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February 13, 2008

The Honorable Barbara Marshall, Chair —

and Members g
Honolulu City Council _ —
530 South King Street, Room 202 '
Honrolulu, Hawaii 96813 —

Dear Chair Marshall and Counciimembers: - -

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

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 08-273.

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

Sincerely,
Cubweiow Q. Kolepo_~

50« Karin Holma, Chair
Planning Commission

APPROVED: APPROVED:

Henry Eng, FAiC : Mufi Hanﬁne
Djrector of Plannihg and Permittzng Mayor

Wayne M. Hashiro, P.E.
Managing Director
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January 22, 2008

MEMORANDUM
TO: KARIN HOLMA, CHAIR

AND MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMiSSjON
FROM: HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR

DEPARTEMNT OF PLANING AND PERMITTING

SUBJECT: BILLS TO AMEND CHAPTER 21, REVISED ORDNANCES OF
HONOLULU 1990 (THE LAND USE ORDINANCE), 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 resolut;ons 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 08-50 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 “Frequentiy Asked Questions” handout not on'ty
explained the bill, bui also the City’s TOD program in generai. it accompanied

the draft biil.

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 05-008, 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 Resclution 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 concermns. These
standards or similar ones may eventually be adopted, but we endorse a community-
planning approach first, before making specific recommendations on TOD 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.
HE:]s
Attachments

cc: City Council
Deputy Managing Director
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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 Pianning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu

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 1o preserve scenic or
pancramic views, restore historic neighborhoods, and renew neighbrorhood econoemic
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. 1t 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 o 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. Alernatively, 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 reguiations 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 TOD 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 pianning. 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.

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 siations. 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.

Compliance with General Plan and Development Plans

1.

The bill implements General Plan policies. Under Transporiation 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.

Policy 9
Promate programs to reduce dependence on the use of automobiles,

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

Palicy 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 ciustenng of development to reduce the cost of prowdmg utilities

and other public services.

The regional Development Plans aimost 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 canvenience or
neighborhood stores, dining establishments, professional and/or
business services, or other similar activities.”

it. Section 3.5.2 Policies
“Implement land use strategies 1o achieve a balanced transportation

system. To improve the quality of iife 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.”

2



iii. Section 3.5.3 Guidelines |
“ldentify and stimulate transit-oriented development on potential infill

and redevelopment properties within the rapid transit corridor.
Examples of development stimuiators 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.”

i, 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. . . 7

ii. Section 4.1.4.2 Planned Rapid Transit Corridor
“. .. High density residential and commercial development shouid 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 ali 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 reguiar intervals.”

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

Travel



Vi.

“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 fransit nodes whose general locations is indicated
on the Public Facilities Map in Appendix A. Transit nodes are meant
tc be located at activity focal points which would serve as natural
points for transferring from one transportation mode to ancther. . .
“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 Occuparncy
Vehicte (HOV) fanes. High speed transit will also run along the H-2
Freeway, stretching from Waipahu {o Wahiawa.”

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. . .”

Section 3.5.2 Planning Principies
“Circulation. Vehicular access into and within Walpahu should be

improved, and pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities should be
integrated.”

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 Leaku and
Farrington and at the intersection of Waipahu Depot Road and
Farrington, with the exception of the Old Town Commercial Area.”

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.”

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

4
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viii.

Xi.

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. . .~

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

unils per acre. . . .

“Height. In Waipahu, Medium Density Apartment building heights in
the transit node area centered on the Waipahu Depot Hoad —
Farrington Highway intersection should not exceed 60 feet or the
elevation of the roof ridge line of the Waipahu Sugar Mill, whichever is

lower. .

Section 3.9.2.4 Accessibility

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

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™

mile of a transit stop.”

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. . .”

Section 4.1.6 Planning Principies
“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, 10 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. 1 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 fransmitted to the City Planning Commission, suggested changes and
comments were requested to be received by November 30, 2007.

Exhibit B summarizes the substaniive comments on the bill iiself, received as of

November 30, and the depariment’s response, including changes being proposed to the
original version. Exhibit C provides copies of all comments received.

Related City Council Resolutions

The City Council adopted several resolutions relating to TOD. The following relate 1o
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 (LUQO)
relating to TOD (refer to Exhibit E). They are:

Resolution 05-006, CD1 Reduces parking standard for multi-family dwellings
neat 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 TOD at this time, we are providing recommendations on these

proposals at this time.

Hesolution 064‘“% 8, 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 TOD
area covers an area about the size of a smali 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 TOD 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 gptional cverlay process, and thus, are proposing special district regulations,
wherein the provision are mandatory. :

The department continues 1o review the TOD programs and regulations of other cities.
in October 2006, the department hosted a tour of four (4) West Coast cities known for
TOD programs: Vancouver, British Columbia; Portland, Oregon; San Diego, California;
and the San Francisce Bay area. The purpose was 1o visit various TOD projects and
meet with their developers, government agencies, and transit representatives. As
refiected in the Investigative Report of the Tour under City Council Communication No
260 (20086), submitted by Councilmembers Gary Okino and Romy Cachola, there is
great variety in the types of TOD projects being built, and the kinds of TOD programs

available.

We have looked at the Portland TOD ordinance which links public benefits--such as
special needs housing day-care facilities and community gardens--with property tax
credits. A stronger link between TOD 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 TOD Neighborhood Plan. 1t covers the two (2) transit stations in
Waipahu. The firm, Van Meter Williams Pollack LLP, has extensive experience in TOD
planning and design, including code writing. They will be assisting the department in
preparing draft TOD 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 G). 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 generaily 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 TOD 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 TOD projects on the West Coast
tearned 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 shouid be able to reduce thejr parking requirement. We also are
aware that some cities Jimit 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
Resoclutions 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 1o be able to premote
“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, negctiated at the project level, rather than adopted as across-the-board

measures.

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

F. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, | recommend that the above proposed LUO amendments under
Resolutions 05-006, CD1, 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.

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & PERMITTING
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

STATE OF HAWAI

Henry Eng, FAICP, D/rectoy/
Department of Pialz’ ng and Permitting

By

HE:js

PASpecialProjects\Transit\TOD Enabt Bilh07 nov Dir report.doc



ORDINANCE

CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND GOUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)

HONOLULU, HAWA)

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 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 guideway system and the Locally Preferred Alternative ("LPA"} for

the project under Ordinance 07-01.

Appropriate transit-oriented development (*TOD") land use regulations along the
alignment and around the rapid transit stations will be crucial.

It has been consistently noted about successful TOD 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 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 TOD 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 consiructed. This will allow for timely community input and to putinto 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.BO8



ORDINANCE

, CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)

HONGLULU, HAWAIL

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANGCE

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 1920 is amended
by deleting the following:

[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 TOD ordinance shall:

(1)  Enable a mix of iand 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)  Ultilize 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 landmarks.]

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

Sec. 21-9.100 Transit-criented development {TOD) 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
fransportation costs for residents, businesses, and workers. While faking advantage of
more efficient use of land, 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.




ORDINANCE

CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BiLL (2008)

HONOLULU, HAWAH

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 or adjacent to an existing special district,
provisions for TOD shall be added to the existing special district provisions, as
recommended by the neighborhood TOD plan.

Sec, 21-9.100-1 Neighborhood TOD plans.

{(a)  Priorlo the adoption of any TOD special district, there shall be a Neighborhood
TOD Plan which serves as the basis for specific special district requlations. Each
plan shall address, at minimum, the following:

(1)  The general objectives for the particular TOD special district in terms of
overall economic revitalization. neighborhood character, reflecting unigue
community historic and other design themes. Obiectives shall summarize
the desired neighborhood mix of land uses, general land use intensities,
circulation strategies, general urban desian forms, and cultural and historic
resources that form the context for TOD.

{2)  Becommended 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
increase transit ridership; typically these boundaries are from % mile to 1%
mile from each station. When appropriate, recommendations may define
a “core area” and transition boundaries.

(3) Recommended zoning controls, including architectural and community
design principles, open space requirements, parking standards, and other
modifications to existing zoning requirements, 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.
(4}  Potential opportunities for affordable housing, and as appropriate, with

supportive services,

(5)  General direction on implementation of the recommendations, including
the phasing, timing and approximate cost of each recommendation, as
appropriate, and new financing opportunities that shouid be pursued.

{b)  The planning process shall be inclusive, opep to residents, businesses,
landowners, communily organizations, government agencies, and others.

{c) The planning process shall consider population, econornic, and market analyses
and infrastructure analyses, including capacities of water, waslewater, and -




ORDINANCE

% CITY COUNCIL

GITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU BILL (2008)

HONOLULU, HAWAL

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

roadway systems. Where appropriate, public-private partnership opportunities

shall be investigated.

The plan shail 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.

4] The plan shall be submitted to the applicable neighborhood boards af 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 i shall be deemed adopted.

e

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

Based on the adopted neighborhood TOD plan, each special district shail
ciude, 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.
Elimination or reduction of the number of reguired off-street parking spaces,

-

BB

(c}
- including expanded aliowances for joint use_of parking spaces.

(d)  Design provisions that encourage use of rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking,
and other non-automobile forms of transport that are safe and convenient,

(e) Guidelines on building orientation and parking location, including bicycling
parking.

3} ldentification of important neighborhood historic, scenic, and cultural fandmarks,
and controls to protect and enhance these resources.

(g}  Design controls that require human-scale architectural elements at the ground
and lower levels of buildings, _

(h}  Landscaping requirements that enhance the pedestrian experience, support

station identity, and complement adiacent 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 inciude the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the underscoring.
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SECTION 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Counciimembers

Honoluiu, Hawaii

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Carporation Counsel

APPROVED this day of , 20

MUFi HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu






Draft Bill (originally circulated for public
comment in October 2007) and
Draft TOD Bill FAQ



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 7% FLOOR = HONOLULU, HAWAIT 96813
PEONE: (208) 768-8000 » FAX: {308) 527-6743

DEFPT. WEB SITE: www.honoluludpp.ore * CITY WEB SITE: www honoluly goy
HENRY ENG, FAICP
DIRECTOR

MUFI HANNEM ANN
MAYOR

DAVID K. TANOUE
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

October 23, 2007

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD)
Draft Planning and Zoning Bill Available 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 deadiine, 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

Planning Commission hearing, please call 768-8007.

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

Very truly yours,

Henry Eng, F#AICP, Dt ector
Departmert‘t of Piannmg and Permititng
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RELATING TO TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

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

SECTION 1. Findings and Purpose.

The counci! 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 guideway system and the Locally Preferred Alternative ("LPA") for

the Project under Ordinance 07-01.

If rail technoiogy is selected, appropriate transit-oriented deveiopment (*TOD")
land vse 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 TOD 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 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 enwronmental

well-being of the cily.

With the potential for such a significant and positive change in development
patierns, it is cru‘cial.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.

DPPTOD.BOY
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SECTION 2. Section 13-8.3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1990, is amended
by deleting the following:

[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 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 rail transit, buses, walking, bicycling, and other non-
(5)

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

housing;
Encourage public-private partnerships in such development;

(6)

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

(8)  Encourage activity at a defined community center; and
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 Honolulu 1990, is amended to
add a new subsection as follows:

Sec. 21-9.100 Transit-criented development {TOD) special 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
transporiation costs for residents, businesses and workers. While taking advantage of
more intense use of land, TOD can provide more walkable communities, convenient
access to daily shopping needs as well as special events, and enhancement of

neighborhood character.

Each special district shall be based on a neighborhood plan that addresses
transit-oriented development. The plans may include more than one (1] station, and
may address other community concerns and opporiunities.
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Sec. 21-9.100-1 Neighborhood TOD plans.

(a)  Prior to the adoption of any TOD special district, there shall be a Neighborhood
TOD Plan which serves as the basis for specific special district regulations. Each
ptan shall address, at minimum, the following: '

{1)  The general objectives for the particular TOD special district in terms of
overall neighborhood character, reflecting unigue community historic and
other design themes. Objectives shall summarize the desired
neighborhood mix of iand uses, generai land use intensities, circulation
strategies, general urban design forms, and cultural and historic resources
that form the context for TOD.

(2) 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. When
appropriate, recommendations may define a “core area” and transition
boundaries,

{3) Recommended zoning controls, including architectural and communﬁv
design principles, open space requirements, parking standards, and either
modifications to existing zoning requirements or new zoning precincts, as
appropnate. Form-based zoning may be considered. Prohibition of

specific uses shall be considered.

(4) Potential opportunities for affordabie housing.
General direction on implementation of the recommendations, including

(5}
the phasing, timing and approximate cost of each recommendation, as

appropriate.

(b  The planning process shall be inclusive, open to residents, businesses,
landowners, communily organizations, and others.

(c}  The planning process shall consider economic and market analyses and
infrastructure analyses, including capacities of water, sewer and roadway
systems. Where appropriate, public—private parinership opportunities shan be

" investigated.
The plan shall be consistent with the applicable regional development plan.

(d)

(g)  The plan shall be consistent with any applicable special area plan or community
master pian. or make recommendations for revisions to these plans.

£ The plan shall be submitted to the applicable neighborhood boards at least forty-

five {45} days prior tc submitial to the city planning commission. The city

planning commission shail hold a pubilic 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.
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Sec. 9.100-2 TOD special district minimum reguirements.

Based on the adopted neighborhood TOD plan, each special district shall

include, but nof be limited to, the following provisions:

[&3)

(b)
(©
(d)
(e)
)
(g
(h)

Allowances for a mix of land uses, both vertically and horizontally.
Density and building height iimits that may be lied to the provision of community
amenities, such as public open space, affordable housing, and community
meeting space.

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

Design provisions that encourage use of rail transit, buses, bicycling, walking.
and other non-automobile forms of transport. '

Guidelines on building orientation and parking location

Identification of important neighborhood historic, scenic and cultural landmarks,

and controls for proteciing and enhancing these resources.
Design controls that require human-scale architectural elements at the ground

and fower leveis of buildings.
Landscaping requirements that enhance the pedestrian experience, support

station identity, and complement adjacent struciures.

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

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Councilmembers

Honolulu, Hawalii

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Corporation Counsel

APPROVED this dayof .20

MUFI HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu



Draft TOD 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 development zoning

regulations. This framework requires the creation of neighborhood TOD plans which
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 TOD 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 ancther,
Chapter 21, which is the zoning code, more familiarly referred to as the Land Use

Qrdinance, or LUQ.

Why do you need to move the zoning provisions of Ordinance 06-507
Zoning 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 LUQO 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 TOD
projects come from community-based planning meeting mutltiple 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 bill, especially the procedural provisions, is not

appropriate for long-range policy plans.

What is involved in developing a neighborhiood TOD plan?

The process will be an open, deliberative one. it will alow the stakeholders of each
neighborhood to speak on desired community goals, opportunities that could come with
TOD projects, and the challenges to make the goals happen.



We will look at existing neighborhood conditions, including infrastructure capacities, and
compare this with the community’s needs and desires. The process will include [ooking
at alternative land use development scenarios and discussing which ones are more
appropriate. The process will 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 {o be completed in about a year.

How long will it take to complete all 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, W|th 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.

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



What kind of zoning fegulations will be drafted after the neighborhood plans

are completed?
We cannot say without completing the neighborhood plans. We are keeping an open

mind as we plan 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 LUQ, 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 elements of each buiiding in Chinatown. In contrast, the
Punchbowl and Diamond Head Special 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 “precincts” 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 limits will have o 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 fo
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 all alternatives.

Does this mean that every transit station will have its own set of zoning

regulations around it?
Possibly. Or, as we complete neighborhood plans, we will see similarities, and may be

able to group the regulations for areas with similar TOD 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 TOD provisions may be added to the existing Chinatown Special District.



Isn't it too early to start the planning for TOD? We haven’t even made a
decision on what transit technology we will have, nor completed the EIS
process, and it will 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 Councll, 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, developers have noticed the value of development around transit
stations nationally, 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 desirable
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 will need 1o 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\SpecialProjects\TransiftTOD Enabl BilhO7 Gt FAQ report.doc
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ORDINANCE 06 - 50

W CITY COUNCIL

i CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU B B 7 (2006)

HONOLULU, HAWAI

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSIT STATIONS.

BE 1T ORDAINED by the People of the City and County of Honoluiu:

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

SECTION 2. Chapter 13, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1980 (“Public
Transit"), as amended, is amended by adding a new article to be appropriately
designated by the revisor of ordinances and read as follows:

‘Articte __. Transit Stations

Sec. 13-__.1 Application,

This article applies to the development of any transit 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 Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of

Transportation.
Sec. 13-__.2 Requirement.

Prior ta:

{1)  The adoption of a public infrastructure map symbol for a transit stat:on
pursuant to Chapter 4, Article 8; or

(2)  The budgeting of any funds for the construction of a transrt station in the
capital improvement budget;

whichever comes first, a transit oriented development ordinance shall first have been
enacted that regulates development in 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 TOD ordinance shall:

0CS5/100406/04:08/CT
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ORDINANCE 06-50

CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULY BiLL g 2 (2@06)

HONOLULU, HAWAN

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

(N 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 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 unigue community design themes, history, or landmarks.”

SECTION 3. Section 4-8.3, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1890 (“Types of

infrastructure to be shown on public infrastructure map”), as amended, is amended by
amending subsection (a) to read as follows:

“(a)

Symbols for the following 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) Fire station;

46 -
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CITY COUNCIL

] 5 CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU _
: HONOLULU, HAWAI BILL 82 (2006}

orDINANCE U6 - B {

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

(9)
(10)
(1
(12)
(13)
{14)
(19)
(16}
an
(17 (18
[(18)] (19)

Government building;

Golf course (municipal;

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

Park;

Police station;

Parking facility;

Water reservaoir,
Sewage treatment plant;
Solid waste facility;
Transit corridor;

Transit siation;

Major collector or arterial roadway;
Sewage pump station; and

Potable water well."

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 in the Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, the revisor of ordinances need not
include the brackets, the bracketed material or the underscoring.

46 - =
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A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

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

Ao 7

1 1%

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

0CT 19 2006

Honolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

) f:‘ »
Doy | LA

Deputy Corporation Counsel

- g’f’ T :
ISAPPROVED this /r day of _L¥CEIT Bev™  2006.

ATl —eress

MUF] HANNEM NN! Mayor
City and County df~Honolulu

{OCS/100406/ch)
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ORDINANCE 86-510
10/18/08 By: DONOVAN DELA CRUZ

Introduced:

Tile:

CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAII
CERTIFICATE
BiLL 82 (2006}

Committee:  ZONING

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSIT STATIONS.

BILL PASSED FIRST READING AND REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON ZONING,

COUNCIL 10/25/06
APO Y CACHOLA Y DELACRUZ Y DJOU Y GARCIA Y
KOBAYASHI Y MARSHALL Y OKINO Y TAM Y
ZONING 10/31/06  CR-452 — BiLL REPORTED OUT OF COMMITTEE FOR PASSAGE ON SECOND
READING.
SPECIAL 1174706 BiLt PASSED SECOND READING AND REFERRED TO ZONING COMMITTEE. CR-452
COUNCIL ADDED TO THE AGENDA AND ADOPTED,
APOQ Y CACHOLA Y DELA CRUZ Y DJOU Y GARCIA Y
KOBAYASHI Y MARSHALL Y OKINO Y TAM N
PUBLISH 1174105 PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE PUBLISHED IN THE HONOLULU STAR-BULLETIN.
PUBLISH 11/10/06  SECOND READING NOTICE PUBLISHED IN THE HONOLULY STAR-BULLETIN.
BiLL RE-REFERRED FROM ZONING COMMITTEE TO DIRECT
REFERRAL TO COUNCIL FLOOR DUE TO THE TIMELY PASSAGE OF
THIS BILL. (CC-235 DATED 11/8/06)
COUNCIL/PUBLIC 41/45/08  PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AND BILL PASSED THIRD READING.
HEARING
APG Y CACHOLA ¥ DELACRUZ Y DJOU Y GARGIA Y
KOBAYASHI Y MARSHALL Y OKING E TAM N

| hereby certify that the above {s a rue record of action by the Council o '

Ao 0. e st

gty and County of Hong uiu on¥g;

DENISE C. DE COSTA, CITY CLERK

DONOVAN M. DELA CRUZ, CHAIR ANDR

g6-50



86-50

ORDINANCE NO.

CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAI

CERTIFICATE

| hereby certify that Bill 82 returned vetoed by the Honorable Mufi Hannemann,
Mavyor 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 following vote:

AYES: Councilmembers Apo, Cachola, Djou,
Kobayashi, Marshall, Dela Cruz — 6.

NOES:. Councilmembers Garcia, Okino, Tam - 3.

Further, pursuant 1o 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.
CITY COUNCIL

\(TVaigi);

DONOVAN M. DELA CR
Chair and Presiding Officer

By

L/

ATTEST:

Nere O A ot

DENISE C. DE COSTA
City Cierk

86-59¢
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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 particular TOD
special district in terms of overall
economic revitalization, neighborhood
character, reflecting unigue community
historic and other design themes. .. 7

Amend Sec. 21.9-100-1(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 advantage 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, [sewer] wastewater,
and roadway systems. . . .

Reference to “rail transit.”

Replaced with “rapid transit.” This is the
term recently adopted under the PIM
ordinance and used by the development
plans.

City Councilmembers Donovan Dela Cruz and
Ann Kobayashi

Amend Section 1 Findings and Purpose,
paragraph 2: as follows: “When the transit
[rail] technology is selected . . "

Amended paragraph as follows: “[if rail
technology is selected,] Appropriate
transit-oriented development {("TOD")
fand use regulations along the alignment




Commentor Comment DPP Response

and around the rapid transit stations will
be crucial.”

Amended as follows: “Special districts
shall be established around [rail] rapid
transit stations . . .”

For consistency reasons above, revised
language to: “Design provisions that
encourage use of [rail] rapid transit,
buses, bicycling, walking, and other non-
automobile forms of transport . . .
Redrafted language reads: “... TOD -
can provide more walkable communities,
convenient access to daily household

heeds as well as special events, and
access to daily needs such as medical, enhancemeant of neighborhood

dental, in-home and community based character.”
support service, commercial, educational, | The above is sufficient to provide

iritual, social and food services; sical | direction without unduly specifying each
fitness and weliness facilities; and desired activity.
recreational activities and volunteer
opportunities which promote community

Amend Section 21-9.100, paragraph 1 as
follows: “Special districts shall be
established around irail] transit stations. . .”
Amend Section 21-9,100-2(d) as follows:
“Design provisions that encourage use of
the fixed-guideway system [rail transit],
buses, bicycling, walking, and other non-
automobile forms of transport.”

Amend Section 21-9.100 as follows: “. ..
TOD can provide more walkable

communities, enhancement of
neighborhood character, and convenient

Deborah Kim Morikawa, Dept. of Community
Services

engagement.”

Amend Section 21-9.100.1(a)(4) as Agree. Section to read: “Potential
follows: “Potential opportunities for opportunities for affordable housing, and
affordable housing with supportive as appropriate, with supportive services.”
services.” Not ali affordable housing reduires

supportive services, and this should not
unnecessarily limit the kind of affordable
housing that could be provided.

Add Section 21-9.100.1(a){6) as follows: Amend Section 21-9.100-1 (9): “The
“The compasition_of the resident population | planning process shall consider

and anticipated chandes over time.” population, economic and market
analyses . .."

Add Section 21-9.100-2(i) as follows: Amend Section 21-9.100-2(d) as follows:

“Design which promotes safety, community | “Design provisions that encourage use of

interaction. and provides elder friendly rail transit, buses, bicycling, walking, and

amenities such as places to stop and rest.” | other non-automobile forms of transport
' that are safe and convenient.”
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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 time to be the point of control.

To the extent possible, multiple uses in the
same building should be allowed.

Section 21-9.100-2(a) already states,
“Allowances for a mix of land uses, both
vertically and horizontally.”

Incentives should be considered for low-

cost housing, especially for the very low-
income and older adults.

Section 21-9.100-1(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 height
iimits that may be tied to the provision of
community amenities, such as public
open space, affordable housing, and
community meeting space.”

Areas around stations should provide
green space, grocery store, pharmacy,
bank/ATM, medical clinic, food court, adult
day/child care, parking.

Already addressed under neighborhood
plans, under Section 21-9.100-1(a)(3),
although not to the level of detalil
suggested.

STATE AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS

Clyde W. Namu'o, Office of Hawaiian Affairs

Concerned with possible effects of
gentrifying local 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 shouid be a
concern.

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.

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.




Commentor

Comment

DPP Response

. Gordon Grau, Ph.D,, University of Hawai'i Sea
Grant College Program

The bill should use %- or 12 mile zones
around each station.

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; typically
these boundaties are from %4 mile 1o 1%
mile from each station. . .”

A minimum density or similar wording
should be included.

Disagree. Each neighborhood has
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
gentrified enciaves. Affordability must be
treated as a requirement.

Section 21-9.100-2(b) links density and
height limits to affordable housing. We
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. institutional ones—that cannot easily
accommodate any housing.

Each Neighborhood TOD plan should have
a runoff management component.

The city already has Stormwater
Management rules that apply to all
developments. However, if drainage is a
particular concernin a neighborhood,
drainage programs and projects can be
recommended in the TOD plan.

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

While we agree that neighborhoods
surrounding transit stations should have
a mixed use character, we do not believe
mixed use should be mandatory on a lot-
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DPP Response

who meet mixed use criteria.

by-lot basis. There are some uses, such
as schools and other institutions that can
provide high leveis of transit ridership
and neighborhood amenities, but would
be considered single uses.

Peter F—"{appa, 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.

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.

The bill lacks a stand-alone section with a
clear definition of transit-oriented
development.

Open 1o concise suggestions, but seems
sufficiently addressed under opening
paragraph under Section 21-8.100,
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: “[If rail
technology is selected,] Appropriate
transit-oriented development {"TOD"}
land use regulations along the alignment
and around the rapid transit stations will
be crucial.”

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

this bill.

Under Section 21-9.100, substitute Agree.

“intense” with “efficient”, and “household”
for “shopping”.

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

We do not agree with the ievel of
suggested specificity (i.e. “2,640 feet
straight-line radius)” is appropriate.
However, agree to amend Section
21-9.100-1(a)(2): “Recommended
special district boundaries around each
transit station that take into account
natural topographic barriers, extent of




Commentor

Comment

DPP Response

market interest in redevelopment, and
potential to increase transit ridership;
typically these boundaries are from %

mile to ¥ mile from each staiion.”

It is unclear whether TOD zoning will be an

additional layer or whether it will override
existing zoning.

TOD zoning would be a type of special
districts, like Waikiki. This is why this
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 regulations
could override existing regulations or
supplement them.

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

There shouid be an attempt to limit
participation to those who live or do
business in the community, or at least give
community members primacy in
developing plans.

Our approach is to be inclusive rather
than exclusive. We have people
participating in our Waipahu TOD
planning process who no longer live
there, but continue to care for their
“hometown.” We see no reason to
discourage their participation.

Add a provision that the city council must
adopt implementing ordinances within 60
days or shall be deemed adopted. If this is
unworkable, then a provision should be
adopted to ensure TOD plans take
precedence over existing provisions.

Automatic adoption should not be
considered for something as important
as this.

Where appropriate, TOD plans can direct
changes to existing zoning, but we
believe the plans will not be detailed
enough to serve as code standards.

Section 9.100-2(c) should mention shared -

use of parking.

Under the LUO terminology, “joint use of
parking” includes shared use.

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

Details such as these are premature in
advance of neighborhood plans.




Commentor

Comment

interface facilities, on-street parking,
bicycle access and other access and

circulation elements to ensure “complete
streels.”

DPP Response

Modify Section 9.100-2(h) by adding Urban
landscaping . . ."

This clarification may add confusion as
there may be a desire to emphasize

xeriscape or endemic landscaping or
gther themes,

Add provisions for sustainable practices in
storm water management.

This is beyond TOD legislation, and
better addressed via other regulatory
avenues, such as the city’s Stormwater
Quality Standards. However, a TOD
plan can specify storm water
management strategies and projects for
the sublect neighborhood.

OTHERS

American Planning Association

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-
quality, pedestrian-oriented urban design

Many of these elements are already in
the bill. Rather than dwelling on a
definition, the bill focuses on TOD
objectives,




Commentor

Comment

DPP Response

streetscapes.

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 poliution
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. '

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

Clarity that TOD zoning will override
existing zoning that are already under
special districts, such as Waikiki, and
whether TOD zoning will override
subdivision regulations.

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 hew opening paragraph
under Section 21-8.100: “Where a
transit station is located within or
adiacent to an existing special district,
provisions for TOD shall be added to the
existing special district provisions. as
recommended by the neighborhood TOD
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.

Jackie Boland, AARP Hawaii

Amend Section 21-9.100, 1% paragraph:
“, .. TOD must [can] provide more
walkable communities.”

This section describes what TOD
objectives are, and is not project review
criteria. If a project does not contribute to
a more walkable neighborhood, itis not
TOD.

At minimum, there should be at least one

Qur neighborhood planning processes
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public meeting for neighborhood TOD
planning, with a review committee, and a
list-serve of interested groups and
individuals who are provided notice of all

community meetings at least 2 weeks prior
to any meeting.

generally include a minimum of 3
community meetings. However, these
proposals seem to extend beyond
neighborhood TOD planning, are quite
specific, and may overlap the state
sunshine law. They may be more
appropriate under an ordinance
governing general planning processes.

Amend Section 21-9.100-2(d): “Design
provisions that {encourage use of rail
transit, buses, bicycling, walking, and other
non-automobile forms of transport] ensure
safe, comfortable, and gonvenient trave! by
foot, bicycle, transit and auto, regardless of

Proposal may be over-reaching, as it has
no parameters. ADA requirements
already cover basic access, but agree to
amend provision as follows: “Design
provisions that encourage use of [rail]

ade and ability,

rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking, .
and other non-automobile forms of
transport that are safe and convenient.”

Add reservations for affordable housing
that ensures a percentage of existing
residents can continue to live in the
neighborhood and pay the same
percentage of their gross income they are
paying now, and that there will be a mix of
land uses and affordability.

Agree with the sentiment, but this is
better addressed in the neighborhood
plans themselves. There are some
neighborhoods that have an imbalance in
housing, and would really benefit from
more market housing to achieve a better
balance.

Define the minimum area around station
that will be the TOD zone.

Section 21-9.100-1(a)(2) amended.
“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; typicaily
these boundaries are from % mile to ¥
mile from each station.”

The neighborhood planning process should
address the following in detail: walkable
street design elements, the mix of land 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 by other laws and regulations.

g
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and bicyclists.

The TOD ordinance should reqguire a listing | 1t 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 reguiations, 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 wouid be covered under Section

partnership; require TOD plans to be 21-9.100.1(a)(5). But at this point, the

submitted 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 TOD.

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

Charles Carole

processes.

The Chamber of Commerce of Hawaii The “Community’s” role should include Agree. Section 21-8.100-1(b) already
strong voices from the business reflects the desire to include businesses
community. in the planning brocess.

Sufficient incentives in the forms of special | “Density incentives” added to Section
financing, expedited permitting, bonus 21-9.100-1(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.
Permit expediting is beyond the scope of
thig bill.

It is not clear who will create the plan and | The plans are expected to be developed
what public input there will be as the plan by the city. However, the bill does not

is being developed. 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 process. _
Neighborhood plans should be viewed as a | Agree that TQD does not generally

long term “end-state” vision which may happen overnight. However, we dp not
occur gradually over a fong period of time. | want 10 encourage these plans to he‘

' dormant: they are intended to be actively |
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implemented, although physical
construction may not be seen
immediately.

TOD efforts shouid not take away from
needed support in other districts.

Agree. This is not the city’s intent, and
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.

Neveriheless, 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.

Added to Section 21-9.100-1(b): “The
planning process shall be inclusive, open
to residents, businesses, landowners,

community organizations, government
agencies and others.”

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.

Qur objective is to promote the best TOD
principles and practices for our city.

Mitchell S. Nakagawa, Hawaii Bicycling League

Add language to Section 21-9.100-2 to
incorporate the design of
intergovernmental objectives, such as
share of trips by bicycling, pedestrian, and
feeder bus routes.

While the intent is to have TOD
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 TOD planning and projects.

Amend Section 21-9.100-2(e): Guidelines
on buitding ori entatlon [and} parkmg
location and bicycle parking locatio
Amend Section 21-9.100, 1% paragraph
. TOD can provide more walkable
communities, safg bicycling environments,

Agree as follows: “Guidelines on
bualdmg orueniat:on and parking location,
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convenient gaeecess , . "

Tom Heinrich

Are charter amendments required for
TOD?

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

“fixed transit route” or “fixed guideway
system.”

