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Agenda
Planning Commission - Regular Meeting
City and Borough of Juneau
September 25, 2018
Assembly Chambers
7:00 PM
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A.

IV.

August 28, 2018 DRAFT Minutes - Planning Commission Regular Meeting

W RITTEN AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS POST DEADLINE
A.

Additional Material for 9/25/18 Planning Commission Meeting

V.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

VI.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION

VII. CONSENT AGENDA
A.
B.
C.

USE2018 0012: A Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment on an undersized lot
USE2018 0018: A Conditional Use Permit to modify Juneau Housing First to add units to
Phase 2 and add Phase 3 for a total of up to 77 units
PW P2018 0002: A Parking Waiver for Housing First to reduce parking from 112 to 37 spaces

VIII. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
IX.

REGULAR AGENDA
A.
B.

First Hearing of APL2018 0004: An appeal of the Director's decision to reject a request for a
variance hearing
AME2018 0012: A text amendment to revise Title 49 to create an Alternative Residential
Subdivision (ARS) ordinance

X.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

XI.

OTHER BUSINESS

XII. STAFF REPORTS
XIII. COMMITTEE REPORTS
XIV. LIAISON REPORT
XV. CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
XVI. PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS
XVII. EXECUTIVE SESSION
XVIII.ADJOURNMENT
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Agenda
Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU
Ben Haight, Chairman
August 28, 2018

I.

ROLL CALL

Ben Haight, Chairman, called the regular meeting of the City and Borough of Juneau (CBJ)
Planning Commission (PC), held in the Assembly Chambers of the Municipal Building, to order
at 7:03 p.m.
Commissioners present:

Ben Haight, Chairman; Paul Voelckers, Vice Chairman;
Nathaniel Dye, Percy Frisby, Dan Hickok,
Andrew Campbell, Carl Greene

Commissioners absent:

Dan Miller, Michael LeVine

Staff present:

Jill Maclean, CDD Director; Beth McKibben, Planning Manager;
Laura Boyce, Senior Planner;
Robert Palmer, Deputy Municipal Attorney

Assembly members:

None

II.

REQUEST FOR AGENDA CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA - None

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. July 10, 2018 Draft Minutes – Regular Planning Commission Meeting

MOTION: by Mr. Dye, to approve the Planning Commission July 10, 2018, regular meeting
minutes with any minor changes by staff or Commission member.
The motion passed with no objection.
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A.

June 26, 2018 Draft Minutes – Regular Planning Commission Meeting

MOTION: by Mr. Dye, to approve the Planning Commission June 26, 2018, regular meeting
minutes with any minor changes by staff or Commission member.
The motion passed with no objection.
IV.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - None

V.

ITEMS FOR RECONSIDERATION - None

VI.

CONSENT AGENDA – None

VII.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS - None

VIII.

REGULAR AGENDA
APL2018 0001:
Applicant:
Location:

First Hearing of an appeal of a Director’s decision regarding BLD2018
0055
City & Borough of Juneau
Borough-wide

This case was withdrawn by the appellants prior to the meeting.
APL2018 0001:
Appellant:

First Hearing of an appeal of the Director’s determination regarding
USE2011 0015
RH Development

