
Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

hwbranch@aol.com
Tuesday, February 06, 2018 2:52PM
Joyce Phillips
missing middle

I guess the "Missing Middle" refers to my neighborhood, close-in West Olympia, within 600 feet of a bus stop. A half block
up Cushing there's a bungalow style house dating from the early 19th century. lt straddles a large lot so there's some
squandered opportunity on both sides. People in the past have used the land for a garden or a house trailer. lt would be
ideal for a tiny house or houses.

This morning I noticed little sticks with flags marking the property lines. My assumption is that the hundred year old house
will be demolished and replaced (assuming the missing middle passes). lt looks like, being a 10,000 sq ft 6t zoned R 6-
12, it will be replaced with a total of eight units the center feature of which would be a fourplex. No land left. This will alter
the character of the neighborhood. lt will doubtless last nowhere near as long as the existing house would, which is
constructed of full dimension old growth lumber.

For many years I lived in the Richmond and Sunset districts of San Francisco. Lots of two and three story single family
homes made of old growth fir and redwood, most converted to duplexes and triplexes. They're all built up next to each
other. They had to put on the siding before the walls went up. They're also built up next to the sidewalk forming a veritable
wall of building. Very urban until you go into the back yards. Each house has one. The combined buildings form a tall wall
around the perimeter. The entire interior of the block is a quiet oasis. One house may have a rose gardeñ. Another a
garden of bok choy. Neighbors get to know each other. That's city planning in my book. lf any house didn't comply the
entire effect would be lost.

Somehow Olympia has got a bee in its bonnet that ever inch of land should be covered with something. This proposal
appeared suddenly out of nowhere from my perspective and needs to be slowed way way down.

Harry Branch
239 Cushing St NW
360-943-8508
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Bob Jorgenson < Bob.Jorgenson@cbolympia.com >

Wednesday, February 07,2018 Q:A7 PM

Joyce Phillips; Leonard Bauer
Missing Middle Housing Zoning Meeting Feb 5th/ Bob Jorgenson
plat map for townhomes 2 7 18.pdf

Follow up
Flagged

Dear Joyce, Leonard & Planning Commission,

I would like to make a request for the open house proposed for Febru^ry zíth.Information
was provided at the meeting about MMH zoning changes and what these changes will
look like. However these renderings do not accurately reflect the propose zoning
requirements and how they will affect adioining neighbors. I'have attached the iendering
submitted by Olympia on what the proposed changes might look tike and examples I was
able to put together representing what a 3 unit townhome and what a2 unit townhome
might look like on aV+ acte lot. Additional questions: Would a builder/developer be
allowed to use these rcnderings for a development or home? Why is the city holding itself
to a different standatd in representing what potential changes ro zoning might look like?

Additionally the changes for a triplex/fouqplex minimum lot width should be represented
on an accurate scale. Current zoning tequites 80t for atn/foutplex and the new zoning in R
6'12 will be a 40' minimum width and R 4-8 $¡ill only require a minimum 45' lot width.
Seeing an example of what a 45'townhome looks like would be important for the
community to make an informed decisions on these potential changes.

Thanks for your time,

Bob Jorgenson
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CITY OF OLYMPIA ZONING EXAMPLE

oF 5 UNrTS OF TOWNHOMES ON II}ACRES

OLYMPI,TS REPRESENTAION OF ST|HAT A 3 & 2 UNIT
TOWNHOME LOOKLTKE ON 2 Q{JARTERACRE LOTS

THESE Á.RE TOWNHOMES

oN THE SAME 2 QUARTER ACRE LOTS
T}{E 3 TOWNHOMES'ON THE LEFT ARE 1390 SQUARE FEET pER IrNrT,

THE UNrTS ON THE RTGFTT ARE 2 STORY 3 BEDROOM UNITS 1523 SQ FT

* 14 FEET SrAS ADDED TO REPRESENT A FULL 1/2 ACRE LOT



Ph¡il

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:
Attachments:

jacobsoly@aol.com

Thursday, February 08, 2018 9:46 PM

Joyce Phillips
MM Document for OPC Packet
Suggested Considerations for Planning Commission re Missing Middle Exercise
1-B-18.docx

Hi Joyce - I have been told that the attached document is not included in the documents for OPC
consideration. I believe I handed it in on Jan. I after testifying, or at least I intended to do so.

I'd appreciate it if it could be placed in the packet of OPC materials and in the public submissions
available for public review.

Thanks,

BobJ
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Suggested Considerations for Planning Commission re Missing Middle Exercise

L. Parking. Current requirements for off-street parking appear to be well aligned

with need. Some of the suggested changes would result in significant

inconsistencies. ls this what we want? Do we need a study of the relationship

between housing types and parking impacts?

2. Different¡al lmpacts on Neishborhoods. Some ne ighborhoods would be largely

or completely unaffected by the addition of allowable housing types. This would

include those with contradictory HOA covenants, those with expensive homes,

and those built recently with all lots small in size and fully developed. Therefore

the brunt of the changes proposed would fall on poorer neighborhoods.

3. Neighborhood Character. The character of older neighborhoods is already

established and largely determined by existing housing, with the result that new

,'-housing types can seem threatening. The character of neighborhoods built in the
:future will be determined by the initial construction, i.e., their character is yet to

=be established. Perhaps this Missing Middle experiment should be limited to
newly developing subdivisions as a trial.

4. Housine Affordabilitv. W¡th the exception of subsidized housing, housing is a

private commodity provided by the private market, which is not designed to
produce low prices but rather profits. The city cannot control rents or sale prices

of non-subsidized housing. Further, attempts to achieve lower prices via reducing

development costs will necessarily fail.

5. Cost comparisons. Missing Middle is defined as a variety of housing types

between single-family detached and apartments. When affordability has come up

in Missing Middle discussions, there has been a tendency to compare likely

rents/prices with those of single-family houses. Missing Middle housing types

are more like apartments, so the likely rents/prices should be compared with
those of apartments.

1.



6. Obiectives. The objectives of the Missing Middle exercise are (L) affordability,
(2) ability to accommodate growth, and (3) variety. ln some presentations the

impression is given that we need to allow the new housing types to achieve

affordability and accommodate growth. Actually, these housing types do no more

than apartments toward achieving those two objectives. They do assure

increased diversity of housing choices, and the Planning Commission and Council

will have to decide if diversity of choices is worth the impacts on neighborhoods.

7. Existing vs. New. ln many discussions it has been assumed that the Missing

Middle exercise is about whether to allow all the housing types included. We

must remember that ADUs and manufactured houses are allowed by state law, so

only the other types are in question.

Bob Jacobs

352-1346

Suggested Considerations for Planning Commission re Missing Middle Exercise L-8-18
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M issing Middle Comments, 2-L2-tB

Bait and Switch??

The city of Olympia is currently considering staff recommendations to expand

housing opt¡ons in lower density zoning districts (R4-S and R6-L2, where the

numbers represent the number of housing units allowed per acre).

Some of the advocacy for the "Missing Middle" staff recommendations now

under consideration has a distinctly bait-and-switch feel to it.

These advocates go to great lengths extolling the virtues of low-impact housing

options like Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) which are already allowed per state

law, while making little mention of high-impact options like fourplexes and

courtyard apartment houses up to 1.2 units in size.

Since there is an ADU next to my house, I can guess that many people would

welcome or at least not be opposed to this option. The only negative impact I've

observed is increased on-street parking which, at least in my neighborhood, is not

yet a problem.

But I've never heard anyone say they would like to have a fourplex or courtyard

apartment complex next to them.

Staff has not made the point that of the ten housing optiorls under consideration,

five are alreadv al d under current laws. either by state mandate or by local

ordinance. Staff recommendations would amend some aspects of these options,

but the options are already in place. The five housing options currently allowed

are:

-- Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)

-- Tinv Houses



Townhouses

These five housing options are the least impactful, thus most readily accepted. By

focusing attention on these, some advocates appear to be intent on drawing
attention away from the other five housing options, which are currently not
allowed and are far more impactful and less likely to be accepted by existing

neighborhoods. Those are:

-- Duplexes

- Triplexes

-- Fourplexes

-- Single Room Occupancies (SROs, aka rooming houses)

-- Courtyard Apartments.

It would be helpful for community understanding if the ten housing options being

considered in this exercise were displayed in this incremental way, i.e., first the
five options already allowed, then the five new options proposed by staff.

Bob Jacobs

3s2-1346

Missing Middle Comments 2-L2-L8
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Bob Jorgenson < Bob.Jorgenson@cbolympia.com>
Tuesday, February 13,20187:25 AM
Joyce Phillips; Leonard Bauer; missingmiddle; rcunningham@ci.olympia.wa.us; Mike
Auderer; Brian Mark; Tammy Adams; Travis Burns; Paula Ehlers; Missy Watts;
crich mond @ci.olympia.wa.us
MMH Open house and development standard questions
planning department request 2 13 18.pdf

Follow up
Completed

I)earJoyce, Leonard & Planning Commission,

I would like to make a request for the open house proposed for February 26'h - specifi.cally that the
examples of how the proposed MMH changes might look on City lots be accurate IN SCAIE as

well as description. I would also be interested in answers to items #1.,#2 current examples of
construction to this stand zrd #4 cottages built to a 1,2.5 unit per acre, # 6,7 & 8 prior to the public
meeting.

I asked alocal attorney to review the renderings currently provided on the City website to illustrate
what the MMH changes "might look likç" (which are not to scale) and in his opinion, there is

fraudulent representation with the information the city is providing to the public.

Additionally, I would like clarificattonf examples of work to be provided to answer the questions
below in red:

1) PL16.10 Require effective. but not unreasonably expensive. building designs and landscaping, 

-
to blend multi-family housing into neighbothoods. I{/hat are the current dtttg, standards and how

wi// those chan¿e? (Page #2 of attachment)

2) Triplex and Foulplexes currently require 80' lot widths. Proposed change to minimum lot width fron
80' to 45' in R 4-8 and 40' in R 6-/ 2. What is percentage of lot couerage and landscaþef tree reqairements in
these new reqairements? (pøestions raised after uiewing 19t8 dr 19a0 Oþmpia Aue I\E (See altached site

pkn page #6)
3) Townhome examples provided by the city do not accurately reflect lot coverage. Ci4t n prouide

mzre accurate inþrruation. (See attached example page #3.)
4) The city referenced a2.32 

^cte 
p^rcel with the potential of 29 cottages. What would the

bwilding/ impervioas service minimums befor this proposed change? (See attached page #9)
5) City to respond to items raised in SØork In Progress article. Specifically:

6) 'The MÀt[ plan also appears to srQplant a ci4t commitment to work with the Coalition of Netghborhood

Associations (CNA) and heþpeople deuelop sub-areaplans to shape theirneighborhoods." (See altachedpage

#/ 1)

1



7) "Planning staf adnit that Oþmpia has more than enough unøsed baildable landfor iß fature poþulation

il€€di." (See attached page #9)

8) 'Additionalþ, the ti6t's Conprehensiue Plan designates three hþh densi4t neighborhoods ("nodes")for

deuelopment: / ) Downlown, 2) b1 the Maxin-Pactfc Lilþ triangle, and 3) around Capital Ma//. These nodes

are enuisioned as being walkable, near transil, and c/ose to seraices sach as grocery stores. The Ci4t is on trac,ë

to meet densiry goals þr Downrown, bal hat largeþ ignored the other hao nodes which allow 25 units per dcre. "
(See attached page #9)

Especially troubling are cotnments I received from someone who was a "Missing Middle ìØork
Group Member." When asked about the MMH justification for the proposed changes and
question was asked specifically about the lØIP comments "Planning staff admit that Olympia has

more than enough unused buildable land for its future population needs." \7ith aheavy sigh their
response was "the city council is going to pass this and will not be atound when these changes

come about."

The attachment highlights some of my findings from my teúew of city materials and discussions
with the planning staff and 

^ccuta;te 
to the best of my abiJities. If there 

^re 
Lny items that are not

^ccutate, 
by all means, please help me clanfy so that I have 

^cctrra;te 
information in the future

I am hoping with w€ can get some clanty on how these changes will affect the quality and values in
out neighborhoods.

