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Chairman Stephenson called the meeting to order at 5:06 p.m.  All Committee members were present except Mr. Gaylord, whose arrival is noted later in these minutes.  Councilor Stagner led the assembly in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Item #11-10 – Unified Development Ordinance Topics (Adequate Public Facilities – Multimodal LOS)
The following information was contained in the agenda packet:
During the April 3, 2012 City Council meeting, Councilor Stephenson presented three Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) related topics to the full Council, requesting that the Council address these through separate discussion and workshops while the Planning Commission continues the UDO review and develops recommendations to the City Council.  The topics are:
1) Adequate Public Facilities
2) Implementation of Comprehensive Plan Policies (Affordable Housing)
3) Case Studies
At the November 14th meeting, the Comprehensive Planning Committee will continue discussion regarding the first topic, Adequate Public Facilities.  The focus of this discussion will be related to multimodal transportation level of service

Chairman Stephenson stated staff did additional research on best practices in other cities.  This item is tied into another item the Committee is holding on the agenda (#09-26 – Traffic Impact Analysis – Glenwood Avenue/Lead Mine Road Intersection).
MR. GAYLORD ARRIVED AT 5:08 P.M.

Transportation Planning Manager Eric Lamb pointed out the staff report in the agenda packet regarding the research staff conducted with peer cities regarding a multimodal level of service (MMLOS).  Staff had looked for similar programs whether exactions or a fee-based system.  There was not a lot out there.  Programs in Florida and on the West Coast would have limited to use here because of the way those states dictate land use laws.  Senior Transportation Planner Gerald Daniel, Sr. expounded on his packet memorandum below.
SUBJECT:
Multimodal Level of Service Peer City Review

We have conducted an outreach to peer cities to determine the use of multimodal metrics and level/quality of service tools with respect to new development and fee systems.  Here is a breakdown of feedback we received from staff in several of these cities.

City of Jacksonville. FL

(
The City developed a Mobility Plan to establish existing conditions and assess the future conditions of the City's multimodal transportation system including automobile/truck, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

(
Quality LOS (Q/LOS) analysis was conducted using the standard methods in the 2009 Florida DOT Q/LOS handbook.

(
The City designated multiple "Development Areas" and each area is part of a specific "Mobility Zone."

(
The development review process includes an assessment of potential development to determine impacts on multimodal facilities and impact/mobility fee amounts are calculated.  The mobility fee is calculated by multiplying the Cost of Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) ($24.31) x VMT per Development Area Mobility Zone Factor X Project Daily Trip Generation (Trip Generation, 8th Edition, ITE).  For example: VMT for Suburban Development Area in a particular Mobility Zone is 10.28.
(
A moratorium was placed on implementation of the plan through October 2012 to incite growth in Downtown, brownfield and urban infield areas.  As a result, implementation of the plan via fee collection for MMLOS improvements has not faced the litmus test of developer resistance.

City of Bellingham, WA
(
The City developed a MMI.OS plan and analysis procedures to determine impacts to multimodal facilities as an alternative to the traditional method of measuring impacts to roadway facilities.
(
This process was funded by council once it was explained that the newly adopted 2030 comprehensive plan included conflicting land use, economic development and transportation policies.  Economic development could not occur in downtown, transitioning and suburban areas due to the lack of roadway capacity.
(
Developers are pleased with the MMLOS requirements because the impact fees associated are generally lower than roadway impact fees.  The MMLOS fees are a substitute for roadway impact fees normally assessed as a result of concurrency analysis.  They are not collected in addition to roadway impact fees.  As a result, no resistance by developers to the MMLOS impact fee requirement has been experienced.
City of Memphis, TN
(
TDOT assisted the City with the development of a strategic plan for sidewalks and bikeways using the FHWA Bicycle Compatibility Index tool to determine the suitability of streets with bicycle travel.
(
The city requires adequate facilities/development taxes to be paid by the developer.  These funds can be directed into the General Fund, and they are not earmarked for road improvements.  The city is currently spending around $40 million per year from the general fund to sustain improvements to Tier 1 sidewalks and bikeways projects identified in the plan.
(
The city is currently exploring a "transportation user fee" similar to the utility user fees implemented in Austin, TX to supplant the existing revenue source for such improvements.
City of Orlando, FL
(
Similar to Jacksonville, the City developed a MMLOS plan to establish existing conditions and assess the future conditions of the City's multimodal transportation system that evaluates automobile/truck and transit.  City Code requires all new development or redevelopment to include sidewalks along the property's frontages.
(
An impact fee assessed to a developer is discounted if the proposed development is located in a multimodal location.  These locations are designated for downtown or around existing transit facilities.
(
The city is considering the adoption of a "mobility fee" to replace their current transportation impact fee.  The mobility fee will be calculated based an improvement-driven methodology, which is calculated based on how much the city plans to spend on roads, sidewalks, bike trails and other transit costs over a 20 year period.  Orlando would like to set the new mobility fee at 60% of the existing impact fee rate in order to stimulate economic development.
City of Seattle, WA
(
The City developed a multimodal impact fee using the "Voluntary Agreement" provision in the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
(
The regional demand model was used to determine person-trips by mode generated by a proposed development.  The total dollar amount needed to provide facilities for each mode is divided by the total number of person trips to determine a cost per person trip.  The cost per person trip is multiplied by the total number of person trips to establish the fee.
(
The city has not experienced the anticipated level of success in convincing developers to undergo a "voluntary" MMLOS review process.  Developers have preferred to stick with the more traditional, detailed SEPA review that is grounded in more conventional methodologies (e.g., ITE Trip Generation) used to determine impact fees for streets and roads.
City of Austin, TX
(
The City developed a Walkable Communities Plan that identifies sidewalk connectivity deficiencies and prioritizes sidewalk improvements/new construction by tier.  The tier designation for a sidewalk is based on the level of connectivity it would provide to different regions in the city (example – local tier (within a neighborhood), regional tier (between neighborhoods, etc.)
(
Although the State of Texas authorizes the collection of impact fees for water, wastewater, stormwater and roadway improvements, the city currently collects impact fees for water and wastewater and does not require developers to pay for transportation improvements.
City of Charlotte. NC
(
The City has no MMLOS system in place, but utilizes the conditional use zoning process to negotiate offsite multimodal infrastructure improvements.

We also contacted staff from Indianapolis, IN, Louisville, KY; and Columbus, OH and determined that these cities are not currently utilizing any form of MMLOS analysis or fee system in their development process.

If you have additional questions about this item, please advise.

