Planning Commission Response to
Mayor Girtz’s Inclusionary Development Charge
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I.

INTRODUCTION
A.

Project Purpose & Scope

The purpose of this planning study is to present topical research findings and recommendations that
respond to Mayor Girtz’s Planning Commission Inclusionary Development Charge. The Mayor's charge
called upon the Athens‐Clarke County Planning Commission to explore issues and recommend practices
that would encourage mixed‐income development across various residential zones, including some
specifically identified issues which could serve as either impediments or accelerants in developing an
affordable housing initiative in Athens‐Clarke County

B.

Background / Overview

The Mayor’s Charge was initially developed in the Fall of 2019, and was presented to the Planning
Commission by Mayor Girtz at the Planning Commission’s meeting held on January 9, 2020. Provided
below is the text from the “Planning Commission Inclusionary Development Charge” as discussed with
Mayor Girtz at the January Planning Commission meeting.

Planning Commission Inclusionary Development Charge
Develop policies and practices that will encourage mixed‐income development across zones allowing for
single family and multi‐family residential units. This should include:
1. Examination of current impediments to site development and related solutions that provide the
underlying framework for residential development (e.g. grading schedule, road interconnectivity,
application of single‐family height restrictions in greenfield development, minimum lot and home sizes,
development of Accessory Dwelling Units on owner‐occupied lots), while maintaining strong
environmental protections
2. By‐right density increases for inclusion of permanently affordable units, while maintaining appropriate
setbacks and buffers to support existing developments
3. Public infrastructure cost participation with inclusion of affordable units, along with identified sources of
funding, such as SPLOST, Tax Allocation Districts, and other funds
4. A partnership framework with local affordable housing providers to ensure permanent or long‐term
status of affordable units
The Planning Commission (potentially including designation of a sub‐committee, or through joint Work
Sessions with the Mayor and Commission) shall work with staff to explore examples from peer communities,
seek input from development professionals and affordability advocates, and present draft ordinance
language to the Mayor and Commission by November 2020.

As explained by the Mayor at the January PC meeting, Items #1 and #2 of the Charge include action
items for the Planning Commission to undertake and “present draft ordinance language to the Mayor
and Commission by November 2020.” Items #3 and #4 involve work efforts that are presently being
investigated in other ongoing efforts, and the progress associated with these efforts will periodically be
presented to the Planning Commission in work session format meetings for coordination and feedback.
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II.

PROJECT OVERVIEW
A.

Research Process

To meet this Charge, two sub‐committees of the Planning Commission were established: the Housing
Sub‐Committee and the Land Use Sub‐Committee. The study topics included in the Mayor’s Charge
were divided between the two sub‐committees based on each sub‐committee’s area of focus, with both
sub‐committees committing to the exploration of issues specifically related to housing, and the other to
explore issues related to land‐use – both working with the purpose of examining each topic’s ability to
positively impact the availability of affordable housing as per the Mayor’s Charge.
Each Planning Commissioner was assigned to one of the sub‐committees. The sub‐committees
researched examples of progress reported in topical literature, cross‐referenced findings with those of
Envision Athens and the Georgia Initiative for Community Housing Committee (GICH), and learned from
progress being made in other communities. We actively sought input from development professionals
in the Athens area, and also consulted with staff from development‐related departments in the Athens‐
Clarke County government.
On numerous occasions throughout the process, the entire membership of the Planning Commission
met to hear from each sub‐committee about the work that had been accomplished, and to question and
affirm or redirect the ideas and information shared. In the end, this report of findings and
recommendations is unanimously supported by the whole Planning Commission.

B.

Areas of Focus

The topical areas identified for sub‐committee research include the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

C.

Accessory Dwelling Units
Reduction of Minimum Floor Area Requirements
Inclusionary Zoning
Missing Middle Housing
RS and RM Zone Minimum Lot Size and Associated Density Standards
Variable setbacks in “Greenfield” subdivision development
Single‐Family Subdivision Grading Regulations (Mass Grading)
Road Interconnectivity

Summary Descriptions of Each Focus Area

The following annotated list presents summary descriptions of the findings for each Focus Area as
developed by each Sub‐Committee and ultimately endorsed by the Planning Commission as a whole.
1. Accessory Dwelling Units
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) are recommended to be allowed in all RS zones and standards
should be established for the development of ADUs in these areas. ADU’s are a step toward
gentle density development that allow more efficient use of residential lots, human scale
development in existing neighborhoods, a way for families to grow in place and a means for
evolving living arrangements. The new ADU standards will govern size, parking, ownership,
placement and utilities.
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2. Reduction of Minimum Floor Area Requirements
Regarding minimum residential dwelling size, it is recommended that the existing restrictions on
residential square footage be removed to allow the market to guide new construction. Allowing
flexibility in new residential construction will help the industry respond to changing household
sizes, help the community provide incremental density and provide affordable scale production
that was employed for decades prior to suburban expansion.
3. Inclusionary Zoning
It is recommended that the Mayor and Commission consider adopting a voluntary Inclusionary
Zoning program for new or renovated developments. Voluntary Inclusionary Zoning relies on
incentives such as density bonuses, reductions in parking, or other benefits to have affordable
units included in a development or fees paid into a fund for affordable construction throughout
the county. The attached memorandum presents a variety of stimuli as well as thresholds to be
met, but further guidance is requested from the M&C on the details that should be included in
an Inclusionary Zoning program.
4. Missing Middle Housing
Regarding “Missing Middle Housing,” it is recommended that the legal impediments that
prevent construction of duplexes and cottage courts be removed in at least a subset of Athens’
single‐family zoned neighborhoods. We believe that these changes are achievable with relatively
minor amendments to the zoning ordinance, and the Sub‐Committee’s research suggests that
these amendments can significantly affect the availability of affordable units that are the right
size for work‐force housing and smaller households, including single people, young families, and
retirees.
5. RS and RM Zone Minimum Lot Size and Associated Density Standards
The current RS zone minimum lot sizes and density calculations are appropriate for supporting
standard market‐rate single‐family residential development. However, additional density could
be provided through density bonus incentives that are related to the provision of affordable
housing. It is suggested that the code be amended to accommodate an Affordable Housing Unit
Density Bonus once an inclusionary zoning provision or related Athens‐Clarke County affordable
housing program is been developed and adopted.
Also, the current RM provision in footnote #1 following Table 9‐8‐3 allows more bedroom
density than should be possible to ensure compatibility with existing development conditions in
established residential areas with single‐family uses that are zoned RM. Revisions to this code
section are proposed that would no longer allow 3 bedroom units by‐right on existing lots with
less calculated density. Instead, lots of record that meet the minimum lot size of 5,000 sq. ft.
would be eligible to contain a maximum of 3 bedrooms, and lots less than 5,000 sq. ft. would be
allowed a maximum of 2 bedrooms by‐right.
A related recommendation calls for the current Accessory Dwelling Unit development standards
associated with the RM zone to be revisited in an effort to add appropriate density without
changing development character.
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6. Variable setbacks in “Greenfield” subdivision development
The variable setback standards found in Table 9‐7‐3 that apply to single‐family residential
subdivisions created from parent parcels totaling 2 acres or more and included as part of
subdivisions of five lots or more are recommended to be removed. The current minimum
setbacks established for each RS zone are believed to be sufficient to accomplish the purposes
of managing the adverse effects of building height and placement, as well as separation distance
from structures on adjacent properties, when developing new residential subdivisions. No
change is proposed to the variable setback requirements associated with infill development (e.g.
new construction on lots that existed prior to December 21, 2000 or new parcels created
through the subdivision of less than 2 acres resulting in four new lots or less).
7. Single‐Family Subdivision Grading Regulations (Mass Grading)
The current code section 9‐26‐2(A)(6) regarding the grading of new subdivisions has the potential to
negatively impact development cost and results in unnecessary construction inefficiencies. The
purposes for the current regulations can be appropriately achieved by revising the code to require
(1) development phasing with a maximum amount of graded/disturbed area per phase; (2) removal
of storm water exemption on steep slopes; (3) Additional grading plan requirements for small lots;
and (4) construction buffer standards and enhanced tree protection measures. In addition to these
zoning code development standards, technical standard recommendations are suggested regarding
(1) on‐site soil preservation and restoration, and (2) storm water runoff reduction.
8. Road Interconnectivity
The current code sections related to road interconnectivity adequately require interconnection
between residential developments where appropriate, and also provide protection for existing
residential areas from inappropriate roadway interconnectivity. Therefore, no changes are
proposed.