Mr. Palmer told the Commission there are four specific questions the Planning Commission
should address when considering the appeal:
1. Should the Commission hear the appeal
2. If the appeal is accepted, does the Commission intend to review the entire decision of
the Director or a portion of that decision
3. Should the appeal be reviewed on the record or do Novo
4. Does the Commission want to appoint a presiding officer to deal with any procedural
issues or does the Chairman want to step in and fulfill that role
According to Title 49, the department and any aggrieved person may appear at this meeting
and explain why it should hear the appeal, said Mr. Palmer. Mr. Palmer told the Commission
that the appeal should be accepted, unless it represents minor or routine issues.
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Chairman Haight said the grounds for the appeal as stated by the appellant are that the new
CDD director has wrongfully stopped a legally permitted condominium project midcourse,
based on her misinterpretation of state and local code. The appellant also stated that the CDD
director also failed to accept that the appellant’s project is fully permitted, and has not
followed CBJ requirements.
Mr. Hickok asked if the Commission denied hearing the appeal, if the director’s decisions would
stand.
Chairman Haight said if the Commission rejects the appeal it would not proceed further.
Mr. Dye asked if the Commission had the ability to hear an appeal about state law.
Mr. Palmer said the Commission has the ability to interpret the CBJ code, which in this instance
is Title 49.
MOTION: by Mr. Campbell, to accept the appeal and to give the appellant the opportunity to
present his case.
There was no objection to proceeding with the appeal.
Chairman Haight said the next action would be to decide the nature of the appeal.
MOTION: by Mr. Dye, to hear the appeal on record, and that a hearing officer be appointed.
Mr. Palmer said the property owner and any aggrieved person may appear at the meeting and
explain to the Commission why it should hear the appeal. Mr. Palmer said since the Commission
has already made the decision that it is going to hear the appeal, there is no right of the
appellant to present his case at this point.
Mr. Hickok said he has known the appellant for a number of years and that in 2007 he did
purchase some property from the appellant.
The Commission voiced no objection to Mr. Hickok remaining on the panel.
Mr. Campbell said that he has also had previous business dealings with the appellant but that at
this time he has no business or personal relationships with the appellant.
The Commission voiced no objection to Mr. Campbell remaining on the panel.
PC Regular Meeting

August 28, 2018

Page 3 of 9

Packet Page 5 of 151

Mr. Frisby said the first motion by Mr. Campbell, was that the appellant have his appeal heard
by the Commission, and that the appellant be given the opportunity to present his case.
Mr. Palmer explained again that the threshold question is whether the Commission wanted to
hear the appeal. The Commission accepted the appeal, said Mr. Palmer. At this juncture there
is no need for the appellant to present his case since the appeal has been accepted, he said.
During the appeal process both the appellant and the CDD staff will have the opportunity to
present each side of their case, he said.
The appellant, Richard Harris, asked for the opportunity to comment on his appeal.
Mr. Voelckers said that Mr. Palmer has made it clear that the function of the Commission this
evening is to decide whether to accept the appeal, not to go into the merits of the case at this
time. He said he did not think it was appropriate to jump forward in the process until it was
time for each party to present their case. He said he would like to hear Mr. Palmer’s opinion on
the subject.
Mr. Palmer said if the Commission wants to give Mr. Harris the opportunity to explain why he
feels the Commission should hear his appeal, even though the Commission has already made
that decision, that the Commission could potentially decide to hear the comments of Mr. Harris
regardless, if that was the will of the Commission, he said.
Chairman Haight explained to Mr. Hickok that the role of the Commission this evening was
restricted to whether it wanted to hear the appeal or not. Hearing the merits of the appeal
would come at a later date, he explained.
Mr. Voelckers said the Commission has agreed this evening to hear the appeal. That decision
triggers a very deliberative process with very specific legal steps. He said he felt the Commission
should follow those steps. He said he saw no strategic advantage to jumping in to the next step
of the process this evening.
Mr. Dye said he also spoke against opening up testimony at this time for the same reasons
voiced by Mr. Voelckers. He said he she felt they should honor the process and wait until both
sides are given the equal opportunity to present each side of their case at the appropriate time
and in the appropriate manner.
Mr. Campbell said he felt that if the appellant’s testimony was restricted to the four points
addressed by the Commission this evening, and not a presentation of the case, that it would be
reasonable to give the appellant the opportunity to speak.
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Mr. Greene said he felt if Mr. Harris wanted to comment solely on how the Commission should
hear the appeal, then in his opinion, that it would be relevant.
Roll Call Vote: (On whether the appellant should be given the opportunity to comment on how
the appeal should be heard.)
Yeas: Hickok, Campbell, Frisby, Greene, Haight
Nays: Dye, Voelckers
The motion passed.
Mr. Dye asked for clarification on the minimum vote required for reopening public testimony.
Mr. Palmer said this is not quite public testimony. There is a slightly different provision in the
code for this circumstance under the appellate rules, he said. He said it appears to him that the
Commission wants to follow appellate rule 49.20.110 (a) to give the appellant the limited
opportunity to explain to the Commission why it should hear the appeal.
Mr. Harris said he would like to ask one question. He asked if the Title 49 Committee directed
the CDD Director to file the violation against his project.
Chairman Haight said he did not think the Commission could answer that question.
Mr. Harris then started to present the merits of his case before the Commission. He said he
would appreciate the appeal being decided as soon as possible because this hold-up in his
project is very damaging. He said he would like to hear the case heard de novo. He said he felt
that deciding the case do Novo would be a more direct path to resolving the case. He said he
would like the Commission to accept the appeal and to move it to the Assembly [sic].
Mr. Dye asked Mr. Harris if he was referring to the Title 49 subcommittee of the Planning
Commission.
Mr. Harris said that is correct. He said it was after attending a meeting of the Title 49
Committee, that he received a notice of violation from the Director.
Chairman Haight said now the Commission needs to decide what exactly will be included in the
nature of the appeal.
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Mr. Frisby asked if it was correct that once the Commission made a decision on the appeal that
it then went to the Assembly.
Chairman Haight said that is not correct. The Commission is the final arbiter on this appeal.
In answer to a question by Mr. Voelckers, Mr. Palmer said the best course of action is to
construe all the points on appeal and all the facts on appeal in favor of protecting Mr. Harris
and his development so that all of his rights are preserved and that through the appeal process
the parties can present their cases on both issues.
MOTION: by Mr. Voelckers, that the Commission accept all of the issues raised in the appeal.
Mr. Campbell said he wanted to clarify for the record that there were five points to be
addressed by the Commission, not four points.
The motion passed with no objection.
Chairman Haight said the next decision for the Commission is whether to hear the appeal on
the record or do Novo.
Mr. Palmer explained that an on the record review is the traditional approach where the
Commission would review everything the Director had and only what the Director had. If the
Commission heard the appeal de Novo it would be a trial-like setting with the Commission
deciding issues of fact that the Director has already decided.
Mr. Campbell asked for the speed of the process of one approach compared to the other.
Mr. Palmer said either approach could be as fast or as slow as the Commission and the parties
wanted it to be.
MOTION: by Mr. Voelckers, to hear the appeal on the record.
Speaking in favor of the motion, Mr. Dye said he would prefer the information be presented in
written form and have time to review and digest the information.
Mr. Campbell said he is not opposed to hearing the appeal on the record. He stated he would
like to see that the process is accomplished as quickly as possible. He said he respects the
appellant’s desire to resolve this issue quickly.
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The motion passed with no objection.
Chairman Haight appointed Mr. LeVine as hearing officer for this appeal.
IX.

