives,maybe useful to encouragedevelopersto include
residentialdevelopmentin mixed-useareas.

REZONING VACANT LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL USE

This techniqueinvolvesamendingthecomprehensiveplan andrezoningsurplusindustrialand/or
commercialland for residentialuses.It canincludelandzonedfor office, commercial,and
industrialusesas well asunderutilizedagriculturalland andsurpluslandownedby public
entities.

Benefits:

Theadvantagesto rezoningfor residentialuseincludecloseproximity to job centers,shopping
andtransit.

Landfor affordablehousingdevelopmentcanbe createdwithout disturbingcurrentresidential
areas.

Residentialusegenerateslesstraffic thanindustrial,office or commercialuses.[Blueprint for
BayAreaHousing,p. 53]

Key Policy Issues:
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A landuseinventory,togetherwith an analysisof projectedneedfor commercialandindustrial
land, will assistin determiningtheavailability ofsurpluscommercialand industriallandsupply.

Specialattentionmustbepaidto sitedevelopmentin termsofproximity to factoriesandplants
whichproduceemissionsormaybe unattractivein appearance.

Specialattentionmustbe paidto thepossiblepresenceoftoxicmaterialsin thesoils ofindustrial
landsdevelopedfor housing.[Blueprint for BayAreaHousing,p. 54]

Allowabledensitiesshouldbe sufficientto ensureeconomicaldevelopment.Higher densities
will generallyresultin lowerperunit developmentcosts.

Considerallowing densitybonuses,or othertypesofdeveloperincentives,in return for
constructionof affordablehousing.

OFFICEIIIOUSrNGLINKAGE

Office/housinglinkagerefersto a varietyofprogramsthat eitherrequireor inducedevelopersof
commercialoffice buildings,orothernon-residentialbuildingprojects,to directly constructor
makefinancialcontributionstowardtheconstructionofmarket-rateoraffordablehousing.
Linkageprogramsmakedevelopercomplianceorparticipationacondition for permit approvalor
aprerequisitefor receivingsometypeofdevelopmentincentive(usuallyan increasein allowable
density).Linkageprovisionsmay applyeitherto newconstructionor expansionof existing
space.

Housinglinkageprogramsarebasedon the theorythat newcommercialoffice development
resultsin increaseddemandfor housingandthat developersshouldmakesomecontribution
towardmeetingthe increasedhousingneedswhich theyhelpto create.In essence,housing
linkageprogramsaredesignedto mitigatetheeffectsof newemploymentonhousingwithin the
community. [Blueprintfor BayArea Housing,p.51]

Linkageprogramsgenerallyareeithervoluntary/incentive-basedor mandatory.Mandatory
programswork in a waythat is similar to impactfeesby requiringa developerto mitigatethe
impactofnewoffice developmenton theprovisionof affordablehousingby payinginto a
housingconstructionfind or building therequiredhousing. Developersareusuallygiven the
opportunityto choosebetweenacashpayment,construction,or someothertypeofmitigation,
suchasparticipationin a joint public-privatehousingproject.Voluntary linkageprogramsoffer
developersvariousdevelopmentincentives,suchasdensitybonuses,reducedsetbacksand
reducedparkingrequirements,which addvalueto thedevelopersprojectorreducedevelopment
costs,in exchangefor theprovision ofaffordablehousingunits.
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Benefits:

Incentive-basedlinkageprogramsbenefitboth thedeveloperandthecity. Developersbenefitby
acquiringdevelopmentbonuseswhich increasethevalueoftheprojector reduceconstruction
costs.Citiesbenefitfrom moreaffordablehousing.

Developersareoften free to selectthemostadvantageousoptionfor theprovisionof housing:
constructinghousingoff-site; contributingto ahousingtrust find; purchaseofdevelopment
rights (see“Transferof DevelopmentRights,” p. 47) andrehabilitationofabuilding; or some
othermethodprovidedby thecity. [ZoningBonusesin CentralCities,p.7]

By providingor preservinghousingcloseto office centers,moreemployeesareprovidedwith
theopportunityto live nearwheretheywork.

Linkageprogramsdo notgenerallyrequiretheexpenditureof local tax dollarsto fundthe
constructionofaffordablehousingunits.

Office/housinglinkagemaybeparticularlyusefulin citiesthat areexperiencinghighgrowth
rateswith accompanyingtight, high-pricedhousingmarketsto reducesomeof thepressureon
availablehousing.

A successfullinkageprogramfirst mustwork economically;thatis, it mustbenefitboth
thedeveloperand themunicipalitywithoutimposingunacceptableburdenson either.

DefensibleLinkage
ChristineJ.AndrewandDwight Merriam
JournaloftheAmericanPlanningAssociation

Key Policy Issues:

Thelegal basisfor mandatoryoffice/housinglinkageprogramshasnot yetbeenclearly
establishedin WashingtonState.Mandatorylinkagerequirementsin otherstateshavebeen
challengedon variouslegal grounds,includingwhetherlinkageregulationsconstituteanillegal
tax, orwhetherthereis a “rationalnexus” or relationshipbetweennewcommercialdevelopment
and an increasedneedfor housing.Mandatorylinkageprogramsshouldbecarefullydesignedto
providea defensiblelegal foundation.Cities shouldbepreparedto demonstratean actuallink
betweentheneedfor housingandcommercialdevelopment.[DefensibleLinkage,p.205]Cities
contemplatingthis typeofprogramshouldconsulttheir city attorney.

Voluntary/incentive-basedlinkageprogramswhich providebenefitsto developersin exchange
for housingaremorelikely to avoid orwithstandlegal challenges.

Office/housinglinkageprogramswill bemore successfulin a strongcommercialofficemarket
wheredevelopmentsaremorenumerousand developersmorewilling to takeadvantageof
developmentincentives.
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Someprogramsallow thesubstantialrehabilitationof residentialbuildingsto count asnew
construction,sothat developersmayhavetheoption to buildnewresidentialfacilities or
rehabilitateexistingfacilities.

Linkageprogramsmaybepre-setin an adoptedzoningordinanceornegotiatedon a case-by-
casebasis.

TRANSFEROFDEVELOPMENTRIGHTS

Transferofdevelopmentrights(TDR) programshavebeenimplementedin a numberofcities
acrossthecountryasa meansofgeneratingfunds forthepreservationand/orrehabilitationof
low- andmoderate-incomehousingprimarily in downtownareas.TDR programshavealsobeen
usedasameansfor preservinghistoric landmarkstructures,openspace,andagriculturalland.

TDR programsarebasedon theideathatownershipofrealpropertyis comprisedofa “bundleof
rights,” including,amongotherthings,a propert/s“developmentrights,” which canbe
separated,sold, andtransferredto anotherpieceofproperty.“Developmentrights” aredefinedas
the “differencebetweentheexistinguseoftheparcelandits potentialuseaspermittedby
existing law.” [Making 7’DR Work,p. 203]

A TDR programallows for thesaleandtransferofunuseddevelopmentrights from onebuilding
orparcelof land(the“sendingsite’9 to another(the “receivingsite”). Forexample,if a four-story
buildingwerelocatedin azoningdistrict that actuallyallowedtheconstructionofbuildingsup to
six stories,theunuseddevelopmentpotentialofthe buildingwould beequalto two stories(the
differencebetweentheexistinguseofthepropertyandits potentialusepermittedunderthe
zoninglaw). Undera TDR system,thedevelopmentpotentialrepresentedby thesetwo stories
couldbe separatedfrom theproperty,sold, andtransferredto anotherproperty.Thepurchased
developmentrights canthenbeusedto increasethedevelopmentpotentialofthe receivingsite.

Benefits:

Useof this techniquebenefitsboth developers,whocan increasethedensityof theirprojects,
andthecommunity,which benefitsfrom thepreservationoflow- andmoderate-incomehousing
in thedowntown.

Increasedhousingopportunitiesin thedowntownareacanhelp to reducetraffic congestionand
provideworkerswith housingcloseto employmentcenters.

Whendevelopmentrights aretransferredbetweennearbyproperties,thereis no net increasein
allowabledensityin thearea.

TDR programscanalsobe usedto preservehistoricallysignificantsitesin thedowntown.

Key Policy Issues:
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4.

TDR programscanbe complexto administerandapparentlywork bestprimarily in healthy
downtownrealestatemarketswheredevelopershavesufficientincentivesto purchaseanduse
developmentrights.

Communitiesshoulddeterminewhethertheyarewilling to acceptincreaseddensityin receiving
areasin orderto preservelow- andmoderate-incomehousing.Propertyownersin receivingareas
mayfind TDRsto beacceptablein theory,butnot in theirbackyards.

Oncedevelopmentrights havebeentransferred,mostcommunitiesplacelegal restrictionson the
sendingsite,prohibiting futureuseofthetransferreddevelopmentpotential.

TDR programsoftenprovide only limited fundswhich mayneedto besupplemented,depending
uponneeds,throughotherfund sourcesincludingprivatefinancingandpublic subsidies.

TDR programsmustbe designedon thebasisof a thoroughunderstandingoftherealestate
marketbothto determinefeasibility andto developappropriateregulations.If existingzoning
allows enoughdensityto satis&currentmarketdemand,developerswill havenointerestin
purchasingadditionaldevelopmentrights.

Communitiesmaywant to considerarequirementthat constructionorrehabilitationofhousing
units becompletedwithin somefixed periodoftime.

EXEMPTION FROM IMPACT FEES

Overthe last tento fifteen years,manycities in Washingtonhaveenactedmeasuresto impose
impactfeesto helppayfor infrastructureimprovementsnecessitatedbynew developments.Fees
havebeencollectedfor traffic mitigation,waterandsewerutilities, parksandopenspace,school
sites,andotherpurposes.Impactfeeshavebeenimposedundervarioussourcesof authority,
including theStateEnvironmentalPolicyAct (SEPA), theStateSubdivisionLaw, andmore
recentlyenactedlegislationauthorizing ‘voluntaryagreements”with developersto helppayfor
developmentimpacts.ThenewStateGrowth ManagementAct (GMA) alsocontainsspecific
authorityfor cities to imposeimpactfees for “public streetsandroads,publicly ownedparks,
openspace,andrecreationfacilities, and fire protectionfacilities in jurisdictionsthatarenotpart
ofa fire district.” [RCW 82.02.090(7)]

Recognizingthat impactfeescanhavea negativeeffect on theconstructionof affordable
housing,somejurisdictionshaveenactedmeasuresto reduceorwaivesuchfeesfor projectsthat
includeaffordablehousingunits.

TheGMA alsogivesrecognitionto theeffectsof impact feeson housingaffordabilityby
grantingcities specificauthorityto exemptlow-incomehousingprojectsfrom thepaymentof
impactfees. [SeeRCW 82.02.060,1990-91Supp.]

Benefits:
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Feereductionsorwaiversreducedeveloper’supfront costsandcanhelpto supportthe

constructionof affordablehousingunits.

Key Policy Issues:

Manycommunitiesthat imposeimpactfeeshavedeterminedthat newhomebuyersshouldbear
thefinancialresponsibilityfor the infrastructurecostsnecessitatedby newdevelopments.These
policiesarebasedon thenotionthat thepersonwhobenefitsshouldpay. In thecaseof affordable
housingconstruction,agood argumentcanbemadethat suchdevelopmentsbenefit theentire
community,and,therefore,reductionsor waiversof impactfeesareappropriate.

In orderto useimpactfee reductionsandlorwaivers,communitiesneedto reviewall current
impactfeesandexactionrequirementsto determinewherereductionsand/orwaivers for
affordablehousingprojectsmaybe appropriate.

Impactfee reductionsand/orwaiverscanbeusedin conjunctionwith otheraffordablehousing
techniquessuchasdensitybonusesor inclusionaryrequirementsto promotetheconstructionof
affordablehousing.

SUJ3DIVISIONIDEVELOPMENTSTANDARDS

Communitiescanlower thecostsofcreatingaffordablehousingby reevaluatingtheir subdivision
ordinancesandupdatingormodif~’ingregulationswherepossible.Minimum requirementscan
oftenbe loweredto reflectactualprojectedusageandneeds.

Most subdivisionrequirementsinvolve site-improvementstandardswhich aredesignedto hold
downfuturemaintenanceandminimizeboth publicandprivaterepairandreplacementcosts.
Thesestandardsarealsousedto preventflooding,minimizeaccidents,protectair andwater
quality, andto preserveor enhancetheresidentialsetting. [How LocalRegulatoryImprovements
Can Help, p. 5]

In subdivisions,thefrontage,orwidth, of the lot determinesthelineardistanceofstreets,
sidewalksandutility lines that mustbeput in placefor eachhouse.Communities
requiring lot widths of, say,100 feetwhen50 feetwould suffice,maybealmostdoubling
thecostof themajorsite improvementsperhousingunit. Reducingtheminimumlot
frontageis an importantwayto reducehousingcostsin manycommunities.

HowLocalJ?egulato.’yImprovementCan Help
HUD/JointVenturefor AffordableHousing

Siteimprovementstandardsincludedrainagerequirements,dimensionsandspacingof storm
drainsor otherstorm catchments,streetconstructionstandards,minimumstreetpavementwidths
andcul-de-sacturningradii, parkingstandards,sidewalkstandards,sewerpipesizesandspacing
ofmanholes.
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Costsavingsin siteimprovementsallow direct reductionsin thecostof newhousing.Site
improvementcosts(includinglabor andmaterials)havebeenfoundto accountfor roughly 10
percentormoreofdevelopmentcosts for a newsingle-familyhome. [How Local Regulatory
ImprovementsCan Help, p. 5] Suchsavingspassedon to theconsumer,maymakethedifference
betweenaffordableandnon-affordablehousing.

Affordablehousingdemonstrationprojectsin WashingtonStateandelsewherehaveutilized
varioustypesofcostreductionmethods,including:

Modificationofstreetrequirements.Forexample,minimumpavementwidth (anddepthin some
cases)of low-volumesubdivisionstreetshavebeenreduced,aswell asminimumturningradii of
cul-de-sacs.

Curbsandguttershavebeenmadeoptional,or less expensiverolled curbswereused.

Reductionof sidewalkrequirementsto allow narrowerwidths, sidewalkson onesideofthe
street,replacementwith pathways,oreliminationaltogether.

Costshavebeendecreasedbyusing methodswhich reducewaterandsewerutility requirements
including: runningthemain lines closeto thesetbackline to reducehouseconnectiondistance;
commontrenchingfor multipleutilities; sharedsewerlateralsandwaterservicelinesservingtwo
or moredwellings; reducedwaterandsewerline sizes;and curvilinearsewers.

Grassswalesandtemporaryimpoundmentsmaybeusedin manycasesinsteadofmore
expensivestorm drainsandundergroundsystems.

Parkingspacesizeandquantitycanbe reducedbasedon thesizeofcurrentcompactcars,the
actualnumberofresidentsin thedevelopment,andtheavailabilityoftransit.Off-streetparking
on driveways,in carports,or in commonareasmaybelesscostly.

[AffordableHousing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,pp. 17-24]

Benefits:

Themoneysavingsin developmentcostscansignificantly reducethecostof housing,
particularlywhentheycanbespreadover a largenumberofhousingunits.

Therevisionofsubdivisionstandardscanpromotemoreefficientuseoflabor,materialsand
time, thusexpeditingtheconstructionprocessandsavingon total developmentcosts.These
savingscanalsobepassedalongto theconsumer.

Key Policy Issues:

WashingtonStatesubdivisionrequirementsandlocal ordinancesmustbecarefully reviewed
beforeimplementingcost savingtechniques.
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Caremustbe takento avoid sitedevelopmentshortcutswhich mayproveto be morecostlyin the
long run.

Subdivisionordinancesthathavenotbeenamendedin manyyearsandwhich maycontainsome
out-datedstandards,in particular,maybenefit from a reviewaimedat increasinghousing
affordability.
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~RPW
The power to make it heifer?

LAND USEAND ZONING TECHNIQUES: THEIR BENEFITS AND POLICY
IMPLICATIONS

UPZONING (HIGHER DENSITY)

Upzoningis oneof themostbasicandpotentiallyeffectivetechniquesfor promotinghousing
affordability. It involvestheselectiverezoningofresidentiallandto allow greaterdensity
(measuredby thenumberofhousingunits that canbe placedon a parcelof land). Higherdensity
canincludeboth multi-family andsingle-familyhousing.Citiesthat allow higherdensitiesmay
alsoenactspecialdesignrequirementsto ensurethat newhigherdensitydevelopmentsare
compatiblewith existinghousingin thecommunity.

Simplearithmeticrevealsan extremedivergence.A single-familyhomeon ahalf-acrelot
uses12.5 timesasmuchlandperhouseholdas a gardenapartmentof25 unitsperacre.
At theextremes,asteelandconcretehigh-riseof 80 unitsperacreholds400times as
manyhouseholdsperacreasa five-acrelot developmentof single-familyhomes.

Blueprintfor AffordableHousing
King CountyHousingPartnership

Benefits:

Increasingallowabledensitygenerallyhastheeffect of reducinglandandsitedevelopmentcosts
for developers,lettingthemspreadthesecostsovera largernumberofunits, andtherefore,
reducingpurchasepricesfor homesandrents for apartments.Sitedevelopmentcostsincludethe
labor, materialandequipmentexpensesfor theconstructionofroads,sidewalks,waterand sewer
lines, drainage,landscaping,andotheron-sitework.

Higherdensityurbandevelopmentmayhelpto preservefarm land,openspaceand
environmentallysensitiveareasby reducingtheoverall amountof landneededfor residential
development.

Density increasesnearemploymentcentersandtransit stopscanhelp reducetraffic congestion
byprovidingmoreopportunitiesfor residentsto live neartheirjobs

Higherdensitiescanresult in moreefficientuseof existing infrastructurecapacity(assumingit is
adequateto servegrowth).

Key PolicyIssues:
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Higherdensitydevelopmentrequiresgreaterattentionto design(architecturalstyle, landscaping,
lot coverage,openspace,parking,etc.)to enhanceaestheticappealand to blendin with
surroundingdevelopments.

High densitydevelopmentsrequireconvenientaccessto recreationandtransit.

Oppositionin communitymaybe basedon concernoverout-of-scalebuildings,increasedtraffic
congestion,longerlines, impacton propertyvalues,andtheperceptionthat peoplewholive in
higherdensityhousingaresomehow“different.”

Debateover desirabilityof greaterdensityis ofiencouchedin termsof”high” verses“low.”
Communitiesmaywant to considerotheroptions,including “moderate”densitiesor a mix of
densities.