III.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Attached with this Executive Summary is a series or topical memoranda that provide additional
information regarding each Area of Focus identified in the Mayor’s Charge. Each attachment was
developed by one of the sub‐committees, vetted by the Planning Commission as a whole, and ultimately
recommended by the Planning Commission to be forwarded to the Mayor and Commission for
consideration.
The Planning Commission recommends that two initial text amendments resulting from the work of the
Sub‐Committees be forwarded to the Mayor and Commission for consideration and adoption. Those
text amendments include the following items, and the proposed text is included with the related Focus
Area memorandum.
Focus Area #5: The current RM provision in footnote #1 following Table 9‐8‐3 allows more
bedroom density than should be possible to ensure compatibility with existing development
conditions in established residential areas with single‐family uses that are zoned RM. Revisions
to this code section are proposed that would no longer allow 3 bedroom units by‐right on
existing lots with less calculated density. Instead, lots of record that meet the minimum lot size
of 5,000 sq. ft. would be eligible to contain a maximum of 3 bedrooms, and lots less than 5,000
sq. ft. would be allowed a maximum of 2 bedrooms by‐right.
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Focus Area #6: Remove the variable setback standards found in Table 9‐7‐3 that apply to

single‐family residential subdivisions created from parent parcels totaling 2 acres or
more or included as part of subdivisions of five lots or more.
In addition to the topics addressed in the attached memoranda, there were several other issues which
surfaced during each Sub‐Committee’s deliberations. In light of the timeline associated with the
Mayor’s Charge, these items were not researched further at this time. However, it is suggested that
these topics warrant further study and could likely be connected to the development of a quality
affordable housing initiative for Athens‐Clarke County. The topics identified for future study include the
following:
a. Accessory Dwelling Unit development standards in RM zones
b. Form‐based Code approach to regulating development and re‐development
c. Locations for new housing, whether “Greenfield” or infill
d. Access to current infrastructure, including transit, water, sewer
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Duplex and Tandem Development

Duplex and Tandem
Development & Design Standards

Standards & Review Guidebook
Updated: May 4, 2017
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Duplex and Tandem Development

PURPOSE
As “The City Beautiful”, Orlando’s vision is defined by a focus on its amenities. One of the key elements
of that vision is strong urban design. Attention to building design encourages an aesthetically appealing
and safe place to live. Traditional residential features such as porches, gable roofs, bay windows, color,
texture and materials provide human scale that contribute to a sense of ownership and comfort.
The purpose of this document is to provide design guidance for duplex and tandem development
undertaken in the City of Orlando. There are existing residences within city limits that do not conform to
some of the guidance provided in this document. However, the guidelines are for new construction and
renovations to existing structures.

P RO C E S S & R E V I E W
While not required, the following are recommended by staff:
1. Pre-application meeting with City staff. Applicant should bring preliminary sketch of site plan,
proposed lot lines, and elevations, if available. Staff will provide preliminary comments and an
application for appearance review.
2. After submittal of the appearance review application ($275 fee), staff will prepare a Letter of
Determination identifying conditions of approval.
3. Applicant can submit revised plans that meet the conditions of approval.
4. Applicant prepares full set of building permit plans.
Applicants have the option to submit directly for building permit review. However, any changes
requested as part of the building permit appearance review may impact other aspects of the permit
application, such as drainage calculations or structural design. This can delay approvals, so obtaining
appearance review first can save time overall.

Design solutions and schematic drawings included in the document are intended to illustrate
the text and are not design examples to be copied or imitated. There may be other design
solutions not shown in the Guidelines that will also result in a successful project. The
Guidelines do not mandate specific architectural styles.

Updated: May 4, 2017
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Summary

D u p l e x a n d Ta n d e m D e v e l o p m e n t
Disclaimer: This document is a summary of Orlando City Code requirements for duplex and tandem
development. It is not intended as a substitute for reading the City code. If there are conflicts between
this summary and City code, the code requirement applies. Code citations are provided in
parentheses. City code is available at www.municode.com.

DEFINITIONS(66.200)
Dwelling, Two Family (or Duplex) A single structure on a single lot or building site containing
two dwelling units, each of which is totally separated from the other by a wall or ceiling, and the
space on either side of this wall shall contain heated living space and/or a garage.

Side-by-side Duplex:
Any building site with
one unit adjacent to
the other.

Updated: May 4, 2017

Front-to-Back Duplex:
Any building site with
one unit behind the
other.

Tandem Single Family Development:
Two detached single family units located on
a conventional single family building site
that has been split into two fee simple lots.
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DEFINITIONS (66.200)
Court Home Development: Two
abutting duplex and/or tandem
building sites are designed with a
shared driveway.

Lot: An area of land with specific boundaries that has an
assigned parcel ID number. This term includes tract and
parcel. (Red lots below)
Building Site: Any group of one or more lot(s) or parcel(s)
occupied or intended for development as a unit. (Green
building site below)
Development Site: The property under consideration for a
development, which may contain one or more Building Sites
and shall be under single ownership at the time of
application. (Blue development site below)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is
the ratio of a building's total floor
area (gross floor area) to the size of
the piece of land upon which it is
built.
As a formula: Floor area ratio =
(total covered area on all floors of
all buildings on a certain plot, gross
floor area) / (area of the plot)
Included within such calculation
shall be the attic spaces providing
structural head room of at least 5.5
feet; interior balconies or
mezzanines; and any other space
reasonably usable for any purpose
except parking, no matter where
located within a building.