Thanks for your time,

Bob Jotgenson

2
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Bob

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Jorgenson
Tuesday, February 13, 2018 6:46 AM
Bob Jorgenson
FW: UPDATE 2/LL/I8 Missing Middle Housing Zoning/ Bob Jorgenson

Subject: UPDATE 2/tL/78 Missing Middle Housing Zoningl Bob Jorgenson

Dear Neighbor,

Trying to keep everyone updated on the MMH proposal and trying to keep it shot.
Attached is information on proposed changes and what they might look like if this were to
pass. Someone noted that information provided by the city of Olympia might be fraudulent
r€presentation as to how these revisions witl look in our neighborhoods so I am trying to
get a better idea myself on how they might ttanslate to my neighborhood. I have included
ptevious materials in the everit you might u¡ant to pâss it along so have included
everything. Noteworthy new items not previously addressed and in the attachment:

Page 7 refl.ects city renderings as it relates to 9 cottages and open space.
Comments were made at the public hearing that things were not to scale. As
you can see 3 times as much open space as homes.

Page 8 city notes mentioned a 2.32 acre parcel. It was proposed that 6 triplexes
could be located on this property and this is as close to scale as I could get it to
reflect 6 triplexes not including roads, storm water retention, parking and other
requirements.

Page 9 references the same 2.32 acre parcel and with a 50o/o density bonus and
29 cottages was proposed. The property at L7t7 Cooper Point Road is 8.2 acres
with 13, 5 unit buildings and is 7.9 acres per unit. The parcel on the lower left is
indeed a plânned cottage neighborhood in Kirkland. It totals 2.25 acres and has
a total of L6 units with a 6.8 units per âcre. THE CITY PROPOSES 29 UNITS
ON THIS PARCEL WHICH WOULD BE 12.5 UNITS PER ACRE.

Lastly Work In Progress or WIP articleþages 10 & 11) February 20L8 stated specifically:

'eThe MMI{ plan also appears to supplant a cÍty commitment to wotk with the
Coalition of Neighbothood AssociatÍons (CNA) and heþ people develop sub-atea
plans to shape thefu neÍghbothoods."

1

3



"Plannìng staff admit that Olympia has more than enough unused buildable land fot
its futare population needs."

'Additionally, the cityts Comptehensive PIan designates thrce high density
neighbothoods ("nodes') fot development: 1) Downtownr 2) by the Martin-PaciÍic-Lilly
tdangle, and 3) atound Capital MaII. These nodes arc enuisioned as being walkable,
neat transit, and close to seruices such as grccety stores. The City is on track to meet
density goals fot Downtown, but has latgely ignorcd the other two nodes which allow
25 units pet acre.t'

Especially troubling are comments I teceived from someone who was on the panel fot the

"Missing Middle Work Group Member." When I asked them about the MMH
iusti{ication for the proposed changes and the question was asked about comments in the
article specifically 'Planning staff admit that OlympÌa has more than enough unused
buildable land for its futwe population needs."With aheavy sigh their response was "the
city council is going to pass this and will not be atound when these changes come
about.tt

Troubling comments if ttue. So much fot due process?

Thanks for yout time,

Bob

+
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The "MISSING MIDDLE HOUSING"

And what you -ight not know.
. ZONING CURRENTLY R 4-8 UNITS WILL "{LLO!ø FOR DUPLEXES

..A.DDITIONÄLLY SOME R 4-8,A,REÄS $NLL BE, UPZONED TO R 6-12

- CURRENTLY 2 UNIT TOITNHOMES ARE PERMITTED BUT A REVISION TO SIDE
YARD SETB,\CKS \)NLL PERMIT RO$ø HOUSES \)üITH THIS CHANGE,

- CURRENTLY THERE IS A 20% DENSITY BONUS FOR CLUSTERING HOMES IN R 4

-8 THAT lnLL BE REVISED UP TO Á. 50% BONUS. (SEE EX,\MPLE pÁ,cES 8 & 9)

-ALL OF OLYMPIITS R 4-8 WTLL BE ZONED FOR DUPLE,XE,S AND TRIPLEXS &
FOURPLEXE,S !ilLL BE PERMITTED STTTHIN 600' OF A BUS LiNE,

-CONVERSION OF SINGI,E FAMILY HOIUES TO DUPLEXES WOULD BE, PERMITED

- DUPLEX AND FOUR PLE,X LOT SIZE IS CURRENTLY 80'TFIAT WILL BE, RE,VISED

TO 40'IN THE R 6-12 ZONE AND IN R 4-8 A 40' LOT SøOULD BE PERMITED

HOMES IN NEIGHBORHOODS WTTHOUT CC&R'S PROTECTIONS COULD BE
COULD BE CONVERTED TO DUPLEX, TRIPLE,X OR FOURPLEX

ACCESSORY DSøE,LLING UNITS- REMOVE OWNFR OCCUPITED REQUIREMENT
AND WAIVING 2ND CAR RE,QUIREMF'NT TO ON STREET P.{RKING.

TINY HOUSES-CURRENTLY PE,RMITTED IN LIGHT INDUSTRIAL. PROPOSED TO
BE PERMITTED INT MOST RESIDENTIÀL ZONING.

IY/ORK IN PROGRESS OR IZ'IPARTICLE FEBRUARY 2018 STATED THE FOLLOWING:

"The MM olan also aÞÞeaß to supplant a citv commitment to work with the Coalìtion of
IVeishborhood Assoetations rcNÐ and help people develop sub-area plans to shaoe their
neiphborhoods. "
And

lPlannine staff admit that Olvmpia has moÍe than enoush unused buildable land for its
futute nopulation needs. "

I



Missing Middle

Missing Middle Housing
Public Meetings Scheduled
Changes are being considered to the zoning code to allow for more housing options in residential neighborhoods. The
Olympia Planning Commission will receive staff briefïngs on the proposed recommendations on Jan 22, andFeb 5,
2018. The Commission is tentatively scheduled to hold a public hearing to take public comment on Feb 26,2018.

What is Missing Middle Housing?

Missing Middle Housing refers to a range of housing types that can provide more than one housing unit per lot in a way
that is compatible in scale with single-family homes.

Missing Middle Housing is a key component of the City's housing strategy, as it supports housing affordability for
households across all income level - a key community vision in Olympia's Comprehensive Plan.

Comorehefrsive Plan policies relatpd*tq Miss:ln$ Middle lloursing

ç PLl6.2 Adopt zoning that allows a wide variety of compatible housing types and densities.. PL16.5 Support affordable housing throughoutthe community by revrew
and barriers to to

areas, small cottages and townhouses, and one accessory housing unit per home --
all subject to siting, design and parking requirements that ensure neighborhood character is mainøined.
PL16.10 Require efiflective, not buildins designs and landscaoing g!þrrllggbl-

types so that housing can be available in a broad
into

range ofcosts.

a

a

I a of densities and housing

http://olympiawa.gov/city-governmenlcodes-plans-and-standards/missing-middle.aspx
(/ U25t2018



CITY OF OLYMPIA ZOI{IT{G EXAMPLE

oF 5 UNrTS OF TO\XNHOMES Or{ L/2 ACRES

t

OLYi!(FT,ryS RET}RESENTAION OF WHAT A 3 E 2 UÞ.TTT

TOSTNF{ÛME LOOK LIKE ON 2 QUARTER ACILE LOTS

¡;1, ,"".ç*O

IT

TT{E,SE ARE TOI{KT{H ÛMHS

ûN TldE SA&{E 2 QUART'HR ACffi"Ë r-ûTS
T',I-{E 3',IO1WNT{OMES ON T',HE ¡-EFT ARE 1390 SQ{_IARE FSET pER IJt{I',t,

I't{Ð {JhtÏ'{'s oN'rr{Ð RIG}"{'I ARE 2 STORY 3 BEÐR.OOM {JN{TS 1523 SQ F'f
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City rendition of nine cottages

3 times as much open spaces as rune cotta

OR 20% OF THE LOT STILL BE STRUCTURES
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The missing m¡ddle-who is it really for?
by Judv Bardin {htto://olvwip.orqlauthor/iudvÔ FEBRUARY 2ND, 20j8 AT 9:34 AM

What is the "Missing Mid.dle?"

The City's "Missing Middle" (MM) plan one ofthe land-use ever ln

Olvmpia. Its stated goal is to increase housing variety and supply and, therefore, affordability. Will that be

the result?

There are 43 pro¡aslans in the plaqqtd it is qomplex. It is also beine imolemented very quickly. After a

Cþ Council cåarter and a behind-the-scenes workgroup process, it was formally introduced in November,

zot7.It's scheduled to shoot through the Planning Commission to the Cþ Council for approval in March,

zor8. It will cause a virlual up-zone of a quarter to one-third of Ol¡rmpia's single-family neighborhoods by

allowing a greater intensity of use.

The MM covers ten different types of housing, ranging from small units such as tiny houses and accessory

dwelling units (ADUs)-currently allowed in single family neighborhoods -to multi-unit structures such

as courtyârd apartments (up to rz units) and tri- and fourplexes that are not currently allowed in these

neighborhoods (except on a limited basis).

Under the MM plan, these aforementioned multi-unit structures will be allowed in neighborhoods zoned

single-famiþ (now 4-8 and 6-rz units/acre) if they are within 6oo feet on both sides of a bus route; within

6oo feet of commercial areas; and in all R6-rz zones, which ineludes much of Northeast Olympia and

parts of West and Southeast Olympia. Also newlyproposed for R6-re zones are single room occupancies

(SRO's)-otherwise known as rooming houses. To put these distances into perspective: 6oo feet is about

two bloeks. In addition to our busiest streets, buses run down streets such as Decatur, Rogers, Bowman

and Division on the Westside; Miller, z6th, Friendly Grove, Bethel, Puget and Pine in the Northeast; and

Boulevard, North, r8th, zznd, and Eastside, in the Southeast.

Beyond multi-unit struetures, a number of other mechanisms are proposed to increase intensity of use.

Some include: allowing a So% densitybonus for cottage housing; cutting by almost half the minimum lot
width required for duplexes, tri- and fourplexes; and increasing the allowed height of ADUs to two stories,

and eliminating their parking requirement.
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What are the pitfalls of the Missing Middle?

Housing units like tiny houses and ADUs have large public appeal, but there are no requirements to make

them affordable for people of limited means. Being smaller does not guarantee a lower price.

Olympia's close-in neighborhoods affected by the plan are largeþ built out and contain modest homes,

many of them rentals. To build multi-unit structures, more than one lot would usually be needed, thus

leading to tear-downs of existing homes. The first houses to go are the less expensive ones, the low

hanging fruit, Beyond that, the economics of financing a property, tearing down a house, and building

anew means that the new units will be expensive-eventually gentrifying a neighborhood and forcing

lower income folks out. Additionaþ, there are environmental concerns such as loss of green space, more

polluting storm water run-off, and excessive demand on existing sewers, roads and schools.

The MM plan also appears to supplant a city commitment to work with the Coalition of Neighborhood

Associations CNA) and help people develop sub-area plans to shape their neighborhoods. At a January

@

Planning Commission meeting, CNA members expressed concerns about the MM and ureed the

Commission to slow down the that most communþ members do not know about or
do not understand this large-scale proposal.

MM ignores existing opportunities to increase density

Planning staffadmit that Olympia has more than unused buildable land for its future

Êeed€.Additionally, the cþ's Comprehensive Plan designates three high densþ neighborhoods ("nodes")

for development: r) Downtown, z) by the Martin-Pacific-Lilly triangle, and g) around Capital Mall. These

nodes are envisioned as being walkable, near transit, and close to services such as grocery stores. The City
is on track to meet density goals for Downtown, but has largely ignored the other two nodes which allow

z5 units per acre.

it' s on here? What's the rush to

.old neighborhoods. and pre-empt neighborhood planning?

Enter the developers and contractors

Many property owners can add an ADU, but only developerç and contraetors are likely to be in a position

to finance units such as fourplexes and apartments. It looks like the big winners here will be the

developers. The MM is not an idea unique to Olympia. It originated in California as the brainchild of
architect Daniel Parolek, who helped create Disneyland Toþo. As the latest planning bandwagon, it is
moving up the west coast. Seattle has been affected: the historic fîshing fleet neighborhood of Ballard has

totally vanished. Bellingham is alert and agitated and has taken up the slogan "Don't Ballardize

Bellingham." Right now, it looks like ûlympia is directþ in the path to becoming the next target.
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Ð PL16.10 Require effective. but not unreasonably expensive. buildins desisns and
landscaping to blend multi-family housing into neighborhoods. What are the current design
standards and how will those chønge? (Page #2 of attachment)

The City has more than one set of design review standards. The types of housing units
considered in the Missing Middle Infill Housing recommendations would be subject to the
Infill and Other Residential Design Guidelines, Chapter 18.175 of the Olynpia Municipal
Code (OMC). The,se provisions address neighborhood scale and character, building
orientation and entries, building modulation and articulation, windows, garage design,
materíal and colors, Accessory Dwelling Unit design and entry features, and site design for
cotlage housing.