Chairman Stephenson said it is encouraging that Raleigh is not alone in trying to come up with a metric for deciding how to pay for transportation modes other than bicycle, pedestrian and transit.  It seems that in most of these cases the cities have more flexibility with impact fees than Raleigh.  Senior Planner Daniel explained the state legislatures for these cities allow the establishment of transportation concurrency exception areas.  Once a city demonstrates in its comprehensive plan and to the state's Department of Transportation that certain concurrency policies are conflicting with urban infill and economic development, and the city has developed a plan to address that issue when the times comes, the city can basically allow development on those areas as long as there is some sort of road capacity in place.  Then the city can focus on developing some sort of MMLOS fee to exact from developers to focus on non-roadway improvements in those areas.  Instead of creating transportation concurrency exceptions areas, Seattle tried to take advantage of the voluntary agreement clause in the state's Environmental Protection Act.  The city wanted to make approval under the MMLOS fee process more attractive than the traditional process of using the concurrency roadway based fee.  So far, there has been mixed reaction to that.  Developers are a little worried about the methodology and studies Seattle used to come up with its MMLOS metrics, and they are more comfortable with the traditional approach.
Chairman Stephen found it interesting that Memphis is exploring a transportation user fee similar to a utility user fee.  Senior Planner Daniel responded it goes into a general fund and development fees are not always used for roadway improvements.  Chairman Stephenson noted Raleigh's impact fees for thoroughfares are restricted to improvements.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb explained as long as an infrastructure investment is being made, such as a road widening, other accoutrements such as bicycle lanes, sidewalks, lights, etc. can be built into that project.  The fees could not be used to build just a bicycle lane or just a sidewalk on their own because our impact fees are based on capacity.  Lane miles of capacity for development determine the fee.  Chairman Stephenson commented that without an alternative transit system on the ground to make improvements to, it is difficult to make exchanges or tradeoffs.  He hopes this leads us in a constructive direction to come up with ideas to use going forward.  Mr. Lamb replied he is not sure this research has led us in that direction.  However, it has led him to believe that tax increment financing (TIF) is the better tool.  That legislation is already in place.  The idea is how the City can utilize income from new development to pay for multimodal improvements, including bicycle, pedestrian and transit, with transit being the most expensive of the three and requiring the most investment.  With TIF, the scale of development on the ground can be tied to transit infrastructure, i.e., level of density that would not have occurred if it was not for the transit.  Staff has mentioned before during the adequate public facilities (APF) discussion that it is meant to be a limiting factor to a certain extent in terms of development; we discuss APF in terms of capacity.

Mr. Gaylord asked if Mr. Lamb is suggesting devising a policy for standardized TIF allocation based on multimodal access so that Raleigh can provide the discounts other cities are providing but through a different mechanism, TIF, that is tied to multimodal access.  Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said staff can look at the discounts as they relate to impact fees and consumption of capacity.  A transit-oriented development will generate less traffic than a non-transit-oriented development.  If the City can establish a rationale for providing a discount, it can look at discounting impact fees specifically.  Brief discussion ensued regarding TIF.
Deputy Planning Director Ken Bowers noted the thoroughfare fee was based on the 2005 Duncan Associates nexus study which calculated the cost of eating up capacity and translated that to a fee.  The City of Raleigh charges 60% of the maximum, which is less than what the study justified.  As part of the study, Duncan Associates did not look at transit oriented development locations.  They looked at Downtown Raleigh and calculated a reduced thoroughfare fees for downtown based on different travel demand.  That fee was not implemented, and a policy decision was made to have a uniform fee.  If Council wants to do something beyond that, such as a fee reduction for development based on location or type, another nexus study would have to be performed and tied to some sort of credible literature on trip generation characteristics of projects, either at that location or for that type.  Such a study is very complex and would probably cost a few hundred thousand dollars.  Mr. Bowers also pointed out the APF section contains a policy of not allowing development to reach a scale where it goes past capacity and tips an intersection's LOS over from E to F.  Ironically, the intersections where transit is being proposed, such as downtown, do not have problems.  The problem intersections are at places like Crabtree Valley.  With regard to TIF or a reduction in taxes for certain things, the Deputy Planning Director stated tax abatement is not legal.  He verified that with the Deputy City Attorney.  Mr. Bowers provided an example of how TIF would work and said it can be done through the current law on the books, or through synthetic accounting means at City level.
Transportation Planning Manager Lamb said staff has been working on updating the impact fee system and will bring recommendations to the City Council next year.  They have not gone into discount areas due to the current policy of leaving the fee the same across the board, but can obtain the data and run the numbers to see what it would be.  He believes there was a 28% reduction in the impact fee cost downtown according to the Duncan study.
Brief discussion continued.  Without objection, Chairman Stephenson stated this item would be held in Committee.
Item #11-21 – Unified Development Ordinance – Backyard Cottages

The following information was contained in the agenda packet:

The Backyard Cottage proposal was referred to the Comprehensive Planning Committee from the City Council's Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) work shop during its review of Chapter 2, Residential Districts.  This is the first discussion by the Committee on the Backyard Cottage proposal.  Staff will provide a presentation on the proposed regulations and some general case study analysis.

The following memorandum from Development Services Manager Christine Darges was also in the agenda packet

SUBJECT:  Case Studies for Backyard Cottages

Background

The backyard cottage is an example of a housing option that is intended to create new housing units while respecting the scale of single family dwellings.  They are also intended to increase the housing stock of existing neighborhoods while using existing infrastructure; respecting building scale, placement and height of structures; and allowing the use of common space on a lot such as yards and driveways.

In addition, these types of units provide a means for residents, such as single parents and seniors to remain in their homes and neighborhoods, as well as offering affordability, accessibility and options for family care.  The residential development options proposed in the UDO are in response to the housing policies and goals identified in the City's Comprehensive Plan and the public comments received during the 2011 summer draft review of the UDO.

Backyard cottages are one of two types of accessory dwellings contained in the draft UDO.  They are detached structures located behind a primary residence, while accessory dwellings are attached to the primary residence.  In either case, only one type per lot is permitted.  The following standards apply to backyard cottages:

(
 Lot specifications
(
Building types
(
Building size

(
Building placement

(
Building height
(
Parking
(
Limited occupancy

Results of Case Studies

Six sample areas were selected that represent a cross section of lot sizes and block configurations in established residential areas.

1.
Brentwood

2.
Five Points

3.
Drewry Hills

4.
Mordecai

5.
NC State University (north of Hillsborough Street)

6.
Southwest Raleigh (Garland Drive/Kent Road)

The evaluation of lot eligibility was based on the possibility of establishing a buildable area in the rear yard that could meet required setbacks and the building separation requirement between the primary dwelling and the proposed cottage.  Existing detached structures were also evaluated for convertibility based on setbacks only.  Additional considerations included the ability to provide access and on site parking either in the rear or front yard.  In some case where parking could only be located in the front yard, the limitations on what percentage of parking could be allowed in the front yard prevented some units from being eligible.

Across the six areas, the percentage of lots that appeared eligible, based on what was evaluated, ranged from 39% to 66%.  The average percentage was 57.5%

Additional constraints that would result in lowering the percentage of eligibility that were not evaluated, included existing vegetation or trees, existing easements, rear yard access, utility availability and topography.

Maps with more detail of these six areas will be provided at the Committee meeting.