Updated: May 4, 2017
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B U I L D I N G S TA N D A R D S
Requirement
R-2A
R-2B
(58.110 Fig. 1A)
Max. floor area 0.50
ratio (FAR)
(0.40 in CSP*)
Min. lot area
Min. lot width
Min. lot depth
Min. building site
frontage

5500 sq. ft. 5000 sq. ft.
50 ft. (57.5 ft. on corner
lot platted after 2/4/59)
110 ft.

100 ft.
25 ft.

Max. number of 2 units
units per lot

Up to 16
units per
acre

Min. front
setback

20 ft.

25 ft.

Min. side
setback

5 ft.

Min. street side
setback

15 ft. (20 ft. for a garage (61.302(f)(3)))

Min. rear
setback

25 ft. (May reduce to
20 ft. for certain front-to
-back duplexes and
tandems. (58.515(f)))

Max.
impervious surface ratio (ISR)

0.55 total 0.60 total
and 0.40 in and 0.40 in
the front
the front
yard
yard
(61.302(f)
(2))
30 ft. max. (35 ft. outside Traditional City)

Max. height
Corner Lots

Duplex
Duplex
Prohibited Allowed

Overlay Districts




Traditional City (TC)
Historic Preservation (HP)
Airport Noise (AN)

R-2A 1—2 Family District.
The R-2A district is intended to conserve the general
character of established neighborhoods which have
developed over time as a mixture of single family homes,
duplexes and houses with garage apartments and
accessory apartments. New development in this district is
encouraged to maintain the prevailing bulk, height,
setbacks and general design of the surrounding
neighborhood. (58.231)

R-2B 1—5 Family District.
The R-2B district is intended to conserve the general
character of established neighborhoods which have
developed over time as a mixture of single family homes,
duplexes, small apartment buildings of 3—5 units, garage
apartments and accessory apartments. New development
in this district is encouraged to maintain the prevailing
bulk, height, setbacks and general design of the
surrounding neighborhood. (58.231)

Duplex and tandems are typically located in R-2A or R-2B
districts and are also allowed in R-3A, R-3B, O-1 and
other districts. Refer to the City code for standards in
these districts.
Duplex setbacks are measured from the perimeter of the
building site.
See page 7 for tandem setbacks

Porches
 Inside the Traditional City, a porch may extend up to 8 feet (6 feet in CSP*) into the front
setback and up to 5 feet into the street side yard setback. (62.600)
 A second story porch may also encroach, except in CSP.
* CSP = Colonialtown Special Plan area (62.497)
Updated: May 4, 2017
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P A R K I N G A N D D R I V E W AY S
Required Parking
 Units less than 1500 sq. ft.: One legal
parking space required behind the front
setback (61.240, Figure 26)
 Units greater than or equal to 1500 sq. ft.:
Two legal parking spaces required behind
the front setback. (61.240, Figure 26)
 Spaces accessed from the street side lot
line must be set back at least 20 feet
(61.302(f)(3))
 Each space must be a minimum of 9 ft.
wide by 18’6” deep (61.309, Figure 17). If
a wall is adjacent to the space (side of
house or interior of garage), space must
be one foot wider for each adjacent wall
(LDC2016-00377).
 Improved surface required (no grass or
gravel) (61.303(a))
 If adjacent to the front façade of the house,
must be separated by a two-foot wide
landscaping buffer (61.302(g)).
Open-Air Parking Spaces in the Traditional City
 May not have living space above. If living
space is above, it is regulated as a carport
(62.600(e)(2)).
 May have an open air balcony up to 8 feet
deep above (62.600(e)(2)). See p.#, ex.#
Garages and Carports in the Traditional City
 Must not occupy more than 50% of the
linear front façade (62.600(e)(1)).
 Front-facing structures must be recessed 5
feet from the front façade (62.600(e)(5)).

Driveways
 At the property line, the minimum driveway
width is 7 ft. and the maximum is 18 ft.
(61.240)
 The average driveway width, measured at the
front setback and again at the point 5 feet from
the front property line, varies by lot width and
must not exceed (61.302(f)(1)):
Lot Width
Driveway width
< 40 feet
12 feet
40.01 to 46.67 feet
14 feet
46.68 to 53.33 feet
16 feet
53.34 to 60.00 feet
18 feet
60.01 to 66.67 feet
20 feet
66.68 to 73.33 feet
22 feet
> 73.34 feet
24 feet







Driveway must be minimum 2 feet from the
side property lines (61.302(g)).
Driveways must not be shaped like a tuning
fork (see below) (61.240).
Maximum impervious surface in the front yard
is 0.40 (61.302(f)(2)).
One curbcut is allowed, minimum of 13 feet
wide including flares (61.240)
A second curbcut is allowed with a minimum
on-site separation of 42 feet (61.240)
On a major thoroughfare, additional restrictions
may apply (see Chapter 61, Part 1).

Tuning fork not allowed

Driveway Separation
Property Line

9’-0”

2’

Updated: May 4, 2017

4’

15’-0”
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LOT SPLITS
A typical 50’ by 110’ lot may be split into two separate fee simple lots for duplex or tandem development
(58.518).
 Lot split may occur before or after development.
 Minimum size for each new lot is 2000 sq. ft.
 Lot lines must be drawn such that existing and new development meet code for setbacks, ISR, FAR
and other standards.
 A cross-access easement is required for a shared driveway or a driveway that crosses over a lot
line.
 An ownership and maintenance agreement is required for common areas and structures such as
party walls, driveways or roofs.
Process for creating two lots
 Pre-application meeting is required.
 City surveyor will determine if the site is eligible for a lot split (shorter process) or if a subdivision
plat is required (longer process).

TANDEM SETBACKS(58.516 Figure 8)

REAR

Updated: May 4, 2017
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LANDSCAPING AND STREET TREES

Canopy Tree: Typically
grows taller than the house
and provides the majority of
shade in residential areas.
Examples include magnolia,
oak, maple and elm.
*Laurel Oaks are strongly
discouraged.

Street Trees
 Canopy street trees must be planted
approximately 50 feet on center (61.226
and 60.216).
 If power lines or other restrictions mean
that canopy trees cannot be planted,
understory trees must be planted instead
at a spacing of 30 to 45 feet on center
(60.216).
 For each canopy street tree that is
replaced by understory street trees, an
onsite canopy tree is required (58.515
(g)).
On-site Landscaping
 For lots less than 6,001 sq. ft., 2 canopy
trees are required, of which 1 must be in
the front yard (60.223(c)).
Understory Tree:
 For lots 6,001 sq. ft. to 10,000 sq. ft., 3
Typically smaller than
canopy trees are required, of which 1
a canopy tree. May
must be in the front yard (60.223(c)).
be ornamental or

For lots 10,001 sq. ft. to 14,000 sq. ft., 4
seasonally flowering.
Examples include
canopy trees are required, of which 2
crepe myrtle, holly,
must be in the front yard (60.223(c)).
and certain palm
 See section 60.223(c) for lots greater
trees.
than 14,000 sq. ft.
 All other landscaping requirements in
Chapter 60, Part 2F must be met.

