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MEMO

TO: Plan Commission Members
RE: HEA 1001 Review Topics

The Planning Commission must have a meeting prior to the end of the year to discuss increasing housing supply and affordability per state legislation. The topics that must be considered are as follows with staff notes:

1. Providing for higher density development of duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes in areas designated for single-family homes.
a. Duplexes are currently allowed in RM, RU, DT, and TN. Everything more than 2 units falls under multi-family approvals and conditional use.
b. Possible update: separate triplex and quadplex out as their own use in the table, allow them in RM, RU, DT, and TN districts. 

2. Construction other housing types including ADUs and manufactured/modular housing.
a. ADUs are allowed by conditional use already in nearly every district. We get very few requests for these. 
b. To staff’s knowledge, nothing in the UDO restricts a manufactured or modular home from being built, to the extent it can meet the design standards or get a modification approved. 

3. Adaptive reuse of commercial buildings for residential use such as allowing multi-family development in retail, office, and light manufacturing zones.
a. Mixed-use multi-family is allowed by development plan in the CN, NR, CS, BP, and Interchange Business overlay. We have had minimal requests for these over the years.
b. Multi-family with no commercial is conditionally allowed in NR and CS. 

4. Increasing the allowable floor area ratio in multi-family housing areas.
a. Not currently restricted. 
b. Staff does recommend the removal of density numbers in the “intent” section of any districts. This tends to cause confusion as intent is usually considered during rezones to some extent and not typically enforced as a standard. Lot coverage, setback, and heights are sufficient.

5. Waiving or eliminating regulations such as requirements for:
a. Garage size and placement
i. The code does not require a garage per-se, but there are standards for when one is used. We could clarify this language better and also include the following further explained scenarios:
1. Provided by a commission member: developments could put parking pads along alleys and not build a full garage. This also allow for a partial reduction to front setbacks.
2. Clarify that driveways can also be one car wide, long enough to fit two cars, located along the side of the home
3. Staff does not recommend reducing restrictions on how bumped out a garage can be. The front-heavy bumped out garages reduce visibility from any given house. “Eyes on the street” is generally favorable for subdivision design and the overall feel of safety. 

b. Steeper roof pitch
i. Current requirement: 6/12
ii. Staff is open to other pitches should the Plan Commission decide to alter this. There is already a way to modify it to a 5/12 as long as a reverse gable is included in the design.
iii. We should consider whether allowing a variety of roof pitches may result in more diverse looking subdivisions 
1. e.g. 6/12 roof pitches must be an option for any given model or a percentage of models, thereby allowing other elevations to deviate. If this route was taken, staff would also recommend language that all home designs be approved by staff upfront

c. Minimum lot size and square footage
i. We do not have a minimum home square footage, therefore there is nothing to waive or eliminate.
ii. Our RM district (most commonly used) allows for 7,000 square foot lots or larger. It is pretty comparable to other communities or significantly lower. Here are a few options we could consider:
1. Minimum lot sizes could be removed entirely
a. Width of the home, setbacks, lot coverage, etc. all pretty much determine a minimum lot size outright
b. We would want to ensure there is usable yard language so that the remaining land on a lot is not all easement.
c. This is not an unheard of approach in Indiana UDO’s but not overly prominent yet. 
2. Reduce it to 6,000 square feet to match Plainfield, Avon, and Whitestown similar districts
3. Make cluster subdivision language more clear that size reductions are allowed when accommodating certain topography or environmental features.
4. One staff recommendation: making sure language is clear that a duplex, townhome, or similar single-family attached building just needs to meet lot area and width overall and not per individual unit. 

d. Greater Setbacks
i. Our setbacks are already lower than most other communities, but there are some scenarios mentioned throughout that could be beneficial to offer reduced setbacks
1. Another area for this would be townhomes or other developments that use rear loading parking, front setbacks should be reduced in these scenarios. 

e. Off-street parking
i. We could update standards to allow age-targeted communities to reduce off-street parking requirements (single-family and multi-unit)
ii. Two-, three, and four-unit structures could be reduced to 1.5 spaces per unit which is currently what is required for multiple-family developments
iii. Multiple-family developments could have an option to request a reduction in parking to 1.25 spaces per unit during development plan for designs that are heavily geared toward 1 BR units (assuming there is some common area like a clubhouse that still has some guest parking)
iv. To staff’s knowledge, our parking standards are also fairly generous compared to other communities

f. Design standards that restrict or prohibit the use of code compliant products
i. Staff does recommend reviewing and updating the design standards section
1. It should be simplified to have fewer percentage breakdowns, though staff would recommend updating the lowest brick level 
2. Table of options needs to be updated 
ii. The current restriction for vinyl requires a .044 gauge, this appears to be a pretty common gauge. Some codes do remove the gauge restriction when insulated products are used to allow more flexibility for energy efficient improvements
iii. Overall, many peer communities use PUDs to do residential developments and it is hard to compare apples to apples on where our standards fall in comparison to the rest of the Indy metro. Generally staff believes that ours are not more stringent. 

g. Property height
i. Generally the residential height is around 35 feet which should allow for a variety of home types and roof pitches. 
ii. Multi-family development heights could be reviewed to ensure that pitched or flat roofs can be built under the current height allowance of 45’

6. Reviewing impact fee zones with advisory committee for improvements.
a. This is outside the control of the Plan Commission, though the Commission will be involved/notified in future reviews of impact fees. 

7. Streamlining or shortening the permitting processes and timelines, including through one-stop and parallel process permitting by 15 days or more.
a. Our average residential permit turnaround is 7 days, with many permits issued same or next day. We may be able to make some packet improvements that help applicants get all of the correct information submitted earlier on, which would further reduce the average.

8. Using property tax abatements to enable higher density and mixed-income communities.
a. This is outside the scope of Plan Commission

9. Donating vacant land for affordable housing development. 
a. This is outside the scope of Plan Commission


Staff will take the discussion from the meeting and incorporate this into the other Unified Development Ordinance changes that staff has been preparing. We would generally like to get the update complete by the end of the year. The formatting may also change somewhat as we move away from InDesign and will put the document back into Word. We have some additional formatting improvements that should make navigating the document even easier. 
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