
City of Longview 1525 Broadway
Longview, WA 98632

www.ci.longview.wa.us

Agenda
This meeting will be offered in-person or virtual. To attend 

virtually, please use the zoom link below:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86788038944  or call in 
for audio only:   US: +1 253 215 8782  Webinar ID: 

867 8803 8944

Planning Commission

Wednesday, July 6, 2022 7:00 PM City Hall

City of Longview Page 1

1. ROLL CALL
  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
  

 22-000430 MEETING MINUTES OF:
APRIL 06 2022,
MAY 11 2022
MAY 30 WORKSHOP
JUNE 01 2022
RECOMMENDED ACTION: MOTION TO APPROVE OR APPROVE WITH CORRECTIONS 

   

3. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION OF CORRESPONDENCE
  

4. DECLARATION OF EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS AND APPEARNESS OF FAIRNESS
  

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
  

6. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
  

 22-000405 Review 2019 Comprehensive Plan implementation schedule.

With new members on the Planning Commission this information is included for your 
reference and a brief discussion before the Infill Workshop. 

   

 22-000432 WORKSHOP ON INFILL HOUSING ZONING CODE AMENDMENTS
The 2019 Comprehensive Plan update called for consideration of amendments to allow 
infill of large lots and other forms of development of interior parcels. The Planning 
Commission ranked Accessory Dwelling Units and Infill as the top priorities. With a 
recommendation on amendments for ADU's complete, Infill is the next focus. 

   

7. OTHER BUSINESS
  

8. PLANNER'S REPORT
  

9. ADJOURNMENT
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City of Longview

Minutes

1525 Broadway
Longview, WA 98632

www.ci.longview.wa.us

Agenda
To attend the meeting virtually on zoom.us use the 

following link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86788038944
   Or for audio only, dial in with either number 253 215 

8782  or 408 638 0968  Webinar ID: 867 8803 8944

Planning Commission

Wednesday, June 1, 2022 7:00 PM City Hall

City of Longview Page 1

1. ROLL CALL

 

Chairman Collins called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

 Present: Member Craig Collins, Member Jeff Rauth, Member Ramona Leber, Member Joanna Lee, 
Member Kalei LaFave, Member Stacy Dalgarno
 Absent: Member Trey Davis 
 
 Staff Present: Christopher Eastwood, Assistant City Attorney; Adam Trimble, Planner; Sam Barham, 
Engineer; Lisa Vertrees, Administrative Assistant

  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
 Deferred
  

3. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION OF CORRESPONDENCE
 None at this time
  

4. DECLARATION OF EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS AND APPEARNESS OF FAIRNESS
 Read in to record. 
  

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
 
  

 22-000349 PC 2020-7 West End Manufactured Home Park, type B Binding Site Plan

Recommended Action:
Hold a public hearing.  Motion to adopt the findings and recommended conditions of 
approval of the staff report. 

  Mr. Trimble presented the staff report.

Chairman Collins opened the public hearing.
The following citizen spoke:
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Nick Little, Chilton Development Services

Hearing no other speakers, Chairman Collins closed the public hearing.

A motion was made by Member Kalei LaFave, seconded by Member Jeff Rauth, to Adopt the findings 
and recommended conditions of approval in the staff report and approve the West End Manufactured 
Home Park binding site plan with conditions. 
Approved
Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Ramona Leber, Kalei LaFave, Boardmember Jeff Rauth, 
Boardmember Joanna Lee, Boardmember Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

 22-000350 PC 2022-2 Flood Damage Prevention ordinance update amendments, Longview 
Municipal Code 17.24

Recommended Action:Hold a public hearing. Motion to adopt the findings and 
recommendations of the staff report and recommend the City Council adopt the 
proposed amendments to Chapter 17.24 FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION 

  Mr. Trimble reviewed the staff memo.

Chairman Collins opened the public hearing.
Hearing no speakers, Chairman Collins closed the public hearing

A motion was made by Member Joanna Lee, seconded by Member Jeff Rauth, to adopt the findings and 
staff recommendations and recommend Council adopt the proposed amendmentsto Chapter 17.24 Flood 
Damage Prevention.  The motion passed unanimously. 

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Ramona Leber, Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member 
Joanna Lee, Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

6. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
 The request for a July public hearing has been cancelled. 
  

7. PLANNER'S REPORT

 

*Council discussed the ADU recommendations and has requested a workshop.
*The downtown zoning amendments are before Council.
*After the ADU recommendations are adopted, Planning Commission will move on to infill 
*Mint Farm land sale

PW
*3rd Ave/Industrial Way coming along
*California Way/Baltimore paving project is going out to bid
*Mt. Solo road re-paving
*2 sewer pump station projects will go out to bid
*Washington Way paving - RA Long to 34th Ave

  

8. OTHER BUSINESS
 None at this time. 
  

9. ADJOURNMENT

 
The next regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for July 6, 2022 at 7 p.m.

With no further business to discuss, Chairman Collins adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p.m.
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____________________________
Lisa Vertrees, Recorder
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City of Longview

Minutes

1525 Broadway
Longview, WA 98632

www.ci.longview.wa.us

 Agenda
Attend in-person or virtually using the link below.

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86788038944
Telephone: US: +1 253 215 8782   Webinar ID: 867 8803 

8944

Planning Commission

Wednesday, May 11, 2022 7:00 PM City Hall

City of Longview Page 1

1. ROLL CALL

 

Chairman Collins called the meeting to order at 7 p.m.

 Present: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Jeff Rauth, Member Joanna Lee, Member 
Kalei LaFave, Member Stacy Dalgarno
 Excused: Member Ramona Leber
 
 Staff Present:Steve Schuman, Assistant City Attorney; Adam Trimble, Planner; Sam Barham, Engineer; 
Lisa Vertrees, Administrative Assistant

  

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

 

A motion was made by Member Jeff Rauth, seconded by Member Joanna Lee, to approve the minutes of the April 6, 
2022 regular Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member Joanna Lee, 
Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

  

3. AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION OF CORRESPONDENCE
 One comment via email pertaining to an agenda item was received. 
  

4. DECLARATION OF EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS AND APPEARNESS OF FAIRNESS
 Mr. Trimble read the Declaration into the record. 
  

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
 
  

 22-000266 PC 2022-1 Downtown Commerce District zoning code amendments.

Recommended Action: Hold a public hearing.
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Motion to adopt the findings and recommendation of the staff report, with adjustments 
to the proposed amendments as noted in the report to leave religious establishments 
and community centers unchanged and include a new definition for restaurant in the 
amendments. 

  Mr. Trimble gave a staff report.