Private open space
with landscaping
and trees

Private open space
and 1 required front
yard tree

Public open space
and 1 street tree

Updated: May 4, 2017

Trees should be planted in the front and rear
of properties to encourage tree canopy to
soften the built environment and to
encourage the continuity of the landscape
pattern.
Designing for private and communal open
space provides residents with quality usable
private outdoor living areas for recreational
and outdoor activities.
The sequence of open space provides a
clear but subtle transition from the public
realm to the private realm. The architecture
and landscape design also provide “eyes on
the street.”
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APPEARANCE REVIEW
New residential construction and substantial enlargement/improvement remodeling projects must
conform with the duplex and tandem development standards. To ensure that each duplex and tandem
dwelling is harmonious and architecturally compatible with existing residential structures in the
surrounding neighborhood, an appearance review is required.
A number of factors will contribute to a successful Appearance Review process. These include:

Variety in Design
The building styles and trends in the city of Orlando have evolved over time. Some new development
has suffered from a stripped down look with little or poorly designed architectural detail. The intent of
these guidelines is to enrich the visual quality of the city’s neighborhoods by encourage interesting
architectural detail.
In order to qualify as a different façade elevation, dwellings must have different roofline configurations
and at a minimum of four other architectural elements listed on the next page (Anti-Monotony Standard).

Compatibility
In some neighborhoods, the architectural style is more defined than in others and on some buildings it is
more apparent than others.

New development should respect the features that contribute to the

developed form. The intent is not to mimic the architecture of any area but to reflect the features that
provide dominant architectural character on the block face.

Architectural Style
Each building must have consistent architectural elements that create a recognizable architectural style.
All architectural elements, details, features, and finishes on the exterior of the building must be both
consistent and compatible with the architectural style employed. Architectural elements and variations
shall not be restricted to a single façade.

Updated: May 4, 2017
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A N T I - M O N O T O N Y S TA N D A R D S ( 5 8 . 7 1 7 ( A ) )
Duplexes or tandem dwellings with identical front elevations must not be located on adjacent building
sites. Simple reverse configurations of the same elevation on adjacent building sites are not sufficient.
In order to qualify as a different façade elevation, dwellings must have different roofline configurations.
In addition, at least four of the following architectural elements must be different from the adjacent
building site(s):











Architectural banding, trim, or cornice
detail
Window trim, the number of mullions
or muntins, or shutters
Window size and placement
A covered entryway or front porch
design
Building projections and recesses
Decorative roofline elements such as
brackets or chimneys
Façade articulation such as bay
windows or dormers
Exterior color and material
One and two-story units
Other generally accepted architectural
elements, as determined appropriate
by the Appearance Review Officer

Architectural elements that differ:
 Rooflines
 Distinctive paint schemes
 W indow size and placement
 Building materials
 W indow trim and shutters
 Decorative roof & façade
elements

Updated: May 4, 2017
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M I R R O R I M A G E S TA N D A R D S ( 5 8 . 5 1 7 ( B ) )
Side-by-side duplexes must not be mirror images. The left side and right side of the building must be
designed to include a variety of architectural features. The intent is to ensure each duplex development
is harmonious and architecturally compatible with the existing residential structures in the surrounding
neighborhood. The left and right side of the building must include variety in at least three of the following elements:












Roof style
Architectural banding, trim, or
cornice detail
Window trim, the number of
mullions or muntins, or shutters
Window size and placement
A covered entryway or front porch
design
Balconies or juliette balconies
Building projections and recesses
Decorative roofline elements such
as brackets or chimneys
Façade articulation such as bay
windows or dormers
One and two- story units
Other generally accepted
architectural elements, as
determined appropriate by the
Appearance Review Officer

Architectural elements that differ:
 Rooflines
 Covered front porch
 Building projections and
recesses
 W indow size and placement
is different
 Window trim, the number of
mullions or muntins, or shutters
 Façade articulation

Updated: May 4, 2017
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S I T E C O M PAT I B I L I T Y ( 5 8 . 5 1 7 ( C ) )
Duplex and tandem development should be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The
following factors will be considered:












Logic of overall design
Site plan
Landscaping and pervious surface
Driveway design, circulation and
parking
Environmental features and tree
preservation
Alignment of curb cut(s) to maximize
ability to plant street trees and
preserve on-street parking
Compliance with the Traditional City
standards and requirements for
residential development in section
62.600, of this Code.
Compatibility with adjacent land uses
Features of existing development and
neighborhood form
Front-to-Back
Duplex





Front yard setback is not compatible
Parking in front w/ dual driveway
No street tree

Year built:
Ne w d e ve l opm e nt s h o u ld r es p ec t t h e f e a tur e s t ha t c o ntr i bu t e to t h e d e ve l op e d f o rm .
T he architectural elements that create a harmonious block are:
 Similar rhythm of setbacks
 Windows have similar proportions
 Porches are similar height
 Driveways on the side lead to rear garages
T he i nt en t is n o t to m im ic th e ar c h it ec t ur e of a n y ar ea , b ut t o ref le c t t h e f e a tur es t ha t
pro v i d e d om in at e ar c h it ec tur a l c h arac t er o n th e b l oc k f ac e.
Updated: May 4, 2017
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ARCHITECTURAL STYLE (58.517 (D))
Each building must have consistent architectural elements that create a recognizable architectural style
that is evident on the front and sides of the building. The following architectural elements must be both
consistent and compatible with the architectural style employed:

















Roof type, pitch, form, material and
overhang
Exterior elevation, materials and finishes
Window proportions, groupings, trim,
muntins and details
Column size, taper, base and moulding
Balcony width and depth
Porch width, depth, elevation and railings
Chimney details
Dormers/parapets
Brackets, shutters, railings, rafter tails and
decorative details
Transparency
Building projections and recesses
Entryway and front door design
Garage placement and door design
Exterior lighting
Incorporation of architectural features into
any fire separation wall
Other generally accepted architectural
elements, as determined appropriate by
the Appearance Review Officer

Interior Side Elevations—choose 1 (58.517(e)):
 Minimum of 10% transparency on each story
below the roof line; or
 Moving the wall plane in or out by at
least 2 feet according to the following
requirements:
 Must be on both floors of building.
 Must be at least six feet long. A second
is required if the building is longer than
36 feet.
 Must meet setbacks.
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Cohesive architectural style
Detailing adds interest
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ARCHITECTURAL STYLE—BEST PRACTICES
Garages





Set back from front façade
Lower roofline than main structure
Roof overhang creates
shadowlines
Transparency adds interest

Porches








Ground floor elevated at least 18”
above grade
Separate roofline
Distinct columns
Railing
Minimum 6’ depth
No living space above

Windows
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Spacing is logical
Proportions fit the architectural
style
Inset to create sills and shadow
lines
Trim from distinct materials, not
carved into EIFS and painted
Mullion pattern appropriate to architectural style
Limited number of window shapes
Shutters, if used, should be proportional so that they can appear
functional
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ARCHITECTURAL STYLE—BEST PRACTICES
Materials






Roofs

Should be durable and
appropriate for the climate
Should be appropriate for the
style chosen
EIFS should be minimized.
Hardie board or true stucco is
preferred. If EIFS is used,
seams should be logical and
incorporated into the
architecture.
Should wrap around the front
and sides of the building and
terminate at a logical stopping
point, such as an architectural
feature.