Development Services Manager Darges presented this item, stating backyard cottages (BYCs) are part of the overall accessory dwelling unit (ADU) concept contained in the UDO.  She offered a PowerPoint presentation containing the following information.

Backyard Cottages

(
Detached structures on a lot with a single family dwelling

(
Located behind the primary structure

(
Applicable standards


(
Lot size


(
Building placement/setbacks


(
Building separation


(
Building height


(
Parking


(
Limited occupancy


(
Limited size

Slide of building setbacks chart as contained in UDO.  Eligibility is based on size of lot, not zoning district.  Building separations are larger on larger lots for contextual relationship, less on smaller lots.
Comprehensive Plan Housing Policies/Actions

Policy 2.8
Accessory Dwelling Units

(
Promote construction of accessory dwelling units above garages, "granny flats"

(
Provide affordable/workforce housing

(
Accommodate future citywide residential demand

Action 2.9
Accessory Dwelling Unit Standards
(
Revised development regulations (UDO) should examine and expand number of zoning districts where accessory dwellings are permitted
Case Study Areas

These areas represent the spectrum of lot sizes.

(
Brentwood

(
Five Points

(
Drewry Hills

(
Mordecai

(
NC State University (north of Hillsborough Street)

(
Southwest Raleigh (Garland Drive/Kent Road)
Slides of Maps
Showed eligible lots at the above locations where backyard cottages might be developed.  A total of 946 parcels were selected to be evaluated.  Of those, approximately 543 (57.4%) were evaluated as possibly eligible and 403 (42.6%) were evaluated as ineligible.  A tiering approach was used.  If things that are more obvious than others as one looks at each lot, such as building separation or the creation of a buildable area in the back of the lot, cannot be achieved, then it cannot move forward to the next steps.  There are easier things to evaluate with certainty than others, such as slope and vegetation that might cost a lot to remove.  The general feasibility of these lots was primarily based on the easy things that staff could most easily capture.  In larger lot areas, there was more variation on eligibility.  Staff was able to be more decisive on smaller lots.  Staff could not provide 100% verification that these lots could or could not be built with backyard cottages.
Brentwood

Eligible – 127; 66%

Ineligible – 64; 34%

Drewry Hills

Eligible – 88; 62%

Ineligible – 54; 38%

Five Points (South)

Eligible – 34; 34%

Ineligible – 67; 66%

Five Points contained the smallest lots.  The lots were narrow with small front yards, and eliminated a lot in terms of parking.

Mordecai (East)

Eligible – 122; 53%

Ineligible – 108; 47%

NC State University
Eligible – 110; 59%

Ineligible – 76; 41%

NCSU contained the broadest spectrum of lot sizes.
Southwest Raleigh

Eligible – 49; 60%

Ineligible – 33; 40%

Southwest Raleigh contained larger size parcels, some an acre or larger.
Chairman Stephenson said he put together a few of the major topics relative to backyard cottages from e-mails he received, both pro and con, and noted high and low standards for each.
Low standard


Element

High Standard
Not required


Owner occupancy
Required.  High level of accountability.
Erodable drive and

Parking

Non-erodable drive and parking front and

parking front and back



back yard

4 to 6



Unrelated residents
3 or less
No privacy/shading standards
Neighbor impacts
Privacy and shading standards
Building Code minimums
Design compatibility
Compatible with principal dwelling

Less than principal

Setbacks

Greater than/equal to principal





Enforcement





Ownership (condo?)





Applicability (attached/detached)

Bob Mulder, 3116 Ward Road, Raleigh, NC 27604-1524 – Mr. Mulder stated he is coming at this from four perspectives:  as a realtor; as an appraiser; as President of the Brentwood Neighborhood Association; and six years experience on the Planning Commission.  Brentwood is an affordable neighborhood, but many people equate that with undesirable.  As with all neighborhoods, one problem is that lower prices make the properties more attractive to investors.  He predicted that what will happen with BYCs is that there will be an incentive to build them, but they will not be built to the same quality as they would in Hayes Barton, for example.  Owners can build an attached granny flat in their backyards now.  Mr. Mulder thinks that applying the BYC rule is rezoning without the consent of property owners.  The UDO appears to urbanize the City overnight, and he does not think that is necessary.  Mr. Mulder said the biggest obstacle to BYCs is that main house does not have to be occupied by owner; that is totally ridiculous and needs to be changed.  If it is not changed, BYCs should not be allowed.  Brentwood has made too much progress for him to see his neighborhood ruined.
Mr. Gaylord asked him how detaching a unit would incentivize the building of BYCs.  Mr. Mulder replied what he has seen in his work is that with most attached units, the principal house remains owner-occupied and the owners would not rent to anyone who would disturb them.  With a detached unit, the owner is not there and it could result in real trouble for the neighborhood.  Additionally, a separate unit in the back of the house makes it more convenient for investors to rent it out.
Deputy City Attorney Ira Botvinick said he is unsure to what extent past experience can be used for guidance.  A court case on this issue just happened this year and the economy is not strong, so no one can predict that adoption of the BYC ordinance would result in more facilities being constructed.  The court case was heard in Wilmington, then by the North Carolina Court of Appeals, so it has statewide application.  Since the verdict was unanimous, the case was not heard by the North Carolina Supreme Court.  Unless and until the Supreme Court hears a similar case and makes a different ruling, the current ruling remains.  The City of Wilmington had a law like the City of Raleigh stating that units must be owner-occupied.  That provision was invalidated by the court for both detached and attached units.
Mr. Mulder said he does not have a problem with BYCs being built for new construction or a new development.  He does not think it should be spread out over the entire City as a huge experiment.  Chairman Stephenson noted the City Attorney had stated the City could adjust the number of unrelated residents.  Mr. Mulder replied that would be hard to enforce and he doesn't think it would be helpful, anyway.

Council Thomas Crowder read the following statement into the record:

Fellow Council Members:

While I agree BYCs in concept are noble, many residents and I have grave concerns regarding the unintended consequences that have not been fully discussed and vetted, which led to the ban of BYCs and rooming houses in Raleigh during the early 1970s. These units were banned due to the growing degradation of the quality of life in neighborhoods such as Boylan Heights, Cameron Park, Hayes Barton, Oakwood and University Park.  In the late sixties and early seventies, these Pre-World War II single-family neighborhoods were in decline and properties consumed by rental investors. Overcrowding and poor living conditions were leading to blight and deterrents to homeownership reinvestment in these communities.  It was the beginning of suburban sprawl and potential urban blight, except for numerous comprehensive efforts made by many dedicated residents to preserve these communities.  Otherwise, Raleigh's inside the Beltline would more closely resemble Atlanta or Richmond today, with the loss of many historic communities.  The comprehensive list of measures, which included our school diversity policies, is way too long to discuss at the moment, so I will keep my focus on the reasons why backyard cottages outlawed.