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT - None

X.

OTHER BUSINESS - None

XI.

STAFF REPORTS

Ms. Maclean told the Commission that the Capital Brew Appeal was withdrawn. They were
able to reach agreement between the appellants and the owners of Capital Brew, said Ms.
Maclean. Most of the concerns of the appellants were addressed and those that cannot be
addressed are outside the scope of Capital Brew’s responsibility, she said. They agreed to
installing a stop sign at the alley and glacier Avenue and installing arrows directing people to
use the correct side of the alley, since it is a two-way alley, she said. The Capital Brew owners
also agreed to announce when school was starting on the coffee wrappers and to remind their
customers to drive safely in the area, said Ms. Maclean. Public Works is also considering the
moving of the bus stop which is currently situated in front of Capital Brew, said Ms. Maclean.
They have also limited the loading zone in front of Harri’s Plumbing to 30 minutes, she said. The
police department has also agreed to do direct enforcement in the area, she said.
The other appeal regarding Green Market has also been settled, said Ms. Maclean. The staff
realized that their analysis was not complete, said Ms. Maclean. They allowed the owner to
move ahead with his building permit and not have to provide parking at this time, she said.
They missed that opportunity back in 2014, said Ms. Maclean. Any future expansion of the
building or infill development would trigger the need for additional parking, she noted.
At the Assembly Committee of the Whole meeting slated for August 29, they will be hearing the
Comprehensive Plan update from the ad hoc committee, which is recommending that they
undertake a new Comprehensive Plan, said Ms. Maclean.
The evening of August 30 is the kickoff meeting at the JAHC for the downtown area plan, said
Ms. Maclean.
On September 11, (2018) the Commission will be attending a meeting on Auke Bay preceding
its regular Planning Commission meeting, said Ms. Maclean. At the regular meeting they will
also have a presentation from a representative of the Parks and Recreation master plan, she
said. They will be looking for feedback from the Commission as it may become part of the
Comprehensive Plan, said Ms. Maclean.
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On September 25, (2018) preceding the regular Commission meeting, there will be a meeting of the
Committee of the Whole during which there will be a presentation on the Preservation Plan. They also
hope to have ready for presenting to the Commission the alternative residential subdivision ordinance,
accessory apartments, and there will be one USE case on the agenda that evening as well, said Ms.
Maclean.

