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Agenda

Planning Commission - Ad Hoc Committee
City and Borough of Juneau

July 24, 2019
Auke Bay Implementation Committe - Marine View Building, 4th Floor
12:00 PM
ROLL CALL
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Draft Minutes, Auke Bay Implementation Committee, April 17, 2019
B. Draft Minutes, Auke Bay Implementation Committee, June 27, 2019
C. Draft Minutes, Auke Bay Implementation Committee, July 11, 2019

AGENDA TOPICS

A. Discussion of changes made to draft regulations

B. Reviewing proposed boundaries for zoning districts - Comparing Neighborhood Commercial
zoning district to D-10 and D-15

C. Continuation of bonus point discussion
D. Proposed Table of Permissible Uses for Mixed Use 3 and Neighborhood Commercial

COMMITTEE MEMBER COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
ADJOURNMENT
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Planning Commission
Auke Bay Implementation Ad Hoc Committee

Wednesday, April 17, 2019, 6:00 PM
UAS Rec Center, Room 116

Call to order 6:07 pm.

I. RollCall
Planning Commission:
Paul Voelckers (Chair)
Dan Hickok
Nathaniel Dye
Shannon Crossley

Staff:
Jill Maclean, Director, CDD

Allison Eddins, Planner Il, CDD
Chelsea Wallace, Administrative Assistant, CDD

Il. Approval of Agenda
Hearing no objection the agenda was approved. Hickok motion - approved

lll. Approval of Minutes
A. December 20, 2018 Draft Minutes

MOTION: by Mr. Hickok to approve the minutes, subject to minor edits.
The motion passed with no objection.

IV. Agenda Topics

l. Public concerns on proposed density increases and ways to address it

Ms. Eddins began with welcoming the Committee and thanking the members of the public
that were in attendance. She stated that this meeting is for the Committee to hash things out
and talk about the progress of the Auke Bay Area Plan, but public comment would not be
taken during the meeting. The Auke Bay Area Plan has been progressing for some time now
and, originally, CDD staff were just having the AdHoc meetings, used as work sessions, for the
Committee to work on the project, but there was a lot of interest from the public, and people
wanting to comment, so CDD staff began hosting neighborhood meetings to allow the public
to ask their questions and give their input on the different topics. This meeting was held as a
work session for the Committee to be updated on previous neighborhood meetings and
decide how to move forward.
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Ms. Eddins gave a brief recap about what was discussed at the recent neighborhood
meetings. She felt it would be good to use this meeting time to discuss what has been heard
regarding the proposed density and height restrictions within the Auke Bay Area Plan. Ms.
Eddins presented some slides from a PowerPoint presentation, showing some information
from the previous meetings, the Comprehensive Plan, what it allows, the Auke Bay
background, and what things could look like moving forward. She spoke on the bonus points
that builders can earn when developing within the Auke Bay area and how the public felt
regarding the potential development these bonus points could have. Ms. Eddins discussed the
proposed density increases and told the committee of some concerns the public has with
these increases. There wasn’t much comment from the public about commercial zoning
changes. There have been many concerns expressed about the areas currently zoned D3, D10
and D15 increasing up to D30 or D50, along with the increases proposed in the school zone.
Members of the public felt these proposed increases were too high and were not in support
of them. Ms. Eddins had not seen much concern with the proposal of Mixed Use, more-so
people have been expressing concerns about the potential for the increased density close to
their neighborhood. Ms. Eddins said there has been some discussion about changing the
zones to a lower density, but unfortunately that wouldn’t be feasible with the set regulations.
The Committee and CDD staff have been trying to keep things simple, trying to avoid
proposing two new zoning districts, but they are seeing that two new zoning districts may be
necessary.

Mr. Dye asked for clarification with the potential of having two new zoning districts, asking if
they were to add two new districts, along with the proposed overlay district, would that
actually give three new zoning districts? Mr. Dye also asked if there had been any
consideration from CBJ on what they would like their lot zoned.

Ms. Eddins replied that CBJ Lands and Resources Department would like to the entirety of the
CBJ-owned lot up-zoned.

Mr. Dye asked if there had been a transition zone proposed for that.
Ms. Eddins stated there had not been a transition zone proposed.
Mr. Dye asked for information on when a transition zone would be appropriate.

Ms. Eddins stated that transition zones are typically used when there are water and sewer
expansion planned in the area.

Ms. Maclean noted that someone within CBJ would have to take up the information, create a
case, and go through the work process for it to become a transition zone.

Mr. Dye stated that he was under the impression that the mechanisms for transition zones
were simpler than that.
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Ms. Maclean replied that it would have to go through the process to be official.

Ms. Eddins stated that there are always ways to make things happen and the different
options and aspects need to be looked at and considered. She heard at least one member of
the public speak in support of the density increases, but they had hoped that the zone could
be pushed higher up the hill. Unfortunately, the problem with that is in regards to utilities and
trying to pump water and everything up to developments.

Ms. Maclean stated that she had also spoke with the CBJ Lands and Resources Department,
after hearing concerns from the community, and they know that above the back of the lots
that are zoned D10 and Light Commercial (LC) is all wetlands and habitat area. So, another
compromise could be that there is quite a large buffer that becomes protected and then
development could be continued with more of the Mixed Use, or something else. This is just a
suggestion, but it could provide a nice buffer and green space.

Mr. Dye asked if there was a density limit in Mixed Use zones.

Ms. Eddins replied that Mixed Use 2 has a maximum density of 80 units per acre, but Mixed
Use has no density limit.

Mr. Dye stated that he had not noticed that before and thought that it was a big jump.

Ms. Eddins stated that there currently isn’t a very good transition, so one would have to be
created.

Mr. Dye replied that even though it seems like a big jump, the steps do make sense. He
thought there should be more consideration for moving the boundary, rather than changing
how those zones act as buffers. He noted that there is still a delineation between D10 and
D30.

Ms. Eddins felt that the public has been showing some reservations in regards to the jump in
the density bonuses. Jumping from a D10 zone to a D50 zone seems like a lot, to some
people.

Mr. Dye said the Committee tried to address some of those concerns in the setbacks
regulations and they tried to build in ways to get those extra bonuses via the setbacks to
create the buffers and alleviate the density concerns and having people build right up to the
property lines.

Ms. Eddins replied that they haven’t talked about the setbacks too extensively yet, but the
public has seen the draft plans. With this being Ms. Crossley’s first meeting with this
committee, Ms. Eddins took a moment to briefly explain some of the requirements needed in
order to earn the bonuses (landscaping and setbacks), but the Committee had also previously
decided against the landscaping requirements, due to the struggles of working with the
current landscape features in the Auke Bay area.
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Mr. Dye thought it was good to discuss those aspects, but possibly at a later time, and focus
more on the density aspects at this meeting.

Mr. Voelckers arrived at 6:27pm.

In regards to the concerns with the density increases, Ms. Crossley asked if it was the general
population of Auke Bay that had concerns with the proposals, or if it was just the people with
properties neighboring the zones that would see increases.

Ms. Eddins replied that it was mostly just the neighboring property owners that were
expressing concerns. Some of the people in the Auke Bay community actually have concerns
with reducing the density, but not all of them.

Mr. Hickok stated that it seemed that the main concern with increasing density is parking
requirements and losing the parking areas. He asked about how the meeting went when
parking was the topic being discussed.

Ms. Eddins replied that most concerns expressed were regarding the Department of
Transportation’s Right-of-Ways and the possibilities of CBJ plotting a Right-of-Way near the
Auke Bay Fire Station.

Mr. Hickok asked about the parking situation and if there were concerns.

Ms. Eddins replied that there were not many concerns expressed regarding parking, but they
did hear more concerns regarding access and roadways and the ways to get bonus points.

Mr. Hickok asked if there could be a shared parking lot between all the mixed uses.

Ms. Eddins stated that there essentially could be a shared lot, as there could be ways for
developers to earn bonus points by providing public parking. The public agreed that requiring
each individual use to have their own parking would not work, so having a shared lot would
be more feasible.

Mr. Dye asked Ms. Eddins to briefly recap what was discussed up to this point in the meeting,
to update Mr. Voelckers.

Ms. Eddins recalled that the greatest concern seen so far is regarding the portion of Auke Bay
that is zone D10 and the potential for it to become D50 and the CBJ property up-zoning. The
idea of creating two new zoning districts is being toyed with. This would be entirely new, due
to the current code not allowing what might be best. One zoning district would encompass
D10 and D3 and allow for commercial development at a lesser density. The other district
would allow for more commercial and higher density.

Mr. Voelckers stated that he recalled some ideas about potentially creating different zones.
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Mr. Dye expressed that it sounded like this goes back to the very beginning. He asked if there
was consideration for a 20-unit zone which would then increase to the 30-unit zone and from
there up to the 40-unit zone, rather than jumping from D10 straight to D50, as the reality of
50 units per acre may not be realized. The goal is not to create another Downtown Juneau.

Mr. Voelckers felt that this would prevent someone from maximizing their bonuses right to
the adjacent property.

Mr. Dye suggested using setbacks and buffers to prevent some of the potential fallout.

Ms. Crossley thought some properties could push the limits to the very max and asked how
many properties were big enough to have a 6-story development.

Ms. Maclean replied that there aren’t any properties in Auke Bay that could develop a 6-story
building, due to the height restrictions set forth. The current and proposed height limits (with
bonuses) would restrict a building to five stories.

Ms. Crossley felt that the numbers being proposed might sound scary to some, as they do
seem like big increases.

Ms. Eddins said that current development potentials are limited due to access issues. To
clarify, Ms. Eddins asked the Committee to confirm that they would like to see a draft of the
two zoning options, along with another idea of starting with what we currently have and
adding a little more of what could happen.

Mr. Voelckers replied that there could be some liberalness regarding the zoning lines and a
possibility could be creating a donut of density where we want it.

Ms. Eddins felt this was right and wanted to get it on paper, but changes could be made.

Mr. Dye suggested that the outer ring could have lower density limits and it might be
necessary to go past the current red line that is drawn. The lower density may need to
expand, or be raised, and possibly stretched out on other sides.

Ms. Maclean stated that the Committee and CDD have heard that Auke Bay does not want to
become another Downtown Juneau, and everyone agrees. The current reality of the General
Commercial and Light Commercial zones gives the opportunity to get developers much closer
to Downtown than what the proposals would allow. The proposals would actually allow less
room for development that the current regulations already allow.

Mr. Dye asked what height and number of units would make sense for everything. He was
curious to see if there are some planning numbers and if there is a positive correlation if
someone were to do “x” amount of units per acre.
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Ms. Eddins replied that it is a bit more complicated, because you have to look at the minimum
lot sizes and asses what can be done on the lot, including how many buildings you can put on
the lot and how big they can be. When working on this plan, staff didn’t look at large places
like Seattle, but looked at smaller, more similar places.

Mr. Dye suggested that the proposals actually look similar to Seattle developments.

Ms. Eddins validated Mr. Dye’s comment and stated she could put some numbers together
that she has been using for work on the plan.

Mr. Dye suggested looking at the density buffering, as well.

Coming from the public’s point of view, Mr. Hickok stated that the proposals seem quite
scary. He asked if some sketches could be put together in order to help the public better
visualize what things might look like for future development.

Ms. Eddins replied that she may be able to put something together.

Il. Public concerns on proposed height increase and ways to address it

Ms. Eddins presented some slides showing the current height regulations and addressed how
the proposals would change current regulations. She stated that the large concerns heard
from the public are in regards to property owners getting bonus points to developer taller
structures right next to people developing much shorter structures resulting in the taller
structures over-taking the views of the other developments. Some ideas to help alleviate
these concerns are considerations for tiered development, without requiring them as of right
now. It is unknown if creating a new zoning district is the best way to tackle this. The
Waterfront Commercial zones would be able to take advantage of the height increases, so the
Committee may want to consider amending that.