2) Triplex and Fourplexes currently require 80' lot widths. Proposed change to minimum lot
widthfrom 80' to 45' in R 4-8 and 40' in R 6-12. Wat is percentage of lot coverage and
landscape/tree requirements in these new requirements? (Questions raised after viewing
1938 & 1940 Olympia Ave NE (See attached site plan page #6)

There currently is not a minimum tot widthþr triplexes orfourplexes in the R4-B zoning
district because those are not allowed uses in the R 4-8 zoning district, unless the code is
amended. The development standards table GgþlgA/aof the OMC) is available online.

The lot coverage and landscape/tree requirements for residential properties in R 4-8
Maximum building coverage:

45%for lots 0.25 acre or less;
40%for lots 0.26 acre or more
60%for townhouses

Max imum imperv ious surface coverage :
45%: .25 acre or less
40%: .26 acre 0r more
60%: Townhouses

Maximum hard surface coverage:
55%: .25 acre or less
50%: .26 acre or mzre
70%: Townhouses

The lot coverage and landscape/tree requirements for residential properties in R 6-12
Maximum building coverage :

55%for lots 0.25 acre or less,'
40%for lots 0.26 acre or more
60%for townhouses

Maximum imperv ious surface coverage ;

55%: .25 acre or less
40% - .26 acres or more
60%: Townhouses

Maximum hard surface coverage;
65%: .25 acre or less

\1



50%: .26 acre or more
70%: Townhouses

Changes to the Tree, Soil and Native Vegetation Protection and Replacement standards
are not proposed. The current standards in Chapter 16.60 of the OMC will continue to

rtppl!- "A minimum tree density of 30 tree units per acre is required on the buildable area of
each site, except within the Green Cove Basin (see OMC 16,60,030(5) and in critical areas, see

OMC 18.32. The tree density may consist of existing trees, replacement trees or a combination

of existing and replacement trees, pursuant to the priority established in Section L6.60.070. For

the purpose of calculating required minimum tree density, critical areas, criticalarea buffers,
city rights-of-way and areas to be dedicated as city rights-of-way shall be excluded from the
buildable area of the site."

3) Townhome examples provided by the city do not accurately reflect lot coverage. City to
provide more occurate information. (See attached example page #3.)

As is indicated on the drøwings, the examples are illustrative of the housing types that are

or would be allowed if the proposed recommendations are enacted. The drawings are not
to scale and are not intended to be construed as such.

4) The city referenced a2.32 acre parcel with the potential of 29 cottages. What would the

building/impervious servíce minimums be þr this proposed change? (See attached page
#e)

llhen asked what types of housing units could be allowed under the proposed
recommendations, on a vacant 2.32 acre parcel of land in the R 4-8 zoning district, the city
provided the information. The oplions - assuming maximum development was sought -
ranged.from l9 single.family homes (with or without Accessory Dwelling Units) up to 29
cottages. The building and impervious surface information is included in response to
question #1 above.

5) City to respond to items raised in Work In Progress article. Specifically:

6) "The MM plan also üppears to supplant a city commitment to workwith the Coalition
of Neighborhood Associations (CNA) and help people develop sub-area plans to shape

their neighborhoods." (See attached page #I l)

The City does not believe the Missing Middle Housing recommendations impact the ability
of Neighborhood Assocíations to develop subarea plans in any way. Goal GP5 of the
Ci¡-v's primcrv poliq: i¡¡ç1,rnonl, Íhe Olvrnpia C.omprehensive Plan provídes Jisr subctreo
plans to be initiated by neighborhoods at alry time. The Comprehensive Plan also includes
afuture land use map and numerous other policies that direct land use, zoning, housing
and other aspects of development in all areas of the City. Specifically, Comprehensive
Plan Policies PL 16.2, PLl6.5, PLI6.9, PLL6.I0 and PS3.l callþr actions that are being
implemented through the Missing Middle recommendations. The draft recommendations
are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Subarea plans are required to be consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan as well.
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7) "Planning sta/J'admit that Olympia has more than enough unused buildable landfor
its future population needs. " (See attached page #9)

The Buildable Lands Analysis conducted by Thurston Regional Planning Council indicates
there is adeqttate land within the City and its Urban Growth Area to accommodate the
projected population growthþr next twenty years. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes
this by establishing the goals and policies to accommodate that growth (up to an additional
20,000 people by year 2035) in three identified high density neighborhoods and by
accommodating growth in existing residenlial areas (see the comprehensive plan policies
related to Missing Middle Housing on the Missing Middle Housing lØebpage). As those
policies illustrate, accommodatingfuture growth is jtrst one of the outcomes the Missing
Middle recommendations are intended to address.

8) "Additionally, the city's Comprehensive Plan designates three high density neighborhoods
("nodes") for development: l) Downtown, 2) by the Martin-Pacific-Lilly triangle, and 3)
around Capital Mall. These nodes are envisioned as being walkable, near transit, and
close to services such as grocery stores. The City is on track to meet density goals for
Downtown, but has largely ignored the other two nodes which allow 25 units per acre."
(See attached page #9)

The Downtown Strategy, which was completed last year, is the.first of the three High
Density Neighborhood Overlays to be cddressed. The other huo will undergo similar
planning processes in the coming years. As a twenty year plan, it yvill take lime to
implement the plan fully. Opportttnities to provide þr residential infill is also a part of the
Comprehensive Plan and is being addressed ín this current effort.
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Leonard Bauer

Tuesday, February 13,2018 3:16 PM
'Denise Pantelis'

Joyce Phillips

FW: Questions from last night's OPC meeting
Response to Denise Pantelis Questions.docx

lmportance: High

Joyce and t have collaborated with each other, and other staff, to try to answer your questions, Denise. Hopefully, this is

helpful.
Leonard

From : Denise Pa ntel is Ima i lto :d pa¡te I is27 @ema il.co_m]

Sentr Tuesday, February 06, 2018 3:09 PM
To: missingmiddle <missinsmiddle@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Joyce Phillips <jphillip@ci.olvm >

Subject: Questions from last night's OPC meeting

Last night's presentation of the TRPC analysis of MM outcomes, the potential impact on elementary school
populations in the district, and resulting discussion among the OPC members raised a few questions. Please
share these questions and your reply with the OPC. Thank you.

1. If neighborhoods with CC&Rs would be exempted from the MM provisions, could you provide
instructions (and access) to help folks determine if their property has CCRs (either actively enforced or a
legacy of a once active program)? The question came up on NextDoor recently and someone mentioned
that you'd have to look at your deed carefully. The county's parcel search doesn't reveal this information
(at least not that I found).

2. What is likely to happen when land values exceed the value of the "improvement," incentivizing subdividing large lots and/or tear downs?
Would it be better to uncomplicate the subdividing of lots than to introcluce so many new options for redevelopment?

3 . Impervious cover seems so much greater. How are the stormwater projections being modeled for MM? If ADUs don't count toward
density, is their stormwater impact withheld from the modeling?

Regarding the density examples in R4-8 and R6-12:

l. Would triplexes and fourplexes be limited to a single story in 4-8, like the courtyard apartments and duplex?

2. Justa comment: The fourplex in 6-12 illustration doesn't appear to abide by lot width requirements. I do recall that efforts to keep the
drawings at scale was difficult.

3 . Triplexes and fourplex depicted in l-l2regardless of transit proximity? (There may have been a footnote on the slide that I didn't notice).

4. In 4-8, how is an internal or attached ADU allowed and yet a duplex is not? Seems to me that if you remove the homeowner requirement
for an internal or attached ADU, you also remove the applicability of 'accessory dwelling unit" and you've really just created a duplex
(however asymmetrical the confi guration).

TRPC analysis:

l. Does the county's definition of "buildable lands" include or take into consideration the city's requirements for storm water buffers, native
vegetation protection areas, impervious cover limitations, etc? In other words, my understanding is that few if any parce ls on a plat map are
completely buildable.

2. The district's projections seem biased toward single famity housing and presume that ADUs and other multi-family housing won't
significantly impact school populations. Flowever, If the housing trends change to more multifamily, elementary school populations will

1
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come from more multifamily housing --especially when one considers the decreasing affordability of single family homes. What has been

the school population trend over past 20 years, per school? In other words, over the past 20 years what percentage of students at each

elementary have lived in multi-family vs single family housing? Does the historical trend support the future projection?

3. Only 34 parcels likely to redevelop over a 20-year period? It seems overkill to pursue all of the missing middle recommendations when

only 1000 mm housing units the next 20 years are needed or projected?

4. The projected 20,000 population increase in 20 years yields need for 13000 units. This presumes the continued trend of 1.54 persons per

household as per the 2010 census. I think these aggregate numbers belie certain realities at the neighborhood level. In other words, the

range of household size seems an important consideration in a discussion of housing types (more bodies, more space; fewer bodies, less

space -- at least theoretically). Coupled with that should be a discussion of housing costs relative to income projections.

Process Question:

1. Finally, the motion to schedule hearing Ìor 3lI9 and conduct an Olympia Planning Commission open

house on the 26th of February (location tbd) raises the question of what restrictions might be placed on
pubtic comment at the February 26th open house in light of hearing scheduled for less than 45 days after
that?

Thank you for all your efforts and patience with the process. It is an extraordinarily complex undertaking that
the citizens of Olympia deserve to fully understand

Best regards,

Denise Pantelis

2
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1. If neighborhoods with CC&Rs would be exempted from the MM provisions, could you
provide instructions (and access) to help folks determine if their property has CCRs (either
actively enforced or a legacy of a once active program)? The question came up on NextDoor
recently and someone mentioned that you'd have to look at your deed carefully. The county's
parcel search doesn't reveal this information (at least not that I found).

Any CC&Rs should be noted on the Title Insurance Policy received when a house is
purchased or refinanced. I received a copy of my Subdívision's CC&Rs when I bought my
house.'

CC&Rs are supposed to be recorded, so the Thurston County Auditor's Olfice should be able
to help. For example, the County's online records webpage can be used to look up a
subdivision plat. There is usually a note on the face of.the plat map indicating any covenants
and restrictions as recorded under an Auditor's File Number. Someone who is interested in
the contents of those CC&Rs could obtain a copy of itfrom the County Auditor's Office by
asking for that.file number.

2. What is likely to happen when land values exceed the value of the ooimprovement,

"incentivizing subdividing large lots and/or tear downs? Would it be better to uncomplicate
the subdividing of lots than to introduce so many new options for redevelopment?

TRPC's studyþund that, based on the previous l6 yeørs of data, the approximate value of a
residential structure that is more likely to be demolished is less than 870,000 in today's
dollars. If a property has an exceptionally high land value (e.g., if it's waterfront property),
a structure on that property valued at higher than 870,000 may also be likely to be
demolished. The process of subdividing land has not changed muchfor many decades, and
hasn't come up es an issue throughout the Missing Middle process, other than the related
costs to construct needed infrastructure and pay fees for infrastructure systems.

3. Impervious cover seems so much greater. How are the stormwater projections being modeled
for MM? If ADUs don't count toward density, is their stormwater impact withheld from the
modeling?

Stormwater is reviewed when property is divided, and also when a building permit is
requested. Every zoning district in the city has a maximum amount of the lot that can be
covered with buildings, hard surfaces, and impervious surfaces. The site plan is reviewed to
make sure the standards can be met before the building permit is issued. New Low Impact
Development standards were recently adopted, that went into ffict in December of 2016.
These standards updatedthe maximum amount of the lot that can be covered. They are not
proposedfor any changes by the Missing Middle recommendations.

Regarding the density examples in R4-8 and R6-12:

1. Would triplexes and fourplexes be limited to a single story in 4.8, like the courtyard
apartments and duplex?
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Limiting the height of triplexes andfourplexes to a single story in R 4-8 zoning district is not
part of the current recommendations. These structures would be limited to 35 feet in height
(the same as single family homes in the zoning district) and would be subject to the Infill and
Other Residential Design Review standards (See 18. 17

2. Just a comment: The fourplexin6-12 illustration doesn't appear to abide by lot width
requirements. I do recall that efforts to keep the drawings at scale was difficult.

The illustrations qre intended to show the variety of housing types that would be allowed
under the proposed recommendations. lhhile we tried to make the area identified as the

vacant lot approximately correct in the context of the lot size in the various scenarios, we did
not try to create scaled drawíngs of specific houses or potential lots, etc. The intent was to
highlight the dffirences between the types of housing options that would be allowed under
the current and recommended provisions.

3. Triplexes and fourplex depicted in 6-12 regardless of transit proximity? (There may have
been a footnote on the slide that I didn't notice).