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

it is unconstitutional 1o require council to
set a deadline for city council action, and
also a violation of City Charter Sec.
601511 and -1514.

Precedence has been set by the 45-day
deadtline required for action by city
council on affordable housing projects.

Are the special districts “formal
amendments to the LUQO at Article 9 or a
new article”? Are the TOD plans intended
to be formal amendments to the LUO or
some lesser status?

The proposed TOD special districts will
be added to LUQO Article 9.

The TOD plans themselves will NOT be
included in the LUQ, but would be similar
in status as our Special Area Plan for
Kalaeloa which was adopted by city
council resolution, after deliberation by
the Planning Commission. The Kalaeloa
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?

The plans would automatically be
approved if the city council takes no
action in 60 days. Hf 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
plan or modiy it.

Amend Page 1, Sec 1, 1% paragraph: “The
council finds that Honoluiu is initiating] has
initiated a major mass transit transportation
... for the [Project] project . . . “]

No objection.

Amend Page 1, Section 1, 2™ Paragraph:
“Tif rail] Whatever technology is selected|,]

Amended paragraph as follows: “[If rail
technology is selected,] Appropriate
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for the high-capacity transit fixed guideway
system, appropriate transit-oriented
development (“TOD") land use regulations

along the alignment and around the transit
stalions will be crucial.

transit-oriented development ("TOD")
land use regulations along the alignment

and around the rapid transit stations will
be crucial.”

Amend Page 1, Section 1, 3% Paragraph:
“It has been consistently noted about
successful TOD programs of other cities . .
.Therefore, [for Honolulu to} to assure that
Honolulu will have a successful TOD
program . .."

No objection.

Amend Page 1, Section 1, 4" paragraph:
“This TOD planning process will implement
the Oahu General Plan and applicable
regional development plans.”

Modification: “This TOD planning and

implementation process will implement
the Oahu General Plan and applicable
regional . ..”

Amend Page 1, Section 1, 5" paragraph:
“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 construcied.”

No objection.

Amend Section 21-9.100 to better

articulate the principles of fransit-oriented
development.

Open to specific suggestions.

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 TOD special districts
an exception.

Amend Page 2, Section 3: “[Section 21-8)]
Chapter 21, Article 9, Revised Ordinances
of Honolulu is amended to add a new
[subsection] section as follows: . . .7

Duly noted.

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

Reference to “rail transit” has been
replaced with “rapid transit.”
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Amend Page 2, Section 21-9.100, 2™
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], may
address other community concerns and
opportunities[.], and may include more than

one transit station.”

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] plan 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 cultural resources . . . "

Duiy noted.

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

concerns and opportunities.”

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

Amend Page 3, Section 21-9.100-1(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 21-9.100-1(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, as appropriate.”

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

uses and form-based zoning may be

Disagree. The two issues are so
divergent that they should be kept
separate.
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considered.

Amend Page 3, Section 21-90.100-1(c):
“Where appropriate, public-private
[partnership] partnering opportunities shall

be {investigated] evaluated OR explored
| OR examined.”

Duly noted.

Amend Page 3, Section 21-9.100-1(f):

delete the Arabic numbers in parens, (45)
and (60).

Duly noted.

Amend Page 4 section numbering to
Section 21-9.100-2.

Agree

Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(c):
“[Elimination or reduction] Reduction or
glimination of the number of required off-
street parking spaces, [including
expanded] and expansion of allowances
for joint use of parking spaces.”

Existing language is adequate.

Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2 (d).
“Design provisions that encourage use of
[rail] mass transit OR the fixed quideway

Amended to read as follows: “Design
provisions that encourage use of [rail]
rapid transit, buses, bicycling, walking,

transit system, buses, [bicycling] bicycles,
walking, and other non-automobile forms of
transport.”

and other . ..”

“Identification of important neighborhood

historic, scenic, and cultural landmarks,

and controls [for protecting and enhancing]
to protect and enhance these resources.”

Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(e) by Agree.
adding period at end of sentence.
Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(f): Agree.

Amend Page 4, Section 21-9.100-2(h):
“Landscaping requirements that enhance
the pedestrian experience, [support]
promote transit station identity, and
complement adjacent structures.”

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

Amend Page 4, Section 4: “. .. the revisor
of ordinances [need)] shall not include the

brackets, the bracketed materials, or the

Bill reflects the language used in other
ordinances.
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underscoring.”

Kiersten Faulkner, Historic Hawai't Foundation

There should be a statement public policy
purpose and intent; the goals and
objectives of the planning process should
be stated; e.g. preservation of resources,
determining appropriate uses, design,
densities, public facilities, financing,
phasing, and transparent community-
based planning process.

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
regarding zoning standards, such as
densities or uses should be stated.

There are none.

TOD areas should be considered as part of
a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)

program to protect agriculture and rural
areas.

The department does not support a
regional TDR program involving
agricultural lands, because these lands
have no urban development rights to
give away.

TOD planning should include knowing the
location and capacity, existing and future,
of nearby community facilities, such as day
care centers, schools, and community
centers.

Duly noted.

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 oggortunities.”

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 engineerting and EIS
processes already underway. They will
also be covered under the neighborhood
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TOD plans, as well as the downstream
zoning code and other code changes.

All special districts should include
allowances for receiving transfer of
development rights (TDR) from areas

designated for historic or natural resource
protection.

The Land Use Ordinance aiready has a
TDR program for historic properties.
Since 1997, it has only been used once,
as a kind of “land-banking” measure, and

no floor area has been transferred to
date.

The special districts should have design
parameters for the stations.

The design of stations will be determined
by DTS.

The special districts should include
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 wayfinding.

The bill allows for these considerations.

Lisa Ferentinos, Kokua Kalihi Valley
Comprehensive Family Services

Amend Section 21-9.100-2 to include
“complete streets.”

There is sufficient provision in the current
bill langue to address “complete streets.”

A percentage of the existing residents
should be assured that they can continue
to live in the neighborhood.

We recognize the concerns regarding
gentrification, and while we can
encourage or require a certain amount of
affordable housing, it is difficult to
develop zoning controls for specific
residents, 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 devetopment of the plans will be
inclusive. There should be at least one
public meeting to educate the community
and receive public input. Zoning provisions
should have multiple opportunities for
multi-stakeholders groups to be involved.
Consider forming a review commitiee.

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

Comment

DPP Response

planning commission and city council.

Ronaid Lockwood

Amend the bill to acknowledge aging
demographics, the housing and

i transportation needs of this aging

population, and the needs of the disabled.

Agree with the comment, but the bill's

ianguage is sufficient to address this:
concern.

There can be NO net loss in affordable
housing. The City must provide incentives
to assist the private sector in providing
affordable units, and allowing current
residents to remain in the community.

Duly noted.

Development must include sidewalks that
are easy to navigate, public restrooms,
resting places, building setbacks, ground
fioor use, few blank walls, and modified
sidewalk crossing and design speeds.

Bill language provides for these
considerations. Please note, however,
that sidewalk crossings and design
speeds are beyond the scope of zoning
controls.

The 45-day time required for neighborhood
board to comment on the TOD plan should
be extended to 90 days.

The 45-day deadline is already the
deadline for neighborhood board
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.”

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

Agree. Section 21-9.100-1(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 % mile to 2
mile from each station.”
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Commentor

Comment

DPP Respbnse

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.

Julie Shioshita, One Voice for Livable Islands

TOD should include integrated, attractive,
safe areas for everyone, inciuding
pedestrian and bicycle users; design that
promotes healthy activities such as walking
and cycling; and designs that
accommodate all leveis of mobility.

Agree. Existing bill language
accommodates comments. Section
219.100-2(d) amended as follows:
“Design provisions that encourage use of
frail] rapid transit, buses, bicycling,
walking, and other non-automobile forms
of transport that are safe and
convenient.”

There shouid be muttipte opportunities for
stakeholders to be involved in special
district zoning provisions. '

The TOD 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

.deadiine 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
One Voice for Livable Islands as a
member.

Duly noted.

Maintain a list-serve of interested groups
and individuals and provide notice of all
community meetings at least two weeks in
advance.

Request is duly noted.

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.

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

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

Comment

DPP Response

Mary Steiner, The Qutdoor 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
projects. Tree removal should require a
permit, and for every tree removed, two
replacement shade trees shouid be
required.

The bill already requires that landscaping
issues must be addressed. Also, as is
currently required in other special
districts, TOD special districts could
require approval for removat of trees of a
certain size, and even reguire
replacement(s).

Sign regulations cannot be compromised.

Sign controls are not mentioned in the
bill, but as in other special districts, couid
be amended, either providing for more
signage, or adding further restrictions.

Require open spaces in the initial planning,
and not as afterthoughts.

This is already reflected in Section 21-
9.100-1{a){3) in that open space
requirements are to be part of the plan—
well before zoning is formulated and
building permits are sought.

Katie Anderson, UL1 Hawaii

Add “quality of life” and “Place-making
opportunities” into Findings and Purpose
section.

Agree. Sixth paragraph amended. “ ...
The_planning process shall be open,
inclusive and visionary, and shall strive
to increase the quality of life through
rejuvenated community character
including “place-making” cpportunities
preservation and enhancement of
historic, cultural, scenic, natural an
other community resources and
landmarks, while understanding the
relationship between zoning, financing,
and real estate market dynamics.”

Mention %-mile and % mile radius as

guidelines for primary and secondary TOD
planning.

Agree. Section 21-9.100-1(a)(2)
amended to: “Recommended special
district boundaries around each transit
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Commentor

Comment

DPP Response

station that take into account natura!
topographic barriers, extent of market
interest in redevelopment, and potential
to increase transit ridership; typically
these boundaries are from % mile to -
mile from each station. When
appropriate, recommendations may
define a “core area” and transition
boundaries.”

is the community’s role advisory only?

Yes.

What kinds/forms of incentives will be
provided to landowners and developers?

At this point, we are open to al
suggestions. While 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.
density bonuses.

What happehs o deveiopmént plans that
are already being developed for properties
near planned stations?

We assume this refers fo private sector
plans, and not the city's regional
development plans. Through the public
planning process, we expect developers
fo 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 “grandtathered” as a minimum
density under TOD zoning?

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

Consider a planning process that will
provide for strong market/economic

Section 21-9.100-1{c) already calls out
for economic and market analyses as

analysis. part of TOD planning.
Approach TOD as a phased, multi- Agree.

generational process; don'’t try to achieve

the “End State Plan” by means of one

“mega project.”

Consider an infrastructure systems Duly noted.

planning process that can provide critical
data to the TOD plans.

How will coordinated TOD projects be

We have no pre-made decisions or
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Commentor

Comment

DPP Response

developed for areas with many small land
owners?

strategies on redevelopment in areas
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
ordinances?

DPP will draft language, which will be
commented on by the Planning
Commission, and could be modified by
the city council.

Jessica Wooley

Each TOD special district should address

safe pedestrian and bicycle paths and
facilities.

Amended Section 21-9.100-2(d) to
underscore safety and convenience of all

PASpeciaiProjects\TransitTOD Enabl BilhExhibit B.doc

connections to fransit stations.
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November 29, 2007
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Mr. Henry Eng, Director

Department of Planning and Permitting
City & County of Honolulu

650 South King Street, 7% 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 foliowing 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 ailgnment
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.”

e 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-guideway
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.

.

Donovan M. Dela Cruz Ann H. Kobayashi
Counciimember, District 2 Councilmember, District 5
(808) 547-7002 (808) 547-7005

Sincerely,

cc:  All Councilmembers
City Planning Commission
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MAYOR
" SENIOR ADVISOR
December 3, 2007
MEMORANDUM
To: Henry Eng, Director

Department of Planning and Permitting

DUprhA it pborunn

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 Subcommitiee, 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 resuiting 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 aliow 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 jong term care costs to society. The following fanguage is

suggested:

Sec. 21-9.100 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 sepvice,
commercial, educational, spiritual, social and food services; physical fitness and
wellness facilities: and recreational activities and volunieer 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)(8) The composition of the resident population and anticipated changes over time,

Section 9. 100-2 TOD special district minimum requirements

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

Should you have any guestions, 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 pnmanly
general in nature and not specific to any particular section of the bil.

Comments

A

There should be a moratorium on new development and redevelopment

within % to ¥z 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.

To the extent possible, Historic Districts should be preserved.

Federal Guidelines in regard to transit stations shouid be used to make sure

they are accessible fo all.

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.

Neighborhood Boards shouid be the designated “point” of control for

development of neighborhood plans relative to TOD.

Talks and decisions regarding transit stations that may impact resadents of

more than one Neighborhood Board should :nciude representatives from all

Neighborhood Boards involved.

To the extent possible, multiple uses in the same bmldmg (e.g. residential/

commercial/retail/medical/long-term care options that support independence)

should be aflowed in areas in close proximity to the route to encourage use of
the transit system.

To the extent possible, incentives should be considered for development of

low-cost housing, especially for the very iow-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.

Feeder buses or shuttles that are ADA compliant shouid be used in

neighborhoods to shuttle residents to the transit stations.

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.

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. Information/Cashier to provide information, change depending on the

method used for accessing transit system (pass, credit card, cash).

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. Sitting/waiting areas
Architectural Features - Stations shouid fit in the neighborhood — e.g. if in an

historical district, should maintain those standards.

Areas Around Stations — As space allows, provide for commercial/retaill space

in support of the neighborhood and those using the stations:

Green space
Grocery Store
Pharmacy
Bank/ATM
Medical Clinic
Food Court

Adult Day/Child Care
Parking for autos, motorcycles, mopeds and bicycles. If parking is not

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

"Moo oo ow

General Questions

m O o o>

Request

A

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

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

of those parcels?
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?
How long will it take to add on the spurs to the airport and Waikiki?

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? I not, could one be produced?



DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
CITY ANDCOUNTY OF HONOLULU
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DEPUTY DIRECTOR
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Novem_ber 30, 2007

MEMORANDUM

HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNI NG AND PERMITTING

FROM: ‘éﬁ LEE, P.E., DIRECTOR

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

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

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

ECL:It (233268)
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TO: HENRY ENG, FAICP, DIRECTOR

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING :

FROM: PETER J. S. HIRAI,CEM, ACTING DIRECTORC‘D% WM-‘..

DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT-

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

FROM: 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 calis.

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 723-71086.

e TH o L

KENNETH G. SILVA
Fire Chief

KGS/EA:ms



MUFEHANNEMANN, Mayor

BOARD OF WATER SUPPLY

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

RANDALL Y. 8. CHUNG, Chairman
SAMUEL T, HATA

630 SOUTH BERETANIA STREET RO R SUNDIFF
HONOLULU, HI 96843 MARC C. TILKER

LAVERNE 7. HIGA, Ex-Officic
BARRY FUKUNAGA, Ex-Officio

October 31, 2007

CLIFFORD P, tUM
Manager and Chief Engineer

DEAN A. NAKAND
Beputy Manager and Chief Engineer

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

ATTN: KATHY SOKUGAWA

FROM: for »&:—H’g t&@cm& EXECUTIVE = s o
Cus "CARE DIVISION

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

BILL

6& dd [~ AN L0

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

If you have any questions, please contact Robert Chun at 748-5443.
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Mr. Henry Eng, FAICP

Director of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu

650 South King Street, 7" Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Eng:

Subject: Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
Draft Planning and Zoning Bill Avmlable for Review

Thank you for the opportunity to review this draft bill. The Department of Accounting and
General Services offers no comments on the draft bill but requests that upon approval of this
ordinance, we be notified of any Neighborhood TOD Plan that may affect any of our facilities,
including our facilities near the Capitol, Aloha Stadium and Waipahu.

If you have any questions, please call me at 586-0400 or have your staff call Mr. Bruce Bennett,
of the Public Works Division, at 586-0491.

Sincerely,

N 22,

RUSS K. SAITO
State Comptroller
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November 16, 2007

Mr. Henry Eng, FAICP, Director
Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu

650 South King Street, 7" Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

DO 1d 61 AN 20,

Dear Mr. Eng:

Thank you for your letter of October 23, 2007, which introduces the Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
drafi planning and zoning bill. We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments from a State Civil
Defense (SCD) perspective at this early stage of the planning process. We have reviewed the draft bill and

provide the following comments:

1) When planning the location of transit stops, it is crucial for the safety of the passengers that the stops
and surrounding development are built outside of tsunami evacuation zones. The concern is that,
during a destructive tsunami, the structure supporting the transit system would become part of the
debris field and cause extensive damage, not to mention the loss of the system.

2} In order to alert passengers of approaching tsunamis or other hazards, SCD highly recommends that
both audible and visual warning displays be included in each transit station. The warning displays
should be able to provide emergency information to passengers, including hearing impaired and
visually impaired personnel. This warning system would aid in instructing passengers where and

how to evacuate should the need arise.

3) Due to Homeland Security considerations and for critical infrastructure protection, SCD highly
recommends that the transit stations be built with blast barriers designed to prevent automobiles
from approaching too closely. Items such as cement planters, etc, incorporated into the design
would provide a level of deterrence from attack.

The SCD staff is available at 733-4300 to discuss each of these recommendations in more detail as the transit
route and designs progress. '

Sincerely,
ﬂ_..j L BN S

EDWARD T. TEIXEIRA
Viee Director of Civil Defense
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'Department of Planning & Permitting =
City & County of Honolulu 2 .
650 South King Street 7th Floor =
= L -

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Attention: Ms. Kathy Sokugawa

Gentlemen:

Subject: Draft Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject matter. The
Department of Land and Natural Resources’ (DLNR) Land Division distributed or made
available a copy of your report pertaining to the subject matter to DLNR Divisions for their

review and comment.

Other than the comments from Engineering Division, Divisionn of State Parks,
Commission on Water Resource Management, Division of Boating & Ocean Recreation,
Division of Forestry & Wildlife, the Department of Land and Natural Resources has no other
comments to offer on the subject matter. Should you have any questions, please feel free to call

our office at 587-0433. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e & United

| ~Morris M. Atta

(/\ 'Administrator
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October 25, 2007

MEMORANDUM
TO: DLNR Agencies:
< )

Div. of Boating & Ocean Recreation

Div. of Forestry & Wildlife

_x_Div. of State Parks

_x_Commission on Water Resource Management
x_Office of Conservation & Coastal Lands

x_Land Division Wb&im Chun

| FROM: ussell Y. Tsuji
SUBJECT raft transit-Oriented Development (TOD) bill

LOCATION: Island of Oahu
_APPLICANT: City & County of Honolulu, Department of Planning & Permitting

b

Transmitted for your review and comment on the above referenced document. We would _
appreciate your comments on this document. Please submit any comments by

November 15, 2007.

If no response is received by this date, we will assume your agency has no comments. If
you have any questions about this request, please contact my office at 587-0433. Thank you.

Attachments
( ) We have no objections.

We have no comments.
{ ) Comments are attached.

Signed: é O£M§O7§ : /
Date; .
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DLNR Agencies:

x_Div. of Aguatic Resources
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Transmitted for your review and comment on the above referenced document. We would
appreciate your comments on this document.
November 15, 2007.

Please submut any comments by

If no response 1s received by this date, we will assume your agency has no comments. If
you have any questions about this request, please contact my office at 587-0433. Thank you.

Attachments

(/{ We have no objections
(v

We have no comments

) Comments are attached
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If no response 1is received by this date, we will assume your agency has no comments. If
you have any questions about this request, please contact my office at 587-0433. Thank you.
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vou have any questions about this request, please contact my office at 587-0433. Thank you.
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) We have no comments.
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November 20, 2007
Henry Eng

Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu

650 South King Street, 7* Floor
Honolulu, HI 96813

RE: Transit-oriented Development (TOD) Draft Planning and Zoning Bill Available
for Review _

Dear Mr. Eng,

The Office of Hawaiian Affairs (OHA) is in receipt of your October 23, 2007 Iettér_ sharing the
City’s Transit-oriented Development (TOD) bill and offers the following comments:

The TOD bill takes a positive and forward step toward controlling development in urban
Honolulu; especially the urban corridor that now extends from ‘Ewa to Hawaii Kai. The
introduction of smart growth land use strategies, such as TOD has the potential to preserve and
protect against urban sprawl. Poor land use decisions in the past have seen our agricultural and

open space areas on O‘ahu disappear.

The benefits of TOD development in association with the anticipated fixed guideway system and
the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) on O‘ahu will help shape both planned and existing
communities. Proper zoning around the LPAs are one Jand use tool that will guide TOD.

Our office’s only concerns with TOD involve the possible effects of gentrifying local
communities. Strategies should include community-based approaches toward redevelopment in
existing communities. Affordable housing options for local residents, including repurchasing or
leasing options for the local community members are promising solutions to help ensure they

will not be forced out of their communities.

Our office is constitutionally mandated to preserve and protect natural and cultural resources on
behalf of Native Hawailans. Any future development or redevelopment plans would have the
potential to disturb natural or cultural resources. Redevelopment around urban Honolulu has
unearthed numerous cultural resources which have put many Native Hawaiian community
members and developers in very difficult situations. Many lessons have been learned from these
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redevelopments. For example, the redevelopment of the parcel situated at the current location of
the Ke ‘eaumoku Street Wal-Mart unearthed numerous Native Hawaiian burials. This case is still
in litigation. Also, currently, the Whole Foods development on Auahi Street in Kaka‘ako have
unearthed more than 60 burials and has halted construction numerous times, costing General

Growth Properties large sums of money.

In summary, the redevelopment of properties in the urban cormridor of Honolulu, in previously
disturbed ground, has unearthed numerous burials. With the potential TOD as a result of the
LPA, the possibility of unearthing Native Hawaiian bunials and other cultural resources should
be a concern and a likely possibility in all redevelopment projects as a result of TOD. Proper
planning and consultation will help mitigate any conflicts that may arise in the future.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If you have further questions or concerns, please
contact Jason Jeremiah, Policy Advocate-Preservation, Native Rights, Land and Cultwre, at (808)

594-1816 or jasoni@oha.org,

Aloha,

Clyde W. Namu'o
Administrator
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GOVERNOR
STATE OF HAWAII
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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December 13, 2007
Mr. Henry Eng
Director
Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Honolulu
650 South King Street

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Attention: Ms. Kathy Sokugawa

Dear Mr. Eng:

Subject: Draft Planning and Zoning Bill

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

BRENNON T. MORIOKA
ACTING DIRECTOR

Deputy Directors
MICHAEL D. FORMBY
FRANCIS PAUL KEENO
BRIAN M. -SEKIGUCHE

IN REPLY REFER 70"

STP 8.2711

cr:zd L1330 &0
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The State Department of Transportation (DOT) submits the following comments on the subject

draft bill.

1. The conditional requirements for review and analysis of roadway and infrastructure

improvements are appreciated. This allows DOT the opportunity for timely comment on
transit alignment and transit station impacts to State highway facilities. Address of DOT

concerns will ensure optimal decision-making.

The DOT requests to be consulted whenever the transit system/stations cross, abut or are

in close proximity to State highways and rights-of-way, regardless of the passage of the
bill.

We appreciate your courtesy and cooperation in providing the draft bill for our review and

comments.
Very truly yours,

YTH—

BRENNON T. MORIOKA, PH.D., P.E.
Acting Director of Transportation
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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 TOD 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 Hawai'l would iike 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. 1n addition to our
students, faculty and staff the ridership will include the public attending educational,

cultural, art and sporiing evenis.

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

Respectfully submitted,

- Sam Callejo
Vice Presidemdor Administration

University of Hawai'i System

2444 Dole Street, Bachman Hall

¢ President David McClain
; ; h, Hawai'i 56
Vice President John Morion Hanoks “ await 58822
S Telephone: (B08) 956.8522
Chancelior Virginia Hinshaw, UMM o
Chancelior Gene Awakuni, UHWO ax: {808) 856.9119
! An Equal Opportanity/Afirmative Action Institution

Chancellor Ramsey Pedersen, HCC
Interim Chancelior Manuel Cabral, LCC
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Sea Grant College Program
School of Ocean and Earth Science and Technology

November 30, 2007
Mr, Henry Eng
Diirector
Department of Planning and Permitting
City and County of Hono!ulu

650 South King St., 7* Floor
- Honolulu, HI 96813

Dear Mr. Eng:

1 am writing to offer comments on the draft planning and zoning bill on Transit Oriented
Development {TOD). I am very pleased that this bill has been proposed, as it is a critical
element in maximizing the potential benefits of a transit system to Oabu, The introduction of

enabling legislation to begin the community planning process, and to bring the stakeholders -
together to participate in it, is extremely timely. TOD will be necessary regardiess of whether

rail or fixed guideway is ultimately the technology of choice, and the sooner this plannmg
process begins, the better.

Overall, the bill as drafied is very good, reflecting a strong awareness of the important themes
and subjects that must be addressed by a TOD special district planning process. Its emphasis on
community involvement in the design of the TOD special districts will enable the affected
neighborboods to define development around their transit stops in a way that is most likely to
produce a set of outcomes that are acceptable to each TOD special district’s stakeholders.

I believe the bili could use some specific improvements that would provide clearer instructions to
the participants in these discussions. Incorporating the following five points will belp provide
more solid “ground rules” for the participants in TOD special district planning process, and
provide greater certainty to developers who will eventually have to navigate the approval and
construction process. In the attached appendix, I have also provided some additional points
which may constitute 2 more detailed approach to the TOD ordinance than is practical at this
time, but may enhance the product of these public meetings and the subsequent permitting

process.

1. TOD Special District Size
The bill should provide an initial benchmark definition of how large the TOD special districts

will be, rather than leave this up to the community process. Research from other regions

2525 Correa Road « HIG Room 238 » Honoluly, Hawai'i 56822
Telephone: (ROB) 856-703) « Facsimile: (808) 956-3014

An Equal Opportunity/ Affirmative Action Instinstion



Page 2

demonstrates that a Jarge share of residents and workers take transit within % mile radius
(about a seven-minute walk) of each station. Withia a /4 mile, significant numbers still walk
to the station given the right conditions and land-use policy benchmarks. However, the %-
mile standards should probably differ from those in the ' mile zone. This model has been
successful in a number of other places at ensuring a smooth transition from the more intensive
development near stations to the detached single family neighborhoods that often surround

them.

When developing their vision for these neighborhoods, stakeholders should know exactly
what area is under consideration in each case. This would save a lot of time and confusion at
the beginning of these meetings trying to decide bow big the TOD special district should be,
and what is included and excladed. It will also make it easier for potential stakeholders to

decide whether they should participate in the process or not.

I recommend that the bill use either one or both of the benchmarks for %- and Y%-mile zones
around each station in Section 21-9.100-1. These can be considered as starting points for the
TOD special district planning process and adjusted to local conditions during that process if

necessary.

2. Density and Intensity _
TOD succeeds when it produces high-guality centers of more compact development that make

transit use attractive and convenient. The bill currently has density as a requirement
[Sec.9.100-2 (b)] and permits negotiations on height limits conditional on the provision of
affordable housing and other amenities, but does not define any specific targets. For transit
systerns to be cost effective, average residential density in a corridor needs to be at least §
households per acre. Development of 20 to 30 units per acre immediately surrounding a
station can help achieve this ridership base while preserving the suburban character of many

neighborhoods.

Explicitly defining a minimum density in legislation could stir some controversy. However, it
can be constructed in a way that minimizes this potential. First, it could be paired with a
requirement that 10% of the overlay zone be set aside for public open space. Second, a
companion guidebook with images of well designed projects with an average density

matching the criteria thresholds could be developed for the neighborhood planning process. If
no specific minimums are included in the ordinance, more compact development around
transit stops will become extremely difficult to achieve around some stations. In some cases a
smailer number of vocal residents will likely see any multi-story building or non-residential
use as undermining their neighborhood character. The key for a successful policy is
demonstrating how transit-supportive density can be done in a way that enhances

neigbhborhoods.

For these reasons, ] suggest you provide some language in the minimum reguirements in
Section 9.100-2 to ensure that some increased density is permitted in the TOD Special
District. I also suggest you use the word “intensity” or “more compact development” rather
than the word “density” whenever possible, since these terms carry less baggage.
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3. Housing Affordability
The cost of housing is a serious issue. Skyrocketing bouse prices and rents have made living

in rany parts of Honolulu impossible to many people, including middle-income workers such
as teachers, police, nurses and firefighters, who provide essential services. Together with
students and recent college graduates, elderly people living on fixed incomes, they are forced
to the edges of the city. There, they expend large percentages of their paychecks commuting
back into town for work, recreation, education, and services,

In other parts of the country, TOD special districts bave experienced skyrocketing property
values and rents, as these neighborhoods are increasingly desirable places to live. This could
easily happen in Honolulu if we do not make provisions to provide housing at a variety of
price points. TOD special districts should not become gentrified enclaves, but should provide
housing for all the people who currently work, play, and leam in these communities, A
variety of incentives can be provided to ensure this happens, such as accelerated permitting
and density bonuses for mixed price-point housing. Affordability must be treated as a
requirement if TOD is to be successful, else property values will drive out of these
neighborhoods many of the people TOD is intended to serve. :

I recommend that “housing at a mix of price points” or “housing affordability” be included in
the list of TOD special district minimum requirements in Section 9.100-2.

4, Urban Drainage and Water Quality
Declining water guality is a serious and growmg source of concern on Oahu. The vast areas
of paved or otherwise hardened surface in Honolulu rapidly move runoff into the city storm
sewers, carrying contaminants, sediment, and debris out into the ocean. There, they degrade
water quality, endangering public health, our coral reefs and other ecosystems, and the tourist

industry. The associated lack of recharge to aquifers, although not an immediate source of
worry on Qahu, is reaching crisis levels on Maui and will become problem for Honolulu in the
future. Of more immediate concern, recent flooding events in the past few years have
highlighted the need to take runoff into consideration when plannmg the urban landscape,

particularly with respect to extreme precipitation events.

Because of this, the development of the TOD districts in Honolulu should take the opportunity
to address the various strategies that can reduce or limit the negative impacts of runoff. There
are some very simple, low-cost, and non-intrusive technigues for retention and treatment of
stormwater, including grass swales, ponds, and sidewalk plantings. More complex techniques
include the use of green roofs to reduce runoff from building surfaces. All of these have the
added benefit of adding natural features and aesthetic value to the urban landscape.

I suggest that you either add language to the TOD special district minimum requirements in
Section 9.100-2 stating that each Neighborhood TOD Plan have a runoff management
component, or add the words “reduce or eliminate runoff from roofs, roads, sidewalks and

other impervious surfaces” to subsection (h).
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5. Mixed Use
The mixed use requirement needs to be stronger. The current phrase “Allowances for a mix

of 1and uses” in section 2.100-2 (a) could still allow zoning that prohibited mixed use on most
of a TOD special district. Currently, the zoning regime in Honolulu allows the segregation of
land for exclusive use, which is incompatible with TOD. It is critical that mixed use
constitute the majority of these districts, particularly in the immediate vicinity of the station. 1
suggest that you amend Sec.9.100-2 (a) to say “Mixed land uses for all land within the % mile
boundary, and at least 50% of the land between the Y4 mile boundary and the % mile
boundary.” I also suggest that there be density bonuses, accelerated permitting, and other

incentives provided for developers who meet mixed use criteria,

To summarize, I want to emphasize that the overall bill is extremely good and applaud your
efforts to incorporate the most critical principles of smart growth. It will provide a strong
foundation for and guidance to the TOD special district development process. Iurge you to
consider and include the recommended changes listed above, as they will augment the legislation
by providing more structure and stronger language to guide that process. The attached appendix
includes additional points that should be addressed at some point in the TOD special district

development process, although not necessarily in this bill.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the bill. I am available to meet with you to discuss
this further or answer any qyestions you may have. I can be contacted at 956-7031,

ificerely,

E. Gordon Grau Ph.D, -
Professor, Department of Zoology and
Director, University of Hawait Sea Grant College Program



APPENDIX

1. Accelerated Permitting _
Even if a Neighborhood TOD plan has been accepted by the applicable neighborhood boards

and the City Planning Commission and the City Council, each TOD special district will have
to go through the permitting process. This in itself could become extremely ardnous
procedure involving significant re-review of all the components of each Neighborhood TOD
plan, and I urge you to provide for an accelerated permitting process or a parallel permitting
process with dedicated staff to undertake the approval of designs and construction projects

covered by these plans.

2. Parking _
The bill addresses parking explicitly in Sec.9.100-2(c). This issue is central to any TOD

ordinance or discussion as 1t directly affects the degree to which a community is pedestrian-
friendly. Off-street parking must be minimized or even eliminated, particularly in downtown
areas, because land use must be oriented towards concentrating people, not cars, around the

transit stops.