With that little bit of history, I want to first go over the perceived pros and cons of Backyard Cottages and Accessory Dwelling Units.

The pros, as perceived by many, are:

(
Increased density to thwart urban sprawl.

(
Affordable housing stock.

(
Income stream for property owners.

(
Living in place.

The cons, as perceived by many, are:

(
Increasing single-family lot density by 50% – four unrelated individuals in the primary residence and two unrelated individuals in the BYCs or accessory dwelling units.
(
Increased parking strains on single-family lots – front yards dominated by parking.
(
Reduced rear yard setbacks and loss of backyard privacy.
(
Abuses by rental investors and absentee landlords – poor design and construction quality and lack of property management and maintenance leading to decreased property values.

I would like to state I am a huge proponent and advocate of the pro-goals many believe BYCs and ADUs will accomplish.  However, for many reasons I do not believe BYCs and ADUs will accomplish them for the following reasons:

(
Decreasing Urban Sprawl:  Planning staff states BYCs in Portland (the model researched for this code) have only been implemented on 3% of the single-family properties in the City.  If Raleigh is to expect the same percentage, this will not deter sprawl.  Furthermore, if lower and moderate income at-risk communities lose their livability and appeal, this segment of our population who desires a single-family living environment will move out of the City.
(
Affordable Housing:  A 2007 study performed by a UNC Planning Masters Student indicates the results of NC nonprofits surveyed to determine the barriers and facilitators to developing affordable housing stock.  Rooming houses were found to be the next to last least effective means of providing affordable housing and BYCs were deemed the least effective.  I have attached a copy of the study’s executive summary for your review.  Furthermore, the most effective way to address affordability and help lower and moderate income citizens in Raleigh is furnishing a mix of housing units within and directly adjacent to mixed-use centers with transit options.  First, eliminating the need for a car allows for more income to go towards housing, food and clothing.  Secondly, proximity to these centers provides jobs and retail opportunities within close walking and biking distance.  Exiling these units into lower density suburban neighborhoods eliminates these opportunities.
(
While BYCs could furnish an income stream for lower and moderate income homeowners, they also can income generators for rental investors. Portland requires BYCs be located on owner-occupied lots.  This is for good reason.  Absentee landlords, particularly those whose market is single family properties, are disinvested from the neighborhoods they are located in.  Property management is often poor or non-existent.  Property maintenance in often poor and private sector rental investors are less likely to construct well designed high quality units.  Even if Raleigh enacted strict construction and material guidelines, they may not be long-lived. The legislature currently has a draft bill in a study committee which would prevent design standards for all NC properties zoned R-5 and less.  This is in response to eliminating high quality design standards communities such as Huntersville and Davidson, NC currently have in place.  Furthermore, due to a recent court case, North Carolina cannot restrict such units to owner occupied properties.
(
Living in Place:  The lack of BYCs or ADUs does not eliminate the opportunity to live in place, or provide accommodations for relatives to cohabitate, or accommodate in-house nursing or renters.  They do allow single family properties to turn into stand alone rental duplexes.

There are many wonderful examples of well-designed and well-constructed backyard cottages in magazines and other publications.  Unfortunately, Raleigh has a long history of not so wonderfully designed structures, most often located in our lower and moderate income communities.  While barriers to good design can be eliminated through legislation, design excellence unfortunately cannot be legislated.  We, the Council, therefore must consider all unintended consequences when considering development options and I hope you agree.  For that reason, along with Raleigh's past history on this subject, the negative impacts from BYCs far out weigh the benefits.
Charles Rodman, 3216 Burntwood Circle, Raleigh, NC 27610-5708 – Mr. Rodman is Vice Chair of the South CAC and is against detached BYCs.  There are already parking problems in his neighborhood.  At one house in his neighborhood, after one person moved in, so did six or seven others, and the owner did not know.  He is afraid BYCs would open up the neighborhood for more problems like this.  His is an older neighborhood in Southeast Raleigh that can be stressed out, and people are trying to maintain the decorum the neighborhood already has.
Wanda Urbanski, 1807 Sunset Drive, Raleigh, NC 27608-2451 – Ms. Urbanski moved to Raleigh from another part of the state two and a half years ago and purchased this property with her 88-year-old mother.  It has a small home in front and a backyard unit as well, and has been the best situation for them.  The property is grandfathered in; if the structure burns, they cannot rebuild.  They purchased the property because it is in a walkable community.  The progressive housing policies in the City of Raleigh drew her here.  She is an author and blogs for the American Library Association about green and simple living best practices.  Ms. Urbanski mentioned a book by Michael Litchfield titled In-Laws, Outlaws and Granny Flats, which mentions that for various financial and environmental reasons, this is the trend for denser development across the country.  She believes the country is moving toward a simpler, more sustainable future.  With financial crises, many people can use the additional income obtained by renting BYCs.  When her mother passes, she plans to rent the ADU for additional income to help offset her mortgage.  Mr. Urbanski supports ADUs in the new UDO and urges Council to support the grandfathering of existing units, if possible.
Linda Watson, 1421 Dellwood Drive, Raleigh, NC 27607-6716 – Ms. Watson authored the book Wildly Affordable Organic and is Chair of the Glenwood CAC.  She was disappointed her area was not chosen as one of the study areas, and thinks her neighborhood could have 88% BYCs.  She presented a petition with 157 names and read part of it into the record.  The full text is as follows:
This petition will be delivered to:  Raleigh City Council
Reject backyard cottages as defined in the proposed new UDO (zoning code)

by Linda Watson

The proposed new Unified Development Ordinance allows backyard cottages within 10 feet of the side and back lot lines in residential neighborhoods.  Although these cottages can be charming and useful when well-regulated and when part of a neighborhood plan, they will mean bye-bye backyards for Raleigh's existing green neighborhoods and are an invitation for abuse by absentee property owners.  Here's why:

(
Allowing backyard cottages can double the number of free-standing dwellings in an area, without zoning changes required.

(
North Carolina law does not allow cities to mandate on-site owner occupancy on a lot with a backyard cottage, gutting our ability to regulate these properly.  This will be especially problematic in neighborhoods with low-income or rental housing.
(
Four unrelated people will be allowed in the primary dwelling and two in the backyard cottage.  Many of these people will have sweethearts, cars, and pets, adding to the traffic and noise in neighborhoods.
(
Compared to the primary dwelling, backyard cottages can be built 20 fee closer to the rear property line in areas zoned R-1, R-2, and R-4 and 10 feet closer for R-6 and R-l 0.  (Note that R-number shows the number of units per acre).  This reduces the space between dwellings by 40 feet or 20 feet.
(
The UDO requires that the backyard cottages be at least 35 feet from the primary dwelling, encouraging placement along the back lot line where they most affect the backdoor neighbors.
(
Additional housing means increased water run off due to additional hardscape.  It can significantly change the views from nearby backyards and isolate the remaining trees in nearby lots, increasing the possibility of storm damage.
(
Backyard cottages can be tall.  The 15-foot wall height and 25-foot roof height is measured from the front, but may seem much taller to a downhill neighbor when seen from the lot line.  Flat roofs can have decks with 4-foot walls around them, topped with shade structures that rise to 37 feet.
(
Backyard cottages can be near.  Not only can they be built 10 feet or 20 feet closer to the rear lot line than primary dwellings, but their porches, balconies, outside staircases, AC units, and more can extend into that setback.
(
There is already a provision for an accessory apartment attached to the main dwelling which will provide many of the benefits of the backyard cottage, including private space for family members and rental income.  Accessory dwellings have to be built within the same setbacks as the primary dwelling, reducing their impact on a neighborhood.  If these cottages are indeed for Granny, why put her 35 feet away from the main house?