Chairman Collins opened the public hearing.
The following citizens spoke:
Hawthorne Wright
Mr. Chalmers
Spencer Boudreau
Eric Miller
Angie Wean
Paige Espinoza
Tina Smith - via Zoom and email read in to record
Lindsey Cope
Niki Favela
Pat
Grace Quick

Hearing no further speakers, Chairman Collins closed the public hearing.

A motion was made by Member Jeff Rauth, seconded by Member Kalei LaFave, to approve the staff 
recommended changes to the draft amendments, adopt the staff findings and recommend City Council 
adopt the subject zoning code amendments. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Kalei LaFave, Boardmember Jeff Rauth, 
Boardmember Joanna Lee, Boardmember Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

Member Joanna Lee suggested removing card rooms, etc. from the allowed types of businesses for the 
DC zone. The following motion amendment was made and voted on:

A motion was made by Member Joanna Lee, seconded by Member Kalei LaFave, to approve the staff 
recommended changes to the draft amendments, adopt the staff findings, remove Gambling 
casinos, card rooms, bingo parlors, pari-mutuel betting parlors and video arcades from the 
table of permitted uses, and recommend City Council adopt the subject zoning code 
amendments. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member 
Joanna Lee, Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

6. NON-PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
 
  

7. OTHER BUSINESS
 
  

 22-000273 Set Public Hearing for Olive Way subdivision, date to be determined at meeting; June 1 
or July 6.
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  A motion was made by Member Kalei LaFave, seconded by Member Jeff Rauth, to set a public hearing 
for the Olive Way subdivision for July 6, 2022.. The motion carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member 
Joanna Lee, Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

 22-000272 Set public hearing for June 1, 2022 for West End Manufactured Home Park Binding Site 
Plan, 5721 Ocean Beach Hwy.

The full project documents and environmental checklist are online at: 
https://mylongview.box.com/s/ri42gdnikkajxfu1ozqcgdw0kl11dl2v 

  A motion was made by Member Kalei LaFave, seconded by Member Stacy Dalgarno, to set a public 
hearing for June 1, 2022 for the West End Manufactured Home Park Binding Site plan. The motion 
carried by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member 
Joanna Lee, Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

 22-000277 Request to set a public hearing for updates to the Chapter 17.24 FLOOD DAMAGE 
PREVENTION Ordinance as required by FEMA and Department of Ecology.

Staff will present changes required by the Department of Ecology, to the Longview Flood 
Damage Prevention ordinance and answer questions about this critical area regulation. 
The chapter is online at: 
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Longview/#!/Longview17/Longview1724.html#17.24

Recommended Action: Motion to set a public hearing for June 1, 2022. 
  Mr. Trimble gave a brief overview.

A motion was made by Member Kalei LaFave, seconded by Member Jeff Rauth, to set a public hearing 
for June 1, 2022 for updates to Chapter 17.24 Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance. The motion carried 
by the following vote:

Ayes: Member Craig Collins, Member Trey Davis, Member Kalei LaFave, Member Jeff Rauth, Member 
Joanna Lee, Member Stacy Dalgarno
Nays: None

   

8. PLANNER'S REPORT

 

Public Works:
* Business Park progress
* California Way/7th Avenue overlay 
* 46th Avenue overlay
CD:
* Industrial development
* Mint Farm possible investment
* Vale at Overlook PUD subdivision - permit ready
* Uptick in all permits
* Commerce Avenue interest

  

9. ADJOURNMENT

 The next regular Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for June 1, 2022. 
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With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m.

_____________________________
Lisa Vertrees, Recorder
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Draft Implementation Schedule 

10 year implementation
2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Highlands Neighborhood 

Plan

City-wide landscaping 

requirements

City-wide Sign Regulations

Sign code updates

Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design Comm 

ind.

Residential infill regulations

Residential zoning 

modernization (housing 

Review Civic Center, Country 

Club and Riverfront District 

zoning

Urban Growth Agreement 

with Cowlitz County and PAB
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P
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A
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2019 COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION 
OCTOBER 2020 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

WORK PLAN

“The comprehensive plan will be implemented through the actions of 
City staff, the Planning Commission, City Council, and other boards or 
commissions.  Objectives and policies will be carried out through the 
adoption and revision of regulations, including zoning and critical areas, 
annual budgeting and capital improvement programming, empowering 
neighborhood and community groups, and individual decisions on 
development proposals.”
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BROAD TOPICS 
(FOR THE PLANNING 

COMMISSION)

1. Land-Use Goals, Objectives, and 
Policies

2. Housing

3. Economic Development

4. Transportation, natural environment 

LAND-USE
Action items include: 

• Highlands Neighborhood Plan and zoning district 
specifically for the neighborhood

• Future street connections map- to ensure development 
doesn’t block needed connections.

• City-wide landscaping requirements that work with 
stormwater, and streetscape standards. 

• City-wide sign regulations to enhance city’s visual 
character

• Update the sign code to conform with case law while 
enabling signage that serves the needs of commercial 
and industrial businesses.

• Develop Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design (CPTED) standards for commercial and 
industrial zoning districts.
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LAND-USE
Action items continued: 

• Develop regulations to govern infill in residential 
areas with large lots.

• Amend the Longview Municipal Code Title 19 –
Zoning to provide regulations and standards that 
allow for a wide range of housing choices to meet 
the changing needs of the community.  Consider 
allowing for project phasing or “shadow plats” 
where the first use of the land is at very low densities 
but arranged in a manner to allow future 
development when the demand is there.

• Encourage and promote flexible design techniques 
for residential developments such as lot clustering, 
flexible setback requirements, and mixing attached 
and detached housing to achieve design variety 
and housing choices.

LAND-USE
Action items continued: 

• Review the Civic Center, Country Club, and 
Riverfront District zoning for appropriateness and 
adequacy.

• Collaborate with Cowlitz County to develop an 
urban growth agreement.

• Establish a mutually agreed-upon Planning Area 
Boundary that establishes future annexation areas.
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STAFF ESTIMATION OF TIME/EFFORT FOR LAND-USE ACTIONS
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HOUSING
Action items:

• Facilitate lifecycle neighborhoods and community 
stability by providing for alternative living 
arrangements such as accessory dwelling units 
(ADUs), shared housing, cohousing, and smaller 
housing types; and by encouraging infill.

• Promote safe, healthy, environmentally sound, and 
accessible housing for all economic segments of 
the population.

• Promote social equity in housing by encouraging 
mixed income and mixed generational 
neighborhoods.

• Promote local inclusionary zoning requirements for 
affordable housing or voluntary programs with 
density bonuses and other incentives for 
developers.

