
Subcommittee Wrap Up
Members:

• Robbie Wright 
• Bill Prosser
• David Montes
• Jeff Ashmead 
• Ron Mann 
• Sandi Young
• Aric Sneddon 

• Subcommittee Members received 
over 300 pages of revised code on 
5/2 

• Members reviewed code before 
meetings 

• Group met four times in three weeks

• 98 hours: Number of volunteer 
hours spent in public meetings 



Subcommittee Wrap Up

1. Flag Lots and Access Points

2. Multi-Family Dwelling Units Parking 
Requirements



Sticking Points
1. Transitional Housing

2. Building Height in Waterfront 
Marine Zone



Housing Code Update Project
Community and Economic Development Committee

May 23, 2019

Steve Faust, 3J Consulting
Sean Edging, 3J Consulting



Welcome and 
Project Overview

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Florence Code Update Project aims to develop zoning code amendments that will support further housing development in line with the City’s needs and goals, by expanding residential development opportunities and removing barriers to development. The project is funded through a state grant from the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) to develop zoning code amendments by June 30, 2019.The City’s 2017 Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) identified a need for more housing to serve all income levels, with greater variety of options Purpose: 	Implement the HNA and Comprehensive Plan goals related to housing, 		State law that requires a “clear and objective” review path 		Increase the feasibility and certainty surrounding residential development. (ORS 197.307)Code amendment categories:- Updating permitted use lists and development standards- Providing or enhancing a clear and objective approval path for residential projects- Removing or amending development standards, approval criteria and review processes that hinder housing development



Project Goals
1. Provide a variety of housing styles 

2. Revise density to increase ownership 
opportunities and enable infill

3. Improve Planned Unit Development review 

4. Ensure land division code reflects state law 
& local needs



Housing Code Update
December 2018 - June 2019

Code Review and Concepts: December to March
CEDC Meeting: March

Draft Code Update: March to May
CEDC meeting/Public workshop: May

Final Code Update: June

Project Schedule

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The topics presented in this powerpoint are proposed code changes.



Residential Review 
Requirements

• For all “needed housing,” a “clear and 
objective” review option is required

• Discretionary alternative can also be 
provided

• Remove barriers to development:
– Consider cumulative impacts
– Project goal: Embrace spirit as well as 

letter of the law

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Primary goal: Provide a clear path for review and approval.Note: Clear & Objective =/= easy approval process – There can still be design/open space/density standards, but they must be written clearly enough that the City can’t deny a project just because they don’t like it There can be discretionary approval criteria, but they can’t be mandatorySpirit of law: remove barriers to development



“Needed Housing”
• Legally, means all housing options:

– All housing types: single family detached, 
multifamily, manufactured homes, mixed-use

– In all residential, commercial, mixed-use zones
– For rent or ownership 
– Serving all income levels (not just affordable)

• Means that all* standards and review types for 
residential uses need to be examined

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Simple Legal interpretation: “needed housing” = all housing types. i.e all built forms, in most zonesThe point: The City must provide an even playing field for every type of housing, leaving aside what exact types of projects will then be built by private developers. So all standards and procedural standards relating to housing should be reviewed, with a few exceptions such as historic districts.



“Clear and objective”
"Few tasks are less clear or more 
subjective than attempting to determine 
whether a particular land use approval 
criterion is clear and objective." 

Rogue Valley Association of Realtors v. City of 
Ashland, 35 Or LUBA 39 (1998), aff'd 158 Or App 1 

(1999)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is no easy task to determine if standards are clear and objective! Has been the subject of many LUBA appeals.Clear red flag examples: “similar to”, “in the opinion of the Planning Director” or “consistent with neighborhood character.”Good tools: 	Numerical standards		Clearly defined terms		Menu of optionsNote: Seemingly clear standards can have many interpretations.Eugene example: 19-lot rule. For land divisions with 19 lots or more, at least two points of access were required.  But there was concern about whether access meant a connection to another through street, or simply to any street out even if it was a dead end.  So, the judge found that the standard was unclear as to whether it meant access out or through, and struck down the standard.Think of “C&O” as risk management: Consider what potential harm could result from misinterpretations. It pays to spend time refining the standard, if it can be interpreted different ways.