Ms. Watson also read into the record the following e-mail from former Council Member Mary Cates, who could not be present today.


We are living in a transient society and my experience has been that people move around.  When they do, they want to increase their property values before moving on.  Hence, if the Comprehensive Plan allows any resident to build a backyard cottage, you can bet that many leaving the neighborhood will do so.  Does adding a backyard cottage increase or decrease adjacent property values?  I would say decrease because they frequently cut out sun, cause more runoff, and add more congestion and noise.  My personal experience has been that when a neighbor added on to the back of their home, my garden was washed out and sunlight diminished, causing many plants to suffer.  This addition was not as big as a backyard cottage could be; hence, my property value and the character of my property was diminished, and I had to pay substantially to fix the stormwater problems.  I wholeheartedly agree with Ted Shear's comments which were in e-mails.  Stable neighborhoods can play a big part in keeping the inner city strong and desirable for those who live here and newcomers to Raleigh.  If we are able to compete with urban sprawl, we need to enhance, not diminish, the livability of these neighborhoods.  Let your main objective be to retain property values and enhance the characters of Raleigh's neighborhoods.
Ms. Watson suggested the City could compromise by allowing BYCs for new properties.
Josh Whiton, 412 Glascock Street, Raleigh, NC 27604-2043 – Mr. Whiton stated he is single, 32 years old, has no children, is financially stable, runs a local transportation technology company, is a technology entrepreneur, and is co-founder of the urban farm called Raleigh City Farm.  He wants to live in a small apartment above a garage.  Most houses in Raleigh feel too big and he does not want to live in a condo downtown.  He likes to go to bed early and he likes it quiet.  Mr. Whiton wants to build a cottage for himself in the backyard of a house lot he owns while renting the main house to a family with children.  When he decides to marry and have a family of his own, he will move to the big house and either rent the BYC or let his mother live in it.  This arrangement is flexible, sensible and appealing to people like him.  Four of his friends recently moved out of Raleigh to cities like San Francisco with more dynamic neighborhoods that are dense and have character.  Mr. Whiton said before he bought a house and learned about zoning, he thought most of the houses in Raleigh were boring because people lacked imagination.  He did not realize the houses were boring here because laws mandated that.

Chairman Stephenson thanked Mr. Whiton for his comments about moving to cities with well-maintained neighborhoods, and pointed out that San Francisco has some of the highest property values in the nation because the housing is high quality, and that was not by accident.  Mr. Whiton said he would be in favor of regulations that ensure BYCs are well-designed and that the concept is not abused.

Adam Chasen, 827 East Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC 27601-1631 – Mr. Chasen opposes BYCs.  He said he wanted to distill the problem down to the lowest problem – this is a design issue.  It is not a parking issue, not a privacy issue, and not an owner occupancy issue.  If an investor wishes to increase the rental possibility of a property, he can do that now under existing regulations.  Mr. Chasen is not eligible to build a BYC.  Some people are, and he would be happy if they did.  Mr. Chasen said if erodability is a parking issue, it can be addressed through legislation, but it is not relative to this issue.
Mack Paul, Esq., 3705 Shadybrook Drive, Raleigh, NC 27609-7025 – Mr. Paul is working with the UDO Technical Review Group but was not present today on the group's behalf.  He was asked to make a few comments today as former chair of the Wake County Democratic Party, because this issue came up a year ago when he was chair.  He has followed the issue and is personally supportive.  Mr. Paul stated this is an opportunity for the City of Raleigh to continue to be a leader nationally.  Most people agree this is a good concept, but it is important to have high standards.  He has heard people's concerns about existing neighborhoods and potential impacts.  While this needs to be looked at closely, the City may be hamstrung by North Carolina law right now.  The Urban Land Institute held its Annual Trends Conference yesterday, and there is a trend toward multi-generational living.  Mr. Paul hopes people on the two sides of this issue can come to an agreement.
Christina Block Terrell, 205 Woodburn Road, Raleigh, NC  27605-1618 – Ms. Terrell stated she has lived at this address for 40 years, since the summer of 1972.  While the ideal sounds wonderful, her neighborhood has seen too much of real, and this would pile on to that.  She read the following statement into the record:

The addition of accessory rental dwelling units on properties zoned single-family is the first step in breaking up and dividing a neighborhood; it essentially throws out the current zoning and the current limits on the number of residents allowed in a house; it opens the door to making a residential neighborhood into a commercial neighborhood.  The addition of accessory rental dwelling units to increase the property tax base would have the opposite effect; only the properties with the dwellings units would see increased property values; the property values on adjacent ones would decrease, along with their livability.  It would hit older neighborhoods especially hard.  It is an unwise suggestion.

Because the courts have now determined that such entitlements cannot be restricted to owner-occupied properties, the placing of rental accessory dwellings would seriously compromise the stability, the livability and the integrity of older neighborhoods with their small lots.  Conservation for and support of existing neighborhoods and their character should be the priorities.

Additional houses in the (already small) back yards of Cameron Park, Boylan Heights, Mordecai, and other older "packed" neighborhoods would mean no yards, no green space, additional cars to park, increased noise, and possible fire hazards.  The potential for abuse is huge; the main house AND the accessory house could be rentals.  The current zoning regulations restrict the occupancy of an R-6 unit to no more than four unrelated individuals. Four unrelated individuals plus two more in the rental accessory dwelling would be a 50% increase in the number of people on the lot, the number of cars, the number of trash cans, the number of recycling bins….. it's too much!

In Cameron Park, there are already grandfathered-in rooming houses.  We are all familiar with the problems caused by those properties with so many renters in such tight quarters. We surely do not need even more infill.  This proposal can only be describes as overfill.

Cameron Park, Boylan Heights, Mordecai, and other older Raleigh neighborhoods are already making much-needed contributions to a walking-friendly, good-use-of-space city.

This proposal to allow additional rental accessory dwellings has too much potential to create serious problems for Raleigh's older neighborhoods.  It needs to be abandoned, erased, and dropped from the table.