1NCLUSJONARY ZONII’JG

lnclusionaryzoningis a techniqueappliedto newhousingdevelopmentsin which a certain
portionoftheunits beingconstructedaresetasideto beaffordableto low- andmoderate-income
homebuyers.[AffordableHousing- LocalGovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrative
Techniques,p.16]This techniquemayby appliedto both rental andownedunits, andsingle-or
multi-family housingprojects.

Inclusionaryzoningordinancescanbe eithermandatory,requiringdevelopersto build a
specifiednumberof affordableunits, orvoluntary,basedon developmentincentives,suchas
densitybonuseswhich allow a developerto build moreunits (at ahigherdensity)on thesame
sitein exchangefor theinclusion of a numberofaffordableunits.

Inclusionaryzoningordinancesgenerallycontainprovisionsdefiningincomeeligibility
requirements,criteriausedfor determiningthepricingof affordableunits,restrictionson the
resaleofaffordableunits (to ensurethatnewownersdo not turn aroundandreselltheunitsat
marketrates),andprovisionsfor thepaymentoffeesin-lieu of construction.[Blueprint for Bay
Area Housing,p. 49]

Benefits:

Inclusionaryzoningprogramsdo not generallyrequiretheexpenditureoflocal tax dollarsto

fbnd theconstructionofaffordablehousingunits.

Ordinancesbasedon developerincentives,suchasdensitybonusprograms,offer a positive
alternativeto mandatoryprogramsthatmayberesistedby local developers.Voluntaryprograms
allow developersto detenninefor themselveswhetherparticipationwill becosteffective.

2



Inclusionaryprogramsthatdo not providefor densitybonusescanpreservezoningrestrictions
on higherdensitydevelopmentandmaybemoreacceptablein communitiesopposedto general
upzoningas asolutionto affordablehousingshortages.

Inclusionaryprogramsavoidtheproblemsofoverconcentration,isolation, andstigmatizationof
affordablehousingunits,by integratingtheminto housingdevelopmentslocatedthroughoutthe
community.

Inclusionaryzoningcanbe flexible, sincetheprovisionfor affordablehousingcaneitherbe
regulatedor encouragedby developerincentives.

Key PolicyIssues:

Mandatoryrequirementsshouldberelativelymodest(10 -15 percentoftotal units) if thereareno

compensatingdeveloperincentives.[Blueprintfor BayAreaHousing,p. 50J

Inclusionaryprogramswill requiresomeongoingadministrativeoversightto providefor the
collectionandmanagementoffeespaidby developerswho opt to payinto a housingthudandto
ensurethat units thatareconstructedwill be maintainedasaffordablehousing.

Thelegal authorityfor inclusionaryprogramsbasedon mandatoryrequirementsremainsunclear
in Washington.Cities contemplatingthis typeofprogramshouldconsultwith theircity attorney.

InclusionaryZoning(Bellevue,Washington)

20.20.128AlfordableHousing

A. Purpose:Thepurposeofthis Sectionis to implementthroughregulationsthe
responsibilityof theCity undertheStateEnvironmentalPolicy Act, Chapter43.21C
RCW, andtheGrowthManagementAct, Chapter17, Lawsof 1990, 1st ex. sess.,to
considerthehousingneedsof all economicsegmentsof thecommunity,and to assure
that theimpactsofnewdevelopmentwill bemitigatedto theextent feasibleto assurean
adequateaffordablehousingsupply in theCity.

13. General:This Sectionappliesto: all newresidentialdevelopment(ParagraphU; all
newsubdivisions(Paragraph2); andall rezoneapplications(Paragraph3). These
requirementsareadoptedpursuantto theauthorityof theStateEnvironmentalPolicyAct
andthereviewof all projectsundertheserequirementsis SEPAbased.

1. Multifamily Development:At least 10%of theunits in all newmultifamily
developmentproposalsoftenunits orgreatermustbeaffordableunits, in addition,one
bonusmarketrateunit is permittedfor eachaffordableunit provided,up to 15%above
themaximumdensitypermittedin theunderlyingzoningdistrict.

2. SubdivisionDevelopment:At least10%of theunits in all newsubdivisionproposals
oftenlots orgreatermustbe affordableunits. In addition,onebonusmarketrateunit is
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permittedfor eachaffordableunitprovided,up to 15%abovethemaximumdensity
permittedin theunderlyingzoningdistrict.

3. Rezones:All rezoneproposalsfor an increasein residentialzoningdensitymust
providethat atleast10%oftheunitsbuildableundertheoriginal maximumdensitybe
affordableunitsandthat at least20%oftheunitsbuildableasa resultoftheincreasein
densityfrom theoriginal maximumdensityto thetotal numberofapprovedunits mustbe
affordableunits. in addition,onebonusmarketrateunit is permittedfor eachofthe
affordableunits providedto meettheminimum 10%requirementof theoriginal
maximumdensity,up to 15%abovetheoriginal maximumdensity.

Source:BellevueMunicipal Code

DENSITY BONUSES

Many communitieshavedevelopedprogramsthat offerdevelopers“densitybonuses”in
exchangefor theinclusionofaffordableunits within a proposedresidentialproject.A density
bonusallows adeveloperto build moreunits withthaprojectthanwould otherwisebepermitted
undernormaldensitylimits. Both zoningandsubdivisionregulationscanbe modified to allow
densitybonuses.

Benefits:

See“Inclusionary Zoning,” (above)

By increasingtheoverall valueofaproject,densitybonusesmaketheprovisionofaffordable
housingunitsmoreeconomical.

Densitybonusprogramsallow for theprovisionofaffordablehousingthat in manycaseswould
not be economicallyfeasiblefor eitherthedeveloperor themunicipality.

KeyPolicy Issues:

Densitybonusesalonemaynotbe sufficient,dependingonmarketconditions,asan incentiveto
developers.Cities maywant to consideradditional incentivessuchasreducedsetbacks,street
frontages,andothercostreducinginducements.

City officialsneedto considerwhatlevel ofadditional densitywill beallowedin exchangefor a
specifiednumberofaffordableunits.Densitybonusesareusuallyexpressedasa percentageof
thedensityallowedundernormalzoningregulations.

Densitybonusprogramsmustbe designedon thebasisof a thoroughunderstandingof thereal
estatemarketto determinefeasibility andto developappropriateregulations.If cunentzoning
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allows enoughdensityto satisñ’currentmarketdemand,developersmayhaveno interestin
usinga densitybonus.

Attentionshouldbe given to the locationanddesignof affordablehousingunits within proposed
projectsto ensureprojectquality.

If mostnewhousesin thecommunityarebuilt individually or two and threeat atime,density
bonusesmaynotbeappropriate.Thisapproachgenerallyworks bestin largerscale
developments.[How RegulatoryImprovementsCan Help,p. 19]

DensityBonuses(Vancouver,Washington)

20.13.310Densityprovisions.

Duplexesandmultifamily developmentsmaybeallowedin theR-3 district, providedno
residentialdevelopmentshallbe constructedat a densityhigherthanthestandarddensity
of I d.u12,500sq. ft., in the R-3 district, exceptasprovidedin Sections20.13.311and
20.13.312.(Ord. M-2254 (part), 1981)

20.13.311Density bonus“A.”

Residentialdevelopmentmaybe permittedup to a densityof I d.u.12,000sq.ft., subject
to staff review,if all ofthefollowing featuresareprovided:

A.Compatibledesign;

B.Energy-consciousconstruction;

C.Privateopenspace;

D.Onecoveredparking spaceper unit;

E.Sidewalkandcurb dedicatedand constructedto city standards(if not alreadyin place),
unlessin a planneddevelopment;

F.Eithersolarheating,largeunit size,treepreservation,or undergroundutilities. (Ord. M-
2254(part), 1981)

20.13,312Densitybonus“B.”

Residentialdevelopmentmaybepermittedup to a densityof 1 d.u./l,250sq.ft., subject
to staffreview,if thefollowing featuresareprovided:

A.Compatibledesign;

B.A minimumtwenty-thousand-square-footsite;

5



C. Onecoveredparkingspaceper unit;

D.Privateopenspace;

E.Energy-consciousconstruction;

F.Soundtransmissionreduction;

Ci. Half-street,curb andsidewalkconstructedto city standards(right-of-wayto be
dedicated).As an alternate,thedevelopermayplacefunds sufficient to completesuch
partof theprojectin an escrowaccountby an instrumentapprovedasto form by thecity
attorney.If thecity doesnotparticipatein full streetimprovementswithin five yearsof
projectapproval,all suchmoneyshall revertto developeruponpetitionandapprovalof
thecity council;

H. Either solarheating,largeunit size,treepreservation,undergroundutilities, orone
garageperunit (asreplacementfor coveredparking).(Ord. M-2254(part), 1981)

Source:VancouverMunicipal Code

PERFORMANCE/IMPACT ZONING

Performance/impactzoningis atypeofflexible zoningwhichdetermineslanduselocationsand
characteristicsthroughtheapplicationofa systemofperformancecriteria,which establishbasic
developmentstandardsandlimitations, andspecifytheconditionsunderwhich developments
will beallowed.

Unlike traditional, “euclidean”zoning,which separateslandusesinto discreetdistrictsbasedon
theirpresumedcompatibilityor incompatibilitywith predeterminedlists ofpermittedand
prohibiteduses,performance-basedzoningsystemsevaluateproposedlanduseson a case-by-
casebasisaccordingto themeritsofeachproposal.Projectsareevaluatedon thebasisof their
particular“size, shape,location,natural features,andsitedevelopmentconcept,ratherthan
accordingto a predeterminedzoningdistrict classification.” [StreamliningLocalRegulations,pp
15-16]

Performancezoning is basedin part on themodelof environmentalimpact analysiswhich
focuseson identificationofa project’sphysicalimpacts.Underthis model, identifiednegative
impactsmustbe mitigatedbeforea projectcanbe approved.Underaperformance-basedzoning
system,a proposedlandusemustbe ableto showthat it canmeetthespecifiedperformance
standardswithout negativelyimpactingthecommunityin orderto obtain a developmentpermit.

Many communitiesimplementperformancezoningthroughapoint systemthat tiesdevelopment
approvalto theability of aproposedprojectto qualifyfor a sufficientnumberofpoints.Points
areawardedfor meetingbasicperformancecriteria.
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A typical list ofperformancecriteriamayincludesuchitems as:

• compliancewith densitystandards
• traffic generation- capacityof existing streets
• neighborhoodcompatibility
• impacton andcapacityof existingutilities
• proximity to existing infrastructure(waterandsewerlines,schools,police andfire

stations,transportationfacilities)
• parking
• noiselevels
• proportionof openspace
• protectionof natural features

In theory,underthissystem,anyusecouldlocatenextto any otheruseprovidedit couldsatisfy
theperformancestandardsin place.Forexample,a commercialusemaybeallowedto locate
next to aresidentialareaif theproposedusecanmeetcertainconditions,suchaslandscape
buffering andarterialstreetaccessratherthanaccessvia neighborhoodstreets.‘While
performancebasedzoningsystemsallow considerableflexibility in determiningthepotential
usesofaparticularsite,proposalsmuststill meettheperformancestandardswhich governactual
development.

Benefits:

Performancezoningpermitsall typesofhousingunits, andprovidesmoreflexibility for
developersto respondto a broaderspectrumofthehousingmarket.This addedflexibility
encouragesdevelopersto build abroaderrangeofhousingtypesincludingaffordableunits.
[AffordableHousing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,pp. 14-15]

By substitutingperformancecriteria for designationofzoningdistrictsasameansfor
determininglanduses,performancesystemshavethe effectof increasingthesupplyof
developableland.Theincreasedlandsupplycantranslateinto lower landpricesandlower cost
development,which cancontributeto thedevelopmentofaffordablehousing.[Flexible Zoning -

HowIt Works,p. 79]

Performance-basedstandardstypically allow greaterflexibility in sitedesignandprojectdensity,
which encouragesuseof cost-savingtechniquessuchasbuilding clustering,mixed-use,and
small-lotdevelopments.

KeyPolicy Issues:

This techniqueinvolvestheestablishmentof detailedperformancecriteriato beusedfor impact
measurementandmitigation.

A key challengeis to developperformancecriteriathat will mitigatethe negativeimpactsof
developmentswithoutunnecessarilyrestrictingdevelopersfrom applyingcreativedesignanduse
solutions.[Flexible Zoning - How it Works,p. 94]
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Few communitieshavedevelopedperformance-basedsystemswhichhavereplacedall
traditionalzoningdistricts.Mosthaveincorporatedperformancezoningwithin a traditional
framework,but with fewerzoningdistricts andmoreflexible useanddensityregulations.

Performancezoningallows themarketplaceto decidehow to meetthespecifiedstandards
that thecommunitysets.It is aconsciouslegislativeattempt to protectthe interestof all
partiesinvolvedwhile providingthebasisfor compromiseand flexible criteriafor
development.

StreamliningLocalRegulations
HUD/JointVenturefor AffordableHousing

MOBILE/MANUFACTURED HOUSING

With productioncostssubstantiallylower thanconventionalbuilt housing,mobile/manufactured
homesrepresenta significantsourceofaffordablehousing,particularly for low- andmoderate-
incomehouseholds.

Forpurposesofregulation,mostcities makea distinctionin theirzoning codesbetween
conventionalsite-builthousingandmobile/manufacturedhousing.Theterm
“mobile/manufacturedhome”is definedas:

“A structure,originally designedandconstructedto betransportablein oneormoresections,that
is built on a permanentchassis,anddesignedto beusedas adwelling with orwithouta
pennanentfoundationwhenconnectedto therequiredutilities that includeplumbing, heating
andelectricalsystemscontainedtherein.Thestructuremustcomplywith theNational Mobile
HomeConstructionandSafetyStandardsAct of 1974 asadministeredby theU.S. Departmentof
HousingandUrbanDevelopmentandasadoptedin RCW 43.22,if applicable.” [A Model
Ordinancefor Siting Mobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 3]

Conventionalsite-builthousingis definedas:

“Residentialunits that areassembledat theirsiteofpermanentlocation.Constructionmaterials
andequipmentarebroughtto thesite in unassembledform. Constructionis regulatedby thestate
building code.” [A ModelOrdinancefor SitingMobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 4]

Mobile/manufacturedhomesarealsodistinguishedfrom “factory-built” housingsuchas
modular,panelized,prefabricated,andkit homes.Themajordifferencebetween
mobilelmanufacturedandfactory-builthomesis thatthey arebuilt to different building codes.
Factory-built,like conventionalsite-builthomes,areconstructedto therequirementsofthe
Uniform Building Code(UBC), while mobile/manufacturedhomes,built afterJune1976, are
constructedaccordingto thestandardsadoptedby theU.S. Departmentof Housingand Urban
Development(HUD code).Factory-builthomesthat arebuilt to UBC standardsgenerallyenjoya
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greaterlevel of acceptancein communitiesandareusuallytreatedlike conventionalsite-built
homesin local zoningcodes.

Cities in Washingtonhavetakena numberofdifferent approachesto regulatingthelocationof
mobile/manufacturedhousingwithin theirborders.Many cities allow mobile/manufactured
homesto beplacedon single-familyresidentiallots in thesamewayasconventionalsite-built
homes.Othercitieshaveestablishedcertainzonesin which mobile/manufacturedhomesarea
permitteduse,butdo not permitthemin all zones.Still othercities permitmobile/manufactured
homesonly in mobilehomeparksor subdivisions,but not in otherresidentialareas.

Lackofpublic acceptancehasbeenoneofthebiggeststumblingblocksfor a moregeneralized
sitingofmobile/manufacturedhomes.Publicperceptionsofmobile/manufacturedhomesare,
however,improving for reasonsofimprovedappearance,betterquality construction,and
affordability.

As priceson conventionallybuilt houseshaverapidlyincreased,growingnumbersofhouseholds
in Washingtonhaveturnedto mobile/manufacturedhomesas amoreaffordablealternative.
Between1980and 1989, thenumberofmobile/manufacturedhomesin thestateincreasedby 57
percentandaccountedfor 20 percentof all newhousing(including single-andmulti-family)
addedto thestate’shousingstock.As aresult,mobile/manufacturedhomesnow compriseover9
percentof the total housingunits in thestate.[Closing theGap,p. 4]

As affordablehousingbecomesharderto find, manufacturedhousingremainsamajor
optionfor low andmoderateincomehouseholdsseekingownershiporrentalofsingle-
family housing.As manufacturedhousingbecomeslessdistinguishablefrom stick-built
housing,andpublic andgovernmentalperceptionsbeginto matchthis reality,
manufacturedhousingshouldbe an option in moreandmorelocations.

The WashingtonState1992 ComprehensiveHousingAffordabilityStrategy- Final Drafi
for Citizen Review
WashingtonStateDepartmentofCommunityDevelopment

Theproblemofsitingmobile/manufacturedhomesin Washingtonhasrecentlybecomemore
pressingdueto an increasein thenumberofmobile/manufacturedhomeparkclosures.Park
closures,particularly in urbanareaswherethenumberofparkshasbeendwindling,havecaused
thedisplacementofmanymobile/manufacturedhomeowners,leavingthemwith few, if any,
alternativesitesfor theirhomes.In manycases,thehomesthat aredisplacedareolder,single-
widemodels,that aredifficult to relocatebecauseofrestrictionsplacedby local governments
andpark owners.In 1991, theWashingtonStateLegislaturepassedanewlaw establishingthe
Mobile HomeRelocationAssistanceProgramto providefinancial assistanceto low-income
mobile homepark tenantswho are forcedto relocatedueto a parkclosure.In additionto the
financialassistancemeasure,this law also exemptsmobilehomesthatarerelocateddueto apark
closurefrom complyingwith therequirementsof city orcountyfire, safety,or construction
codes.[SeeRCW 59.21.105]
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Benefits:

Mobile/manufacturedhomescostsubstantiallylessto build thanconventionalsite-builthomes.
Accordingto the WashingtonManufacturedHousingAssociation,theaveragepriceofa new
multi-sectionmobile/manufacturedhomeis approximately$40,000.

Today’smobile/manufacturedhomesbuilt to MUD codestandardsaremoreattractive,safe,and
durablethanearliermodels,and canprovidenot only affordable,but alsohigh qualityhousing,
to low- andmoderate-incomebuyers.

Growingnumbersof low- andmoderate-incomebuyers,whohavebeenpricedout of the
conventionalhomemarket,areturningto mobile/manufacturedhomesas theironly affordable
alternativefor homeownership.Increasingtheavailability of landzonedto acconimodatethese
newhomeswill enhancethelocationoptionsfor mobile/manufacturedhomebuyersand
contributefurtherto theiraffordability.

Key Policy Issues:

Cities thatareplanningunderthenewGrowth ManagementAct arerequiredto prepare
comprehensiveplansthat include a housingelement.Thehousingelementmustspecifically
identi& sufficient land for housing,includingmanufacturedhousing,aswell asothertypesof
low- andmoderate-incomehousing.