Flexibility

Certainty

Presenter
Presentation Notes
C&O requirements create tension between: desire for certainty versus the desire for flexibility We all want to know exactly what is required, until we want it to be a little more flexible to account for a specific site or “common sense.”  We all want it to be certain for our neighbor’s property, but flexible for our own.We won’t solve that tension today, but merely acknowledge it—this is a hard balancing act.



Code Update Topics
• Definitions
• Off-Street Parking
• Special Standards
• Adjustments and Variances
• Design Review
• Residential Zones/Uses

• Cluster Housing
• Manufactured Homes

• Non-Conforming Lots
• Commercial/Mixed-Use Zones
• Planned Unit Developments
• Partitions and Subdivisions

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As we move into discussion of the code standards themselves, I’m hoping we can have some discussion around each of the individual topics, but I will keep us moving so that we can get through all the topics within the time we have today.  (Ask SF to give time prompts, divide remaining time into 9 parts.) Then we will come back for a roundtable and give everyone a chance for final comments at the end, anything that we missed. Here’s a preview of how I’ve broken down the standards, if it helps you organize your thoughts, but also, feel free to share wherever you think it makes sense. If you want to reference specific code standards, that is great, but general observations are fine too, depending on how you engage with the code and your familiarity.  We can piece it all together later.Also, we are still learning!



Definitions
• Proposed new and revised definitions for new 

residential uses:

Single-family Attached
Duplexes/Duets
Tri-plexes
Quad-plexes
Multi-family
Cluster Housing
Affordable Housing

Boarding House/Dormitory
Nursing Home
Adult Foster Care
Transitional Housing
Hotel
Religious Institution

Presenter
Presentation Notes
If someone requests more detail:Single-family Attached: Revise definition for Dwelling, Single. Consider revision of “family” definitionDuplexes/Duets: Revise definition for Dwelling, Duplex.Tri-plexes: Create a definition for this use category.Four-plexes: Create a definition for this use category.Multi-Family: Revise definition for Dwelling, Multiple to reference that it applies to five units and up rather than three or more units and allows for certain shared facilities.Cluster housing: Revise “cottage cluster” to “cluster housing”; ensure emphasis on shared common open space.Assisted Living: Create a definition for this use category.Senior Housing: Revise definition for Home of the Aged.Transitional Housing: Create a definition for this use category.Hotel: Ensure this definition does not overlap with “Transitional Housing”Boarding House/Dormitory: Revise boarding house definition, include length of stay to differentiate from temporary lodging like bed and breakfasts.	Religious Institution: Revise existing definition of Church and expand to include residential uses such as a parsonage.



Off-Street Parking and Loading
• Proposed standards for development types that are not defined

Type Proposed Standard

Duplex/Duet 1 space per unit

Tri-plex/Quad-plex/
Multi-Family/Cluster Housing

1-bedroom: 1 space per unit
2-bedroom: 1.25 space per unit
3-bedroom: 1.5 space per unit

Residential Care Facility/Nursing Home 1 space per 4 beds

• One driveway space* – single family and duplex
• On-street parking credit*
• Option of carport/garage or parking lot (side or rear) for 

triplexes, quadplexes and cluster housing
*the number of off-street spaces will not fall below 1 space per unit

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Main goal: create standards for proposed uses that are not currently defined & allow flexibility for the development of a variety of housing.On-street credit: Want to allow flexibility while being sensitive to Florence’s parking needs.



Special Standards
• Transitional Housing

 Defined (not defined 
currently)

 Proposed situations 
where transitional/ 
temporary is not 
permitted (all zones)

 Create standards for 
temporary RV dwellings 
for medical hardship

Presenter
Presentation Notes
TransitionalPropose a Comp Plan policy to ensure future conversation and exploration of options.Indicate situations in which transitional or temporary housing configurations are not permitted.Develop standards to allow for temporary RV dwellings for medical hardship.



Adjustments and Variances
• Proposed Type II Adjustment process for smaller 

requests
 E.g. 10% adjustment to setbacks or other 

dimensional standards

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Develop a Type II modification process (i.e. “Minor Variance” or “Adjustment”) that is easier for smaller modification requests, such as a 20% adjustment to setbacks. Currently, all modifications to standards require a Type III Variance, with a public hearing, which can be a major hurdle for a project to overcome.