The proposal is to allow triplexes andfourplexes in the R 6-12 zoning district, regardless of
proximity to transit. However, the minimum lot size þr a triplex would be 7,200 square feet,
and a minimum of 9,600 squarefeetþr afourplex. Infill and Other Residential Design
Guidelines would apply.

4. In 4-8, how is an internal or attached ADU allowed and yet a duplex is not? Seems to me that
if you remove the homeowner requirement for an internal or attached ADU, you also remove
the applicability of 'accessory dwelling trnit" and you've really just created a cluplex (however
^^-,--^+-: ^^l +L^ ^^-f! -..-^+:^-\4Jyrrurrçtrrç(lt LrrtJ vurrrrËur<rtr\Jrr,r.

An internal or attached ADU can be very similar to a duplex. Under current city code,

duplexes are not permitted in R4-8 zoning districts, but ADU's are - whether attached,

internal, or detached. One dffirence is a duplex is not subject to the mØcimum size of 800
square feet þr one of the units. Under the Missing Middle recommendations, both duplexes
and ADU's would be permitted in R4-8, but the 800 sf size limit would still apply to ADU's.

TRPC analysis:

1. Does the county's definition of "buildable lands" include or take into consideration the city's
requirements for storm water buffers, native vegetation protection areas, impervious cover
limitations, etc? In other words, ffiy understanding is that few if any parcels on a plat map are

completely buildable.

There is consideration of other requirements, such as critical areos, in TRPC's land capacity
analysis - to the extent that inþrmation is generally availqble. Detailed, site-specific
analysis of these factors on a piece of property are usually conducted when a development
application has been mada
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2. The district's projections seem biased toward single family housing and presume that ADUs
and other multi-family housing won't significantly impact school populations. However, If
the housing trends change to more multifamily, elementary school populations will come
from more multifamily housing --especially when one considers the decreasing affordability
of single åmily homes. What has been the school population trend over past 20 years, per
school? In other words, over the past 20 years what percentage of students at each elementary
have lived in multi-family vs single family housing? Does the historical trend support the
future projection?

The school district, as part of its Capital Facilities Planning, identifies how many students
are expected as part of the anticipated growth. Ultimately, the district identifies the average
numbers of students (primary, middle, and high school ages) that are likely to be generated
by housing type, which is higher þr single family homes thanfor multifamily units. This is
also part of how the School District calculates the appropriate impactfees for new
development. I believe these are based on past trends, but I'm not sure of that. You might
want to checkwith the School District. The TRPC analysis used the numbers given to the
City by the School District to calculate the changes likely to occur as a result of these
r e c ommendat i ons, if impl ement e d.

3. Only 34 parcels likely to redevelop over a2}-year period? It seems overkill to pursue all of
the missing middle recoÍrmendations when only 1000 mm housing units the next 20 years
are needed or projected?

The report indicates that with all of these recommendations enacted, approximately 34
parcels that already contain a home on it may redevelop to provide more housing. These are
properties that are essentially identified as "underdeveloped".

The report aiso shows residential capacity increases for vacant properties. The report finds
that infill on both the underdeveloped and undeveloped properties under these proposed
standards would yield an increase in the number of anticipated units by between 474 - 946
units over 20 years. This does not include a potential increase in Accessory Dwelling Units
or existing structures that may be remodeled, such as an existing single family home that may
be converted to a duplex (the duplex would need to meet the other standards - such as
minimum lot size, offstreet parking, etc.).

Additionally, the Future Land Use Map identffies three areas for higher density residential
development. These three areas (downtown, around Cøpital Mall, and Lilly Road/Maitin
llay) are where roughly 75% of the new growth is planned to be housed. The remaining
growth is expected to be dispersed around the city through these Missing Middle-types of
infill housing. That would leave the needfor roughly 3,000 residential units in other areas of
the city and urban growth area. These recommendations could result in more of that infill
occurring.
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Growth in other zoning districts that aren't impacted by these proposed recommendations
but that are not located in the three high density residential areas would also occur, which
would also help meet the demandfor housing units outside of the high density residential
areas.

4. The projected 20,000 population increase in 20 years yields need for 13000 units. This
presumes the continued trend of 1.54 persons per household as per the 2010 census. I think
these aggregate numbers belie certain realities at the neighborhood level. In other words, the
range of household size seems an important consideration in a discussion of housing types
(more bodies, more space; fewer bodies, less space -- at least theoretically). Coupled with
that should be a discussion of housing costs relative to income projections.

The City updates its comprehensive plan every I years, using the most recent data and
projections available. We do track available inþrmation regarding changes in household
size and overall population projections, and use those in the comprehensive plan updates. As

the household population numbers change over time (e.g., as average household sizes have

decreased), so does the City's projection of the number of housing units needed to serve the

population. These are long term changes that affect what the city plans þr in terms of
growth andwhere we believe that growth is likely to occur.

IJltimately, the goal is to provide more housing and more housing variety at for all economic
segments of the community. The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the needfor "more end
varied housing" in part because of Otympia's growing population but also because of
varying household incomes, household sizes getting smaller, and a larger percentage of our
residents paying larger portions of their income to obtain housing.

Process Question:

l. Finally, the motion to schedule hearing for 3ll9 and conduct an Olympia Planning
Commission open house on the 26th of February (location tbd) raises the question of what
restrictions mighl be placed on public comment at the February 26th open house in light of
hearing scheduled for less than 45 days after that?

As you probably now lvtow, the open house location has been setfor City Hall Council
Chambers, 5:30 - 7:00 p.m. Feb. 26.

This is not an fficial meeting of the Planning Commission, thoughwe expect most planning
commissioners will attend. They will be there to listen and try to answer foctual questions

about the proposal, but not to discuss or make any decisions onthe proposal. The 45-day
limit is City poticy in order to ensure formal public comment is focused at a public hearing
where everyone has equal opportunity to make verbal comments. This policy does not limit
all conversationwith Planning Commissioners outside of regular public meetings, tf the

matter is legislative (i.e. city-wide or area-wide), rather than quasi-judicial (site-specific).
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Jovce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Joyce Phillips

Thursday, February 15,2018 3:18 PM
jacobsoly@aol.com'; Leonard Bauer
dpantelis2T@gmail.com; jayelder@comcast.net

RE:12 = 16Subject:

Hi, Bob.
Thank you for your questions. I appreciate you taking the time to think all of these issues through. I'm sorry
this is a rather lengthy reply - please bear with me.

There,are two opportunities for the City to review an application for whether it meets density requirements
and/or minimum lot sizes: application for a division of land, and application for constructing one or more
structures on an existing lot. The Missing Middle recommendations would not change the density calculation
process at the time of land division. It does propose amendments to minimum lot sizes that are applied at the
time of a construction permit.

Densitv at Time of Land Division
When property is proposed for development - such as for a subdivision to build on individual lots or a land use
review to build an apartment complex - one of the items reviewed is density. So for example, in the R 6-12
zone, if one acre was being divided into 12 lots that would be acceptable for that portion of the review. In
single family residential zones this is pretty easy because each lot could have one house. Or if it is a zone that
allows apartments at 20 units per acre and they are proposing 40 units on a two acre parcel of land, that all
works for density.

But the local government also sets other standards, such as minimum lot size, maximum lot coverage, minimum
setbacks, and things like that. This is because it can be years before every parcel of land is developed and not
every lot will be the same size and shape. And people move property lines from time to time, too.

A common single family lot size in the City is between 6,000 and 7,500 square feet. At the small side of that,
the density would be about 7.2 units per acre. In the R 6-12 zoningdistrict, the minimum lot size is 3,500 for a
single family home. This would allow for slightly more than twelve units per acre on a strict mathematical
basis, but it is very uncommon. As a result, the maximum zoning density in lower density zones is rarely met
by single family detached housing alone, which in practice is usually built below 7 units per acre. By allowing
opportunities for other housing types, such as a fourplex on a 9,600 square foot lot, that may on its own would
exceed the underlying density, a mix of housing types can be accommodated within the density of the zoning
district on an area-wide basis.

There are many other factors in the development process that frequently reduce the achievable density on a
particular property, such as the presence of critical areas, providing for needed infrastructure such as streets and
stormwater facilities, and individual decisions by property owners to meet personal preferences or current
market possibilities. The City's existing zoning code has for many years permitted minimum lot sizes that help
account for these factors by allowing lots that are smaller than would result from a strict reading of density. For
example, current minimum lot sizes in R6- 12 zone are 9,600 square feet for triplexes, 7 ,200 square feet for
duplexes, and2,400 square feet for townhouses; in the R4-8 zone, it is 3,000 square feet for townhouses and
4,000 square feet for single-family houses. The Missing Middle draft recommendations have carried forward
the same approximate increments of minimum lot sizes between housing types.
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If someone had a one-acre parcel in the R 6-12 zoningdistrict and wanted to subdivide it into four lots the city
would require them to show how the property would be developed within the 6-12 units per acre density range
(e.g.,4 isn't enough to get to 6 units per acre if only 4 single family homes were going to be constructcd, which
is also a concern). If a four lot short plat moves forward, notes are added to the plat to address density or certain
lots are noted for a certain type of development ("duplex lots").

Density at Time of Construction Permit
In the past, the City has applied both density and minimum lot sizes to new construction permits. However, as

mentioned above, these don't exactly match due to many other factors. As additional development regulations
have been adopted to implement low-impact development goals, it has become increasingly difficult to
reconcile all regulations on a small-sized lot. The Missing Middle recommendations therefore propose that
construction on existing lots under a certain size not be reviewed for meeting the mathematical portion of the
required maximum density, but instead be reviewed specifically for meeting the minimum lot size and other
development regulations.

For example, on an existing 10,000 square foot vacant lot, if a building permit were proposed for a fourplex,
certain things would be reviewed, including: minimum lot size; maximum building, impervious, and hard
surface coverage; setbacks; building height; design review; etc. Density would not be calculated or reviewed at

the time of building permit review.

The draft Missing Middle recommendations propose a larger lot size than would be practically needed to
construct a single family home, or a duplex or triplex. But it isn't the fûll y^ acre (10.890 square
feet). Importantly, the smaller lot requirement at 9,600 square feet also acknowledges that roughly 30% of land
area is dedicated to things like streets and other areas when the property is divided, which would have already
occurred for an infill, vacant lot.

The example of allowing a fourplex on a9,600 square foot lot is primarily intended to allow for three things:

1) A variety of lot sizes in newly platted areas, to encourage a mix of housing types within the density
range o16-12 units per acre. This could blend single family detached hontes, duplexes, triplexes and

fourplexes in the subdivision. The iarger lot sizes for tripiexes and fourpiexes helps keep the scale of
the buildings and lots compatible, and is consistent with the approach to minimum lot sizes in the

current zoning code.

2) Some vacant parcels could be built at a slightly higher density than would otherwise be allowed,
assuming other development factors do not otherwise restrict the capacity of that lot. However, given
the lower density of the surrounding areas, the overall density would be within the allowed range.

3) Existing homes on large lots could potentially be converted if all other standards could be met, such as

off-street parking.

I hope that is helpful. Please don't hesitate to call or reply with additional questions.

Joyce

Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia I Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East I PO Box 1967 , Olympia WA 98507-1967

360.570.3722 | olympiawa.gov

Note: Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.
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From: jacobsoly@aol.com [mailto:jacobsoly@aol.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 5:47 PM

To: Joyce Phillips <jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Cc : d pa nte I i s27 @ gmail.co m ; jaye ld e r@ co m ca st. n et
Subject: t2 = L6

Hi Joyce - I so appreciate all the work that you and other staff are doing on your "Missing Middle"
assignment that I feel bad about expressing my misgivings. But that's my job as a citizen.

For a year now, we have been told that R 6-12 means no fewer than six and no more than twelve
un¡ts per acre. Makes sense. So you can imagine my frustration when we learned last nite (when the
sample charts were being discussed) that an acre with 12 units on it already would be allowed to
have a fourplex in addition because there was a 10,000 square foot lot available. Total 16 units per
acre.

I don't know what to believe

Could the owner of an acre divide it into four quarter-acre lots and build fourplexes on each of
them? Total 16 units.

Of course I may not be understanding this completely, but the question and answer about this
seemed very clear.

This also raises an additional question -- how does one define an acre vis-a-vis a specific
property? lt would seem to depend on which direction one went from that property.

These basic underlying factors are critical to understanding this issue. The Work Group could not
have gotten into all of the detail underlying property development, but this issue seems so central to
understanding the MM proposal that it seems we all need to understand it.

Helpl

BobJ
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Leonard Bauer
Wednesday, February 14,2018 4:11 PM
'Michelle Burke'

Joyce Phillips

RE: Missing Middle

Thank you for your comments. We will share them with the Planning Commission as it considers the 'Missing Middle'
recommendations, which include provisions addressing tiny houses.