Mr. Gaylord asked if an additional unit, whether attached or detached, increases the density of zoning and therefore of the structures.  Deputy City Attorney Botvinick replied that density is a defined term and under the UDO, an additional unit would not increase density.
Mona Keech, 1226 Mordecai Drive, Raleigh, NC 27604-1343 – Ms. Keech has lived in the Mordecai area for over 35 years.  It is a stable neighborhood and there are many accessory dwelling units in the area.  In February, she and others from Mordecai appeared at a Council meeting in support of accessory dwelling units.  One of the speakers at that time, Mana Johnson, is 80+ years old and wants Council to support accessory dwelling units.  Ms. Johnson says it is unfair not to allow them for seniors who want to be independent, yet granny flats are allowed.  Ms. Keech said that at the February meeting, she submitted a petition in support of accessory dwelling units that had over 240 signatures which came from all over the City of Raleigh.  Ms. Johnson had a medical issue that prevented her attendance today, but Ms. Keech said she had sent Mr. Stephenson an e-mail.  Ms. Keech provided a copy to the Deputy Clerk.  The e-mail read as follows:
In 2012, I appeared before the City Council at a public hearing and spoke in favor of accessory dwelling units.  Affordable housing in Raleigh is extremely limited.  We must relax zoning restrictions to give a homeowner an opportunity to have an ADU on a single family lot.  This would provide increased housing where it is expensive.  Land to build on is scarce.  A unit can help a senior to live independently in their home and have a person or health care worker live in an accessory dwelling unit on their property to help look after them.  I recommend that you approve this zoning change included in the Comprehensive Plan for Raleigh.  Affordable housing should be a priority in your decision.
Akel Grantham, 805 East Hargett Street, Raleigh, NC 27601-1631 – Mr. Grantham does not have a car and uses mass transit.  He bought his house in August and lives there with his dog.  He planned to revitalize the house and build an accessory dwelling unit to live in.  However, he could not build an ADU and now has to restructure the house in order to live there.  Break-ins happen to his property.  The lot cattycorner to his backyard and one house over has been subdivided into three lots.  There is a small house of one story, another small house of one story, then a tall house that blocks everyone's shade.  Mr. Grantham asked if the City doesn't limit house height, why not have BYCs?  He would like the Council to approve ADUs, because it will help raise the value of his neighborhood.
Matthew Brown, 601 East Lane Street, Raleigh, NC 27601-1145 – Mr. Brown read the following statement into the record:
The Historic Oakwood neighborhood in Raleigh recently celebrated the 40thi anniversary of being saved from the wrecking ball, and the beginning of our preservation movement. In our celebrations, we recognized the help we had from the City Council 40 years ago. Part of that help was correcting our zoning from R-20 to R-10, to reflect our historic status as a neighborhood of single family homes on small lots.  Prior to this correction, in the l950s and l960s, absentee landlords had split most of our houses into two or more units, and treated them as cash cows rather than historic treasures.  By the 1970s we were a dilapidated slum, plagued with crime and slated for demolition for a freeway.  Many other Raleigh neighborhoods went through similar crises, and several neighborhoods were actually demolished.
But once Oakwood's zoning was corrected to R-l0, we began the slow and painstaking process of reclaiming and restoring our houses.  We have spent 40 years, millions of hours of labor and love, and millions of dollars, in doing so.  Oakwood has become a benefit to the City, paying high property taxes and attracting tourists and new residents.

Therefore, it is sad and disturbing that the City Council is considering a new zoning code that would make it easier for absentee landlords to turn our houses into rental duplexes, and place rental units in our back yards.  The proposed code allows houses to be divided into two units so long as they sit on 4,000 square feet, rather than the current 8,712 square feet (two-tenths of an acre), so long as one of the units is called an accessory apartment and is not larger than 700 square feet.  And the proposed code allows additional rental units to be built in our back yards.  These changes effectively take our zoning back to R-20.

The proposed changes are for the sake of increasing density.  Density is great; we are already a dense neighborhood.  But the proper way to increase density is not by dividing our houses into rental units, or by sticking rental units in our back yards.

And although this new zoning code will hurt Oakwood, it will hurt other neighborhoods far worse – single family neighborhoods that are now struggling with absentee landlords and dilapidation and crime.  Most newer neighborhoods have covenants prohibiting the division of houses into separate units, so the absentee landlords will concentrate on Raleigh's older neighborhoods.

In May of last year, the elected board of directors of the Society for the Preservation of Historic Oakwood unanimously voted to submit public comment registering our objection to these changes, and I submitted it.  Last week, the board of directors voted unanimously, except for one abstention, to deputize me to this meeting to again register our objection.

We hope that our City Council will respect our wishes, rather than the wishes of consultants from some other place, who have never lived in our neighborhood and don't know our history.  If someone wants the zoning changed in their neighborhood, we support them.  But we fought hard for our zoning, it has worked well for 40 years, and we would like to keep it.

Raleigh's neighborhoods are its greatest treasures.  Many of us have dedicated our lives to preserving these treasures, and the City Council has helped us along the way.  Please don't be the City Council that reverses these gains.  Our current zoning has been the foundation of our prosperity.  Please preserve it.  Please stand with Raleigh's neighborhoods, as the City Council did 40 years ago.

Ted Shear, 928 Ravenwood Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606-1636 – Mr. Shear stated he wanted to make three points.  He commended Chairman Stephenson's chart of elements and concurred there is a high standard and a low standard.  The high standard is that the property owner must live on-site.  All model cities that have held out for BYCs have this requirement.  The AARP has a model for BYCs and states it is key for the owner to live on-site.  Courts have upheld this requirement out west; it is only a problem in North Carolina.  Without similar ability to control people's behavior, there is a problem.  Design standards are high in these areas as well; the BYC must match the house.  Point 2 is the argument about density.  In the areas where BYCs are most successful, it is not about density.  In Portland, Oregon the total number of people that can reside in a BYC cannot exceed the number allowed by a single family household as defined in their code.  Point 3 is that the case studies of where this may or may not occur were based solely on lot size.  That was enlightening, but also misleading.  BYCs would probably not be allowed in historic neighborhoods but if they were, at least the Raleigh Historic Development Commission has rules about design standards.  The rest of Raleigh's neighborhoods do not have this benefit.  Most neighborhoods built in the 1970s or later have restrictive covenants and do not allow more than one residence on a lot.  Mr. Shear speculates BYCs would only be allowed in 10% to 15% of the City because it is affordable to do it, and other reasons.  His final point was that he thought the UDO was supposed to support the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  When the Comprehensive Plan speaks to infill, it clearly states that within existing neighborhoods sites should be developed consistent with design elements of structures, including height, setbacks and massings.  He asked what happened to the setbacks and how the City is developing a development code that does not honor the document it is supposed to support.  BYCs are a great idea in concept, and it is nice that people want their parent or grandparent living near them, but that is not what neighborhood residents get.
Anne Franklin, 200 South Dawson Street, Apt. 410, Raleigh, NC 27601-1366 – Former City Council member Franklin suggested the Council focus on what it wants to be operational for the next 30 years.  Being more restrictive is not the direction to take if it wants to be flexible and accommodating to changes in the population.  This tool will not be used unless people see it as a benefit.  Ms. Franklin grew up next door to a detached small house and the occupancy of that unit was more stable than the occupancy of the main dwelling.  She was a landlord with an accessory dwelling unit, and she has lived in neighborhoods as a renter and as an owner.  Half of the households in the City of Raleigh are rental households and the City has not suffered because of it.  Ms. Franklin said the code should be accommodating.  She likes the high standard proposal on Chairman Stephenson's chart, but believes there is probably something attainable between the high and low standards.  Ms. Franklins stated the City has weak enforcement of its zoning code, but it could decide to have strong enforcement.  It would be a tool that communities and individual neighbors could use.  Renters come in all forms, both good and bad, and she would like to see the denigration of renters removed from consideration.  Ms. Franklin encouraged the Council to be expansive and generous in positioning the City of Raleigh to be adaptive.