Economic Development
1. Adopt land use plans and zoning classifications that are 

supportive of responsible economic development, 
accommodating a range of industrial, commercial and 
mixed-use opportunities reflective of community need 
and responsive to market demand.  Provide a process for 
land use revisions on a periodic basis if needed to assure 
an adequate supply of ready-to-build sites across all 
employment land designations.

2. Periodically review and update City zoning regulations 
for Downtown, Regional, Commercial, and 
Neighborhood Commercial districts.  Consider 
implementation of flexible land management techniques 
such as form-based zoning.  Commercial locations, 
development standards, and permitted uses should 
reflect the intended intensity of the business districts and 
ensure each district contributes to City goals for an 
attractive, flexible, and economically vibrant 
commercial base. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CONT.
Apply mixed office and commercial zoning near St John Medical Center to accommodate higher 
quality, campus-oriented medical and professional office space. 

Encourage substantial new housing development, especially for mid-upper income residents in or near 
downtown Longview. 

Encourage mixed-use development with live-work, retail, supporting services, and employment, either 
on-site or in close proximity to residential uses through the Neighborhood Commercial zone, Regional 
and Community Commercial nodes along major corridors.

Apply landscaping, access, and signage regulations to commercial and mixed-use developments in 
the City to ensure noticeable, attractive visual appeal.  Consider perimeter and parking lot 
landscaping, consolidated access points and linked parking areas, and sign sizes based on pedestrian 
as well as auto orientation. 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Action items continued: 

• Promote low-impact development that 
allows for infiltration and recharge where 
appropriate.  Use open space and natural 
systems such as vegetative swales, French 
drains, wetlands, drywells, and rain 
gardens that promote water quality and 
infiltration.

•Plan and coordinate land uses, public 
access, and natural resource protection 
along shorelines of the state in 
accordance with the Shoreline 
Management Act and the Longview 
Community Vision.
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•Encourage site planning and subdivision designs that take advantage of solar 
radiation, climatic conditions, and natural features of the land.

•By the end of 2021, consistent with Objective LU-B.2, evaluate and amend, as 
needed, development regulations to ensure that planning project approval is 
consistent with transportation goals, objectives, and policies.

•Provide connectivity for convenient multi-modal access.

•Enhance policies allowing new development to support multiple modes of 
transportation such as public transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

•Look for opportunities to locate multi-modal paths where they can be safely 
designed to address pedestrian and bicycle safety.

OTHER: ENERGY, TRANSPORTATION, UTILITIES
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TO: Longview Planning Commission

FROM: Adam Trimble, Planning Manager

MEETING DATE: July 6, 2022

SUBJECT: Workshop on zoning code amendments to support infill 

The Longview Comprehensive Plan adopted in 2019 includes goals, objectives and policies to 
allow infill where homes or businesses are added in an established district on vacant or less 
developed lots, taking advantage of areas where infrastructure is already in place and where there 
are fewer environmental constraints.

An entire section is dedicated to infill on page 32: 
Neighborhood Preservation and Renewal

Goal LU-E Maintain stability and improve the vitality of neighborhoods by adhering 
to and enforcing established land-use regulations.

Objective LU-E.1 Develop regulations to govern infill in residential areas with large lots.

Policy LU-E.1.1 Conduct substantial public outreach to assist in developing thoughtful, 
workable infill regulations designed to minimize adverse impacts.

Policy LU-E.1.2 Identify areas characterized by lots with greater depth than width, where 
rear portions of property could host infill.

Policy LU-E.1.3 Consider private road standards to facilitate infill development at the rear 
of already-developed properties.

Policy LU-E.1.4 Encourage a variety of residential site and building designs that are 
compatible and consistent with surrounding development.

Policy LU-E.1.5 Identify potential infill and redevelopment layouts that would be suitable 
for long, narrow properties in the vicinity of Ocean Beach Highway.

Related objectives and policies include:  

 Amend the Longview Municipal Code Title 19 – Zoning to provide regulations and 
standards that allow for a wide range of housing choices to meet the changing needs of 
the community.  Consider allowing for project phasing or “shadow plats” where the first 
use of the land is at very low densities but arranged in a manner to allow future 
development when the demand is there.
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 Policy LU-E.4.2 As appropriate to the district, support the development of 
incentives for mixing of housing types, clustering around open space, and infilling of 
vacant land.

 Encourage and promote flexible design techniques for residential developments such as 
lot clustering, flexible setback requirements, and mixing attached and detached housing 
to achieve design variety and housing choices.

 Facilitate lifecycle neighborhoods and community stability by providing for alternative 
living arrangements such as accessory dwelling units (ADUs), shared housing, 
cohousing, and smaller housing types; and by encouraging infill.

In a discussion of Land Consumption and Growth, on page 55, the comprehensive plan states 
“The need for new housing units can be met by using three basic strategies:

 Compiling and redeveloping existing low-density residential with a higher density 
(smaller single-family lots, increased height to allow extra stories in multi-family 
housing, etc.)

 Development of “leftover” properties in existing residential neighborhoods (infill)
 Annexation of additional area for residential development”

I would like our workshop to focus on reaching a consensus on what we mean and don’t mean by 
infill and what problem is being solved by the amendments to the zoning code.  I tend to think of 
the CVG area for example. There are places where a traditional subdivision may occur and 
others where there is little chance that a full public road is going to be built to serve undeveloped 
areas behind homes. An infill development code could allow some property owners to develop 
those areas that simply do not have enough land or other obstacles to do a traditional subdivision. 
I will have a presentation at the meeting to examine the CVG and other areas in town. 

There is a lot of guidance, examples and professional advice about infill describing many 
different forms of development from accessory dwelling units to multifamily.  I have included 
some publications and references for you to review ahead of our meeting. If you find you are 
curious about something check this resource collection out:

http://mrsc.org/home/explore-topics/planning/development-types-and-land-uses/infill-
development-completing-the-community-fabric.aspx 

Two examples in Washington State: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_service
s/planning_services/residential_infill_pilot_program 

https://cob.org/gov/dept/pcd/infill-housing-toolkit 
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Cities suffering housing shortages, a lack of 
housing choice, and a scarcity of affordable 
housing options are now examining existing 
neighborhoods to identify infill opportuni-
ties. The most difficult locations to promote 
infill development are in existing single-
family zones. The promise of single-family 
zoning is often low density, peace and quiet, 
and a lack of congestion. Despite these 
expectations, many cities are looking at infill 
options such as accessory dwelling units, 
duplexes, cottages, town homes, and small 
apartment buildings in single-family neigh-
borhoods.  Ensuring that these new building 
types are consistent with the existing con-
text has been a challenge.