Mr. Voelckers stated that the Committee has been thinking that the bonuses would
incentivize the behaviors you’d want to see, but the reality is that people could create ideas
that wouldn’t actually be as helpful and you might not see what the community is hoping to
see. Development would be subject to a hearing, but how else could the Committee make
sure that the bonus points go where they’d like to be seen and help to keep neighbors happy
and parking options available? How can the Committee regulate this more?

Mr. Dye asked if Mr. Voelckers felt the scoring afforded by the Planning Commission might
not be enough.

Mr. Voelckers stated that he was concerned that people would use the points in a way that
would not do the community good.

Mr. Dye asked what public concerns were heard regarding the height proposals.
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Ms. Eddins replied that the concerns seen regarding height were similar to those seen
regarding density; nothing was heard about the CBJ property, as it wouldn’t be blocking
anyone. There were some concerns heard about allowing the Waterfront Commercial zone to
take advantage of the height bonus, but one possible solution for this would be to allow a
height bonus only up to 45 feet for the Waterfront Commercial zone.

Mr. Voelckers felt this solution had some merit, as most would probably like to see
developments start shorter on the waterside and then get bigger as they get farther away
from the water.

Ms. Eddins stated that parking could then but up against the road instead of behind the
building, as well.

Mr. Dye expressed some concern in making two zoning districts, as he felt it would be better
to be able to make one zoning district work. He felt there could be a lot of complications seen
coming from trying to have too many zones and the overlay, as well. He suggested taking a
fundamental approach to creating what you want to see and not too much on what is already
there. Take the Comprehensive Plan along with the Auke Bay Plan and move forward with
that to determine what would fit in the most appropriate way.

Ms. Maclean asked that it be considered that Auke Bay Plan calls for protection of public
viewsheds, not private, and those concerns are now being heard, as the bonuses may give
those options. It is already difficult and expensive to develop in Juneau, so the Committee
may want to throw caution on being extra nit-picky on the density bonuses, so the developers
have some abilities, as they may run into trials depending on where they build.

Mr. Voelckers agreed with Ms. Maclean and stated that the Committee wants what will be
successful and good for everyone, but the consequences of the bonuses need to be
considered and the Committee needs to try to imagine and prepare for what might happen.

Mr. Hickok stated that, that is what the Committee is trying to do. The Committee put this
information and proposals out, and the community did not react well.

Mr. Voelckers and Mr. Dye agreed with Mr. Hickok.

Ms. Crossley asked for clarification on some subjective language, who can get the bonuses
and how they are approved.

Ms. Maclean clarified how the subjective language was intended to be interpreted and stated
that it may be possible to get some pictures to get a better idea of what the views are and
what the impacts of development could be.

Mr. Dye asked how one could legislate viewsheds and how far does one want the government
to regulate your property; that is why this is very hard to define. Lawyers will help the
Committee in deciding what can and can’t be done when they get down the road.
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Mr. Voelckers felt that the hardest part is determining how to protect viewsheds and
determine all of this.

Mr. Hickok asked about being “grandfathered in” and that was possible for anyone.

Ms. Eddins replied that The Jetty has been “grandfathered in”. Different aspects are
considered to determine the height and what is allowed, such as the topography of the land
and the roof style of the development.

Mr. Dye asked what Ms. Eddins and the CDD currently needed from the Committee on this
particular subject.

Ms. Eddins replied that she had enough information and feedback for the time being and
would be able to do some revising and adjusting to bring to the Committee at the next
meeting.

In likeness to the butting setbacks, Mr. Dye asked if a limit could be placed on height
requirements.

Ms. Eddins asked if he meant something along the lines of the greater the height, the greater
the setback.

Mr. Dye replied that he meant something similar to the higher part of the building would
have to be farther away from the property line, or the development would have to be tiered
based on distance to height. The Committee could require the height to be lower as the
building gets closer to neighbors. How the bonus points are used and generated could give
developers a way to utilize bonuses better.

Ms. Eddins said this could be considered.
Mr. Voelckers asked if parking concerns had been discussed.

Ms. Eddins replied that some concerns had been expressed in Auke Bay, with people saying
the current parking that is available fills up when there is an event and people who don’t
want to pay for parking at Statter Harbor will come onto public property to avoid the fees.
However, the majority of comments made at the prior Neighborhood meeting were regarding
CBJ platting a right-of-way near the Auke Bay Fire Station. The idea of reducing individual
parking and parking bonus points to owners that set aside space for parking lots was tossed
around, as well.

Mr. Voelckers asked if parking would be discussed more later on.

Ms. Eddins replied that it would be.
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Ms. Maclean felt it would be best to look at this from a staff level again, as it would be better
that staff didn’t get too far into details that could be changed down the road. She felt it would
be best to start with some small sketches now and make updates along the way instead of
one big download at the end.

Mr. Dye suggested that it would be better to wait until a better sense of the whole project is
grasped before tons of extra effort is put into the ideas brought forward at this meeting.

The Committee and staff agreed with Mr. Dye.
Mr. Voelckers asked if viewsheds had been presented as a topic for the community yet.

Ms. Eddins replied that it had been discussed at the same time as density and height and the
concerns they heard were mostly regarding the Waterfront Commercial zones and not
allowing them to max out the height bonuses. The public seemed happy with some of the
bonus proposals and with what the developers would have to do to get the bonuses. Ms.
Eddins felt that Mr. Dye’s idea regarding height requirements could be very beneficial.

Mr. Dye asked when the next Auke Bay Neighborhood meeting would be held.

Ms. Eddins replied that the next Neighborhood meeting would be held May 8t and the topics
they were planning to cover included setbacks, buffers, and covers. The meeting would start
at 6:30pm with a recap of the prior meetings.

Mr. Dye asked if there was a time set for the next Auke Bay Implementation Committee
meeting.

Ms. Eddins replied that a time and date had not yet been determined.

Committee Member Comments and Questions

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 7:17pm.



Packet Page 11 of 67

Planning Commission

Auke Bay Implementation Ad Hoc Committee
Thursday, June 27, 2019, 12:00 PM
Marine View Building, 4™ Floor

Call to order 12:04 pm.

I. RollCall
Planning Commission:
Paul Voelckers (Chair)
Nathaniel Dye
Shannon Crossley

Planning Commission Not Present:
Dan Hickok

Staff:
Jill Maclean, Director, CDD
Alexandra Pierce, Planning Manager, CDD
Allison Eddins, Planner Il, CDD
Laurel Christian, Planner |, CDD
Chelsea Wallace, Administrative Assistant, CDD

Il. Approval of Agenda

Hearing no objection the agenda was approved.
lll. Approval of Minutes

IV. Agenda Topics

l. Proposed Auke Bay Zoning District

. Discussion of Public Input Received and Recommended Changes to the Proposed
Regulations

Mr. Voelckers stated that much feedback has been received from the public and a good
understanding of what they would like to see has been gathered. With Mr. Voelckers’
prompting, the Committee decided to dive right into the current language and proposed
changes to make some adjustments that reflect more of what the public wants and what the
Committee is trying to grasp.

For some extra background information, Ms. Maclean noted that the Auke Bay Area Plan was
adopted in 2015. This plan is a community-based plan that had a considerable amount of
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involvement from the community. While progress on the plan had lost some momentum,
many meetings have been held and work is moving forward. More recently, many
neighborhood meetings were held and each meeting was used to break the plan down into
segments to give the public a better understanding of what the proposals could mean for the
Auke Bay area. The meetings would start with a recap of the previous meeting at 6:30pm and
then Ms. Eddins would present information on the new topic beginning at 7:00pm. Feedback
from the public has been received, changes have been proposed, and it would be great to get
this to the Committee of the Whole soon.

Moving into the discussion of the public input that has been received and the proposed
regulation changes, Ms. Eddins stated the general consensus heard from the public is some
concern about a the single family zones losing the character of their neighborhoods, due to
the other zones butting up against them and bringing change with the developments. At the
previous Implementation Committee meeting, the Committee asked Ms. Eddins to explore
having two zoning districts. The first district, the Mixed Use 3 (MU3) Zoning District, would be
intended to blend high-density residential with a mixture of retail/commercial, institutional,
and entertainment uses, where all of these uses are physically and functionally integrated.
The second district, the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Zoning District, would serve as a
buffer between the high and low density zoning districts and is intended to provide medium
density residential with limited small-scale commercial activity. The dwelling units would start
at about 15 units per acre in the NC zone and separate a bit from the other areas.

Mr. Voelckers asked Ms. Eddins if she could show the areas she was talking about and where
the buffer would be needed.

Ms. Eddins presented a slide, describing the areas and what the zoning districts are. She
stated that there hasn’t been much concern expressed from the people living in/near the
areas zoned D15, but most of the concerns are coming from people living in the areas zoned
D3. So, a buffered zoning district with lower density is being proposed. Ms. Eddins would like
the Committee to reconsider having a commercial zoning district that butts up against the
residential zoning district. It would have additional setbacks and it would be good to have
additional landscaping, as well. More landscaping was in the original suggestion, but it was
decided against. However, Ms. Eddins believes it would make a good difference.

Mr. Voelckers asked if Title 49 defined “vertical landscaping”.

Ms. Eddins replied that Title 49 did not define “vertical landscaping”, but there is some
language in Title 4 about it. Ms. Eddins would like to discuss the idea of adding language for
vertical landscaping, depending on how tall a building is. With the way the language is
currently written, bonus points can be received for each right-of-way. Ms. Eddins would like
the Committee to reconsider this and suggested that bonus points could be received for every
25 feet of right-of-way, instead of for every whole right-of-way.
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Concerns have also been raised about parking options going away, so Ms. Eddins would like
consideration from the Committee for developers to earn bonus points by dedicating a
portion of their lot to public parking, to help alleviate some of these concerns. Ms. Eddins also
added some draft language about stepbacks and how they could be utilized to preserve some
of the views in Auke Bay and Statter Harbor. Ms. Eddins believes it would be best to remove
the Waterfront Commercial (WC) district from the Overlay district, or keep it in the Overlay
district, but not allow for any height bonuses. The current height limit is 35 feet and the
public has expressed that they would like to see this limit stay at 35 feet.

Mr. Voelckers spoke in support of Ms. Eddins proposals and wanted to further discuss the
concerns regarding density overall. He felt that it is important to keep in mind that the
Committee is not attempting to increase density in the districts and the bonuses are only
intended to bring the density closer to what it is proposing. The bonus points are intended to
incentivize developers to work with the public and try to develop in a way that works for
everyone.

Mr. Dye also stated that the bonus points should not be interpreted as a right and they don’t
have to be given.

The group agreed and Mr. Voelckers directed attention to page 3 of the draft ordinance to
discuss possible adjustments to language and numbers. He noted that the ordinance did not
discuss more about allowable uses.

Ms. Eddins said that she had begun work with the Table of Permissible Uses (TPU), but felt
that it needed more work still.

Mr. Voelckers felt this was good and asked if Ms. Eddins had an estimate for when the
Committee would be able to review it.

Ms. Eddins stated that, depending on how things progressed at this meeting, she would like it
to be the topic of the following meeting.

The Committee was pleased with this and Mr. Voelckers moved on to discuss the boundary
lines near the elementary school in Auke Bay. He was curious about the shape of the
boundary and thought it may be worth adjusting the lines to include more of the surrounding
land, in case future roads, or something similar, may be wanted.

Ms. Eddins stated that the boundary lines were drawn to follow the property lines of the
included parcels, but that could be adjusted.

Mr. Voelckers noted that there has been some discussion in Juneau about developing a road,
or some little streets, near the elementary school. Adjusting the boundary lines would allow
the possibility for parallel development.
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Mr. Dye thought it would make sense to include the school and some surrounding land in the
boundary and thought it would be safer than splitting properties in the future. He noted that
it is important for the Committee to have the option to be flexible, so he suggested making
the boundary a bit larger and forming it into a more standard shape.