Katie Hamilton, 623 West South Street, Raleigh, NC 27603-2119 – Ms. Hamilton stated she was representing WakeUP Wake County.  Their UDO team has discussed BYCs extensively and decided that although BYCs have many concerns associated with them, the benefits outweigh the concerns.  People will always misuse and evade the code when they want to, but most people who want BYCs will want them for Millennials or granny flats.  Ms. Hamilton said the beauty of a form-based code is that you can include regulations about what BYCs will look like.  Council can direct staff to look at this again to determine how to mitigate the impacts that concern people.  Ms. Hamilton said WakeUP Wake County supports BYCs.
Vincent Whitehurst, 219 Dexter Place, Raleigh, NC 27605-1820 – Mr. Whitehurst's neighborhood is off Hillsborough Street behind the IHOP restaurant, and it has been an at-risk neighborhood for many years.  When he moved there, the neighborhood had only one or two owner-occupied houses at the time.  He has never seen money invested in trying to gain more square footage, or in doing the least possible, for rental property.  He does not have a concern about the kind of investment someone might have for a BYC.  He has a friend in Wilmington whose property has a BYC.  The friend lives in the BYC while renting the main dwelling; at times, he rented out both and lived somewhere else.  He now lives in the main house.  Mr. Whitehurst said flexibility is important, and he is totally in support of BYCs.  He is worried that the setbacks and other regulations might be too restrictive.  Mr. Whitehurst does not want this issue to become like the food truck issue, where Council says it wants them but then "regulates the heck out of them."
Peter Rumsey, 515 North Bloodworth Street, Raleigh, NC 27604-1267 – Mr. Rumsey said he supports BYCs in principle, but the abuses that can be visited upon BYCs are real.  Some of those abuses that people spoke about today have occurred in the past and may occur in the future.  High standards, as well as a neighborhood conservation overlay district (NCOD), may help deal with this.  Betsy Buford and Barbara Wishy were early residents of historic Oakwood.  When they met with former Planning Director A.C. Hall to ask what they could do to ensure continued  growth and stability for Oakwood and other historic neighborhoods, they were told to (1) make sure Oakwood has a diverse stock of well-managed rental housing, and (2) keep and expand commercial spaces.  In other words, preserve and encourage diversity and don't eliminate it.  The mix of income, experience and backgrounds of the neighbors makes Oakwood valuable.  As property values increased in the past, and they will again, preserving that diversity will be more difficult.  Mr. Rumsey said Council needs to explore other ways to broaden diverse housing opportunities, particular in urban neighborhoods.  One big advantages of doing so is that we are incubating the future buyers of houses in our neighborhoods.  Mr. Rumsey said he sides toward the high standards, but abuses will happen and the City needs to be vigilant.  In 2011, the Historic Oakwood Board of Directors spoke positively to the possibility of BYCs provided owner occupancy was a requirement.  Mr. Rumsey hopes Council revisits that possibility.
Gail Wiesner, 515 Euclid Street, Raleigh, NC 27604-1938 – Ms. Wiesner also lives in Oakwood.  She is a realtor and property manager, and also owns rental property.  She said it is very significant to extract some of the earlier comments made today.  We are talking about a trend, and we want to follow cities where this has been done successfully.  One representative of a lower end housing neighborhood spoke against BYCs, and she wondered why?  She surmised he knows the reality.  BYCs would probably work very well for people who write books and farm organically, but the City cannot, by law, limit and give accessibility to one nice neighborhood and prohibit it elsewhere.  Council must consider what could happen in all neighborhoods.  Many realities will not be successful no matter what standards you have in place.  Ms. Wiesner obtained statistics from the Police Department and the Triangle Apartment Association regarding a number of issues.  She found the City has just as many problems now as it did before, and said the City does not have enough people to adequately enforce the code now.  It is wonderful to have many different types of housing opportunities and Ms. Wiesner is not saying the City should not allow BYCs, she is just saying you can't depend on the regulations.  For example, what will the City do if there are 10 related people in a house?  What about emergency services and public safety?  What if a fire occurs in a BYC and the fire truck cannot get to it?  Where will the fire truck turn around?
Chairman Stephenson asked if fire access had been studied.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers told him staff can look at in greater detail.  It is similar to how fire access is handled today for any accessory structure in the back of a property.  A fire truck cannot get to the back of a property, but a fire hose can reach there.

Will Alphin, 915 Tower Street, Raleigh, NC 27607-6951 – Mr. Alphin stated he has owned a design and construction business for many years, working mainly inside the Beltline on residential homes and working mainly on remodeling.  He sees that people want more space now; that is part of the tear-down phenomenon.  There is a resurgence of living downtown, but BYCs should not be blamed for urban flight.  An accessory dwelling was built on a house in Cameron Park.  The addition was long and narrow, and he does not know whether the connectivity added any value to that property or the neighboring properties.  Mr. Alphin suggested that if the City Council wants to preserve urban neighborhoods, suburban covenants should not be applied to downtown neighborhoods.  Council must be thoughtful about creating a citywide ordinance.  It already has NCODs, so people can apply for that designation.
Chairman Stephenson asked if it is conceivable to structure the ordinance so it only applies if approved in an NCOD.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers replied affirmatively, but the Deputy City Attorney said that would be very hard to do, because it must be done based on as-built environmental characteristics.  Mr. Bowers said Council could create a BYC overlay district with a petition process similar to that for an NCOD, or an overlay district that allows a neighborhood to opt out.  Mr. Gaylord asked if an NCOD could be created for opting in instead of opting out.  Mr. Botvinick said the language could be made plainer than it is now.  The UDO lists criteria for an NCOD, and that staff could add BYCs to the list.
Mary Belle Pate, 2506 Crestline Avenue, Raleigh, NC 27603-3105 – Ms. Pate stated she bought a house she could afford because she was determined not to be house poor.  She was a CAC Chair for over 30 years and learned quickly that if something is not in writing, it will not happen, so you don't trust anyone.  One shopping center close to her has existed for 10 to 15 years.  The drug store left, and the shopping center has never been fully occupied and can't get a restaurant there.  Ms. Pate lives near Peach Road and some slummy houses.  BYCs would destroy her subdivision, which is basically two large blocks.  Houses are close to the street with large back yards for gardens and safe children's play areas.  Ms. Pate said the apartments at the corner of Trailwood Drive and Avent Ferry Road were built without proper regulations and paperwork.  Because of people like that and the recent court decision about owner occupancy, she believes her neighborhood and others would deteriorate seriously if BYCs were allowed.  The properties in her neighborhood are inexpensive and the neighborhood is convenient, so she foresees that slumlords who wanted a lot of rental properties would purchase available properties.  For those people who have stated they want a BYC for their elderly relative, she would like to point out that elderly relative will reach a point where it is not safe for him or her to live alone in the BYC.  Ms. Pate said anyone who wants and can afford a BYC now can apply for a permit for one through the BOA.  If BYCs become legal, neighborhoods like hers with nice back yards and gardens would disappear.  She envisions landlords buying properties with BYCs without respect or consideration to the rest of the neighborhood, and back yards turning into parking lots.  Ms. Pate stated the BOA process is the better way to handle BYCs.
Mark Dickey, 1809 Lorimer Road, Raleigh, NC 27606-2667 – Mr. Dickey reported that six years ago, the neighbor to the rear of his property built a large garage within the rear yard setback.  The neighbor quickly turned it into a residence, which devalued Mr. Dickey's property.  This is what he says backyard cottages doing; he has lived through it.  Several people mentioned today that owner occupancy is essential.  He agrees and said if the City we cannot have that by law, BYCs should be taken off the table.