Design Review
• Clear and objective review path for residential uses

 Proposed Type II review path for residential 
projects

 Developed clear and objective standards for 
residential projects

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Revise Design Review process to create a clear and objective review path for residential uses. Type II path examples: tri-plexes, quad-plexes, and cluster housing. Clarify applicability of standards for residential projects. Clarify in individual zoning district chapters when Design Review is required.Develop a set of clear and objective standards for residential projects subject to Design Review through revising 10-6-5.*Use consistent terminology, Site Design Review or Design Review, across different chapters. 



Residential Zones

Existing Zone Proposed Zone
Single-Family Restricted 
Residential (RR) Low Density Residential (LDR)

Single-Family Residential (RS) Medium Density Residential (MDR)

Single-Family – Manufactured 
Home (RMH) No Change

Multiple Family Residential (RM) High Density Residential (HDR)

• Proposed residential zoning districts to better reflect 
intended development types, while respecting existing 
development patterns. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Map amendments will likely be necessary to support these changes



Residential Lot Sizes

Zone Development Type Existing Proposed

LDR All types 9,000 SF 7,500 SF

MDR

Single-family
Townhomes
Triplexes
Four-plexes

6,500 SF
N/A
N/A
N/A

5,000 SF
3,000 SF
7,500 SF
10,000 SF

RMH Single-family
MFH Parks

6,500 SF
2,450 SF

2,000 SF
2,450 SF

HDR
Single-family
Duplexes
All other

6,500 SF
6,500 SF
6,500 SF

2,000 SF
4,000 SF
5,000 SF

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reducing lot sizes is one of the most effective measures to increase the number of units developed in future projects and bring the city closer to meeting its overall density goals.	EXISTING LOT SIZE MIN: 	RR – 9,000 SF					SFH – 6,000 SF					RMH – 5,000 SF�						2,450 SF for MFH Parks					HDR – 6,500 SF



Residential Dimensional Standards
• Height maximum:
• Other dimensional 

standards:

Zone Standard Existing Proposed

LDR Maximum building coverage 35% (65% impervious) 50% (75% impervious)

MDR Maximum building coverage 35% (65% impervious) 50% (75% impervious)

RMH Maximum building coverage 35% (65% impervious) 50% (75% impervious)

HDR
Maximum building coverage
Minimum lot width

50% (75% impervious)
65 ft 
50 ft for existing lots

75% (85% impervious)
25 ft for SF attached
50 ft for all others

28 ft    > 35 ft – Primary
20 ft – Accessory
28 ft – ADU
30 ft – Other non-residential



Residential Density Standards

LDR MDR RMH HDR

Minimum net density 
(units/acre) 4.5 7 7 12

Maximum average net 
density (units/acre) 7.5 12 12 25*

• Proposed Density Standards

* Created discretionary review pathway for higher 
density proposals in HDR zone

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Minimum density standards: correspond to 80% of minimum lot sizes for single-family detached residential lotsA higher minimum density encourages more efficient use of land inside the UGB, which in turn supports more efficient and economical infrastructure development and homes that are more affordable.A uniform maximum density standard is not proposed for each district, except for the HDR zone; maximum densities are effectively established by the minimum lot sizes for each type of development and vary depending on those types of development. A new maximum average density standard for new subdivisions is proposed at 125 to 150% of the density that could be built with only single-family detached homes on lots meeting the minimum lot size in order to encourage a mix of development types and lot sizes. 



Cluster Housing
Proposed standards: 
• 4-12 units on a lot 
• 100 SF open space per unit, 