Dueto thevariety in mobile/manufacturedhomestyles, flexible communityordinancesmaybe
moreuseful forsitingmobile/manufacturedhomesthanrestrictiveordinanceswhich maynot
accommodatethe 11111 rangeofhomesthat arecommerciallyavailable.[A ModelOrdinancefor
Siting Mobile/ManufacturedHomeParks,p. 8]

Local governmentscanestablisha designreviewprocessutilizing appearancestandardsto
ensurethatmobile/manufacturedhomesarecompatiblewith theneighborhoodsin which they
aresited.

Allowing siting ofmobile/manufacturedhousingon individual lots offersfinancial advantages.
Becausemobile/manufacturedhousingis taxableasrealratherthanpersonalpropertyin
WashingtonState,allowingpermanentlysited,mobile/manufacturedhomesin residentialzones
providesa sourceof tax revenue.This is alsoadvantageousto homeownerssincepermanently
sitedmobile/manufacturedhomesthat arecompatiblewith theirneighborhoodsarelikely to hold
their valueand beeligible for long-termloans.

Provisionin zoningcodesfor enoughmobile/manufacturedparksites to providecompetition
amongparkownerswill helpensureattractive,low-cost living environmentsfor mobile/

manufacturedhomeowners.[How LocalRegulatoryImprovementsCan Help, p. 8]

Communitycontrolscanensurethatallowablelot sizesaresmall enoughto makethe
developmentofmobile/manufacturedhomeparkscost-effectivefor developersandaffordable
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I.

for homeowners.Spacesavingsitingtechniquessuchaszerolot linesandclusteringarealso
useflul in mobile/manufacturedhomedevelopments.

Infill developmentis an optionto considerin siting mobile/manufacturedhousingon individual
lots.This is particularlytrueif the lots aresmall orirregularlyshaped,includingsurplusrights-
of-way.

Communitiesmaywant to consideroffering densitybonusesasan incentiveto mobile home
parkdeveloperswho agreeto acceptolder,displacedmobile homes.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

Allowing thedevelopmentof accessoryunits is a techniquefor providingaffordablehousing
whichusessurplusspacein existingsingle-familyhomes.An accessorydwellingunit is an
additional living unit, includingseparatekitchen,sleeping,andbathroomfacilities, attachedor
detachedfrom theprimaryresidentialunit, on asingle-familylot.

Attachedunits,containedwithin a single-familyhome,known variouslyas“mother-in-law
apartments,”“accessoryapartments,”or “secondunits,” arethemostcommonlyencountered
typeof accessorydwelling unit. Accessoryapartmentstypically involve therenovationofa
garage,basementfamily room, attachedshed,or a similar spacein asingle-familyhome.

Lesscommonaredetached“accessorycottages”or “echohomes,”which arestructurally
independentfrom theprimaryresidence.Theseunits, typically placedin therearyardarea,are
usuallyconstructedor installedfor thepurposeof providinghousingfor anelderlyparentbeing
caredfor by theiradult childrenliving in theprimaryunit. Accessorycottagesor echohomesare
lessfrequentlyallowedin zoningcodesandaregenerallymoreexpensiveto build thanaccessory
apartments.[AccessoryUnits:AnIncreasingSourceofAffordableHousing,p.5]

Benefits:

Accessoryapartmentsarea relatively easyto obtainsourceof affordablehousing.

Allowing accessoryunits is a wayto provideaffordablerentalhousingwithoutthenecessityof
localgovernmentexpendituresorsubsidies.

Rentsfor accessoryapartmentsaregenerallylower thanrentsfor comparablysizednon-
accessoryapartments,both becausetheownerlivesin oneoftheunitsandbecausetheyare
cheaperto build. [AccommodatingAccessoryApartments,p. 34]

Older residentswho areliving on fixed incomescanusetheaddedincometo offsetthecostsof
rising propertytaxesandutility bills, thusallowing them to stayin theirhomes.Elderlyhome
ownersmayalso offer lower rentsto tenantsin exchangefor help in performingroutine
maintenancechores.
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Young,first-timehomebuyerscanusetheextraincometo helppaytheir mortgagepayment.

Accessoryapartmentsusesurplusspacein largeolderhomes,thus making themostefficient use
oftheexistinghousingstock.

Accessoryapartmentsencouragetheupkeepofexistinghousingstockssinceownershaveextra
incomethat canbeappliedto maintenanceexpenditures.

Accessoryapartmentsoffer rentersaffordablehousinglocatedin moredesirablesingle-family
neighborhoods.

Key Policy Issues:

Oppositionto accessoryunits usuallyarisesfrom neighborhoodconcernsaboutdeclining
propertyvalues,exteriorappearanceofaccessoryunits,and impactson parkingandtraffic from
increaseddensity.

In responseto communityconcerns,regulationsareusuallydevisedto dealwith suchissuesas
thesizeofunits,exteriorappearance,off-streetparking,andconcentrationofunits.The
challengeto policy-makersis to addresstheconcernsofopponentswithout makingconversions
too difficult or expensivefor homeowners,

If I in every 10 ofAmerica’sowner-occupiedsingle-familyhomesbuilt before1975were
to devotespaceto anaccessoryunit, 3.8 million rental units wouldbe generated,
increasingthesupplyofrentalhousingby about10 percent.

“Not In My Backyard”: RemovingBarriers to AffordableHousing
Advisory Commissionon RegulatoryBathersto AffordableHousing
U.S. Departmentof Housing& UrbanDevelopment

Many communitiesthatallow accessoryunits do sothrougha specialpermit or conditionaluse
procedurewhich mayrequirea publichearing.An alternativewhichmaymakeconversionsless
burdensomefor applicantswould beto requirea publichearingonly whenrequestedby a certain
numberofneighboringpropertyowners.

Althoughoppositiongroupsoftenexpressconcernthat single-familyneighborhoodswill be
overrunby accessoryapartmentconversions,studiesdonein citieswhich haveallowed
accessoryunitsshowthat theactualnumberofconversionshasbeenrelatively small. [Accessory
Apartments- UsingSurplusSpacein Single-FamilyHouses,p. 4J

AmericanPlanningAssociation
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Plannedunit development(PUD)regulationsgivedevelopersan increasedlevel offlexibility in
theoverall designof residentialprojectsin exchangefor ahigherquality of development.PUD
ordinancesoftenallow developersgreaterlatitude in locatingbuildingson thedevelopmentsite,
mixing varioushousingtypesand densities(single- andmulti-family), andlanduses(including
someneighborhoodcommercialuses),andin somecasesgrantdensityincreasesoverthose
normallyallowedin thezoningordinance.

PUD ordinancesmaybe adoptedasapartofa community’szoningorsubdivisioncode,ormay
beadoptedasa stand-aloneordinance.PUDsmaybe regulatedasaseparatezoningdistrict, or as
aconditionalor specialusepermittedin selecteddistricts.SomecitiesalsodesignatePUDsas
“floating zones”whichdo notapply to aparticularlocationuntil anapplicationis receivedand
approved.

PUDs aregenerallycharacterizedby:

• flexiblezoningstandards(lot size,setbacks,streetfrontage,etc.)
• focuson overall projectdesignratherthantraditional lot-by-lot zoning
• encouragementofinnovativesitedesignandhousingtypes
• provisionfor on-siteamenities(e.g.,openspaceandrecreationalfacilities)
• negotiationbetweendevelopersandthecommunityfor improveddesignandamenities

[PUDs in Practice,p. 13]

Benefits:

ThemosteffectivefeaturesofPUDs for encouragingaffordablehousingarethe economiesthat
canbe achievedthroughclusteringofbuildingsandtherelatedsavingsin sitedevelopmentcosts
suchasforstreetsandutilities.

Designflexibility allows for theconcentrationofbuildingson thatportionofthesitethatis most
suitablefor building, resultingin a moreenvironmentallysensitivedevelopmentthatpreserves
openspaceandothernaturalfeatures.

PUD ordinancesoftenallow developerstheopportunityto build at higherdensities,spreading
developmentcostsovera largernumberof units.

PUD ordinancesoftenallow a mixtureof landusesin additionto residential.Commercial
revenuesfrom mixed-useareascanbeusedto help subsidizeaffordablehousingin the
development.[Blueprintfor BayArea Housing,p. 551

PUDswhich allow clusteringofhomeson small lots and amixtureofuses,includingsome
commercialuses,reflectnotonly a desirefor moreaffordablehousingdevelopments,but also a
responseto newlifestylepreferencesfor efficient low maintenancehomes,with easyaccessto
recreationandservices.
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PUDsgive communitiesgreatercontroloverdesignduring thepermit reviewprocessallowing
officials to negotiatefor publicbenefitsin return for concessionson density,mixed uses,and
otherdevelopmentstandards.

Key Policy Issues:

PUDsrequiregreaterattentionto a development’splanninganddesignincludingdetailed

reviewsby thecit/s planningstaff planningcommission,andthecity council.
Somecitiesmaylimit PUDsto residentialdevelopments(sometimescalled PlannedResidential
Developmentsor PRDs)with no allowancefor the inclusionofcommercialuses.

Cities shouldbe careflulto avoidanoverlycumbersomePUD processwhich maydiscourage
developersfrom usingthisalternative.Flexibility is a majorkeyto successfulPUD projects.

Reducingminimumlandarearequirementsfor PUDscanencouragegreateruseof this
developmenttechnique.

CLUSTERSUBDIVISIONS

This techniqueprovidesfor theclusteringofhousingunits within a residentialdevelopment
(usuallysingle-familydetached-orattached-housing)on lots smallerthanthosenormally
allowedunderexistingzoning,usuallywith theprovisionthatthe land that is savedbe setaside
permanentlyasopenspace.

Clustersubdivisionsgenerallyconformto a zoningdistricts “grossdensity” requirements
(measuredby thenumberof housingunits peracrerelativeto thetotal areaofthesite),butmay
increasethesite’s “netdensity” (measuredby thenumberofhousingunitsperacrerelativeto the
buildableareaofthe site),by reducinglot sizesandconcentratingdevelopmentona smaller
portionoftheavailablesite. fAffordableHousing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryand
AdministrativeTechniques,p. 13]

Clustersubdivisionsaresimilar to plannedunit developments(PUDs)to theextentthat theyboth
involve clusteringofhomeson smallerlots; however,aclustersubdivisionis anarrower
concept,limited to residentialuses(asopposedto mixed usesallowedin a PUD),usually
requiringlessstringentreviewprocedures,andwhich mayor maynot resultin higheroverall
densities.Clustersubdivisionsaremorecloselyrelatedto traditionalsubdivisiondevelopment
sincetheygenerallycomply with existingzoningstandardsgoverningoverall densityandland
userestrictions.[The ClusterSubdivision:A Cost-EffectiveApproach,pp.1-2]

Clustersubdivisionordinancesmayinclude:

• A statementofpurpose(to clarify intent andbenefitssought)

14



• Provisionspermittingtransferofdensitieswithin thesubdivision(which giveflexibility
in sitedesigningandallow clustering)

• Reviewcriteria(to insureconformancewith developmentstandardsandcompatibility
with surroundingneighborhoods)

• Identificationofdistricts whereclustersubdivisionswill beallowed
• Minimum sizerequirements(in termsoftotal acreageornumberofunits)
• Openspacerequirements(usuallyrequiresthat total lot reductionsallowedequalopen

space)[The ClusterSubdivision:A Cost-EffectiveApproach,p. 5]

Benefits:

As in PUDs,clusteringdecreasesdevelopmentcostsby reducingstreetlengths,sidewalks,utility
lines,andothersitedevelopmentcosts.This, in turn, alsohelpsto reducethecostsof
infrastructuremaintenance.

Clusteringallows for moreenvironmentallysensitivesiteplanningby concentrating
developmenton themostbuildableportionofthesitewhile preservingnaturaldrainage,
vegetation,andothernaturalfeatures.[The ClusterSubdivision:A CostEffectiveApproach,p. 3]

Permittingclustersubdivisions“by-right” in certainzonescanprovidea relatively
straightforward(andtherefore,lesscostly) wayofencouragingeconomicaldevelopmentwithout
increasingoverall density.

Clusterdevelopmentscanprovideresidentswith an enhancedsenseofconimunityandsecurity
within eachclusterandamongneighboringclusters.[AffordableResidentialLandDevelopment,
p. 30]

Key Policy Issues:

Manycommunitiesseta minimumsizefor clustersubdivisions.Carefulconsiderationshouldbe
givento minimumsizerequirementsso asnot to undulydiscouragedevelopersfrom usingthis
option.

Considerationshould be given to theissueofhow muchofareductionin lot sizeswill be
allowed.Somecommunitiessetmaximumreductionlimits.

Clustersubdivisionsusuallyrequirethat theamountofopenspacemustat leastequalthetotal
reductionin lot areas.

Communitiesmayallow for eitherpublicor privateownershipandmaintenanceofopenspace.

Clustersubdivisionsmaybepermittedasause“by-right” or asa specialpermituse,depending
uponthelevel ofdevelopmentreviewdesiredbythecommunity.

ClusterDevelopments(Seattle,Washington)
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23.44.O24CJusteredhousingplanned developments

Clustered housingplanneddevelopments(CHPD5)maybepermittedas an administrative
conditionalusein single-familyzones.A CFIPD is intendedto enhanceandpreserve
naturalfeatures,encouragetheconstructionofaffordablehousing,andallow for
developmentanddesignflexibility. CHPDsshall besubjectto thefollowing provisions:

A. SiteRequirements.

I. Theminimum sizeofa CHPD shallbe two (2) acres.Landwhich is ofsteepslopeand
designatedenvironmentallysensitivein Section23.62.002and submergedlandshall not
beusedto meetminimumsizerequirementsunlessit canbe demonstratedthatit is an
integral partof theproposeddevelopmentor that its exclusionwould resultin undesirable
developmentin theexcludedarea.

2. TheDirectormayexcludeland from a CHPD if it is separatedfrom thesiteby
topographicalconditions,if it hasapoorfunctionalrelationshipwith thesite,or if
inclusionofthelandwouldnegativelyimpact adjacentsingle-familyzonedlots.

B. Typeof Dwelling Units Permitted.Only single-familydwellingunits shall be
permittedin aCHPD.

C. NumberofDwelling Units Permitted.

1. Thenumberofdwellingunitspermittedin aCHPD shallbe calculatedby dividing the
CHPD landareaby theminimumlot sizepermittedby subsectionA of Section23.44.010
in thesingle-familyzonein which theCHPD is located.Landwhich is of steepslopeand
designatedenvironmentallysensitivein Section23.62.002andsubmergedlandshallbe
excludedfrom the landusedto calculatedensityin aCHPD unlessit canbedemonstrated
that it is an integralpart oftheproposeddevelopmentorthatits exclusionwould resultin
undesirabledevelopmentin theexcludedarea.ForCHPDswhich includemorethanone
(1) zone,thenumberofdwellingunits shallbecalculatedbasedon theproportionof land
areain eachzone.

2. One(I) additionaldetachedsingle-familystructuremaybepermittedif the
developmentincludesrecreational,meetingand/ordaycarefacilities opento the
surroundingcommunity.

D. Subdivision.A CHPD maybe subdividedinto lots of lessthantheminimum size
requiredby subsectionA of Section23.44.010.

E. Yards.Yardsshall berequiredfor structureswithin a CHPD.

I. Structuresshall besetbacka minimum distanceoftwentyfeet(20’) from the street
propertyline ofa CHPD.
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2. No dwellingunit in aCHPD shallbe closerthan five feet(5’) to asidelot line ofan
abuttingsingle-familyzonedlot.

6. To providea senseofprivacy, andto mitigatetheeffectsofshadowsbetween
structureswhicharemorethanonehundredfeet(100’) from thepropertyline of CHPD,
requiredyardsbetweenstructuresin theCHPD shall varydependingon thedesignofthe
facing facadesasfollows:

a.Walls shallbe not lessthantenfeet(10’) apartat anypoint.

b. A principalentranceto a structureshall beat leastfifteen feet(15’) from thenearest
interior facadewhich containsno principalentrance.

c. A principalentranceto a structureshall be atleasttwenty feet(20’) from thenearest
interior facadewhich containsaprincipalentrance.

7. The Director may increasetheminimum required yardsorrequirealternate spacingor
placementofstructuresin orderto preserveorenhancetopographicalconditions,adjacent
usesandthe layout oftheprojectand to maintaina compatiblescaleanddesignwith the
surroundingcommunity.

Source:SeattleMunicipal Code

SMALL LOTS AND SMALL LOT DISTRICTS

Allowing a reductionin minimumlot sizesfor single-familydetachedorattachedhousingis a
basictechniquefor reducingresidentialdevelopmentcosts.Small lot developments,whetherin a
clusteror traditional “grid pattern”subdivision,increasedensityandtheopportunityfor
affordablehousing.

Small lots (whichmayrangefrom 2,500to 6,000sq. ft.) andsmall lot districtscanbeutilized
morefully by: (1) reducingminimumlot sizerequirementsto allow building on lots that are
currentlybelow thespecifiedminimum sizefor their locales;and (2) dividing largelotsthat
currentlyhaveexcessspace.[AffordableResidentialLandDevelopment,p.5]

Manycommunitieshavedesignatedspecialsmall lot zoningdistrictswhich permit development
on small lots within an entiredistrict and encouragethe useof innovativesitedesigntechniques.

Benefits:

Thelower landanddevelopmentcostsassociatedwith higherdensitiesin small lot developments
canresultin significantsavings,andtherefore,lowercosthousing.
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With ahigherdensity,landandinfrastructurecostsofmultiple unit developmentscanbespread
overa largenumberofunits,resultingin reducedper-unitcosts.

As in clusterdevelopmentandPIJDs,thereducedfrontageandfront-yardsetbackscharacteristic
ofsmall lots, allow for lesspavement,sidewalk,andguttersperunit, shorterutility runs,and
reducedmaterialcosts.[Affordable Single-FamilyHousing- A ReviewofDevelopment
Standards,p. 3]

Reducedlot sizerequirementsallow thedevelopmentofsmallerhouses,which maybemore
desirableandaffordablefor manyoftoday’ssmallerhouseholds.

Key PolicyIssues:

Small lot developmentsrequiregreaterattentionto sitedesign--thelayout ofstreets,lots,
mixing oflot andhousesizes,variationin building setbacksandelevations,variationin exterior
designs,andlandscaping-- to enhanceaestheticappealand to blend well with surrounding
developments.

Somecities includea siteplanreviewprocessfor small lot developmentsto ensurequality
design.