From: Michelle Burke [mailto:realtor.m burke@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February L4,20L8 3:41 PM
To: Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: Missing Middle

Leonard,

We are very interested in building a tiny house in the NE side of town. My husband and I are home owners and
we support the staff proposal that includes tiny houses.

With housing prices going up and us having 6 children between our blended families, we have a huge need for a
tiny house to help them to move on with college but also have a place to call home.

We are very interested and want to see more of this forward thinking happening in the City of Olympia.

Sincerely,

Michelle Burke
Realtor/Broker since 2005
360-485-7586
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Joyce Phillips

Sent:
To:
Cc:

From: jacobsoly@aol.com

Tuesday, February 20,2O1B O:Og PH¡

Joyce Phillips

Leonard Bauer; dpantelis2T@gmail.com; jayelder@comcast.net;
ph i lschu lte@comcast.net
Missing Middle Parking Provisions

Joyce -- Please provide this to the Planning Commission and make it available to the public.

Missing Middle Parking Provisions -- An Analysis and Recommendation
by Bob Jacobs, 352-1346

Current city of Olympia requirements for the provision of off-street parking for new housing units are
reasonable and consistent, in compliance with the Municipal Code Parking Chapter,
OMC18.38.020E, "to provide aesthetically pleasing parking facilities in proportion to individual land
use needs".

For instance:

-- House -- 2 off-street parking spaces.

- Duplex -- 1.5 off-street parking spaces per living unit.

-- Accessory Dwelling Unit -- 1 off-street parking space

Whether these requirements are backed by data or just by intuition, they appear to require off-street
parking in proportion to the impact created by the new housing.

Some of the staff-recommended Missing Middle suggestions would violate this sensible, fair system
of regulations by reducing the requirements for off-street parking. This occurs under ADUs and Tiny
Houses. The most egregious recommendation deals with garages converted to Accessory
Dwelling Units, where increased need is paired with decreased off-street parking requirements.

When inadequate off-street parking is provided, cars must be parked on the street.This is a burden on
other property owners in the neighborhood.

ln those neighborhoods with very limited street parking, this burden can become extreme. I refer to
neighborhoods like South Capitol and newer subdivisions where parking is provided on only one side
of the street.

Staff has suggested that perhaps these reductions in the provision of off-street parking could be
based on case-by-case studies of actual parking in the affected areas. The problem with this
approach is that such studies can measure only a short time period, and this time period can be non-
representative. Factors that can affect such studies include people on vacation, people moving in
with multiple cars, etc.

Subject:

1
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The recommendations to reduce off-street parking requirements to below the standards applicable
elsewhere should be rejected.

2t20t18
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Ph¡il¡

From:
Sent:
To:
Subiect:

Bob Jorgenson < Bob.iorgenson@cbolympia.com >

Wednesday, February 21, 2018 8:19 AM
Joyce Phillips; Leonard Bauer; missingmiddle
MMH Open house and development standard questions

Joyce & Leonard & Planning Commission,

I am still struggling with the proposed permitted densities for cottages and the
reduction of a minimum lot width for multifamily in the Missing Middle
Flousing proposal. I u/ould like to formally make the following request and ask
that these items to be included in the open house scheduled for February 26'hz

City planning department to provide accurate and to scale renderings and or
photos of cottage homes to the density of 12.5 units per acre for any parcel in
Olympia or any other municipahty that can accurately demonstrate aL2.5 units
per acre density as proposed in the MMH.

City proposal to reduce minimum lot width for duplex, triplex & fourplex from
80' to 40' within 600 feet of a bus line and 45' in other duplex zoning, city
planning to provide accurate and to scale rendetings and or photos of duplexes,
triplexes and fourplexes for both 40' & 45' lots.

At this point the city has not provide d accurate information on these proposed
changes. Property owners in the city might choose different standards in the
Missing Middle Flousing proposal if they were provided accurate information.
At this point these two items and others are in question as to how they might
look in our neighborhoods.

The up"zoning of properties to a duplex zoning in a R4-8 and up zoning of R
4-8 to permit Tri & Fourplexes if within 600' of a bus line will negatively affect
values to adjoin property oïyners. I believe many of those who are going to be
affected by these drarnatic zoning changes have not been informed of the
proposed changes. Property owners in Olympia need acclurate information as

these changes will likely drive down real estate prices in many instances.
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Bob Jorgenson
3333 Capital Blvd
Olympia, WA 98501
Cell 360.888.2765
www.bobiotsenson.com

From: Joyce Phillips Imailto:jphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us]
Sent: Friday, February 76, 2OL8 2:25 PM

To: Bob Jorgenson <Bob.Jorgenson@cbolympia.com>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olympia.wa.us>; missingmiddle
<m issingmidd le@ci.olym pia.wa.us>

Subject: RE: MMH Open house and development standard questions

Hi, Bob.
The recommendotion to increose the density bonus from20%lo 50% come from input from
the Missing Middle Work Group, ofter looking of the requirements for cottoge housing (open
spoce, smoll house sizes, eic.) ond whot other communities ore doíng to incentivize cottoge
housing. For exomple, both Locey ond Tumwoter ollow for o density bonus of .l00% 

ond ihe
City of Tumwoter olso ollows on Accessory Dwelling Unit for every five cottoges. Feedbock
from the work group wos considered ond the recommendotion stoff proposed to the work
group of its meeting in October is to increose the density bonus lo 5O%.

For the property you ore referencing, the zoning would ollow l9 units (2.32 ocres x B = lB.5ó,
which gets rounded up to l9). lf o cottoge development is proposed , a 507" density bonus
could be gronted, for up to 29 units.

Tl^^ ^.^^^.^l +^ .^l' '^^ +L-^ *i^i*, '* l^+.^,i,J+l^.^,^- ^l^^ -Ji^^' '^;^^l.^,;+t- +L.^ \At^.1- /^-^' '^ TLi^rrrç vr\Jv\JJ\rr r\,,, tg\lu\-E rrru rrilrilrlt\Jlttt\Jt vvl\liltvv\l) \lt)\J \lt)\-u))tt\l vviltt ilttt vYLJIñ \71 \JL/P. ilil)
issue wos brought up becouse mony housing types ore getting smoller os the household size
continues to get smoller. And there hove been inquiries over the yeors where someone hos
hod o lot thotwos of odequote size to build o duplex but the lotwidth wosn'twide
enough. There ore plenty of exomples of stocked duplexes, which moy hove the some
building footprint of on overoge single fomily detoched home, so would therefore fit on on
overoge sized lot. Obviously ihe requirements of lot coveroge, off-street porking, ond design
review (ond others) would still opply.

All of these recommendotions come from the work group ond city plonning stoff.
Joyce

From: Bob Jorgenson Imailto:Bob.Jorgenson@cbolvmpia.coml
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2OI8 I:24 PM

To: Joyce Phillips <iphillip@ci.olympia.wa.us>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olvmpia.!VA.ut>; missingmiddle
<m issingmidd le @ci.olvm pia.wa.us>

Subject: RE: MMH Open house and developmEnt standard questions

2 7



Joyce,

Helps some. So the increase in density bonus from 20% to 50o/o to obtain aL2.5
unit per acre was at the guidance of planning or city council or outside entity?
Also the question about the lot size for multifamily going to 40' & 45'\ilas that
at the advice of planning, city council or v¡as there an outside source that made
that fecommendation?

Thanks ,

Bob Jorgenson
3333 Capital Blvd
Olympia, WA 98501
Cell 360.888.2765
www.bobiorsenson.com

From: Joyce Phillips [mailto:iphillip@ci.olvmpia.wa.us]
Sent: Friday, February L6,201.811:25 AM
To: Bob Jorgenson <Bob.Jorgenson@cbolvmpia.com>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; missingmiddle
<missingmidd le @ci.olym pia.wa. us>

Subject: RE: MMH Open house and development standard questions

Hi, Bob.
I do not hove o specific exomple of cottoge housing of 12.5 units per ocre to shore. Pleose
note thot while these efforts, if opproved, will ollow for o brooder voriety of housing types in
more oreos ocross the city, they ore not required to be "offordoble" to o certoin segment of
the populoiion specificolly. These will likely include o voriety of housing units of o voriety of
price points. As with ony housing, good design mokes o big difference. Cottoge housing
hos design review ond development stondords thot ore required - primorily included in
Chopter I 8.1 Z5 of the OMC.
Hope thot helps.
Joyce

From: Bob Jorgenson mailto:Bob.J son cbo a.com

Sent: Friday, February 1.6,2OI810:59 AM
To: Joyce Phillips <iphillip@ci.olvmpia.wa,us>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; missingmiddle
<missingmiddle@ci.olympia.wa.us>
Subject: RE: MMH Open house and development standard questions

Joyce,

Thanks for the information and of course more answers raise more questions.
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On the question of cottages does the city have information tlrrat would
demonstrate what a 12.5 units per acre for cotta ges(2.32 acres) and what would
look like? With an increase of a density bonus it would be helpful to know why
the city chose to go from a 20o/o to 50o/o density bonus. I have reviewed the
Cottage Company information and they are very atftactive. Not necessarily
affordable. The units per acre is subst antialtry below a propos ed 12.5 Dwelling
units per acre or as they refetence DU/Acre:. The cottages at Third Street and
Ericksen are very nice and have the highest densities. Flowever when the cities
state goal is to ccRequite effective, but not unteasonably expensive, building
designs and landscaping to blend multifamily housing into neighbothoods." it
does not instill a lot of faith that quality homes will be placed in neighborhoods.

Chico Beach Cottages - Silverdale, WA DU / Acre:7
Conover Commons Flomes - Redmond, WA DU/Acre: I
Danielson Grove - Kirkland, \WA DU/Acrc:7
Conover Commons Cottages - Redmond, WA DU/Acre: 8
Erickson Cottages - Bainbridge Island, WA DU cre: L2
Greenwood Ave Cottages - Shoreline, WA DU / Acre:70
Bacþard Neighborhood - Whidbey Island, WA DtI/Acre: 6
Third Street CottaEes - rWhidbev Island. WA DU cres: LL

So bottom line what will cottage homes look like from a density
standpoint? Will the city provide information/rcnderings to which we can form
an opinion if the proposed new densities and if they will be appropriate in
Olympia?

Also on the revision from 80'to 40'& 45'lot minimum for du/tn & four plexes.
Will the city provide examples of multifamily built on a 40'-45' lots? How did
the city arrive at a decision that changing a minimum lot wide from 80' to 40 &
45'? How did they determine it would be appropriate for Olympia? With a side
yard setback of 5' I would be very interested in what a 30' wide fouqplex or even
a duplex looks like.

Just so you know what my motivation on these issues. I have sold real estate for
30 years and thru the years have seen things done properþ to the benefit of our
community and instances of things being done to the bare minimum of
required standards to the detriment of our community. Speaking with someone
at the planning commission meeting they mentioned many of these won't be
implemented however I told them if one multifamily unit is built or home
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converted and home values go down drarnatically and that person affected is
your mother, brother or sister we have failed our community. Unfortunately
there are many unintended consequences of these proposals.

Thanks for yout time,

Bob Jorgenson
3333 Capital Blvd
Olympia, WA 98501
Cell 360.888.2765
www.bobiórgenson.com

From: Joyce Phillips Imailto:iphillip@ci.olvmpia.wa.us]
Sent: Thursday, February t5,2OI8 1:59 PM

To: Bob Jorgenson <Bob.Jorgenson @cbolvm pia.com>

Cc: Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>
Subject: RE: MMH Open house and development standard questions

Hi, Bob.
Thonk you for your potience. I hod onother deodline this week ond wos not oble to get to
your questions until todoy. Pleose see the ottoched. lwill olso provide o copy of the
questions ond responses to Plonning Commission in the next pocket.
Joyce

From: Bob Jorgenson Imailto: Bob.Jorgenson @cbolympia.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February t3,2Ot87:25 AM
To: Joyce Phillips <iphillip@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; Leonard Bauer <lbauer@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; missingmiddle
<missingmiddle@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; rcunningham@ci.olvmpia.wa.us; Mike Auderer <mauderer@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>;
Brian Mark <bmark@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; Tammy Adams <tadams@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; Travis Burns
<tburns@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; Paula Ehlers <pehlers@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>; Missy Watts <mwatts@ci.olvmpia.wa.us>;
crichmond @ci.olvm pia.wa.us

Subject: MMH Open house and development standard questions

I)earJoyce, Leonard & Planning Commission,

I would like to make a request for the open house proposed for February 26'h - specifi.cally that the
examples of how the proposed MMH changes might look on City lots be accurate IN SCALE as

well as description. I would also be intetested in answers to items #1,#2 current examples of
construction to this standard#4 cottages built to a1,2.5 unit per acre,# 6,7 & 8 prior to the public
meeting.