on a central courtyard
• Max average unit size of 

1,200 SF
• Density bonus of 100%
• Design, orientation, 

connectivity standards

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Cluster Housing: Big point: Balance standards with likelihood of development (don’t create impossible standards)Site size: 4-12 units per cluster for the low and medium-density zone but allow larger developments in the high-density zone		12,000-SF minimum - LDR zone, 10,000-SF minimum - MDR zone, and no minimum for HDR zone. Unit sizes: 1,000-1,500 SF per unitDensity: 50-100%Housing types allowed: Allow single-family detached and duplexes in the LDR zone, and single-family detached and up to four units attached in the MDR zone. Allow all unit types including attached in the HDR zone, effectively creating a garden apartment-style development. Allowing attached units decreases construction costs and increases number of homes than can be built within a project by maximizing space. Height and bulk requirements keep even attached units at a scale consistent with nearby neighborhoods.Open space required: 100 SF requirement per unit, consistent with the existing multifamily requirement. Require at least half of open space to be provided in a common central courtyard. Clarify what types of common features count as open space. For example, laundry rooms may not count while rec rooms likely would.Orientation: Require two to three sides of the courtyard to be occupied by buildings.Pedestrian paths: Require paths connecting each unit to open space, parking area, and sidewalk.Height: Limit height to two stories.Setbacks: Require perimeter setbacks similar to single-family detached residential, but not greater, to maximize the building envelope.Lot coverage: Allow increased lot coverage relative to base zones.Parking: Require no more than one space minimum per unit to maximize area available for residential development and minimize appearance of a “parking lot.” Allow parking in common lot, on street, and in attached garages with units if served by an alley.Design details: Consider limited design standards for entryways, materials, window coverage, but avoid limiting standards that significantly increase costs relative to other single-family residential development types.



Manufactured Homes

• Clear and objective path for Manufactured 
Homes and Parks

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Primary recommendation: Match state standards unless there’s a compelling reason otherwise (e.g. making existing lots nonconforming)



Undersized Lots of Record
• Standards to 

allow housing  
development 
on historic 
narrow lots

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Revise the criteria related to undersized lots of record (10-8-3) to allow for the development of historic legal lots with narrow widths (e.g. historic lots of appx. 25 ft in low and medium density zones)



Commercial and Mixed-Use Zones
Commercial (C), Old Town 
District, and North Commercial 
(NC):
• Second-floor housing 

development 
• Ground-floor residential for 

affordable housing (only C 
and NC Zones)

• Must meet multi-family 
design criteria



Planned Unit Developments
Proposed standards: 
• Public benefit expected in 

exchange for flexibility 
• Fee-in-lieu option for open 

space if ¼ mile from 
underdeveloped park

• Phased PUD option

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The main goal for the PUD standards is to allow for flexibility to certain standards during the review process in exchange for an enhanced public benefit.Public benefits expected (from comp plan):High quality, innovative residential lot and building designIncorporation of unique land forms into the final project designSignificant open spaceOn-site amenities reflecting the value for both active and passive recreational facilitiesNatural resource protection, where identified as part of a preliminary site investigation reportA mix of dwelling unit types and densities, and a mix of residential, commercial, and recreational uses, where appropriate.Allow open space reductions if there is a park within ¼ mile of a PUD if there is reasonable bike/ped connection.Explore fee-in-lieu and/or requirements to develop undeveloped parkland in-lieu of providing open space to ensure the provision of adequate parkland.



Partitions and Subdivisions

Proposed revisions:
• Flag, key, & “butt” lots
• Project phasing
• Clear and objective 

path for land division
• Plan requirements
• Tentative plan criteria

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The main goal for the partition and subdivision standards is to update standards to reflect current technology and to allow for greater certainty during the development process.	Allow for flag, key, and “butt” lots 	Flag lot widths.	Project phasing	Duets - create a simplified review track for partitions of duets.	Update partition and subdivision plan requirements to reflect modern technology and consistent terminology.	Expand and clarify tentative plan approval criteria in 11-3-4 to ensure they are clear and objective. 	Flag Public Works improvement requirements that are an obstacle to residential development and not C&O 	Flag potential obstacles from transit and transportation requirements.



CEDC Discussion
• Transitional Housing

• Temporary housing types (e.g. RVs, conestoga, tiny 
houses w/o services)

• Flag Lots
• Access (driveways) – width, ownership, 

maintenance
• Parking for 3+ unit projects

• Location: Driveway / on-street
• Number: Bedroom door vs Apt door

• Height in Waterfront-Marine District



Next Steps
• Finalize Recommendations (June)
• CEDC Meeting (June 20)
• Adoption Process (July onward)

Contact: Wendy Farley-Campbell, Planning 
Director



POSTER QUESTION
AND ANSWER
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