That being said, there may be certain stops along the fransit route, particularly at the extreme
western end, where the availability of parking may enhance ridership. At the periphery of the
system, regular users may be more likely to drive from more far-flung parts of Qahu on the
Leeward Side and the North Shore, and want to park near the stops and ride the rest of the
way into Honolulu. These drivers should be encouraged to use transit where possible, and
providing them parking may be the most effective way, (although the re-routing of buses
should be considered first). For this reason, the language requiring the reduction or
elimination of off-street parking may be inappropriate for certain transit stops and perhaps
made more flexible so that specific stops can acquire permission for limited parking,
providing they can provide sufficient proof that ridership will increase and cars will be

removed from the roads as a result.

3. Other vehicle-related issues
The principle of reduced parking in the TOD special districts should be extended to include

other uses of the land which are largely vehicle-driven and not people-efficient, These uses
could include: -

Drive-through fast-food establishments
(Gas stations

Sales or rental of motorized vehicles
Auto repair shops

Car washes

Boat storage

Boat repair

Warehouses and self-storage

* » 0 9 ¢ 9 . 9

In addition, workplaces that subsidize parking and don’t support transit use will divert
workers away from the transit systemn. In some TOD plans, employers in the TOD zones are
required to reduce parking, charge for parking, or offer employees partially- or fully-



subsidized transit passes. Requirements that address these kinds of workplace incentives help
to boost ridership and reduce traffic around transit stops. Tax incentives can also be offered

that accomplish the same objective.

. Pedestrian Issues and Complete Streets

Current subdivision regulations and related practices in the City require overly wide, high-
speed streets and insufficient accommodation for pedestrians and cyclists, as well as greenery
and street trees. These streets are unsafe, create an unpleasant environment for pedestrians
and bicyclists and are frequently underserved by the bus system. As a result, they encourage
the use of cars and discourage the use of alternatives. It must be made clear in the bill that the
TOD districts are subject to a different set of standards so that these kinds of bigh-speed
corridors do not negatively impact the drive to greater utilization of the transit system.

The bill should either cite standards or require the TOD special district planning process to
develop standards for roads, crosswalks, sidewalks, bike lanes, bus stops, parking, traffic
calming strategies, and other items critical to enhancing the pedestrian experience. These
standards, often referred to by the planning community as “complete streets” should also
include plans for how vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, and other users of the transit system
would move in and out of the TOD special districts and connect with other parts of the city.

. Preservation of Open Space
The first of the ten Principles of Smart Growth is the preservation of open space, farmiand,

natural beauty, and critical environmental areas. As TOD takes place and denser development
occurs, it must serve to enhance the natural beauty of and guality of life in Hawaii. The
neighborhoods in Honolulu along the transit route that will benefit from increased density
need parks, outdoor gathering places, street trecs, and other natural amenities to provide break
up the increasingly urban landscape. Although the landscaping and landmarks requirements
in the current bill touch on this, there is no statement of principle or language requiring that
open space be preserved or created for public use. The bill would be strengthened with the
insertion of the phrase “and existing and potential open space” after the word “landmarks” in

Sec. 9.100-2 (f).
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Mr. Henry Eng, Director
Department of Planning and Permitting
650 South King Street
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr, Eng:

-Oriented Development Ordinance
iy and County of Honolalu -

of the draft Transit-Oriented Development Ordinance was

The Environmental Center revig ;
conducted with the assistance of Peter ‘ Jachsbart, Urban and Regional Planning; Olwen Huxley, Sea
Fiates, -

Grant; and Jim Charlier, Charlier Asso

General Comments

The Federal Transit Administ ;u (FTA) considers transit-supportive land use an important
criterion for making capital investmen fg‘! unding decisions on ‘new starts’ public transit projects.

FTA’s Office of Planming released a sef of guidelines and standards on this subject (Office of
Planning, 2004). As a result, cities thafjare planning high-capacity transit systems are now taking a -
serious look at transit oriented development {TOD) to improve their chances to secure federal funds,

For example, both Denver and Seattle gompiled case studies of TOD, which are posted on city web

sites, to inform the planning process fofj their rransit projects. We beliove it would be wise for

Department of Planning and Pe:mittin (DPP) to compile a set of case studies of TOD rclevant to

Honoluju.

A ——

The FTA policy change ackno i edges that rail investments alone cannot induce transit-

orjented development. For example, oyer $14 billion was mvested in mass transit in the state of

California between 1990 and 2000. Dyring the past 30 years, California built more new rail systems,
tions than any other state in America. It has also produced a

~ wmore miles of track, and more transit sf
record number of new TODs in Califorjhia’s major cities. Even so, the dominant land use around the
majority of the major bus and rail stati .’ s in California is still conventional, automobile-oriented
development (e.g., a park-and-ride lot) ghat does not take full advantage of proximity to high-guality

o,

2500 Dole Street, Krauss Annex 19 Hopolulu, Hawal'i 6822
'feiephnm‘. (BOB} 356-7361  Fuc (808] 956-398C
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transit service or provide good pedestrjan access to transit stations. Hence, while interest in TOD is
significant and growing, the reality is that ‘good TOD? is the ‘exception and not the rule’ a1 most

masjor transit stations in California (Pagker et al., 2002),

In general, this ordinance repregents an important and positive step for the City. Developing a
TOD ordinance could be an important plement of improving the long term sustainability of Honolulu
and could, over time, reduce confusion/in the development community about what is expected and
what will be allowed. The emphasis ol community invelvement at the neighborhood level seems
knd owners, developers and the City 1o work together with
issues —a significant improvement over the “submit and

wise and necessary and would enable [y
citizens to solve site-specific concernsia
review” process in place todsy. ?

i a strong awareness of the important themes and subjects that

The proposed ordinance reflect
must be addressed by a TOD special dlstrict planning process. Its emphasis on community
involvement in the design of the TOD fpecial districts will enable the affected neighborhoods to

p staps in & way that is most likely produce a set of outcomes

define development around their transi
that are acceptable 1o each TOD speciq] district’s stakeholders, However, though it talks about: mix

of uses; increased density; affordable L using; reduced parking; which is good, it does not specially
address wrban [reduced) street standan i or a focus on pedestrian orientation or urban drainage/water
quality concepts. All of these are key parameters to enable successfhl TOD environments.

In addition, the ordinance lack | a stand-alone section with a clear definition of transit-oriented
] a definition of TOD from the bill, because the planning

development. Perhaps the DPP omittel

literature offers many definitions of l;-(il , in part because there is a wide variety of transit-oriented
development in cities with transit. Ho evcr, this obstacle has not prevented other cities in the United
States from adopling a definition of if;it Cervero et al (2004) compiled definitions of TOD from

ten metropolitan areas of the United 8 tcs, as shown in Table 1 attached to this review. While most

definitions of TOD focus on design chiracteristics of transit-supportive environments, some

definitions are based on smart-growth f d sustainability prineiples. Therefore, it should be possible

for DPP 1o craft a working definition o] TOD for Honolulu,

In addition to our genera) com « ents, we have the following specific comments:

G h emr————

Section 1. Findings and Purpese '

The “Findings and Purpose” is ery important, because it allows the ordinance to be upheld in
court should the bill be challenged. Thys section appears to be adequate, but it could be strengthened
by adding language that recognizes mofe of the benefits of TOD, as summarized in Table 2 (sce

attachment),
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On page 1 the first sentence of paragraph 2 reads: “If raif technology is selected, appropriate
transit-oriented development ("TOD") land use regulations along the alignment and around the transit

stations will be emcial.”

Such regulations would be crucfal whether rail is selected or not. Also, the City should make
sure that TOD is not tied unnecessarilyfo technology so that your ordinance can work in the future as
Honolulu continues to grow its transit getwork. TOD vepresents a fundamental set of principles that
applies to all high capacity transit mod i We suggest terminology such as: “Regardiess of which
specific transit technology is serving | ‘i station area or corridor, appropriate transit-oriented '
development ("TOD™) land use regulatjons along the alignment and arovnd the transis stations will be

crucial,”

Section 2.

This section of the bill amends ‘i ection 13.-9.3 of the 1990 Revised Ordinances of Honolulu
(ROH). The raticnale for this amendmgnt is explained in the Q&A attachment. The amendment
transfers the “zoning-related provisio [ Ordinance 06-50” from Chapter 13, which is the public
transit portion of the ROH, to Chapter 31, which is the Land Use Ordinance (LUOQ) portion of the
ROH. The amendment deletes nine stafemnents that could be interpreted as a definition of TOD, The
bill does not actually transfer the dc]ct language verbatim to Chapter 21. Instead, the bil] first
establishes TOD speciel districts in 8 nfi 219,100 of SECTION 3 of the bill and eight minimum
requirements of these districts in Sectign 9.100-2. Four of the minimum requirements of Section
9.100-2, i.e., statements (a} through {d) appear to correspond closely to statemnents (1) through (4),

respectively, of the deleted Section 13-8.3.

Statements (5) through (9) of § tion 13-9.3 were not transferred to Section 9.100-2. These

five statements sre as follows:

(5)  Encourage developmen ibf & mixture of market-rate and affordable housing;

(6)  Encourage public-priva - partnerships in such development;
(7)  Utilize form-based zonig, exemptions, or other aliernatives from existing

development regulatio 5 and utilize other incentives to encourage such development;
(8)  Encourage activity at a defined community center;
(9)  Encourage public input ip the design of each transit station so each station reflects
unique commumunity desi ! themes, history, or landmarks.

However, key concepts embodied in th lse deleted statements appear to surface in Section 21-9.100.1
at a Neighborhood TOD Plan shall be prepared prior to the

of SECTION 3 of the bill, which states)
adoption of any TOD special district. The bill states that cach Neighborhood TOD Plan shall have
five minimum components, as listed infSection 21-9.100.1(a), and that the planning process shall
comply with five requirements, which : e stated as items (b) through (f) of Section 21-0.100.1.
Taken together, these five components hind five requirements appear to capture all five of the deleted
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statements of Section 13-9.3, exeept)\ﬁ haps statement (8), which encourapes activity at a defined

community center,

k

Section 3

Section 21-9.100 Transit-orienged development (TOD) special districts begins with this
paragraph: “Special districts shall be tablishcd around rail transit stations to foster more livable

communities that take advantage of th bcncﬁts of transit; specifically, reducing transportation costs

for residents, businesses and workers. l ile taking advantage of more intense use of land, TOD can

provide more walkable communities, gpnvenient access to daily shopping needs as well as special
events, and enhancement af neighbori od character.” |
We suggest changing the word intense™ highlighted above to “cfficient.” (Intense carries
negstive connotation and does not embpdy any specific design coucept. The real objective is
efficiency.) We suggest changing the phrase “shopping needs” to “household needs,” The
density around transit stations extents to a wide range of daily

opportunity represented by mixed use ¢
household travel - work, school and regreation — in addition to retail shopping. We also suggest that
iral guidance on the extent of TOD districts. This will help

¥ in tcrms of the City’s intent.

Suggested language could be ag follows:

“TOD special districts shall generally be limited to areas within 2,640 feet (straight-
line radius) from n*ansit tations. Actual boundaries may vary to reflect topography
and landscape, neighbofhood boundaries, barriers such as major freeways and aricrial
streets, and market congiderations. Special districts may be divided into a corc area
and a surrounding transf] influence area with different plan provisions as appropriate.
Proposed special distri 15 that are much larger than 2,640 feet in radius shall require
specific justification ba 1"— d on transportation efficiency.”
We note that research from oth l regions demonsirates that a large share of residents and
workers take transit within a quarter mje radius (about a seven-minute walk) of each station. Within
a half mile, significant numbers still wglk to the station given the right conditions and land-use policy
benchmarks. However, the half-mile sfandards should probably differ from those in the quarter-mile
zone. This model has been successful i a number of other places at ensuring a smooth transition
from the more intensive development rjear stations to the detached single family neighborhoods that

often surround them, The core area ani} a transition boundary suggested in Secfﬁon 21:-9,100-1 (@X}2)

could be defined as falling within the gpa
provision to adjust those limits accordi

Section 21-9.100-1 Neighborhapd TOD plans includes a list of topics to be addressed in the
neighborhood planning leading up to TDD district designation. It is unclear from this section

F
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whether the TOD zoning will be an t tional layer or whether it will override existing zoning in
lich as in Waikiki, Also, it’s not clear whether the new TOD

areas that are already special districts, § ‘ ;
ordinance will override subdivision regnlations. We suggest adding an item to this list:

“(X) Recommended de ; gn standards for streets, sidewalks and crosswalks, transit
interface facilities, on-sireet patking, bicycle access and related elements of public

1
infrastructure required é access and circulation within the TOD district to ensure
‘complete streets’ and good pedestrian environments,”

, the intent of adoption with respect to existing City policies,
be accomplished by adding a new lettered paragraph after

We further recommend clarifyi
regulations and ordinances. This coulg
current parsgraph () as follows:

“(x) Once adopted by cf

j council, the provisions of any neighborhood TOD plan shail

gavern within that dist ii t, replacing relevant existing zoning, subdivision and policy
provisions. As such the TOD district will become an overlay district within the city

with specific governingjprovisions unique to that district.”

We also supgest current paragr ph (3) of part (a) be modified by adding the following

underlined text:

“(3) Recommended zorjing controls, including architectura] and community design
principles, open space rgquirements, parking standards, and either modifications to
existing zoning requirempents or new zoning precinets and subdivis ations, as

%) zoning may be considered. Prohibition of specific uses shall

s

appropriate. Form-basg
be considered.”

! regulations have led to the urban sprawl with its negative
hendence on foreign oil and the potential new threats to the

H
Existing zoning and subdivisio:
impacts on O’ahu. Given Hawaii's de :

h planners and other social commentators feel that nrban

state from global climate change, man |
sprawl is not sustaingble. Urban sprawl entails excessive energy, environmental, economic and
social costs that will negatively affect future generations (Newman and Kenworthy, 1999; Kunstler,

2005). These costs are more severe orflan island such as O’ahu, where planners must accommodate

population growth with limited land agg public funds for highway improvements and infrastructure

extensions for new subdivisions. On thic other hand, compromise may be necessary when TOD
eady special districts, . '

special districts occur in areas that are §

Section 21-9,100-1 Neighborh 4bd 70D plans(d) allows for the planning process o be
‘landowners, community organizations and others. There is no

inclusive, open 1o residents businesses,
munity planning processes. This allows people living

limit to who might participate in the cg
outside the community to come to the planning meeting to develop neighborhood TOD plans. There
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should be some attempt to limit parti pahon to those who live or do business in the community or at

least to give community members prifnacy in developing plans.

In Section 21-9.100-1 Neighbdyhood TOD plans(c), we suggest inserting the word

demographics 1o the list of factors thay should be considered in the planning process,

-2 TOD special district minimum requirements would actually
work. The intent should be that the ngighborhood TOD plan would be implemented by the City and
thus would overwrile existing zoning,isubdivision and other provisions and policies, Since under
current proposed language the neighbgrhood plans would be adopted by resolution, there would be

{ drovisions of the plans.

We suggest adding new senten
reads: “Based on the adopted neighbq)
limited to, the following provisions” a _‘

“At the time of adoptiofj by city council of any nejghborhood TOD plan, council shall
also consider and adopien ordinance setting specific zoning, subdivision, facility

i is|jpns within the TOD district. Such ordinance shall faithfully
impiement all of the ke¥ and relevant provisions of the neighborhood TOD plan and

shall create a regulatoryljenvironment that is unique to each TOD district.”

rhood TOD p!an cach special district shall include, but not be
follows:

It may also be appropriate to add another sentence similar to the provision in the plan section

along these lines:

“The city council shall 4y opt the ordinance within sixty (60) days of receipt, or it shall

be deemed adopted.”

If this is wnworkable procedurally, then some similar provision should be drafted to ensure

that TOD distriet plans take precedencg|over existing provisions of crdinances, regulations and
policies, Otherwise there would be pofential that the plans developed cooperatively with

neighborhoods and land owners would ot be truly implemented.

We suggest that paragraph (c) Section 9.100-2 be modified to add the undeglined text:

“{c) Elimination or red tmn of the number of required off-street parking space&

including expanded allopances for shared use and joint use of parking spaces.”

We suggest adding a new item t this list as follows:

“(x) Design standards fo) ] streets, sidewalks and crosswalks, transit interface facilities,
on-street parking, bicyclp access and related clements of pubhc infrastructure required
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for access and circulatipn within the TOD distriet to ensure ‘complete streets’ and
good pedestrian envirohments.”

We suggest modifying paragraph () by adding the underlined words:

tquirements that enhance the pedestrian experience, support

“(h) Urban landscaping
hplement adjacent structures.”

station identity, and coy

Finally, we suggest adding a ng paragraph us follows:

“(x) Standards for sustajnable practices in storm water management that reduce off-
site flows and protect witer quality.”

Unresolved Tssues

The planning literature snggests that TOD is a fragile real estate product that faces major

barriers fo sneeessful implementation. Eupponive perking and land-use and policies, such as overlay

zoning (i.e., an ordinance that stipulateg the density and type of future development permitted in

siation areas) are all essential for TODJto ocour properly. Supportive parking and land-use policies,
which are all about place-making, are ilest as important as decisions on transportation engineering in

shaping urban form.

We are not sure that the city’s - oposed neighborhood TOD planning process or the plans that

they will produce will comply with FT{’s Guidelines and Standards for Assessing Transit-
Swpportive Land Use. Furthermore, wg are not sure whether the proposecd planning process will
adequately address the following issueq| which were identified in The New Transit Town: Best

Practices in Transit-Oriented Developtient (edited by Hank Dittmar end Gloria Ohland, 2004),

Land Assembly. A TOD serves as botha transit station node and a place in its own right. Some
TODs may require more than a single garcel. In such locations, property ownership may be

fragmented and assembly of multiple plircels may be difficult. High land costs and fragmented land
ownership patterns may be an impedimgnt 10 infill development. This raises the following question:

To what extent should the City & Coungy of Honoluly help sssemble parcels of land st station
locations? :
Financing. How will increased property values be captured and spent at identified TOD locations?
In what locations and under what circusstances should the city finance infrastructure and public
improvements to demonsirate its commijtment to TOD? Should the city make funding for key
infrastructure contingent on transit-supgortive desxgn and/or provision of affordable housing by the

private sector?

T —
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ies have overlay districts for TOD that set minimum floor area

rafic‘as (FARs), minimum lot area per it and minimum heighty and/or massing. Other cities have set
mminimum or average densities for TOR projects to encourage transit ridership, Still others have

density bonuses to promote affordablelhousing. Honolulu’s TOD bill leaves these issues up to those

who participate in the neighiborhood planning process. We believe that neighborhood plans will vary
greatly on bow much density and mixqgi-use will be proposed. '

Land Use Mix. What is an sppropriat lend use mix in Honolulu for different types of TODs?

Should it include both a horizontal ang vertical land use mix (i.e., residential over eithex retail or

office use)? Should land uses that enchurage pedestrian activity be permitted as “of right” with no or
minimal discretionary review? Shouldmixed-use zoning districts provide incentives for affordable
housing by allowing projects by-right I they have a certain percentage of floor area devoted to

- residential uses? A “by-right” approadh may reduce the planning approval time for mixed-use

projects,

Building Intensity and Scale. Some ¢ Ii

Transit Integration. How will land us in Honolulu interface with the city’s praposed elevated
wansit stations. Customized TOD projBcts in other cities ofien integrate transit facilities and land

uses on site. They involve deteiled i‘ lengthy planning thet is shared among many private entitics

and public agencies, Smaller and midgjze TOD projects may have walking access to transit siations,
but do pot incorporate transit stations. in either case, Honolulu's zoning ordinance will need to
g with surrounding land uses. -

address how tracks and stations integraje

Parking Policy. Good TODs typically a.n surface parking lots between buildings to encourage more
pedestrisn activity and greater transit i e, Thus, small businesses that depend on parking for their
clients wil} Jikely oppose such restrictighs in the neighborhood planning process. The city ought to
take the lead in determining what parkihg policies and standards will better support transit ridership.
For example, the city of Vancouver, Brjtish Columbis, reduced its parking standard from 1.35 stalls
to 1.04 stalls per dwelling unit, becausdla parking study showed that TODs in Vancouver generally
required only 0.6 to 0.7 stalls per dwelling unit. This reduction enabled the developer of a 27.3-acre
TOD (i.e., Collingwood Village) a1 8 ‘i'!t

rain’s Joyce Station to save hundreds of thousands of
dollars.. The developer (Concert Propey i

and security improvements for the comunity.

Final Comments

7 R

1d that many first-generation TODs were in fact transit-
adjacent developments (TADs). These l ADs often fell shori of expectations, because of significant
barriers to TOD implementation. But these barriers can be surmounted by enlightened public policies
on infrastructure provision, land use plapning, parking policy, and zoning. We support the concept of

a TOD ordinance, because 1t represents| i attempt to comply with the federal requirement to adopt
Jand usc policies that support the city’s Jail transit project. We hope that our comments will assist the

City in meeting FTA expectations.

Dittmar and Ohland (2004) fo
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Adopting supportive land use policies will be very difficult, because there are considerable

opportunities for conflict over this issle. Trensit agencies, land use planners, and policy makers

often have very different goals, priorifes, and constraints. Transit agencies favor stations in locations

that will maximize ridership and fare-pox revenues, and minimize construction cost. In contrast, city

planners want 1o build communities agund the stations, while city council members often resist the

land use zoning changes that sre necegsary for TOD, especially if most of their constituents oppose
higher densities and mixed land vse. I addition, zoning changes that favor TOD can lead to
usinesscs around stations. Fortunately, the TOD bill assumes

displacement of existing residents and}
. “that conununity-based input is a necelisary element of TOD programs...” (p. 1). 1t calls foran
inclusive planning process that is “opdp to residents, businesses, landowners, community

organizations and others” (p. 3). Ditt jar and Ohland (2004) recommend that collaborative planning
efforts should also include governmenta

i agencies, Jand use planners, developers, and lenders.

Sincerely,

o
3
T

‘Environmental Review Coordinator

ce:  Peter Flachsbart
Olwen Huxley

Jim Charlier
James Moncur, Water Resourcdgs Research Center

&
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Table 1. Tmn%t Agency Definitions of TOD,

rupsit A
ATLANTA: Metropolitan Atlfmta Rapid F ransit
Authonty (MARTA)

ASFEN: Rosring Fork Transportation Authorify
Colorado

BALTIMORE: Maryland Transit Administration

CHARLOTTE: Charlofte Ares Transit System

NEW JERBEY: Now Jersey Transit Corporatmn
(NI TRANSIT)

CRICAGO: Regional Transportation Authority of
Northeast IHinois (RTA)

ORLANDQ: Central Florida Regional
Trapsportation Authority (LYNX) -

SALT LAKE CITY: Utah Transit Authority (UTA)

SAN FRANCISCO: Bay Area Rapid Transit
Authority (BART)

WASHINGTON, D.C.: Washington Metropalitan
Area Transit Authority (WMATA)

Definitions

d development patiern that provides a high Jovel of
mibility and accessibility by supporting travel by walking,
kivcling, and public transit. _

alfelatively high-density place with a mixtare of residential,
miployment, shopping, and civic uses located within an easy walk of 2 bus
rail transit center, Thg development design gives prefcrence ta the

Jgh-quality urban environments that are carefully planned
i desigoased fo attract and retain ridership. Typically, TODs provide for a

ustainabls, tconomically viable, livable community with
palanced transportation system where walking,
ing, and transit are as valued as the sulomobile.

fojects that enhance transit use, improve the quality of service provided to
) ptharity riders, or genorate revenue for the purpose of supporting public

;\I git,

[pderate- 10 higher-density development, located

Athin an easy walk of @ major transit stop, gencrally with a

fx of residential, employment, and shopping opportunities designed for

’f Hestrians without exctuding automobiles. TOD ¢an be new construction

f. in; help to foster safe station environments; enhance phys:cai
innections to wansit stations from surrounding areas; and provide s vibrant

fix of land-use activities.

Source: Cervero et al,, 2004.
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Table 2} The Benefits of TOD.
N

A recent study, Factors for Success in California s Trargit-Oriented Development, commissioned by the California Department of

'I\-anspomuon, identified the following 15 potential be nl'

6.

fits of TOD. The study cites research showing thet TOD can:

Frovide mobility choices, By creaung “activi . nodes” Hinked by wansif, TOD provides important mobifity options, very
muach needed in congested metropolitan areas. ! bis also allows young people, the eldexly, people who prefer not to drive,

and those who don’r own cars the ability {o getf sround,

Increase public safety. By creating active p. =,j s that are busy through the day and evening and prowdmg “gyes on the
street,” TOD helps increase safety for pedestri s, transit nsers, and wany others,

Incroase transit ridership. TOD improves th efficiency and effectiveness of transit service investments by increasing
the use of transit near stations by 20 to 40 perchnt, and up to five percent overall at the rogional level,

Reduce rates of vehicko miles traveled (VMY
population for years, TOD can lower annual hjj
shopping within transit statiops areas.
Incrense households® dlspossble income. Hosing and frapsportation are the first and second largest household
expenses, respectively. TOD can free-up dispdrabie income by reducing the need for more than one car and reducing
driving costs, saving $3000-$4000 per vesr,

Reduee air pollution and energy cons&mptl rates, By providing safe and easy pedestrian access to transit, TGD
allows honseholds to lower rates of air pollutigl and epergy consumption.” Also, TODs can help households reduce rates

of greephpuse gas omissions by 2.5 10 3.7 tons ;: year.
|

Conserve resource kands and open space. Bgranse TOD consnmes less land than Jow-density, aute-oriented growth, it

reduces the need to convert farmaland and openspaces to development.
Play 3 role in economic development. TOD ! increasingly vsed as n tool 10 revitalize aging downtowns and declining
urhan neighborhoods, and to enhance mx reveries for local jurisdictions.

Coniribute 1o more affordable housing. TOY ean aid to the suppily of affordable housing. It was recently estimated

that housing costs for land and structures can b significantly reduced through more compact growth pafterns.

Peciease local infrastructure casts, TOD ca 1 reduce costs for waler, sewage, and roads ta Jocal governments and

propérty owners by up to 25 poroent.

Source: Arington and Parker (200]),
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December 4, 2007

Chair Diane Peters-Nguyen and Members of the
City and County of Honolulu Planning Commission
c/o Department of Planning and Permitting

750 South King Street, 7" Floor

Honoluly, HI 96813.

Testimony on Trausit-Oriented Development Draft Bill

The Hawai'i Chapter of the American Planning Association supports the draft
bill initiated by the Department of Planning and Permitting related to transit-
oriented development. We would like to suggest the following modifications

which we believe would strengthen this bill.

1.

Provide a definition of “transit-oriented development” in the blll

for example:

Transit-oriented development (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 commercial, retail, office, residential and other physical
development around transit stations which takes advantage of the foot traffic
of transit riders,and-which is ortented 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 desnse; it includes a
mix of uses and it is designed with high-quality, pedestrian-oriented urban
design streetscapes.

Expand on the benefits of TOD in the purpose and intent section of

the bill; for example:

- Provide mobility choices.

- Increase public safety by creating active place.s* through the day.

- Increase transit ridership..

- Reduce rates of vehicle miles traveled.

Increase households’ disposable income by reducing transportation

COSts.

-~ Reduce air pollution and energy consumption rates.

Conserve resource lands and open space by encouraging compact

development.

- Decrease local infrastructure costs through more compact
development.

- Stimulate economic development.

- Contribute to more affordable housing.

- Promote public health by encourage walking.

3. Clarify that the TOD zoning adopted as part of the neighborhood

plan will override existing zoning in areas that are already special
districts, such as in Waikiki, and whether it will also override
subdivision regulations. We believe the latter 1s particularly
important with respect to land assembly and the design of streets.
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December 4, 2007 :

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this bill. APA Hawaii Chapter remains committed
to working with the City towards the successful rebuilding of Honolulu through transit.

Sincerely,

i b Whgly,

Cheryl D. Soon, FAICP John P. Whalen, FAICP

Ralph Portmore, AICP
Co-Chairs, APA Transit Committee

APA Hawaii Chaprer President
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Henry Eng, FAICP, Director (\K/{,[ % v B

Department of Planning and Permitting
650 South King Street, 7" Floor
Honoluly, HI 96813

Dear Director Eng,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Draft
Planning and Zoning Bill. AARP Hawaii applaunds the city for making TOD a priority and setting
forth a planning framework for zoning regulations appropriate to individual transit stations.

Th¢ TOD Planning and Zoning Bill is of interest to AARP because of its potential to encourage
ity design that incorporates key elements of our Livable Communities Agenda.
According to U.S. Census projections, in the next 23 years, Hawaii will see its 65+ population
increase by 86% while the under 50 population will increase by only 8.4%. It is critical to the
health and financial well being of both individuals and our state as a whole, that we keep this
demographic shift in mind and plan communities that will offer people the opportunity to live
independently, at home for 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, and grocery stores.

¢ Promotion of affordable housing — Support of a range of housing and land use policies,
that encourage every 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 of ail ages, keeping in mind that an older population is likely to be
living on fixed incomes

» Accommodations for those with disabilities. Most people develop age related
disabilities as they get older, i.c., loss of eye sight and hearing or reliance on an assistive
device for walking.

o Safe and comfortable walking environments for those who can no longer drive or choose
not to drive. Design provisions should ensure safe, comfortable, and convenient travel
by foot, bicycle, transit, and auto, regardless of age and ability. In particular, the design
of the street network should encourage use of rail transit, buses, bicycling, walking and
other non-autemobile forms of transportation.

We believe that Transit Oriented Development can be an effective land use pattern for delivering
these benetits. AARP offers several comments and recommendations on this bill.



1.

3.

We are viewing this as a broad policy document. However, we do have some concern
that the softness of some of the language may not be strong enough to ensure
implementation. We hope that specific policy will be set that will use language that will
require action. For example, in section 21-9-100, 4" line — we would like to see the word
“can” be changed to “must” and read, “TOD must provide more walkable communities,”
etc. And, in Section 9.100-2 (b) — the sentence reads *Density and building height limits
that may be tied fo 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.” :

Under section 21-9-100 (b), please specify how the development of neighborhood TOD
plans will be inclusive. The process that has been implemented so far in Waipahu has
been right on track and we’d like to see the public process continued at the same level for
each station area. We hope that there is adequate funding and staffing resources set aside
for this. At a minimum, the ordinance should include language that there is at least one
public meeting after notice to the community in each of the special districts to educate the
community about the project and receive public input. At the present time, the ordinance
only calls for a public hearing after the city planning commission receives the plan from
the neighborhood board. We believe that public input should occur at an earlier stage as

well.

When it 1s 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 made up of stakeholder groups representing aging,
children, business, cycling, disabilities, public health, and the community at large.
AARP Hawaii would be pleased to serve on this comumittee.
b. Maintaining a list-serve of interested groups and individuals and providing notice
of all community meetings at least 2 weeks prior to any community meetings.

Under section 9.100-2 — TOD special district minimum requirements, we recommend:
Revising letter (d) to include language changes to 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, regardless of age
and ability. In particular, the design of the street network should encourage use of rail
transit, buses, bicycling, walking, and other non-autemobile forms of transit.”

Adding some reservations for affordable housing that ensures that a percentage of the
existing residents can continue to live in the neighborhood and pay the same percentage
of their gross income that they are paying now and that there will be a mix of land uses
and affordability. We encourage the City/County to investigate the use of density
bonuses, tax breaks, and other incentives to aid the private sector in providing affordable
units in high-priced TOD markets. Please note that density does not necessarily have to
mean building heights. For example, in Seattle (WA) and Hyattsville (MD), many box

_stores in these transit sites are putting affordable and market rate units in as part of their

stores. We also encourage the City/County to work with developers in the design and
implementation of a phasing plan that allows current residents the opportunity to remain
in their commumty during construction.



e Adding langunage that one or more districts will reserve some affordable housing units
for older adults.

e Defining a minimum area around the station that will be the TOD zone, This will help
keep the public process on track in the station planning phase.

In addition to the suggested refinement of the TOD bill, we request that the neighborhood
planning process address the following in detail:

e Design elements to ensure a walkable street environment (building setbacks, ground floor
use, sidewalk widths, street widths and design speeds, pedestrian crossings, sidewalk
materials that allow easy and comfortable navigation for those in wheelchairs or with
compromised balance and eyesight, street furniture and landscaping, etc.)

s The mix of land use with square footage reserved for community services and recreation
(libraries, daycare facilities, senior centers, health and human services and other
government offices, grocery stores and pharmacies, schools and universities, open space,
etc.

e Infrastructure to support the needs of those with disabilities, such as public restroom
facilities, benches and other resting places.