Requirementsfor two side-yardsetbacksareoftenrelaxedin small lot developments,allowing
for “zero lot line” development(seep. 37) andothersimilar designinnovationswhich can
enhancetheappearanceandliveability ofhigherdensitydevelopments.

Specialconsiderationshouldbegivento parkingin small lot developmentsto avoidtheproblem
ofcarsdominatingthestreetscape(thevisualquality ofthedevelopmentasseenfrom thestreet).
Considerationmaybe given to staggeringfront-yardsetbacksorallowing parkingaccessthrough
alleysrunningalongrearyards.

Themaintenanceofprivacywill alsorequiresomeattentionin small lot developments.Useof
landscaping,fences,walls, staggeredsetbacks,andwindowlesssidewalls, arecommon
techniquesusedto enhanceprivacyin small lot and otherhigh-densitysingle-family
developments.

Somesmall lot developmentordinancesrequiretheuseof buffersattheperimeterofsmall lot
projectsto lessenthevisual impactfrom near-bylarger-lot developmentsandto help in
achievingneighborhoodacceptance.{Affordable Single-FamilyHousing- A Reviewof
DevelopmentStandards,p. 20]

ZERO LOT LINE DEVELOPMENT(ZLL)

This is a techniquethat is usedin small lot housingdevelopments(includingplannedunit
developmentsanddevelopmentin small lot districts) to preservesomeoftheprivacyand yard
usefulnessthat is characteristicofsingle-familydwellingsandto enhancetheiraestheticappeal.
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Useof conventionalzoningprovisionswhich requirethat thehomemustbe setbackfrom every
lot line is not alwayspracticalfor small lots sincethe“yards” createdon eachsideofthehouse
aregenerallyverysmall. Zero lot line housesaresitedon onesidelot line andsometimesalsoon
therearor front lot line to maximizetheavailableyard space.[Planningfor AffordableSingle-.
FamilyHousing,p. 5] Placingthehouseon oneofthe sidelot linesdoublestheamountof
useablespaceon theotherside.

Zero lot line developmentcanbeallowedin PUDs,in separateresidentialdistricts,and/oras
exceptionsin existingresidentialdistricts. SomecommunitiespermitZLL housesto besitedon a
commonlot line so that theyresembleduplexes.Othercommunitiesrequirethattheybesitedon
alternatelot lines,to give theappearanceofhousingin a conventionaldevelopment.[Zero Lot
LineDevelopment,p. 1]

Local officials canutilize reviewcriteriato encouragehigh-qualitydesignandincludeprovisions
in theirZLL regulationsthat will ensurethat this typeof housingis compatiblewith
conventionalhousing.With theseprovisions,ZLL housingcanbewell-suitedto mostsingle-
family neighborhoods.[ZeroLotLineDevelopment,p. 10]

As developersaroundthecountryhavegainedmoreexperiencewith ZLL developmentthey
havealsobeenimproving on theoriginal conceptwith variationssuchasthe“angledZ-lot,”
I!zipperlots,” and “alternatewidth lots.11TheangledZ-lot turns thehomeata 45 degreeangleto

thestreetwhich enhancesvisualappealandmakesit possibleto addmorewindowswithout
compromisingprivacy.Zipperlotsvary thedepthsof rearlot lineswhichconcentratesopen
spaceon onesideofthe lot makingwider lotspossiblewith onlygarageslocatedon theproperty
line. Alternatingwidth lotscombinenarrowandwidelots to givevisualvarietyto the
streetscape.[DensitybyDesign,pp. 55-75]

Benefits:

Siting on onesidelot line providesausefulside yard,while sitting on thefront orbacklot line

providesa useful front orbackyard areaaswell.

TheZLL approachpermits the lot width to bereduced(to a40 foot frontageorevenless)
allowing for lower sitedeve]opment,utility, andmaterialscosts. Increasingallowabledensity
generallyhastheeffect ofreducinglandandsitedevelopmentcostsallowing developersto
spreadcostsovermoreunits and,therefore,reducepurchasepricesin thesedevelopments.

ZLL offersthe lower costsassociatedwith high-densitydevelopmentwhile still maintainingthe
privacyandappearanceoftraditionalsingle-familydetachedhousing.

KeyPolicyIssues:

Residentsin establishedneighborhoodsmayresistsmallerlot developmentif theyperceivethat
thenewhousingwill be ofa lowerqualityhavinganegativeimpacton propertyvalues.
Attention to designis akey factorin gainingacceptancefrom surroundingpropertyowners.
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Spaceandprivacyissuesmaybeaproblemif theyarenot takeninto considerationin thedesign
and planningstage.

ManyZLL ordinancesrequirewindowlesswalls on thesideofhouseslocatedon lot linesto
preserveprivacy.

Somecommunitiesrequireeasementsfor themaintenanceofthesidewallfor thebenefitofthe
adjacentpropertyowner.

Specialconsiderationshouldbe given to the locationanddesignofparkingandgarageswhich
maytendto dominatetheappearanceofthe developmentfrom thestreet,

INFILL DEVELOPMENT

Infill refers to development that takesplaceon landwithin built-up urbanareasthathasbeen
passedover for variousreasonsduringpreviousdevelopmentphasesandhasremainedvacantor
under-utilized.

Interestin infill developmentstemsfrom a desireto channeldevelopmentinto areasthat are
alreadyservedby public facilities, including police, fire, utilities, schools,andtransit, to make
moreefficient useofexistinglandandpublic facilities.

Many communitiesalsoencourageinfill developmentaspartof astrategyto revitalizeandbring
newactivity to older neighborhoods.This typeofdevelopmentcanalsoprovideopportunitiesfor
theconstructionofaffordablehousing.

mEl! developmentcanrangefrom constructionof single-familyhousingon one or two adjacent
lots, to an entirecity block containingmixed residentialand commercialuses.[Affordable
Housing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,p. 15]

Inmostmid-sizedand largeAmericancities, therearethousandsofvacantsites in built-
up areas.Thesesitesrepresenta majoropportunityfor developmentatrelatively low
cost.

StreamliningLocalRegulations
HUD/JointVenturefor AffordableHousing

Benefits:

Infill sitesareoftenalreadyservedbyutilities and otherpublic servicescanreduceadevelopers
up-frontcosts,and, in turn, mayhelp in reducingthecostsof completedhousingunits,
[Blueprintfor AffordableHousing,p. 57]

20



Infill sitesin urbanareasthat’arewell servedby public transit canhelp to reducetraffic
congestionby offeringhousingoptions that arecloserto employmentcenters.[Blueprintfor
AffordableHousing,p. 57]

New housing,or mixed-useprojectsresultingfrom infill development,canhavea revitalizing
effect on surroundingneighborhoods.

Encouragementof infill developmentwhich seeksto makethebestuseof existingurbanland
andinfrastructurecanalsohelp to reducedevelopmentpressureson suburbanlocations,slowing
thetendencytowardurbansprawlandpreservingopenspaceandagricultural lands.

Key PolicyIssues:

Washington’snew GrowthManagementAct callsfor theestablishmentofurbangrowthareas
which will havetheeffect ofchannelingnewgrowthanddevelopmentintoexistingurbanareas.
As cities beginplanningfor higherdensitieswithin theboundariesof urbangrowthareas,infill
developmentwill be receivinggreaterattention.

Whereinfill sitesarelocatedon highercosturbanland,multi-family housingand!ormixed-use
projects,with lowerper-unitdevelopmentcosts,maybethemostappropriatetypeof
development.

Wherelandcostsareparticularlyhigh, incentivessuchas densitybonusesor allowanceofmixed
uses,mayaddto aproject’sfeasibility.

Carefuldesign,with particularattentionto enhancingcompatibility with surroundingbuildings,

parking,andtraffic problems,will help to increaseneighborhoodacceptance.

Communitiescanencourageinfill developmentby:

• preparingan inventoryof potentialinfill sitesandmaking it availableto developers.
• sponsoringawork-shopfor developersto demonstrateinfill developmentopportunities

andtour potentialsites.Thetypeofdevelopmentrequiredon small infill parcelsmaybe
unfamiliarto somedevelopers.

• adoptingflexible zoningandbuildingregulationswhich allow developmentofirregular
orsubstandardinfill lots.

• allowing mixed usesfor infill developmentswhich mayenhancetheeconomicfeasibility
ofprojects.

• assistingin theconsolidationof infill lots into larger,moreeasilydevelopedsites.
Assemblinglargeparcelscanbedifficult if therearedifferentownerswho maybe
holdingout for higherprices.

• allowing sufficient densityto inducehousingdevelopment.

[Blueprint/or AffordableBayAreaHousing,pp. 57-58;StreamliningLocalRegulations,
pp. 19-20]
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ADAPTIVE REUSE

This techniqueinvolves theconversionofsurplusand/oroutmodedbuildingsincludingold
schoolbuildings,hospitals,train stations,warehouses,factories,etc.,to economicallyviable new
uses.In its broadestapplicationadaptivereuseprojectsareaimedatconserving,preserving,and
recyclingsurpluspropertyby adaptingolderbuildingsto currentmarketneeds.Manysuch
projectshaveinvolvedtheconversionofold structuresinto newoffice andretail space,markets,
restaurants,and othersimilarcommercialapplications.Adaptivereuseprojectscanalsobe used
for theproductionof newhousingthroughconversionofold buildingsto newapartmentsor
studiounits.

Benefits:

Adaptivereuseis one methodto introducehousinginto non-residentialareas.

Manyolderbuildingswhich maybeadaptedto housingusesarelocatedin downtownareasand
maythereforeoffer newresidentsconvenientaccessto transportation,shoppingandemployment
centers.

Renovationandreuseofpreviouslyvacatedor deterioratedbuildingscanbeless expensivethan
newconstructionsinceinfrastructureand othersite improvementsarealreadyin place. In
addition,thebasicstructure,althoughit mayneedrenovation,is alreadythere.With the lower
constructioncostsassociatedwith renovation,developerscanproduceaffordableliving units.

Projectswhich involvehistorically orarchitecturallysignificantbuildingsmayqualify for
preservationtax creditsfor privateinvestorsif usedfor low-incomehousings.[Blueprint/or Bay
AreaHousing,p. 61]

Adaptivereuseprojectscanassistin revitalizingdecliningareasby giving newlife to
deterioratingbuildingsand by bringingin newresidents.

KeyPolicyIssues:

Communitiescanfacilitateadaptivereuseprojectsby adoptingflexiblezoningpolicies,suchas
mixed-usezoning(see“Mixed-UseDevelopment,”p. 42),or by allowing residencesasa
permittedorconditionalusein appropriatecommercialandindustrial zones.[Blueprint/or Bay
Area Housing,p.61]

Utilizing this techniquemayinvolve varioussteps,includingmakinginventoriesofpotential
adaptivereusesites,amendinglocal zoningregulations,arrangingfor possiblepropertytransfers
ofpublicly-ownedbuildings,andproviding assistancein obtainingsourcesof thndingsuchas
loans,grantsandrentsubsidies.
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Somecontractorsareunwillirig to renovateold buildings,particularlywoodenstructures,for
whichcommercialfinancingmaybe difficult to find. In addition, kngthyordifficult renovations
maydecreaseprofit margins.

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Mixed-usedevelopmentis an exampleof flexible zoningwhich allows varioustypesofland
uses,includingoffice, commercial,residential,and in somecases,light industrialor
manufacturing,to be combinedwithin a singledevelopmentordistrict. A majorpurposeof
mixed-usezoningis to allow a balancedmix ofoffice, commercial,andresidentialusesin close
proximity to increaseconvenienceto residentsandreducethenumberof shoppingand/or
commutingtripsneeded.Mixed-usedevelopmentscanrangein sizefrom singlebuildingswith
apartmentslocatedoverretail uses,to large-scaleprojectsthat includeoffice andcommercial
spacealongwith hotels,conventioncenters,theaters,andhousing.

Mixed-usedevelopmentscanbe regulatedin variousways.A numberof communitiesallow
residentialusesby-right in certainidentifiedcommercialzones,or, in othercases,asconditional
uses.Othercommunitiesallow mixeduseswithin a plannedunit developmentor in special
mixed-usedistrictswhichwould allow this typeofdevelopmentby-rightin designatedareas.

Benefits:

Mixed-useprojectscanoffer costsavingsto developersin theform of sharedparking
arrangementsandsharedcostsfor building operation,maintenance,andsecurity.[Zoningfor
Mixed-UseDevelopment,p. 1]

Commercialusescanhelpsubsidizeaffordableor low-incomehousing,whichmaybenecessary
becauseofhigh urbanlandpricesanddevelopmentcosts.

Mixed-usezoningcancreatenewhousingopportunitiesin areasthat mayhavepreviously
allowedonly commercial,office, or light industrialuses.

Mixed-usezoningoffers onewayto accommodatethehigherhousingdensitiescalledfor under
thestate’sGrowthManagementAct. Higherdensityhousingin commercialzonesmaybemore
politically acceptablethanincreasingdensitiesin establishedsingle-familyzones.

Mixed-usezoningcanbeutilized to betterintegratelandusesby locatingresidential
developmentsneardowntowncommercial(shopping)areas.With residentsworkingor shopping
closeto home,traffic congestionis reduced.

Allowing mixed usescanhelpto revitalizedistressedneighborhoodsby creatinga senseof
communityandsafety.[StreamliningLocalRegulations,p. 20]

23



If a communitywishesto encouragea mixtureoflanduses,it mustdo morethanpermit
residentialuses.It mustactivelypromotethem.Thezoningordinanceshouldreflectthis
needby providing incentivesorrequirementsfor residentialdevelopmentandby
encouragingthecontinuanceofexisting residentialuse.

“Mixed-Use Districts”
TeresaZogbyPASMemoNo. 79-11

Key PolicyIssues:

Mixing ofusesoftenrequireschangesin thezoningordinance,PUD regulations,or siteplan
requirements.

Mixed-usedevelopmentsrequireattentionto developmentstandardsandsiteplanningto assure
thatdifferentusesarecompatible(orbuffered).

Mixed-useprojectsmaybe particularlyuseful asatypeof infill developmentin underdeveloped
commercialareas(see“Infill Development,”p. 39).A commonexamplewould be small retail
shopswith apartmentslocatedon upperfloors.

Densitybonuses,orothertypesof incentives,maybe useful to encouragedevelopersto include
residentialdevelopmentin mixed-useareas.

REZONING VACANT LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL USE

This techniqueinvolvesamendingthecomprehensiveplanandrezoningsurplusindustrialand/or
commercialland for residentialuses.It canincludelandzonedfor office, commercial,and
industrialusesas well asunderutilizedagriculturallandandsurpluslandownedby public
entities.

Benefits:

Theadvantagesto rezoningfor residentialuseincludecloseproximity to job centers,shopping
andtransit.

Landfor affordablehousingdevelopmentcanbe createdwithout disturbingcurrentresidential
areas.

Residentialusegenerateslesstraffic thanindustrial,office orcommercialuses.[Blueprintfor
BayArea Housing,p. 53]

Key Policy Issues:
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A landuseinventory,togethefwith an analysisofprojectedneedfor commercialandindustrial
land,will assistin determiningtheavailability of surpluscommercialand industriallandsupply.

Specialattentionmustbepaidto sitedevelopmentin termsofproximity to factoriesandplants
whichproduceemissionsormaybe unattractivein appearance.

Specialattentionmustbepaid to thepossiblepresenceoftoxic materialsin thesoils of industrial
landsdevelopedfor housing.[Blueprint for BayAreaHousing,p. 54]

Allowabledensitiesshouldbe sufficientto ensureeconomicaldevelopment.Higherdensities
will generallyresult in lower per unitdevelopmentcosts.

Considerallowing densitybonuses,or othertypesofdeveloperincentives,in returnfor
constructionofaffordablehousing.

OFFICE/HOUSING LINKAGE

Office/housinglinkagerefersto a varietyofprogramsthat eitherrequireor inducedevelopersof
commercialoffice buildings,orothernon-residentialbuildingprojects,to directly constructor
makefinancialcontributionstowardtheconstructionofmarket-rateor affordablehousing.
Linkageprogramsmakedevelopercomplianceor participationa conditionfor permit approvalor
aprerequisitefor receivingsometypeofdevelopmentincentive(usuallyan increasein allowable
density).Linkageprovisionsmayapplyeitherto newconstructionorexpansionofexisting
space.

Housinglinkageprogramsarebasedon thetheorythatnewcommercialoffice development
resultsin increaseddemandfor housingandthat developersshouldmakesomecontribution
towardmeetingtheincreasedhousingneedswhichtheyhelpto create.In essence,housing
linkageprogramsaredesignedto mitigatetheeffectsof newemploymentonhousingwithin the
community.[Blueprintfor BayAreaHousing,p.51]

Linkageprogramsgenerallyareeithervoluntary/incentive-basedor mandatory.Mandatory
programswork in a way that is similar to impact feesby requiringa developerto mitigatethe
impactofnewoffice developmenton theprovision ofaffordablehousingby payinginto a
housingconstructionfundorbuilding therequiredhousing.Developersareusuallygiventhe
opportunityto choosebetweena cashpayment,construction,or someothertypeof mitigation,
suchasparticipationin ajoint public-privatehousingproject. Voluntarylinkageprogramsoffer
developersvariousdevelopmentincentives,suchasdensitybonuses,reducedsetbacksand
reducedparkingrequirements,which addvalueto thedevelopersproject or reducedevelopment
costs,in exchangefor theprovisionof affordablehousingunits.
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Benefits:

Incentive-basedlinkageprogramsbenefitboth thedeveloperand thecity, Developersbenefitby
acquiringdevelopmentbonuseswhich increasethevalueof theprojector reduceconstruction
costs.Cities benefitfrom moreaffordablehousing.

Developersareoftenfree to selectthemostadvantageousoptionfor theprovisionofhousing:
constructinghousingoff-site; contributingto a housingtrust fund;purchaseofdevelopment
rights(see“TransferofDevelopmentRights,”p. 47) andrehabilitationofa building; or some
othermethodprovidedby thecity. [ZoningBonusesin CentralCities, p.?]

By providingorpreservinghousingcloseto officecenters,moreemployeesareprovidedwith
the opportunityto live nearwheretheywork.

Linkageprogramsdo not generallyrequiretheexpenditureof local tax dollarsto fund the
constructionofaffordablehousingunits.

Office/housinglinkagemaybeparticularlyuseful in cities that areexperiencinghigh growth
rateswith accompanyingtight, high-pricedhousingmarketsto reducesomeofthepressureon
availablehousing.

A successfullinkageprogramfirst mustwork economically;that is, it mustbenefitboth
thedeveloperandthemunicipalitywithout imposingunacceptableburdenson either.