A number of cities and their planning 
departments have initiated plans and zoning 
code revisions designed to expand housing 
choice within existing neighborhoods. Many 
of these code revisions focus on expanding 
housing options in single-family zones—a 
controversial idea. In September 2018, the 
Vancouver, British Columbia, city council 
approved a portion of the city’s Making 
Room Plan that called for duplexes in all 
existing single-family zones. On December 
19, 2018, the city council changed the zoning 
law allowing duplexes as a permitted use in 
the RS (single-family) zone on a trial basis 
for one year. In Minneapolis, the city council 
adopted the 2040 Comprehensive Plan in 
December 2018, calling for a zoning change 
to allow duplexes and triplexes in single-
family zoning districts. Some existing home 
owners and neighborhood organizations 
have promised to fight this change. 

Planners need to look for opportunities 
to allow more intensive development of exist-
ing properties. In some cases, this will mean 
opening up single-family zoning districts to 
accessory dwellings, duplexes, triplexes, 
and other forms of housing. In others, it will 
mean making it easier to build apartments, 
town houses, and courtyard homes within 
multifamily or commercial zones, or reducing 
lot size requirements in order to reduce land 
costs. Generally, it will mean creating zoning 
incentives such as added building height, 
reduced parking requirements, and more 

flexible density regulations to help stimulate 
housing development.

This issue of Zoning Practice focuses 
on communities that have adopted or are 
in the process of adopting infill housing 
standards to ensure that such development 
“fits” with the character of existing low-
density neighborhoods.

EXPANDING OPTIONS IN  
SINGLE-FAMILY DISTRICTS
It is no secret that home owners tend to 
resist adding density to single-family 
zones. Many home owners in high-growth 
single-family neighborhoods attribute the 
skyrocketing values of their homes to restric-
tive single-family zoning. Despite this, cities 
across the United States are trying to expand 
contextually appropriate forms of new hous-
ing to meet local demand.

Portland, Oregon—Proposed Zoning  
for Small-Scale Infill 
Portland is pursuing an aggressive effort to 
expand housing choice in most of its single-
family zoning districts. The city planning 
department has proposed an “Additional 
Housing Options Overlay Zone” that applies 
to more than 95 percent of the city’s R5, R7, 
and R 2.5 districts. These districts make up 

the vast majority of single-family zoning 
districts in Portland. Within the overlay the 
city is proposing to allow more accessory 
dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, and 
fourplexes in order to increase the supply of 
housing. The major goal is not only to allow 
more multifamily housing, but also to control 
the building scale and height so that these 
buildings are contextual with neighboring 
single-family homes. In addition, the plan-
ning department is proposing to allow small 
clusters of cottage homes on larger lots 
within single-family districts.

The proposed ordinance calls for allow-
ing multiple dwellings per lot, but with tight 
limits on floor area and building heights. 
The overlay would permit the following 
housing types: a house with an internal 
and a detached accessory dwelling unit; a 
duplex; a duplex with a detached accessory 
dwelling unit; a triplex; and a fourplex. It 
is interesting to note that the city planning 
staff’s original proposal did not recommend 
including fourplexes in single-family zones. 
Additionally, triplexes were only suggested 
for corner lots. 

Under the current proposal, the size of 
duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes would be 
guided by the size limitations in the table on 
page 3. Table 1 makes it clear that the sizes of 

Standards for Contextual Infill Development
By Thomas P. Smith
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A historic duplex in Portland, Oregon. The city’s “residential infill 
project” seeks to allow duplexes and other forms at a size and scale 
similar to older and smaller single-family homes.
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new multiunit buildings would be substan-
tially smaller than the current code allows 
for single-family homes. Even single-family 
homes would be downsized under the pro-
posed revisions. 

Under the plan, lot size requirements 
for triplexes or fourplexes in existing single-
family districts would increase: The R7 
district lot size would increase from a mini-
mum of 4,200 square feet to 5,000 square 
feet; the R5 district lot size would increase 
from a minimum of 3,000 square feet to 
4,500 square feet; and the R2 district lot size 
would increase from a minimum of 1,600 
square feet to 3,200 square feet.

Table 1 shows that the number of units 
permitted is increased but the total floor 
area permitted is actually reduced when 
compared with the current floor area ratios 
for single-family homes. Bonus floor area 
is allowed for projects that include qualify-
ing affordable units and for existing homes 
that add units without altering the existing 
home’s front facade.

In March 2019, the Portland Planning 
and Sustainability Commission voted 5–4 in 
favor of advancing the infill zoning amend-
ment to the city council. The close vote is 
largely attributed to lingering concerns over 
displacement, especially in lower income 
and minority neighborhoods where the 
lower cost of land may reward teardowns of 
existing homes in favor of new three- and 
four-unit buildings. 

Seattle’s Proposal for  
Expanding Urban Villages 
Seattle’s city council recently approved a 
broad upzoning of commercial and mul-
tifamily districts citywide, as well as the 
incorporation of some single-family districts 

into designated “urban village” areas. In 
exchange for taller and denser buildings, 
developers are required to include a cer-
tain level of “affordable housing” in their 
projects, or to pay the city a fee to fund con-
struction elsewhere. Previously, allowances 
to exceed the base zoning were confined to 
the downtown and surrounding districts. 

The most controversial aspect of the 
rezoning is the expansion of nine of the city’s 
27 urban village districts. Urban village dis-
tricts are residential areas close to public 
transit centers and neighborhood services. 
The areas where the “urban village” bound-
aries have recently been expanded are all 
currently zoned for single-family homes. In 
effect, this meant a rezoning of about six per-
cent of the city’s single-family zoned area. 
Of the six percent, about two-thirds were 
bumped up to a zoning classification labeled 
“Residential Small Lot” where the new rules 
allow cottages or duplexes. About one third 
of the area was changed to a low-rise zone 
classification that allows town houses and 
small-scale apartment buildings.

Development in the upzoned areas 
would trigger the city’s Mandatory Housing 
Affordability requirements, which require 
any new commercial and multifamily devel-
opment to contribute to affordable housing. 
It follows a state-approved mechanism to 
enforce affordability requirements, requiring 
developers to either build new affordable 
units on-site or contribute to an affordable 
housing fund that can be used throughout 
the city. The housing created or funded 
would be affordable to a household at 60 
percent of the area median income, which for 
a family of four is about $57,000 per year.

Representatives of neighborhood orga-
nizations legally challenged the proposed 

changes. In assessing these challenges, the 
city’s hearing officer took 19 days of testimony 
(over a period of more than two months) that 
focused on whether the city’s assessment for 
the environmental impact of the proposed 
ordinance changes was sufficient. 