¢ 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 assume that work has already been done to find out as much as possible about the residents
around each station area, including, age, income, and current methods of transportation. If it
would add to the community’s body of knowledge, AARP would like to offer additional detailed
demographic information on the 50+ population, organized by zip code, to ensure that the needs
of our aging community are being taken into account.

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

and Zoning Techniques and Their Benefits and Policy Implications.” '

I am currently serving as the AARP Hawaii issue lead for livable communities and would be
pleased to work with you. Please do not hesitate to contact me at 545-6003 or jboland(@aarp.org
if you would like to access any of the aforementioned data.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this important work. AARP Hawaij
currently has 155,000 members in the state and we are committed to serving their needs and
interests as well as those of their families. We look forward to reviewing draft design guidelines

in the future and participating throughout the public process.

Sincerely,

Jdckie Boland
Associate State Director
AARP Hawaii



CC: Barbara Kim Stanton, State Director, AARP Hawait
Jana Lynott, Strategic Policy Advisor on Transportation & Livable Communities AARP,

Public Policy Institute
AARP Hawaii Livable Communities Volunteer Issue Team

Julie Shioshita, Convener, One Voice for Livable Islands

Enclosures: Land Use and Zoming Techniques: Their Benefits and Policy Imphications
The Affordability Index: A New Tool for Measuring the True Affordability of a

Housing Choice.



The power to make it better,

LAND USE AND ZONING TECHNIQUES: THEIR BENEFITS AND POLICY

IMPLICATIONS

UPZONING (HIGHER DENSITY)

Upzoning is one of the most basic and potentially effective techniques for promoting housing
affordability. It involves the selective rezoning of residential land to allow greater density
(measured by the number of housing units that can be placed on a parcel of land). Higher density
can include both multi-family and single-family housing. Cities that aliow higher densities may
also enact special design requirements to ensure that new higher density developments are
compatible with existing housing in the community.

Simple arithmetic reveals an extreme divergence. A single-family home on a half-acre lot
uses 12.5 times as much land per household as a garden apartment of 25 units per acre.
At the extremes, a steel and concrete high-rise of 80 units per acre holds 400 times as
many households per acre as a five-acre lot development of single-family homes.
Blueprint for Affordable Housing '

King County Housing Partnership

Benefits:

Increasing allowable density generally has the effect of reducing land and site development costs
for developers, 1ettmg them spread these costs over a larger number of units, and therefore,
reducing purchase prices for homes and rents for apartments. Site development costs include the
labor, material and equipment expenses for the construction of roads, sidewalks, water and sewer
lines, drainage, landscaping, and other on-site work.

Higher density urban development may help to preserve farm land, open space and
environmentally sensitive areas by reducing the overall amount of land needed for residential

development.

Density increases near employment centers and transit stops can help reduce traffic congestion
by providing more opportunities for residents to live near their jobs

Higher densities can result in more efficient use of existing infrastructure capacity (assuming it is
adequate to serve growth).

Key Policy Issues:



Higher density development requires greater attention to design (architectural style, landscaping,
lot coverage, open space, parking, etc.) to enhance aesthetic appeal and to blend in with
surrounding developments.

High density developments require convenient access to recreation and transit.

Opposition in comunity may be based on concern over out-of-scale buildings, increased traffic
congestion, longer lines, impact on property values, and the perception that people who live in
higher density housing are somehow "different."

Debate over desirability of greater density is often couched in terms of "high" verses "low."
Communities may want to consider other options, including "moderate" densities or a mix of
densities.

INCLUSIONARY ZONING

Inclusionary zoning is a technique applied to new housing developments in which a certain
portion of the units being constructed are set aside to be affordable to low- and moderate-income
home buyers. [Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative
Techniques, p.16) This technique may by applied to both rental and owned units, and single- or
multi-family housing projects.

Inclusionary zoning ordinances can be either mandatory, requiring developers to build a
specified number of affordable units, or voluntary, based on development incentives, such as
density bonuses which allow a developer to build more units (at a higher density) on the same
site in exchange for the inclusion of a number of affordable units.

Inclusionary zoning ordinances generally contain provisions defining income eligibility
requirements, criteria used for determining the pricing of affordable units, restrictions on the
resale of affordable units (to ensure that new owners do not turn around and resell the units at
market rates), and provisions for the payment of fees in-lieu of construction. [Blueprint for Bay
Area Housing, p. 49]

Benefits:

Inclusionary zoning programs do not generally require the expenditure of local tax dollars to
fund the construction of affordable housing units.

Ordinances based on developer incentives, such as density bonus programs, offer a positive
alternative to mandatory programs that may be resisted by local developers. Voluntary programs
allow developers to determine for themselves whether participation will be cost effective.



Inclusionary programs that do not provide for density bonuses can preserve zoning restrictions
on higher density development and may be more acceptable in communities opposed to general
upzoming as a solution to affordable housing shortages.

Inclusionary programs avoid the problems of overconcentration, isolation, and stigmatization of
affordable housing units, by integrating them into housing developments located throughout the
community.

Inclusionary zoning can be flexible, since the provision for affordable housing can either be
regulated or encouraged by developer incentives.

Key Policy Issues:

Mandatory requirements should be relatively modest (10 -15 percent of total units) if there are no
compensating developer incentives. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 50]

Inclusionary programs will require some ongoing administrative oversight to provide for the
collection and management of fees paid by developers who opt to pay into a housing fund and to
ensure that units that are constructed will be maintained as affordable housing.

The legal authority for inclusionary programs based on mandatory requirements remains unclear
in Washington. Cities contemplating this type of program should consult with their city attorney.

Inclusionary Zoning (Bellevue, Washington)
20.20.128 Affordable Housing -

A. Purpose: The purpose of this Section is to implement through regulations the
responsibility of the City under the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C
RCW, and the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of 1990, 1st ex. sess., to
consider the housing needs of all economic segments of the community, and to assure
that the impacts of new development will be mitigated to the extent feasible to assure an
adequate affordable housing supply in the City.

B. General: This Section applies to: all new residential development (Paragraph 1); all
new subdivisions (Paragraph 2); and all rezone applications (Paragraph 3). These
requirements are adopted pursuant to the authority of the State Environmental Policy Act
and the review of all projects under these requirements is SEPA based.

1. Multifamily Development: At least 10% of the units in all new multifamily
development proposals of ten units or greater must be affordable units. In addition, one
bonus market rate unit is permitted for each affordable unit provided, up to 15% above
the maximum density permitted in the underlying zoning district.

2. Subdivision Development: At least 10% of the units in all new subdivision proposals
of ten lots or greater must be affordable units, In addition, one bonus market rate unit is




permitted for each affordable unit provided, up to 15% above the maximum density
permitted in the underlying zoning district.

3. Rezones: All rezone proposals for an increase in residential zoning density must
provide that at least 10% of the units buildable under the original maximum density be
affordable units and that at Jeast 20% of the units buildable as a result of the increase in
density from the original maximum density to the total number of approved units must be
affordable units. In addition, one bonus market rate unit is permitted for each of the
affordable umits provided to meet the minimum 10% requirement of the original
maximum density, up to 15% above the original maximum density.

Source: Bellevue Municipal Code

DENSITY BONUSES

Many communities have developed programs that offer developers "density bonuses" in
exchange for the inclusion of affordable units within a proposed residential project. A density
bonus allows a developer to build more units within a project than would otherwise be permitted
under normal density limits. Both zoning and subdivision regulations can be modified to allow
density bonuses.

Benefits:
See "Inclusionary Zoning," (above)

By increasing the overall value of a project, density bonuses make the provision of affordable
housing units more economical.

Density bonus programs allow for the provision of affordable housing that in many cases would
not be economically feasible for either the developer or the municipality.

Key Policy Issues:

Density bonuses alone may not be sufficient, depending on market conditions, as an incentive to
developers. Cities may want to consider additional incentives such as reduced setbacks, street
frontages, and other cost reducing inducements.

City officials need to consider what level of additional density will be allowed in exchange for a
specified number of affordable units. Density bonuses are usually expressed as a percentage of
the density allowed under normal zoning regulations.

Density bonus programs must be designed on the basis of a thorough understanding of the real
estate market to determine feasibility and to develop appropriate regulations. If current zoning



allows enough density to satisfy current market demand, developers may have no interest in
using a density bonus.

Attention should be given to the location and design of affordable housing units within proposed
projects to ensure project quality.

If most new houses in the community are built individually or two and three at a time, density
bonuses may not be appropriate. This approach generally works best in larger scale
developments. [How Regulatory Improvements Can Help, p. 19]
Density Bonuses (Vancouver, Washington)
20.13.310 Density provisions.
Duplexe.*s and multifamily developments may be allowed in the R-3 district, provided no
residential development shall be constructed at a density higher than the standard density
of 1 d.u./2,500 sq. ft., in the R-3 district, except as provided in Sections 20.13.311 and
20.13.312. (Ord. M-2254 (part), 1981)
20.13.311 Density bonus "A."

Residential development may be permitted up to a density of 1 d.u./2,000 sq. fi., subject
to staff review, if all of the following features are provided:

A.Compatible design;
B.Energy-conscious construction;
C.Private open space;

D.One covered parking space per unit;

E.Sidewalk and curb dedicated and constructed fo city standards (if not aiready in place)
unless in a planned development; 2

F.Either solar heating, farge unit size, tree preservation, or underground utilities. (Ord. M-
2254 (part), 1981}

20.13.312 Density bonus "B."

Residential development may be permitied up to a density of 1 d.u./1,250 sq. ft., subject
to staff review, if the following features are provided:

A.Compatible design;

B.A minimum twenty-thousand-square-foot site;




C. One covered parking space per unit;

D.Private open space;
E.Energy-conscious construction;
F.Sound transmission reduction;

G. Half-street, curb and sidewalk constructed to city standards (right-of-way to be
dedicated). As an alternate, the developer may place funds sufficient to complete such
part of the project in an escrow account by an instrument approved as to form by the city
attorney. If the city does not participate in fuil street improvements within five years of
project approval, all such money shall revert to developer upon petition and approval of
the city council;

H. Either solar heating, large unit size, tree preservation, underground utilities, or one
garage per unit (as replacement for covered parking). (Ord. M-2254 (part), 1981)

Source: Vancouver Municipal Code

PERFORMANCE/IMPACT ZONING

Performance/impact zoning is a type of flexible zoning which determines land use locations and
characteristics through the application of a system of performance criteria, which establish basic
development standards and limitations, and specify the conditions under which developments
will be allowed.

Unlike traditional, "euclidean” zoning, which separates land uses into discreet districts based on
their presumed compatibility or incompatibility with predetermined lists of permitted and
prohibited uses, performance-based zoning systems evaluate proposed land uses on a case-by-
case basis according to the merits of each proposal. Projects are evaluated on the basis of their
particular “size, shape, location, natural features, and site development concept, rather than

according to a predetermined zoning district classification.” [Streamlining Local Regulations, pp.

15-16]

Performance zoning 1s based in part on the model of environmental impact analysis which
focuses on identification of a project's physical impacts. Under this model, identified negative
impacts must be mitigated before a project can be approved. Under a performance-based zoning
system, a proposed land use must be able to show that it can meet the specified performance
standards without negatively impacting the community in order to obtain a development permit.

Many communities implement performance zoning through a point system that ties development
approval to the ability of a proposed project to qualify for a sufficient number of points. Points
are awarded for meeting basic performarnce criteria.



A typical list of performance critenia may include such iems as:

» compliance with density standards

» traffic generation - capacity of existing streets

+ neighborhood compatibility

« impact on and capacity of existing utilities

« proximity to existing infrastructure (water and sewer lines, schools, police and fire
stations, transportation facilities)

o parking

« noise levels

« proportion of open space

«+ protection of natural features

In theory, under this system, any use could locate next to any other use provided it could satisfy
the performance standards in place. For example, a commercial use may be allowed to locate
next to a residential area if the proposed use can meet certain conditions, such as landscape
buffering and arterial street access rather than access via neighborhood streets. While |
performance based zoning systems allow considerable flexibility in determining the potential
uses of a particular site, proposals must still meet the performance standards which govem actual

development.

Benefits:

Performance zoning permits all types of housing units, and provides more flexibility for
developers to respond to a broader spectrum of the housing market. This added flexibility
encourages developers to build a broader range of housing types including affordable units.
[Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Technigues, pp. 14-15]

By substitating performance criteria for designation of zoning districts as a means for
determining land uses, performance systems have the effect of increasing the supply of
developable land. The increased land supply can translate into lower land prices and lower cost
development, which can contribute to the development of affordable housing. [Flexible Zoning -

How It Works, p. 79]

Performance-based standards typically allow greater {lexibility in site design and project density,
which encourages use of cost-saving techniques such as building clustering, mixed-use, and
small-lot developments.

Key Policy Issues:

This technique involves the establishment of detailed performance criteria to be used for impact
measurement and mitigation.

A key challenge is to develop performance criteria that will mitigate the negative impacts of
developments without unnecessarily restricting developers from applying creative design and use
solutions. {Flexible Zoning - How it Works, p. 94]




Few communities have developed performance-based systems which have replaced all
traditional zoning districts. Most have incorporated performance zoning within a traditional
framework, but with fewer zoning districts and more flexible use and density regulations.

Performance zoning allows the marketplace to decide how to meet the specified standards
that the community sets. It is a conscious legislative attempt to protect the interest of all
parties involved while providing the basis for compromise and flexible criteria for
_development.

Streamlining Local Regulations
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

MOBILE/MANUFACTURED HOUSING

With production costs substantially lower than conventional built housing, mobile/manufactured
homes represent a significant source of affordable housing, particularly for low- and moderate-
income households.

For purposes of regulation, most cities make a distinction in their zoning codes between
conventional site-built housing and mobile/manufactured housing. The term
"mobile/manufactured home" is defined as:

"A structure, originally designed and constructed to be transportable in one or more sections, that
is built on a permanent chassis, and designed to be used as a dwelling with or without a
permanent foundation when connected to the required utilities that include plumbing, heating

and electrical systems contained therein. The structure must comply with the National Mobile
Home Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 as administered by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development and as adopted in RCW 43.22, if applicable." [4 Model
Ordinance for Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 3]

Conventional site-built housing is defined as:

"Residential units that are assembled at their site of permanent location. Construction materiais
and equipment are brought to the site in unassembled form. Construction is regulated by the state
building code.” [4 Model Ordinance for Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 4]

Mobile/manufactured homes are aiso distinguished from "factory-built” housing such as

modular, panelized, prefabricated, and kit homes. The major difference between
mobile/manufactured and factory-built homes is that they are built to different building codes.
Factory-built, like conventional site-built homes, are constructed to the requirements of the
Uniform Building Code (UBC), while mobile/manufactured homes, built after June 1976, are
constructed according to the standards adopted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD code). Factory-built homes that are built to UBC standards generally enjoy a



greater level of acceptance in communities and are usually treated like conventional site-built
homes in local zoning codes.

Cities in Washington have taken a number of different approaches to regulating the location of
mobile/manufactured housing within their borders. Many cities allow mobile/manufactured
homes to be placed on single-family residential lots in the same way as conventional site-built
homes. Other cities have established certain zones in which mobile/manufactured homes are a
permitted use, but do not permit them in all zones. Still other cities permit mobile/manufactured
homes only in mobile home parks or subdivisions, but not in other residential areas.

Lack of public acceptance has been one of the biggest stumbling blocks for a2 more generalized
siting of mobile/manufactured homes. Public perceptions of mobile/manufactured homes are,
however, improving for reasons of improved appearance, better quality construction, and

affordability.

As prices on conventionally built houses have rapidly increased, growing numbers of households
in Washington have turned to mobile/manufactured homes as a more affordable alternative.
Between 1980 and 1989, the number of mobile/manufactured homes in the state increased by 57
percent and accounted for 20 percent of all new housing (including single- and multi-family)
added to the state's housing stock. As a result, mobile/manufactured homes now comprise over 9
percent of the total housing units in the state. [Closing the Gap, p. 4]

As affordable housing becomes harder to find, manufactured housing remains a major
option for low and moderate income households seeking ownership or rental of single-
family housing. As manufactured housing becomes less distinguishable from stick-built
housing, and public and governmental perceptions begin to match this reality,
manufactured housing should be an option in more and more locations.

The Washington State 1992 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy - Final Draft
Jfor Citizen Review
Washington State Department of Community Development

The problem of siting mobile/manufactured homes in Washington has recently become more
pressing due to an increase in the number of mobile/manufactured home park closures, Park
closures, particularly in urban areas where the number of parks has been dwindling, have caused
the displacement of many mobile/manufactured homeowners, leaving them with few, if any,
alternative sites for their homes. In many cases, the homes that are displaced are older, single-
wide models, that are difficult to relocate because of restrictions placed by local governments
and park owners. In 1991, the Washington State Legislature passed a new law establishing the
Mobile Home Relocation Assistance Program to provide financial assistance to low-income
mobile home park tenants who are forced to relocate due to a park closure. In addition to the
financial assistance measure, this law also exempts mobile homes that are relocated due to a park
closure from complying with the requirements of city or county fire, safety, or construction
codes. [See RCW 59.21.105]




Benefits:

Mobile/manufactured homes cost substantially less to build than conventional site-built homes.
According to the Washington Manufactured Housing Association, the average price of a new
multi-section mobile/manufactured home is approximately $40,000.

Today's mobile/manufactured homes built to HUD code standards are more attractive, safe, and
durable than earlier models, and can provide not only affordable, but also high quality housing,
to low- and moderate-income buyers.

Growing numbers of low- and moderate-income buyers, who have been priced out of the
conventional home market, are turning to mobile/manufactured homes as their only affordable
alternative for homeownership. Increasing the availability of land zoned to accommodate these
new homes will enhance the location options for mobile/manufactured home buyers and
contribute further to their affordability.

Key Policy Issues:

Cities that are planning under the new Growth Management Act are required to prepare
comprehensive plans that include a housing element. The housing element must specifically
identify sufficient land for housing, including manufactured housing, as well as other types of
low- and moderate-income housing.

Due to the variety in mobile/manufactured home styles, flexible community ordinances may be
more useful for siting mobile/manufactured homes than restrictive ordinances which may not
accommodate the full range of homes that are commercially available. {4 Model Ordinance for

Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 8]

Local governments can establish a design review process utilizing appearance standards to
ensure that mobile/manufactured homes are compatible with the neighborhoods in which they

are sited.

Allowing siting of mobile/manufactured housing on individual lots offers financial advantages.
Because mobile/manufactured housing is taxable as real rather than personal property in
Washington State, allowing permanently sited, mobile/manufactured homes in residential zones
provides a source of tax revenue. This is also advantageous to homeowners since permanently

sited mobile/manufactured homes that are compatible with their neighborhoods are likely to hold

their value and be eligible for long-term loans.

Provision in zoning codes for enough mobile/manufactured park sites to provide competition
among park owners will help ensure attractive, low-cost living environments for mobile/

manufactured home owners. [How Local Regulatory Improvements Can Help, p. 8]

Community controls can ensure that allowable lot sizes are small enough to make the
development of mobile/manufactured home parks cost-effective for developers and affordable
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for home owners. Space saving siting techniques such as zero lot lines and clustering are also
useful in mobile/manufactured home developments.

Infiil development is an option to consider in siting mobile/ manufactured housing on individual
lots. This is particularly true if the lots are small or irregularly shaped, including surplus rights-
of-way. -

Communities may want to consider offering density bonuses as an incentive to mobile home
park developers who agree to accept older, displaced mobile homes.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

Allowing the development of accessory units is a technique for providing affordable housing
which uses surplus space in existing single-family homes. An accessory dwelling unit is an
additional living unit, including separate kitchen, sleeping, and bathroom facilities, attached or
detached from the primary residential unit, on a single-family lot.

Attached units, contained within a single-family home, known variously as "mother-in-law
apartments,” "accessory apartments,” or "second units," are the most commonly encountered
type of accessory dwelling unit. Accessory apartments typicaily involve the renovation of a
garage, basement family room, attached shed, or a similar space in a single-family home.

Less common are detached "accessory cottages” or "echo homes," which are structurally
independent from the primary residence. These units, typicaily placed in the rear yard area, are
usually constructed or installed for the purpose of providing housing for an elderly parent being
cared for by their adult children living in the primary unit. Accessory cottages or echo homes are
less frequently allowed in zoning codes and are generally more expensive to build than accessory
apartments. [Accessory Units: An Increasing Source of Affordable Housing, p.5]

Benefits:

Accessory apartments are a relatively easy to obtain source of affordable housing.

Allowing accessory units is a way to provide affordable rental housing without the necessity of
local government expenditures or subsidies.

Rents for accessory apartments are generally lower than rents for comparably sized non-
accessory apartments, both because the owner lives in one of the units and because they are
cheaper to build. [Accommodating Accessory Apartments, p. 34]

Older residents who are living on fixed incomes can use the added income to offset the costs of
rising property taxes and utility bills, thus allowing them to stay in their homes. Elderly home
owners may also offer lower rents to tenants in exchange for help in performing routine
maintenance chores.

11
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Young, first-time home buyers can use the extra income to help pay their mortgage payment.

Accessory apartments use surplus space in large older homes, thus making the most efficient use
of the existing housing stock.

Accessory apartments encourage the upkeep of existing housing stocks since owners have extra
income that can be applied to maintenance expenditures.

Accessory apartments offer renters affordable housing located in more desirable single-family
neighborhoods.

Key Policy Issues:

Opposition to accessory units usually arises from neighborhood concerns about declining
property values, exterior appearance of accessory units, and impacts on parking and traffic from
increased density.

In response to community concerns, regulations are usually devised to deal with such issues as
the size of units, exterior appearance, off-street parking, and concentration of units. The
challenge to policy-makers is to address the concerns of opponents without making conversions
too difficult or expensive for homeowners.

If 1 in every 10 of America's owner-occupied single-family homes built before 1975 were
to devote space to an accessory unit, 3.8 million rental units would be generated,
increasing the supply of rental housing by about 10 percent.

"Not In My Backyard": Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing
Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

Many communities that allow accessory units do so through a special permit or conditional use
procedure which may require a public hearing. An alternative which may make conversions less
burdensome for applicants would be to require a public hearing only when requested by a certain
number of neighboring property owners.

Although opposition groups often express concern that single-family neighborhoods will be
overrun by accessory apartment conversions, studies done in cities which have allowed
accessory units show that the actual number of conversions has been relatively small. [Accessory
Apartments -Using Surplus Space in Single-Family Houses, p. 4]

American Planning Association
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Planned unit development (PUD) regulations give developers an increased level of flexibility in
the overall design of residential projects in exchange for a higher quality of development. PUD
ordinances often allow developers greater latitude in locating buildings on the development site,
mixing various housing types and densities (single- and multi-family), and land uses (including
some neighborhood commercial uses), and in some cases grant density increases over those
normally allowed in the zoning ordinance.

PUD ordinances may be adopted as a part of a community's zoning or subdivision code, or may
be adopted as a stand-alone ordinance. PUDs may be regulated as a separate zoning district, or as
a conditional or special use permitted in selected districts. Some cities also designate PUDs as
"floating zones” which do not apply to a particular location until an application is received and

approved.
PUDs are generally characterized by:

fiexible zoning standards (lot size, setbacks, street frontage, etc.)

focus on overall project design rather than traditional lot-by-lot zoning

encouragement of innovative site design and housing types

provision for on-site amenities (e.g., open space and recreational facilities)

negotiation between developers and the community for improved design and amenities
[PUDs in Practice, p. 13]

. & & @ @

Benefits:

The most effective features of PUDs for encouraging affordable housing are the economies that
can be achieved through clustering of buildings and the related savings in site development costs
such as for streets and utilities.

Design flexibility allows for the concentration of buildings on that portion of the site that is most
suitable for building, resulting in a more environmentally sensitive development that preserves
open space and other natural features.

PUD ordinances often allow developers the opportunity to build at higher densities, spreading
development costs over a larger number of units.

PUD ordinances often allow a mixture of land uses in addition to residential. Commercial
revenues from mixed-use areas can be used to help subsidize affordable housing in the
development. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 55}

PUDs which allow clustering of homes on small lots and a mixture of uses, including some
commercial uses, reflect not only a desire for more affordable housing developments, but also a
response to new lifestyle preferences for efficient low maintenance homes, with easy access to
recreation and services.



PUDs give communities greater control over design during the permit review process allowing
officials to negotiate for public benefits in return for concessions on density, mixed uses, and
other development standards.

Key Policy Issues:

PUDs require greater attention to a development's planning and design including detailed
reviews by the city's planning staff, planning commission, and the city council.

Some cities may limit PUDs to residential developments (sometimes called Planned Residential
Developments or PRDs) with no allowance for the inclusion of commercial uses.

Cities should be careful to avoid an overly cumbersome PUD process which may discourage
developers from using this alternative. Flexibility is a major key to successful PUD projects.

Reducing minimum land area requirements for PUDs can encourage greater use of this
development technique.

CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS

This technique provides for the clustering of housing units within a residential deﬁeiopment
(usually single-family detached- or attached-housing) on lots smaller than those normally
allowed under existing zoning, usually with the provision that the land that is saved be set aside

permanently as open space.

Cluster subdivisions generally conform to a zoning districts "gross density” reguirements
(measured by the number of housing units per acre relative to the total area of the site), but may
increase the site's "net density" {measured by the number of housing units per acre relative to the
buildable area of the site), by reducing lot sizes and concentrating development on a smaller
portion of the available site. [4ffordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and
Administrative Techniques, p. 13]

Cluster subdivisions are similar to planned unit developments (PUDs) to the extent that they both
involve clustering of homes on smaller lots; however, a cluster subdivision is a narrower

concept, limited to residential uses (as opposed to mixed uses allowed in a PUD), usually
requiring less stringent review procedures, and which may or may not result in higher overall
densities. Cluster subdivisions are more closely related to traditional subdivision development
since they generally comply with existing zoning standards governing overall density and land
use restrictions. [The Cluster Subdivision: A Cost-Effective Approach, pp.1-2]

Cluster subdivision ordinances may include:

« A statement of purpose (to clarify intent and benefits sought)
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» Provisions permitting transfer of densities within the subdivision (which give flexibility
in site designing and allow clustering)

» Review criteria (to insure conformance with development standards and compatlbxhty
with surrounding neighborhoods)

« ldentification of districts where cluster subdivisions will be allowed

« Minimum size requirements {in terms of total acreage or number of units}

» Open space requirements (usually requires that total lot reductions allowed equal open
space} [ The Cluster Subdivision: A Cost-Effective Approach, p. 5]

Benefits:

As in PUDs, clustering decreases development costs by reducing street lengths, sidewalks, utility
lines, and other site developmient costs. This, in turmn, also helps to reduce the costs of
infrastructure maintenance.

Clustering allows for more envirommentally sensitive site planning by concentrating
development on the most buildable portion of the site while preserving natural drainage,
vegetation, and other natural features. { The Cluster Subdivision: 4 Cost Effective Approach, p. 3]

Permitting cluster subdivisions "by-right"” in certain zones can provide a relatively
straightforward (and therefore, less costly) way of encouraging economical development without
increasing overall density.

Cluster developments can provide residents with an enhanced sense of community and security
within each cluster and among neighboring clusters. {Affordable Residential Land Development,

p- 30]
Key Policy Issues:

Many communities set a minimum size for cluster subdivisions. Careful consideration should be
given to minimum size requirements so as not to unduly discourage developers from using this
option.

Consideration should be given to the issue of how much of a reduction in lot sizes will be
allowed. Some communities set maximum reduction limits.

Cluster subdivisions usually require that the amount of open space must at ieast equal the total
reduction in lot areas.

Communities may allow for either public or private ownership and maintenance of open space.

Cluster subdivisions may be permitted as a use "by-right” or as a special permit use, depending
upon the level of development review desired by the community.

Cluster Developments (Seattle, Washington)
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23.44.024Clustered housing planned developments

Clustered housing planned developments (CHPDs) may be permitted as an administrative
conditional use in single-family zones. A CHPD is intended to enhance and preserve
natural features, encourage the construction of affordable housing, and allow for
development and design flexibility. CHPDs shall be subject to the following provisions:

A. Site Requirements,

1. The minimum size of a CHPD shall be two (2) acres. Land which is of steep slope and
designated environmentally sensitive in Section 23.62.002 and submerged land shall not
be used to meet minimum size requirements unless it can be demonstrated that it is an
integral part of the proposed development or that its exclusion would result in undesirable
development in the excluded area.

2. The Director may exclude land from a CHPD if it is separated from the site by
topographical conditions, if it has a poor functional relationship with the site, or if
inclusion of the land would negatively impact adjacent single-family zoned lots.

B. Type of Dwelling Units Permitted. Only single-family dwelling units shall be
permitted in a CHPD.

C. Number of Dwelling Units Permitted.

1. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHPD shall be calculated by dividing the
CHPD land area by the minimum lot size permitted by subsection A of Section 23.44.010
in the single-family zone in which the CHPD is located. Land which is of steep slope and
designated environmentally sensitive in Section 23.62.002 and submerged land shall be
excluded from the land used to calculate density in a CHPD unless it can be demonstrated
that it is an integral part of the proposed development or that its exclusion would result in
undesirable development in the excluded area. For CHPDs which include more than one
(1) zone, the number of dwelling units shall be calculated based on the proportion of land

area in each zone.

2. One (1) additional detached single-family structure may be permitted if the
development includes recreational, meeting and/or day care facilities open to the

surrounding community.

D. Subdivision. A CHPD may be subdivided into lots of less than the minimum size
required by subsection A of Section 23.44.010.

E. Yards. Yards shall be required for structures within a CHPD.

1. Structures shall be set back a minimum distance of twenty feet (20") from the street
property line of a CHPD.
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2. No dwelling unit in a CHPD shal] be closer than five feet (5) to a side lot line of an
abutting single-family zoned lot.

6. To provide a sense of privacy, and to mitigate the effects of shadows between
structures which are more than one hundred feet (100) from the property line of CHPD,
required yards between structures in the CHPD shall vary depending on the design of the
facing facades as follows:

a, Walls shall be not less than ten feet (10} apart at any point.

b. A principal entrance to a structure shall be at least fifieen feet (15') from the nearest
interior facade which contains no principal entrance.

c. A principal entrance to a structure shall be at least twenty feet (20°) from the nearest
interior facade which contains a principal entrance.

7. The Director may increase the minimurn required yards or require alternate spacing or
placement of structures in order to preserve or enhance topographical conditions, adjacent
uses and the layout of the project and to maintain a compatible scale and design with the
surrounding comynunity. '

Source: Seattle Municipal Code

SMALL LOTS AND SMALL LOT DISTRICTS

Allowing a reduction in minimum lot sizes for single-family detached or attached housing is a
basic technique for reducing residential development costs. Small lot developments, whether in a
cluster or traditional "grid patiern” subdivision, increase density and the opportunity for
affordable housing. :

Small lots (which may range from 2,500 to 6,000 sq. ft.} and small lot districts can be utilized
mare fully by: (1) reducing minimum lot size requirements to allow building on Jots that are

currently below the specified minimum size for their locales; and (2) dividing large lots that
currently have excess space. [A4ffordable Residential Land Development, p.5]

Many communities have designated special small lot zoning districts which permit development
on small lots within an entire district and encourage the use of innovative site design techniques.

Benefits:

The lower land and development costs associated with higher densities in small lot developments
can result in significant savings, and therefore, lower cost housing.
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With a higher density, land and infrastructure costs of multiple unit developments can be spread
over a large number of units, resulting in reduced per-unit costs.

As in cluster development and PUDs, the reduced frontage and front-yard setbacks characteristic
of small lots, allow for less pavement, sidewalk, and gutters per unit, shorter utility runs, and
reduced material costs. [Affordable Single-Family Housing - A Review of Development

Standards, p. 3]

Reduced lot size requirements allow the development of smaller houses, which may be more
desirable and affordable for many of today's smaller households.

Key Policy Issues:

Small lot developments require greater attention to site design -- the layout of streets, lots,
mixing of lot and house sizes, variation in building setbacks and elevations, variation in exterior
designs, and landscaping -- to enhance aesthetic appeal and to blend well with surrounding

developments.

Some cities include a site plan review process for small lot developments to ensure quality
design.
Requirements for two side-yard setbacks are often relaxed in small lot developments, allowing

for "zero lot line" development (see p. 37) and other similar design innovations which can
enhance the appearance and liveability of higher density developments.

Special consideration should be given to parking in small lot developments to avoid the problem
of cars dominating the streetscape (the visual quality of the development as seen from the street).
Consideration may be given to staggering front-yard setbacks or allowing parking access through

alleys running along rear yards.

The maintenance of privacy will also require some attention in small Jot developments. Use of
landscaping, fences, walls, staggered setbacks, and windowless side walls, are common
techniques used to enhance privacy in small lot and other high-density single-family

developments.