DefensibleLinkage
ChristineJ. AndrewandDwightMerriam
JournaloftheAmericanPlanningAssociation

Key PolicyIssues:

Thelegal basisfor mandatoryoffice/housinglinkageprogramshasnot yetbeenclearly
establishedin WashingtonState.Mandatorylinkagerequirementsin otherstateshavebeen
challengedon variouslegal grounds,includingwhetherlinkageregulationsconstitutean illegal
tax, orwhetherthereis a “rational nexus”orrelationshipbetweennew commercialdevelopment
andan increasedneedfor housing.Mandatorylinkageprogramsshouldbecarefullydesignedto
provideadefensiblelegal foundation.Citiesshouldbepreparedto demonstratean actuallink
betweentheneedfor housingand commercialdevelopment.[DefensibleLinkage,p.205]Cities
contemplatingthis typeofprogramshouldconsulttheir city attorney.

Voluntary/incentive-basedlinkageprogramswhichprovidebenefitsto developersin exchange
for housingaremorelikely to avoidor withstandlegal challenges.

Office/housinglinkageprogramswill bemoresuccessfulin a strongcommercialofficemarket
wheredevelopmentsaremorenumerousanddevelopersmorewilling to takeadvantageof
developmentincentives.
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Someprogramsallowthesubstantialrehabilitationofresidentialbuildingsto countasnew
construction,sothat developersmayhavetheoptionto build newresidentialfacilitiesor
rehabilitateexistingfacilities.

Linkageprogramsmaybepre-setin anadoptedzoningordinanceornegotiatedon acase-by-
casebasis.

TRANSFEROFDEVELOPMENTRIGHTS

Transferofdevelopmentrights (TDR) programshavebeenimplementedin anumberof cities
acrossthecountryas ameansofgeneratingfunds for thepreservationand/orrehabilitationof
low- andmoderate-incomehousingprimarily in downtownareas.TDR programshavealsobeen
usedasa meansforpreservinghistoric landmarkstructures,openspace,and agriculturalland.

TDR programsarebasedon theideathat ownershipofreal propertyis comprisedofa “bundleof
rights,” including,amongother things,a property’s“developmentrights,” which canbe
separated,sold,and transferredto anotherpieceofproperty. “Developmentrights” aredefinedas
the ‘1differencebetweentheexistinguseof theparcelandits potentialuseaspermittedby
existinglaw.” [Making TDR Work,p. 203]

A TDR programallows for thesaleand transferof unuseddevelopmentrightsfrom onebuilding
orparcelof land(the“sendingsite”) to another(the “receivingsite”). For example,if a four-story
buildingwerelocatedin azoningdistrict thatactuallyallowedtheconst~ictionofbuildingsup to
six stories,theunuseddevelopmentpotentialofthebuilding would beequalto two stories(the
differencebetweentheexistinguseof thepropertyand its potentialusepermittedunderthe
zoninglaw). Undera TDR system,thedevelopmentpotentialrepresentedby thesetwo stories
couldbe separatedfrom theproperty,sold, and transferredto anotherproperty.Thepurchased
developmentrightscan thenbeusedto increasethedevelopmentpotentialofthereceivingsite.

Benefits:

Useof this techniquebenefitsbothdevelopers,who canincreasethedensityof theirprojects,
andthecommunity,which benefitsfrom thepreservationoflow- andmoderate-incomehousing
in thedowntown.

Increasedhousingopportunitiesin thedowntownareacanhelp to reducetraffic congestionand
provideworkerswith housingcloseto employmentcenters.

Whendevelopmentrights aretransferredbetweennearbyproperties,thereis no net increasein
allowabledensityin thearea.

TDR programscan alsobeusedto preservehistorically significantsitesin thedowntown.

Key Policy Issues:
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TDR programscanbe complexto administerandapparentlywork bestprimarily in healthy
downtownreal estatemarketswheredevelopershavesufficient incentivesto purchaseanduse
developmentrights.

Conununitiesshoulddetentiinewhethertheyarewilling to acceptincreaseddensityin receiving
areasin orderto preservelow- andmoderate-incomehousing.Propertyownersin receivingareas
mayfind TDRsto be acceptablein theory,but not in their backyards.

Oncedevelopmentrightshavebeentransferred,mostcommunitiesplacelegalrestrictionson the
sendingsite,prohibitingfutureuseofthetransferreddevelopmentpotential.

TDR programsoftenprovideonly limited hindswhichmayneedto besupplemented,depending
uponneeds,throughotherhind sourcesincludingprivatefinancingandpublic subsidies.

TDR programsmustbe designedon thebasisofa thoroughunderstandingoftherealestate
marketboth to determinefeasibility and to developappropriateregulations.If existing zoning
allows enoughdensityto satis&currentmarketdemand,developerswill haveno interestin
purchasingadditionaldevelopmentrights.

Communitiesmaywant to considera requirementthat constructionorrehabilitationofhousing
unitsbe completedwithin somefixed periodoftime.

EXEMPTION FROM IMPACT FEES

Overthe lasttento fifteen years,manycities in Washingtonhaveenactedmeasuresto impose
impactfeesto helppayfor infrastructureimprovementsnecessitatedby newdevelopments.Fees
havebeencollectedfor traffic mitigation,waterand sewerutilities, parksand openspace,school
sites,andotherpu1~oses.Impactfeeshavebeenimposedundervarioussourcesofauthority,
including theStateEnvironmentalPolicyAct (SEPA),theStateSubdivisionLaw, andmore
recentlyenactedlegislationauthorizing“voluntaryagreements”with developersto helppayfor
developmentimpacts-ThenewStateGrowthManagementAct (GMA) also containsspecific
authorityforcities to imposeimpactfeesfor “public streetsandroads,publicly ownedparks,
openspace,andrecreationfacilities, andfire protectionfacilities in jurisdictionsthatarenot part
ofafire district.” [RCW 82.02.090(7)]

Recognizingthat impactfeescanhaveanegativeeffecton the constructionofaffordable
housing,somejurisdictionshaveenactedmeasuresto reduceorwaivesuchfeesfor projectsthat
includeaffordablehousingunits.

The(JMA alsogivesrecognitionto theeffectsof impact feeson housingaffordabilityby
grantingcities specificauthorityto exemptlow-incomehousingprojectsfrom thepaymentof
impactfees.[SeeRCW82.02.060,1990-91Supp.]

Benefits:
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Feereductionsorwaiversreducedeveloper’supfront costsandcanhelpto supportthe
constructionofaffordablehousingunits.

Key Policy Issues:

Manycommunitiesthat imposeimpactfeeshavedeterminedthat newhomebuyersshouldbear
thefinancialresponsibilityfor the infrastructurecostsnecessitatedby newdevelopments.These
policiesarebasedon thenotionthat thepersonwhobenefitsshouldpay. In thecaseof affordable
housingconstruction,a goodargumentcanbemadethatsuchdevelopmentsbenefittheentire
community,and,therefore,reductionsorwaiversof impactfeesareappropriate.

In orderto useimpactfeereductionsand/orwaivers,communitiesneedto reviewall current
impactfeesand exactionrequirementsto determinewherereductionsand/orwaiversfor
affordablehousingprojectsmaybe appropriate.

Impactfeereductionsand/orwaiverscanbeusedin conjunctionwith otheraffordablehousing
techniquessuchasdensitybonusesor inclusionaryrequirementsto promotetheconstructionof
affordablehousing.

SUBDIVISION/DEVELOPMENTSTANDARDS

Communitiescanlower thecostsofcreatingaffordablehousingbyreevaluatingtheirsubdivision
ordinancesand updatingormodif~’ingregulationswherepossible.Minimum requirementscan
oftenbeloweredto reflectactualprojectedusageandneeds.

Most subdivisionrequirementsinvolve site-improvementstandardswhich aredesignedto hold
downfuturemaintenanceandminimizebothpublic andprivaterepairand replacementcosts.
Thesestandardsarealsousedto preventflooding, minimizeaccidents,protectair andwater
quality, andto preserveor enhancetheresidentialsetting. [How LocalRegulatoryImprovements
CanHelp,p.5J

In subdivisions,thefrontage,or width, of the lot determinesthelineardistanceof streets,
sidewalksandutility linesthat mustbeput in placefor eachhouse.Communities
requiringlot widths of, say, 100 feetwhen50 feetwould suffice,maybealmostdoubling
thecostof themajorsiteimprovementsperhousingunit. Reducingtheminimumlot
frontageis an importantway to reducehousingcostsin manycommunities.

HowLocalRegulatozyImprovementCanHelp
HUD/JointVenturefor AffordableHousing

Site improvementstandardsincludedrainagerequirements,dimensionsandspacingofstorm
drainsor otherstormcatchnients,streetconstructionstandards,minimum streetpavementwidths
and cul-de-sacturning radii, parkingstandards,sidewalkstandards,sewerpipe sizesandspacing
ofmanholes.
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Costsavingsin site improvementsallow direct reductionsin thecostofnewhousing.Site
improvementcosts(includinglaborandmaterials)havebeenfoundto accountfor roughly 10
percentor moreofdevelopmentcostsfor anewsingle-familyhome. [How LocalRegulatory
ImprovementsCan Help, p. 5] Suchsavingspassedon to theconsumer,maymakethedifference
betweenaffordableandnon-affordablehousing.

Affordablehousingdemonstrationprojectsin WashingtonStateandelsewherehaveutilized
varioustypesof costreductionmethods,including:

Modification ofstreetrequirements.For example,minimumpavementwidth (anddepthin some
cases)of low-volumesubdivisionstreetshavebeenreduced,aswell asminimumturningradii of
cul-de-sacs.

Curbsandguttershavebeenmadeoptional,or lessexpensiverolled curbswereused.

Reductionofsidewalkrequirementsto allow narrowerwidths,sidewalkson onesideofthe
street,replacementwith pathways,oreliminationaltogether.

Costshavebeendecreasedby usingmethodswhich reducewaterandsewerutility requirements
including: runningthemain linescloseto thesetbackline to reducehouseconnectiondistance;
commontrenchingfor multipleutilities; sharedsewerlateralsandwaterservicelinessewingtwo
or moredwellings; reducedwaterandsewerline sizes;andcurvilinearsewers.

Grassswalesandtemporaryimpoundmentsmaybeusedin manycasesinsteadofmore
expensivestormdrainsandundergroundsystems.

Parkingspacesizeandquantitycanbereducedbasedon thesizeofcurrentcompactcars,the
actualnumberofresidentsin thedevelopment,andtheavailability oftransit.Off-streetparking
on driveways,in carports,or in commonareasmaybeless costly.

[Affordable Housing- Local GovernmentRegulatoryandAdministrativeTechniques,pp. 17-243

Benefits:

Themoneysavingsin developmentcostscansignificantly reducethecost ofhousing,

particularlywhentheycanbespreadovera largenumberofhousingunits.
Therevisionof subdivisionstandardscanpromotemoreefficient useoflabor, materialsand
time,thusexpeditingtheconstructionprocessandsavingon total developmentcosts.These
savingscanalsobepassedalongto theconsumer.

Key Policy Issues:

WashingtonStatesubdivisionrequirementsandlocal ordinancesmustbecarefullyreviewed
beforeimplementingcost savingtechniques.
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Caremustbetakento avoidsitedevelopmentshortcutswhich mayproveto bemorecostlyin the
longrun.

Subdivisionordinancesthat havenotbeenamendedin manyyearsandwhich maycontainsome
out-datedstandards,in particular,maybenefit from a reviewaimedat increasinghousing
affordability.
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METROPOLITAN POLICY PROGRAM

The Affordability Index:
A New Tool for Measuring
the True Affordability of a
Housing Choice
By Centerfor Transit.OrientedDeveiopruentandCenterfor NeighborhoodTechnology
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HousingandTransportation:Key Elementsof the Cost of Living

T he cost of living for anAmericanfamily consistsof many components.The two
largestare housingandtransportation.Housingaffordability is mostcommonly
understoodas the extentto which a household’sincomecancoverthepurchase
priceof a home.However,the traditional definition of housingaffordability may

be too limited,The cost of transportation,while not currently factoredin to the affordabil-
ity equation,hasbecomeincreasinglycentral to family budgets,given their choicesto live
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fartherfrom jobsand astoday’sdevelopmentpatternsrequirefamilies to usetheir cars
moreoftento run errandsor taketheir childrento school.Therefore,theaffordabilityof
housingshouldbe consideredin the contextof the transportationcostsassociatedwith the
neighborhoodin which thehome is located.It is the interactionbetweenhousingand loca-
tion that providesamoremeaningfulmeasureof affordability.

Although housingis consideredaffordableif it accountsfor roughly30 percentor lessof
a household’smonthlybudget,location costs,andmorespecifically transportationcosts,
areoftendramaticallyunderestimatedor ignored.Nationally, transportationis the second

..neighborhoocl largesthouseholdexpenditureafter housing,rangingfrom lessthan 10 percentof theaver-
agehousehold’sexpendituresin transit-richareasto nearly25 percentin manyotherareas.
Basedon calculationsusingthe 2003 ConsumerExpenditureSurvey,weestimatethat the

~haracteri sties averageU.S. householdspends19 percentof its budgeton transportation.
As this brief demonstrates,transportationcostsalso varywidely by neighborhood.Gener-

ally speaking,housingis cheaperin areasthat lacknewinvestmentor that is farther from
nfluence how the centralbusinessdistrict, while householdtransportationcostsincreaseasonemoves

fartherout from urbancenters.
A growingbodyof researchhasshowna strongrelationshipbetweenincreaseddensity,

nuch is spenton transitaccess,andpedestrianfriendliness,on the onehand,andreducedvehiclemiles and
automobileownership,on the other.2With the high andrisingcost of driving, owing to ris-
ing gasolinepricesand theincreasingneedto drive for mosthouseholdtrips, the

ransportation transportationsavingsthat canresultfrom living in a dense,convenient,andtransit-
friendly communitycanbe considerable,

zndhowmany
llie significant increasein recentgaspriceshasimportant impactson affindainlity At
53 00 pergallon, doublethe price ofjust two yearsago, the averagehouseholdwill

vehiclesare increaseits total transportationexpendituresby 14 percent,or $1,200pertear This
increasealoneis 3 percentofthe median incomehousehold’sannualearnings.

nnwd, given
Until now, a household’stransportationdemandwas consideredto be primarily driven by

householdincomeandsize.This researchshowsthat largerandwealthierhouseholdstend
that the charac- to own morevehicles,selectmoreexpensivemodels,anddrive moremiles. Our study

shows,however,that transportationdemandandcorrespondingcostsare highly correlated
with characteristicsof the neighborhood.Evenamongwealthyhouseholds,neighborhood

teristics of characteristicsinfluencehow much is spenton transportationandhow manyvehiclesare
owned,given that the characteristicsof placealso shapetransportationdemand.Neighbor-
hoodcharacteristicssuchas density;walkability; the availability and qualityof transit

place also shape service;convenientaccessto amenitiessuchas grocerystores,dry cleaners,day care, and
movie theaters;andthe numberof accessiblejobs shapehow residentsget around,where
theygo, andhow much they ultimately spendon transportation.’Neighborhoodswith the

transportation abovecharacteristicsare considered“location efficient,” providing convenientaccessto
shopping,services,andjobs, and low-cost transportationalternativesto theauto.

Thesecosts,however,arenot consideredin the housingaffordabilitystandardsusedto
demand..?) allocatelow-incomehousingtax creditsor vouchersfor otheraffordablehousingprograms.

Nor are the)’ considered—exceptwith the LocationEfficient Mortgage®—whenlenders
scoreindividual homeloan applications.Reframingnationally acceptedaffordability meas-
uresto combinebothhousingandtransportationcostscould allow low-income households
to moreeasilyqualif~’for homeownership,providea substantialincentiveto the privatesec-
tor to investin transit-orientedlocations,andsupportthe public sectorin making
investmentsthat lowerhouseholdtransportationcosts.

TheAffordability Index calculatesthe true affordability of a homebasedon its market
valueandthe transportationcostsincurredby its location. It doessonot only at the broad
metropolitanarealevel, but also at the neighborhoodlevel, wherehundredsof consumer,
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ivestment,development,and infrastructuredecisionsaremadeeveryday. Usedat a corn-
iunity level, theAffordability Indexcanhelp householdsassesswhich neighborhoodsin a
egion are mostaffordable,and it canhelp policymakersdeterminewhereresourcesshould
ie focusedto enhanceaffordability.

II. Building theAffordability Index

T heAffordability Indexcalculatesthesum of averagehousingcostsplus the aver-
agetransportationcosts for a neighborhood(representedby a censusblock
group),divided by averageneighborhoodincome.In the simplified formula, total
housingcostsinclude currenthousingsalespricesandrents,andtotal transporta-

tion costsequal the sumof the costsfor autoownership,autouse,andtransit, The index
canbe adjustedfor an individualhouseholdto reflect householdincome,theprice mem-
bers intend to payfor a new home,anda particularneighborhood’stransportationcosts.

TheAffordability Index builds on theanalysisandtheoryof the LocationEfficient Mort-
gage®(LEM), which wasdevelopedby a groupof researchers,includingmembersof the

44ffordability Index ncosts+janspqrtation Costs
Income

Centerfor Transit-OrientedDevelopmentteam.4The LEM usesactualvehiclemiles trav-
eledfor millions of householdsin the San FranciscoBayArea,SouthernCalifornia, and
the Chicagoregionto generatemodelsthat predictautoownershipandvehiclemiles trav-
eled,basedon residentialdensity,transit availability, andneighborhoodwalkability The
model resultsin a “location efficient value” for eachneighborhoodwithin theseregions.
The researchersselectedthesecharacteristicson the basisof the extensiveliteratureon
transportationcostsin relationto the built environment.The locationefficient model was
thenusedto createa FannieMae—backedmortgageproductthat allows the underwriterto
give additionalcredit for the locationefficiencyof an area.TheAffordability index is based
on the provenconceptsin the location efficiencystudy—thattransportationcostsare
determinedby bothneighborhoodandsocioeconomiccharacteristics.

In theAffordability Index,householdtransportationcostsare estimatedas threeseparate
components:costsof autoownership,autouse,andtransit use.Thesethreecomponents
are the dependentvariablesin the model andareaffectedby the combinationof seven
independentbuilt environmentvariablesandtwo independenthouseholdvariables,
Together,thesenine variablesrepresentthe independentneighborhoodandsocioeconomic
variablesthat predicthouseholdtransportationcostsat the censusblock group level, the
smallestgeographyavailableto approximateneighborhoods.It is importantto model these
costsat a neighborhoodlevel, given that theindependentvariablescanvary block by block.