Ms. Maclean felt that the suggestions were good, and thought a road behind Squire’s would
be plausible, but didn’t know how if a road farther north would be feasible. She noted that
there is a good bit of protected wetlands behind the school and farther north, and this may
prevent development in this area. Ms. Maclean did not recommend the entre school area be
zoned MU3.

Mr. Dye then suggested a different boundary line and drew the boundary he was suggesting
over the proposed boundary.

Mr. Voelckers felt it would be good to not go into too much depth for this particular item at
this time, but felt the minimum needed to be considered. He liked the idea of extending the
boundary as Ms. Maclean and Mr. Dye were suggesting.

Ms. Crossley agreed with the suggested boundary adjustments.

Ms. Pierce asked if there were any foreseeable concerns with including the school within the
boundary.

Mr. Voelckers noted that it is an existing use and felt that everyone understands itis a
community use and there shouldn’t be many concerns.

Ms. Eddins noted that, if the school is included, there would likely be a subdivision and the
school would end up on its own lot.

Mr. Voelckers asked Ms. Eddins to show the Committee the proposed boundary of the NC
zoning district.

Ms. Eddins presented a slide showing the boundaries of the NC zoning district, noting that the
boundaries here included lots that are currently zoned D10. She stated that this is why they are
proposing that the NC district come down, follow along the property lines, and include the CBJ
property.

Mr. Voelckers drew a new boundary line that was extended to include the University of Alaska
Southeast (UAS) Recreation Center. He felt this extended boundary is worth considering,

because it could create a transition and give a definition that has consistency.

Ms. Crossley spoke in favor of this boundary extension.
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Mr. Voelckers felt that this extension would not compel UAS to do anything, but the TPU could
show that they could do more than less.

Ms. Crossley felt this would also give UAS more flexibility, as well.
Mr. Voelckers asked if creating two zoning districts was getting too complicated.

Mr. Dye felt that, while it is hard to parse individual items, the boundary should include more,
possibly the UAS side of Egan and Backloop and wrapping it slightly more. He drew a new
boundary line encompassing what he was suggesting, but noted that it was hypothetical and a
lot depended on what uses were decided upon for what would be allowed there.

Ms. Maclean pointed out that the Steering Committee purposely did not include this added
section, due to the single-family homes.

Mr. Dye noted that the Steering Committee had excluded some portions of this area, but not
all, so it may be worth trying to weigh the options. If two new zones were made, they would
need to be utilized. It seems that one area of this boundary would be easier to work with, but
there is argument for why the other side should be included, as well. It really comes down to
what the commercial zoning district will look like.

Mr. Voelckers spoke in favor of the buffering area, but would like to know more about how it
applies and what it will look like.

Mr. Dye directed attention to page 6 of the draft ordinance, and asked about the WC being
included in the Overlay district. He was under the impression that it was going to be removed
from the Overlay district, but this zoning map included it.

Ms. Maclean stated that it was not intended to fully remove the WC district from the Overlay
district, but to limit the height bonuses.

Ms. Eddins reiterated this intention, but noted that the WC could be removed from the Overlay
district, if the Committee so decides.

Mr. Dye noted that some of the lines didn’t correspond with the Overlay district boundaries
and some areas were excluded from the Overlay, but not others.

Ms. Eddins stated that this was a mistake and the Overlay district should coincide with the
other zoning boundaries.

On the water-side of the road, Mr. Voelckers thought this was a fairly significant boundary for
the Overlay district. He was curious if this was overlapping into some other zoning areas.
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Ms. Eddins stated that it was all WC and the Post Office.

Mr. Dye asked if the Committee should consider the Overlay district boundary to be wider in
the NC district.

Mr. Voelckers felt that they should stick with what is being proposed. He then directed
attention to the Density table on page 3 of the draft ordinance. He felt that if the WC district is
included in the Overlay district, then the Committee needed to think about the upper bonus
possibility and having up to 30 units per acre. It could be subject to a range. Mr. Voelckers
thought the proposed Table of Dimensional Standards looked good, but thought it may be
worth adding an asterisk to show that bonus provisions can be increased. Currently, one thing
being excluded is the height limits, but more exclusions may need to be discussed. He asked if
there were any approved projects that exceed these limits.

At this time, no known projects exceeded these limits.

Mr. Voelckers then directed attention to page 4 of the draft ordinance and noted some edits to
the language used. He felt it would be good to reword the lines regarding maintaining privacy
and views for abutting properties.

Ms. Crossley agreed with this and thought it important to change the wording, because people
may try to say that this language entitles the CBJ to maintain the privacy and views of all
properties.

Mr. Dye thought it would be important to craft the bonus section language as well.

Mr. Voelckers agreed with Ms. Crossley and Mr. Dye.

Ms. Maclean noted that the language on stepping out was to help with protecting views.

Mr. Dye agreed, but noted that the language can still be further worked to get the best
language for the ordinance.

Ms. Crossley stated that scale is important as well, with wording.

Mr. Voelckers suggested that the side setback regulation for NC could be adjusted to 5’ — 10’,
instead of just 5’. This would tie into the bonus provisions and asterisks. He went on to the
Maintaining Building Facade Continuity section, specifically lines 72, 73, and 74. Mr. Voelckers
didn’t feel that this was over intending, but he did not believe it to be equivalent in absolute
value in not having any gaps along the side. He thought that it may be tight on one side, but
benches and similar structures on the other side. He asked if these lines could be omitted.

Mr. Dye expressed support for this and asked if line 75 should then be altered.
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Mr. Voelckers stated that lines 75 and 76 could be altered. He then directed attention to the
graphic at the top of page 5 of the draft ordinance. After some brief deliberation, the
Committee and Staff decided this graphic was unnecessary, as the previous graphic captures
what it is intending to portray.

Mr. Voelckers then directed attention back to page 4 of the draft ordinance, suggesting a radius
or dimension be added, suggesting a 150 feet, similar to the ADOD.

Ms. Eddins replied this could be done.

In regard to line 81 and the table following, Mr. Voelckers noted that if NC is a buffering zone,
then additional setbacks along residential zones wouldn’t be needed.

The Committee and Staff agreed.

The Committee then moved onto page 6 of the draft ordinance, looking at the Overlay district
boundary. Mr. Voelckers noted some language that could be slightly changed, without changing
the intent, as this would create more linkage to what was wanted in the Auke Bay Area Plan.

Mr. Dye showed hesitation in indicating which zones are within the Overlay district, due to
possible complications that could arise with future re-zone cases. He thought it may be
beneficial to include the University of Alaska Southeast campus, as development would not be
able to take place behind them, and to have the boundary lines drawn more similar to the
boundaries in the original plan.

Mr. Voelckers suggested that the original lines be considered. Moving into the Public Benefits
section, Mr. Voelckers felt this section was well written, but suggested an extra sentence
regarding the bonus point process: “Bonus points and their use to gain additional density,
height, or parking reductions is intended to create a working relationship between the
developer and the CBJ to best achieve Auke Bay Plan goals and developer success.”

Ms. Crossley showed support for the “developer success” wording, noting that this is
appreciative, because the intention is to help everyone in Juneau, including the developers.

Mr. Voelckers stated that it is important to find a good balance for everyone.

Mr. Dye noted that the developers are needed and this has the potential for creating good
relationships with the developers and the community.

Mr. Voelckers directed attention to line 121, suggesting that new wording be considered for
parking fee requirements, in order to ensure reasonable parking fees.
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Mr. Dye felt that no one would charge an unreasonable amount for parking, due to the public
definitions currently in code.

Ms. Maclean stated this would need to be discussed with the Law Department, as the rules for
establishing a parking fee are unknown.

Mr. Voelckers noted that many concerns have been heard regarding parking in Auke Bay and
losing more availability to it, but the Committee is attempting to give incentive to developers to
add public parking with the bonus points. If the Committee is going to give the bonus points,
then there needs to be some say in what is being done with them.

Ms. Maclean stated that it all depends on the situation and the development, but the Planning
Commission would have the chance to review it.

Ms. Eddins noted that the Planning Commission may be able to add conditions to any
development they saw fit.

Mr. Voelckers showed support for this.

Ms. Crossley asked if there was a way to condition public parking be within 100 feet of a public
right-of-way.

Mr. Dye noted that this could work, but the Law Department would have to be consulted. One
would assume parking is in the Overlay district, but not far away.

Mr. Voelckers noted that all major and minor development will be reviewed by the Planning
Commission, but the Planning Commission won’t be involved in any of the pre-application
conferences. He thought it may be best for the Planning Commission to review the
development at an earlier stage in the process, before it has already had much work done on it.

Mr. Dye spoke in favor of this and suggested revising the process and incorporating it into the
language.

Mr. Voelckers felt the process revision would work well for major developments, but not minor,
and a new definition of major and minor may be needed. He wondered about special cases that
weren’t defined as major or minor and if those cases would be seen by the Planning
Commission.

Ms. Maclean stated she would speak with the Law Department and noted that any special cases
would be seen by the Planning Commission. She stated that the intention behind a pre-
application conference is to give the applicant the information they need for development and
for staff to have the chance to see and review all of the plans. Ms. Maclean is confident that
Staff would have a strong idea if the bonuses are well intended or not. The Planning
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Commission would have the opportunity to add conditions and make adjustments, if they
would like to, but if the changes are substantial, then the applicant would have to take a few
steps back.

Ms. Pierce noted that two meetings could be possible, but with the background research that
Staff does, an informed decision could be made and the case could be moved back if really
necessary.

Mr. Dye suggested utilizing a Neighborhood Meeting, instead of an extra Planning Commission
meeting.

Ms. Eddins spoke in favor of the Neighborhood Meetings, noting that this could be very
beneficial especially for larger developments. The intention with this language is to create a
public process. Perhaps once things are more established down the road, the Neighborhood
Meetings won’t be as necessary, but for not they should be utilized.

Mr. Dye felt that two Planning Commission meetings should not be ruled out, yet, though.

Mr. Voelckers thought it would be best to first define major and minor development and then
they would be able to better decide if two Planning Commission meetings are necessary for
major development and if minor development needs to come before the Planning Commission
at all.

Mr. Voelckers then directed attention to the table at the top of page 8 of the draft ordinance.
He suggested that the bonus points could be earned for providing 10 or more public parking
spaces and that each space provided be worth 0.5 points, for 10 or more spaces.

Ms. Eddins agreed with Mr. Voelckers.

Ms. Crossley suggested that the bonus points for Site Features be adjusted to reflect more
points for bigger features. Ms. Pierce spoke in favor of this, as well.

Mr. Dye asked if there was any research done on what ratio for Residential/Commercial Floor
Area is ideal.

Ms. Eddins replied that the 4:1 ratio is seen as the best, in order to know that you are allowing
for enough development to support the 4:1 ratio.

Mr. Dye believed this may be more true for generalized commercial development.

Mr. Voelckers suggested that more bonus points should be put toward incentivizing creating a
safe, usable, walkable district.
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Mr. Dye reiterated that if a 4:1 ratio is being sought after, then the points should be scaled
accordingly.

Mr. Voelckers felt that this was a very important item in the Plan and the Committee and Staff
should try to make sure it is done right.

Ms. Eddins asked if the Committee would like to explore the possibility in having incentives for
more 2:1 ratios in the NC, or possibly 3:1. This would be to act as a buffer.

Mr. Dye asked if the 2:1 ratio meant less residents.
Ms. Eddins replied that it did not.

Mr. Voelckers noted that the 4:1 ratio is going to have less commercial development, no matter
what zone it is in.

Ms. Eddins stated that intensity was also a consideration factor.

Mr. Dye felt that this may be parsing things too much. He asked if the size of the development
is what they are attempting to buffer.

Ms. Crossley suggested that the same amount of bonus points should be given for the outer
portion of the NC district.