In November 2018, the hearing officer 
concluded that the city planning staff’s 
assessment was sufficient, with a minor 
recommendation for added consideration of 
impacts on historically significant buildings. 
Seattle Mayor Jenny Durkan said the “ruling 
is a step forward for more affordable housing 
in Seattle” and that her administration will 
“move quickly to do the minor work required 
so we can begin to build these much needed 
affordable homes.” 

On March 18, 2019, the city council voted 
unanimously to approve the measure. The 
Seattle planning department has estimated 
that with the new legislation implementing the 
“mandatory housing affordability” require-
ments the city should “generate at least 6,000 
new rent-restricted homes for low-income 
people over the next decade.”

FINDING THE “MISSING MIDDLE” IN  
SINGLE-FAMILY AND MULTIFAMILY ZONES
The concept of “missing middle housing” 
(developed by Dan Parolek of the consulting 
firm Opticos Design) refers to a range of mul-
tiunit or clustered housing types compatible 
in scale with low-density neighborhoods that 
are designed to help meet the demand for 
more affordable housing types. 

Cities in Oregon and Washington 
have been particularly active in adopting 
ordinances promoting many of the “miss-
ing middle” housing types. Most of these 
communities adopted zoning amendments 
that allowed town houses, small apartment 

TABLE 1. PERMISSIBLE FARS FOR PORTLAND, OREGON’S  
PROPOSED ADDITIONAL HOUSING OPTIONS OVERLAY ZONE

# of Units Allowed Housing Type R7-FAR R5-FAR R2.5-FAR

Base With Bonus Base With Bonus Base With Bonus

1 House 0.4 NA 0.5 NA 0.7 NA

2 Duplex or House + ADU 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

3 Triplex, Duplex +ADU, or 
House + 2 ADUs

0.6 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

4 Fourplex

Current allowed FAR (based on setbacks, 
height, and building coverage)

1.1 1.35 1.75
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town homes, triplexes, and fourplexes 
when on-street parking is available. The 
city anticipates that the one-space-per-unit 
standard will apply to most cases, since 
on-street parking is not restricted in most of 
Olympia’s neighborhoods. 

The ordinance amendments require 
courtyard apartments, triplexes, and four-
plexes to be located in areas mapped as 
“high density corridor transition areas,”  
and the city’s development code provides  
a map of areas where the residential infill 
standards apply. 

In residential districts, most of the 
“missing middle housing” types are subject 
to design review, with the remainder subject 
to the city’s “infill residential development 
standards.” The city’s design review board 
criteria are detailed in Chapter 18.175 of the 
unified development code. The criteria for 
neighborhood scale and character address 
building orientation and entries, building 
modulation and articulation, windows, and 
garage design.

REDUCING LOT SIZE REQUIREMENTS
Land is an important component of housing 
costs. The National Association of Home-
builders’ most recent construction cost 
survey (conducted in September 2017) shows 
that, on average, 21.5 percent of the cost of 
a new home was associated with the cost of 
a finished lot (Ford 2017). The term “finished 
lot” refers to a lot that has access to required 

utilities, access to improved roadways, and 
that the lot meets all local subdivision and 
zoning requirements for a developable lot. 

In high-growth communities the cost 
of land often exceeds national averages. By 
reducing lot size requirements, local gov-
ernments can reduce the costs of building 
homes in these areas. 

Los Angeles Promotes Small-Lot Subdivisions
Los Angeles has considerable experience 
with infill housing through the administra-
tion of its small-lot subdivision ordinance. 
The small-lot subdivision ordinance was first 
adopted in 2005 and was comprehensively 
updated in September 2016 with final urban 
design standards adopted in March 2018. 

The city’s ordinance allowed for the cre-
ation of detached town homes on land zoned 
for commercial and multifamily housing. 
Most of the projects look like town house 
projects, but the units are not attached—
they do not have shared sidewalls. The 
small-lot ordinance eliminated side-yard 
setbacks, reduced other front and rear-yard 
requirements, and substantially reduced 
minimum lot area requirements. Home 
buyers may benefit from small-lot subdivi-
sions because they avoid the home owner 
association fees common to town house 
developments.

The small-lot ordinance created incen-
tives for infill residential development in 
areas zoned for multifamily and commercial 

Fay Avenue Arts District dwellings include seven homes on seven lots. Front units 
include entryways, patios, and landscaping consistent with city requirements.

Street  
facing pati0

Front entry Variations in 
front facade

Front  
landscaping

buildings, courtyard buildings, and attached 
and detached cottages in both multifamily 
districts and in lower-density town house 
districts. Spokane, Washington, adopted an 
infill development code in 2012 and is con-
sidering a series of amendments that provide 
greater flexibility in lot sizes and lot area 
requirements, building heights, and parking 
regulations to make it easier to build infill 
housing. Bellingham, Washington, adopted 
an infill development ordinance for cottages, 
carriage houses, town houses, duplexes, 
shared courtyard housing, and garden 
courtyard housing. However, nearly all of 
this development is subject to some form of 
discretionary or design review.

Olympia, Washington’s Missing  
Middle Ordinance
In November 2018, the Olympia city council 
adopted a broad set of amendments to 
its unified development code designed to 
promote a greater diversity of housing types 
consistent with the low-density, low-scale 
character of the community. The city’s effort 
focused on expanding housing options 
consistent with the concept of the “missing 
middle” housing types. 

Many of these housing forms were 
previously addressed in the Olympia devel-
opment ordinance but had not been built 
because of limitations and restrictions.  
The new ordinance is intended to create 
some incentives for new housing and to clar-
ify and simplify the locations and procedures 
for building courtyard housing, triplexes, 
and fourplexes.

The amendment provides some incen-
tives for building different housing types. For 
example, in the case of detached accessory 
dwelling units, the new ordinance allows 
greater building height (from 16 feet to 24 
feet) and removes the existing requirement 
that the principal home be owner-occupied. 
The new ordinance also waives parking 
requirements for an accessory dwelling  
unit if the existing home currently has two 
parking spaces.

In establishing the parking reduction, 
the city recognized that on-street parking is 
available and that some of the missing mid-
dle housing forms need less parking than 
the city typically requires. Only one park-
ing space per unit is required for cottage 
homes, courtyard apartments, duplexes, 

M
od

at
iv

e 
A

rc
hi

te
ct

s

Page 28 of 43



ZONINGPRACTICE  4.19
AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION  | page 5

uses to spur more fee-simple housing 
production. Small-lot subdivisions are an 
attractive alternative in Los Angeles. An 
August 2016 staff report noted that since the 
city adopted the ordinance, approximately 
331 small-lot subdivision projects had been 
approved, yielding a total of 3,412 homes. 