Modeledvaluesfor thesevariablesarederivedprimarily from the U.S. DecennialCensus
2000 Survey; the CensusTransportationPlanningPackage2000 (CTPP2000); the
National HouseholdTravel Survey (NHTS); and the NationalTransit-OrientedDevelop-
ment (TOD) database.The TOD databasewasdevelopedby the CTOD with the supportof
the FederalTransitAdministrarion,FannieMae, andthe SurdnaFoundation.It contains
the demographic,land use,and transportationcharacteristicsof neighborhoodslocated
within a half mile of 4,000existing andplannedfixed-guidewaytransit stationsin the
United States.The transportationcharacteristicsin thedatabaseinclude the locationof
train stationsandlines, trait frequencies,busroutes,andactualandestimatedbusroute
frequencies.Bus route information wascollectedfrom the FederalTransitAdministration
andfrom local transit authorities.Table I providesa completelist of the variables,their
source,andtheir usein the transportationcost model.

We combinedthe variablesin a regressionmodel thataccountfor changesin the loda-
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tion variablesthat influencetransportationcosts,while controllingfor thehouseholdchar-
acteristicsthat, to a lesserextent,also determinethe costs.To developthe exactregression
formula, wetestedeachof the independentvariablesseparatelyagainstthe dependentvari-
ables,andthen in combinationto determinetheir relationship.The analysisshowedthat
the independentvariablesco-varyandare interdependentof oneanother.Thus, no one
variable,suchas transit accessibilityor householdincome,by itself completelydetermines
transportationcosts.Rather,it is the combinationof thesevariablesthatdetermineshow’
manyautosa householdowns, how many milesmembersdrive eachvehicle,andhow
much transit they use,Becausetransportationis an integralpart of our daily routines,it
makessensethat it is the combinationof how a householdcommutesto work, how far
away the grocerystoreis, how children get to school or otheractivities,andhow much a
family earnsthat determinestotalhouseholdtransportationcosts.5The DetailedMethods
sectionoffersa fuller descriptionof the process.

III. TestingtheIndex: Minneapolis-St.Paul

e testedtheAffordability Index in the Minneapolis-St.Paul regionto refine
the methodandto determinethe ways in which it canbe usedto affect
regionalhousingandtransportationdecisions.During this processwe
workedwith a groupof transportationandhousingexpertsin theMinneapo-

lis regionto refine the methodologyanddatasets usedin the analysis.
More thanone-halfof householdsin the Twin Cities spendmorethan $10,000peryear

on transportation.Including the 40 percentincreasein recentgasprices, transportation
costsfor all Twin Cities householdsapproacha billion dollarspermonth.Although total
transportationcostsin the regionarehigherthan the nationalaverage,averagehousing
costsaresignificantlybelow’ the nationalbenchmarkof affordability. On average,Twin City
householdsspendonly about20 percentof their monthly expenditureson housing.Taken
together,householdsin the Twin Cities spendroughly 40 percentof their monthlypre-tax
incomeon housingandtransportation.A closerlook at specific communitiesandneighbor-
hoodsrevealsa rangeof costsfor eachitem, however,which reflectsproximity to transit
andto the centralbusinessdistrict. Escalatinghomepriceshavebegunto makeaffordable
housinga greaterconcernin the Twin Cities.

A. Using theAffordability Index to Developa RegionalPerspectiveon Housing and
TransportationCosts
Maps 1 and 2 illustrate the differencein affordability whenconsideringonly housingcosts
andwhenconsideringthe combinedcost of housingandtransportation.Bothmaps depict
the cost for householdsearning80 percentof the areamedianincome.Map 1 showsthe
monthly mortgagecost as a percentageof income.The yellow areasare thosethatwould
traditionally be deemedaffordable;theyare in accordwith the lending guideline that
requireshouseholdsto spend28 percentor lessof their income on housing.Exceptfor the
areasdirectlywest and eastof Minneapolisand St. Paul, the majority of the region’shous-
ing appearsaffordablefor this income group.Both mapsshowthe location of the new
Hiawatha light rail line. However,theAffordability Indexanalysisdoesnot include the
impactof theline becauseit did not openuntil 2004.All datain theAffordability Index are
a snapshotof 2000.It will beinterestingto seethe effects of this new investmentusing
future data.

Map 2 addstransportationcosts.TheAffordability Indexusesa rangefor housingand
transportationcosts:less than 47 percent;47 to 74 percent,and75 percentand above.
The benchmarkrateof 47 percentrepresentsthe sumof the currentnationalaverage
expenditureon transportation(19 percentof income)plus the mortgageunderwriting stan-
dard for housingdebt (28 percentor lessof income). On the basisof the guideline that a
householdshouldspendno more than 47 percentof its incomeon housingandtransporta-
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Map 2.Affordability Indexresultsfor householdsearning80 percentareamedianincome (AMI)

“H + T” as a Percent of Income
by Census Block Groups - 80% AMI - 3 Person Household
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ion, theareasconsideredaffordableon a $43,443 incomecontractsubstantiallyfrom
hoseobservedin Map 1.

The presenceor absenceof transit helpsexplain the differencein affordabilitybetween
:hesetwo maps.The bus system,shownon Map 2, is extensive,offers frequentservice,and
is ~ve1lusedin the coreof the region. Evenwithout fixed-rail transit (theCensus2000 pre-
cededthe openingof theregion’sHiawathalight rail line), 8 percentof the workersin the
Minneapolis-St.Paul regioncommutedby somethingother thananauto: by bus, bicycle,
or on foot, Whenlookingat the citiesof Minneapolisand St. Paul, which havethe most
extensivebussystemin the region, the non-autocommuterateswereevenhigher, at 23
percentand 15.4percent,respectively.Thus,theAffordability Indexresultsshowthat the
combinedcostsof housingand transportationare mostaffordable in areaswell servedby
public transit.

The region’snew Hiawatha light rail line is referencedon the map; however,it is not
reflectedin the transportationcostsmodelsbecausethe line wasnot in operationat the
time of Census2000.

B. Using theAffordability indexfo Project the Effect of Transportation Costson
ThreeHypothetical Househ.oldsin Minneapolis-StPaul
The Affordability Indexallows oneto considerthe effect on a typical family’s budgetof a
varietyof housingchoices.To demonstratethe effectof different housinglocationchoices
on a family’s pocketbook,weconstructedthreehypotheticalfamilies andcalculatedhow
their spendingdistributiondiffers on the basisof wheretheylive,6

Chip Johnson is an insurance underwriter who lives in Fridley but
works in downtown Minneapolis, earning $56,690 per year. His wife,
Bekah, is a-stay-at-home mother taking care of their young son.
Chip Jr.

For housing, the family pays $7,872, or 14 percent of their income.
Although they chose to live in Fridley because they could purchase
“more home for the money:’ the Johnsons also needed to purchase
a second car to maintain their mobility Because they rely on two

cars to commute to work and travel throughout town, their trans-

portation spending equates to $10,671 a year, five times the amount
paid for health care, and double the amount spent on savings, pen-
sions, and insurance. The Johnson family spends 62 percent of its

expenditures on housing, transportation, food, apparel and services,
and health care.

Photo:Aerial view depicting proposed new commuter roil line ond station in
Fridley Source: Northstor Commuter Rail Project Office

TheJohnson Family
Three-person household living in Fridley

‘Annual household incorne:$S6,6
90

• Annual housing cost: $7,872
- Annual transportation costs: $10,671
• Percentage of income spent on housing and transportation:

33 percent
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Sheila Washington
• Single college student renting apartment in St Paul’s Midway

neighborhood
- Annual household income: $16,830
‘Annual housing costs: $6,096
Annual transportation costs: $6,336

• Percentage of income spent on housing and transportation:
73 percent

SheilaWashington is a junior at Harnline University and works at
the nearby Rosedale mall to help pay for college.After looking at
surrounding neighborhoods, she chose an apartment in Midway
where rents are cheaper. Nevertheless, a significant part of her
monthly expenditures go to rent. She is able to walk to classes and
could take the bus to her lob, which pays her roughly $17,000 annu-
ally, but instead she drives, preferring the flexibility that a car
provides.

As with many college students, Sheila is acquiring debt and trying to
find ways to reduce her cost of living.Togethei housing and trans-
portation are 73 percent of her expenditures, which she covers
with student loans and her job at the mall.Although Sheila tried to
save money by living in a more affordable area, she also lives in a
more affordable transportation area but has yet to take advantage
of these savings. Sheila could save $400 per month by using the bus
for work and selling her car.Average mortgages in the Midway
neighborhood in 1999 were $577. less than what Sheila spent on
owning and driving a car and only slightly higher than whatshe now
pays for rent.

Photo: Honiline Universi4’.campus in St Poul
Source Center ~rTransit Onenzed Deveh~’menr

Jim EDorgan is a police officer in Minneapolis, but lives in Farmington
with his two retired parents. He spends 94.percent of his $43,470
annual income on all expenditures, including housing, transportation,
and health care, with the largest cost being transportation, which
totals over $13,000 per year.

Jim puts up with a lengthy commute because of cheaper housing
costs anda desire to help his aging parents, who rely on him.
Together, housing and transportation costs compose 52 percent of
his monthly expenditures Given family responsibilities Jim chooses
to remain in Farmington to help his parents. Because it is difficult to
take transit between Farmington and Minneapolis, or even within
Farmington, the Dorgans are a three-car family.

Photo: Formington neighborhood
Source: Center for Transit Oriented Development

The Dorgan Family
‘Three- person household living in Farmington
• Annual household income: $43,470
‘Annual housing costs: $9,732

• Annual transportation costs: $13,020
• Percentage of income spent on housing and transportation: 52

percent
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C. PnttMg itAll Together The ImpactofHonsngLocationChoiceon Neighbor-
hoodsandFanatics in Minneapolis-St.Paul
We chosefour neighborhoodsin the Twin Cities to testthe model’ssensitivity to changes
in density,housingcosts,proximity to transit, andfor the potentialof the resultsto inform
policy decisionson futurepotential transit lines. Tables2 and3 providemoreinformation
on eachof theseneighborhoods~Frid]ey is a northwesternsuburbof Minneapolisthat is
beingconsideredasapotential site for a stationon the proposednewcommuterrail line,
the Northstar.Similarly, the Midway neighborhoodin St. Paulencompassesthe heartof
the areabeingconsideredfor a newlight rail extension,andthe SewardlLongfeflowneigh-
borhoodcurrentlyadjoinsthenew Hiawathalight rail line. Farmingtonis a once-rural
communitythat has seenrapid housinggrowth during the pastdecadeas themetropolitan
areacontinuesto expand.

Table 2. Background information on fourTwin Cities neighborhoods
two city neighborhoods, one inner-ring suburb, one urban fringe

Percent commuting
by transit, walking,
or bicyclinE’

I Census 2000.The seven-counqt overage Ito weighted overage by county.
2 Census Transportation Planning Package 2000 (Cl?? 2000)

3 HousIng payments ate based on Census 2000 data and HMDA Average Mortgage Payment for 1999 for the Minneapolis metiopoliton statistical alec (MSA) arid loan
terms and ,etes fran, the FFFJC for the Minneapolis MM in 2000

Se~

~g~cn Fndley
Midway,
St Paul

Longtellowf
Sewar4

Minneapolis

County
metro
region

Demographia Numberof 4686 Il 328 4861 6006 1021 454
household&
Avg household
sire’

29 24 23 21 25

Income factors Annual medtan
household income’
Household income
range’

$43 443

$41,250—
$67,188

$59 196

$27,308—
$72,292

$39 601

$17,039—
$51,307

$32 909

$1 1,7120—
$46,923

$54 304

Densitymeasur~ Walkabilcty’ 793 I38 51 57 17I
Avg. households!
residential acre’

04 U 5.9 9.7 04

Access to transit jobs Isq. mi.’ &209 35,004 72,748 99,060 I
~-.s -- --

2% 5% 22% 26% 8%

Housingand Av& vehicles per
transportaton household’
cost indicators

litnsit Connectivity No Transit Low Medium Medium NIA
index’ Access

2.! 1.8 1.4 L2 1.9

Avg. monthly
mortgage payment4

Avg. monthly rental

$811 $649 $577 $597 $893

$535 $627 $509 $497 $657
payment’
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As notedin Figure 1, transportationcostsvary acrossthe four casestudyneighbor-
hoods.Increasedcostsin autoownershipreflect theneedfor morecarsperhouseholdthe
further from the central city that a suburbancommunityis located.The costsof driving
increasein correspondingrelationship.The absenceor lackof transit servicealso indicates
the relativecost of usingtransit betweenthe studyneighborhoods.As this information is
averagedacrossall householdsliving within the casestudyneighborhoods,for individual
householdstheremaybe variation from the averagebasedon individual transit or auto
use.

Table3 andthe following four neighborhoodsummariesdemonstratethe underlying
transportationinfrastructureof eachneighborhood.Pie chartsat the baseof eachneigh-
borhoodmapshow theeffect on the householdbudgetsof choosingto live in that
neighborhoodby eachof the threehypotheticalfamilies.The four neighborhoodsarehigh-
lighted in thepreviousregionalmapsto placethesecommunitiesin their regionalcontext.

13
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Table 3. Housing and transportation costs in the fourTwin Cities areas

Seven.

Fan,,ington Fridley
Midway,

St. Pai

Longfellow’
Sewar4

MlnieopdS

County
metro
region

Median income’ $43,443 $59,196 $39,601 $3Z909 $54,304
Annual transportation costs’ —

Transportation costs as a % of incon1e~,,,
$13,860 $10,524 $8,378 $6,995 $10,989

32% 18% 21% 21% 20%
Avenge housing cost as a % of income’ 22% 13% 17% 22% 20%
Housingand transportation costs 54% 31% 39% 43% 40%
for homeowners
Housing and transportation costS 47% 30% 37% 39% 35%

forrentes

F Census 2000. median household income ft’r each community typlace and census tract

2 Affordability Index mode? calcu/ation f&.the median Income household in each area

3 Averoge ofrenta/ and mortgage payments for each area using Census 2000 median rents and 1999 HMOA loans and 1999 FFEJCloan terms end rates (hr Minneapolis-Se.

Foul to calculate mortgage payments

The four neighborhoodsin focusrepresentdifferenttradeoffsbetweenhousingcostand
transportationcost,The residentsof the Seward-Longfellowneighborhoodare located
closeto downtownMinneapolisandwell connectedto masstransit.The medianincome is
also lower in this neighborhoodcomparedto our otherstudyareas.On average,residents
in thisneighborhoodspend21 percentof their incomeon transportationor roughly $446
permonth;in comparison,for the averagehouseholdin Farmingtonwheretransit service
is extremelylimited andcommutesare long, transportationaccountsfor 32 percentof
incomeor $941 permonth.Whenhousingcostsare factoredin, affordability variesdra-
matically. Whereasregionally, the averagetwo-personhouseholdspend40 percentof its
incomeon housingandtransportation,if that samehouseholdlived in the Longfellow-
Sewardneighborhoodtheywould be spendingonly 34 percentof their income on these
samecosts,a savingsof over$3,000annually.
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TransportationCostsfor Homeowners
in Longfellow & Seward

k $i.iOO to $1,340
~ $900 to $1,100
2. $eOOto $900

Oto $600

S Ni,wa*,.snsoo

I Hiawath. Li,,

seiKo,,,.

HigI,~,.y/inten’.

Park

I I Ns~hborhoodScent,y

The Longfellow and Seward

neighborhoods In South

Minneapolis are some of

the region’s more densely

settled,with a rnbc of hous-

in& household types, and

Income levels. In addition

to being densely populated.

the neighborhoods also

have a higher concentn-

tion of lobs relative to

other places.

The Affordability Index is calculated using data prior to the
existence of the Hiawatna mass transit line, It shows that
26 percent of housenolds in this area were commuting by
transit. walkirsg. or biking in 2000. and overall households
were saving $4,000 a year on transportation compared
with the regional average expenditures.

However, housing prices are also increasing in the cor-
ridor as a result of rising demand for living near transit
and city-living In gcneral.Average housing prices were 22
percent of median household income ($33,209) in this
area, slightly higner than the regional average but still
below the industry standard of 30 percent Combined,
housing and transportation costs were 43 percent of the
average hoUsehold expenditures in Longfellow and
Seward.

The Affor dability Index does not include data to cap-
ture the neighborhood changes since 2000, but the model
could be updated with current regional data on housing
and transit to recalculate the affordability, such as the addi-
tion of the Hiawatha Line The market changes resulting
fi-om the investment In fixed guideway transit have pro-
fn’jnd implications for affordable housing policies.Although
the index helps to quantifr the value of living near transit
for hou:e’iolds. it also illustrates neighborhood concerns
over gentrificatioii.

The Cost of Living in Longfellow/Seward
Examining the Housing—Transportation
~de-Offs
The pie charts depict the relative cost of living for our
three hypothetical families. For Chip,Jim and Sheila, con-i-
bined housing and transportation costs are lower in
Longfellow/Seward than in the other profiled neighbor-
hoods.Whereas Chip currently spends 33 percent of his
income on these two costs to live in Fridley, were he to
live in Longfellow they would account for only 26 percent
of his annual income. For Sheila, transportation and hous.
ing costs would account for 68 percent of her income, and
Jim would have a substantial savings from living closer to
his Minneapolis job.
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Putting it All Together Midway Neighborhood in St. Paul, Minnesota

1~

Midway is an older neigh-

borhood in central St Paul

along UniatraityAvenue.

The avenue has e va,iety of

commercial activities and

connects the University of

Minnesota in Minneapolis

with the State Capitol in Sc.

Psul.Although less densely

populated than Longfellow

and Seward, it is still far

above the regional average.

Trsnsportstiort
~ Housing

a Other

The households in the Midway area represent an
extremely diverse population both economically and eth-
nically-The neighborhood is split evenly between family
and non-family households, which can, in part, be attrib-
uted to the large number of colleges and universities in
the area. Housing is more affordable in this area, and most
of the housing stock was constructed prior to I 940.The
average monthly mortgage payment in 2000 for this neigh-
borhood was $577, compared with $893 for the
seven-county region.

The Affordability Index calculated a monthly t.ans~
portation cost of $698, roughly 25 percent lower than the
regional average. Given lower -housing costs, the combined
housing and transportation costs were 39 -percent of
annual household income for homeowners and 37 percent
for renters.