Some small lot development ordinances require the use of buffers at the perimeter of small lot
projects to lessen the visual impact from near-by larger-lot developments and to help in
achieving neighborhood acceptance. [Affordable Single-Family Housing - 4 Review of

Development Standards, p. 20]
ZERO LOT LINE DEVELOPMENT (ZLL)
This is a technigue that is used in small lot housing developments (including planned unit

developments and development in small lot districts) to preserve some of the privacy and yard
usefulness that is characteristic of single-family dwellings and to enhance their aesthetic appeal.

18



Use of conventional zoning provisions which require that the home must be set back from every
lot line is not always practical for small lots since the "yards" created on each side of the house
are generally very small. Zero lot line houses are sited on one side lot line and sometimes also on
the rear or front lot line to maximize the available yard space. [Planning for Affordable Single-
Family Housing, p- 5] Placing the house on one of the side lot lines doubles the amount of

useable space on the other side.

Zero lot line development can be allowed in PUDs, in separate residential districts, and/or as
exceptions in existing residential districts. Some communities permit ZLL houses to be sited on a
common lot line so that they resemble duplexes. Other communities require that they be sited on
alternate lot lines, to give the appearance of housing in a conventional development. {Zere Lot

Line Development, p. 1]

1ocal officials can utilize review criteria to encourage high-quality design and include provisions
in their ZLL regulations that will ensure that this type of housing is compatible with
conventional housing. With these provisions, ZLL housing can be well-suited to most single-
family neighborhoods. [Zero Lot Line Development, p. 10]

As developers around the country have gained more experience with ZL1. development they
have also been improving on the original concept with variations such as the "angled Z-lot,”
“zipper lots," and "alternate width lots." The angled Z-lot turns the home at a 45 degree an’gle to
the street which enhances visual appeal and makes it possible to add more windows without -
compromising privacy. Zipper lots vary the depths of rear lot lines which concentrates open
space on one side of the lot making wider lots possible with only garages located on the property
line. Alternating width lots combine narrow and wide Jots to give visual variety to the

streetscape. [Density by Design, pp. 55-75]

Benefits:

Siting on one side lot line provides a useful side yard, while sitting on the front or back lot line
provides a useful front or back yard area as well.

The ZLI approach permits the lot width to be reduced (to a 40 foot frontage or even less)
allowing for lower site development, utility, and materials costs. Increasing allowable density
generally has the effect of reducing land and site development costs allowing developers to
spread costs over more units and, therefore, reduce purchase prices in these developments.

ZLL offers the Jower costs associated with high-density development while still maintaining the
privacy and appearance of traditional single-family detached housing.

Key Policy Issues:

Residents in estabi%shed neighborhoods may resist smaller lot development if they perceive that
the new housing WII-} be of a lower quality having a negative impact on property values.
Attention to design is a key factor in gaining acceptance from surrounding property owners.




Space and privacy issues may be a problem if they are not taken into consideration in the design
and planning stage.

Many ZLL ordinances require windowless walls on the side of houses Iocated on lot lines to
preserve privacy.

Some communities require easements for the maintenance of the sidewall for the benefit of the
adjacent property owner.

Special consideration should be given to the location and design of parking and garages which
may tend to dominate the appearance of the development from the street.

INFILL DEVELOPMENT

Infill refers to development that takes place on land within built-up urban areas that has been
passed over for various reasons during previous development phases and has remained vacant or
under-utilized.

Interest in infill development stems from a desire to channel development into areas that are
already served by public facilities, including police, fire, utilities, schools, and transit, to make
more efficient use of existing land and public facilities.

Many communities also encourage infill development as part of a strategy to revitalize and bring
new activity to older neighborhoods. This type of development can aiso provide opportunities for
the construction of affordable housing.

Infill development can range from construction of single-family housing on one or two adjacent
lots, to an entire city block containing mixed residential and commercial uses. [4ffordable
Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Techniques, p. 15]

In most mid-sized and large American cities, there are thousands of vacant sites in built-
up areas. These sites represent a major opportunity for development at relatively low
cost. |

Streamlining Local Regulations
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

Benefits:
Infill sites are often already served by utilities and other public services can reduce a developers

up-front costs, and, in turn, may help in reducing the costs of completed housing units.
[Blueprint for Affordable Housing, p. 57]
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Infill sites in urban areas that are well served by public transit can help to reduce traffic
congestion by offering housing options that are closer to employment centers. [Blueprint for
Affordable Housing, p. 57]

New housing, or mixed-use projects resulting from infill development, can have a revitalizing
effect on surrounding neighborhoods.

Encouragement of infill development which seeks to make the best use of existing urban land
and infrastructure can also help to reduce development pressures on suburban locations, slowing
the tendency toward urban sprawl and preserving open space and agricultural lands.

Key Policy Issues:

Washington's new Growth Management Act calls for the establishment of urban growth areas
which will have the effect of channeling new growth and development into existing urban areas.
As cities begin planning for higher densities within the boundaries of urban growth areas, infill
development will be receiving greater attention.

Where infill sites are located on higher cost urban land, multi-family housing and/or mixed-use
projects, with lower per-unit development costs, may be the most appropriate type of
development.

Where land costs are particularly high, incentives such as density bonuses-or allowance of mixed
uses, may add to a project's feasibility.

Careful design, with particular aftention to enhancing compatibility with surrounding buildings,
parking, and traffic problems, will help to increase neighborhood acceptance.

Communities can encourage infill development by:

«+ preparing an inventory of potential infill sites and making it available to developers.

« sponsoring a work-shop for developers to demonstrate infill development opportunities
and tour potential sites. The type of development required on small infill parcels may be
unfamiliar to some developers.

« adopting flexible zoning and building regulations which allow development of irregular
or substandard infill lots.

« allowing mixed uses for infill developments which may enhance the economic feasibility
of projects.

« assisting in the consolidation of infill lots into larger, more easily developed sites.
Assembling large parcels can be difficult if there are different owners who may be
holding out for higher prices.

« allowing sufficient density to induce housing deveiopment.

[Blueprint for Affordable Bay Area Housing, pp. 57-58; Streamlining Local Regulations,
pp. 19-20]
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ADAPTIVE REUSE

This technique involves the conversion of surplus and/or outmoded buildings including old
school buildings, hospitals, train stations, warehouses, factories, etc., to economically viable new
uses. In its broadest application adaptive reuse projects are aimed at conserving, preserving, and
recycling surplus property by adapting older buildings to current market needs. Many such
projects have involved the conversion of old structures into new office and retail space, markets,
restaurants, and other similar commercial applications. Adaptive reuse projects can also be used
for the production of new housing through conversion of old buildings to new apartments or

studio units.

Benefits:
Adaptive reuse is one method to introduce housing into non-residential areas,

Many older buildings which may be adapted to housing uses are located in downtown areas and
may therefore offer new residents convenient access to transportation, shopping and employment
centers. '

Renovation and reuse of previously vacated or deteriorated buildings can be less expensive than
new construction since infrastructure and other site improvements are already in place. In
addition, the basic structure, although it may need renovation, is already there. With the lower
construction costs associated with renovation, developers can produce affordable living units.

Projects which involve historically or architecturally significant buildings may qualify for
preservation tax credits for private investors if used for low-income housings. [Blueprint for Bay

Area Housing, p. 61]

Adaptive reuse projects can assist in revitalizing declining areas by giving new life to
deteriorating buildings and by bringing in new residents.

Key Policy Issues:

Communities can facilitate adaptive reuse projects by adopting flexible zoning policies, such as
mixed-use zoning (see "Mixed-Use Development,” p. 42), or by allowing residences as a
permitted or conditional use in appropriate commercial and industrial zones. [Blueprint for Bay

Area Housing, p. 61]

Utilizing this technique may involve various steps, including making inventories of potential
adaptive reuse sites, amending local zoning regulations, arranging for possible property transfers
of publicly-owned buildings, and providing assistance in obtaining sources of funding such as
loans, grants and rent subsidies.
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Some contractors are unwilling to renovate old buildings, particularly wooden structures, for
which commercial financing may be difficult to find. In addition, lengthy or difficult renovations
may decrease profit margins.

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Mixed-use development is an example of flexible zoning which allows various types of land
uses, including office, commercial, residential, and in some cases, light industrial or
manufacturing, to be combined within a single development or district. A major purpose of
mixed-use zoning is to allow a balanced mix of office, commercial, and residential uses in close
proximity to increase convenience to residents and reduce the number of shopping and/or
commuting trips needed. Mixed-use developments can range in size from single buildings with
apartments located over retail uses, to large-scale projects that include ofﬁce and commercial
space along with hotels, convention centers, theaters, and housing.

Mizxed-use developments can be regulated in various ways. A number of communities allow
residential uses by-right in certain identified commercial zones, or, in other cases, as conditional
uses. Other communities allow mixed uses within a planned unit development or in special
mixed-use districts which would allow this type of development by-night in designated areas.

Benefits:

Mixed-use projects can offer cost savings to developers in the form of shared parking
arrangements and shared costs for building operation, maintenance, and security. [Zoning for
Mixed-Use Development, p. 1} '

Commercial uses can help subsidize affordable or low-income housing, which may be necessary
because of high urban land prices and development costs.

Mixed-use zoning can create new housing opportunities in areas that may have previously
allowed only commercial, office, or light industrial uses.

Mixed-use zoning offers one way to accommodate the higher housing densities called for under
the state’'s Growth Management Act. Higher density housing in commercial zones may be more
politically acceptable than increasing densities in established single-family zones.

Mixed-use zoning can be utilized to better integrate land uses by locating residential
developments near downtown commercial (shopping) areas. With residents working or shopping

close to home, traffic congestion is reduced.

Alowing mixed uses can help to revitalize distressed neighborhoods by creating a sense of
community and safety. [Streamlining Local Regulations, p. 20]
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If a community wishes to encourage a mixture of land uses, it must do more than permit
residential uses. It must actively promote them. The zoning ordinance should reflect this
need by providing incentives or requirements for residential development and by
encouraging the continuance of existing residential use.

"Mixed-Use Districts” ,
Teresa Zogby PAS Memo No. 79-11

Key Policy Issues:

Mixing of uses often requires changes in the zoning ordinance, PUD regulations, or site plan
requirements.

Mixed-use developments require attention to development standards and site planning to assure
that different uses are compatible (or buffered). ‘

Mixed-use projects may be particularly useful as a type of infill development in underdeveloped
commercial areas (see "Infill Development," p. 39). A common example would be small retail
shops with apartments located on upper floors.

Density bonuses, or other types of incentives, may be useful to encourage developers to include
residential development in mixed-use areas.

st A AP et e

REZONING VACANT LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
This technique invelves amending the comprehensive plan and rezoning surplus industrial and/or
commercia} land for residential uses. It can include land zoned for office, commercial, and

industrial uses as well as underutilized agricultural land and surplus land owned by public
entities.

Benefits:

The advantages to rezoning for residential use include close proximity to job centers, shopping
and transit.

Land for affordable housing development can be created without disturbing current residential
areas.

Residential use generates less traffic than industnal, office or commercial uses. [Blueprint for
Bay Area Housing, p. 53]

Key Policy Issues:
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A land use inventory, together with an analysis of projected need for commercial and industrial
land, will assist in determining the availability of surplus commercial and industrial land supply.

Special attention must be paid to site development in terms of proximity to factories and plants
which produce ernissions or may be unattractive in appearance.

Special attention must be paid to the possible presence of toxic materials in the soils of industrial
lands developed for housing. {Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 54}

Allowable densities should be sufficient to ensure economical development. Higher densities
will generally result in lower per unit development costs.

Consider allowing density bonuses, or other types of developer incentives, in return for
construction of affordable housing. '

OFFICE/HOUSING LINKAGE

Office/housing linkage refers to a variety of programs that either require or induce developers of
commercial office buildings, or other non-residential building projects, to directly construct or
make financial contributions toward the construction of market-rate or affordable housing.
Linkage programs make developer compliance or participation a condition for permit approval or
a prerequisite for receiving some type of development incentive (usually an increase in allowable
density). Linkage provisions may apply either to new construction or expansion of existing
space.

Housing Jinkage programs are based on the theory that new commercial office development
results in increased demand for housing and that developers should make some contribution
toward meeting the increased housing needs which they help to create. In essence, housing
linkage programs are designed to mitigate the effects of new employment on housing within the
community. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p.51]

Linkage programs generally are either voluntary/incentive-based or mandatory. Mandatory
programs work in a way that is similar to impact fees by requiring a developer to mitigate the
impact of new office development on the provision of affordable housing by paying into a
housing construction fund or building the required housing. Developers are usually given the
opportunity to choose between a cash payment, construction, or some other type of mitigation,
such as participation in a joint public-private housing project. Voluntary linkage programs offer
developers various development incentives, such as density bonuses, reduced setbacks and
reduced parking requirements, which add value to the developers project or reduce development
costs, in exchange for the provision of affordable housing units.
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Benefits:

Incentive-based linkage programs benefit both the developer and the city. Developers benefit by
acquiring development bonuses which increase the value of the project or reduce construction
costs. Cities benefit from more affordable housing. :

Developers are often free to select the most advantageous option for the provision of housing:
constructing housing off-site; contributing to a housing trust fund; purchase of development
rights (see "Transfer of Development Rights,” p. 47) and rehabilitation of a building; or some
other method provided by the city. [Zoning Bonuses in Central Cities, p.7]

By providing or preserving housing close to office centers, more employees are provided with
the opportunity to live near where they work.

Linkage programs do not generally require the expenditure of local tax dollars to fund the
construction of affordable housing units.

Office/housing linkage may be particularly useful in cities that are experiencing high growth
rates with accompanying tight, high-priced housing markets to reduce some of the pressure on
available housing.

A successful linkage program first must work economically; that is, it must benefit both
the developer and the municipality without imposing unacceptable burdens on either.

Defensible Linkage
Christine J. Andrew and Dwight Merriam
Journal of the American Planning Association

Key Policy Issues:

The legal basis for mandatory office/housing linkage programs has not yet been clearly
established in Washington State. Mandatory linkage requirements in other states have been
challenged on various legal grounds, including whether linkage regulations constitute an illegal
tax, or whether there is a "rational nexus" or relationship between new commercial development
and an increased need for housing. Mandatory linkage programs should be carefully designed to
provide a defensible legal foundation. Cities should be prepared to demonstrate an actual link
between the need for housing and commercial development. [Defensible Linkage, p.205] Cities
contemplating this type of program should consult their city attorney.

Voluntary/incentive-based linkage programs which provide benefits to developers in exchange
for housing are more likely to avoid or withstand legal challenges.

Office/housing linkage programs will be more successful in a strong commercial office market

where developments are more numerous and developers more willing to take advantage of
development incentives.

26

T e AL e RO O



Some programs allow the substantial rehabilitation of residential buildings to count as new
construction, so that developers may have the option to build new residential facilities or
rehabilitate existing facilities.

Linkage programs may be pre-set in an adopted zoning ordinance or negotiated on a case-by-
case basis.

TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

Transfer of development rights (TDR) programs have been implemented in a number of cities
across the country as a means of generating funds for the preservation and/or rehabilitation of
low- and moderate-income housing primarily in downtown areas. TDR programs have also been
used as a means for preserving historic landmark structures, open space, and agricultural land.

TDR programs are based on the idea that ownership of real property is comprised of a "bundle of
rights," including, among other things, a property's "development rights," which can be
separated, sold, and transferred to another piece of property. "Development rights" are defined as
the "difference between the existing use of the parcel and its potential use as permitted by
existing law." [Making TDR Work, p. 203]

A TDR program allows for the sale and transfer of unused development rights from one building
or parcel of land (the "sending site”) to another (the "receiving site”). For example, if a four-story
building were located in a zoning district that actually allowed the construction of buildings up to
six stories, the unused development potential of the building would be equal to two stories (the
difference between the existing use of the property and its potential use permitted under the
zoning law). Under a TDR system, the development potential represented by these two stories
could be separated from the property, sold, and transferred to another property. The purchased
development rights can then be used to increase the development potential of the receiving site.

Benefits:

Use of this techn_ique benefits both developers, who can increase the density of their projects,
and the community, which benefits from the preservation of low- and moderate-income housing

in the downtown.

Increased housing opportunities in the downtown area can help to reduce traffic congestion and
provide workers with housing close to employment centers.

When development rights are transferred between nearby properties, there is no net increase in
allowable density in the area.

TDR programs can also be used to preserve historically significant sites in the downtown.

Key Policy Issues:
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TDR programs can be complex to administer and apparently work best primarily in healthy
downtown real estate markets where developers have sufficient incentives to purchase and use
development rights.

Communities should determine whether they are willing to accept increased density in receiving
areas in order to preserve low- and moderate-income housing. Property owners in receiving areas
may find TDRs to be acceptable in theory, but not in their back yards.

Once development rights have been transferred, most communities place legal restrictions on the
sending site, prohibiting future use of the transferred development potential.

TDR programs often provide only limited funds which may need to be supplemented, depending
upon needs, through other fund sources including private financing and public subsidies.

TDR programs must be designed on the basis of a thorough understanding of the real estate
market both to determine feasibility and to develop appropriate regulations. If existing zoning
allows enough density to satisfy current market demand, developers will have no'interest in
purchasing additional development rights.

Communities may wart to consider a requirement that construction or rehabilitation of housing
units be completed within some fixed period of time.

EXEMPTION FROM IMPACT FEES

Over the last ten to fifteen years, many cities in Washington have enacted measures to impose
impact fees to help pay for infrastructure improvements necessitated by new developments. Fees
have been collected for traffic mitigation, water and sewer utilities, parks and open space, school
sites, and other purposes. Impact fees have been imposed under various sources of authority,
including the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), the State Subdivision Law, and more
recently enacted legislation authorizing "voluntary agreements" with developers to help pay for
development impacts. The new State Growth Management Act (GMA) also contains specific
authority for cities to impose impact fees for "public streets and roads, publicly owned parks,
open space, and recreation facilities, and fire protection facilities in jurisdictions that are not part
of a fire district.” [ RCW 82.02.090(7)]

Recognizing that impact fees can have a negative effect on the construction of affordable
housing, some jurisdictions have enacted measures to reduce or waive such fees for projects that
include affordable housing units.

The GMA also gives recognition to the effects of impact fees on housing affordability by

granting cities specific authority to exempt low-income housing projects from the payment of
impact fees. [See RCW 82.02.060, 1990-91 Supp. |

Benefits:
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Fee reductions or waivers reduce developer's upfront costs and can help to support the
construction of affordable housing units,

Key Policy Issues:

Many communities that impose impact fees have determined that new home buyers should bear
the financial responsibility for the infrastructure costs necessitated by new developments. These
policies are based on the notion that the person who benefits should pay. In the case of affordable
housing construction, a good argument can be made that such developments benefit the entire
community, and, therefore, reductions or waivers of impact fees are appropriate.

In order to use impact fee reductions and/or waivers, communities need to review all current
impact fees and exaction requirements to determine where reductions and/or waivers for
affordable housing projects may be appropriate.

Impact fee reductions and/or waivers can be used in conjunction with other affordable housing
techniques such as density bonuses or inclusionary requirements to promote the construction of

affordable housing.

SUBDIVISION/DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Communities can Eower the costs of creating affordable housing by reevaluating their subdivision
ordinances and updating or modifying regulations where possible. Minimum requirements can
often be lowered to reflect actual projected usage and needs.

Most subdivision requirements involve site-improvement standards which are designed to hold
down future maintenance and minimize both public and private repair and replacement costs.
These standards are also used to prevent flooding, minimize accidents, protect air and water .
quality, and to preserve or enhance the residential setting. [How Local Regulatory Improvements

Can Help, p. 5]

In subdivisions, the frontage, or width, of the lot determines the linear distance of streets,
sidewalks and utility lines that must be put in place for each house. Communities
requiring lot widths of] say, 100 feet when 50 feet would suffice, may be almost doubling
the cost of the major site improvements per housing unit. Reducing the minimum lot
frontage is an important way to reduce housing costs in many comumunnities.

How Local Regulatory Improvement Can Help
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

Site improvement standards include drainage requirements, dimensions and spacing of storm
drains or other storm catchments, street construction standards, minimum street pavement widths
and cul-de-sac tumning radii, parking standards, sidewalk standards, sewer pipe sizes and spacing
of manholes.
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Cost savings in site improvements allow direct reductions in the cost of new housing, Site
improvement costs (including labor and materials) have been found to account for roughly 10
percent or more of development costs for a new single-family home. {How Local Regulatory
Improvements Can Help, p. 5] Such savings passed on to the consumer, may make the difference
between affordable and non-affordabie housing.

Affordable housing demonstration projects in Washington State and elsewhere have utilized
various types of cost reduction methods, including:

Modification of street requirements. For example, minimum pavement width (and depth in some
cases) of low-volume subdivision streets have been reduced, as well as minimum turning radii of
cul-de-sacs.

Curbs and gutters have been made optional, or less expensive rolled curbs were used.

Reduction of sidewalk requirements to allow narrower widths, sidewalks on one side of the
street, replacement with pathways, or elimination altogether.

Costs have been decreased by using methods which reduce water and sewer utility requirements
including: running the main lines close to the setback line to reduce house connection distance;
common trenching for multiple utilities; shared sewer laterals and water service lines semng two
or more dwellings; reduced water and sewer line sizes; and curvilinear sewers.

Grass swales and temporary impoundments may be used in many cases instead of more
expensive storm drains and underground systems.

Parking space size and quantity can be reduced based on the size of current compact cars, the
actual number of residents in the development, and the availability of transit. Off-street parking
on driveways, in carports, or in common areas may be less costly.

[Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Techniques, pp. 17-24]

Benefits:

The money savings in development costs can significantly reduce the cost of housing,
particularly when they can be spread over a large number of housing units.

The revision of subdivision standards can promote more efficient use of labor, materials and
time, thus expediting the construction process and saving on total development costs. These
savings can also be passed along 1o the consumer.

Key Policy Issues:

Washington State subdivision requirements and local ordinances must be carefully reviewed
before implementing cost saving techniques.
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Care must be taken to avoid site development shortcuts which may prove to be more costly in the
long run.

Subdivision ordinances that have not been amended in many years and which may contain some
out-dated standards, in particular, may benefit from a review aimed at increasing housing
affordability.
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AARP

The power to make it better.

LAND USE AND ZONING TECHNIQUES: THEIR BENEFITS AND POLICY
' IMPLICATIONS

UPZONING (HIGHER DENSITY)

Upzoning is one of the most basic and potentially effective techniques for promoting housing
affordability. It involves the selective rezoning of residential land to allow greater density
(measured by the number of housing units that can be placed on a parcel of land). Higher density
can include both multi-family and single-family housing. Cities that allow higher densities may
also enact special design requirements to ensure that new higher density developments are
compatible with existing housing in the community.

Simple arithmetic reveals an extreme divergence. A single-family home on a half-acre lot
uses 12.5 times as much land per household as a garden apartment of 25 units per acre.
At the extremes, a steel and concrete high-rise of 80 units per acre holds 400 times as
many households per acre as a five-acre lot development of single-family homes.

Blueprint for Affordable Housing
King County Housing Partnership

Benefits:

Increasing allowable density generally has the effect of reducing land and site development costs
for developers, letting them spread these costs over a larger number of units, and therefore,
reducing purchase prices for homes and rents for apartments. Site development costs include the
labor, material and equipment expenses for the construction of roads, sidewalks, water and sewer
lines, drainage, landscaping, and other on-site work.

Higher density urban development may help to preserve farm land, open space and
environmentally sensitive areas by reducing the overall amount of land needed for residential

development.

Density increases near employment centers and transit stops can help reduce traffic congestion
by providing more opportunities for residents to live near their jobs

Higher densities can result in more efficient use of existing infrastructure capacity (assuming it is
adequate to serve growth).

Key Policy Issues:
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Higher density development r@quires greater attention to design (architectural style, landscaping,
lot coverage, open space, parking, etc.) to enhance aesthetic appeal and to blend in with
surrounding developments.

High density developments require convenient access to recreation and transit,

Opposition in community may be based on concern over out-of-scale buildings, increased traffic
congestion, longer 1_1nes, impact on property values, and the perception that people whe live in
higher density housing are somehow "different." ‘

Debate over desirability of greater density is ofien couched in terms of "high" verses "low."
Communities may want to consider other options, including "moderate” densities or a mix of

densities.

INCLUSIONARY ZONING

Inclusionary zoning is a technique applied to new housing developments in which a certain
portion of the units being constructed are set aside to be affordable to low- and moderate-income
home buyers. [Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative
Technigues, p.16] This technique may by applied to both rental and owned units, and single- or
multi-family housing projects.

Inclusionary zoning ordinances can be either mandatory, requiring developers to build a
specified number of affordable units, or voluntary, based on development incentives such as
density bonuses which allow a developer to build more units (at a higher density) on’the same
site in exchange for the inclusion of a number of affordable units, '

Inclusionary zoning ordinances generally contain provisions defining income eligibility
requirements, criteria used for determining the pricing of affordable units, restrictions on the
resale of affordable units (to ensure that new owners do not turn around and resell the units at
market rates), and provisions for the payment of fees in-lieu of construction. {Blueprint for Bay

Area Housing, p. 49]

Benefits:

Inclusionary zoning programs do not generally require the expenditure of local tax dollars to
fund the construciion of affordable housing units.

Ordinances based on developer incentives, such as density bonus programs, offer a positive
alternative to mandatory programs that may be resisted by local developers. Voluntary programs
allow developers to determine for themselves whether participation will be cost effective.
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Inclusionary programs that do not provide for density bonuses can preserve zoning restrictions
on higher density development and may be more acceptable in communities opposed to general
upzoning as a solution to affordable housing shortages.

Inclusionary programs avoid the problems of overconcentration, isolation, and stigmatization of
affordable housing units, by integrating them into housing developments located throughout the

community.

Inclusionary zoning can be flexible, since the provision for affordable housing can either be
regulated or encouraged by developer incentives.

Key Policy Issues:

Mandatory requirements should be relatively modest (10 -15 percent of total units) if there are no
compensating developer incentives. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 50]

Inclusionary programs will require some ongoing administrative oversight to provide for the
collection and management of fees paid by developers who opt to pay into a housing fund and to
ensure that units that are constructed will be maintained as affordable housing.

The legal authority for inclusionary programs based on mandatory requirements remains unclear
in Washington. Cities contemplating this type of program should consult with their city attorney.

Inclusionary Zoning (Bellevue, Washington)
20.20.128 Affordable Housing

A. Purpose: The purpose of this Section is to implement through regulations the
responsibility of the City under the State Environmental Policy Act, Chapter 43.21C
RCW, and the Growth Management Act, Chapter 17, Laws of 1990, 1st ex. sess,, to
consider the housing needs of all economic segments of the community, and to assure
that the impacts of new development will be mitigated to the exient feasible to assure an
adequate affordable housing supply in the City.

B. General: This Section applies to: all new residential development (Paragraph 1); all
new subdivisions {Paragraph 2); and all rezone applications (Paragraph 3). These
requirernents are adopted pursuant to the authority of the State Environmental Policy Act
and the review of all projects under these requirements is SEPA based.

1. Multifamily Development: At least 10% of the units in all new multifamily
development proposals of ten units or greater must be affordable units. In addition, one
bonus market rate unit is permitted for each affordable unit provided, up to 15% above
the maximum density permitted in the underlying zoning district.

2. Subdivision Development: At least 10% of the units in all new subdivision proposals
of ten lots or greater must be affordable units. In addition, one bonus market rate unit is
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permitted for each affordable unit provided, up to 15% above the maximum density
permitted in the underlying zoning district.

3. Rezones: All rezone proposals for an increase in residential zoning density must
provide that at least 10% of the units buildable under the original maximum density be
affordable units and that at least 20% of the units buildable as a result of the increase in
density from the original maximum density to the total number of approved units must be
affordable units. In addition, one bonus market rate unit is permitted for each of the
affordable units provided to meet the minimum 10% requirement of the original
maximum density, up to 15% above the original maximum density.

Source: Bellevue Municipal Code
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DENSITY BONUSES

Many communities have developed programs that offer developers "density bonuses” in
exchange for the inclusion of affordable units within a proposed residential project. A density
bonus allows a developer to build more units within a project than would otherwise be permitted
under normal density limits. Both zoning and subdivision regulations can be modified to allow
density bonuses. '

See "Inclusionary Zoning," {above}

By increasing the overall value of a project, density bonuses make the provision of affordable
housing units more economical,

T ———

Density bonus programs allow for the provision of affordable housing that in many cases would
not be economically feasible for either the developer or the municipality.

T —

Key Policy Issues:

Density bonuses alone may not be sufficient, depending on market conditions, as an incentive to
developers. Cities may want to consider additional incentives such as reduced setbacks, street
frontages, and other cost reducing inducements.

City officials need to consider what level of additional density will be allowed in exchange for a
specified number of affordable units. Density bonuses are usually expressed as a percentage of
the density allowed under normal zoning regulations.

Density bonus programs must be designed on the basis of a thorough understanding of the real
estate market to determine feasibility and to develop appropriate regulations. If current zoning
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allows enough density to satisfy current market demand, developers may have no interest in
‘using a density bonus. '

Attention should be given to the location and design of affordable housing units within proposed

projects to ensure project quality.

If most new houses in the community are built individually or two and three at a time, dénsity
bonuses may not be appropriate. This approach generally works best in larger scale
developments. [How Regulatory Improvements Can Help, p. 19]

Density Bonuses (Vancouver, Washington)

20.13.310 Density provisions.

Duplexes and multifamily developments may be allowed in the R-3 district, provided no
residential development shall be constructed at a density higher than the standard density
of T d.u./2,500 sq. ft., in the R-3 district, except as provided in Sections 20.13.311 and
20.13.312. (Ord. M-2254 (part), 1981)

20.13.311 Density bonus "A."

Residential development may be permitted up to a density of 1 d.u./2,000 sq. ft., subject
to staff review, if all of the following features are provided:

A.Compatible design;
B.Energy-conscious construction;
C.Private open space;

D.One covered parking space per unit;

E.Sidewalk and curb dedicated and constructed to city standards (if not already in place),
unless in a planned development;

F.Either solar heating, large unit size, tree preservation, or underground utilities. (Ord. M-
2254 (part), 1981)

20.13.312 Density benus "B."

Residential development may be permitted up to a density of 1 d.u./1,250 sq. ft., subject
to staff review, if the following features are provided:

A.Compatible design;

B.A minimum twenty-thousand-square-foot site;
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C. One covered parking space per unit;

D.Private open space;

E.Energy-conscious construction;

F.Sound transmission reduction;

G. Half-street, curb and sidewalk constructed to city standards (right-of-way to be
dedicated). As an alternate, the developer may place funds sufficient to complete such
part of the project in an escrow account by an instrument approved as to form by the city
attorney. If the city does not participate in full street improvements within five years of
project approval, all such money shall revert to developer upon petition and approval of

the city council;

H. Either solar heating, large unit size, tree preservation, underground utilities, or one
garage per unit (as replacement for covered parking). (Ord. M-2254 (part), 1981)

Source: Vancouver Municipal Code

PERFORMANCE/IMPACT ZONING

Performance/impact zoning is a type of flexible zoning which determines land use locations and
characteristics through the application of a system of performance criteria, which establish basic
development standards and limitations, and specify the conditions under which developments
will be allowed.

Unlike traditional, "euclidean" zoning, which separates land uses into discreet districts based on
their presumed compatibility or incompatibility with predetermined lists of permitted and
prohibited uses, performance-based zoning systems evaluate proposed land uses on a case-by-
case basis according to the merits of each proposal. Projects are evaluated on the basis of their
particular "size, shape, location, natural features, and site development concept, rather than

according to a predetermined zoning district classification.” {Streamlining Local Regulations, pp.

15-16]

Performance zoning is based in part on the model of environmental impact analysis which
focuses on identification of a project's physical impacts. Under this model, identified negative
impacts must be mitigated before a project can be approved. Under a performance-based zoning
system, a proposed land use must be able to show that it can meet the specified performance
standards without negatively impacting the community in order to obtain a development penmit.

Many communities implement performance zoning through a point system that ties development
approval to the ability of a proposed project to qualify for a sufficient number of points. Points
are awarded for meeting basic performance criteria.



A typical list of performance criteria may include such items as:

« compliance with density standards

« traffic generation - capacity of existing streets

« neighborhood compatibility

» impact on and capacity of existing utilities

« proximity to existing infrastructure (water and sewer lines, schools, police and fire
stations, transportation facilities)

. parking

» noise levels

 proportion of open space

« protection of natural features

In theory, under this system, any use could locate next to any other use provided it could satisfy
the performance standards in place. For example, a commercial use may be allowed to locate
next to a residential area if the proposed use can meet certain conditions, such as landscape
buffering and arterial street access rather than access via neighborhood streets. While
performance based zoning systems allow considerable flexibility in determining the potential
uses of a particular site, proposals must still meet the performance standards which govern actual

development.