Mr. Dye felt it was more complicated than that.

Ms. Crossley asked if anyone thought it would be possible for someone to create a situation
where they want the 4:1 ratio in the outer portion and could use unconventional means to do.

Mr. Dye felt it could be possible.

Mr. Voelckers noted that it seemed like they wanted the commercial development within the
NC district to remain smaller.

Ms. Crossley noted that this could be creating a situation where someone develops more
residential, instead of commercial, in the outer portion of the NC district in order to get more
bonus points, since they can’t get the bonus points in another way and this may be unfair.

Mr. Voelckers thought it may be best to discuss this topic at the next meeting.

Ms. Maclean asked if the Committee could discuss the next meeting dates.
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The Committee and Staff deliberated on July meeting dates, concluding that July 24 would
work for everyone for a late July meeting, but the group would have to check schedules in
order to decide on an early July meeting.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 1:30 pm.
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Planning Commission

Auke Bay Implementation Ad Hoc Committee
Wednesday, July 11, 2019, 12:00 PM
UAS Rec Center, Room 116

Call to order 12:03 pm.

I. RollCall
Planning Commission:
Paul Voelckers (Chair)
Dan Hickok
Nathaniel Dye
Shannon Crossley

Staff:
Allison Eddins, Planner Il, CDD
Laurel Christian, Planner, CDD
Alexandra Pierce, Planning Manager, CDD (telephonically)
Chelsea Wallace, Administrative Assistant, CDD

Il. Approval of Agenda
Mr. Voelckers gave a general welcome to the staff and members of the public that were
present. He stated that no public testimony had been taken at previous meetings, but the
Committee wanted to adjust the agenda to offer members of the public a chance to voice any
concerns that they had at this time. He stated that this is not typical practice, but since much
interest has been shown regarding this plan, the Committee was willing to let each patron
have two minutes to show his or her observations.

Mike Allen, Juneau

Mr. Allen expressed concerns with how the bonus points are given and noted that it seems
the plan has a seasonal focus to it, focusing on development that would prosper in the
summer time, but wouldn’t do well in the wintertime. He is concerned that developers will
add features that may be good for summertime, but could cause hazards in the wintertime.
For example, canopies are good in the summer, but they create sheets of ice on them that
could fall and injure someone. Mr. Allen also expressed concerns with parking, noting that
options are sparse and he would like to see more options. He also noted that the Docks &
Harbors Department does not seem very receptive to letting people park in the Statter
Harbor lot.

Mr. Hickok commented that Statter Harbor is very full throughout the week, as it is a well-
used harbor. He believes it would be hard to see that changing, so it is unlikely that Docks &
Harbors will be willing to give up some of their Statter Harbor lot.
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Mr. Voelckers stated that the Commission understands Mr. Allen’s points and knows that
there are many perspectives that need to be considered and the Commission needs to make
pedestrian amenities work in both the summertime and the wintertime.

Bruce Conant, Juneau

Mr. Conant spoke in favor of an Auke Bay bypass road and expressed support for developers
working together when building within Auke Bay and developing together instead of on an
individual basis.

Maryann Dierckman, Juneau

Ms. Dierckman expressed concerns with a lack of infrastructure... She thought that a bypass
route may give more shop opportunities that other options don’t generate. Ms. Dierckman
felt that it doesn’t seem like all the development being proposed can actually fit and work in
Auke Bay and noted that tourism isn’t always going to involve people hiking. Ms. Dierckman
also spoke in favor of better handicap access for those who need it.

Lisa Greenough, Juneau

Ms. Greenough expressed concerns with not having all Committee members at each of the
meetings, as Commissioner Hickok was not present at the previous meeting. She felt that the
removal of some language regarding the protection of the Auke Bay area and views in the
draft ordinance was not beneficial and should be returned. Ms. Greenough also expressed
concerns with the bonus points and the use of the terminology of “gaming” and felt no
language should be passed that gives developers a way to “game” the zoning laws or anything
else within the plan.

Mr. Voelckers thanked the members of the public for their comments and suggestions. He

then directed attention to the updated draft ordinance and asked Ms. Eddins for a brief recap
from the previous meeting.

lll. Approval of Minutes
A.  April 17, 2019 Draft Minutes

No motion was made.
B. June 27, 2019 Draft Minutes
No motion was made.
IV. Agenda Topics

l. Public concerns on proposed density increases and ways to address it
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Ms. Eddins gave a brief recap of the previous meeting, the information that was taken
from that meeting, and how the draft ordinance had been updated with that
information. She noted that Staff wanted to make sure that the proposed language for
public benefits and bonus points is inherently obvious and what the intent is to anyone
who reads it. Ms. Eddins stated that she and other CDD staff had gamed through a
couple examples to see how a developer could earn bonus points and what they would
have to give back, in order to earn these points, and some of these examples were up
on the board for the Commissioners to see.

Mr. Voelckers thanked Ms. Eddins and, for the public’s benefit, noted that the language
in the ordinance regarding protection of Auke Bay and its views was not taken out of the
draft. Everyone is on the same page with wanting to protect Auke Bay and its views and
the Committee plans to keep it that way. Mr. Voelckers directed attention to the graphic
of the Neighborhood Commercial (NC) district on page 2 of the draft ordinance. He
observed that the boundary formed a partial donut around the central core of Auke Bay
and it was pushed out more aggressively to form a bigger boundary and create a buffer.
This boundary now includes part of the University of Alaska (UAS) campus, as well. Mr.
Voelckers did not recall much conversation on the current developing possibilities in the
NC zone and asked for an explanation of the graphic.

Mr. Dye stated that everyone wanted the UAS Rec Center included, because it was
originally bypassed. The NC district is not much different from the current D10 district,
so there is a large range of what can be developed in there. Mr. Dye believes the UAS
Rec Center should be included and suggested the consideration in including the rest of
the campus, as well, and part of the uphill side of Glacier Highway.

Mr. Hickok stated that some had tried to promote commercial property in these areas,
so the buffer was proposed as a way to safeguard this.

Mr. Dye noted that this was a follow-up from the Auke Bay neighborhood plan and was
revitalized due to contradictory problems. The language around the NC district made it
sound like it was like the Light Commercial districts, but they are not the same thing.
The Committee is here to think about and asses the long-term impacts of development
and what it will be like down the road.

Mr. Voelckers felt the Committee should take more time to look at the graphic and how
all the zoning areas work, but this could be discussed more at a later time. He then
directed attention to page 3, noting a typo that needed to be corrected, then to the
Table of Dimensional Standards. Mr. Voelckers felt that the numbers for the Accessory
Use Maximum Height in the NC and Mixed Use 3 (MU3) zones are too high and
suggested reducing them by 10 feet each.
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Ms. Eddins stated that Mr. Voelckers was correct and those numbers were meant to
reflect the change he suggested.

Mr. Voelckers then directed attention to line 73 on page 4 of the draft ordinance,
believing it would be beneficial to clarify between the NC district and the MU3 district
and state it directly. He went on to lines 75-78, recalling that this language had been
discussed previously, but stated that he would like more information on why it is
applicable. Mr. Voelckers noted that facade continuity is being encouraged and
wondered how this language fit in with that.

Mr. Dye stated that side streets could be the future streets with structures build now,
bench roads put in, and the orientation of the building might change as development
proceeds.

Ms. Eddins stated that the hope is that there will be new right-of-ways and buildings
sitting on corner lots and everyone wants to maintain that continuity.

Mr. Voelckers suggested marking this area for a later discussion, noting that no one
wants language that works against the overall picture. He then directed attention to line
87 on page 5 of the draft ordinance. Mr. Voelckers thought the outer boundary of the
NC district was mitigating and thought adding the MU3 district should be considered. He
noted that the NC was created to develop a buffer that transitions to lower residential,
but felt the language needed some adjustment. He suggested removing the MU3 district
and replacing it with NC.

Mr. Dye, to a point, agreed with Mr. Voelckers, but felt that the MU3 district should
remain as proposed. He noted that

Mr. Voelckers agreed and suggested leaving this topic with Staff to make adjustments
and clarify information.

Ms. Eddins replied that there may have been a misunderstanding at the last meeting
and adjustments could be made to help clarify things. She noted that a sliding scale for
NC could be used, as well.

Mr. Dye asked if the intent is to supersede that concept, and if so that needs to be
clarified.

Ms. Eddins agreed.
Mr. Voelckers then directed attention to the map on page 6 of the draft ordinance to

discuss the Overlay district bonus points. He noted that the core of MU3, NC, and
Waterfront Commercial (WC) were discussed previously and there was some debate on
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what areas should be included in the Overlay district boundary. Mr. Voelckers suggested
that line 98 could have language that shows more applicableness for the bonus points.

Mr. Dye suggested that the upper half of the hillside property, including the UAS
campus, should be added to the Overlay district boundary.

Mr. Voelckers also thought it would be good to add the hillside area to the boundary
and then if they go above that, then include the UAS campus, as well. He noted that in
the Comprehensive Plan, the boundary is more of a saw-tooth shape, but not in the
other plans, and this would be a better boundary line.

Mr. Dye felt there was no reason not to include the UAS campus in the boundary, noting
that it would make sense with the addition of the surrounding lots, as well.

Ms. Crossley thought there was a neighborhood that didn’t want to be included in the
boundary.

Mr. Dye stated that there are six lots out of 25 that did not want to be included in the
boundary. However, he didn’t know if excluding six lots would be a good justification to
compromising the plan and noted that the Overlay district was what was currently being
looked at, not rezoning.

Keeping time in mind, Mr. Voelckers asked that Staff take some time to consider any
negative impacts that could be associated with adding all of the lots to the boundary
and the Committee and Staff could discuss them at the following meeting.

Mr. Dye agreed and stated that the lots added would also benefit from the height
bonuses.

Ms. Pierce asked if it would be helpful to see a few different boundary options at the
next meeting.

Mr. Voelckers said this would be helpful, so the Committee would like to see the
boundary options along with the potential negative impacts.

Mr. Dye noted that the Committee may also need to consider if this is in the
Committee’s scope of work or if this is consideration for the future Comprehensive Plan.
He was also curious as to the reasoning in the UAS campus currently being zoned D5.

Ms. Crossley recalled interest at the previous meeting in possibly rezoning the areas
being discussed and noted that the boundaries are hemming in development. She asked
how the Committee may be able to look at future aspects and find a way to make
adjustments as more changes develop.
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Mr. Voelckers thought it may be best to speak with someone from the UAS campus and
ask their opinion on being included in the Overlay district and what that might mean to
them.

Ms. Pierce agreed with Mr. Voelckers and felt this could be reassessed at a later
meeting, after Staff has a chance to speak with UAS.

Ms. Eddins agreed with Mr. Voelckers and Ms. Pierce. To address Mr. Dye’s curiosity,
she noted that the UAS campus is currently zoned D5, because a lot of the Borough was
zoned D5 in the 1980s, as that made sense at the time. However, rezoning of this area is
being worked on.

Mr. Dye felt that the campus being government-owned property resulted in the zoning
change being a low priority and not being taken care of sooner.

Mr. Voelckers agreed and noted that when the most recent building was constructed on
the UAS campus, it had to get three variances to make the project possible.

Mr. Dye stated that, that is something a university should not have had to do.

Mr. Voelckers agreed. He then directed attention to page 7 of the draft ordinance,
noting that from the start of page 6 through page 7 showed a lot of new, good language
that explains the intent of the bonuses and mechanisms to achieve the goals of the plan.

Mr. Dye stated that things may seem “fluffy” in the summertime, but the intent of the
sliding scale is to encourage development that is good year-round and development
that works year-round is truly what is being sought after.

Mr. Voelckers hoped that the language being used makes that clear to everyone. He
noted some necessary grammar edits for line 110 and then went on to lines 118-121,
asking if minor vs. major development had been defined for this and how the
application processes will be differentiated.