Nicole Alvarez, 613 St. Mary's Street, Raleigh, NC 27605 – Ms. Alvarez is an architect and designer, and writes a blog titled "Intentionally Small.com."  During an NCSU Design School project she discovered BYCs and ADUs.  Exploring alleyways and converted carriage houses in the City's historic neighborhoods was amazing; she fell in love with them and the personal scale they have.  This vastly shaped her interest for the rest of school and now, as a young professional, she loves the idea of small efficient homes and their benefits.  They are located in areas near existing infrastructure of the City, with public transportation and walkability being key issues.  (She and her boyfriend installed "Walk Raleigh" downtown.)  Ms. Alvarez appreciates the social benefits offered by BYCs and ADUs, such as eyes on the street, healthier neighborhoods, and the idea of aging in place.  There are many benefits to the owner, including providing additional income, helping to pay the mortgage, and flexibility in the life cycle of the house and the family.  There are benefits to renters as well, whether they are family members, friends, young professionals, or singles.  There are benefits to the Raleigh community, including mixed income opportunity and more housing.  Ms. Alvarez loved BYCs and ADUs so much that she focused part of her thesis on the subject about a year ago, i.e., ADUs and their implementation in Raleigh under the UDO.  She created a Web site called "RaleighAccessoryDwellings.com" to educate people about the benefits of ADUs.  Ms. Alvarez is proud of Raleigh for considering this progressive housing type.  It has been an educational experience hearing everyone's concerns, but she still believes the benefits outweigh the concerns.  When she is ready to build a house, she hopes to be able to build an ADU that could be part of her housing and life cycle needs.  Ms. Alvarez asked what type of growth and development the Council envisions for Raleigh.  If it is one that focuses on people habitat, a vibrant downtown, and a healthy environment, then ADUs are a very hyperlocal and profitable mechanism to achieve that vision.  The UDO is Raleigh's vision for future growth.  This is our way of forward thinking in how we will accomplish growth in a sustainable and vibrant way.  These regulations cannot be made with just a few people in mind that will abuse ADUs.  Slumlords are a problem far greater than this topic and should be dealt with separately.  Ms. Alvarez supports BYCs and a trial period to ease the concerns expressed today.  The regulations put in place so far are great.  They limit size, height, location and properties.  She encouraged adoption and said the regulations can be revisited in three years.
Bruce Dillard, 3221 Warwick Drive, Raleigh, NC 27606-1928 – Mr. Dillard spoke in support of BYCs.  He and his wife have elderly parents and at present, have a grown daughter living in their house.  If BYCs are approved, he encouraged the Council to follow Seattle's example.  Seattle has an excellent 50-page guide that is easy for a lay person to read and is filled with photographs, pictures and diagrams.  Topics in the guide include but are not limited to what a backyard cottage is, who can build one, how you build one, know the rules, be a good neighbor, how big the BYC will be and what will be included, where on your property it can be located, neighborhood compatibility, privacy, green design, universal design, and prefabricated design.  Mr. Dillard distributed copies of the contents page of the guide.
Chairman Stephenson reminded Mr. Dillard that in addition to the manual, Seattle also has an ordinance regarding BYCs and requires owner occupancy.
Mims Hillis, 1230 Mordecai Drive, Raleigh, NC 27604-1343 – Mr. Hillis lives two doors down from Mona Keech, his mother lives two doors down from Ms. Keech on other side, and his mother-in-law lives around the corner on Courtland Drive, so they are all very familiar with the benefits and challenges of living downtown.  He spoke in favor of ADUs and asked a number of questions to clarify his understanding of ADUs and the proposed regulations.  Mr. Hillis stated he had not heard any substantive reasons not to allow ADUs.  He encouraged adoption of sensible ADU regulations.
There were no more speakers, and Chairman Stephenson closed the hearing.  He noted that most of the comments today pertained to enforcement and setting standards that can protect neighborhoods even without owner occupancy.  Deputy Planning Director Bowers stated staff can research enforcement options based on comments heard from the public and at the table.  The starting point for discussion will be the UDO standards.  Other issues such as setbacks, material compatibility with the primary structure, parking (Planning Commission recommendation is only one parking space must be provided for a BYC), impacts on adjacent properties, and the number of unrelated individuals tied to the lot or the structure can also be examined.

Ms. Wiesner asked if the City could have appraisers evaluate values of properties adjacent to those that have ADUs.  Deputy Planning Directors Bowers responded that appraisals are based on comps.  An appraiser would need to find areas where situations are similar and the only difference is that one house has a BYC.  It would be difficult for an appraiser to have a definitive opinion on this.  Additionally, money would have to be allocated for appraisals, because the City would not want an off the cuff opinion.

Brief discussion continued.  Chairman Stephenson asked if attached units should have the same standards as detached units now that the City may no longer require owner occupancy.  The Deputy City Attorney replied that is within the purview of the City Council when it reviews the UDO.  For legal reasons, he advocates that attached units have standards similar to those for detached units.  Chairman Stephenson also wondered to what extent the standards will be staff-administered.
Without objection, Chairman Stephenson stated this item will be held in Committee for further discussion.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business before the Comprehensive Planning Committee, Chairman Stephenson announced the meeting adjourned at 7:54 p.m.

Leslie H. Eldredge
Deputy City Clerk
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