Decorative & functional
element




Pitch and materials should be
appropriate for the style chosen
Avoid massive hip or gable roofs
on single story buildings.
Create sheltering overhangs.

Entrances






Updated: May 4, 2017

Should face the street
Should be under a sheltering
element such as a porch or
awning
Should be connected to a
walkway that leads to the
sidewalk
Transparency preferred.
If the front door is needed to
meet minimum transparency, it
must not be swapped out for a
solid door.
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ARCHITECTURAL STYLE—BEST PRACTICES
Side Elevations

Mass separation per unit
Set back from front façade
Lower roofline than main structure

First and second floor
transparency
The proportion and massing of
the building must relate
favorably to the form,
proportions and massing of the
existing building pattern on the
street.

Architectural interest

Variation of roof heights and
window details and material
change

Add a drawing (change bullets at
left as needed). Try to show
something that’s just different
enough.

Architectural elements and
variations must extend past the
front façade and wrap to the
side elevations. The front and
both sides of a building must
display similar levels of quality
and architectural interest.
First and second floor transparency

Mass separation per unit

Updated: May 4, 2017

Page 16

Duplex and Tandem Development

E X A M P L E S : S M A L L L O T S (50’ X 110’)
#1: FRONT-TO-BACK DUPLEX, SIDE GARAGES

ISR = .55%
Front yard ISR = 40%
Living space = 2750 sq. ft.
FAR = 0.50

#2: SIDE-BY-SIDE DUPLEX, REAR GARAGES

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : S M A L L L O T S (50’ X 110’)
# 3 : F R O N T - T O - B A C K D U P L E X , S E PA R AT E D G A R A G E S

#4: SIDE-BY-SIDE DUPLEX, NO GARAGES

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : S M A L L L O T S (50’ X 110’)
#5: FRONT-TO-BACK TANDEM,

INTERIOR LOT

ISR = .55%
Front yard ISR = 40%
Living space = 2750sq. ft.
FAR = 0.50

#6: FRONT-TO-BACK TANDEM, CORNER LOT

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : W I D E L O T S (60’ X 110’ O R M O R E )
#7: SIDE-BY-SIDE DUPLEX,

O N E D R I V E W AY

# 8 : S I D E - B Y - S I D E D U P L E X , T W O D R I V E W AY S

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : W I D E L O T S (60’ X 110’ O R M O R E )
#9: SIDE-BY-SIDE TANDEM,

O N E D R I V E W AY

# 1 0 : S I D E - B Y - S I D E T A N D E M , T W O D R I V E W AY S

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : D E E P L O T S (50’ X 150’ O R M O R E )
# 11 : F R O N T - T O - B A C K D U P L E X , 2

PA R K I N G S PA C E S E A C H

# 1 2 : S I D E - B Y - S I D E D U P L E X E S , 2 PA R K I N G S PA C E S E A C H

Updated: May 4, 2017
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E X A M P L E S : D O U B L E L O T S (100’
#13: COURT

HOME

X

110’ O R M O R E )

DUPLEX

#14: COURT HOME TANDEM

Updated: May 4, 2017

Page 23

Duplex and Tandem Development

C A L C U L AT I O N E X A M P L E S
#15: FRONT-TO-BACK DUPLEX,

SMALL LOT

#16: FRONT-TO-BACK DUPLEX,SMALL LOT

Updated: May 4, 2017
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C A L C U L AT I O N E X A M P L E S
#17: FRONT-TO-BACK DUPLEX,

LARGE LOT

#18: SIDE-BY-SIDE DUPLEX, LARGE LOT

Updated: May 4, 2017
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BACKGROUND AND GUIDELINES
Introduction
One way to address the region’s environmental sustainability and housing affordability issues is
to build smaller houses. Cottage housing is an innovative style of development based on the idea
of “better, not bigger.” Although it faces the same obstacles as other higher density development
types, cottage housing’s advantages could make it more acceptable to neighbors. This development type would be a useful option for developers, fitting between the detached single family house
and the condo or townhouse. It makes more efficient use of the land, is more affordable and offers
better energy efficiency than traditional single family detached housing, while providing more privacy than attached housing.

What Is A Cottage Housing Development?

Cottages can be as comfortable to live in as a large house because they eliminate parts of a house
that smaller households don’t really use. For example, a cottage doesn’t have a great room and a
living room and a sitting room, or a casual dining room and a formal dining room and a breakfast
nook. Cottage designers often find ways to make the most of the space, building shelving into walls
and living space into lofts. Front porches extend the house outside.
Cottages gain their efficiency through higher densities, so they are usually permitted at double the
normal density for single family detached homes. They can be built either on individual lots, or on a
single lot, like condominiums. They can have attached garages or shared parking. This flexibility allows cottages to fill a number of roles in a community:
• Townhouses without shared walls (multi-family detached);
• Moderately priced housing;
• Urban infill—making use of smaller parcels;
• “Downsized” housing for empty-nest families looking for smaller units;
• Upscale housing, where floor space is traded for higher quality amenities;
• Energy efficiency.

A Cottage Housing Development (CHD) is a collection of small houses—usually less than 1,000
square feet in gross floor area. The cottages are arranged around a common open space, or courtyard, with parking screened from public view.
The first modern cottage developments occurred in the Pacific Northwest in the 1990s with the rehabbing of several 1916 rental cottages into single family homes. The same group of architects and
developers built the first “pocket neighborhood” in Langley, Washington in 1995, following the city’s
adoption of the first CHD zoning ordinance. Since then, cottages have appeared all over the Northwest. They have been authorized by ordinance in Seattle and many of its suburbs. Other examples
come from Anchorage and Juneau, Alaska, Boston, Cleveland and Nashville.
Developer Jim Soule, who built those first cottages in Washington, described a cottage housing
development as “a group of homes that face and relate to one another around a landscaped common area—the old bungalow
court approach” (Cottage Living, April 2008).
Smaller houses are not new
to the Lehigh Valley. The
post- World War II bungalows Soule mentioned are
plentiful in the area. Many
of these houses are 1,2001,500 square feet. Some
local neighborhoods huddle
around a public park, similar
to the clustering found in a
cottage development. Recently, several age-restricted
communities have used
some of the elements of cottage housing, such as clustering or small unit size.
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TABLE 1
Cottage Housing vs. “Conventional” Housing
Density

Characteristic

Unit orientation
Floor area

"Conventional" Housing
Less than eight units per acre.

Cottage Housing
Double underlying zoned density.

Facing out on a public access
street or cul-de-sac.
Typically, 2,500 sq. ft. and up.

Facing in on a common open space, in a cluster of
4-12 units.
No more than 1,200 sq. ft.