In 2016, the city amended the ordi-
nance to extend the small-lot subdivision 
option to owners of existing cottage home 
developments, allowing these homes to be 
sold to individual owners. This option for 
older cottage homes should encourage their 
preservation and rehabilitation. The city has 
a significant number of small clusters of cot-
tages, and these homes are often the most 
affordable homes in many existing single-
family neighborhoods. 

However, the ordinance and the design 
of small-lot homes were sharply criticized by 
neighbors and neighborhood organizations 
concerned about density, scale, massing, 
and the lack of compliance with the city’s 
advisory Small Lot Design Standards: An 
Illustrated Guide. To address these concerns, 
the department of city planning made a wide 
variety of changes to the code requiring 
more attention to design details, especially 
when small-lot homes are built next to more 
traditional housing types. In particular, the 
March 2018 amendments translate portions 
of the city’s Small Lot Design Guidelines into 
new mandatory design standards. The 2018 
amendment establishes a code-required 
process whereby projects must be reviewed 
and a determination of compliance must 
be made. Adoption of the design standards 
was necessary in order to make the small-lot 
subdivision approval process more straight-
forward and reduce the number of appeals 
and disputes that arose in the subdivision 
approval process.

The city’s Small Lot Design Standards 
addresses building design, pedestrian con-
nectivity and access, landscaping, mixed use 
small lots, and bungalow courts and exist-
ing structures. Notably, it includes design 
standards governing the appearance and 
orientation of primary entrances to protect 
the public realm and views from the street; 
the appearance, massing, and clustering of 
buildings to avoid visual monotony; and the 
articulation of upper-story facades and ori-
entation of rooftop decks to protect privacy 
and provide adequate light and air. 

Denver Addresses ‘Slot Homes’ 
In 2010, Denver adopted a form-based code 
that created new opportunities for infill 
housing within the city’s existing neighbor-
hoods. For example, the new code allowed 
more mixed use development and permitted 
new housing types. While these changes 
were generally well received, some appli-
cants found loopholes and used creative 
ordinance interpretations to build housing 
forms that city residents and neighborhood 
organizations felt violated the purpose and 
intent of the ordinance.

“Slot homes” are one of the more prob-
lematic new housing forms identified by the 
city. They are a particularly aggressive form 
of infill housing where developers maximize 
the amount of development on small lots 
by building a multiunit residential struc-
ture consisting of attached dwelling units 
arranged side-by-side and primarily perpen-
dicular to the street. Numerous slot homes 
were built without the benefit of design review 
or design guidelines or standards. 

Developers found that they could use 
form-based criteria for “general building 
forms,” “shopfront building forms,” “garden 
court building forms,” and “apartment build-
ing forms” to build slot homes. For example, 
developers were able to successfully apply for 
the “garden court building form” where the 
garden court was simply a driveway or narrow 
pedestrian walkway between the two rows of 
town homes. 

Generally, devel-
opers built slot homes 
in low-intensity mixed 
use, multiunit, and row 
house zones. These 
zones, however, are 
characterized by a mix 
of housing types with 
many single-family 
homes and small 
apartment buildings. 
None of the zones 
are considered high-
density districts, and 
the row house zone is 
typically described as 
low density.

Denver neighbor-
hood organizations 
reacted strongly 
to the presence of 

noncontextual slot homes. The planning 
department’s Slot Home Task Force took testi-
mony on slot homes in all the neighborhoods 
where these homes had been constructed. 
Generally, the task force found that neighbors 
identified the following problems:

•	 Slot homes often orient their front doors, 
windows, and most active facade areas 
toward adjacent properties, leaving blank 
walls facing the street and sidewalk. 

•	 Slot homes often incorporated driveways, 
parking areas, and garage doors that were 
clearly visible from the street.

•	 Some slot homes used exceptions and 
allowances to build roof decks and other 
roof enclosures that gave the building an 
appearance of being four stories in zoning 
districts where the limit had always been 
three stories.

In March 2018, the city adopted a com-
prehensive revision of the zoning ordinance 
for slot homes. It created a new “townhouse 
building form” and set of criteria for this form. 
It eliminated the option of zero front yard set-
backs for residential projects in “mixed use” 
zones. It required that town houses face the 
street if these homes are located proximate to 
the street. In the higher intensity zoning clas-
sifications (mixed use zones and multiunit 
zones) town houses may be located behind 
the homes facing the street but in the lower 
intensity zone (row house zones) town homes 
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Many slot homes had no front doors and few 
windows facing the street, and many placed water 
and electrical meters adjacent to the sidewalk.
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may not be built behind the street-facing 
units. The new code defines and illustrates 
details that are required as part of the build-
ing frontage—porches, stoops, entryways, 
front steps, windows—and it allows these 
features as encroachments within front yards. 
The illustration above highlights a zone-spe-
cific “slot home” solution.

Asheville, North Carolina, Reduces Lot  
Size Requirements
In August and October of 2017, the Asheville 
city council adopted changes to the city’s 
unified development ordinance aimed at 
addressing the city’s housing supply gap and 
to provide more housing variety in a primar-
ily single-family market. 

Historically, Asheville’s zoning ordi-
nance had allowed a more diverse range  

of housing types. According to Vaidila  
Satvika, aicp, city planner with the Depart-
ment of Planning and Urban Design, when  
Asheville neighborhoods were more pedes-
trian oriented and relied on the city’s 
streetcar system, “it had a greater mix 
of housing types including single-family 
homes, duplexes, and small apartment 
buildings.” As the city expanded, “the pre-
dominant housing type became single-family 
homes on large lots and the diversity of 
housing types was greatly diminished,” 

In single-family and multifamily zon-
ing districts, the planning department 
suggested reducing the minimum lot width 
and minimum lot size in order to encour-
age property owners to split their lots and 
create opportunities for infill homes. A city 
study found numerous neighborhoods where 

single-family lot sizes were 30–300 percent 
larger than required by the city unified devel-
opment ordinance. Table 2 highlights three 
Asheville neighborhoods where it appears 
there may be opportunities to subdivide 
existing lots in order to build more housing.

The city council reduced both the lot 
width requirements and the lot area require-
ments by 20 percent for all residential 
districts except for those covered by the city’s 
steep slope restrictions. For example, in the 
city’s RS-8 Single-Family District, the lot width 
requirement was reduced from 50 feet to 40 
feet and the minimum lot area was reduced 
from 5,000 square feet to 4,000 square feet. 