The Cost of Living in Midwa~Examining the
Housing—Transportation t-ade-Offs
Focusing on the pie chart illustrating the cost of living for
Sheila, a renter and college student earning less than 50
percent of the Seven-County region’s median income
($16,830 versus $54,304), the varying costs of transporta-
tion and housing by neighborhood have a significant impact
on her pocketbook. None of the neighborhoods analyzed
are affordable meet the threshold of allowing Sheila to
spend less than 47 percent of her income on these two
costs. However, living in Midway allows her to have 26 per-
cent of her income available for other uses, while the
higher transportation costs of living in Fridley would allow
her only I 2 percent, and Farrnington even less at 7 per-
cent,

Transportation cost, for Homeowners
in Midway

S $1,100 to $1,340
S $900 to $1,100

$600 to $900
oto $600

eusRosite

l4ithssar/lntest~te

______ P,rk

P4eigbbothood Soundary

Cost of living in Midway to hypothetical “case” families

Chip’s Expenditures
12%

Jim’s Expenditures

SheiIa~Expenditures

37%

27%
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Putting itAll Together: Fridley, Minnesota: Location of future commuter rail station

Transportation Costs for Homeowners Eddie>’ is an inner-ring sub-
in Fridley us-ban community wsth
5 51.100 to 51MG
V s900 ~ $1,100 more than 27,000 ress-

$600 to ~‘5° dents.Thls suburban
Ow $600

community is located to
Nortl,nar l’roposed station the northwest of Fin-

- I I Northsta~Proposed cOOSmuter ~ neapolis and primarily
Bus ~°~s~’ accessible by interstate

Highway/lrzersute 694.The median household

_______ income in 2000 was

Neighborhood ~ $59 196, and the variationbetween income levels was

- notasmarkedasinthe

three central city neighborhoods previouslydiscussed.Aithough vehicle

ownership is slightly below the regional average, only 5 percent of residents

commute to work by transic. bicycling, or walking.Avarage commute time is

relstively short at 22 ,ninutes.As a consequence, average monthlycans-

portsdon cost, were $827 in 2000, higher than the previous two study

neighborhoods but-still below the regional average.

Most of the housing in Fridley is owner-occupied, and the
median house value in 2000 was $-120,000.As with other
inner-ring suburbs the community’s population growth
began in the 950s and lasted through the early I $SOs It
remains a fairly homogenous population in both- income
levels and racial backgrounds. Housing costs in 2001)
accounted for only 13 percent of income, reflecting the
higher average income levels in Fridley.When combined
with transportation costs, however, the Affordability Index
for Fridley rises to 3 I percent of income spent on these
two costs. Despite the lower housing costs, the higher
transportation costs increase expenditures on these two
items.

The Cost of living In FridleytExamining the

Housing—TransportationIPade-Offs
For Chip Johnson and his family, Fridley is a relatively
affordable cornmunity.The family spends less than 50 per-
cent of their annual income on housing and
transportation. Additional savings could potentially be real-
ized if they lived in one of the urban neighborhoods
examined. But for a 3-person family earning above the
region’s median income, most communities located near
the Twin Cities are affordable. For Sheila, in comparison,

affordability is greatly constrained in those neighborhoods
outside the CBD as transportation costs rise substantially.



Putting it All Together: Farn*ington, Minnesota Development on the suburban edge
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transportation costs for Homeowners
in Farmingtoh

• 51,103 to $1,310
* $500 to $1,100
~ $eoOto $900

Ow $603

I Place So,sr,dary

Twenty-five miles south of Minneapolis is the small but
growing town of Farmington, population I 2,36S, and
where 81 percent of the housing has been constructed
since 1990, Census 2000 data report median housing value
at $146,000, slightly higher than the region’s median of
$141200, but the median household income was lower
than the overall region’s, $43,443,

Although Farniington’s housing is affordable for a
household earning the median income or slightly higher,
the Affordability Index shows the impact to the cost of liv-
ing in a town where the average household owns at least
two cars, there is no metro bus service, and the nearest
large employment centers are two counties to the north.
In Farrrungton, households spend 54.3% of their incomes
for housing and transportation, the highest combined rate
of our four study areas. Many of the households moving to
farmrrigton for more affordable housing are likely instead
taking on more expensive transportation.

The Cost of Living in Farn’iington: Examining
the Housing—Transpot-tation Wade-OHs
Tracking jim Dorgan’s relative costs of living in these dif-
ferent neighborhoods, we see that affordability varies
greatly between communities when transportation and
housing costs are combined.Whereas he spends ovir fifty
percent of his income on these two costs in Farniington,
were he to live in Fridley no would be spending only 40
percent on these same factors, and if he lived along the
Hiawatha corridor in Longfellow/Seward he would nave 67
percent of his -income to spend on costs other than trans-
portation or housing. Jim accepts the significantly higher
transportation cost of living in Farmington ($1085 per
month versus $574 per rr,onth In Seward/Longfeliow), as a
trade-off for lower cost housing in Farmington and prox-
imity to his aging parents.
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Moving beyondthe hypotheticalcasefamilies to understandthe relativeaffordabilityof
different neighborhoodsin Minneapolis-St.Paul,weappliedthe index to householdsat
variouslevels of areamedianincome(AM!). Figure 2 showstheresultsof applying the
Affordability Index to the four neighborhoodsfor householdsat less than 50 percentAM!,
50 to 80 percentAM!, 80 to 120 percentAM!, andgreaterthan 120 percentAM!. Not
surprisingly~affordability variesgreatlyby locationandacrossincomelevels.Whentrans-
portationcostsareaddedto housingcosts,which arehigh throughoutthemetropolitan
region, only the centralcity neighborhoodsareaffordable to low-incomefamilies at less
than 50 percentAM!. Proximity to bettertransit servicein thecentralcities, accessto
morejobs, andthe availability of somelowerpriced housingimproves theoverall cost of
living for thesehouseholds.For middle-incomefamihes,reducedtransportationcostsin
thesesamecommunitiesalso havea positiveeffect on the family pocketbook.

Figure 2. Affordability by incomelevel and community
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Table 4. PotentialAffordability Index policy applications for Minneapolis-St Paul and other regions

Households Evaluate the true household budget impact of each neighborhood in a region to better determine
the trade-offs in costs and lifestyle choices between different geographic locations

Community and civic leaden Incorporate cost-of-living benefits in campaigns for transit and reinvestment
Inform policymakers of the connection between housing and transpoi-tation costs to advocate for
policies that help retain affordable housing across income levels as part of a transit-oriented
development strategy
Advocate for including cost-of-living information in the Regional Framework Plan and for compli-
ance with Livable Communities Act
Educate households on the true cost of driving versus taking transit do not just teach how to
drive, but teach individuals what the costs are of driving

t-ansit agencies Use broad transit benefits to support funding requests: transit is a great
deal for public investment, for the household pocketbook, and for economic development
Determine the impact of service cuts to the overall affordability of various communities
Better measure the true value of investments in mass transit
Make more effective decisions about routing, service enhancements, and
station deployment

Provide complete information to buyers on the full costs andRealtors, lyjers, it’estors,
and developers amenities associated with a location, adding these data elements to listings

Make lending decisions based on total affordability of a place
Screen Investments for transportation choice and cost of living focusing affordable housing pro1
ec-ts near quality transit service -

Design housing and commercial products to complement and support
transportation choke,
Help find housing that fits within a family~budget

Government agencies Require alignment between and across government jurisdictions: state,
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO), counties, and cities on housing, transportation and
land use -decisions
~onhns
Better inform MPOs required state transportation and housing plans, targeting future investments
in those areas where transportation or hou~g_costsare prohibitive
Supplement The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) current measures of
housing affordability to recognize that transportation costs are inextricably linked to housing
costs
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IV TheAffordability Index:A Tool to UseInformation to Drive Housing
arid TransportationMarkets

T he Affordability lndexprovidesa useful tool for a varietyof groupsactively invest-
ing in andplanningaffordableandmixed-usedevelopments.Overall, theindex
clearlysuggeststhe needfor improvedcoordinationandplanningbetween
housingandtransportationpoliciesand investments.Consideringboth factors

during decisionmaking,families andpublic officials canmakebetterdecisionsabout the
tradeoffs, overall costsof living, andcostof providinggovernmentservicesfor different
locations.

The Affordability Indexcanalso inform to what degreetransitinvestmentscanimprove
how affordabledifferent communitiesare for householdsof varying incomelevels. It can
also help affordablehousingprogramsto give greaterweight to investingin locations that
will also reducehouseholdtransportationexpenditures.Nationally, the numberof house-
holds with housingcost burdensincreasedby nearly 5 million in justthreeyears,despite
stagnantrentsandfalling interestrates.’Individuals decidewhereto locateon the basis of
morethan just housingpriceandtransportationcost. Neighborhoodamenities,property
size, quality of schools,andcrime ratesare all variablesthat influencetheir decision.How-
ever,dataon thoseothervariablesare widely available,whereaslittle to no information has
beenmadeavailableto homebuyersor rentersaboutthe relativetransportationcostsasso-
ciatedwith differentlocations.TheAffordability Indexoffers a morecomprehensivepicture
of “affordability” to helpindividuals morefully evaluatea rangeof factorsthat are impor-
tant to their cost of living.

Fora householdwith limited financial resources,makingacarefuldecisionaboutwhere
to locate involvesassessingthevalueof their choicesandweighingthe relativecosts.How
much is it worth to havea privateyard, be within walking distanceof their child’s school,
or to be closeto a transit line? If havinga large yardmeansmoving to a communitywhere
it is necessaryto havetwo or threecars, the resultsof this studyindicate thatextracar
could costat least anadditional$4,000peryear.Is it worth it? Maybe. But unless house-
holdsknow the transportationcostsassociatedwith their housingchoice,theywill not
know the financial impact of their choiceuntil it is too late.

TheAffordability Indexis a tool with utility far beyondhigh-levelpolicy andplanning
applicationsA family might purchasea housein thefuture from a realestateagentwhose
multiple listing serviceprovidesa link to theAffordability Index. In additionto dataon
schooldistricts,propertytax burden,parishandphysicalcharacteristicsof theparcel, the
family might also be providedwith mapsandaerialphotosthat show nearbygreenspace,
transit connections,and anAffordability Indexrankingthatdepictshousingandtrans-
portationcosts.A realtor could assistindividuals in comparingtheir dreamhomealong
the transitrail line with onein a neighboringsuburb.A morecompletepictureof costs
andamenitieswould betterinform the family of the trade-offsbetweena varietyof
amenitiesandcost savings.Thesecost savingstranslateinto increasedopportunities
for wealthcreation.

In summary,theAffordability Index could be usedby a varietyof actors,from the indi-
vidual householdto local, state,andfederalofficials Table 4 highlights someof the policy
applicationsfor households,communityleaders,transportationandhousingprofessionals,
andthe financialcommunity Thinking morestrategicallyaboutcombiningtransportation
andhousinginvestmentsto leveragethe connectionsbetweenboth canhelp to improve
affordability and increaseaccessibility,which will drive healthierhousingandtransporta-
tion marketsin cities,

a JANUARY ~ooO - THE BROOKINGS INSTITUTION • URBAN MARKETS iNITIATIVE • MARKET INNOVATION BRIEF



V. HousingAffordability Reconsidered

T heAffordability Index allows us to rethinkthe issueof true housingaffordabilit.
If all theparticipantsin thehousingmarket—developersandconsumers,regula-
tors,andpoliticians—beganthinking differentlyaboutthe affordabilityof place,it
couldhavea substantialpositiveeffect on households,neighborhoods,regions,

and businesses.
Peoplemustmaketheir own decisionsaboutwheretheywant to live, but it is important

to providethem with theinformation theyneedto betterunderstandthe financial implica-
tions of thosedecisions.The Affordability Indexmakesclear that for a family, affordability
goesbeyondjust “affordablehousing,”and thecosts of shelter. It allows usto demonstrate
that in mostcases,transit-richenvironmentshavea positiveeffect on householddisposable
income.It illuminates thecritical roleof public investmentin transportationandhousing
in supportingwealth-buildingstrategiesfor low- to moderate-incomefamilies.
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Detailed Methods

The model theorizes that each transportation cost component—auto ownership, auto use, and public transit—is a function of the local envi-
ronment (VIe) of that place and household income and size (Vhh).The simple equation is:

Total Transportation Cost = [CaQ * ~aO~le) * GaO(Vhh)l + [Cao * Fau(Vle) * Gau(Vhh)l + [Cao * Fpt(Vie) * GptNhhfl

where C represents a cost factor (i.e., dollars per mile driven), and F and G are generic functions of the local environment and the household
variables,

By separating the urban variables from the household variables, we remove the correlation of wealth and family size with the characteristics
ci place to allow us to assign the intrinsic value of the efficiency of any given place, without confusing the cost of transportation with the
characteristics of households residing there.

The three base transportation costs were each calibrated against existing measured data: average autos per household per block group
(based on US. census data), vehicle miles traveled (VMT) (based on the national Household Travel Survey ENHI’S]), and percent of journey to
work trips by transit, and share of ETA transit revenue database. Block groups were used as the base geography of analysis given they are
smaller in area than census tracts—yet detailed census data and other variables used in the analysis are stillwidely available.

Although this is a social science model and household behavior is impossible to precisely predict in every situation, we attempted to address
as many variations as possible in auto ownership, auto use, or transit ridership through the design of the mode! and the selected data.The fol-
lowing Items are key notes about transportation costs and how they are addressed in the mode! and data sources:

• Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) research shows thatVMT per vehicle varies as the number of autos per household increases.
Therefore,we adjust the model to assign the estimated miles per auto based on the NHTS results for multiple vehicles per household.

The model is able to estimate transportation costs for renters and owners separatel)c because households in each tenure represent a differ-

ent cohort both in household size and income.The rental and ownership housing markets are different, which affects location choices.

-The costs for auto ownership and use are from FHWA estimates from the 2001 editions of The Complete Car cost Guideand Complete Small
Truck Guide from lnteflichoice, Inc., and sales hgures from Automotive News.Auto ownership costs include depreciation, insurance, financing,
and state fees.Auto use costs include fuel, maintenance, fuel tax, and repairs. The FHWA estimates the fixed annual ownership and use costs

by the type and age of vehicle.We use a weighted average for the two costs on the basis of the existing fleet of U.S. vehicles, which results in
$5,068 for the ownership component and 9 cents per mile for the use component Because these costs are averages, in some cases, the

model will over- or underestimate the ownership, use, or total costs. For instance, the ownership costs will be too high for vehicles that are
older, smaller, or less expensive than the avenge vehicle on the road, and the auto use costs may be too low for these same vehicles, espe-
cially if they require more maintenance or are less fuel efflcientThe pricing model also does not account for variations in local economies
or state regulations and how that might affect insurance rates, gasoline, and other auto costs.

* Other than the CTOD national database, there is no single current and complete national source for all bus and rail lines in the United
States.We made our best attempt to gather this data for each of the 28 major U.S. metropolitan areas; however, several cities have no data
or Geographic Information Systems (GIS) flies for their bus systems. For the Minneapolis-St. Paul area, we obtained complete and current
information on the bus routes and frequencies from the Met Council, but theTransit Connectivity in our model does not include bus stop
locations.

• Lacking a source for exact information on the number of trips taken and distance to workand all other destinations by households at the
census block group levei,we instead used the National HouseholdTravel Survey (NHTS) to estimate the total vehicle miles driven per
household on the basis of the census block group characteristics of the households in the survey.We were able to identifr the actual block
group for approximately 6,840 survey records in the NHTS dataset and used these records to determine the relation between the charac-
teristics of those block groups and the annual miles per vehicle reported by the households in the block groups.We then assign annual miles
to households in each block group on the basis of the characteristics of that block group.

‘To account for access to jobs and services, which influence a household’s transportation demand, we developed a method to identi&
employment centers both in size and locationWe assigned the number of jobs within each census tract using the CTPP 2000.This allowed
us to identify and group those census tracts that were adjacent to each other and had a high employment density as major employment



Table 1. Independentanddependentvariablesin the transportationcost model

Households per Census 2000 Provides a measure of density which
residentialacre, influences auto ownership and use

Households per total acre Census 2000 Provides a measure of density, wtich
intluencesautoownershipanduse

Average block size in acres Census/TIGER/Linee Block site contributes to walkability ofthe ares, which influ-
ences auto ownership.auto use.and transit use

Transit Connectivity lndex* CTOD national database: FTA 1995 Availability and extent of transit influences
bus routes database, local transit transit use

- agencies - -

Distance to employment Census Transportation Planning Distance to nearby jobs influences auto

- centers Package (CTPP) 2000 ownership and auto use - -

Job density: number of jobs Jobs and locations, CTPP 2000 Number of nearby jobs influences

- P~! ‘S°~!! ~ -- - - - - - probability ofworking ~ the nearby employment center
Access to amenities Service jobs in the CTPP 2000 Nearby services within walking distance influences auto use and

- - ownership as well as t~nsitavailability and use - -

useholdincom CensLis 2000 ownership and use

Household size - Census 2000 - Influences auto ownership and use - - - - -

Dependentvariable - Source - ljs

Auto ownership Modeled from independent household To determine the number of autos a
(vehicles per household) and local environment variables household owns and the associated

- owner!h~pcosts -

Auto use Modeled using the 2001 NHTS To determine the number of miles a
(annual miles driven per reported VMT fitted to the household drives eath vehicle and

household) - - independent variables the associated usage costs -

Transit Rides per day Modeled from independent household To determine the number of transit
and local environment variables rides per day per household,

5
Tha lraneit ConneceiW~’Index qco is a measured developed by Center for Neighbnthood Technology using bus and pain system route andsetiice data to estimate the qualtfl’ oftransit in proxim.

i~toecensus tract by measuring the frequency and lecotion of the bus and train mules and train stations. bus slops are not currently port oftheTO owing to the lock ofreadily available and

consistent data at the national jei,etA highTO score represents frequentand extensive transit in ndaeian to other locations within that region. The categories in Minneapois ore >0.600 Low, 660-

2700 Medium, and>2700 High.
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Endnotes
t. Creating the model relies on complete data sets for a particular area; the model can be created in any city with

data on the transit routes and their sen’ice frequencies.

2. Several researchers have shown the relation between the built environment and transportation use and costs,

including the following studies. Scott Bernstein, Carrie Makarewicz. and Kevin McCarty, Driven to Spend:

Pumping Dollars Outof Our Households and Communities (Washington: Center for Neighborhood Technology

and Surface Transportation Policy Project, 2005). See http:(/wwwtransact.org. John C. Dernbach and Scott Bern-

stein, ‘Pursuing Sustainable Communities: Looking Back, Looking Forward,” Urban Lawyer 35 (495) (Summer
2003). John Holtzclass; Robert Clear, Hank Ditttmar, David Goldstein, and Peter Haas, Location Efficiency:

Neighborhood and Socio-Economic Characteristics Determine Auto Ownership and Use—Studies in Chicago,

LosAngeles, and San Francisco,” Transportation Planning and Technology 250) (2002): 1-27, available online

at wnwtandf.co.ukljournals/onlineiO3OS- I 060.html. John Holtzclaw, Using Residential Patterns and Transit to

Decrease Auto Dependence and Costs, ‘Journal of the Transportation Research Board Record 1805 (2002):

D. B. Hess and P.M. Ong, Traditional Neighborhoods and Automobile Ownership,”Journal of the Transportation

Research Board Record 1805 (2002): 35.44. Natural Resources Defense Council, San Francisco, and California
Home Energy Efficiency Rating Systems, Costa Mesa, California, 1994. Peter Newman andJeffrey Kenworthy,

Cities and Automobile Dependence: An International Sourcebook (Aldershot, UK: Cower Publishing, 1989). Gary

Pivo, Paul Hess, and Abhay Thatte, “Land Use Trends AffectingAuto Dependence in Washington’s Metropolitan

Areas, l970—l990” (WA.RD 380.1) (Olympia: Washington State Department of Transportation, 1995). Charles
Komanoff, “Public Transit: The Vision for 2020” (Chicago: Center for Neighborhood Technology, 1990).