Common open space

Either provided on-site or a fee is Per-unit common open space requirement.
paid to the municipality for
Cottages are required to be clustered around the
improvements to parks off-site.
open space.

Design restrictions

Few.

Ownership

Fee-simple.

Parking

Garage facing the street; two
spaces per unit.

Shared parking or individual garages permitted, but
buffered from public view and accessed via alleys
or private driveways. Parking requirements can be
reduced for smaller cottages, to encourage singles
and families without children to occupy them.

Zoning

Single Family.

Footprint

Maximum lot coverage.

Medium density single family to medium density
multi-family.
850 sq. ft. maximum footprint.

Second floor

Typically, up to 35 ft. overall
height.

Cottages limited to two stories. Living space directly
under the roof is not uncommon. Height restricted
to 25 feet.

Porches

Not required.

Required.

Design standards are needed to make cottages
more acceptable to neighbors.
Fee-simple or condominium association.

Advantages
The advantages of cottage housing are typically related to the efficient use of land. Cottages can
make the most of a smaller piece of land through their compact size, making them an ideal choice
for urban infill development. If cottages are permitted at higher than usual densities, they begin to
show their qualities. CHDs are arranged in clusters of four to 12 units, built around a central open
space. Parking is required to be hidden from view, either with garages that open onto alleys, or
shared parking lots protected by landscaping or other features. If the cottages are clustered densely
enough, the cost per unit will come down to below neighboring houses, even though the cost per
square foot is typically somewhat higher.
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This makes them a good
starting point for workforce
housing. Several recent affordable housing providers
have taken advantage of the
cottage concept (see the development case studies on
page 5). In the past, housing
was more affordable partly
because the houses themselves were smaller. Cottage
housing can recapture that
strategy by scaling a house’s
size and amenities to fit the
price requirements of different market segments.
On the other hand, cottages
can also be built without affordability in mind. Upscale
cottage developments are common in some of the most affluent communities in the Northwest.
These projects have taken the cost savings that come with a CHD’s higher density and put it into
higher quality amenities—an approach of “better, not bigger,” as highlighted in Sarah Susanka’s
“Not so Big House” series of books. In Kirkland, Washington, cottage housing was used to diversify
a housing market that was being overrun with enormous mansions.
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public support for two well-designed
developments. Also, it is unlikely that
CHDs will add many children to the
school district, despite the higher
density, since these small units are
designed for seniors, singles and
couples with one child at most.
Cottage design has drawn opposition in some cases, with the look
of the buildings becoming a focal
point for neighbor resistance. While
a focus group study of cottage
residents and neighbors in Kirkland
was positive, one resident told the
City Council that “They look like
they should come with a pair of
Birkenstocks and an elf (Kirkland
Reporter, 12/27/2007).” Brightly colored cottages in Shoreline and Anchorage, Alaska also drew fire
for disrupting the neighborhood. However, one CHD in Seattle used a publicly viewable garden as
a way to share its assets with the community and win neighbor support. Most municipalities have
incorporated strict design requirements into their CHD ordinances as a way to address opposition to
the cottages’ aesthetics.

Cottages can be much more energy efficient than large houses. At least two affordable housing
projects have used cottages to enhance the affordability of the units by reducing energy costs.
These developments used new technologies and the small sizes of the structures to access support
from power companies or environmental organizations. Small cottages are energy efficient because
there is no excess space; owners do not have to pay to heat rooms that they rarely use.

The included model regulations address some brief design requirements, however, each municipality should use its own local standards to ensure the cottages are compatible with the rest of the
community. Some design criteria could include provisions such as:
• Limits on the pitch of a cottage’s roof;
• A maximum ratio of height to width (to avoid tall, skinny houses);
• Requirements that each cottage look different from its neighbors;
• Restrictions on color schemes.

Challenges

Development Case Studies

On a per-square-foot basis, cottages are more expensive to build than large houses. This poses
a direct challenge to the goal of using cottage housing to make homes more affordable. Cottages
contain all the same expensive parts of a conventional house—kitchen and bathrooms—but none
of a builder’s typical profit centers—sitting rooms, dining rooms or extra bedrooms that add to the
price of a house but are cheap to build. Another factor in the higher cost of many CHDs is the innovative nature of the concept—builders are trying to showcase the idea. In order to be economically
viable, CHDs need to be built at per-unit densities close to those found in multifamily developments.
The two most common approaches to increasing cottage density are to either double the underlying
zoned density if cottages are built, or to allow more than one cottage on each lot.

Shoreline, WA. Greenwood Avenue Cottages. The most successful of the seven CHDs
in Shoreline, the Greenwood Avenue cottages sold quickly in 2002. Initial prices ranged from
$250,000 to $285,000, although a recent resale was listed at $439,000. The eight units are all less
than 1,000 sq. ft. in usable floor space (the second story is under the shallow pitched roof, so the
square footage includes only the space with at least six feet between ceiling and floor). The units
are clustered around a large common green space that also includes a 300 sq. ft. community building. Parking is clustered to either side. “Builder Online” praised the cottages for their use of “cheerful, but not overwhelming, colors,” however, during the city’s debate over CHDs, some residents
complained that they were gaudy.

Allowing CHDs in single family districts with public sewer and water greatly increases the viability of
cottage developments. However, the building of cottages close to larger homes can be the source
of public resistance. Many of the arguments raised against smaller or denser housing have been
aimed at cottages: they are ruining the “character” of the neighborhood; increased density will burden the school system; property values will fall; traffic will increase. While some neighbors in Shoreline, Washington complained about cottages being built next door, the Kirkland study found solid

Suffolk County, NY. Cottages at Mattituck. This 22-unit subsidized CHD opened in October of
2007. The Community Development Corporation of Long Island developed the income-restricted,
workforce housing project with county bonds, Federal HOME dollars and a subsidy from the Long
Island Power Authority that reflected the high energy efficiency of the designs. The 1,100 sq. ft.
units sold for $175,900 for buyers making less than 80% of the median income and $218,400 for
buyers earning from 80-100% of the median. Deed restrictions will keep the units permanently affordable.
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Cleveland, OH. The Green Cottages. Construction has recently begun on these Midwest cottages. This is another income-restricted, affordable housing project based on cottages. The Green
Cottages combine demonstrations of energy efficiency technology, affordable housing subsidies
and transit-oriented development. The units have two or three bedrooms and are sized from 1,150
to 1,350 sq. ft. All units have a full basement, a garage and ramp access to the rear entrance. The
three bedroom model extends this accessibility with a first-floor bedroom. The units are designed
to save residents 50% off the typical Cleveland utility costs. The two bedroom models will sell for
$105,000 and the three bedrooms for $125,000. A deed restriction allows the Cuyahoga Community
Land Trust to capture a portion of the home’s equity on resale, preserving the public affordability investment.