City surveys found that the reduc-
tion in lot area requirements would permit 
the subdivision of almost 10 percent of all 
single-family zoning lots in the city. This 
subdivision would create the opportunity to 
build more homes in existing neighborhoods.

The 2017 amendments also allowed 
for duplexes on any multifamily zoning lot. 
They also greatly reduced the minimum lot 
area requirements for each dwelling unit 
within a multifamily structure. In the previ-
ous code, each dwelling unit was subject 
to the district’s minimum lot area require-
ments. For example, in the RM-8 district, a 
developer was required to have 5,000 square 
feet of land for a single-family home, but 
10,000 square feet for a duplex. Each unit in 
a structure triggered the minimum lot area 
requirement. 

The new ordinance states that in mul-
tifamily zones, an added unit is allowed for 
each 1,000 square feet of land in excess of 
the minimum lot area. For example, in the 
RM-8 district the new ordinance allows a 
duplex on a 4,000-square-foot lot, a triplex 
on a 5,000-square-foot lot or a fourplex on a 
6,000-square-foot lot.

Since the city’s previous code had been 
so restrictive, few multifamily structures had 
been built outside of the city’s downtown 
districts in several decades. In anticipation 

TABLE 2. COMPARISON OF PERMITTED LOT SIZE AND DENSITY VERSUS ACTUAL LOT SIZE AND  
DENSITY FOR THREE NEIGHBORHOODS IN ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA

Neighborhood Name Required Lot Size Permitted Density Actual Average Lot Size Actual Density

Haw Creek (RS-4 zone) 10,000 sq. ft. 4 units/acre 30,000 sq. ft. 1.9 units/acre

Oak Forest (RS-4 zone) 10,000 sq. ft. 4 units/acre 27,000 sq. ft. 1.2 units/acre

Beverly Hills (RS-4 zone) 10,000 sq. ft. 4 units/acre 16,000 sq. ft. 2 units/acre
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This illustration shows the “slot home” solution for multiunit zones or 
mixed use zones such as the residential/office zone. The town homes 
closest to the street face the street and the rear units face a pedestrian 
walkway that connects to the sidewalk. Front entrances include awnings, 
windows, and other details to make the development compatible with 
the street orientation of surrounding buildings. 
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of more multifamily dwellings being con-
structed, the city council also adopted 
design standards to make new multifamily 
buildings compatible with existing neighbor-
hoods. These standards include: 

•	 The front (front door and front windows) 
must be oriented to face the primary 
access street.

•	 There should be no more than one ground 
level entrance per street facing facade. 

•	 Front facades must have windows (at 
least two) and the window area must rep-
resent at least 15 percent of the total area 
of the building’s front facade.

•	 There must be breaks (recesses or projec-
tions) in the horizontal plane of any front 
facade that exceeds a length of 50 feet. 

•	 Roof lines must be varied, and flat roofs 
must use special cornice treatments or 
roof banding and some variation in the 
vertical elements of the roof.

•	 Parking must be located at the rear or 
side of the lot, no closer than the street 
facing facade of the structure. 

•	 Structures must comply with the height 
limits of the zoning districts.

CONCLUSION
Most cities have opportunities for infill 
housing development. Many planning 
departments have good inventories of 
vacant properties, abandoned properties, 
and underused properties in existing resi-
dential and commercial districts. The critical 
step in promoting infill for these locations 
is an analysis of zoning tools that might 
encourage reuse and redevelopment.

Cities trying to encourage infill develop-
ment in single-family zones have concluded 
that duplexes and small apartment buildings 
will only succeed if there are tight controls on 
floor-area ratios, building heights, and other 
bulk controls. Cities allowing building forms 
such as town houses, courtyard housing, 
and cottage homes have determined that 
these forms must provide some substantial 
orientation of the housing toward the street, 
that these housing forms cannot tower 
over the adjacent homes, that these forms 

should respect the existing pattern of front-
yard setbacks, and that these forms should 
not allow parking to dominate the home’s 
appearance along the street front. With 
these considerations in mind, cities can help 
to ensure that higher density development 
in existing single-family neighborhoods is 
contextual, appropriate, and advances local 
housing goals.
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IS YOUR COMMUNITY 
PRIORITIZING INFILL HOUSING?
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Infill Development: Missing Middle Housing

What is “missing middle” housing?

Missing middle housing refers to a variety of housing types that are typically constructed in low density 
single-family residential zones. Examples of missing middle housing units include duplexes, triplexes, 
fourplexes, cottage-style clusters, and townhomes. Missing middle housing units should be compatible 
with single-family homes to best integrate these housing types into existing neighborhoods.

Growth Management Act housing goal (RCW 36.70A.030(4)-summarized): 

 Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of the population of 
this state.

 Promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and
 Encourage preservation of existing housing stock.

https://www.ezview.wa.gov/Portals/_1976/Documents/HB1923-Presentations-
Webinar/WA%20Missing%20Middle%20Slides%20from%202020%20WA%20OR%20APA%20Conference.
pdf 

Longview Middle Housing Goals:

 Determine areas where clusters of middle housing may currently exist in Longview.
 Determine the amount of middle housing that may be needed in the coming years.
 Determine the types of middle housing that will be best suited to Longview’s needs.
 Examine how potential middle housing development can be incorporated into existing 

neighborhoods.
 Collect public feedback/opinions on middle housing and where (zoning districts) it will best be 

located.
 Identify Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code sections that will need to be updated to allow for 

middle housing development.

Examples

Ridgefield 

https://ridgefieldwa.us/government/city-planning/development-updates/housing-code-update/ 

The scope of work includes the following required actions:

Authorize a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning districts that permit single-family residences. 
(Note: Duplexes are already allowed in Ridgefield’s residential zoning districts, though density 
restrictions make them more difficult to build.)

Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more zoning 
districts that permit single-family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure or physical 
constraint that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel. 

 Updates to Zoning Code include allowing cottage housing in low density and medium density 
residential zones.
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 Duplexes and triplexes outright permitted in low density and medium density residential zones.
 Townhouses permitted-limited (P-L?) in low density and medium density residential zones and 

mixed-use zones.

Bellingham

https://cob.org/gov/dept/pcd/infill-housing-toolkit 

Implemented Chapter 20.28 Infill Housing (the “Infill Toolkit”), which represents seven (7) traditional 
housing forms that use a limited amount of residential space. In general, these forms include small 
homes that provide low-impact housing options. Each toolkit housing type includes design standards 
that are intended to help them architecturally blend into existing neighborhoods through careful 
attention to building design, parking and landscaping. Their flexible design and smaller size make them 
suitable for a variety of households, from graduates to aging parents.   