Benefits:

Performance zoning permits all types of housing units, and provides more flexibility for
developers to respond to a broader spectrum of the housing market. This added flexibility
encourages developers to build a broader range of housing types including affordable units.
[Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Technigues, pp. 14-15]

By substituting performance criteria for designation of zoning districts as a means for
determining land uses, performance systems have the effect of increasing the supply of
developable land. The increased land supply can translate into lower land prices and lower cost
development, which can contribute to the development of atfordable housing. [Flexible Zoning -

How It Works, p. 79]

Performance-based standards typically allow greater flexibility in site design and project density,
which encourages use of cost-saving techniques such as building clustering, mixed-use, and
small-lot developments.

Key Policy Issues:

This technique involves the establishment of detailed performance criteria to be used for impact
measurement and mitigation.

A key challenge is to develop performance criteria that will mitigate the negative impacts of
developments without unnecessarily restricting developers from applying creative design and use
solutions. [Flexible Zoning - How it Works, p. 94]



Few communities have dcveléped performance-based systems which have replaced all
traditional zoning districts. Most have incorporated performance zoning within a traditional
framework, but with fewer zoning districts and more flexible use and density regulations.

Performance zoning allows the marketplace to decide how to meet the specified standards
that the community sets. It is a conscious legislative attempt to protect the interest of all
parties involved while providing the basis for compromise and flexible criteria for
development.

Streamiining Local Regulations
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

MOBILE/MANUFACTURED HOUSING

With production costs substantially lower than conventional built housing, mobile/manufactured
homes represent a significant source of affordable housing, particularly for low- and moderate-
income households.

For purposes of regulation, most cities make a distinction in their zoning codes between
conventional site-built housing and mobile/manufactured housing. The term
"mobile/manufactured home” is defined as:

"A structure, originally designed and constructed to be transportable in one or more sections, that
is built on a permanent chassis, and designed to be used as a dwelling with or without a
permanent foundation when connected to the required utilities that include plumbing, heating
and electrical systems contained therein. The structure must comply with the National Mobile
Home Construction and Safety Standards Act of 1974 as administered by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development and as adopted in RCW 43.22, if applicable.” {4 Model
Ordinance for Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 3]

Conventional site-built housing is defined as:

"Residential units that are assembled at their sife of permanent location. Construction materials
and equipment are brought to the site in unassembled form. Construction is regulated by the state
building code." [4 Model Ordinance for Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 4]

Mobile/manufactured homes are also distinguished from "factory-built"™ housing such as
modular, panelized, prefabricated, and kit homes. The major difference between
mobile/manufactured and factory-built homes is that they are built to different building codes.
Factory-built, like conventional site-built homes, are constructed to the requirements of the
Uniform Building Code (UBC), while mobile/manufactured homes, built after June 1976, are
constructed according to the standards adopted by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD code). Factory-built homes that are built to UBC standards generally enjoy a



greater level of acc.eptance in communities and are usually treated like conventional site-built
homes in local zoning codes.

Cities in Washington have taken a number of different approaches to regulating the location of
mobile/manufactured housing within their borders. Many cities allow mobile/manufactured
homes to be placed on single-family residential lots in the same way as conventional site-built
homes. Other cities have established certain zones in which mobile/manufactured homes are a
permitted use, but do not permit them in all zones. Still other cities permit mobile/manufactured
homes only in mobile home parks or subdivisions, but not in other residential areas.

Lack of public acceptance has been one of the biggest stumbling blocks for a more generalized
siting of mobile/manufactured homes. Public perceptions of mobile/manufactured homes are
however, improving for reasons of improved appearance, better quality construction, and ’
affordability.

As prices on conventionally built houses have rapidly increased, growing numbers of households
in Washington have turmed to mobile/manufactured homes as a more affordable alternative.
Between 1980 and 1989, the number of mobile/manufactured homes in the state increased by 57
percent and accounted for 20 percent of all new housing (including single- and multi-family)
added to the state's housing stock. As a result, mobile/manufactured homes now comprise over 9
percent of the total housing units in the state. [Closing the Gap, p. 4]

As affordable housing becomes harder to find, manufactured housing remains a major
option for low and moderate income households seeking ownership or rental of single-
family housing. As manufactured housing becomes less distinguishable from stick-built
housing, and public and governmental perceptions begin to match this reality,
manufactured housing should be an option in more and more locations,

The Washington State 1992 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy - Final Draft
for Citizen Review
Washington State Department of Community Development

The problem of siting mobile/manufactured homes in Washington has recently become more
pressing due to an increase in the number of mobile/manufactured home park closures. Park
closures, particularly in urban areas where the number of parks has been dwindling, have caused
the displacement of many mobile/manufactured homeowners, leaving them with few, if any,
alternative sites for their homes. In many cases, the homes that are displaced are older, single-
wide models, that are difficult to relocate because of restrictions placed by local governments
and park owners. In 1991, the Washington State Legislature passed a new law establishing the
Mobile Home Relocation Assistance Program to provide financial assistance to low-income
mobile home park tenants who are forced to relocate due to a park closure. In addition to the
financial assistance measure, this law also exempts mobile homes that are relocated due to a park
closure from complying with the requirements of city or county fire, safety, or construction
codes. [See RCW 59.21.105]
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Benefits:

Mobile/manufactured homes cost substantially less to build than conventional site-built homes.
According to the Washington Manufactured Housing Association, the average price of a new
multi-section mobile/manufactured home is approximately $40,000.

Today’s mobile/manufactured homes built to HUD code standards are more attractive, safe, and
durable than earlier models, and can provide not only affordable, but also high quality housing,
to low- and moderate-income buyers.

Growing numbers of low- and moderate-income buyers, who have been priced out of the
conventional home market, are turning to mobile/manufactured homes as their only affordable
alternative for homeownership. Increasing the availability of land zoned to accommodate these
new homes will enhance the location options for mobile/manufactured home buyers and
contribute further to their affordability.

Key Policy Issues:

Cities that are planning under the new Growth Management Act are required to prepare
comprehensive plans that include a housing element. The housing element must specifically
identify sufficient land for housing, including manufactured housing, as well as other types of
{ow- and moderate-income housing.

Due to the variety in mobile/manufactured home styles, flexible community ordinances may be
more useful for siting mobile/manufactured homes than restrictive ordinances which may not
accommodate the full range of homes that are commercially available. [4 Model Ordinance for
Siting Mobile/Manufactured Home Parks, p. 8]

Local governments can establish a design review process utilizing appearance standards to
ensure that mobile/manufactured homes are compatible with the neighborhoods in which they
are sited.

Allowing siting of mobile/manufactured housing on individual lots offers financial advantages.
Because mobile/manufactured housing is taxable as real rather than personal property in
Washington State, allowing permanently sited, mobile/manufactured homes in residential zones
provides a source of tax revenue. This is also advantageous to homeowners since permanently
sited mobile/manufactured homes that are compatible with their neighborhoods are likely to hold
their value and be eligible for long-term loans.

Provision in zoning codes for enough mobile/manufactured park sites to provide competition
among park owners will help ensure attractive, low-cost living environments for mobile/

manufactured home owners. {How Local Regulatory Improvements Can Help, p. §]

Community controls can ensure that allowable Jot sizes are small enough to make the
development of mobile/manufactured home parks cost-effective for developers and affordable
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for home owners. Space saving siting techniques such as zero lot lines and clustering are also
useful in mobile/manufactured home developments.

Infill development is an option to consider in siting mobile/ manufactured housing on individual
lots. This is particularly true if the lots are small or irregularly shaped, including surplus rights-
of-way.

Cornmunities may want to consider offering density bonuses as an incentive to mobile home
park developers who agree to accept older, displaced mobile homes.

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

Allowing the development of accessory units is a technique for providing affordable housing
which uses surplus space in existing single-family homes. An accessory dwelling unit is an
additional living unit, including separate kitchen, sleeping, and bathroom facilities, attached or
detached from the primary residential unit, on a single-family lot.

Attached units, contained within a single-family home, known variously as "mother-in-law -
apartments,” "accessory apartments,” or "second units," are the most commonly encountered
type of accessory dwelling unit. Accessory apartments typicaily involve the renovation of a
garage, basement family room, attached shed, or a similar space in a single-family home.

Less common are detached "accessory cottages” or "echo homes," which are structurally
independent from the primary residence. These units, typically placed in the rear yard area, are
usually constructed or installed for the purpose of providing housing for an elderly parent being
cared for by their adult children living in the primary unit. Accessory cottages or echo homes are
less frequently allowed in zoning codes and are generally more expensive to build than accessory
apartments. [Accessory Units: An Increasing Source of Affordable Housing, p.5] .

Benefits:
Accessory apartments are a relatively easy to obtain source of affordable housing.

Allowing accessory units is a way to provide affordabie rental housing without the necessity of
local government expenditures or subsidies.

Rents for accessory apartments are generally lower than rents for comparably sized non-
accessory apartments, both because the owner lives in one of the units and because they are
cheaper to build. [dccommodating Accessory Apartments, p. 34]

Older residents who are living on fixed incomes can use the added income to offset the costs of
rising property taxes and utility bills, thus allowing them to stay in their homes. Elderly home
owners may also offer lower rents to tenants in exchange for help in performing routine
maintenance chores.
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Young, first-time home buyers‘ can use the extra income to help pay their mortgage payment.

Accessory apartments use surplus space in large older homes, thus making the most efficient use
of the existing housing stock.

- Accessory apartments encourage the upkeep of existing housing stocks since owners have extra
income that can be applied to maintenance expenditures.

Accessory apartments offer renters affordable housing located in more desirable single-family
neighborhoods.

Key Policy Issues:

Opposition to accessory units usually arises from neighborhood concerns about declining
property values, exterior appearance of accessory umits, and impacts on parking and traffic from
increased density.

In response to community concemns, regulations are usually devised to deal with such issues as
the size of units, exterior appearance, off-street parking, and concentration of units, The
challenge to policy-makers is to address the concerns of opponents without making conversions
too difficult or expensive for homeowners.

If 1 in every 10 of America's owner-occupied single-family homes built before 1975 were
to devote space to an accessory umnit, 3.8 million rental units would be generated,
increasing the supply of rental housing by about 10 percent.

"Not In My Backyard": Removing Barriers to Affordable Housing
Advisory Commission on Regulatory Barriers to Affordable Housing
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

Many communities that allow accessory units do so through a special permit or conditional use
procedure which may require a public hearing. An alternative which may make conversions less
burdensome for applicants would be to require a public hearing only when requested by a certain
number of neighboring property owners.

Although opposition groups often express concern that single-family neighborhoods will be
overrun by accessory apartment conversions, studies done n cities which have allowed
accessory units show that the actual number of conversions has been relatively small. [Accessory
Apartments -Using Surplus Space in Single-Family Houses, p. 4]

American Planning Association
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Planned unit development (PUD) regulations give developers an increased level of flexibility in
the overall design of residential projects in exchange for a higher quality of development. PUD
ordinances often allow developers greater latitude in locating buildings on the development site,
mixing various housing types and densities (single- and multi-family), and land uses (including
some neighborhood commercial uses), and in some cases grant density increases over those
normally allowed in the zoning ordinance.

PUD ordinances may be adopted as a part of a community's zoning or subdivision code, or may
be adopted as a stand-alone ordinance. PUDs may be regulated as a separate zoning district, or as
a conditional or special use permitted in selected districts. Some cities also designate PUDs as
"floating zones" which do not apply to a particular location until an application is received and
approved.

PUDs are generally characterized by:

flexible zoning standards (lot size, setbacks, street frontage, efc.)

focus on overall project design rather than traditional lot-by-lot zoning

encouragement of innovative site design and housing types

provision for on-site amenities (e.g., open space and recreational facilities)

negotiation between developers and the community for improved design and amenities
[PUDs in Practice, p. 13]

Benefits:

The most effective features of PUDs for encouraging affordable housing are the economies that
can be achieved through clustering of buildings and the related savings in site development costs
such as for streets and utilities.

Design flexibility allows for the concentration of buildings on that portion of the site that is most
suitable for building, resulting in a more environmentally sensitive development that preserves
open space and other natural features. :

PUD ordinances often allow developers the opportunity to build at higher densities, spreading
development costs over a larger number of units.

PUD ordinances often allow a mixture of land uses in addition to residential. Commercial
revenues from mixed-use areas can be used to help subsidize affordable housing in the
development. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 55]

PUDs which allow clustering of homes on small lots and a mixture of uses, including some
commercial uses, reflect not only a desire for more affordable housing developments, but also a
response to new lifestyle preferences for efficient low maintenance homes, with easy access to
recreation and services,
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PUD_s give comunities greater control over design during the permit review process allowing
officials to negotiate for public benefits in return for concessions on density, mixed uses, and
other development standards. ’

Key Policy Issues:

PUPS require grgater atten_tion to a development's planning and design including detailed
reviews by the city's planning staff, planning commission, and the city council.

Some cities may limit PUDs to residential developments (sometimes called Planned Residential
Developments or PRDs) with no allowance for the inclusion of commercial uses.

Cities should be cax:eful to avoid an overly cumbersome PUD process which may discourage
developers from using this alternative. Flexibility is a major key to successful PUD projects.

Reducing minimum land area requirements for PUDs can encourage greater use of this
development technique.

CLUSTER SUBDIVISIONS

This technique provides for the clustering of housing units within a residential development
(usually single-family detached- or attached-housing) on lots smaller than those normally
allowed under existing zoning, usually with the provision that the land that is saved be set aside
permanently as open space.

Cluster subdivisions generally conform to a zoning districts "gross density” requirements
{measured by the number of housing units per acre relative to the total area of the site), but may
increase the site's "net density” (measured by the number of housing units per acre relative to the
buildable area of the site), by reducing lot sizes and concentrating development on a smaller
portion of the available site. [Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and
Administrative Techniques, p. 13]

Cluster subdivisions are similar to planned unit developments (PUDs) to the extent that they bbth
involve clustering of homes on smaller lots; however, a cluster subdivision is a narrower
concept, limited to residential uses (as opposed to mixed uses allowed in a PUD), usually
requiring less stn'ngent_ review procedures, and which may or may not result in higher overall
densities. Cluster subdivisions are more closely related to traditional subdivision development
since they generally comply with existing zoning standards governing overall density and land
use restrictions. [The Cluster Subdivision: A4 Cost-Effective Approach, pp.1-2]

Cluster subdivision ordinances may include:

» A statement of purpose (to clarify intent and benefits sought)
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« Provisions peznnitting transfer of densities within the subdivision (which give flexibility
in site designing and allow clustering)

+ Review criteri_a (to insure conformance with development standards and compatibility
with surrounding neighborhoods)

« Ildentification of districts where cluster subdivisions will be allowed

« Minimum size rctquirements (in terms of total acreage or number of units)

« Open space requirements (usually requires that total lot reductions allowed equal open
space) [The Cluster Subdivision: A Cost-Effective Approach, p. 5]

Benefits:

f’}S in PUDs, cius_tering decreases development costs by reducing street lengths, sidewalks, utility
lines, and other site development costs. This, in turn, also helps to reduce the costs of
infrastructure maintenance.

Clustering allows for more environmentally sensitive site planning by concentrating
development on the most buildable portion of the site while preserving natural drainage,
vegetation, and other natural features. [ The Cluster Subdivision: 4 Cost Effective Approack, p. 3]
Pen.nitting cluster subdivisions "by-right" in certain zones can provide a relatively
straightforward (and therefore, less costly) way of encouraging economical development without

increasing overall density.

Ci_uster developments can provide residents with an enhanced sense of community and éecurity
within each cluster and among neighboring clusters. [ Affordable Residential Land Development,

p. 30]

Key Policy Issues:

Many communities get a mipimum size for cluster subdivisions. Careful consideration should be
given to minimum size requirements so as not to unduly discourage developers from using this

option.

Consideration should be given to the issue of how much of a reduction in lot sizes will be
allowed. Some communities set maximum reduction limits.

Ctluster subdivisions usually require that the amount of open space must at least equal the total
reduction in lot areas.

Communities may allow for either public or private ownership and maintenance of open space.

Cluster subdivisions may be permitted as a use "by-right” or as a special permit use, depending
upon the level of development review desired by the community.

Cluster Developments (Seattie, Washington)
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23.44.024Clustered h‘lousing planned developments

Clustered housing planned developments (CHPDs) may be permitted as an administrative
conditional use in single-family zones. A CHPD is intended to enhance and preserve
natural features, encourage the construction of affordable housing, and allow for
development and design flexibility. CHPDs shall be subject to the following provisions:

A. Site Requirements.

1. The minimum size of a CHPD shall be two (2) acres. Land which is of steep slope and
designated environmentally sensitive in Section 23.62.002 and submerged land shall not
be used to meet minimum size requirements unless it can be demonstrated that it is an
integral part of the proposed development or that its exclusion would result in undesirable
development in the excluded area.

2. The Director may exclude land from a CHPD if it is separated from the site by
topographical conditions, if it has a poor functional relationship with the site, or if
inclusion of the land would negatively impact adjacent single-family zoned lots.

B. Type of Dwelling Units Permitted. Only single-family dwelling units shall be
permitted in a CHPD.

C. Number of Dwelling Units Permitted.

1. The number of dwelling units permitted in a CHPD shall be calculated by dividing the
CHPD land area by the minimum lot size permitted by subsection A of Section 23.44.010
in the single-family zone in which the CHPD is located. Land which is of steep slope and
designated environmentally sensitive in Section 23.62.002 and submerged land shall be
excluded from the land used to calculate density in a CHPD unless it can be demonstrated
that it 1s an integral part of the proposed development or that its exclusion would result in
undesirable development in the excluded area. For CHPDs which include more than one
(1) zone, the number of dwelling units shall be calculated based on the proportion of land
area in each zone.

2. One (1) additional detached single-family structure may be permitted if the
development includes recreational, meeting and/or day care facilities open to the

surrounding community.

D. Subdivision. A CHPD may be subdivided into lots of less than the minimum size
required by subsection A of Section 23.44.010.

E. Yards. Yards shall be required for structures within a CHPD.

1. Structures shall be set back a minimum distance of twenty feet (20") from the street
property line of a CHPD.



2. No dwelling unit in a CHPD shall be closer than five feet (5) to a side lot line of an
abutting single-family zoned lot.

6. To provide a sense of privacy, and to mitigate the effects of shadows between
structures which are more than one hundred feet (100" from the property line of CHPD,
required yards between structures in the CHPD shall vary depending on the design of the
facing facades as follows:

a. Walls shall be not less than ten feet (10"} apart at any point.

b. A principal entrance to a structure shall be at least fifieen feet (15") from the nearest
interior facade which contains no principal entrance.

c. A principal entrance to a structure shall be at least twenty feet (20") from the nearest
interior facade which contains a principal entrance.

7. The Director may increase the minimum required yards or require alternate spacing or
placement of structures in order to preserve or enhance topographical conditions, adjacent
uses and the layout of the project and to maintain a compatible scale and design with the
surrounding community.

Source: Seattle Municipal Code

SMALL LOTS AND SMALL L.OT DISTRICTS

Allowing a reduction in minimum lot sizes for single-family detached or attached housing is a
basic technique for reducing residential development costs. Small lot developments, whether in a
cluster or traditional "grid pattern” subdivision, increase density and the opportunity for
affordable housing.

Small lots (which may range from 2,500 to 6,000 sq. ft.) and small lot districts can be utilized
more fully by: (1) reducing minimum lot size requirements to allow building on lots that are
currently below the specified minimum size for their locales; and (2) dividing large lots that
currently have excess space. [Affordable Residential Land Development, p.5]

Many communities have designated special small lot zoning districts which permit development
on small lots within an entire district and encourage the use of innovative site design techniques.

Benefits:

The lower land and development costs associated with higher densities in small lot developments
can result in significant savings, and therefore, lower cost housing.
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With a higher density, land and infrastructure costs of multiple unit developments can be spread
over a large number of units, resulting in reduced per-unit costs.

As in cluster development and PUDs, the reduced frontage and front-yard setbacks characteristic
of small lots, allow for less pavement, sidewalk, and gutters per unit, shorter utility runs, and
reduced material costs. [Affordable Single-Family Housing - A Review of Development
Standards, p. 3]

Reduced lot size requirements allow the development of smaller houses, which may be more
desirable and affordable for many of today’s smaller households.

Key Policy Issues:

Small lot developments require greater attention to site design ~- the layout of streets, lots,
mixing of lot and house sizes, variation in building setbacks and elevations, variation in exterior
designs, and landscaping -- to enhance aesthetic appeal and to blend well with surrounding
developments.

Some cities include 2 site plan review process for small lot developments to ensure quality
design.

Reqnirementg for two side-yard setbacks are often relaxed in small lot developments, allowing
for "zero lot line" development (see p. 37) and other similar design innovations which can
enhance the appearance and liveability of higher density developments.

Special consideration should be given to parking in smail lot developments to avoid the problem
of cars dominating the streetscape (the visual quality of the development as seen from the street).
Consideration may be given to staggering front-yard setbacks or allowing parking access through
alleys running along rear yards.

The maintenance of privacy will also require some attention in small lot developments. Use of
landscaping, fences, walls, staggered setbacks, and windowless side walls, are common
techniques used to enhance privacy in small lot and other high-density single-family
developments.

Some small lot development ordinances require the use of buffers af the perimeter of small lot
projects to lessen the visual impact from near-by larger-lot developments and to help in
achieving neighborhood acceptance. [Affordable Single-Family Housing - A Review of
Development Standards, p. 20]

ZERO LOT LINE DEVELOPMENT (ZLL)
This is a technique that is used in small lot housing developments (including planned unit

developments and development in smail lot districts) to preserve some of the privacy and yard
usefulness that is charactenstic of single-family dwellings and to enhance their aesthetic appeal.

L______-——-——————-—————_ 18



Use of conventional zoning provisions which require that the home must be set back from every
lot line is not always practical for small lots since the "yards" created on each side of the house
are generally very small. Zero lot line houses are sited on one side lot line and sometimes also on
the rear or front lot line to maximize the available yard space. [Planning for Affordable Single-
Family Housing, p. 5] Placing the house on one of the side lot lines doubles the amount of
useable space on the other side.

Zero lot line development can be allowed in PUDs, in separate residential districts, and/or as
exceptions in existing residential districts. Some communities permit ZLL houses to be sited on a
common lot line so that they resemble duplexes. Other communities require that they be sited on
alternate fot lines, to give the appearance of housing in a conventional development. {Zero Lot
Line Development, p. 1]

Local officials can utilize review criteria to encourage high-quality design and include provisions
in their ZLL regulations that will ensure that this type of housing is compatible with
conventional housing. With these provisions, ZLL housing can be well-suited to most single-
family neighborhoods. [Zero Lot Line Development, p. 10]

As developers around the country have gained more experience with ZLL development they
have also been improving on the original concept with variations such as the "angled Z-lot,”
"zipper lots,” and "alternate width lots.” The angled Z-lot turns the home at a 45 degree angle to
the street which enhances visual appeal and makes it possible to add more windows without
compromising privacy. Zipper lots vary the depths of rear lot lines which concentrates open
space on one side of the lot making wider lots possible with only garages located on the property
line. Alternating width lots combine narrow and wide lots to give visual variety to the
streetscape. [Density by Design, pp. 55-75]

Benefits:

Siting on one side lot line provides a useful side yard, while sitting on the front or back lot line
provides a useful front or back yard area as well.

The ZLL approach permits the lot width to be reduced (to a 40 foot frontage or even less)
allowing for lower site development, utility, and materials costs. Increasing allowable density
generally has the effect of reducing land and site development costs allowing developers to
spread costs over more units and, therefore, reduce purchase pricés in these developments.

ZLL offers the lower costs associated with high-density development while still maintaining the
privacy and appearance of traditional single-family detached housing.

Key Policy Issues:
Residents in established neighborhoods may resist smaller lot development if they perceive that

the new housing will be of a lower quality having a negative impact on property values.
Attention to design is a key factor in gaining acceptance from surrounding property owners.
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Space and privacy issues may be a problem if they are not taken into consideration in the design
and planning stage.

Many ZLL ordinances require windowless walls on the side of houses located on lot lines to
preserve privacy.

Some communities require easements for the maintenance of the sidewall for the benefit of the
adjacent property owner.

Special consideration should be given to the location and design of parking and garages which
may tend to dominate the appearance of the development from the strest,

INFILL DEVELOPMENT

Infill refers to development that takes place on land within built-up urban areas that has been
passed over for various reasons during previous development phases and has remained vacant or
under-utilized.

Interest in infill develo_pment stems from 2 desire to channel development into areas that are
aiready served by public facilities, including police, fire, utilities, schools, and transit, to make
more efficient use of existing land and public facilities.

Many communities alsq encourage infill development as part of a strategy to revitalize and bring
new activity to older neighborhoods. This type of development can also provide opportunities for
the construction of affordable housing.

Infill developmenF can range from construction of single-family housing on one or two adjacent
Jots, to an entire city block containing mixed residential and commercial uses. [Affordable
Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Technigues, p. 15]

In most mid-sizet_i and large American cities, there are thousands of vacant sites in built-
up areas. These sites represent a major opportunity for development at refatively low
cost.

Streamlining Local Regulations
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

Benefits:

Infill sites are often ‘already served by utilities and other public services can reduce a developers
up-front costs, and, in turn, may help in reducing the costs of completed housing units.
[Blueprint for Afjordable Housing, p. 57)




Infill sites in urban areas that are well served by public transit can help to reduce traffic
congestion by offering housing options that are closer to employment centers. [Blueprint for

Affordable Housing, p- 57]

New housing, or mixed-use projects resulting from infill development, can have a revitalizing
effect on surrounding neighborhoads.

Encouragement of infill development which seeks to make the best use of existing urban land
and infrastructure can also help to reduce development pressures on suburban locations, slowing
the tendency toward urban sprawl and preserving open space and agricultural lands.

Key Policy Issues:

Washington's new Growth Management Act calls for the establishment of urban growth areas
which will have the effect of channeling new growth and development into existing urban areas,
As cities begin planning for higher densities within the boundaries of urban growth areas, infill
development will be receiving greater attention.

Where infill sites are located on higher cost urban land, multi-family housing and/or mixed-use
projects, with lower per-unit development costs, may be the most appropriate type of

development. :

‘Where land costs are particularly high, incentives such as density bonuses or allowance of mixed
uses, may add to a project’s feasibility.

Careful design, with particular attention to enhancing compatibility with surrounding buildings,
parking, and traffic problems, will help to increase neighborhood acceptance.

Communities can encourage infill development by:

» preparing an inventory of potential infill sites and making it available to developers.

« sponsoring a work-shop for developers to demonstrate infill development opportunities
and tour potential sites. The type of development required on small infill parcels may be
unfamiliar to some developers.

« adopting flexible zoning and building regulations which allow development of irregular
or substandard infill lots.

» allowing mixed uses for infill developments which may enhance the economic feasibility
of projects.

« assisting in the consolidation of infill lots into larger, more easily developed sites.
Assembling large parcels can be difficult if there are different owners who may be
holding out for higher prices.

« allowing sufficient density to induce housing development.

[Biueprint for Affordable Bay Area Housing, pp. 57-58; Streamlining Local Regulations,
pp. 19-20]
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ADAPTIVE REUSE

This technique involves the conversion of surplus and/or outmoded buildings including old
school buildings, hospitals, train stations, warehouses, factories, etc., to economically viable new
uses. In its broadest application adaptive reuse projects are aimed at conserving, preserving, and
recycling surplus property by adapting older buildings to current market needs. Many such
projects have involved the conversion of old structures into new office and retail space, markets,
restaurants, and other similar commercial applications. Adaptive reuse projects can also be used
for the production of new housing through conversion of old buildings to new apartments or
studio units.

Benefits:
Adaptive reuse is one method to introduce housing into non-residential areas.

Many older buildings which may be adapted to housing uses are located in downtown areas and
may therefore offer new residents convenient access to transportation, shopping and employment
centers.

Renovation and reuse of previously vacated or deteriorated buildings can be less expensive than
new construction since infrastructure and other site improvements are already in place. In
addition, the basic structure, although it may need renovation, is already there. With the lower
construction costs associated with renovation, developers can produce affordable living units.

Projects which involve historically or architecturally significant buildings may qualify for
preservation tax credits for private investors if used for low-income housings. [Blueprint for Bay

Area Housing, p. 61]

Adaptive reuse projects can assist in revitalizing declining areas by giving new life to
deterjorating buildings and by bringing in new residents.

Key Policy 1ssues:

Communities can facilitate adaptive reuse projects by adopting flexible zoning policies, such as
mixed-use zoning (see "Mixed-Use Development," p. 42), or by allowing residences as a
permitted or conditional use in appropriate commercial and industrial zones. [Blueprint for Bay
Area Housing, p. 61}

Utilizing this technique may involve various steps, including making inventories of potential
adaptive reuse sites, amending focal zoning regulations, arranging for possible property transfers
of publicly-owned buildings, and providing assistance in obtaining sources of funding such as
loans, grants and rent subsidies.
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Some contractors are unwilling to renovate old buildings, particularly wooden structures, for
which commercial financing may be difficult to find. In addition, lengthy or difficult renovations
may decrease profit margins.

MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT

Mixed-use development is an example of flexible zoning which allows various types of land
uses, including office, commercial, residential, and in some cases, light industrial or
manufacturing, to be combined within a single development or district. A major purpose of
mixed-use zoning is to allow a balanced mix of office, commercial, and residential uses in close
proximity to increase convenience to residents and reduce the number of shopping and/or
commuting trips needed. Mixed-use developments can range in size from single buildings with
apartments located over retail uses, to large-scale projects that include office and commercial
space along with hotels, convention centers, theaters, and housing.

Mixed-use developments can be regulated in various ways. A number of communities allow
residential uses by-right in certain identified commercial zones, or, in other cases, as conditional
uses. Other communities allow mixed uses within a planned unit development or in special
mixed-use districts which would allow this type of development by-right in designated areas.

Benefits:

Mixed-use projects can offer cost savings to developers in the form of shared parking
arrangements angd shared costs for building operation, maintenance, and security. [Zoning for
Mixed-Use Development, p. 1]

Commercial uses can help subsidize affordable or low-income housing, which may be necessary
because of high urban land prices and development costs.

Mixed-use zoning can create new housing opportunities in areas that may have previously
allowed only commercial, office, or light industrial uses.

Mixed-use zoning offers one way to accommodate the higher housing densities called for under
the state's Growth Management Act. Higher density housing in comunercial zones may be more
politically acceptable than increasing densities in established single-family zones.

Mixed-use zoning can be utilized to better integrate land uses by Jocating residential
developments near downtown commercial (shopping) areas. With residents working or shopping

close to home, traffic congestion is reduced.

Allowing mixed uses can help to revitalize distressed neighborhoods by creating a sense of
community and safety. [Streamlining Local Regulations, p. 20]
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If a community wishes to encourage a mixture of land uses, 1t must do more than permit
residential uses. It must actively promote them. The zoning ordinance should reflect this
need by providing incentives or requirements for residential development and by
encouraging the continuance of existing residential use.

"Mixed-Use Districts”
Teresa Zogby PAS Memo No. 79-11

Key Policy Issues:

Mixing of uses often requires changes in the zoning ordinance, PUD regulations, or site plan
requirements.

Mixed-use developments require attention to development standards and site planning to assure
that different uses are compatible {or buffered).

Mixed»us‘e projects may be particularly useful as a type of infill development in underdeveloped
commercial areas (see "Infill Development,” p. 39). A common example would be small retail
shops with apartments located on upper floors.

Density bonuses, or other types of incentives, may be useful to encourage developers to include
residential development in mixed-use areas.

REZONING VACANT LAND FOR RESIDENTIAL USE
This technique involves amending the comprehensive plan and rezoning surplus industrial and/or
commercial land for residential uses. It can include land zoned for office, commercial, and

industrial uses as well as underutilized agricultural land and surplus land owned by public
entities.

Benefits:

The advantages to rezoning for residential use include close proximity to job centers, shopping
and transit.

Land for affordable housing development can be created without disturbing current residential
areas.

Residential use generates less traffic than industrial, office or commercial uses. [Blueprint for
Bay Area Housing, p. 53]

Key Policy Issues:
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A land use inventory, togethet with an analysis of projected need for commercial and industrial
land, will assist in determining the availability of surplus commercial and industrial land supply.