3. \Valkability is measured in the Affordability Index model by the average census block size. Block sizes are meas-

ured by the Census in acres. Smaller block sizes are an indication of streets on a grid that likely have sidewalks

and where housing, amenities, and other locations are within easy walking distance of each other because there is
a greater network of streets and intersections and therefore more options for traveling between destinations on

foot,

4. Holtzclaw et al.. ‘Location Efficiency.”

5. For a complete description of the model’s development and methodology, see the ReconnectingAmerica website.

www.reconnectingamerica.org.

I 6. For the sample households, wage levels and occupations are based on the wages and occupations cited in “Pay-

check to Paycheck,” (Washington: Center for Housing Policy, 2001), and Bureau of Labor Statistics median wages
for Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan statistical area (MSA), 2003, Household total and component expenditures,

except for housing and transportation, which are based on the CTOD Affordability Index model calculations, are

based on average expenditures for households of these income levels and sixes reported in 2001 Consumer Expen-

diture Sun’ey of the Bureau of Labor Statistics,

7. Lipman. Barbara, Something’s Gotta Give: Working Families and the Cost of Housing”, New Century Housing,
Volume 5, Issue 2, Center for Housing Policy, p. 10
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Living Cities: The NationalCommunityDevelopmentinitiative is the founding
funder for the UrbanMarketsInitiative. Living Cities is a partnershipof leading
foundations,financial institutions,nonprofit organizations,and the federalgovernment
committedto improving the vitality of cities andurbancommunities.
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unleashthe full powerof thosemarketswhile connectingthem to the economicmainstream.
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the Urban Markets Initiative at www.brookings.edu/metro/umi/pilotprojects.htm
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE
C1TY AND COUNTY OF HONCL ULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII BILL ~
(COUNCIL)

ABftL FOR AN ORDINANCE ___ ___

TO AMEND CHAPTER 21, REVISED ORDINANCES OF HONOLULU 1990, AS
AMENDED (THE LAND USE ORDINANCE), RELATING TO TRANSIT-ORIENTED
MULTI-FAMILY DWELLINGS.

BE IT ORDAINED by the People of the City and County of Honolulu:

SECTION 1. Purpose. The purpose of this ordinance is to facilitate the
integration of transit services with certain new developments on Oahu. This is to make
housing choices more affordable, encourage utilization of the city’s mass transportation
system, and protect open space.

SECTION 2. Chapter 21, ArticleS, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990. as
amended, is amended by adding a new section to be designated by the revisor of
ordinances and to read as follows:

“Sec. 21-5. Transit-oriented multi-family dwellings.

Within AMX-1, AMX-2, AMX-3, BMX-3, and BMX-4 districts, multi-family
dwellings shall be deemed to be transit-oriented multi-family dwellings when they are
located within one quarter mile of a major transit route. Maior transit routes shall be
designated j2yjhe director of transportation services by rules adopted pursuant to HRS
Chapter 91 and represent permanent links with the highest levels of service in the city’s
public transit system wherein large numbers of pas~~gersare carried and public transit
vehicles operate at peak hour headways of 20 minutes or less.”

SECTION 3. Table 21-6.1, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, as amended,
is amended to read as follows:
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1rsi~CITY COUNCIL ORDNANCE__ __

CITYANDCOUNTYOFHONOLULU
HONOLULU. HAWAII BILL (200w

__ ________ A BILL FORAN ORDINANCE

‘Table 21-6.1
Off-street Parking Requirements

Use1 Requirement2

CULTURE~_~J ___

lAgricultural products processing (major or I per 1,500 square feet
minor) animal products processing;
centralized bulk collection, storage and
distribution of agricultural products to
wholesale and retail markets; sale and service

~ofmachinery used in agricultural production;
~sawmills;and storage and sale of seed, feed,
;iertilizer and other products essential to
agncu ltural production

~:ANIMALS _____

~Kennels,commercial ~1per 400 square feet, but no less than 4 _____

cDsu~NEss~J _ _Till
Automotive and boat parts and services, but 1 per 400 square feet
not storage and repair; automobile and boat
sales and rentals; catering establishments;

~danceor music schools; financial institutions;
Ohome improvement centers; laboratories
i(medical or research); medical clinics; offices,
lother than herein specified; personal services;
~photographicprocessing; photography
Hstudios; plant nurseries; retail establishments
other than herein specified; and veterinary

ft bUs ~5 _____ ____

Bowhng alleys 3 per alley ___

Business services 1 per 500 square feet

2



~1-CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

ORDINANCE

BILL (2008)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

.tSales: appliance, household and office
:furniture; machinery; and plumbing and
iheating supply

1 per 900 square feet

Requirement2 I

Convenience stores; and sales: food and
-;grocery stores ~incIudingneighborhood

~f~~~Y____-__,-_.._.-~f~~5___

1 per 300 square feet

tate processing facilities I per 800 square feet

Eating ano drinking establisnments (including II ocr 300 square teet provided the total floor area of
(ibars, nightclubs, taverns, cabarets, and dance all eating and drinking establishments comprises 50
halls) ~percentor more of the floor area developed on the

zoning lot, Otherwise. I per 400 square feet. including

;‘Zt:Crflvfl’t’’’’”’~~ —~~——-~

:Laundromats, cleaners: coin operated H per 2 washing machines - _____

Seli-storage facilrues ~, I per2 000 square Teet --

;Shopping centers3 I per 300 square feet
~

(Skating rinks 1 for each 4 skaters of the rink’s maximum capacity or

DWELLINGS AND LODGINGS

1 per 1,500 square feet of skating surface, whichever -~

is greater.

Boarding facilities 2 plus 0.75 per unit

‘(Consulates ~1per dwelling or lodging unit, plus 1 per 400 square
(ifeet of office floor area, but not less than 5

Dwellings, detached, duplex and farm !2 per unit plus 1 per 1,000 square feetover 2,500
~i ‘square feet (excluding carport or garage) -



CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

ORDINANCE

BILL (2008’~

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

Dwellinas transit-oriented multi-family

Hotels: dwelling units

1ñ~7AreaofDwellinaorIReouired Parkincz ocr
ILodoina Units j[Unft
Isno so. ft or less Iii,
More than 600 but less thanl~1
~ft, Ii~~
500 5~.ft. and over Iii
I per unit

m ~irement2

Dwellings, multifamily, except transit-oriented
multi-family

‘~

Floor Area of Dwelling or Required Parking per
Lodging Units Unit

~1

~Morethan 600 but less {~f~III~~J
~ft.sndover~

i~iiR guest parking stall per 10 units for all projects
l~I

~-

I

I

----

,.,-~

I

Food manufacturing and processing; freight
movers; heavy equipment sales and rentals;
linen suppliers; manufacturing, processing
and packaging (light or general); maritime-
related sales, construction, maintenance and
repairing; motion picture and television
studios; petroleum processing; port facilities;
publishing plants for newspapers, books and
magazines; salvage, scrap and junk storage
and processing; storage yards; warehousing;
waste disposal and processing; and
wholesale and retail establishments dealing
primarily in bulk materials delivered by or to
ship. or by ship and truck ll’i combination —

1 per 1,500 square feet

l~pairestablisi2ff2en~.majoL~,J iper 300 square feet

Hotels: lodging units; and lodging units

INDUSTRIAL

‘0.75 per unit
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE
CiTY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII BILL (2008)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE -

~iresta~shmerns,rninor~J

Wholesaling and distribution I

~E~_

i per 500 ~are fe&______

UTDOORRECREA~ON I______________

1ching ra~ ~launchingramp~

dri~ngrange~~~

Marinas

6 per lee stall

1~ooagest”””i

Recreation facilities, outdoor and indoor,
jinvolving swimming pools and sports played

1on_courts_______________________________

1 per 200 square feet, plus 3 per court, e.g.,
racquetball, tennis or similar

—

1 SOCIAL AND CIVIC SERVICE

1Art galleries, museums and libraries per 400 square feet

Auditoriums, funeral homeslmortuaries, I per 75 square feet of assembly area or I per 5 fixed
seats, whichever is greater

Day-care facilities

Schools: eIementa~and intermediate

1 for each 10 care recipients of design capacity

1 for each 20 students of design capacity, plus 1 per 1
400 square feetof office floor space

Schools: high, language, vocational. I for each 10 students of design capacity, pIus 1 per
business, technical, and trade: business 400 square feet of office floor space
colleges

~PORTATIONANDPARKlNGL

~AutomobiIeservice stations l~reir~lJ

~ washing,~ch~zed~ng spaces for waiting vehicles for e~h~r

5



CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU -~

HONOLULU, HAWAII BILL _____________________

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

Use1 Requirement2

COMMUNICATIONS

Iper 400 sfe’”’’’l
DETERMINED BY THE As determined by the director

composting (major
forestry; and

livestock grazing;
(major or minor);

services; and zoos.
- amusement and
and outdoor; home

nurseries; and trade or

- group living

explosive and toxic
storage and
extraction. -

facilities,
not motorized);

courses; recreation
indoor, other than as

marina facilities.
-

prisons; public uses
and colleges.

parking - airports;
truck terminals.

-

receive-only
(Type A or B);

uses not herein

Notes:
Where a proposed use is not spee,tIcaily listed above. or it falls uncer more than one use llsteo above, the direotor will revIew the proposes
use and based on the character idles of trio use, determine its equivalent and ap~licabteoff.street parkino and loading requirements
All references to square feet refer to floor area.

3 Parking standards for rndividual uses shall prevail it they are not pad of a commercial use that meets the definition of ‘shoppino oentsr’
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CITY COUNCIL OR~NANCE ____

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANC

SECTION 4. New ordinance material is underscored. When revising, cornpihng,
or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the
revisor of ordinances need not include the underscoring.

SECTION 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

DeputyCorporation Counse’

APPROVED this _____ day of ~, 20

MUFI HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE _____t ~ CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAII L _________________(COUNCIL)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATiNG TO PARKING.

BE IT ORDAINED by the People of the City and County of Honolulu:

SECTION 1. Purpose. The purpose of this ordinance is to encourage the use of
transit centers. Specifically, this ordinance encourages such usage by reducing the
off-street parking requirements for zoning lots in business and business mixed use
districts that are located within one quarter mile of a transit center.

SECTION 2. Section 21-6.30, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990 is amended

to read as follows:

“Sec. 21-6,30 Method of determiningnumber.

(a) To determine the required number of off-street parking spaces, floor area shall
be as defined in Article 10 of this chapter, except that for the purposes of this
section, basement floor area shaU be included as floor area for parking purposes
when it is devoted to uses having a parking requirement specified in Tables
21-6.1,21-6.2and 21-6.3.

(b) When computation of the total required parking spaces for a zoning lot results in
a fractional number with a major fraction (i.e., 0.5 or greater), the number of
spaces required shall be the next highest whole number.

(c) In stadiums, sports arenas, meeting facilities, and other places of assembly in
which patrons or spectators occupy benches, pews or other similar seating
facilities, each 24 inches of width shall be counted as a seat for the purpose of
determining requirements for off-street parking.

(d) All required parking spaces shall be standard-sized parking spaces, except that
duplex units, detached dwellings and multifamily dwellings may have up to 50
percent compact spaces.

(e) All spaces, other than for one- and two-family dwellings, shall be individually
marked if more than four spaces are required. Compact spaces shall be labeled
“compact only.”

(f) When a building or premises include uses incidental or accessory to a principal
use.the total number of spaces shall be determined on the basis of the parking
requirements of the principal use(s).

1 D-84
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE ___

~. ~Qf ~J CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAII BILL (2008)

A BILL FOR AN ORD~NANCE

(g) Parking requirements for conversion or development of hotels to condominium

ownership other than in the resort district shall be as follows:

(1) One parking space per dwelling unit or lodging unit.

(2) One parking space per 800 square feet for any accessory uses.

(3) This subsection shall not apply so tong as the structure continues in hotel

use.
(hi E,g9ni.~gjotsijJ~~sipessand business mixed use zoniqq districts, when

an entire zoning lot is located within one quarter mile of a transit center, the
off-stree.fparkinq requirements as determined by Tables 21-6.1 and 21-6.2
shall be reduced by 50 percent.”

SECTION 3. Section 21-10.1, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990
(“Definitions”), is amended by adding a new definition of “Transit center” to read as
follows:

“Transit center” means a bus stop facility designated by the department of_
transportation services as a transit center. A transit center is a facility that functions as
? hub location for cirgulatoL e~pressor local bus servic? routes,”

SECTION 4. Ordinance material to be repealed is bracketed. New material is
underscored. When revising, compiling or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the underscoring.
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE ______

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAII BILL _________________

A BILL FOR AN ORD~NANCE

SECTION 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Corporation Counsel

APPROVED this _____ day of __________—‘ 20

MUF1 HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu

(OCS/012105/ct)
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SRt~CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE ____

CETY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU. HAWAII BILL

(LOIJNCIL.I
___ A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO PERMITTING HOTELS NEAR TRANSIT CENTERS.

BE IT ORDAINED by the People of the City and County of Honolulu:

SECTION 1. The purpose of this ordinance is to amend the Land Use Ordinance
to permit the development of hotels near major transit centers.

SECTION 2. Table 21-3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, as amended
(“Master Use Table”), is amended by amending the “Dwellings and Lodgings” category
to read as follows:

D-84
‘l



‘TABLE 214

MASTER USE TABLE
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~.nC Ac = Spe.c,al accessory useaubject to stande’ds to Atticle
Crc = ConditionalUse Perre,t.,t,ino, subiectto atanda,de at ArticleS no pubt,ci,earirig requirac’lace kiicle 2 for eece.ptions)
C.sC onditinnallice Perniit.major subjectto standardsIn Attic’e 5:

1
s,,hticheat,ngrequired

P a Permitted use
Pie. Permitted use eubiect to etanderds in Article 5

a Plan ReviewUse

—______________ ZONING DISTRICTS

USES ,~

Ng&: Ceo,ai,sutax em definedin.AOiole 10.1

0.
C)~c (2

<
0
C)

52
th

~
25

lv
w
‘6

~

~
~ < C

C
<

‘~

2)
<

cv

~
C

isa

25
C

c

‘.1
xc

V
cc

C
~

a,

25
~

is

~
0 i

cv
.C ‘C

DWELLINGS AND LODGiNGS

toardinatiliet — •_ P P P P P

P

— —. P P

Consulates Ptc P/c P P •‘ P p r’ P P P P

Duptesuntla P P P ‘ P P P P P

Oaeellings.owner’sorcaretalte rsRY~

tic

cc Ac Ac tic Ac AcAc

Dwellingeforcemeteryca,etstcers he

~tnaStathed. one.fan,ity P P P i~_ ~~__ ~___ ~___ ~.__ L.~._ c— ._—... — — •-

~insShadtwo.taeO_— P_‘_P_P_P_P_P P

qweJ~29P...~P’tiJ92Cl).... ~, P P_ P
tL__ L._ t_. ~L_. ~_ — —

~mdas~ P/c. .‘/c.

C C C C

.~ .

CGrouotivingfacilities C C C C C C Cm

Euaet hnueet (R’20 Only) .

OCt.15

Ac cc Cc~oomers/Rooreing

~atneedsholS!o rftie etoedy Q fj c, Q Q, Q Q~ ,~_, ,,

limashanng .

Transientvacationunite P/c P

/,lcatie’n cabins Crc

2



CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII

ORDINANCE

BiLL (2008)

______ A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

SECTION 3. Section 21-5.360, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 21-5.360 Hotels.

[Hotels) Except as otherwise permitted in subsectjppJ~hotels shall be
permitted in the 1-2 intensive industrial district and IMX-1 industrial-commercial
mixed use district provided:

Ra)]U.I They are within one-half mile by the usual and customary route of
vehicular travel from the principal entrance of an airport utilized by commercial
airlines, having regularly scheduled flights. For Honolulu International Airport,
the principal entrance shall be the intersection of Paiea Street and Nimitz
Highway.

E(b))iZ~They have frontage on a major or secondary street or highway.

Rc)1L~They have a minimum lot area of 15,000 square feet and minimum lot
width of 70 feet.

[(d)]j~}The maximum floor area ratio shall be 2.0,

[(e)]~JParking requirements of at least one space per two lodging or dwelling
units shall be provided.

[(fl)j~Front yards shall have a minimum depth of 10 feet, and except for
necessary driveways, shall be maintained in landscaping.

[(g)]jfl Signs shall conform to the sign [requirements] ~g~?tiQfls applicable
within the 6-2 community business district [regulations].

f~)~elssflallbeejmitted in the B-2 corn.p3unjjy business district, BMX-3
community business mixed use district. I-i limited industrial district, 1-2 intensive
industrial district, and IMX-1 industrial-commercial mixed use district provided:

(1) They are within one mile of a maior transit center.

Parking requirements of at least one space per two lodging or dwelling
units shaH be proyided.

(2)

3



4I11~CITY COUNCIL ORDU’IANCE
cm~’AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAH BILL (2008,

____ ABILLFORAN_ORDINANCE__—

~_~Signs shall conform to the sign requirements applicable within the 8-2
çQfflffi~nitbusiflessdistrict regulations.

SECTION 4. Section 21-10.1,Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, as
amended, is amended by adding a new definition of “Major Transit Center” to read as
follows:

““Maior transit center” means a facility so designated by the department of
transportation services that functions as a principal hub for the city’s public transit
~fl~,whetherservJ~ is by bus5 rail, ~ll~rsy~”

SECTION 5. Ordinance material to be repealed is bracketed. New material is
underscored. When revising, compiling or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the
Revised Ordinances of Honoulu, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed material or the underscoring.
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CITY COUNCIL ORDINANCE _______

CnANDCOUNTY~HONOLULU BILL

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

SECTION 6. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCEDBY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

DeputyCorporation Counsel

APPROVEDthis day of ____________ 20

MUFI HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu
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