The Committee and Staff decided that this would be looked at more and more
information would be discussed at a later meeting.

Mr. Voelckers noted a grammatical error in line 123, then directed attention to page 8
of the draft ordinance. He stated that there had been questions and concerns from the
public about parking options. The language in the draft ordinance has the intent of
encouraging people to provide public parking and the Committee is working with Staff
to make sure that the public parking goals of the plan are achieved. He felt the new
language for parking fees was fair. Mr. Voelckers noted that the Committee had not
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made edits to the draft ordinance past this point, but had briefly discussed the different
areas where bonus points could be received. He felt that the residential/commercial
floor area ratios seemed undervalued.

Ms. Eddins directed attention to some tables she had put together with other staff to
give the Committee and the public an idea of how to earn bonus points and what could
be done with them. She stated that Staff had brainstormed a number of ways to earn
points. They considered some options that could help create the village-type setting the
Auke Bay community is hoping for. Staff felt that platting right-of-ways, public parking,
mixed use, pedestrian walkways, canopies, and protecting views were the most
important aspects to consider. While everything is important, money can limit
development and the most important aspects should be considered. Staff realized that
where money is being spent is where platting or giving away development occurs, so
they took some time to see how much land would be given up.

Mr. Dye stated that it would not be good to use the square footage listed for parking
spaces, because this number does not take into account the amount of square footage
needed for access driveways and circulation aisles.

Ms. Eddins agreed and stated that this is why they included this. A developer would
have to get rid of land, but would be able to charge for public parking.

Mr. Voelckers asked for thoughts on those items being the central issues.

Ms. Crossley asked if there was any way a developer might be able to create a very
unusual, unhelpful right-of-way in order to get bonus points.

Mr. Voelckers stated that the development would need to be approved by the Planning
Commission, so it would be very unlikely that this could happen.

Mr. Dye asked if a property owner would be required to development the platted right-
of-way in order to receive the bonus points.

Ms. Eddins replied that it depends if the property already had access onto a publically
maintained right-of-way. The goal is to eventually have a local street grid that would be
adopted and maintained by the CBJ.

Mr. Dye asked if bonus points could be received just for designating the right-of-way.
Ms. Eddins replies that in order for a developer to make a plan work, they have to have

frontage on one right-of-way and don’t need another. A connected street grid could
change this.
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Ms. Crossley asked if a developer platted a right-of-way, would the City pave it?
Mr. Voelckers replied that the City would pave it.
Mr. Dye thought this would fall into the category of LIDs.

Mr. Voelckers did not completely agree with Mr. Dye, noting that the City has been very
specific if they invest in something.

Mr. Dye noted that the Assembly in five years may look very different than it currently
does, so it’s pertinent to determine if the items deemed important are as important as
they are thought to be. For the most part, Mr. Dye believes developers will lend
themselves to developing in other ways and play towards each other in some ways.

Mr. Voelckers agreed with Mr. Dye. Mr. Voelckers mentioned that category 12 includes
upper story setbacks, as well, which would keep upper-hill property views protected. He
believed these were good and the doubling of the bonuses, as well.

Mr. Dye noted that the numbers for platting right-of-ways and public parking didn’t add
up correctly and driveways and turn radiuses should be added. The point is that in order
to create 12 parking spaces, a developer would have to give up 3,600 square feet and
would only receive one bonus point. He asked if that would incentivize fairness for
everything.

Mr. Voelckers stated that this topic could be discussed more later on. He felt that
doubling the bonus points for the first table was important and noted that the center of
Auke Bay doesn’t have any alternative street. The whole plan is premised on creating
walkable that are not the highway. Mr. Voelckers felt the first table was most important,
but the mixed-use table and table 12 were also very important. However, he felt
indifferent on table 2.

Mr. Dye felt that the public parking table could use more work, as parking is a
community-wide issue and it will need to be charged for, with calculations being
adjusted, as needed.

Mr. Voelckers noted that parking tends to become the focus of everything, but it is
important to have the correct number of parking options, and not too many.

Mr. Dye stated that it would be hard to adjust the numbers until they are played with
more. He noted that a lot of bonus points can be received for giving up 5,000 square
feet and with 32 bonus points, a developer could max out density or put 24 points into
the second maximum density, then take the rest and reduce parking. The developer
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would then need more points for height, so mixed-use at a ratio of 2:1 could be sought

and they would maximize their points.

Mr. Voelckers felt the Committee should take a step back and thought, at a minimum, it
may not be best to fully double the bonus points for everything.

Mr. Dye suggested giving six bonus points for every 25 feet of platted right-of-way.
The Committee and Staff agreed with Mr. Dye.

Mr. Voelckers suggested adjusting the bonus points for parking from 0.5 to 0.4, or
possibly giving one point for every one parking space. He also suggested leaving this
topic for now and coming back to it at a later meeting.

Mr. Hickok thought it would be best to leave the topic of parking all together, believing
that fishermen will use the parking, so they don’t have to pay for parking in the harbor,

and the public won’t be able to use it.

Mr. Voelckers stated that the public parking will be charged for, as well, so this should
alleviate fishermen taking up the majority of spaces.

Mr. Hickok expressed concerns with the potential in maximizing the density
opportunities and taking away parking.

Mr. Voelckers noted that the Committee is attempting to add more parking options and
take away from other areas.

Ms. Eddins stated that each individual use will have to provide their own parking.

Mr. Voelckers noted that this will add parking to the central core. He then directed
attention to the table for mixed-use and spoke in favor of doubling the bonus points.

Mr. Dye asked if the 4:1 ratio is the best ratio.

Ms. Eddins replied that it is the best ratio and the intent is to provide enough residential
space above. With the height limit set for NC, they would want to give the maximum
number of bonus points.

Mr. Voelckers noted that this made sense, because development would not be able to
reach that in the NC district, because there would not be enough floors. Mr. Voelckers
asked if everyone was okay with this table, table 3.
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Mr. Dye replied that he was okay with it, but the only suggestion would be to change
the number of points given for the 4:1 ratio.

Mr. Voelckers suggested giving 24 or 26 points.
Mr. Dye agreed and thought giving more points was a good idea.

Mr. Voelckers agreed. He then directed attention to the Building Design Standards on
page 8 of the draft ordinance. Mr. Voelckers thought that the 25% of transparency
requirement should be lowered for the number of points given and suggested that the
requirement be dropped to 20%.

The Committee and Staff agreed with Mr. Voelckers.

Ms. Eddins suggested that the ground level entrances not have a maximum amount of
bonus points that can be earned.

Mr. Voelckers felt that, at some point, it becomes more about smart design, and it
would be best to think about it more before making a decision.

Mr. Dye noted that this came from the intent in making doors swing out, but not block
walkways. He felt that the original intent was slightly lost, so it should go back to Staff
for some further working.

Mr. Voelckers agreed and noted that they did not want to create a pedestrian nuisance.

Mr. Dye pointed out that recessed doors, like many of the ones seen downtown, tend to
take up a lot of interior space. For this reason, the Committee would like to see them
flushed with the outside wall and give developers more opportunities.

Mr. Voelckers suggested discussing this more later on. He then directed attention to the
bonus points that could be earned for adding canopies to designs and suggested giving
more points for canopies.

Mr. Dye suggested giving points for every 25 feet of canopy, rather than giving points
for whole canopies.

Ms. Eddins noted that financial aspects may make this harder.
Mr. Voelckers felt that a few extra points for canopies would be beneficial, but many

more points would not be necessary, because canopies, glass, and entryways tend to
become mutually supportive. He thought it would be beneficial to adjust the number of
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bonus points for covered bike racks and suggested adjusting the points to reflect how
many bikes are served by the bike rack.

Ms. Eddins stated that the plan currently requires bike racks to serve at least four bikes.

Mr. Voelckers felt more detailed language could be used for this item. He then directed
attention to Screening on page 10 of the draft ordinance, believing that too many points
were being offered for screening. He also suggested combining the last two categories.
For example, if a developer put up a fence, they would get one point.

Ms. Crossley noted the wording in this section and asked about the reasoning behind
half of an object being screened vs. screening of the whole object.

Ms. Eddins stated that this is important when it comes to parking lots. Staff doesn’t
want to see giant trees, or something similar, around parking lots due to safety issues,
but adjustments could be made.

Mr. Voelckers suggested adding a footnote with more details on this item.

Mr. Dye felt the footnote wouldn’t have to be 100% screening, either.

Mr. Hickok mentioned that trees could potentially take away views in the future, as
well.

Mr. Voelckers noted that it would be important to assess the size and shape of trees
being sought. He felt this isn’t something Staff could solve right now, but it is important
to have a way to control it. Mr. Voelckers then moved on to Protecting Views of Auke
Bay and Statter Harbor on page 10 of the draft ordinance. He felt that the bonus points
for lot coverage worked against the frontage the Committee is trying to encourage. He
asked for thoughts on leaving the percent covered.

Mr. Dye thought the lot coverage only took the ground floor into effect, but it might be
better if it were for two stories and higher.

Mr. Voelckers believes the stepbacks should be driven hard.
Mr. Hickok asked if this was already being addressed.

Mr. Voelckers replied that it was and pointed out that what is going to preserve this, is
the upper half, but noted that it works against canopies.

Mr. Dye suggested that the wording for 10-foot story setbacks be adjusted.
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Mr. Voelckers asked if a percentage would apply for stories two and above.

Mr. Dye replied that it would and suggested imagining it to be like a tiered wedding
cake.

Ms. Crossley spoke in favor of this.

Mr. Voelckers agreed and found this to be clever.

Ms. Eddins asked Mr. Dye to draw an example for everyone.
Mr. Dye drew a picture and described what he was suggesting.

Ms. Eddins spoke in favor of this, as well, and suggested earning points for a smaller
second story and asked if it would be okay to earn points for a smaller third story, too.

Mr. Dye agreed with this and suggested earning 4 points for 10 feet, or using a
percentage system. He also thought lot coverage of an entire lot may be a better way to
begin, as well.

Mr. Voelckers added a new drawing and suggestion.

Mr. Dye felt it would be best if it were based on percentage of the lot for building
reduction and it was more about the reduction of the lot.

Ms. Eddins stated that Staff could work the language to show this intent.

Ms. Crossley stated that she could see both sides, but felt that parking should not be
involved with preserving views.

Mr. Voelckers suggested striking lot coverage and incentivizing.

Mr. Dye further clarified what he had meant.

Ms. Crossley asked if this was being struck and new language was being created.

Mr. Dye replied yes.

Mr. Voelckers agreed with Mr. Dye, but noted that it would not be finished today, but
the new one would need to receive a lot of points and a running percentage, or

something similar, may be the best way to give points.

Ms. Crossley suggested looking at this in more depth at the next meeting.
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Mr. Voelckers agreed. He then noted that the bonus points for density had been
doubled, like the Committee asked for, and was happy with that.

Mr. Dye felt the ratio of points was not a good way to look at it.

Mr. Voelckers felt that the density increase was too cheap before, and this was a better
fit for this item.

Ms. Crossley shifted the topic to parking and reduction in parking, expressing concerns
with being able to reduce parking by 30%. She felt this was too much of a reduction.

Mr. Dye used the Marine View Building as an example, pointing out that most parking
provided for this structure is for the people working in the building.

Ms. Crossley felt this was not equitable.

Mr. Voelckers pointed out the disagreements with this item, noting that Ms. Eddins had
suggested making it harder to reduce parking, but the Committee could make it even
harder. He suggested that, in order to get a 30% reduction, a developer would be
required to have some outstanding designs.

Ms. Crossley agreed and suggested that 32 points be required to earn a 30% parking
reduction.

Mr. Dye pointed out that you have to do both — you have to pick and choose what to do
with the different points. He felt that parking may not be as big of a concern as
everyone believes it will be and noted that Juneau tends to have more parking than
what is actually needed, most days.