Juneau, AK. Alaska’s capital city
TABLE 2
has a built-out urban core centered
Per-unit minimum lot sizes, in square feet, for Juneau, AK.
on the waterfront and a newer
ZONING DISTRICTS
suburban area several miles away.
D-3
D-5
D-10
HOUSING TYPE
Lack of land and strong seasonal
Cottage housing
4,500
3,600
3,000
Single Family
24,000
—
—
demand during the legislative sesCommon Wall
—
7,000
3,600
sions have driven up the cost of
housing in Juneau. The City government approved a CHD ordinance in 2005 to address the need for smaller-sized housing for an
aging demographic to increase density and promote urban in-fill.

Seattle, WA. Ravenna Cottages. Decidedly not targeting households with modest incomes, this
demonstration project in the city of Seattle was designed to show the high quality that cottages
can achieve. The development is a cluster of six cottages and three carriage houses just north of
downtown. The units face inward, toward a garden that is visible from the street—a feature that
helped win neighborhood acceptance. Each cottage has an 850 sq. ft. footprint. Even with a 1,500
sq. ft. courtyard, this development reaches a density of 31 units per acre. The units sold initially
for $255,000 to $310,000 each. The CHD’s land is owned jointly, with the owners paying fees to a
condo association for maintenance.

Cottages are permitted at much higher densities than the usual use of the zoning. Juneau requires
cottages to meet high design standards, employing a points system to ensure that the structures
are up to the community’s expectations. Points are awarded for design elements such as a wood
shingle roof (4 points), a bay window (3 points) or a weathervane (1 point). Cottages may have no
more than 1,200 sq. ft. in gross floor area. These high standards helped a cottage developer overcome neighbor resistance and win Planning Commission approval for Juneau’s first CHD on February 11th, 2008.

Ordinance Case Studies
Kirkland, WA. This city, just a mile from the Microsoft campus in Redmond, WA, has some of the
most expensive urban housing in the Northwest, with a median price over $900,000. Municipal officials looked to cottage housing as a way to bring price diversity to the market, allowing people
from a range of income levels to live there, and so permitted the construction of two CHDs as an
experiment. The units were
sold initially for less than half
the median price, although
one recent resale listing was
more than $800,000. A study
commissioned by Kirkland
determined that the cottages
had been a success—neighbors had accepted the houses and were willing to accept
more cottage development;
CHD residents were happy
with the developments and
with the neighborhood. City
officials built on the success,
adopting a Cottage, Carriage
and Multiplex Housing ordinance in 2007.
The ordinance allows cottages up to 1,500 sq. ft. and a density of twice the underlying zone with a
maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of .35. A provision mandates the inclusion of cottages affordable to
buyers earning less than median income. Affordable units and community buildings are not counted
for the FAR. Also, the FAR is calculated for the entire site, not for each individual cottage.

Shoreline, WA. Shoreline’s CHD ordinance allowed the construction of dozens of units before it
was repealed in an anti-cottage backlash, based on the perception that density befitting a multifamily residential zone was getting constructed in a single-family residential area.1 The stated purpose of the ordinance was to support the efficient use of urban residential land; increase the variety
of housing types available for smaller households; encourage the creation of usable open space;
and provide for development with less bulk and scale than standard sized single-family detached
homes.
The ordinance encouraged smaller cottages, capping total floor space at 1,000 sq. ft. and first floor
space at 800 sq. ft. Furthermore, the ordinance required that at least half of the units in a cluster
have no more than 650 sq. ft. on the first floor and granted a density bonus if all units in a cluster
had no more than 650 sq. ft. of first floor space: two units per parcel, versus 1.75 units if any unit
had a larger first floor.

Recommended Standards
From these examples, it is possible to devise a set of standards that accomplish the goals of the Lehigh Valley, while also conforming to the region’s unique characteristics and needs. Table 3 outlines
the design guidelines that form the basis for a set of model regulations.

Authorization
The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code says that zoning ordinances may contain “provisions to encourage innovation and to promote flexibility, economy and ingenuity in development…”
(Section 603(c)(5)). Cottage housing is intended to address several Smart Growth goals articulated
in Comprehensive Plan The Lehigh Valley… 2030:
• Generally, housing density and housing variety should be increased in urban development areas (p 38).
1

Eskenazi, Stuart, “Shoreline Cottages: Too Close for Comfort?” Seattle Times, March 24, 2005, http://seattletimes.com/
html/localnews/2002217948_cottage24m.html

8

Cottage Housing Development
•
•

To provide an adequate supply of affordable housing which meets the needs of all income and
social groups (p 61).
Encourage the utilization of innovative residential development techniques… to provide high
quality residential living environments and minimize the impact of development upon the natural environment of the site (p 65).

Conclusion
With new construction overwhelmingly focused on larger houses, affordability is slipping away from
Lehigh Valley residents. Allowing a smaller style of housing is one approach to bring affordability
back into the market. In order to be economically competitive with large houses, cottages need to
be built at higher densities. The higher design standards found in these model regulations help to
make those higher density developments more acceptable to some of the traditional opponents of
density. At the time of this model ordinance’s update, within the Lehigh Valley, both Allentown and
the Borough of Portland had passed legislation supporting CHDs.
The following model regulations allow CHDs as a permitted use in single family zones served by
public sewer and water.
Characteristic
Density

TABLE 3
Cottage Housing Development Model Standards
Standard
CHDs may be built at up to twice the allowed density for the underlying zone for single
family detached housing. This could be achieved three ways, depending on the
municipality’s zoning system:
• Double the allowed units per acre;
• Halve the minimum lot size requirement;
• Allow two cottages on each single family lot.

Scale

A CHD is made up of one or two clusters of cottages. Developments are capped at two
clusters (24 cottages) to keep CHDs small. In Shoreline, Washington, and Boston, large
numbers of cottages overwhelmed neighbors and led to anti-cottage backlashes. Each
CHD either requires a separate land development plan, or it must be one part of a larger
development plan.

Clusters

Clusters must have at least four and no more than 12 cottages. Each cluster must have
its own open space and parking.

Unit orientation

Clustered around common open space.

Setbacks and separation

Cottages must be within 25 feet of the common open space. Additionally, no part of any
building in the CHD can be more than 150 feet from fire department vehicle access, as
measured by a clear path along the ground. All buildings in the CHD must be at least 10
feet apart.

Parking

Clustered and hidden from public view, either off of an alley or a private driveway.
Garages are permitted, however they must have a design similar to or compatible with the
cottages, so a maximum size is advisable. No more than five contiguous parking spaces.

Common open space

An area improved for passive recreation or gardening and open to the residents. At least
400 sq. ft. per unit, and at least 3,000 sq. ft. per cluster. Divided into no more than two
pieces. Each piece counting toward the requirement must be at least 20 ft. on each side.
It must be bordered on at least two sides by cottages.

Community building

A community building is encouraged. Many community buildings are around 300 sq. ft.
Community buildings must be owned and maintained by a homeowners'/condominium
association or similar collective.

Cottage size

Cottages may have no more than 1,200 sq. ft. of gross floor area, not including interior
spaces with less than six ft. of overhead room, architectural projections (such as bay
windows), basements, detached garages/carports and unenclosed porches. No unit may
have more than 850 sq. ft. on its ground floor. The maximum height of a cottage is 25
feet.