I asked alocal attorney to review the renderings currently provided on the City website to illustrate
what the MMH changes "might look like" (which are not to scale) and in his opinion, there is
fraudulent representation with the information the city is providing to the public.
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Additionally, I would like clanftcaaonf exarnples of work to be provided to answer the questions
below in red:

1) PL16.10 Require effective. but not unreasonablJ¡ expensive. building desiFns and landscaping
to blend multi-family housing into neighborhoods.I[/hat are the current design standards and how

wi// tþose change? (Page #2 of atachnent)
2) Triplex and Fourplexes currendy require 80'lot widths. Proposed charuge to minimum lot widthfrom

80' to 45' in R 4-8 and 40' in R 6-1 2. What is percentage of lot couerage and landscapef nee reqairements in
these new reqairements? (puestions raised after uiewing / 938 dy / 9a0 Oþmpia Aae IIE (See attached site

plan pa¿e #6)
3) Townhome examples ptovided by the city do not accuntely reflect lot coverage. Ciry tu prouide

mzre accardte infornation. (See attached exanple page #3.)
4) The city referenced a 2.32 acrc patcel with the potential of 29 cottages. What woald the

bailding/ imperuioas seruice minimams be for this proposed change? (See attached page #9)
5) City to respond to items raised in rX/ork In Progress article. Specifìcally:

6) 'The MAII plan also aþpears to supplant a ci7t commitment to wor,ë with the Coalition of I\eighborhood
Associations (CI\A) and heþpeople deuelop sab-areaplans to shape their netghborhoods." (See arîachedpage

#/ 1)

7) '?lanningstaf admit thatOþmpia has more thøn enough unased buildable landforiß fttarepopulation
needs." (See attached page #9)

8) 'Additionalþ, the ci4t's Conprehensiae Plan designates three hzgh densi4t neighborhoods ("nodes")for
deuelopment: l) Downtown, 2) þt The Nlartin-Pactfc Lilþ triangle, and 3) around Caþital NIa//. These nodes

are enuisioned as being walkable, near transit, and c/o¡e to seruices such as grocerl ftores. The Ciry is on track
to meet densi4tgoalsforDowntown, but has largeþ ignored the other Íwo nodes which allow 25 unitsperacre."
(See attuched page #9)

Especially troubling are corìrnents I teceived from someone who was a "Missing Middle \JØork

Group Member." \X/hen asked about the MMH justification for the proposed changes and
question was asked specifically about the ìØIP comments "Planning staff admit that Olympia has
more than enough unused buildable land for its future population needs." With aheavy sigh their
response was "the city council is going to pass this and will not be around when these changes
come about."

The attachment highlights some of my fìndings from my review of city materials and discussions
with the planning staff and accufate to the best of my abilities. If there 

^re ^ny 
items that are not

^ccvrate, 
by all means, please help me clanfy so that I have 

^ccrtn^te 
information in the future.

I am hoping with v/e can get some clanq on how these changes will affect the quality and values in
our neighborhoods.
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Thanks for ¡rout time,

Bob Jorgenson
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Terry Simmonds <tsimmonds@q.com >

Wednesday, February 21,2018 B:42 AM
Joyce Phillips
FW: UPDATE 2/11/18 Missing Middle Housing Zoning/ Bob Jorgenson
CONSOLIDATED NOTES 2 11 1B.pdf

Joyce, I received a notice from various people about the City wanting to sellthe lower L0 acres of the Dolly Estate now
knownasBentridge,justNorthofNewcastle. leventalkedtoacoupleoftheCitysurveyorswhotoldmethatCityplans
to sell the property for a strip mall and multi-family residents. Newcastle was approached by several groups to work
withtheCityinthepurchaseofthispropertyforaCityPark. WhenwemetwiththeCitytodiscussthepossibilityofthe
purchase, we specifically asked the question would the City buy the property then turn around and sell it for
residential or commercial use and was told NO. Now we find that is not true. We are opposed to the resale of any
property from the City Park for any purpose of residential or commercial use. ln addition to our primary complaint
about the resale of the property and the potentialdevelopment, if you recall I sent you a letterthat I had submitted to
the City previously regarding storm water runoffthat fills a naturalswale and then backs up into property within
Newcastle. lftheCityproceedswithsaleandthenthepropertyisdevelopedandthisissuesisnotresolvedandwater
enters property within Newcastle, we will take legal action against the City as the City has been put on notice now three
times.

Terry Simmonds

President
Newcostle Homeowners Associotion

From: Bob Jorgenson

Subject: UPDATE 2/It/18 Missing Middle Housing Zoning/ Bob Jorgenson

Deat Neighbor,

Trying to keep everyone updated on the MMH proposal and trying to keep it short.
Attached is information on proposed changes and what they might look like if this were to
pass. Someone noted that information provided by the city of Olympia might be fraudulent
representation as to how these revisions will look in our neighborhoods so I am trying to
get 

^ 
bettet idea myself on how they might translate to my neighborhood. I have included

previous materials in the event you might want to pass it along so have included
everything. Noteworthy new items not previously addressed and in the attachment:

Page 7 reflects city renderings ad it relates to 9 cottages and open space.
Comments were made at the public hearing that things were not to scale. As
you can see 3 times as much open space as homes.

Page 8 city notes mentioned a 2.32 acre parcel. It was proposed that 6 triplexes
could be located on this property and this is as close to scale as I could get it to
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reflect 6 triplexes not including roads, storm water retention, parking and other
requirements.

Page 9 references the same 2,32 acre parcel and with a 50o/o density bonus and
29 cottases v¡as proposed. The property at l7l7 Cooper Point Road is 8.2 acres
with l3r S unit buildings and is 7.9 acres per unit. The parcel on the lower left is
indeed a planned cottage neighborhood in Kirkland. It totals 2.25 acres and has
atotal of L6 units with a6.8 units per acre. THE CITY PROPOSES 29 UNITS
ON THIS PARCEL WHICH WOULD BE 12.5 UNITS PER ACRE.

Lastly Work In Progress or WIP articleþages 10 & 11) February 2018 stated specifically:

"The MMI{plan also appears to supplant a city commitment to wotk with the
Coalttion of Neighborhood Associations (CNA) and help people develop sub-atea
plans to shape theit neighborhoods."

oPlanning staff admit that Olympia has more than enough unused buildable land for
its future population needs.tt

'Addttionally, the cityb Comprchensive PIan designates thtee high density
neighborhoods (ßnodes') fot development: 1) Downtown, 2) by the Mattin-Pacifrc-Lilly
triangle, and 3) around Capital MaII. These nodes are enuisioned as being walkable,
neat transit, and close to seruices such as grocetJl stotes. The City is on tack to meet
denslty goals for Downtown, but has laryely ignoted the other two nodes which allow
2E ,rai*o no- nn-o ll?¿ utttlÐ PLt avtL.

Especially troubling are comments I received ftom someone who was on the panel for the
"Missing Middle Work Group Member." When I asked them about the MMH
iustification for the proposed changes and the question was asked about comments in the
article specifically "Planning staff admit that Olympia has more than enough unused
buildable land forits futurc population needs."With a heavy sigh their response was "the
city council is going to pass this and will not be around when these changes come
about.t'

Troubling comments if true. So much for due process?

Thanks for your time,

2

Bob



Dear Planning Commission,

I am writing in regard to the proposed Missing Middle Housing or MMH zotingchanges. I u/ill
share a little about myself to provide a refetence fot my perspective and opinions. I moved to
Olympia in 1988, single at the time, family coming from a small town in Minnes ota a¡d looking for
a community to put down roots and taise a famlly. I am a Realtor and have sold real estate in
Olympia for the last 30 years, rented 

^n 
LpaLfirnent on the westside, owned in a condo in Tumwater,

owned and lived in a home on the eastside, owned a home in the mixed Tumwate{Olympia
neighborhood off of Carylon with a nice duplex on one side of our home and a run down duplex
down the street. Currently I live in an established neighborhood by Olympia High School and
have raised two kids along the way.

With thirty years of experience in the local real estate industry, I get a front row seat when it comes
to avatlability and affotdability of housing. My biggest concern regarding the MMH zoning change
is how the proposed changes could dramatcally alter the character and values in established
neighborhoods. As I'm sure we cln agree, the housing needs and interests are different for
diffetent parts of town. The social, socioeconomic & value demographics are going to be different
for homes on 5th and Decatur vs. 5th and Central NE vs. Carylon and Central SE. Ultimately,
property owners affected by these proposed revisions have avested social and economic interest in
what happens in their neighborhood and should be provided full disclosure of proposed plans and
allowed to have a voice in the process.

My intent of this letter is for you to take these comments and those of others, and ask 'what can
the City of Olympia do better in communicating our proposed zoning changes to the citizens who
might be affected by these changes?" To that end, here 

^re 
my thoughts and concerns:

First - The city has outlined a new ordinance in the body of the MMH:

-PL16.5 Support affotdable housing throughout the community by minimizing regulatorT review
risks. time and costs and removing unnecessaq¡ barriers to housing, by permitting small dwelling
units accessoly to single-family housing, and by allowing a mix of housing types. And

PL16.10 Require effective, but not unreasonably expensive. building desiEns and landscapins to

You are effectively saying that you're going to be putting homes in my single-family neighborhood
whether they fit with the plat and design of the existing homes or not, thereby possibly drive
housing values down without my input. I live in a neighborhood with three undeveloped lots that
are currently zoned R 4-8 and when I bought the home I had an expectation of single-family
homes eventually being built. Now with your proposed changes I could have tri or four-plexes in

3



my neighborhood. There 
^re 

m^ny factors in determining home values but one of the biggest
factors is surrounding housing values and the likelihood of change to those houses.

Currently, one of the biggest barriers to affordable housing is City-imposed impact fees and
building codes, which can easily result in additional costs exceeding $60k per lot. The cost of land
plus these fees make new building projects cost-prohibitive.' For instance hete is a real wodd
example:

City-imposed costs to constnrct a 2,400 sq ft home in the city of Olympia are approximated below:
(This is in addition to the cost of the lot.)
$40-000 oermit fees/imoact fees

$1,200 Civil Engineering fee, now required evelT ptoject with over 2,000sf impervious þretty
much every ptoject), this will most likely result in:
$1.500 for awater retention area and
a permeable concrete driveway which is $3,000 more than standard concrete (costs almost twice as

much as standard concrete and doesn't hold up as well)
or permeable pavers which is $9.000 more than standard concrete (runs 4 times the cost of
standard concrete.)

$? Arborist study, new requirement, required regardless if you have 1. tree or 20 on the property.
$4.000 Sidewalks are required in front of all new homes including infill lots in existing
neighborhoods
$1.500 Amending all soils around the home to a depth of 6"
$10.000 Fire Suppression, a mandatory requirement (8k for sprinkler system 2/00 sf home, $450
city permit, larger water line required to house) two inspections by fire dept., cannot put light
fixtures or shelves in the way of sprinkler head water disbursement, and if you do not have
adequate water pressure you are required to install 

^water 
cistern system with pump.

Most of these require inspections which are disruptive to a building schedule and most of these

have no value to most consumers yet contribute greatly to making home unaffordable.

With the MMH zontng changes I have compiled notes on different components and will provide
those below. I have met with planners and reviewed information so to the best of my knowledge
the information should be correct but always open to clarification.
Accessory Dwelling issues noted in Draft notes

- Currently "property owner must live onsite as his/her primary tesidence." Revised to
"femove requirement."

- "Primary single-family residence must provide two off-street parking spaces." One additional
space is required for an ADU. New proposal would "remove requirement of additional
parking space for ADU" and "allow requirement for a 2'd paÃ<tng space to be waived with
considetation of on street parking avarlabiJtq"

My issues with this component is without an owner occupant with a vested interest in livability
of the neighborhood and accountability to their neighbors what is to stop someorìe from
creating a 800 sq. ft. cottage and have an interest in assisting those in need who might be an

aspiring heavy metal band member, heroin addict, registered sex offender or an individual who
might be a threat to the integrity of the neighborhood? Put a 55 and older restriction on AI)IJ

4



residents? No neighbor wants to wake up everry morning and look out their window and see

that and be happy with that situation. Also the changes to the off street parking component is

being adequate is an invitation to a disaster.