Mr. Voelckers agreed with Mr. Dye, to a point. He noted that there are many studies

showing over-conservation with parking and strategies and most walkable communities
are seen to be where parking is more suppressed. Auke Bay has made it clear that they
don’t want to end up like downtown Juneau, especially in regards to parking situations.

Mr. Hickok noted that in Auke Bay people aren’t close to the amenities, like they are
downtown.

Mr. Dye pointed out that the population center of Juneau is the valley and not all who
work downtown live downtown. He believes the Committee should not be worrying
about people parking in new parking areas, instead of paying for parking elsewhere.
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Mr. Voelckers stated that the Committee has some thinking to do in regards to parking,
but everyone needs to understand that there are strategies for this type of development
and they need to be considered.

Mr. Hickok expressed concerns with increasing density while decreasing parking and felt
this could create some big problems.

Mr. Voelckers stated that it needed to be looked at more and the points needed to be
gamed in order to find the right solution.

Ms. Eddins noted that a member of the public did point out that everyone may be
getting worked up about parking for nothing, due to overanalyzing the situation.

Mr. Hickok agreed, noting that the broad view was being looked at, but everyone was
digging too deep.

Ms. Crossley suggested applying parking reductions to what a developer would need it
for.

Ms. Pierce felt there was some merit to that and thought applying traditional thoughts
toward public parking would be beneficial.

The Committee and Staff agreed to continue this discussion at the following meeting on
July 24, 2019.

Il. Public concerns on proposed height increase and ways to address it

V. Committee Member Comments and Questions

VI. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 1:35pm.
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Mixed Use 3 (MU3) Zoning District
Purpose

The purpose of the MU3 zoning district is to encourage the development of lively, mixed-use
neighborhoods that are compact and walkable. It is intended that this area will be a primary focus of
community activity for the surrounding neighborhoods.

More specifically, the purpose of the MU3 zoning district is as follows:

a. Promote the integration of small-scale commercial uses and high-density residential uses within
the same building.

b. Provide flexible regulations regarding setbacks to promote cohesive neighborhoods.

¢. Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented buildings that are harmonious with each
other.

Definition

The MU3 zoning district is intended to blend high-density residential with a mixture of
retail/commercial, institutional, and entertainment uses, where all of these uses are physically and
functionally integrated.

Boundary
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Neighborhood Commercial (NC) Zoning District

The purpose of the NC zoning district is to encourage the development of lively, mixed-use
neighborhoods that are compact and walkable. It is intended that the primary use in this area be
medium density residential with some small-scale commercial activity.

More specifically, the purpose of the NC zoning district is as follows:

a. Act as a buffer between the high and low density zoning districts.
Provide flexible regulations regarding setbacks to promote cohesive neighborhoods.

c. Encourage the development of pedestrian-oriented buildings that are harmonious with each
other.

Definition

The NC zoning district is intended to provide medium density residential with limited small-scale
commercial activity.

Boundary

Page 2 of 12
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56 Density
Zoning District Maximum Dwelling Units/Acre
D3 3 units per acre
D10 10 units per acre
D15 15 units per acre
LC 30 units per acre
GC 50 units per acre
WC 18 units per acre (Up to 30 units per acre in Overlay District*)
NC 15 units per acre (Up to 25 units per acre in the Overlay District*)
MuU3 30 units per acre (Up to 50 units per acre in the Overlay District*)

57 *Density can be increased with bonus points within the Auke Bay Overlay District.

58 Table of Dimensional Standards

Zoning D3 D5 D10 | D15 LC GC WC NC MuU3
Regulations

Minimum 12,000 | 7,000 | 6,000 | 5,000 | 2,000 | 2,000 | 2,000 | 3,000 3,000
lot size

Minimum 100’ 70’ 50’ 50’ 20’ 20 20 40’ 40’
lot width

Minimum 100’ 85’ 85’ 80’ 80’ 60’ 60’ No No
lot depth minimum | minimum
Maximum 35% 50% | 50% | 50% None None None 75% None
lot coverage

Permissible | 35’ 35’ 35’ 35’ 45’ 55’ 35’ 35'* 35%*
Use Max.

Height

Accessory 25’ 25’ 25’ 25’ 35’ 45’ 35’ 25'* 25"*
Use Max.

Height

Max. square 3,000 5,000
footage of

one story

building

59 * Building height can be increased with bonus points within the Auke Bay Overlay District
60
61 Setbacks

62  The required building setbacks promote a streetscape that is consistent with the desired character of the
63  Traditional Town Center (TTC) land use in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan. Maximum setbacks promote
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buildings close to the sidewalk to reinforce a pedestrian orientation, built-up streetscape, and encourage
new and expanded parking to be located behind buildings. Maximum setbacks promote a stronger
interface between buildings and adjoining streets, improving connectivity and making walking more
convenient and are intended to help create an environment that is inviting to pedestrians and a more
attractive streetscape. The setback requirements for areas that abut residential zones promote mixed-
use development that will maintain light, air, and open space.

Zoning D3 D5 D10 D15 LC GC wcC NC MuU3

Regulations

Front 25’ 20 20 20 25’ 10’ 10’ 0-20' 0-15’
max. max.

Street Side 17’ 13 13’ 13’ 17 10’ 10’ 0-15’ 0-10’
max. max.

Side 10’ 5 5 5 10 10’ 10’ 5’-10 o'*

Rear 25’ 20’ 20 15’ 10’ 10’ 10’ 5’-10 0'*

*Additional setbacks apply when lot abuts a multi-family or single-family residential zoning district.
Maintaining Building Fagade Continuity

A new building in NC and MU3 zoning districts shall have a front yard setback equal to the average front
yard setback of the three closest conforming buildings sharing a frontage and within a 150’ radius. In no
case shall buildings have a front yard setback greater than the underlying zoning district setback. A new
building shall have a street side yard setback equal to the average street side yard setback of the three
closest conforming buildings sharing a street side frontage and within a 150’ radius. In no case shall
buildings have a side yard setback no greater than the underlying zoning district setback.

Maximum Building Setback for Front and Street Side Lot Lines: At least 50% of the length of the ground
level, street-facing facade of new or altered buildings shall be within the maximum setback for the
underlying zoning district. Where there is more than one building on a lot, the maximum standard applies
to the combined ground level, street-facing facades of all the buildings.

Page 4 of 12



Packet Page 41 of 67
Draft Language: Proposed Auke Bay zoning district
Auke Bay Subcommittee
July 23, 2019

Alteration to Existing Building in Conformance with Maximum Setback Standard

BUILDING

| |
! ADDITION EXISTING |
| |
| i
:
I
|

At least 50% of the combined
ground-level, street-facing
facades of existing building and

addition are within maximum Maximum
| building setback allowed
' setback
f""“'""""‘“-*_"‘_""'E’“"‘; """" |
: roperty line '
S —————— T (R A R —— R
Sidewalk
83 -
84

85 Minimum Building Setbacks from Residential Zone lot lines: Intended to mitigate impacts of MU3 and
86 NC on surrounding properties and support neighborhood compatibility.

Height of building wall Lots abutting a residential zone | Lots abutting a residential zone
side lot line rear lot line
15 ft. or less 5 foot setback and landscaping | Underlying zoning district setback,
no landscaping
16 — 30 ft. 8 foot setback and landscaping
31-55 ft. 10 foot setback and landscaping

87

88  Vegetative Cover

Zoning District Percentage of lot in vegetation
D3 & D5 20%
D10, D15 & D18 30%
LC 15%
GC 10%
WC 10%
NC 25%
MuU3 10%

89  Auke Bay Overlay District

90 The purpose of the Auke Bay Overlay District is to help implement the vision in the Auke Bay Area Plan
91 through the use of development bonuses, in combination with design standards, to promote the
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creation of a lively, village-like setting. Bonuses may be earned by providing a combination of design
amenities and public benefits which are recommended in the Auke Bay Area Plan.

The intent of this section is to encourage development that captures the overall community features
and goals established in the plan.

Auke Bay Overlay District Boundary- All zoning districts within the overlay district boundary will be able

to participate in the bonus provisions.

Page 6 of 12



102

103
104
105
106
107

108
109
110

111
112
113

114
115
116
117
118

119
120
121
122

123
124
125

126
127
128
129

Packet Page 43 of 67

Draft Language: Proposed Auke Bay zoning district
Auke Bay Subcommittee
July 23, 2019

Public Benefits and Goals

Public benefits and goals of the overlay district cover a range of building and street-scape design
standards that are recommended in the Auke Bay Area Plan. These include mixed-use development, a
connected street grid, buildings oriented to the street with pedestrian amenities such as canopies and
interesting building facades, outdoor seating, street furniture, landscaping beyond the minimum
vegetative cover required, and screening of parking lots, utilities, and waste receptacles.

Bonus points and their use to gain additional density, height or parking reductions are intended to
create a working relationship between the developer and the CBJ to best achieve the Auke Bay Area
Plan goals and developer success.

Bonus points may be acquired when a multi-family or commercial development provides one or more of
the public benefits listed below. Points may be used for density increases, height increases and/or
parking reductions, as determined between the developer and the CBJ.

A pre-application conference shall be required for all development proposing to utilize bonuses.
Bonuses and design goals will be discussed with the developer at the pre-application conference. The
developer shall state any intent to apply for a bonus and shall show the nature and extent of such
bonuses in the Building Permit application for minor development and in the Conditional Use Permit for
major development.

All bonuses applications, including for minor developments, shall be reviewed and either approved,
modified, or denied by the Planning Commission. (Neighborhood meetings will be held for major
developments. This will be a policy similar to neighborhood meetings held for rezones, major
subdivisions, and some conditional uses)

Buildings or sites existing on the date this ordinance was adopted, that contain all or some of the public
benefits listed below can earn bonus points. The process for earning bonus points is the same as with
new development.

Platting New Public Right-of-Ways: This bonus is intended to encourage the dedication of private land
to the CBIJ for the future development of a connected, CBJ owned and maintained street-grid system

within the Auke Bay Overlay District, as defined by this title, in order to facilitate growth and improve
vehicular and pedestrian circulation. .

Feet of public right of ways Standard Points Earned
25 All platted public right-of-ways 4
50 shall be consistent with the 8
75 public right-of-way width 12
100 standard for streets other than 16
arterials and connectors, as
found in Chapter 49.35.
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Providing Public Parking: This bonus is intended to encourage a property owner to dedicate a portion of
their lot to public parking. A minimum of 10 parking spaces must be provided. The parking lot shall be
paved, the parking spaces shall be striped, and a public parking sign must be installed and clearly visible
from abutting right-of-ways. The property owner will retain ownership of the lot and is responsible for

maintenance. The owner may charge reasonable fees for use of the parking. .

Parking Spaces Provided

Standard

Points Earned

10 or more

Bonus points can be earned for
public parking providing 10 or
more spaces. Half points can be
earned.

0.5 points per space, ten and
above

Mixed Use: This bonus is designed to promote mixed-use buildings that combine medium to high-

density residential uses with compatible commercial uses on a single site or within a single building.

Residential/Commercial Floor Area Ratios

1:1 - 4 points
2:1 -6 points
3:1 -8 points
4:1 - 10 points

Building Design Standards: This bonus is intended to encourage the inclusion of specific design
standards within new development and additions or exterior improvements to existing buildings. The

building design standards represent the vision of future development in the Auke Bay Center, as
identified in the Auke Bay Area Plan.

Design Standards

Points Earned

Street facing building facades

Windows and building
entrances shall comprise at
least 25% of the ground floor
wall area for all non-residential
uses. Street facing facade
windows shall be no more than
4 feet above finished grade.

2 points for every 25%
transparency; Max of 6 points

Ground level entrances

Entryways shall be designed to
orient customers with attractive
architectural features, such as a
recessed entryway, pedestrian
oriented lighting, and weather
protection. Each public

2 points for each entryway; Max
of 6 points.
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entrance shall be clearly defined
and highly visible.