Special attention must be paid to site development in terms of proximity to factories and plants
which produce emissions or may be unattractive in appearance.

Special attention must be paid to the possible presence of toxic materials in the soils of industrial
lands developed for housing. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p. 54]

Allowable densities should be sufficient to ensure economical development. Higher densities
will generally result in lower per unit development costs.

Consider allowing density bonuses, or other types of developer incentives, in return for
construction of affordable housing.

OFFICE/HOUSING LINKAGE

Office/housing linkage refers to a variety of programs that either require or induce developers of
commercial office buildings, or other non-residential building projects, to directly construct or
make financial contributions toward the construction of market-rate or affordable housing.
Linkage programs make developer compliance or participation a condition for permit approval or
a prerequisite for receiving some type of development incentive (usually an increase in allowable
density). Linkage provisions may apply either to new construction or expansion of existing

space.

Housing linkage programs are based on the theory that new commercial office development
resuits in increased demand for housing and that developers should make some contribution
toward meeting the increased housing needs which they help to create. In essence, housing
linkage programs are designed to mitigate the effects of new employment on housing within the
community. [Blueprint for Bay Area Housing, p.51]

Linkage programs generally are ¢ither voluntary/incentive-based or mandatory. Mandatory
programs work in a way that is similar to impact fees by requiring a developer to mitigate the
impact of new office development on the provision of affordable housing by paying into a
housing construction fund or building the required housing. Developers are usually given the
opportunity to choose between a cash payment, construction, or some other type of mitigation,
such as participation in a joint public-private housing project. Voluntary linkage programs offer
developers various development incentives, such as density bonuses, reduced setbacks and
reduced parking requirements, which add value to the developers project or reduce development
costs, in exchange for the provision of affordable housing units.
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Benefits:

Incentive-based linkage programs benefit both the developer and the city. Developers benefit by
acquiring development bonuses which increase the value of the project or reduce construction
costs. Cities benefit from more affordable housing.

Developers are often free to select the most advantageous option for the provision of housing:
constructing housing off-site; contributing to a housing trust fund; purchase of development
rights (see "Transfer of Development Rights," p. 47} and rehabilitation of a building; or some
other method provided by the city. [Zoning Bonuses in Central Cities, p.7}

By providing or preserving housing close to office centers, more employees are provided with
the opportunity to live near where they work.

Linkage programs do not generally require the expenditure of local tax dollars to fund the
construction of affordable housing units.

Office/housing linkage may be particularly useful in cities that are experiencing high growth
rates with accompanying tight, high-priced housing markets to reduce some of the pressure on
available housing.

A successful linkage program first must work economically; that is, it must benefit both
the developer and the municipality without imposing unacceptable burdens on either.

Defensible Linkage
Christine J. Andrew and Dwight Merriam
Journal of the American Planning Association

Key Policy Issues:

The legal basis for mandatory office/housing linkage programs has not yet been clearly
established in Washington State. Mandatory linkage requirements in other states have been
challenged on various legal grounds, including whether linkage regulations constitute an illegal
tax, or whether there is a "rational nexus” or relationship between new commercial development
and an increased need for housing. Mandatory linkage programs should be carefully designed to
provide a defensible legal foundation. Cities should be prepared to demonstrate an actual link

hetween the need for housing and commercial development. {Defensible Linkage, p.205] Cities

contemplating this type of program should consult their city attorney.

Voluntary/incentive-based linkage programs which provide benefits to developers in exchange
for housing are more likely to avoid or withstand legal challenges. '

Office/housing linkage programs will be more successful in a strong commercial office market

where developments are more numerous and developers more willing to take advantage of
development incentives,
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Some programs allow the substantial rehabilitation of residential buildings to count as new
construction, so that developers may have the option to build new residential facilities or
rehabilitate existing facilities.

Linkage programs may be pre-set in an adopted zoning ordinance or negotiated on a case-by-
case basis.

TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

Transfer of development rights (TDR) programs have been implemented in a number of cities
across the country as a means of generating funds for the preservation and/or rehabilitation of
low- and moderate-income housing primarily in downtown areas. TDR programs have also been
used as a means for preserving historic landmark structures, open space, and agricultural land.

TDR programs are based on the 1dea that ownership of real property is comprised of a "bundle of
rights," including, among other things, a property's "development rights," which can be
separated, sold, and transferred to another piece of property. "Development rights" are defined as
the "difference between the existing use of the parcel and its potential use as permitted by
existing law." [Making TDR Work, p. 203} '

A TDR program allows for the sale and transfer of unused development rights from one building
or parcel of land (the "sending site") to another (the "receiving site"). For example, if a four-story
building were located in a zoning district that actually allowed the construction of buildings up to
six stories, the unused development potential of the building would be equal to two stories (the -
difference between the existing vse of the property and its potential use permitted under the
zoning law). Under a TDR system, the development potential represented by these two stories
could be separated from the property, sold, and transferred to another property. The purchased
development rights can then be used to increase the development potential of the receiving site,

Benefits:

Use of this technigue benefits both developers, who can increase the density of their projects,
and the community, which benefits from the preservation of low- and moderate-income housing

in the downtown.

increased housing opportunities in the downtown area can help to reduce traffic congestion and
provide workers with housing close to employment centers.

When development rights are transferred between nearby properties, there 1s no net increase in
allowable density in the area.

TDR programs can also be used to preserve historically significant sites in the downtown.

Key Policy Issues:
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TDR programs can be complex to administer and apparently work best primarily in healthy
downtown real estate markets where developers have sufficient incentives to purchase and use

development rights.

Communities should determine whether they are willing to accept increased density in receiving
areas in order to preserve low- and moderate-income housing. Property owners in receiving areas
may find TDRs to be acceptable in theory, but not in their back yards.

Once development rights have been transferred, most communities place legal restrictions on the
sending site, prohibiting future use of the transferred development potential.

TDR programs often provide only limited funds which may need to be supplemented, depending
upon needs, through other fund sources including private financing and public subsidies.

TDR programs must be designed on the basis of a thorough understanding of the real estate
market both to determine feasibility and to develop appropriate regulations. If existing zoning
allows enough density to satisfy current market demand, developers will have no interest in
purchasing additional development rights.

Communities may want to consider a requirement that construction or rehabilitation of housing
units be completed within some fixed period of time.

EXEMPTION FROM IMPACT FEES

Over the last ten to fifieen years, many cities in Washington have enacted measures to impose
impact fees to help pay for infrastructure improvements necessitated by new developments. Fees
have been collected for traffic mitigation, water and sewer utilities, parks and open space, school
sites, and other purposes. Impact fees have been imposed under various sources of authority,
including the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), the State Subdivision Law, and more
recently enacted legislation authorizing "voluntary agreements” with developers to help pay for
development impacts. The new State Growth Management Act (GMA) also contains specific
authority for cities to impose impact fees for "public streets and roads, publicly owned parks,
open space, and recreation facilities, and fire protection facilities in jurisdictions that are not part
of a fire district.”" | RCW 82.02.090(7)]

Recognizing that impact fees can have a negative effect on the construction of affordable
housing, some jurisdictions have enacted measures to reduce or waive such fees for projects that
include affordable housing units.

The GMA also gives recognition to the effects of impact fees on housing affordability by

granting cities specific authority to exempt low-income housing projects from the payment of
impact fees. [See RCW 82.02.060, 1990-91 Supp. ]

Benefits;
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Fee reductions or waivers reduce developer's upfront costs and can help to support the
construction of affordable housing units.

Key Policy Issues:

Many communities that impose impact fees have determined that new home buyers should bear
the financial responsibility for the infrastructure costs necessitated by new developments. These
policies are based on the notion that the person who benefits should pay. In the case of affordable
housing construction, a good argument can be made that such developments benefit the entire
community, and, therefore, reductions or waivers of impact fees are appropriate.

In order to use impact fee reductions and/or waivers, communities need to review all current
impact fees and exaction requirements to determine where reductions and/or waivers for
affordable housing projects may be appropriate.

Impact fee reductions and/or waivers can be used in conjunction with other affordable housing
techniques such as density bonuses or inclusionary requirements to promote the construction of

affordable housing.

SUBDIVISION/DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

Communities can lower the costs of creating affordable housing by reevaluating their subdivision
ordinances and updating or modifying regulations where possible. Minimum requirements can
often be lowered to reflect actual projected usage and needs.

Most subdivision requirements involve site-improvement standards which are designed to hold
down future maintenance and minimize both public and prnivate repair and replacement costs.
These standards are also used to prevent flooding, minimize accidents, protect air and water
quality, and to preserve or enhance the residential setting. [How Local Regulatory Improvements

Can Help, p. 5]

In subdivisions, the frontage, or width, of the lot determines the linear distance of streets,
sidewalks and utility lines that must be put in place for each house. Communities
requiring lot widths of, say, 100 feet when 50 feet would suffice, may be almost doubling
the cost of the major site improvements per housing unit. Reducing the minimum lot
frontage is an important way to reduce housing costs in many communities. '

How Local Regulatory Improvement Can Help
HUD/Joint Venture for Affordable Housing

Site improvement standards include drainage requirements, dimensions and spacing of storm
drains or other storm catchments, street construction standards, minimum street pavement widths
and cul-de-sac turning radii, parking standards, sidewalk standards, sewer pipe sizes and spacing

of manholes.
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Cost savings in site improvements allow direct reductions in the cost of new housing, Site
improvement costs (including labor and materials) have been found to account for roughly 10
percent or more of development costs for a new single-family home. [How Local Regulatory
Improvements Can Help, p. 5] Such savings passed on to the consumer, may make the difference
between affordable and non-affordable housing.

Affordable housing demonstration projects in Washington State and elsewhere have utilized .
various types of cost reduction methods, including:

Modification of street requirements. For example, minimum pavement width (and depth in some
cases) of low-volume subdivision streets have been reduced, as well as minimum turning radii of

cul-de-~sacs.

Curbs and gutters have been made optional, or less expensive rolled curbs were used.

Reduction of sidewalk requirements to allow narrower widths, sidewalks on one side of the
street, replacement with pathways, or elimination altogether.

Costs have been decreased by using methods which reduce water and sewer utility requirements
including: running the main lines close to the setback line to reduce house connection distance;
common trenching for multiple utilities; shared sewer laterals and water service lines serving two
or more dwellings; reduced water and sewer line sizes; and curvilinear sewers.

Grass swales and temporary impoundments may be used in many cases instead of more
expensive storm dramns and underground systems.

Parking space size and guantity can be reduced based on the size of current compact cars, the
actual number of residents in the development, and the availability of transit. Off-street parking
on driveways, il carports, or in common areas may be less costly.

{Affordable Housing - Local Government Regulatory and Administrative Techniques, pp. 17-24])

Benefits:

The money savings in development costs can significantly reduce the cost of housing,
particularly when they can be spread over a large number of housing units.

The revision of subdivision standards can promote more efficient use of labor, materials and
time, thus expediting the construction process and saving on total developrent costs. These
savings can also be passed along to the consumer.

Key Policy Issues:

Washington State subdivision requirements and local ordinances must be carefully reviewed
before implementing cost saving technigues.




Care must be taken to avoid site development shortcuts which may prove to be more costly in the
long run.

Subdivision ordinances that have not been amended in many years and which may contain some

out-dated standards, in particular, may benefit from a review aimed at increasing housing
affordability.
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METROPOLITAN PoLicYy PROGRAM

The Affordability Index:

A New Tool for Measuring
the True Affordability of a
Housing Choice

By Center for Transit-Oriented Development and Center for Neighborhood Technology

ﬂw ﬁrst sectmﬂ pfowdes a project overview
the AF

r&abxlzty Inde:x The maxt sectr

schools, and work; .and that hoast a imns:t~nch_
are avaziable for every. transit-served comminity

sions about whzch nezghborkoods are truly aﬁordalale and’ zllummate thé zm?lzcatzom
of their policy and investment choices.

[. Housing and Transportation: Key Elements of the Cost of Living

he cost of living for an American family copsists of many components. The two
Jargest are housing and transportation. Housing affordability is most commonly
understood as the extent to which a household’s income can cover the purchase
price of a home. However, the traditional definition of housing affordability may
be too limited. The cost of transportation, while not currently factored in to the affordabil-
ity equation, has become increasingly central to family budgets, given their choices to live
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..neighborhood
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nfluence how
nuch is spent on
ransporiation
and how many
vehicles are
rwned, given
that the charac-
teristics of
place also shape
transportation

demand.”

farther from jobs and as today’s development patterns require families to use their cars
more often to run errands or take their children to school. Therefore, the affordability of
housing should be considered in the context of the transportation costs associated with the
neighborhood in which the home is located. It is the interaction between housing and loca-
tion that provides a more meaningful measure of affordability.

Although housing is considered affordable if it accounts for roughly 30 percent or less of
a household’s monthly budget, location costs, and more specifically transportation costs,
are often dramatically underestimated or ignored. Nationally, transportation is the second

~ largest househald expenditure after housing, ranging from less than 10 percent of the aver-

age household’s expenditures in transit-rich areas to nearly 25 percent in many other areas.
Based on caleulations using the 2003 Consumer Expenditure Survey, we estimate that the
average U.S. household spends 19 percent of its budget on transportation.

As this brief demonstrates, transportation costs also vary widely by neighborhood. Gener-
ally speaking, housing is cheaper in areas that lack new investment or that is farther from
the central business district, while household transportation costs increase as one moves
farther out from urban centers.

A growing body of research has shown a strong relationship between mcreased density,
transit access, and pedestrian friendliness, on the one hand, and reduced vehicle miles and
automobile ownership, on the other.? With the high and rising cost of driving, owing to ris-
ing gasoline prices and the increasing need to drive for most household trips, the
transportation savings that can result from living in a dense, convenient, and transit-

friendly community can be considerable.

. The significant increase in recent gas prices has important impacts on a_ﬁ‘ordab:l:ty At
$3.00 per gallon, double the price. of just two years ago, the average hpusehold will
increase its total transportation expenditures by 14 percent, or $ 1 ,200 pers year. This
increase alone is 3 percent of the median income household’s ammal earnings.

Until now, a household’s transportation demand was considered to be primarily driven by
household income and size. This research shows that larger and wealthier households tend
to own more vehicles, select more expensive models, and drive more miles. Our study
shows, however, that transportation demand and corresponding costs are highly correlated-
with characteristics of the neighborhood. Even among wealthy households, neighborhood
characteristics influence how much is spent on transportation and how many vehicles are
owned, given that the characteristics of place also shape transportation demand. Neighbor-
hood characteristics such as density; walkability; the availability and quality of transit

service; canvenient access to amenities such as grocery stores, dry cleaners, day care, and

movie theaters; and the number of accessible jobs shape how residents get around, where
they go, and how much they ultimately spend on transportation.’* Neighborhoods with the
above characteristics are considered “location efficient,” providing convenient access 1o
shopping, services, and jobs, and low-cost transportation alternatives to the auto.

These costs, however, are not considered in the housing affordability standards used to
allocate low-income housing tax credits or vouchers for other affordable housing programs.
Nor are they considered—except with the Location Efficient Mortgage®—when lenders
score individual home loan applications. Reframing nationally accepted affordability meas-
ures to combine both housing and transportation costs could allow low-income households
to more easily qualify for homeownership, provide a substantial incentive to the private sec-
tor to invest in transit-oriented locations, and support the public sector in making
investments that lower household transportation costs.

The Affordability Index calculates the true affordability of a home based on its market
value and the transportation costs incurred by its location. It does so not only at the broad
metropolitan area level, but also at the neighborhood level, where hundreds of consumer,

E Januagy zocb « THE Brooxings InsTiTuTiON ® URBaN MASRKETS IviTisTiVE * MARKET INNovaTiow Brier




westment, development, and infrastructure decisions are made every day. Used at a com-
junity level, the Affordability Index can help households assess which neighborhoods in a
egion are most affordable, and it can help policymakers determine where resources should

ve focused to enhance affordability,

[I. Building the Affordability Index

he Affordability Index calculates the sum of average housing costs plus the aver-
age transportation costs for a neighborhood (represented by a census block
group), divided by average neighborhood income. In the simplified formula, total
housing costs include current housing sales prices and rents, and total transporta-
tion costs equal the sum of the costs for auto ownership, auto use, and transit. The index
can be adjusted for an individual household to reflect household incame, the price mem-
bers intend to pay for a new home, and a particular neighborhood’s transportation costs.
The Affordability Index builds on the analysis and theory of the Location Efficient Mort-
gage® (LEM), which was developed by a group of researchers, including members of the

Affordability Index = Housing Costs + Transportation Costs
income

Center for Transit-Oriented Development team.* The LEM uses actual vehicle miles trav-
eled for millions of households in the San Francisco Bay Area, Southern California, and
the Chicago region to generate models that predict auto ownership and vehicle miles trav-
eled, based on residential density, transit availability, and neighborhood walkability. The
moadel results in a “location efficient value” for each neighborhood within these regions.
The researchers selected these characteristics on the basis of the extensive literature on
transportation costs in relation to the built environment. The location efficient model was
then used to create a Fannie Mae~backed mortgage product that allows the underwriter to
give additional credit for the location efficiency of an area. The Affordability Index is based
on the proven concepts in the location efficiency study-~that transportation costs are
determined by both neighborhood and socioeconomic characteristics.

in the Affordability Index, household transportation costs are estimated as three separate
components: costs of auto ownership, auto use, and transit use. These three components
are the dependent variables in the model and are affected by the combination of seven
independent built environment variables and two independent household variables.
Together, these nine variables represent the independent neighborhood and socioeconomic
variables that predict household transportation costs at the census block group level, the
smallest geography available to approximate neighborhoods. It is important to model these
costs at a neighborhood level, given that the independent variables can vary block by block.

Modeled values for these variables are derived primarily from the U.S. Decennial Census
2000 Survey; the Census Transportation Planning Package 2000 (CTPP 2000); the
National Household Travel Survey (NHTS); and the National Transit-Oriented Develop-
ment {TOD) database. The TOD database was developed by the CTOD with the support of
the Federal Transit Administration, Fannie Mae, and the Surdna Foundation. [t contains
the demographic, land use, and transportation characteristics of neighborhoods located
within 2 half mile of 4,000 existing and planned fixed-guideway transit stations in the
‘United States. The transportation characteristics in the database include the Iocation of
train stations and lines, train frequencies, bus routes, and actual and estimated bus route
frequencies. Bus route information was collected from the Federal Transit Administration
and from local transit autherities. Table 1 provides a complete list of the variables, their

source, and their use in the transportation cost maodel.
We combined the variables in a regression model that account for changes in the loca-
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tion variahles that influence transportation costs, while controlling for the household char-
acteristics that, to a lesser extent, also determine the costs. To develop the exact regression
formula, we tested each of the independent variables separately against the dependent vari
ables, and then in combination to determine their relationship. The analysis showed that
the independent variables co-vary and are interdependent of one another. Thus, no one
variable, such as transit accessibility or household income, by itself completely determines
transportation costs. Rather, it is the combination of these variables that determines how
many autos a household owns, how many miles members drive each vehicle, and how
much transit they use. Because transportation is an integral part of our daily routines, it
makes sense that it is the combination of how a househald commutes to work, how far
away the grocery store is, how children get to school or other activities, and how much a
family earns that determines total household transportation costs.’ The Detailed Methods

section offers a fuller description of the process.

[

H1. Testing the Index: Minneapolis-St. Paul

e tested the Affordability Index in the Minneapolis-St. Paul region to refine

the method and to determine the ways in which it can be used to affect

regional housing and transportation decisions. During this process we

worked with a group of transportation and housing experts in the Minneapo-
lis region to refine the methodology and data sets used in the analysis.

More than one-half of households in the Twin Cities spend more than $10,000 per year
on transportation. Including the 40 percent increase in recent gas prices, transportation
costs for all Twin Cities households approach a billion dollars per month. Although total
transportation costs in the region are higher than the national average, average housing
costs are significantly below the national benchmark of affordability. On average, Twin City
households spend only about 20 percent of their monthly expenditures on housing. Taken
together, households in the Twin Cities spend roughly 40 percent of their monthly pre-tax
income on housing and transportation. A closer look at specific communities and neighbor-
hoods reveals a range of costs for each item, however, which reflects proximity to transit
and to the central business district. Escalating home prices have begun to make affordable

housing a2 greater concern in the Twin Cities.

A. Using the Affordability Index to Develop a Regional Perspective on Housing and
Transportation Costs

Maps 1 and 2 iilustrate the difference in affordability when considering only housing costs
and when considering the combined cost of housing and transportation. Both maps depict
the cost for households earning 80 percent of the area median income. Map 1 shows the
monthly mortgage cost as a percentage of income. The yellow areas are those that would
traditionally be deemed affordable; they are in accord with the lending guideline that
requires households to spend 28 percent or less of their income on housing. Except for the
areas directly west and east of Minneapolis and St. Paul, the majority of the region’s hous-
ing appears affordable for this income group. Both maps show the location of the new
Hiawatha light rail line. However, the Affordability Index analysis does not include the
impact of the line because it did not open until 2004, All data in the Affordability Index are
a snapshot of 2000, It will be interesting to see the effects of this new investment using
future data.

Map 2 adds transportation costs. The Affordability Index uses a range for housing and
transportation costs: less than 47 percent; 47 to 74 percent, and 73 percent and above.
The benchmark rate of 47 percent represents the sum of the current national average
expenditure on transportation (19 percent of income) plus the mortgage underwriting stan-
dard for housing debt (28 percent or less of income). On the basis of the guideline that a
household should spend no more than 47 percent of its income on housing and transporta-

n January zoaé » Tae BROORINGS [NSTITUTION * URBaN MargeTs IniTiaTive ¢ MARKET InNovaTion BRriEE




Map 1. Housingasa percentage of income for a household earning 80 percent

area median income (AMI)
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Map 1. Affordability Index results for households earning 80 percent area median income (AMI)
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ion, the areas considered affordable on a $43,443 income contract substantially from
hose observed in Map 1.

The presence or absence of transit helps explain the difference in affordability between
these two maps. The bus system, shown on Map 2, is extensive, offers frequent service, and
is well used in the core of the region. Even without fixed-rail transit {the Census 2000 pre-
ceded the opening of the region’s Hiawatha light rail line), 8 percent of the workers in the
Minneapolis-St. Paul region commuted by something other than an auto: by bus, bicycle,
or on foot. When looking at the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, which have the most
extensive bus system in the region, the non-auto commute rates were even higher, at 23
percent and 15.4 percent, respectively. Thus, the Affordability Index results show that the
combined costs of housing and transportation are most affordable in areas well served by
public transit.

The region’s new Hiawatha light rail line is referenced on the map; however, it is not
reflected in the transportation costs models because the line was not in operation at the

time of Census 2000.

B. Using the Affordability Index to Project the Effect of Transporiation Cosis on
Three Hypothetical Households in Minneapolis-St Paul

The Affordability Index allows one to consider the effect on a typical family’s budget of a
variety of housing choices. To demonstrate the effect of different housing location choices
on a family’s pocketbook, we constructed three hypothetical families and calculated how
their spending distribution differs on the basis of where they live.*

The johnson Family
-Thfeevperso'n-househoiﬁ fiving in Fridley

« Annial household incomne: $56,690

+ Annual housing costs: §7,872

» Annpal transportation. costs: 10,671

« Percentage of income spent on-housing and transpertation:

Chip Johnson is an insurance underwriter who lives in Fridiey but
works in downtown Minneapoelis, earsiing $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.
Adthough 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, thelr trans-
poration spending equates to $10,671 a year, five times the amaunt
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 heafth care. '

33 percent

Photo:Aerial view depicting proposed new commuter roll fine and station in
Fridiey. Source: Narthstor Commuter Rail Project Office
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Sheila Washington

* Single college student renting apartment in St Paul's Midway
neighborhood

« Annua) household income: $16,830

+ Annuzl housing costs: $6,096

« Annual transportation costs: $6,336

» Percentage of income spent on housing and tranisportation:

73 percent

Sheila VWashington is a juniot at Hamline 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. Navertheless, a significant part of her
monthly expenditures go to rent. She is able to walk to classes and
couid take the bus to her job, which pays her roughly $17,000 annu-
afly, but instead she drives, preferring the fiexibility that a car
provides.

As with many college students, Sheila is acquiring debt and trying to
find ways to reduce her cost of living. Together, housing and trans-
portation are 73 percent of her expenditures, which she covers
with student joans and her job at the mall. Although Sheila tried 1o
save money by lving in a more affordable area, she also lives in a
mote affordable transportation-area but has yet to take advantage
of these savings. Sheila could save $400 per month by using the bus
for worl and selfing her car. Average mortgages in the Midway
neighborhood in (999 were $577, less than what Sheila spent on

" gwhing afid driving a car and. enly slightly higher than what:she now

pays for rent.

:Photo: Hemiline University campus in:St Paul
Source 'C?emér fur Teansit Onemed Deyvelobment’

- The Dorgan Family

+Three- person househiold 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

Jim Dorgan is a police officer in Minneapolis, but fives in Farmington
with his two retired parents. Me spends 94.percent of his $43,470
annual income on alf ex-penditures;inc!usiftng:housi'ng. transportation,
and hedlth 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 and-a desife to help his aging-parents; who rely on himn.
Together, housing-and transpottation costs compose 52 percent of
his menthly expenditures. Given family responsibiiities, fitn chooses
te remzin 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 reighborhood
Source: Center for Transit Oriented Development
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C. Putting it All Together: The Impact of Housing Location Choice on Neighbor-
hoods and Families in Minneapolis-St. Paul

We chose four neighborhoods in the Twin Cities to test the model’s sensitivity to changes
in density, housing costs, proximity to transit, and for the potential of the results to inform
policy decisions on future potential transit lines. Tables 2 and 3 provide more information
on each of these neighborheods. Fridley is 2 northwestern suburb of Minneapolis that is
being considered as a potential site for a station on the proposed new commuter rail line,
the Northstar. Similarly, the Midway neighborhood in St. Paul encompasses the heart of
the area being considered for a new light rail extension, and the Seward/Longfellow neigh-
borhaod currently adjoins the new Hiawatha light rail line. Farmington is a once-rural
community that has seen rapid housing growth during the past decade as the metropolitan

area continues to expand.

Table 2. Background information on four Twin Cities neighborhoods:
two city neighiborhoods, one inner-ring suburb, one urban fringe
Saver-
Longieliow/ County
Midway, Seward, metro
_ _ Farmington Fridiey St.Paul ___ Minneapolis region
Demogriphics Namber of . 4,686 11,328 4,861 6,006 1024454
' households’ L . ) . -
Avz houséhold 29 24 23 2.1 C 2k
. Lo sl - : ' . i o
Incomefactors ~  -Annval median S $43443 $59,196 $39,601 $32,509 $54,304
' household income' ] ) ) ) o ) .
Household income © O $45,750- $27,308— $17,039- $11,7120-
o o range' $67,188 $72,192 $51,307 $46,923
‘Density measures  Walkabiliyy' 793 13.8 5.1 57 i
: ' Avg, households/ 06 27 59 97 0:6
residential acre’ )

Atcess to transit Jobs sq. 1l 6,209 35,004 72,748 99,060 12,651
Percent commuting 2% 5% 22% 26% 8%
by transit, walking,
or bicyciing' .

Transit Cannectivity Mo Transit tow Medium Medium NIA
o Index’ Access

Housing and Avg, vehiieles. per i 1.8 b4 L2 19

u-ansportatmn househald’

cost indicators _ _

' Avg. monthly ' $8it $649 $577 3557 $893
mortgage paymment’
Avg. monthly rental $533 5627 §509 $497 $657
payment’

I Census 2000.The seven-county average is o weighted average by county.

2 Census Transportation Planning Fackage 2006 {CTPP 2000)
3 Housing bayments are based on Census 2000 data and HMDA Average Marigage Payment for 1 999 for the Minneapolis metrapolitan statistical area (MSA} and loan
terms and rates from the FFEIC for the Minneapelis MSA in 2000,
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Figure [.Transportation cost comparisons in the four model communities
How Transporiation Costs Stack-up
in Four Fwin-City Communities
$1,600
M Avto Ownership BB Auto Use Transit
T
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=
g
S 3800
g
g
2
o
E
5 $400
b
30 S ‘ . :
Farinlrigton Fridiey Midvray Longlellow/ 7-County
Seward Region

As noted in Figure 1, transportation costs vary across the four case study neighbor-
hoods. Increased costs in auto ownership reflect the need for more cars per household the
further from the central city that a suburban community is located. The costs of driving
increase in corresponding relationship. The absence or lack of transit service also indicates
the relative cost of using transit between the study neighborhoods. As this information is
averaged across all households living within the case study neighborhoods, for individual
households there may be variation from the average based on individual transit or auto
use.

Table 3 and the following four neighborhood summaries demonstrate the underlying
transportation infrastructure of each neighborhood. Pie charts at the base of each neigh-
borhood map show the effect on the household budgets of choosing to live in that
neighborhood by each of the three hypothetical families. The four neighborhoods are high-
lighted in the previous regional maps to place these communities in their regional context.
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Tabie 3. Housing and transportation costs in the four Twin Cities areas

Seven-

Longfellow/ County

Midway, Seward, metro

Farmington Fridley St. Paud Minneapolis region

Median income' $43,443 559,196 $39,60] $32.,909 $54,304

Annual transportation costs’ $13.860 $10,526 $8,278 $6,995 $10.98%
Transportation costs as a % of income’ 2% 18% 21% 2i% 20%
Average housing tost a5 3 % of income’ 2% 13% 17% 22% 20%
Housing and transportation costs 54% 3% 39% 43% 49%

for homeowners

Housing and transportation costs 7% 30% I 39% 35%

{ Census 2000, mediar houschald income for each community by place ond census tract

2 Affardabifity ndex madei caleulation far the median income household in each ares
3 Average of rental and morgage paymients for each areq using Census 2000 median rents and 1999 HMDA loans and 1999 FFEIC loan terins and rdtesfor Minneapolis-St.

Faufto calculate mortgage payments

The four neighborhoods in focus represent different tradeoffs between housing cost and
transportation cost. The residents of the Seward-Longfellow neighborhood are located
close to downtown Mimneapolis and well connected to mass transit. The median income is
also lower in this neighborhood compared to our other study areas. On average, residents
in this neighborhood spend 21 percent of their income on transportation or roughly $446
per month. In comparison, for the average household in Farmington where transit service
is extremely limited and commutes are long, transportation accounts for 32 percent of
income or $941 per month. When housing costs are factored in, affordability varies dra-
matically. Whereas regionally, the average two-person household spend 40 percent of its
income on housing and transportation, if that same household lived in the Longfellow-
Seward neighborhood they would be spending only 34 percent of their income on these
same costs, a savings of over $3,000 annually.
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Transportation Costs for Homeowners The Longleliow and Seward

- in Longlellow & Seward
 Longl neighborhoods In Seuth
W O51500 @ 51,340

B $900.w $i,100 Minneapolis are some of
S0t $900 .
0w $600 the region’s more densety

sewtied, with a mix of hoys-
ing, household types, and
income Jevels, in addition

. Hiawatha Saation
frermpured.  Hiawatha Line

o being densely populated,
the neighberhownds also
have a higher concenura-

tion of jobs refative 1o

_ares;

Cost of living in Longfellow/Seward to hypothetical “case” families

Chip's Expenditures §im's Expenditures
13% 16%

Sheila’s Expenditures

33%

& Transportation
E Housing
¥ Other

35%

other places.

The Affordability index is-calculated using data prior to the
existence of the Hiawatha mass trahsit line. it shows that
26 percent of households in this area were commuting by
transit, walking, or biking in 2000, and overall households
were saving $4,000 a year on transportatién ¢ompared
with the regzcna[ avarage expenditures.

Howaver, housing prices are also i lncreasmg in the cor-
ridorag aresult of rising derrand for fiving near-transit
and &itysfiving in; general Average housing prices: were 22
percént of median houséhiold income ($33, 209) in this
' _ghtiy higher thaf the regional average- bt still
below-the: mdustry standard-of 30.percent. Combined,
housifig and thansportation costs were 43 percent of the
average household expendutures in Longfellow and
Seward.-

The Afferdability index doesnot mciude data to cap-
ture the.nalghbor.hood changes since:2000, but-the model
could be updated with current regional data.oh housing
and-transit t6 recalculate the affordability, such as the-addi-
tion of the Hiawatha Line.The market thanges resuiting
from the investment in fixed guideway transit have pro-
found implications for affordable: housing policies. Although
the index hélps to «quantify the value of fiving near transit
for households, it also-iHlustratas neighborhood concarns
over gentrification..