Duplex Zontng
Highlighted problems include:
- Zontngin a R 4-8 will change so you can build or convert a single family home into a duplex and
if you are within 600' of a bus route you are permitted to build/remodel to a tri or four plex's.
- Changing the zotrjng of R 4-8 to a multifamrly zottrng and changing the current density bonus
from 20o/o to a 50% den:i4t bonu¡. Also proposed to remove side yard setbacks on Townhomes so
ROìø HOUSING would be a permitted use in the R 4-8 zoning. Two story duplexes in your
neighborhood?
- Most distutbing potential of a homes in your neighborhood being converted it to a duplex or !f
thev are close to the bus line thev can convert to a tri or 4 olex. \ùØhat is this soins to do to housins
values? The first home gets converted and then the neighborhood starts to go downhill and
eveq/one in the neighborhood does the same thing. It is a slippery slope and the next thing you
know that neighborhood declines and it spreads to other neighborhoods. Newer developments
state specifically what can and can not be done to homes in a neighborhood but older
neighborhoods might not be afforded those protections. Those who live next to 

^vùcurrtlot 
or

property near them really need to get involved and fìnd out how this will affect their neighborhood.
On a personal note hete is a real wodd example of I)uplex Zonrng and what can and does happen
in a neighborhood. This is what I experienced having lived in the heart of the south capitol
neighborhood on Moore St. Yeats ago v/e owned a beautiful brick home with hardwood floors and
original wool carpets. \ùØe were the second owner of the home and had two children in this home
and were living the American dream. \X/e ended up moving out of the neighborhood due to a

duplex down the street and unsafe/unruley tenants and saw a decline coming to the neighborhood.
The neighborhood went down further after we moved out.

Our experience on Moore St highlights what is right and what is wrong with duplexes. We lived
right next to a duplex that was built with the same carc and quality of the home we lived in.
Beautifi.rl brick home with hardwood floors, unfìnished basement, covered patio and you could
drive by it and never reahze it was a duplex. Now down the street was a small poody built and
poody maintained duplex. The tenants would have big parties and lots of activity, drove their
motorcycle on the sidewalk and little the police could do to address the problem. With two small
children it was time to move. Sadly that street had been the pride of the neighborhood with m^ny
who had lived there since the homes were new. All that changed because of one small change to
the neighborhood makeup. And now with the city of Olympia proposing a broad change with
everything being zoned duplex and theit stated goal is "Require effective, but not unreasonably
expensive, building designs and landscaping to blend multifamily housing into neighborhoods" Lnd
"minimizing regulatory review risks, time and costs and removing unnecessary barriers to
housing." Does not instill a lot of confidence we will be seeing quality brought to our
neighborhoods.

Tri/ Fourplex Recommendatio ns :
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This information is as a result of conversations of several individuals. Maps being referenced are
the MMH Duplex andTn/trourplex recoffrnendations maps:

Several of the rezones highlighted in yellow (a-S) withitr s512þlished neighborhoods andf or parks
could actually be spot zoned to address certain non-conforming uses (someone might have akeady
converted a home to a fourplex.) for example. Also Whitmore Glen þetween Cain Road and
Boulevard and south of Log Cabin) includes a park dedicated to the City of Olympia. Under the
MMH recommendations this area is proposed to be up zoned to R 6-12 which would allow
fourplexes at the higher densities. Now if the city deemed this park surplus property it could be
sold for development. This suggests ANTY park property is at potential risk because they all are
currently attributed with 4-8 zoting and not zoned Ls "pltk". Neighborhoods without covenants
and restrictions will have be at the greatest risk of converting single family housing into multifamrly

It is illegal to spot zorte, but if alarge area.w^s up-zoned simultaneously, it doesn't give the

^ppem^flce 
of spot zoning. For instance, why is ìThitmore Glenn re-zoned when it is currently

built out and has CC&R's which should give them protection against turning a home into a tri or
four duplex? Is it because there is a¡ area of vacant land within that plat that has been deeded to
the City as apark and the City wants to up-zone that one spot or the adjoining church?

I was also told confidentially that the City of Olympia is trying to purchase the Spooner Berry Farm
(who recently lost their land lease) as a park. Why are we buying more parks when we can't
improve the ones the city aheady owns? Is the city planning to sell off smallet parks for
development to fund the future parks? Why are we buying parks we can't afford? And where ue
we going to put those who would have tented/bought the homes or apartments that would have
been built in that location? The putchase of the Spooner Farm has effectively eliminated 560-1040
residential units as it was an 80 acres and zoned MR 7-13. 'l'he property next to LBA could
have/would have been turned into 800 new residences.

Changes are needed but to say that every area. and evely neighborhood should have low rncome
housing, duplexes and multifamily housing is a slippery slope. To build something that blends into
the neighborhood is one thing, but to change the character of a neighborhood by downgrading the
housing and expecting the neighborhood to adjust is not fair to those that have made a substantial
investment in their home.

In conclusion, I agree we need more affordable housing in Olympia. However the City appeârs to
be trying to do a work around/up zone to solve the current housing issue without being
transparent. Most Olympia resident bought their homes with an expectation of what their
neighborhood was going to look like over time. Multifamily and higher density housing wâs not
within those expectations. The main concern of the City should be maintaining the character and
values of existing neighborhoods. In my opinion, jamming higher density housing into pockets
within established neighborhoods will create more problems than it will solve.

6

Thanks for your time,



Bob Jorgenson
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The "MISSING MIDDLE HOUSING"

And what you might rrot know.
- ZONING CURRENTLY R 4-8 UNITS TNLL ALLOSø FOR DUPLF,XES

- ADDITIONALLY SOIUE R 4-8 ARE,AS \[TLL BE UPZONED TO R 6-12

- CURRENTLY 2 UNIT TO\T¡NHOMES ARE, PERMITTED BUT A REVISION TO SIDE
YARD SETBACKS \)NLL PERMIT RO$ø HOUSES \TTTH THIS CHN.NGE

- CURRENTLY THERE IS ,4. 20% DE,NSITY BONUS FOR CLUSTERING HOMES IN R 4

-8 THAT WILL BE REVISED UP TO A 50% BONUS. (SEE EX,{.MPLE PAGES 8 & 9)

-AI-L OF OL\tvIPIlfS R 4-8 \fILL BE ZONED FOR DUPLEXES AND TRIPLEXs &
FOURPLEXE,S \XTLL BE PERMITTE,D ITITHIN 600' OF A BUS LINE

-CONVERSION OF SINGLE FÂMILY HOME,S TO DUPLEXE,S !øOULD BE PERN,TITED

- DUPLtrX AND FOUR PLEX LOT SIZE IS CURRENTLY 80'TFIAT INLL BE, RE,VISED

2 NE

HOMES IN NEIGHBORHOODS !ilTHOUT CC&R'S PROTECTIONS COULD BE
COULD BE CONVERTED TO DUPLEX, TRIPLE,X OR FOURPLEX

ÂCCESSORY DWELLING UNITS- RE\,TOVE O\X/¡{ER OCCUPITED RE,QUIREMENT
,{.ND !øAIVING 2ND C.A.R REQUIREMENT TO ON STREET PÄRKING.

TINY HOUSES-CURRENTLY PE,RMITTED IN LIGHT INDUSTRTÀL. PROPOSED TO
BE PERMITTED IN MOST RE,SIDENTIÂL ZONIING.

VORK IN PROGRESS OR WTE ARTICLE FEBRUARY 2018 STATED THE FOLLOWING:

"The MM plan also appeaÍs to supplant a citv commitment to work with the Coalition of
Neighbothood Associations (CNA) and help people develop sub-areaplans to shape their
neishbothoods. "
And

"Plannins staff admit that Olvmpia has moÍe than enoush unused buildable land fot its
future population needs. "



Missing Middle

Missing MÍddte Housing
Public Meetings Scheduled
Changes are being considered to the zoning code to allow for more housing options in residential neighborhoods. The
Olympia Planning Commission will receive staff briefings on the proposed recommendations on Jan12, and Feb 5,
2018. The Commission is tentatively scheduled to hold a public hearing to take public comment on Feb 26,2018.

What is MÍssing lvliddle Housing?

Missing Middle Housing refers to a range of housing types that can provide more than one housing unit per lot in a way
that is compatible in scale with single-family homes.

Missing Middle Housing is a key component of the City's housing strategy, as it supports housing affordability for
households across all income level - a key community vision in Olympia;s Comprehensive Plan.

CoFprehensive Plan rrolieies related to Misgi-ng Micl4le liousing

' PLl6.2Adopt zonrngthat allows a wide variety of compatible housing types and densities.. PL16.5 Support affordable housing throughs¡1the community by andrevtew
baniers to to

areas, small cottages and townhouses, and one accessory housing unit per home --
and parking requirements that ensure neighborhood character is maintained.

not buildin-s designs and landscaping ¡g]þlgbg¡fl-
types so that housing can be available in a broad

and

o

a

a

all subject to siting, design
PLl6.l0 Require effective,

into
a

range ofcosts.
densities and housing

http:l/olympiawa.gov/city-government/codes-plans-and-standards/missing-middle.aspx 18



CITY OF OLYMPIAZONING EXAMPLE

oF 5 UNrTS OF TOWNHOMES ON 1l?ACRES

OLYMPIÆS REPRESENTAION OF WHAT A 3 8,2 UNIT
TOWNHOME LOOK LrKE ON 2 QUARTERACRE LOTS

THESE ARE TO\TNHOMES

ON THE SAME 2 QUARTER ACRE LOTS
THE 3 TOWNHOMES ON THE LEFT ARE ß90 SQUARE FEET pER UNIT,

THE UNrTS ON THE RrcHT ARE 2 STORY 3 BEDROOM UNrTS 1523 SQ FT

* 14 FEET WAS ADDED TO REPRESENT A FULL 1/2 ACRE LOT

@
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City rendition of nine cottages

times as much open s aces as nine cotta

OR 20% OF THE LOT WILL BE STRUCTURES
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The missing middte-who is it realty for?
ðg Judv Bardin lhttp://olvwip.orqlauthor/iudvA FËBRUARY 2ND, 2018 AT 9:34 AM

What is the o'Missing Middle?"

The City's "Missing Middle" (MM) plan envisions one of the land-use ever 1n

Olvmpia. Its stated goal is to increase housing variety and supply and, therefore, affordability. Will that be

the result?

There are 49 provisions in the plan and it is complex. It is also beins imple4 . After a

City Council eharter and a behind-the-scenes workgroup process, it was formally introduced in November,

zor7.It's scheduled to shoot through the Planning Commission to the City Council for approval in March,

zorB. It will cause a virtual up-zone of a quarter to one-third of Olympia's single-famiþ neighborhoods by

allowing a greater intensþ of use.

The MM covers ten different types of housing, ranging from small units such as tinyhouses and accessory

dwelling units (ADUs)-currentþ allowed in single family neighborhoods -to multi-unit structures such

as courtyard apartments (up to rz units) and tri and fourplexes that are not currently allowed in these

neighborhoods (except on a limited basis).

Under the MM plan, these aforementioned multi-unit structures will be allowed in neighborhoods zoned

single-family (now 4-B and 6-rz unitslacre) if they are within 6oo feet on both sides of a bus route; within

6oo feet of commercial areas; and in all R6-rz zones, which includes much of Northeast Olympia and

parts of West and Southeast Olympia. Also newly proposed for R6-rz zones are single room occupancies

(SRO's)-otherwise known as rooming houses. To put these distances into perspective: 6oo feet is about

two blocks. In addition to our busiest streets, buses run down streets such as Decatur, Rogers, Bowman

and Division on the Westside; Miller, z6th, Friendly Grove, Bethel, Puget and Pine in the Northeast; and

Boulevard, North, r8th, zznd, and Eastsid.e, in the Southeast.

Beyond multi-unit struetures, a number of other mechanisms are proposed to increase intensity of use.

Some include: allowing a So% density bonus for cottage housing; cutting by almost half the minimum lot
width required for duplexes, tri- and fourplexes; and increasing the allowed height of ADUs to two stories,

and eliminating their parHng requirement.



What are the pitfalls of the Missing Middle? 
@

Housing units like tiny houses and ADUs have large public appeal, but there are no requirements to make

them affordable for people of limited means. Being smaller does not guarantee a lower priee.

Olympia's close-in neighborhoods affected by the plan are largely built out and contain modest homes,

many of them rentals. To build multi-unit structures, more than one lot would usualþ be needed, thus

leading to tear-downs of existing homes. The first houses to go are the less expensive ones, the low

hanging fruit. Beyond that, the economics of financing a property, tearing down a house, and building
anew means that the newunits will be expensive-eventually gentrifying a neighborhood and forcing

lower income folks out. Additionally, there are environmental concerns such as loss of green space, more
polluting storm water run-off, and excessive demand on existing sewers, roads and schools.