Canopies covering or facing
public right-of-ways and
improved pedestrian walkways

Canopies shall span the entire
frontage of the building and
shall meet CBJ canopy
standards.

2 points for every 20’ of canopy

Site Features: This bonus is intended to encourage the installation of site features that promote

pedestrian safety and create interesting and inviting outdoor spaces.

Site Feature

Standard

Points Earned

Pedestrian walkways

Pedestrian walkways shall
provide a direct route from a
right-of-way or parking area to
the building’s main entrance, as
determined by the director; be
a minimum of 5 feet wide;
separated from a parking area
or right-of-way with landscaping
or a raised surface of at least 6
feet; consist of a walking
surface other than dirt or
gravel; connect to a pedestrian
walkway on an abutting lot
when possible

3 points per 30’ of walkway;
Max of 6 points

Covered bike rack

Bike rack(s) shall be installed
near a building’s ground level
entrance; have a minimum
capacity of four bikes. Bike racks
shall be covered and shall be
compatible with a U lock, as
recommended in the Juneau
Non-Motorized Transportation
Plan.

1 point per bike rack; Max of 4
points

Outdoor seating

Outdoor seating shall consist of
at least one bench or one table
and seat at least four people; be
secured to the ground or
building; be provided during the
summer months, at a minimum

1 point per bench or table; Max
of 4 points

Outdoor Planters or
Landscaping

Outdoor planters or
Landscaping shall span a
minimum of 25 percent of the
building right-of-way facing

1 point for every quarter of the
building fagade with planters or
landscaping; Max of 4 points
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facade(s); contain live, non-
invasive plant(s); shall be
designed and located in a
manner that does not interfere
with site distance from public
right-of-ways or pedestrian
walkways, as determined by the
director

Screening: The purpose of this bonus is to preserve and enhance the aesthetic value of Auke Bay Center

by minimizing views of specific parts of property or structures from streets, pedestrian walkways, or

abutting properties when the specific part(s) of property or structures are located within 20 feet of a

property line, public right-of-way, or pedestrian walkway.

Structures to be screened

Standard

Points Earned

Above ground parking lots

Screening shall be at least half
as tall as the structure or object
being screened & shall consist
of landscaping or a sight
obscuring fence or wall

3 points per parking lot; Max of
6 points

Recycle and trash receptacles;
above ground oil, gas, water or
wood pellet storage containers;
Freestanding utility, mechanical
and electrical boxes

Screening shall be as tall as the
structure or object being
screened; shall consist or
landscaping, a sight obscuring
fence or wall, murals or other
forms of public art, or other
methods that meet the purpose
of this section, as determined
by the Planning Commission

1 point each

Preserving views of Auke Bay and Statter Harbor: The following bonuses are intended to protect the

aesthetic value of private property by encouraging developers of buildings over two stories to preserve

the view(s) of Auke Bay and Statter Harbor from abutting properties, as determined by the Planning

Commission.

Lot Coverage

Standard

Points Earned

80%

75%

50%

For the purposes of this bonus,
lot coverage includes parking
areas and outdoor seating areas
located in front of or behind the
building.

2

4

5
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Building Stepback Standard Points Earned

10 feet Bonus points can be earned for | 2 points for every 10 feet
every 10 feet of stepback above

the 2" story

Could this language be useful? - Daylight Planes are intended to provide for light and air, and to limit the
impacts of bulk and mass on adjacent properties. “Daylight Plane” means a height limitation that, when
combined with the maximum height limit, defines the building envelope within which all new structures
or additions must be contained. A daylight plane shall begin at 20 ft. above grade along all sides of the
building. No portion of the structure shall intrude beyond the daylight plane, except as provided for in
CBJ 49.25.300 Yard Setback Exceptions.

Daylight Plane/Building Stepbacks are not intended to reduce the gross floor area development
potential of a subject lot; instead, they are intended to encourage thoughtful positioning of a building
massing and height on the subject lot with respect to adjacent residential lots.

Using Bonus Points for Density Increases

Bonus Points Needed NC MU3 WC

Standard Zoning 15 units per acre / 30 units per acre 18 units per acre
4 points 17 units per acre 35 units per acre 21 units per acre
6 points 19 units per acre / 38 units per acre 24 units per acre
8 points 21 units per acre / 42 units per acre 27 units per acre
10 points 25 units per acre / 50 units per acre 30 units per acre

Using Bonus Points for Building Height Increase

Bonus points for increased building height are not allowed in the Waterfront Commercial zoning district.

Bonus Points Needed NC MuU3

0 points 35’ /25’ 35’ /25
6 points 45’ / 35’ 45’ / 35’
12 points 55’ / 45’

Using Bonus Points for Parking Reductions

The maximum allowed parking reduction in the Auke Bay Overlay District is 30 percent of the total

number of parking spaces required for all uses on a site.
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Bonus Points Needed Parking Reduction

0 points Parking as required in 49.40
2 points 10% reduction

4 points 15% reduction

6 points 20% reduction

8 points 25% reduction

10 points 30% reduction

180
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1. Define major and minor development for MU3 and NC zoning districts.
CBJ 49.25.300 (D) defines minor development in commercial and mixed use districts as:
A residential development containing 12 or fewer dwelling units, 12 or fewer bedrooms

a.
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leased on a daily or weekly basis, or a non-residential building totaling less than 10,000

square feet or using less than one-half acre of land.
CBJ 49.25.300 (4) defines major development as: Major development means all
development activity that is not a minor development.

2. Compare proposed NC dimensional and density regulations, and allowed uses to D-10 and D-15

zoning districts.

a.

Dimensional & Density comparison

NC

D-10

D-15

Dwelling units per
acre

15 units per acre
(Up to 25 units per
acre with bonuses)

10 units per acre

15 units per acre

Minimum Lot Size 3,000 sq. ft. 6,000 sq. ft. 5,000 sq. ft.
Minimum Lot Width | 40’ 50’ 50’
Minimum Lot Depth | No minimum 85’ 80’
Maximum Lot 75% 50% 50%
Coverage
Maximum Height 35’/25’ (Up to 35'/25’ 35’/25’
(Permissible 45’ /35’ with
Use/Accessory Use) bonuses)
Front yard setback 0’-20’ Max 20’ 20’
Rear yard setback 5’-10" Max 20 15’
Street side yard 0’-15" Max 13’ 13’
setback
Side yard setback 5’-10" Max 5’ 5’

b. Table of Permissible Uses

Zones

Use Description

1.000 |RESIDENTIAL

1.100

Single-family dwellings

p-p- - 2| D- D- b

1 35 10 18
o 10|15

NC

LC | GC MU MU2 \WC WI | I

Mu3
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1.110

Single-family
detached, one
dwelling per lot

1A

1.120

Single-family
detached, two
dwellings per lot

1.130

Single-family
detached,
accessory

apartment *

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3

1.140

Single-family
detached, two
dwellings per lot,
accessory
apartments *

1.200

Duplex

1.300

Multifamily dwellings

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3

1.500

Child and Day care homes

1.510

Child; 12 or fewer
children under
the age of 12

1.520

Reserved

1.530

Adult; 12 or
fewer people, 12
years and older

1.540

Reserved
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Child care residence, 6
1.550 | to 9 children under 18 3/3/3/33/3/3/3/3|3 3

years of age

Miscellaneous, rooms for

1.600 .
rent situations

Rooming, 1,3 1,3

boarding
houses, bed and
breakfasts,
single room
occupancies
W|th.s.h.ared 1,1, 11 1
1.610 facilities, 3/3/3/3 3
- 33 33 3
transitional
housing, and
temporary
residences.
Owner or
manager must
live on site.
1,3 1,3

1, 1,
1.620 | Hotels, motels | 3 - |- 3|3 1,3/1,3 |3V |3V

Single room 1,3 1,3

occupancies
1.630 i )
with private 3/ 3/3 3 3

facilities

1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1,
1,3/ 1,3 3

1.700 Home occupations 11/1/2/1/1/1 1 1/2/1 1 |1 11 1 1

1.800 Mobile homes

Residential
1.810 | mobile homeson | 3 |3 |3
individual lots E



1.900

Caretakers

mobile homes
1.815 o
on individual

lots £

Mobile home
1.820
parks E

Mobile home
1.830 o
subdivision £

1.840 Recreational
' vehicle parks

Common wall
development

Two dwelling
1.910 .
units

Accessory
1.911 X
apartments

Three or more
1.920 . .
dwelling units

Two dwelling

unit structures

allowed under

1.930 | special density

considerations,
subsections

49.25.510(h)

3/3/3/3/3/3(3/3/3/3

3F

- W

- W

3/3/3(3|3/|3

3/3/3/3 3 33

1/ 1/ 1’ 1’ 1/ 1/ 1/

w
w

’ 7

2.000 |SALES AND RENTAL GOODS, MERCHANDISE OR EQUIPMENT ©

2.100

With less than 5,000
square feet and less than
20 percent of the gross

3 3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3
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3 3
3,33

1 1

1,3 1,3

3 3
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floor area of outside
merchandising of goods

2.110 Reserved
2.120 | Miscellaneous - - 1111 1 3V 3N'3 1 1
Marine 1 1
. 1' 1/ ’
2.130 | merchandise 37 - - 3 | 3 1,3 1,3 3NI3
and equipment
Storage and display of 1,3 1,3
goods with greater or
equal to 5,000 square
2.200 | feet and/or 20 percent - - 3’ 3’ 1,3/1,3 3V 3N 3
of the gross floor area
of outside
merchandising of goods
2.300 | Marijuana retail store | 3 - - 3/3]3 3 |3 33| = 3
3.000 |PROFESSIONAL OFFICE, CLERICAL, RESEARCH, REAL ESTATE, OTHER OFFICE SERVICES ¢
Offices of not more
3.050 3'33/3/)3/3 3 1/1/1 1 [N 11
than 1,000 square feet
Offices greater than 1 1
3.100 | 1,000 but not more 3 3311 1 1 3
than 2,500 square feet
3.200 Reserved
1NN
Research, laboratory 1, 1, 1, = 1,3
3.300 3T - - 1,3/1,3,3/,3
uses 33 -



3.400

3.500

4.000

4.050

4.070

4.100

4.150

4.200

4.210

4.220

5.000

5.100

Offices greater than

2,500 square feet

Marijuana testing facility

MANUFACTURING, PROCESSING, CREATING, REPAIRING, RENOVATING, PAINTING,

3

’ 7

CLEANING, ASSEMBLING OF GOODS ©

Light manufacturing

Medium manufacturing

Heavy manufacturing

Rock crusher

Storage of explosives and

ammunition

Seafood processing

Marijuana product

manufacturing facility

EDUCATIONAL, CULTURAL, RELIGIOUS, PHILANTHROPIC, SOCIAL, FRATERNAL USES

5.110

Schools

Elementary and
secondary
schools including
associated

3T

1, 1,
- 3
3 33
- 0T 3
3
Q
11
Q
3

3/333/3 3 3 33

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

3 3
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1N
,3

1N
,3

3N

1N

3N

3N

3N

w =

=

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3



5.200

5.300

5.400

6.000

6.100

5.120

5.130

grounds and
other facilities

Trade,
vocational
schools,
commercial
schools

Colleges,
universities

Churches, synagogues,

Libraries, museums, art

temples

galleries

Social, fraternal clubs,

lodges, union halls,

yacht clubs

37/33/3/3 3/3 '3

37/3/3/3/3/3 /3 |3

333333 3 3

3T

RECREATION, AMUSEMENT, ENTERTAINMENT

Indoor activity conducted

entirely within building or

substantial structure

6.110

6.120

Bowling alleys,
billiard, pool
halls

Tennis,
racquetball,
squash courts,
skating rinks,
exercise
facilities,

3/3/3 3 3

w

7

7

7’

7’

7’

7’

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3
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3N 3N