The Cost of Living in Longfellow/Seward:
Examining the Housing—Transportation
Trade-Offs

The pie charts depict the refative cost of fiving for our
three hypothetical families. For Chip, fim and Sheila, com-
bined heousing 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 Longlellow they would account for only 26 percent
of his annual income. For Sheilz, transportation and hous-
ing costs would account for 68 percent of her income, and
Jim would have a substantial savings from living closer o
his Minneapolis job.




Putting it All Together: Midway Neighborhood in St. Paud, Minnesota

Transportation Costs for Homeowners | Midway is an older neigh-

in Midway borhood in central St Paul
& 50000 to §1,340 o
£ $500 o 31100 along University Avenue.
%3600 o 3900 ] 2
N ‘: e The avenue has 3 variety of
cofmercia! activites ahd
Bus Route connects the Universigy of
Highwayfintersiate

PMinnesom in Minneapolis
Fark with the Srate Capitol in St
Paul. Although less densely
populated than Longfellow
and Seward, it is still far

MNesghborbood Boundary

above the regional average.

The households in the Midway area represent an
extremely diverse population both economically and eth-
nically. The neighborhood is split evenly betwean family
and non-family househelds, 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 {940, The
average monthly mortgage payment in 2000 for this neigh-
borhood-was $577, compared with $8%93 for the
seven-county Tegion.

The Affordability Index calculated a monthly trans-
portation cost of $698, roughly 25 percent lower than the
reglonal 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.

Cost of tiving in Midway to hypothetical “case” families The Cost of Living in Midway: Examining the
Housing-—Transportation Trade<Offs
Chip’s Expendicures Jim's Expenditures Focusing on the pie chart Blustrating the cost of living for
12% : 6% Sheila, a renter and college student earning less than 50
0% 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, fiving in Midway allows her to have 26 per-
cent of her income available for other uses, while the
higher transportation costs of Hving in Fridley would allow
her only 12 percent, and Farmingtan even less at 7 per-
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Transportation Costs for Homeowners Fridiey is.an inneriring sub-

in Fridi
e urban community with
51100 o 31,340 .
: FHIG w 1,100 more than 27,000 resi-
£ a0 3900 dents, This suburban
o $600
) community is located to
’ Herthstar Praposed Station the northwest of Min-
] Northstze Proposed Commuter Rail § nenofis and primarily
e Bus Rows accessible by Interstase
Highway/interseate

894.The median household

- Park incofme in 2000 was

E Neighborhood Boundary $59.196, and the variation

between intome levels was

not as marked as in the

Chip's Expenditures
4%

19%

67%

Sheila’s Expenditures

43%

13%

44%

Cost of living in Fridley to hypothetical “case” families

Jirn's Expendizures

23%

5%

B Transportation
& Housing
B Cther

18%

three centrsl city neighborhaods previously discussed. Although vehicle
ownership is slightly beiow the regional average, only 5 percent of residents
comute 10 work by transit, bicyclng, o walking Average commute time ks
relatively short at 22 minutes, As 3 consequence, average monthly trans-
portation costs were $877 in 2000, higher than the previous two stady
aeighborhaads bit still below &:e 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 9505 and lasted through the early 1980s. 1t
remains 2 fairly homogenous population in both income
levels and racial Buckgrounds, Housing costs in:2000
accounted for only |3 percent-of incomie, reflecting the
higher average income levels in Fridiéy¥Wher combined
with transportation costs, however, the Affordability Index
for Fridley rises to 31 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 Fridley: Examining the
Housing—Transpor-tation Trade-Offs

For Chip fohnson and his family, Fridley is a relatively
affordable community. 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 comparisen,
affordability is greatly constrained in those neighborhoads
outside the CBD as transportation costs rise substantially.




Putting it All Together: Farmington, Minnesota: Developiment on the suburban edge

Transpartation Costs for Homeowners
in Farminguon

% 51600 o §1.390
5500 10 $1.400
£ $600w §$R0

01w $600

D Piace Boundary

Twenty-five miles south of Minneapolis is the small but
growing town of Farmingron, population 12,365,and
where B 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
$141,200, but the median household income was lower
than the overall region’s, $43,443.

Although Farmington's housing is afferdable for a
househald earning the median Intome or slightly higher,
the Affordability Index shows the inipact to the cost of tiv.
ing in a town where the average househoid owns at least
two tars, there is no metro bus:se;'vic_e,-_and the nearest
large employment centers.are two cOlnties 15 the notth.
In Farmington, households spend:54:3% o thigir incomes
for housing and transportation, the highesticombined rate
of our four study areas. Many of the; households moving to
Farmington for more affordable housing are fikely instead
taking on more expensive transportation.

The Cost of Living in Farrington: Examining
the Housing—Transportation Trade-Offs
Tracking fim Dorgan’s relative costs of living in these dif

Cost of living in Farmington to hypothetical “case” families ferent neighborheods, we see that affordability varies
greatly between communities when transportation and
fir’s Expenditures housing costs are combined. Whereas he spends over fifty

Chip's Expenditures

7% percent of his income on these two costs in Farmington,

were he to live in Fridiey he would be spending only 40
percent on these same factors, and if he livéd along the
Hiawatha corridor in Longfellow/Seward he would have 67
percent of his income to spend on costs-gther than trans-
partaticn or housing, jim accepts the significantly higher
transportation cost of living in Farmington ($1085 per
month versus $374 per month in-Seward/Longlellow), as a
trade-off for lower cost housing in Farmington and prox-
imity to bis aging parents.

24%

48%
59%

Sheila's Expenditures

54%
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Figure 2. Affordability by income tevel and community

Affordability Index in 4 Areas in Minneapolis-St. Paul
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Moving beyond the hypothetical case families to understand the relative affordability of
different neighborhoods in Minneapolis-St. Paul, we applied the index to households at
various levels of area median income (AMI). Figure 2 shows the results of applying the
Affordability Index to the four neighborhoods for households at less than 50 percent AMI,
50 to 80 percent AMI, 80 to 120 percent AMI, and greater than 120 percent AMI. Not
surprisingly, affordability varies greatly by location and across income levels. When trans-
portation costs are added to housing costs, which are high throughout the metropolitan
region, only the central city neighborhoods are affordable to low-income families at less
than 50 percent AMI. Proximity to better transit service in the central cities, access to
more jobs, and the availability of some lower priced housing improves the overall cost of
living for these households. For middle-income families, reduced transportation costs in
these same communities also have a positive effect on the family pocketbook.
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Table 4. Potential Affordability Index policy applications for Minneapolis-St. Paul and other regions

Househoids

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 Jorations

Community and civic leaders

Incorporate cost-of-living benefits in campaigns for transit and reinvestment
Inform policymakers of the connection between housing and transportation costs to advocate for
policies that tielp retain affordable housing across income levels as part of a transit-oriented

development strategy
Advocate for including cost-of-living information in the Regional Frameweork 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

‘Transit 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

Realtors, lenders, investors,
and developers

Provide complete information to buyers on the full costs and
arpenitics associated with z lecation, adding these data elements to listings

Make lending decisions. ba.sed on total affordability of a place
Screen investments for transportation choice and-cost.of living; focusing affordable heusmg Proj-

ects near quality transit service

Dresign housing and commiercial products to compiemvent and support

transpertation choice.
Help find housing that fits within a famﬂys budgea

Government agendes

Reguire alighment berween and across government jurisdictions: state,
Metropolitan Planning Organizations {MPO}, counties, and cities on housing, transportation and
tand use dedisions

incorporate cost-of-living criteria into state’s housing and transportation plans

Better inform MPOs required state transportation and housing plans, targeting future invessments
in thase areas where transportatian or housing costs are prohibitive

Suppiement The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) current measures of
housing affordabliity to recognize that transportation costs are inextricably finked to housing

costs
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IV. The Affordability Index: A Tool to Use Information to Dnve Housmg
and Transportation Markets

he Affordability Index provides a usefu] too! for a variety of groups actively invest-

ing in and planning affordable and mixed-use developments. Overall, the index

clearly suggests the need for improved ¢oordination and planning between

housing and transportation policies and investments. Considering both factors
during decision making, families and public officials can make better decisions about the
trade offs, overall costs of living, and cost of providing government services for different
locations.

The Affordability Index can also inform to what degree transit investments can improve
how affordable different communities are for households of varying income levels. It can
also help affordable housing programs to give greater weight to investing in locations that
will also reduce household transpertation expenditures. Nationally, the number of house-
holds with housing cost burdens increased by nearly 5 million in just three years, despite
stagnant rents and falling interest rates.” Individuals decide where to locate on the basis of
more than just housing price and transportation cost. Neighborhood amenities, property
size, quality of schools, and crime rates are all variables that influence their decision. How-
ever, data on those other variables are widely available, whereas little to no information has
been made available to home buyvers or renters about the relative transportation costs asso-
ctated with different locations. The Affordability Index offers a more comprehensive picture
of “affordability” to help individuals more fully evaluate a range of factors that are impor-
tant to their cost of living.

For a household with limited financial resources, making a careful decision about where
to locate involves assessing the value of their choices and weighing the relative costs. How
much is it worth to have a private yard, be within walking distance of their child’s school,
or to be close to a transit line? If having a large yard means moving to a community where
it is necessary to have two or three cars, the results of this study indicate that extra car
could cost at least an additional $4,000 per year. Is it worth it? Maybe. But unless house-
holds know the transportation costs associated with their housing choice, they will not
know the financial impact of their choice until it is too late.

The Affordability Index is a tool with utility far beyond high-level policy and planning
applications. A family might purchase a house in the future from a real estate agent whose
multiple listing service provides a link to the Affordability Index. In addition to data on
school districts, property tax burden, parish and physical characteristics of the parcel, the
family might also be provided with maps and aerial photos that show nearby green space,
transit connections, and an Affordability Index ranking that depicts housing and trans-
portation costs. A realtor could assist individuals in comparing their dream home along
the transit rail line with one in a neighboring suburb. A more complete picture of costs
and amenities would better inform the family of the trade-offs between a variety of
amenities and cost savings. These cost savings translate into increased opportunities
for wealth creation.

In summary, the Affordability Index could be used by a variety of actors, from the indi-
vidual household to local, state, and federal officials. Table 4 highlights some of the policy
applications for households, community leaders, transportation and housing professionals,
and the financial community. Thinking more strategically about combining transportation
and housing investments to leverage the connections between both can help to improve
affordability and increase accessibility, which will drive healthier housing and transporta-

tion markets in cities.
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V. Housing Affordability Reconsidered

he Affordability Index allows us to rethink the issue of true housing affordability.

If all the participants in the housing market-—developers and consumers, regula-

tors, and politicians—began thinking differently about the affordability of place, it

could have a substantial positive effect on households, neighborhoods, regions,
and businesses.

People must make their own decisions about where they want to live, but it is important
to provide them with the information they need to better understand the financial implica-
tions of those decisions. The Affordability Index makes clear that for a family, affordability
goes beyond just “affordable housing,” and the costs of shelter. It allows us to demonstrate
that in most cases, transit-rich environments have a positive effect on household disposable
income. It iluminates the critical role of public investment in transportation and housing
in supporting wealth-building strategies for low- to moderate-income families.
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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 {Vle) of that place and household income and size {Yhh). The simple equation is:

Total Transportation Cost = [Coy * Fan(Vie) * GaolVipl + Cao® FauMie) * GVl + G0 * Fpt(vie) * Gpt(vhh)}

where C represents z cost factor (Le,, dolfars 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 remave the correlation of wealth and family size with the characteristics
of place to allow us to assign the intrinsic value of the efficiency of any given place, without corfusing the cost of transporation with the

characteristics of households residing there,

The three base transportation costs were each calibrated against existing measured data: average autos per househoid per block group
{based on U5, census data), vehicle miles traveled (VMT) {based on the national Household Travel Survey [NHTS]), and percent of journey to
work trips by transit, and share of FTA 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 still widely availabie.

Although this is a secial 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 model and the selected data The fol-
fowing items are key notes about transportation costs and how they are addressed in the model 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 modsi to assign the estimated miles per auto based on the NHTS results for multiple vehicles per household.

= The modelis able to estimate transportation costs for renters and owners separately, 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 ewnership and use are from FHWA estimates from the 200! editions of The Complete Cor Cost Guide ond Complete Smoll
Truck Guide from Inteflichoice, Inc., and sales figures from Automotive News. Auto ownership costs include depreciation, insurance, financing,
and state fees. Auto use costs include fuel, maintenance, fuel tax, and repairs. The FHYA estimates the fixed armnual ownership and gse costs
by the type and age of vehicle.¥Ve use a-weighted average for the two costs on the basis of the existing fleet of US. vehicles, which results in
$5,068 for the ownership component and % 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 ewnership costs will be too high for vehicles that are
older, smaller, or-less expensive than the average vehicle on the road, and the auto use costs may be too low for these same vehicies, espe-
¢ially if they require more maintenance or are fess fuel efficient. The pricing modei also does not account for variations in local ecanomies
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 scurce for all bus and raif Yines in the United
States. We made our best attempt to gather this data for each of the 28 major US. metropolitan areas; however, several cities have no data
or Geographic Information Systems (GIS) files for their bus systems, For the Minneapolis-5t, Paul area, we obtained complete and current
information on the bus routes and frequencies from the Met Council, but the Transit 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 work and all other destinations by households at the
census block group level, we instead used the National Heusehoid Travel Survey (NHTS) to estimate the total vehicle miles driven per
household on the basis of the census block group characeeristics of the households in the survey.YVe were able to identiy the actual block
group for approximately 6,540 survey records in the NHTS dataset and used these records to determine the refation between the charac-
teristics of those block groups and the annuai miles per vehicle reported by the households in the block groups. e 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 ransportation demand, we developed a method to identify
empicyment centers both in size and jocation. Ve 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
centers. The distance from each block group to the closest employment center is then used as an independent variable In the model,




Table 1. Independent and dependent variables in the transportation cost model

Independent variahie Source Purpose

Households per Census 2000 Provides a measure of density, which

Househelds per total acre

s e e e irfiuences auto ownership and use
Censys 2000 : Provides a measure of density, which
.ifluences auto ownership and use

) Average i;k;ck size in acres Census/ TIGERAine® Black size contributes to walkability of the ares, whicﬁ mﬂu )
i s s s i e . . ences auto ownership, auto use, and transit yse
TFa!!sltConﬂeCUVﬂ:}f Index* CTOD national dabase: FTA {995 Avaifability and extert of transit influences
bus routes database, local transit transit use
_Agencies
Census Transportation Flanning
Package (CTPRY2000  _  __ _owneshipandautouse
Jobs and focations, CTPP 2000 Number of nearby jobs influences
.. probability of working at the nearby employment center
Service jobs in the CTPP 2000 Nearby services within walking distance inﬂuenc;sm;;a-:; ;.15&. and
. .ownership as well as transit availabiliey and wse

Distance to employment Distance to nearby jobs influences auto
L
Job density: number of jobs
persquaremile
Access to amenities

Censws2000 ~  lnofluences aute ownershipanduse

.. Household size . Census 2000
_ Depe Sewrce . U
Aute owpership Modeled-fror independent household To determine the number of autos a
{vehicles per househeld) and iocal environment variables household owns and the associated
e e .. Swnershipeosts
o A,jwuse S Modeled using the 2001 NHTS To deiermine the nurmber of mites 2
{annual miles driven per reported YMT fitted 1o the household drives each vehicle and
_household) independencvariables =~ ctheassochtedusagecoss
Transit Rides per day Modeled from independent household To determine the number of transig
ment variables ot e o Tides per day per bousehold,

*Fhe Transit Conmectivity indax {TCI) i o meosured develaped by Center for Neighborhood Techrology using bus ond train system route ond service doto to estimate the quality of transit in BraXime-
ity-ta a census tract by measuring the frequency and locatior: of the bus und troin routes end troin stotions. Bus stops ore not currently paret of the TCH owing 1o the lack of readily avalable and
consistent data at the pational Jevel. A kigh TE) score represents frequent and extensive tronsit in relatios: 1o other Jocations within that region. The cotegories in Minneapolis are >0-600 Low, 660-

2700 Mediam, and >2700 High,
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Endnotes

i.  Creating the mode! relies on complete data sets for 2 particular erea; the model can be created in any city with

data on the transit routes and their service frequencies.

2. Several researchers have shown the relation between the built environment and transportation use and costs,
including the following studies. Scout Bernstein, Carrie Makarewicz, and Kevin McCarty, “Driven to Spend:
Pumping Dellars Out of Our Households and Communities” (Washington: Center for Neighborhood Technology
and Surface Transportation Policy Project, 2005). See httpi/fwww.transact.org. John C. Dernbach and Scott Bemn-
stein, “Pursuing Sustainable Communities: Looking Back, Looking Forward,” Urban Lawyer 35 {495} (Summer
2003). John Holizclaw, Robert Clear, Hank Dittmar, David Goldstein, and Peter Haas, “Location Efficiency:
Neighborhood and Socie-Ecoremic Characteristics Determine Auto Ownership and Use—Studies in Chicago,
Los Angeles, and San Francisce,” Transportation Planning and Technology 25(1) (2002): 1-27, available online
at www.tandf.co.ukfiournais/online/0308-1060.html. John Holtzclaw, "Using Residential Patterns and Transit to
Decrease Auto Dependence and Costs, * journal of the Transportation Research Board Record 1803 {2002):

D.B. Hess and P. M. Ong, "Traditional Neighbortioods and Automobile Ownership,” Journal of the Transportation
Research Board Record 1805 {2002): 35-44. Natoral Resources Defense Council, San Franciseo, and California
Home Energy Efficiency Rating Systems, Costa Mesa, California, 1994, Peter Newman and Jeffrey Kenworthy,
Cities and Automobile Dependence: An International Sourcebook (Aldershot, UK: Gower Publishing, 1989). Gary
Pivo, Paul Hess, and Abhay Thatte, “Land Use Trends Affecting Aute Dependence in Washington's Metropolitan
Areas, 1970-1990" {WA-RD 380.1) (Olympia: Washingion State Department of Transportation, 1995). Charles
Romanoff, “Public Transit: The Vision for 2020" {Chicago: Center for Neighborhood Technology, 1990).

3. Walkability is measured in the Affordability Index model by the average census block size. Block sizes are meas-
. ured by the Census in acres. Smalier block sizes are an indication of streets on a grid that likely have sidewslks
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,  Heltzclaw et al.. “Location Efficiency.”

5, For a complete description of the model's development and methodology, see the Reconnecting America website,

www.reconnectingamerica.org.

&  For the sample households, wage Jevels and occupations are based on the wages and occupstions cited in “Pay-
check to Paycheck,” (Washington: Center for Housing Policy, 2001}, and Bureau of Labor Statistics median wages
for Minneapolis-5t. 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 sizes reported in 2001 Consumer Expen-

diture Survey of the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

~I

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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For More Information
The Housing and Transportation Affordability Index is designed for use in more than

42 cities in the United States.

See www.brookings.edu/metre/umi.htm or www.ent.org or
www.reconnectingamerica.org.
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Living Cities: The National Community Development Initiative is the founding
funder for the Urban Markets Initiative. Living Cities is a partnership of leading
foundations, financial institutions, nonprofit organizations, and the federal government
committed to improving the vitality of cities and urban communities.
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ajms to improve the quality of the information available on urban communities and use it to

unleash the full power of those markets while connecting them to the economic mainstream.
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the Urban Markets Initiative at www.brookings.edu/metro/umi/pilotprojects.htm
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ORDINANCE

CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONGLULY BiLL (2008
i

HONOLULU, HAWAII
(COUNCIL)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

TO AMEND CHAPTER 21, REVISED ORDINANCES CF HONOLULU 1890, 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 Honolulw:

SECTION 1. Purpose. The purpose of this ordinance is 1o facilitate the
infegration of transit services with certain new developments on Oahu. This is to make
housing choices mare affordable, encourage utilizafion of the city’s mass fransportation
system, and protect open space.

SECTION 2. Chapter 21, Article 5, Revised Ordinances of Honoluju 1880, 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-Tamily dwellings.

Within AMA-1., AMX-2. AMX-3. BMX-3 and BMX-4 districts. mulfi-family
dwellings shall be deemed to be transit-oriented multi-family dwellings when thev are
iocated within one guarter mile of a maior transit route. Major transit routes shall be
designaied by the director of tfransportation services by rules adopied pursuant to HRS
Chapter 81 and represent permanent links with the highest levels of service in the city's
public transit sysiem wherein large numbers of passengers are carried and public fransit
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 io read as follows:
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ORDINANCE

CITY COUNCIL

Y COUNTY OF HONOLU
CITY AND COUN ONOLULU BILL (2008

HONOLULU, HAWAIL

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

“Yable 21-6.1
Off-street Parking Requirements

i j : . 2
i Use I Requirement

?gAgricultural products processing {major or i1 per 1,500 square feet i
{minor); animal products processing: ; |
[lcentratized bulk collection, storage and ‘
-distmbuﬂon of agriculiural products io
‘wholesale and retail markets; sale and service |
uof machinery used in agricultural proguction; |
Jsawmills; and storage and sale of seed, feed.
j‘;erki izer and other products essential io
1agn{:uiturai production.

!‘ it
?A%\_HMALS __ J "_

IKennels, commerciat - i 1 _per 400 square feet, but no less than 4

;COMMERCE AND Busm _Jm o
T ———
Automotwe and boat parls and services, bhul 11 per 400 square feet
mot storage and repair; automobile and boat '
sales and rentals; catering esfablishments, |
\dance or music schools; financial institutions; |
incme improvement centers, taboratories
i{medical or research); medicat clinics; offices,
jother than herein specified; personal servicss;
iphotographic processing; photography
istudios; plant nurseries; retail establishments |
-other than herein specified; and veterinary '
|estabhshmen?== . o

lieys

rvices ) E 1 _per S0C square feet

[
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;Ccnvemence stores; and saies: food and
igrogery stores {including neighborhood
mm

QDrwe -thry facilities (window ot rmachine) 5 stacking spaces

{
%E ating and drinking establishments {including 2«1 per 300 sguars feet, provided the tola! floer area of

ibars, nighiclubs, laverns, cabarets, and dance;ia%i eating and drinking establishments comprises 50

h s} percent of more of the floor area deveioped on the :
zoning lot, Otherwise, 1 per 400 sguare feef, mc%udmg '
‘ ________ N putdoor dining areas.

iwmw by

Mmats cleaners: coinoperated 1 per2washing machines

EESaies: appliance, household and office 1 per 800 square fest

'ifurnsture machinery; and plumbing and

1 per 2,000 square feet

11 per 300 square feel

i1 for each 4 skaters of the rink's maximum capagity or &
g i1 per 1,500 square feet of skating surface, whichever
]_ lis greater. i

iConsulates ‘%1 per dwelling or lodging unit, plus 1 per 400 square |
o _ f«fec! of office floor area, but notlessthan &

2 per unit plus 1 per 1,000 square feet over 2,500 ,
are feet (excéudmg carport of garage) i

[ ]
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ise

Reguire

ment?

Dwellings, multifamily,_except transit-orienied

Floor Area of Dwelling or
Lodging Units
!

Required Parking per
Unit

600 sq. ft. or less

1

More than 800 but less 1.5
than 800 sq. ft.
800 sq. fi. and over 2

iPlus 1 guest parking stall pe

r 10 units for all proiecis

Dwellings, ransi-orienied multi-family

Floor Area of Dweiling or

Reguired Parking per

Lodging Units

Unit

fé(){} sqg. ft or less

|

i

[More than 800 but less than

.y

1800 sq. ft.

i
§
%

]8_(}0 sq. ft._and over

i

Hotels: dwelling units

1 per unit

Hotels! lodging units; and lodging units

0.75 per unit

INDUSTRIAL

Food manufacturing and processing; freight
movers, heavy eguipment sales and rentals;
linen suppliers; manufacturing, processing
and packaging {light or general); maritime-
related sales, construction, maintenance and
repairing, motion picture and television
studios; petroleumn processing; port facilities;
publishing plants for newspapers, bocks and
magazines, salvage, scrap and junk storage
and processing; storage yards, warshousing,
waste disposal and processing,; and
wholesale and retail establishments dealing
orimarily i bulk materials delivered by oric
ship, or by ship and truck in combination

1 per 1,500 square fest

Repair establishments. major

11 per 300 sguare Tesl
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Use' Requirement’
Repair establishments, minor 1 per 560 square feet
Wholesafing and distribution 1 per 1,000 square fest
QUTBOOR RECREATION 1
Boat launching ramps 10 per launching ramp
Solf driving ranges 2 pertee stall
Marinas 1 per 2 moorage stalls
Recreation facilities, cutdoor and indoor, 1 per 200 square feel, plus 3 per courd, e.g.,
involving swimming poois and sporis played  jjracguethall, tennis or similar

on courts

SOCIAL AND CIVIC SERVICE

Art gaiteries, mussums and libraries 1 per 400 square faetl

Auditoriums, funeral homes/mortuaries, 1 per 75 square feei of assembly area or 1 per 5 fixed
meeting facilities, sports grenas, and thealers iseals, whichever is greater

Day-care facilities 1 for each 10 care recipients of design capacity

Scheols: elementary and intermediate 1 for each 20 students of design capacitly, plus 1 per
400 square feet of office floor space

Schools: high, language, vocational, 1 for each 10 studenis of design capacity, plus 1 per
business, technical, and trade; business 400 square feet of office floor space
colleges

TRANSPORTATION AND PARKING

Automobile service stations 3 per repair stall
Car washing, mechanized 10 standing spaces for wailing venicles for each car
wash rack
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use' Requirement z

UTILITIES AND COMMUNICATIONS

Broadcasting stations It per 400 square feet

PARKING TO BE DETERMINED BY THE As determined by the director
DIRECTOR

Agriculture - aquaculture; composting {major
or minor); crop production; forestry; and
roadside stands.

Animals - game preserves; livesiock grazing,
ivestock production {rmajor or minor):
livestock vetarinary services; and zoos.
Commerce and business - amusement and
recreation facilities, indoor and outdoer; home
occupations; plant nurseries; and trade or
convention centers.

Dwelings and lodgings - group living
facilities.

industrial - base yards; explosive and toxic
chemical manufaciuring, storage and
distribution; and resource extraction.
Cutdoor recreation - amusement faciiities,
outdoor {motorized and not motorized);
botanical gardens,; golf courses; recreation
facilifies, outdeor and indoor, other than as
herein specified; and marina facilities,

Social and civic service - cameteries and
coiumbaria; hospitals; prisons; public uses
and struciures; universities and colieges.
Transportation and parking - airports;
hehports; helistops; and truck terminals.
Utilities and communications - )
broadcasting antennas; receive-only i
anfennas; utility installations (Type A or B);
and wind machines.

Miscelianeous - All other uses not herein

ispecified

fMotes:

1. Whers & proposed dse is nol specilically isted above. or it falls under more than ong use listed above, the director will review the proposes
use and, based on the characieristics of the use, determing its equivalent and applicable off-street parking and loading requirements

2. All references o square feetrefer to floor atea.

3. Parking standards for individua! uses shall prevail i they are not pant of & commercial use that meets the delinitiors of “shopping center.”™
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SECTION 4. New ordinance materigl is underscored. When revising, compiling,
or printing this ordinance for inclusion in the Revised Ordinances of Honoluly, the
revisor of ordinances need not include the underscoring.

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

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawail Counciimembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Corporaticn Counsel

APPROVED this day of , 20

MUFI HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honeluiu

!
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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 {0 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 Honoluly 1990 is amended
i read as follows:

“Sec. 21-6.30 iMethod of determining number,

{a)  To determine the required number of ofi-street parking spaces, floor area shall
be as defined in Aricie 10 of this chapter, except that for the purposes of this
section, basement fioor area shall be included as floor area for parking purposes
when it is devoted to uses having a parking requirement specified in Tables
21-8.1, 21-6.2 and 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.

{dy  All required parking spaces shall be standard-sized parking spaces, except that
duplex units, detached dwellings and muitifamily dwellings may have up to 5C
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 incidenial or accessory {o a principai
use, the total number of spaces shall be determined on the basis of the parking
requirements of the principal use(s).

1 D-84
0OCS/012105/04:00/CT2
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{g)  Parking requirements for conversion or deveiopment 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.

{3y  This subsection shall not apply so long as the structure continues in hotel
use.

{h) For zoning lots in the business and business mixed use zoning districts . when
an entire zoning iot is_iocated within one guarer mile of & transit center, the
off-streetf parking requirernenis 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 depariment of
iransporiation services as a transit center. A transit center is a facility that functions as
a hub location for circulator, express or local bus service 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 Honoluly, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed materials, or the underscoring.
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SECTICN 5. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE Or 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

(OCS/012105/c)



ORDINANCE

CITY COUNCIL

Y )
CITY AND COUNTY OF BONOLULY BiLL §26%8%

HONOLULU, HAWAT
{councIL)

A BILL FOR AN ORDINANCE

RELATING TO PERMITTING HOTELS NEAR TRANSIT CENTERS.

BE IT CRDAINED 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 fransit 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
io read as follows:




“TABLE 21.3
MASTER USE TABLE

In fhm avent of any conflicr between the text of Tis Chaptar and the foliowing 1atle, he 1ex of the Chapter shall contrel. The foliowing tatie is nol intended 1o cover She Waikiki Speciat Districl) please refer to Table 21-8.6(A)

KEX: AG = Specie! accessory use subject 1o standards in Article 4
Cm = Corvitional Use Permilaminer subject 1o standards in Article 5, n pubtic hearing requiras {see itk 2 for exceplions)
G = Congiional Use Permit-maior suliject to standards in Articte 5 pubiie hearing requirsd
= = Permitted use
Pl = Parmitied use subject to standards in Anticle 5
PRI = Plan Review Use
ZONING DISTRICTS
; USES 0
! Moty Centain usas are defined in Artisle 19} o
e |
e Bl el 2l 2 3
AR NE N EE D R - S SR A NI
DWELLINGS AND LODGINGS
carding faclitios =} ] (=3 = s <3 e o
Consulies P A i i I P i laf P i F‘ ad F
Cuptex uriis iid [ P I P P lad P I
Dwetings, owner's of carelaker's agtessory lAc Ac s Ao A An A
Drwetlings fot cemetary caretahers IAS 3
Dwellings detached, one-family i P i P i P I P s F I
Owellings detached, two-family £ o i i b I P L P
Owelings, mulifanmily " P P P F 1 i Pt B .
I arm ehvellings e e
Geaug fiving faciiities C C G C 1 i C C C C = C Cra
Guast houses (R-20 onlyy AL
Hotaly P Gm Cm ¥ Gm |G Cm
Roomers/fonming A P IAs
Special heeds housing for the etderly C C C C C C G c
Tirhe sharing o Fic P
Transient vazation units . i Lid
acalion cabins m
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SECTION 3. Section 21-5.360, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu 1980, as
amended, is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 21-5.360 Hoiels.
{a) [Holels] Except as otherwise permitted in subsection (b), hotels shall be

permitied in the [-2 intensive industrial district and IMX-1 industrial-commercial
mixed use district provided.

[(a)](1) 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
airiines, having regularly scheduled fiights. For Honolulu International Airport,
the principal entrance shall be the intersection of Paiea Street and Nimitz
Highway.

I{;](2) They have frontage on a major or secondary sireet or highway.

[(c}](3) They have a minimum lot area of 15,000 s'quare feet and minimum lot
width of 70 feet.

[{d)]{4) The maximum floor area ratio shall be 2.0

[(e)l(5) Parking requirements of at least one space per two lodging or dwelling
units shall be provided.

[(H1(8) Front yards shall have a minimum depth of 10 feet, and except for
necessary driveways, shall be maintained in landscaping.

H{@)I(7) Signs shall conform to the sign [requirements] regulations applicable
within the B-2 community business district [reguiations].

{b) Hotels shall be permilted in the B-2 community business district, BMX-3
community business mixed use district. -1 limited industrial district, -2 intensive
industrial district, and IMX-1 indusirial-commercial mixed use district provided:

{1 They are within one mile of a major transit center.

{23 Parking requiremenis of ai least one space per two lodaing or dwelling
ynits shaill be provided.
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{3} Sians shall conform 1o the sign requiremenis applicable within the B-2
community business district requiations,

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:

“Waior transit center means a facility so designaled by the department of
ransporiation services that functions as a principal hub for the city's public transit
svstem. whether service is by bus, rail, or ferry.”

SECTICON 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 Haonoulu, the revisor of ordinances need not include the
brackets, the bracketed material or the underscoring.
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SECTION 6. This ordinance shall take effect upon its approval.

INTRODUCED BY:

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

Honolulu, Hawsii Councilmembers

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

Deputy Corporation Counsel

APPROVED this day of , 20

MUF! HANNEMANN, Mayor
City and County of Honolulu