The toolkit includes these seven housing forms:

 Small and smaller lot detached single-family houses

 Cottages

 Duplexes

 Triplexes

 Shared courtyard housing

 Garden courtyard housing

 Townhouses

Allowances:

 All forms are allowed in multi-family zones, except that only small houses, smaller houses, 
cottages, and duplexes are allowed in multi-family zones with a “duplex” qualifier.

 All forms are allowed in cluster preliminary plats in single-family zones with a “cluster”, “cluster 
detached”, “cluster attached”, “mixed”, or “planned” qualifier pursuant to BMC Title 23 (Land 
Divisions).

 All forms are allowed in areas that were annexed after 1995 with a “mixed” qualifier that allows 
multi-family residential.

 Limited forms are allowed in Area 8 of the Sunnyland Neighborhood.
 Most forms are allowed in all other zones that allow residential uses, including most commercial 

zones and certain areas within urban villages.
 All forms are allowed in multi-family zones, except that only small houses, smaller houses, 

cottages, and duplexes are allowed in multi-family zones with a “duplex” qualifier.
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Figure 1: 20.28.140(C) Annotated Illustration of Townhouse

Sultan

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Sultan/html/Sultan16/Sultan1634.html 

Zoning Code updated to include section 16.34.020- Standards for residential infill development.

 Must meet dimensional standards in place for the surrounding area.
 If recorded plats, approved master (site) plans, or other documentation are available to provide 

information on previous standards, such documentation shall be used to determine applicable 
development standards for the proposed infill development. These may include, but are not 
necessarily limited to the following:

o a. Minimum lot dimensions and area;
o b. Minimum building size (gross floor area and building height);
o c. Minimum yard setbacks on front, sides, and rear;
o d. Accessory uses, such as storage buildings;
o e. Off-street parking requirements;
o f. Dwelling unit type (single-family detached, two-family, etc.);
o g. Stormwater retention;
o h. Dedication or reservation of easements, rights-of-way, or recreation areas;
o i. Landscaping and sight barriers; and
o j. Sidewalks.

 If no documentation is available:
o All developed lots or parcels that abut the property proposed for development shall be 

considered in determining the average standards for development.
o The average standards for these abutting properties shall be the minimum standards for 

the proposed development. Average standards shall not include lot area nor lot 
dimensions.

Vancouver 

https://www.cityofvancouver.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/vmc/titles_chapters/020.920.pdf 
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Infill tiers 1 & 2

There are two levels of infill standards and incentives: Tier 1 and Tier 2. The Tier 2 infill standards offer 
greater incentives but require compliance with design standards and a neighborhood meeting. 
Application of either the Tier 1 or Tier 2 infill provisions of infill development chapter is an option 
available for parcels that meet the eligibility criteria. 

Tier 1

No parcel shall be smaller than the minimum parcel area identified in each residential district below:

Minimum Parcel Width and Depth: Within a Tier 1 infill land division, the minimum parcel width and 
minimum parcel depth standards of Table 20.410.050-1 (Development Standards in Low-Density 
Residential) may be reduced by up to twenty-percent (20%).

Setbacks: should comply with Low Density Residential District standards, except that front yard and side 
yard setbacks in all zones shall be as follows: 

1. Minimum Front Yard.

 Eighteen (18) feet for garage or carport structures or other similar vehicular shelter.
 Ten (10) feet for all other structures

2. Minimum Side Yard.

 Side yard shall comply with the standard side setbacks of the applicable zoning district.

Tier 2

Duplexes and single family attached dwellings are allowed on infill parcels, subject to the following 
standards:

 Infill developments of three (3) or fewer parcels may have a duplex on a maximum of one (1) 
parcel.

 Infill land divisions which result in more than three (3) parcels may have duplexes on a 
maximum of one-third of the parcels.

o When the one-third calculation contains a fraction of a housing unit, the applicant must 
round down to the nearest whole unit.

o Minimum parcel size area requirements must be met (Table 20.920.060-1).
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o Maximum parcel size area standards do not apply to duplex development (Table 
20.410.040-1).

o Duplex development is not allowed on an infill parcel if it would result in less than the 
minimum density for the parcel.

 Single-family attached dwellings- maximum shall not exceed 4 attached units.
 Minimum parcel width and depth standards shall not apply within a Tier 2 land division. 

However, subsequent development on infill parcels that were created with less than the 
minimum width and depth required by Table 20.410.050-1 (Development Standards In Lower-
Density Residential) shall not be eligible for a variance to the minimum setback or frontage 
requirements.

 Maximum Lot Coverage may be increased by 20%.

             

Setbacks: setback requirements of Table 20.410.050-1 must be met, except that minimum front, side 
and rear yard setbacks shall be as follows:

1. Minimum Front Yard.

 Eighteen (18) feet for garage or carport structures or other similar vehicular shelter.
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 Ten (10) feet for other buildings.

2. Minimum Side Yard.

 Single family attached dwellings – interior side yard between attached buildings may be zero (0) 
feet.

All other uses shall comply with the standard side setbacks of the applicable zoning district.

 Rear Yard. The minimum rear yard setback shall be ten (10) feet when the rear yard of the 
proposed infill development abuts parcels with existing single-family dwellings.

Spokane

https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/projects/infill-housing-strategies-infill-development/2019-02-
20-dimension-revisions-summary-updated-guidesheets.pdf 

Infill code revisions address the following (:

 Lot width- Allows for smaller required distances around homes and fewer driveways across 
sidewalks.

 Height- Allow greater building height to allow a full third story.
 Attached Housing- Remove the requirement to double the distance between the building and 

the side lot line, as well as other changes to encourage townhouses.
 Parking- Allow additional parking spaces near residential zoning, along the side lot line. Reduce 

minimum parking requirements for small townhouse 
projects.

Code changes per ORD C35730, C35731, and C35732 
included:

Building height in RMF and RHD zones. Allow buildings 
in multifamily zones up to 50 feet with pitched roofs, 
and 35 feet for flat roofs. Maintain a 30-foot wall height 
in the RMF zone within 40 feet of a Residential Single-

Family zone. Other incentives are included for rooftop use and parking in the structure.

Attached house standards in RMF and RHD zones. Switch the design standards applied to attached 
housing to match the design standards for multifamily development.

Change minimum parking requirements for attached houses in RMF and RHD zones. Normally, one 
space is required for each unit, plus one space per bedroom over three. Reductions to these minimums 
apply when on-street parking is available or when requested because of transit proximity. Within these 
zones, a 30 percent reduction now applies, or a 50 percent reduction if the project is within ¼ mile of a 
Center or Corridor.
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