Other characteristics

Depending on a community's tastes, more control of the look of the cottages could be
important to make sure the designs blend well with the neighborhood. In areas where
cottages have drawn controversy, much of the opposition has been based on the
aesthetics of the units.

Cottage Housing Development

FIGURE 1
Example Cottage Housing Development
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FIGURE 2
CHD Parking and Setback Details
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MODEL REGULATIONS
Section 1: Intent
A) These regulations authorize Cottage Housing Developments (CHDs) as a permitted use in
certain residential zones with certain standards.
B) Cottage Housing is a type of housing appropriately sized for smaller households. This housing
type encourages efficient use of land, affordability and energy conservation. Cottage Housing
allows for a higher density development than is normally allowed. This is made possible by
smaller home sizes, clustered home sites and parking and design standards.

Section 2: Definitions
A) Cluster: A group of four to 12 cottages, arranged around a common open space.
B) Common open space: An area improved for passive recreational use or gardening. Common
open spaces are required to be owned and maintained commonly, through a homeowners’ or
condominium association or similar mechanism.
C) Cottage: A single family detached dwelling unit that is part of a cottage housing development.
D) Cottage Housing Development (CHD): One or two clusters of cottages developed under a
single land development plan, or as part of another land development plan.
E) Footprint: The gross floor area of a cottage’s ground-level story.

Section 3: Districts
FIGURE 3
Example Cottage

A) CHDs shall be permitted only in medium density single-family residential, and medium density
multi-family residential districts.
B) CHDs shall only be permitted in areas served by public sewer and water.

Section 4: Density
A) Cottages may be built at up to twice the underlying
zoned density for single family detached housing.
B) A CHD is composed of clusters of cottages.
1.		Minimum units per cluster: 4
2.		Maximum units per cluster: 12
3.		Maximum clusters per CHD: 2

Section 5: Community Assets

Comment: There are three ways to
achieve the density permitted, depending on the municipality’s zoning
system:
• Double the allowed units per acre;
• Halve the minimum lot size requirement;
• Allow two cottages on each single
family lot.

A) Common open space
1. Each cluster of cottages shall have common open space to provide a sense of openness
and community for residents.
2. At least 400 square feet per cottage of common open space is required for each cluster.
3. Each area of common open space shall be in one contiguous and useable piece.
4. To be considered as part of the minimum open space requirement, an area of common
open space must have a minimum dimension of 20 feet on all sides.
5. The common open space shall be at least 3,000 square feet in area, regardless of the
number of units in the cluster.
6. Required common open space may be divided into no more than two separate areas per
cluster.
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7. At least two sides of the common open area shall have cottages along its perimeter.
8. Parking areas, yard setbacks, private open space and driveways do not qualify as common open space.
9. Any municipal requirements for contributions to off-site recreation facilities shall be reduced for the CHD by the amount of common open space included in the development.
B) Community Building
1. Community buildings are permitted in CHDs.
2. Community buildings shall be clearly incidental in use and size to dwelling units.
3. Building height for community buildings shall be no more than one story.

Section 6: Ownership
A) Community buildings, parking areas and common open space shall be owned and maintained
commonly by the CHD residents, through a condominium association, a homeowners’ association, or a similar mechanism, and shall not be dedicated to the municipality.

Section 7: Design
A) Cottage Size
1. The gross floor area of each cottage shall not exceed 1,200 square feet.
2. At least 25% of the cottages in each cluster shall have a gross floor area less than 1,000
square feet.
3. Cottage areas that do not count toward the gross floor area or footprint calculations are:
a. Interior spaces with a ceiling height of six feet or less, such as in a second floor area
under the slope of the roof;
b. Basements;
c. Architectural projections—such as bay windows, fireplaces or utility closets—no greater than 24 inches in depth and six feet in width;
d. Attached unenclosed porches;
e. Garages or carports;
4. The footprint of each cottage shall not exceed 850 square feet.
B) Unit Height
Comment: While lots in a CHD do not
1. The maximum height of cottage housing units
have to abut public streets, private
shall be 25 feet.
streets are not advisable because of
C) Orientation of Cottages
concerns of shifting the burden to a
1. Each dwelling unit shall be clustered around a
municipality if the private entity can no
common open space. Each unit shall have a
longer maintain it, and private roads
primary entry and covered porch oriented to the
are often not constructed to municipal
common open space.
standards.
2. Lots in a CHD can abut either a street or an alley.
Comment: The International Fire
3. Each unit abutting a public street (not includCode, adopted by all municipalities in
ing alleys) shall have a façade, secondary enPennsylvania, requires that access for
trance, porch, bay window or other architectural
fire apparatus “shall…extend to within
enhancement oriented to the public street.
150 feet (45,720 mm) of all portions
of the facility and all portions of the
D) Cottage Setbacks
exterior walls of the first story of the
1. The minimum setbacks for all structures (inbuilding as measured by an approved
cluding cottages, parking structures and comroute around the exterior of the buildmunity buildings) in a CHD are:
ing or facility (503.1.1).”
a. Ten feet from any public right-of-way.
b. Ten feet from any other structure.
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2. Cottages shall be no more than 25 feet from the common open area, measured from the
façade of the cottage to the nearest delineation of the common open area.
3. No part of any structure in the CHD (including but not limited to cottages, parking structures and community buildings) shall be more than 150 feet, as measured by the shortest
clear path on the ground, from fire department vehicle access.
E) Porches
1. Cottage units shall have covered front porches.
Comment: Municipalities may wish
The front porch shall be oriented toward the
to include other design standards to
common open space.
address the specific aesthetic require2. Covered porches shall have at least 60 square
ments of the community.
feet in area.
F) Basements
1. Cottages may have basements.

Section 8: Parking
A) Minimum Number of Off-Street Parking Spaces
1. Units up to 700 square feet: 1 space per dwelling unit.
2. Units 701-1000 square feet: 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit, rounded up to the next whole
number.
3. Units with more than 1000 square feet: 2 spaces per dwelling.
4. The CHD shall include additional guest parking. A minimum of .5 guest parking spaces
per dwelling unit, rounded up to the next whole number, shall be provided for each cottage
cluster. Guest parking may be clustered with resident parking, however, the spaces shall
include clear signage identifying them as reserved for visitors.
5. The requirement for off-street parking may be waived or reduced by the municipality if sufficient on-street parking is available.
B) Parking Design
1. Parking shall be separated from the common area and public streets by landscaping and/
or architectural screening. Solid board fencing shall not be allowed as an architectural
screen.
2. Parking areas shall be accessed only by a private driveway or a public alley.
3. The design of garages and carports—including roof lines—shall be similar to and compatible with that of the dwelling units within the CHD.
4. Parking areas shall be limited to no more than five contiguous spaces.

Section 9: Walkways
1. A CHD shall have sidewalks along all public streets.
2. A system of interior walkways shall connect each cottage to each other and to the parking
area, and to the sidewalks abutting any public streets bordering the CHD.
3. Walkways and sidewalks shall be at least four feet in width.