3N 3N

1N

1N

,3 3N
3

3

3

1,

7

3 3
3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
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swimming
pools, archery
ranges

Theaters
6.130 | seating for200 37T - 3 3 1/1/1 1 |3V
or fewer

Theaters
6.135 | seating from - - 3/1,1 1 3N
201 to 1,000

Coliseums,
stadiums, and
other facilities in
the 6.100 N
6.140 . 33 3 |3
classification
seating more
than 1,000

people

Indoor shooting |1,
6.150 3
range 3

Outdoor activity

conducted outside
6.200 .
enclosed buildings or

structures

Recreational
facilities such as
golf, country
clubs,
6.210 =~ Swimming, |3 /3/3/3 3 3 /3 3 3 13 3N
tennis courts
not constructed
pursuant to a
permit
authorizing the

1,3

1,3

1,3
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construction of
a school

6.220

Miniature golf
courses,
skateboard
parks, water
slides, batting
cages

3N

1,3

6.240

Automobile,
motorcycle racing
tracks; off-
highway vehicle
parks

6.250

Reserved

6.260

Open space

6.262

Parks with
improved
facilities, not
approved in
conjunction with
a major
subdivision

6.264

Capacity for up
to 20 people W

1T

3N

6.266

Capacity for
more than 20
people W

3T

3N

3N

6.270

Aerial
conveyances
and

3N

3N




7.000

7.100

7.150

7.200

7.300

7.310

7.500

7.600

8.000

8.050

8.100

appurtenant
facilities

6.280 | Shooting ranges | 3
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INSTITUTIONAL DAY OR RESIDENTIAL CARE, HEALTH CARE FACILITIES, CORRECTIONAL

FACILITIES
Hospital

Health care clinics,
other medical
treatment facilities
providing out-patient
care

Assisted living 3/3/3/|3

Day care centers

Child care centers 3/3/3(3/3

Correctional facilities 3/3/3(3/3

Sobering centers
RESTAURANTS, BARS, NIGHTCLUBS

Small restaurants, less
than 1,000 ft Zwithout 37 -
drive through service

Restaurants, bars
without drive through (37
service

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

1,3/1,3

N 3
1N
,3 3N 3

1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1,3 1,3
1 1
1,3 1,3



Restaurants, coffee
8.200 stands with drive
through service

Seasonal open air food
8.300 | service without drive
through

1,
3
3

9.000 BOAT OR MOTOR VEHICLE, SALES AND SERVICE OPERATIONS

Motor vehicle, mobile

9.050
home sale or rental
Motor vehicle repair
9.100 and maintenance,

including body work
9.200 | Automotive fuel station
9.300 Car wash
9.400 Boat sales or rental

Boat repairs and

9.450 .
maintenance

Marine fuel, water

9.500 o
sanitation
Marine commercial
facilities including fisheries

9.600

support, commercial
freight, passenger traffic

10.000 |STORAGE, PARKING, MOORAGE

10.100 Automobile parking
garages or parking lots

1,

3

37 3

3

37 3
3T
3T

- - 3

111,3/1,3

11,3/ 1,3
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1" 1,3 1,3
,3 343
N
1" 1,3 1,3
,3 3N
N
1,
3
_ 3
1
1
1
1 /11
1 1]1
1,11
3
313
. 1,3 1,3
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not related to a
principal use on the lot

Storage and handling of
goods not related to sale
10.200 | or use of those goods on
the same lot on which
they are stored

All storage 1,3 1,3
within 1Y L N
10.210 | completely "3 - - 31,3 3 o s3 1M1
enclosed v N
structures
General storage N
inside or outside | 1, )
10.220 3 ,3 1M1
enclosed 3 N
structures
Snow storage
10.230 .
basin
Neighborhood, 3 3 3 33 32 3¢
3.3 3¢ 1 321 1
10.232 | less than % acre 2] zZ .z 2 ¢
Regional, %2 to 1 3 3 ;
3.3, , 3 34/1 11
10.235 acre
Area wide, over 1 3.3 .
3, , 3 313
10.237 acre
Parking of vehicles or
storage of equipment
. 1NN
outside enclosed 1, 1,
10.300 | gty ctures where they are 3 3 'N3 'N3 1

owned and used by the
user of the lot and parking
and storage is more than a
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minor and incidental use
of the lot

Temporary contractor's 3 3

storage connected with
10.400 | construction project 3/3/3/33/3 33 2 3,3 3 1V1
off-site for a specified

period of time

10.500 Moorage
Public, 1, 1, 1,
10.510 _ 333 - |- 33 3 | 3 1,3 1,3
commercial 3 /3|3
. ’ 11 1; ’ ’ 1’ 1' 1, ’ , 1, 1, 1, 1’ 3 1, 3
10.520 Private 1,3 /1,3
3.3 3 /33

Floating structures
10.600 supporting seasonal, 31313 3 3
commercial recreation

11.000 | MATERIALS SALVAGE YARDS, WASTE MANAGEMENT
11.100 | Recycling operations

Enclosed 1?  1°
collection
structures ° of

less than 80 1/1/1/121 111
11.110 oL I I e S101 1717 1 11
square feet PP
total and less
than six feet in
height
1 3 | 3P
Enclosed 1° 11111710 e (17 1
11.120 PP P P PP P33 003 111
: structuresfor | 3 | /2 0 0 g . P
recyclable 3131313133 3,



11.200

11.300

12.000

12.100

12.200

12.250

12.300

12.310

12.400
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materials
collection

Sorting, storage,
preparation for
shipment
11.130 ,p _ 1N
occurring outside
an enclosed

structure

Reclamation landfill not

. . oge 1/ 1; 1/ 1/ 1/ 1' 1’ 1/ 11 1/ N N
associated with a specific 1,3/1,3 13V |3
3/3/33/3/3/3 3|3 3
use
Sanitary landfill 3
SERVICES AND ENTERPRISES RELATED TO ANIMALS
1NN
1,
Veterinary clinic 3133 - - 3 3 3 /,3,,3
3 N N
Kennel 313 - - 33
Day animal services,
grooming, walking,day |3 (|3 (3 (3 |3 | = | = 3,33 3
care
Zoos, aquaria, or wild
animal rehabilitation
. . 3 33 3 |3N
facilities with a visitor
component
Wild animal rehabilitation
facilities without a visitor | 3 |3 |3 |3 3.3 3N
component
Horseback riding stables,
3 3.3

dog team yards

1,3

L11,3
3

1,3

1,3

1,3

1,3
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13.000  [EMERGENCY SERVICES
. . N N 1’ 3
13.100 | Fire, police, ambulance '3 '3 /3 3/3 /3 /3 /3 3 3|3 3 3N|3 3

14.000 AQUACULTURE, AGRICULTURE, SILVICULTURE, MINING, QUARRYING OPERATIONS,
' SPRING WATER BOTTLING

14.100 Aquaculture 3133 - - 3,33 3 1 1|3 13

Weirs, channels, and
. . 1/ 1; 1/ 1/ 1/ 1' 1’ 1/ 11 1/ 1’3
14.150 other fisheries 1,3/1,3 |1 |11
3'333/3/3 3 3
enhancement
Commercial agricultural
14.200 .
operations
Excluding farm |1, |1, 1,
14.210 . & 3/3/3/3 3 3/3/3 1,3
animals 313 3
Including farm | 1, 1,
14.220 . 3
animals ™ 3 3
Stabling of farm 1,
14.230 . 3/3(3/|3 313
animals M 3
Marijuana
cultivation (500
14.240 | square feetor |3 33 3
more under
cultivation)
Marijuana

cultivation (fewer
14.245 | than 500 square
feet under

w
w
w
w

AB

cultivation)

1,3

1,3
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14.250 | Personal use agriculture
Hens, 6
14.253 . 11/1/121/1 3 13311111
maximum
Silviculture and timber
14.300 ) 313 3
harvesting*
. . 2,
14.400 Mining operations 313 3NI3N|2
3
Sand and gravel
14.500 . | 3133 3 3N [3N|3
operations
1,
14.800 | Spring water bottling 3.3 3.3 '3 3 3 3
15.000 | MISCELLANEOUS PUBLIC AND SEMIPUBLIC FACILITIES
’ 1I
15.100 Post office 3/3/3/3/3/3 |3 1,3/1,3 |3V 3N 3 1'3 1'3
1,
15.200 Airport 3 3
Military reserve, National
15.400 3133 3 3NI3N|3
Guard centers
15.500 Heliports, helipads 3 3 3NI3N|3
15.600 Transit facilities
7’ 1'
15.610 | Transit center 3'33/3 3 1,3/1,3 3 3 13 1,3
15.620 | Transit station 1/11/1.1 1 11,1 1 11 1 1




15.700

16.000

16.100

16.200

17.000

17.100

17.150

17.200

17.300

18.000

18.100
AA

18.200
AA

Park and ride not
15.630 | associated with
transit station

Public works facility

DRY CLEANER, LAUNDROMAT

Drop off and pickup
only, no onsite laundry
or dry cleaning process

Full service onsite
laundry and/or dry
cleaning

UTILITY FACILITIES

Minor

Intermediate

Major

Driveways and private
roads

3/3/3/3/3/3 /3 (3|1
3/3/3 3 3
1/'
3
3

1/1/1/12/1,1/1 11

3/3/3/3/33/3 3

w

3/3/3/3/33/3 3

w

TOWERS AND RELATED STRUCTURES

Towers and antennas
35 feet or less

Towers and antennas
35 to 50 feet

11/1/121/1 1 11

1/3/3/3/3/3/3 /3|1

4

1

3 3
1,3/1,3
3 3
1 1
3 3
1 1
1 1
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1N
,3

3N

1N

3 3
1
1,3 3
3
N 1,3 1,3
3
L 1,3 1,3
3
1 1 1
1 3 3
33 3
1 1 1
1 3 1
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Towers and antennas 3 3
more than 50 feet in 3/3/3/3/3/3/3/3/3/3 /3 3 3 .31
height

18.300

AA

Amateur (ham) radio 1 1
towers and antennas

18.400 . J1f12/1212/21 /1 /1121 1 |1 1|1
more than 35 feet in

height ®

Wireless Communication . L o
18.500 Eacilities See CBJ 49.65, Wireless Communication Facilities
iliti

19.000 |OPEN AIR MARKETS, NURSERIES, GREENHOUSES

1"t 1,3 1,3

Open air markets (farm, | 1, 1, 1, ,
19.100 - - 11/1,3/1,3/,3/,3
craft, flea, and produce) | 3 | 3 3 .
Nurseries, commercial
19.200 - - 13113
greenhouses
19.210 | Retailsales (3 /3/3/3 3/3 /3 3 ' 1 1V 1V 1 L3 13
_ 1,1,1,(1, /1,1, 1, 1, 1, v | v - | =
19.220 | Nonretail sales 11 1 1
3/3/3/3/3/3/3 /3|3
Marijuana
cultivation (500
19.230 | square feetor |3 3|3 3
more under
cultivation)
Marijuana
cultivation (fewer 3
19.240 | than 500 square | 3 3.3 3

AB
feet under

cultivation)
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20.000 |CEMETERY, CREMATORIUM, MORTUARY

20.100 Cemetery ''3/3/3 33333 3 3
. 1,
20.200 Crematorium 3 3
1,

20.300 Funeral home 3/ 3/3/3/3'3 3 13 3 13 13
21.000 |VISITOR-ORIENTED, RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
21.100 Resort, lodge 3.3
21.200 Campgrounds "3

Visitor, cultural facilities 3 3
21.300 | related to features of the | 3 | 3 - | - 3,33 3 3N

site

22.000 I TEMPORARY STRUCTURES ASSOCIATED WITH ONSITE CONSTRUCTION

Temporary structures 1 1

22.100 usedinconnectionwith |1 |11 /11 /1|1 1|1 /1|1 1 1 11
construction
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