The MM plan also appears to supplant a city commitment to work with the Coalition of Neighborhood
Associations and develop sub-area plans to shape their neighborhoods. At a January
Planning Commission meeting, CNA members expressed concerns about the MM and urged the

Commission to slow down the em that most community members do not know about or
do not understand this large-scale proposal.

MM ignores existing opportunities to increase density

Planning staff admit that has more than unused buildable land for its future

Egedg.Additionaþ, the cþ's Comprehensive Plan designates three high density neighborhoods ("nodes")

for development: r) Downtown, 2) by the Martin-Pacific-Lilly triangle, and 3) around Capital Mall. These

nodes are envisioned as being walkable, near transit, and close to services such as grocery stores. The City
is on track to meet density goals for Downtown, but has largeþ ignored the other two nodes.which allow
z5 units per acre.

on here? \,Vhat's the rush to

. old neighborhoods. and pre-gmpt neighborhooÈplanning?

Enter the developers and contractors

Many property owners can add an ADU, but only developers and contractors are likely to be in a position

to finance units such as fourplexes and apartments. It looks like the big winners here will be the
developers. The MM is not an idea unique to Olympia. It originated in California as the brainchild of
architect Daniel Parolek, who helped create Disneyland Tokyo. As the latest planning bandwagon, it is
moving up the west coast. Seattle has been affected: the historic fishing fleet neighborhood of Ballard has

totally vanished. Bellingham is alert and agitated and has taken up the slogan "Don't Ballardize

Bellingham." Right now, it looks like Olympia is directly in the path to becoming the next target.

s



Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tony Perkins <tonyolympia@aol.com >

Friday, February 23,20181:33 PM

Joyce Phillips
I love the missing middle proposal!

I love the missing middle proposal! Thank you for this much-needed change.

Sincerely,

Tony Perkins
411 Quince St NE
Olympia, WA 98506

Sent from my iPhone

1



Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Joyce Phillips
Friday, February 23,2018 5:13 PM
'bensalexander@gmail.com'

Leonard Bauer

FW: lnfill examples on info sheets

Hi, Mr. Alexonder.
Leonord Bouer osked me to respond to your questions below obout the 10,000 squore foot
vocont porcel exomple in ihe R ó-12 zoning disirict. Here is how we colculoted the density
to show whot could be ollowed on o vocont lot:

Allowed currentlv:
0.23 x 12:2.76, round UP to 3. Three is the allowed number of units. This was our base number because we
would allow three homes on the property under the current provisions.

3 + l5o/o density bonus = 3.45, round DOWN to 3. Three townhouses allowed.

3 + 20% density bonus :3.6, round UP to 4. Four cottages allowed.

1 duplex allowed because two units is fewer than the three units allowed on 10,000 square feet and because the
lot is at least7,200 square feet in size.

Under proposed recommendations :

0.23 x 12:2.76, round UP to 3. Three is the allowed number of units

Four townhouses would be allowed because, for lots 10,000 square feet or less in size, the proposed language
would use lot size requirements for townhouses to determine how many new tor¡rnhouse lots could be
created. The minimum lot size for a townhouse is 1,600 square feet in R 6-12, with the minimum average lot
size being 2,400 square feet in the R 6-12 zoning district. Therefore, it is conceivable that four townhouses
could be developed, assuming all other standards are also met (parking, minimum lot width, maximum lot
coverages, design review, etc.).

3 + 50% bonus density :4.5, rounded UP to 5. Five cottages allowed.

1 duplex allowed. Meets minimum lot size of 6,000 square feet.

1 triplex allowed. Meets minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet.

I fourplex allowed. Meets minimum lot size of 9,600 square feet.

Courtyard Apartments would not be øllowed because a minimum of 5 units is needed and the lot is less than 73,000
square feet.
A Single Room Occupancy would not be allowed because the lot is less than 13,000 square feet.

We've tolked briefly obout density ond minimum lot sizes of some of the Plonning
Commission briefings ond the Q&A sessions. lf you still hove questions or odditionol
comments I hope you will be oble to ottend the Open House on Mondoy, February 26th,



beginning of 5:30 p.m. The Open House will be held in Council Chombers. You con olso coll
Leonord Bouer ot (3ó0) 753-8206 or me ot (3ó0) 570-3722.
Thonk you!
Joyce

Joyce Phillips, AICP, Senior Planner
City of Olympia I Community Planning and Development
601 4th Avenue East I PO Box 1.967 , Olympia WA 98507-1-967

360.57 0.3722 | olympiawa.gov

Note: Emails are public records, and are potentially eligible for release.

From: missingmiddle
Sent: Friday, February 23,2OI8 3:39 PM

To: Joyce P h i I I i ps < i p h i I ljp @_ci. o lym pta.lVa.U¡>

Subject: FW: lnfill examples on info heets

Would you respond to this, since you did the calculations.

From: Ben Alexa nder [mailto:bensa lexander@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 73,2OL8 2:03 PM

To: missingmiddle <m issingm iddle@ci.olvm pia.wa.us>

Subject: lnfill examples on info heets

City planners-

I have been struggling to understand the examples you provided on the information sheets on infill opportunities
in the R6-12 zone (which is my neighborhood zoning). The examples in the 10,000 square foot lot seem to be
mistaken, or I am misunderstanding how the zoning works.

The maximum density calcuiations for current and proposed zoning in the half-acre example make sense, and
add up perfectly. For example, maximum density under current zoning would be:

0.5ac X 12 units : 6 single family homes, or
0.5ac X l2 units X 1 .15 (15% bonus density) : 6.9 rounded up to 7 townhouse units, or
0.5ac X 12 units X I.20 (20% bonus density) :7.2 raunded down to 7 cottage units.

Likewise the scenarios under proposed zoning also add up:

0.5ac X 12 units = 6 single family homes, or
0.5ac X 12 units X 1.15 (15Yo bonus density) = 6.9 rounded up to 7 townhouse units, or
0.5ac X 12 units X 1.50 (50o/o bonus density) = 9 cottage units.

However, when I do the same calculations for a 10,000 square foot lot, my numbers do not agree with
the examples on the city info sheet. Under current zon¡ng:



0.23ac X 12 units = 2.76 rounded down to 2 single family homes (lnfo sheet says 3 single family
homes), or
0.23acX 12 units X 1.1 5 (15% bonus density) = 3.174 rounded down to 3 townhouse units (lnfo
sheet calculates 3.45 units with the 15% density bonus), or
0.23ac X 12 units X 1.20 (20o/o bonus density) = 3.312 rounded down to 3 cottage units (lnfo sheet
says 4 cottage units)

Under the proposed zoning for a 10,000 square foot lot

0.23ac X 12 units = 2.76 rounded down to 2 single family homes (lnfo sheet says 3 single family
homes), or
0.23ac X 12 units X 1.15 (15Yo bonus density) = 3.174 rounded down to 3 townhouse units (lnfo
sheet says 4 townhouses allowed with no explanation even though there are no proposed
changes that would trigger this)), or
0.23ac X 12 units X 1.50 (50% bonus density) = 4.14 rounded down to 4 cottage units (lnfo sheet
says 5 cottage units with 50% density bonus applied)

Please show me the calculations used to come up with the numbers on the 10,000 square foot lot info
sheet, or explain what is wrong with my calculations. I want to fully understand how these changes
would work before the public meetings coming up soon.

Thanks,

Ben Alexander

'¡è- -tryE Virus-free. www.avq.com



t

January 20L8

These are illustrated examples of various types of housing that could be allowed, under density and
the proposed recommendations, on a hypothetical vacant lot located in a residential neighborhood
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lnfill Housing Opportunities - Exomple
10,000 sq. ft. Vocont Lot in the Ró-12loning District

Vacant Lot
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Single Family Sinqle Family Single Family Sinqle Family

Vacant Lot: Approximately 10,000 square feet (0.23 acres)
Examples shown assume approximately 6 units per acre for the existing development, while
proposed options seek to maximize the development potential of the vacant lot (L2 units per acre)

Courtyard Apartments would not be allowed because o minimum of 5 units is needed and the lot is

less than 1-3,000 squore feet.
A Singte Room Occupancy would not be allowed because the lotrs /ess than 73,000 square feet.

Drowings not to scale. For illustrotive purposes only.
All other adopted development stondards would opply

Maxirnum Under
Current Zoning

Notes Maximum Under
Froposed Zoning

Notes

3 Single Family
Houses

With or without an ADU 3 Single Family
Houses

With or without an ADU

3 Townhouses With L5% density bonus,
3,45 units, round down to 3

4 Townhouses

4 Cottage Houses With 20% density bonus
applied

5 Cottage Houses With 50% density bonus applied

1 Duplex (2 units) Meets minimum lot size of
7,200 square feet.

L Duplex (2 units) Meets minimum lot size of 6,000
sq.ft.

1 Triplex (3 units) Meets minimum lot size o17,20O
sq. ft.

L'Fourplex (4 units) Meets minimum lot size of 9,600
sq.ft.

olynr picrwo. gov/missin gnricJclle
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Three Single Family Houses
ElRllowed under Current Zoning Standards

MRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards
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Three Townhouses
9Rllowed under Current Zoning Standards
gRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards
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Drowings not to scole. For illustrative purposes only.
Atl other odopted development standards would opply olympiowo.gov/missingmiddle
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Four Townhouses
flruot allowed under Current Zoning Standards

ElRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards
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Four Cottages (with 20% density bonus)
9Rltowed under Current Zoning Standards

llRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards
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Drawings not ta scale. For illustrative purposes only.
All other odopted development stondards would apply
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Five Cottages (with 50% density bonus)
8*0, allowed under Current Zoning Standards

ElRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards

lnfill Housing Opporiunities - Exomple
10,000 sq. ft. Vcrcont Lot in lhe Ró- I 2 Toning District
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One Duplex (2 Units)
gRllowed under Current Zoning Standards

Vlnllowed under Proposeci Zoning Stancjards
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One Triplex (3 Units)
Elruot allowed under Current Zoning Standards
llAllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards

lnfill Housing Opporiunities - Exomple
10,000 sq. ft. Vocont Lot in lhe Ró-l 2loning District
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One Fourplex (a Units)
Elruot allowed under current Zoning Standards
llRllowed under Proposed Zoning Standards
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Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

I wanted to write in giving my support for the missing middle campaign that the City is leading. I think they are
essential changes to accommodate our growing population sustainably by reducing sprawl and taking advantage
of existing space. These practices will help build our community and strengthen the sense of community.

One point that I wanted to touch on in line with this missing middle campaign is regarding childcare. I feel like
one of the goals of increasing the urban infill is to create a more walkable/bikeable/transit accessible
community. I'm a parent of children in care at Saint Mike's Tikes Early Learning Center. The center is the last
full time childcare center in the downtown area. However, it looks like this center will close in the next year or
two due to programmatic reductions by Catholic Community Services. This would leave the downtown area
devoid of childcare.

I recommend/suggest the Missing Middle campaign explore policy changes/incentives to encourage child care
facilities in the same areas that the missing middle campaign targets. It would be hard to walk/bike to work if
parents had to drive 3-4 miles out of town to take their kids to childcare to only return back to downtown for
work. I think childcare friendly policies/incentives would help fulfill the missing middle goals and help boost
economic development downtown

Thanks for your work and dedication!

Patrick Holm, PE

SCJ Alliance
Project Manager
o.360.352.1465
m. 909.644.5315
www.scialliance.com

messoge ond ony ottÕchments w¡thout copying or disclos¡ng the conteùts. Thonk you.

Patrick Holm < patrick.holm@scjalliance.com >

Wednesday, February 14,2018 9:58 PM

missingmiddle
Missing Middle/Downtown Childcare

1



Joyce Phillips

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

I do not agree with all of the proposed'missing middle'changes. Please consider

Human health requires space and nature. Increasing density decreases human health. Plan neighborhoods
smarter, not denser.

Keep developers out of the conversation. They serve to profit from increased density, and don't have to live in
the consequences.

Smart development uses existing structures and reimagines existing spaces. Leaving abandoned buildings and
vacant lots unused, or spaces wastefully used, while causing destruction to natural areas to expand, is baõkward
thinking.

Increasing green spaces and requiring them in new plans is key to good communities and health of both people
and environment.

Plan for sea-level rise by investing in other areas, not in floodplain plans that will go against nature and require
huge amounts of money to upkeep.

To provide more low-income housing, enforce rent limits

Thank you.
Sincerely,
A. Eastlake

A. Eastlake <abeastlake@yahoo.com >

Tuesday, February 13,2018 5:36 PM

missingmiddle
Missing Middle Plans
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