XII.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Title 49 Committee
Mr. Dye said they have had three Title 49 committee meetings since the Commission last met.
They twice discussed alternative residential subdivisions and they also discussed accessory
apartments and common wall structures, he reported.
Auke Bay Implementation Committee
Mr. Voelckers said they are making progress on Auke Bay. They have had a couple of meetings
and they are focusing on creating a potential new zoning district above the Department of
Transportation Highway, and they are thinking of combining residential and commercial
activities in the same buildings and to make this incentive-based so that height and density
could be expanded for excellent projects.
Lands Committee
Mr. Voelckers reported that there was some interest on the lands committee in a proposal to
consider the pocket park located at Front and Franklin for use of some of the food carts which
may be displaced from current locations near the library.
XIII.

LIAISON REPORTS - None

XIV.

CONTINUATION OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS - None

XV.

PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS

Mr. Dye said he had a question about the letter received yesterday from R and S Construction.
Ms. Maclean said R and S Construction has questioned what the intent of the Commission was
at the meeting where their permit was approved. The staff has reviewed the minutes numerous
times and listened to the recording. The conditions are correct per the Commission’s motions
that evening, said Ms. Maclean. The applicant had 20 days to appeal the decision of the
Commission, said Ms. Maclean. They can apply for a modification to the Conditional Use Permit
if they did not agree with a condition, said Ms. Maclean. They sent the letter yesterday
requesting that it be sent to the Commission, said Ms. Maclean.
PC Regular Meeting
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Mr. Voelckers said on August 30, (2018) beginning at 6:30 p.m. there will be the meeting at the
JAHC called Blueprint Downtown. It will be a focus session where the participants will break
into six or seven topic tables on various issues such as housing in the town area and
neighborhoods, traffic etc. There will be enough time for participants to attend several of the
different topic tables, said Mr. Voelckers.
XVI.

EXECUTIVE SESSION - None

XVII.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 7:58 p.m.
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DATE:

September 14, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Laurel Bruggeman, Planner
Community Development Department

CASE NO.:

USE2018 0012

PROPOSAL:

A Conditional Use Permit for an accessory apartment on an undersized
lot.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Alberta Laktonen

Property Owner:

Alberta Laktonen (Current)
Kirk and Judith MCallister (Former)

Property Address:

1018 Capital Avenue

Legal Description:

Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, and 10

Parcel Code Number:

1C030C040070

Site Size:

5,040 square feet

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:

Medium Density Residential, Single Family (MDR‐SF)

Zoning:

D5

Utilities:

Public Water & Sewer

Access:

Capital Avenue and Tenth Street

Existing Land Use:

Single Family Home

Surrounding Land Use:

North – D5, Single Family Residential
East – D18, Multifamily Residential
South – Single Family Residential
West – Single Family Residential
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Planning Commission
Case No.: USE 2018 0012
September 14, 2018
Page 2 of 8
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – USE2018 0012 Application
Attachment B – Public Comments
Attachment C – Site Visit Photos
Attachment D – CBJ Assessor Evaluation
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant requests a Conditional Use permit for the development of an accessory apartment on an
undersized lot in the D5 zoning district. The minimum lot size for a D5 lot is 7,000 square feet. The
subject parcel is 2 separate legal lots which share a parcel ID, and together measure 5,040 square feet.
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Case No.: USE 2018 0012
September 14, 2018
Page 3 of 8
The existing use of the parcel is a single family residence measuring approximately 1,037 square feet.
The proposed accessory apartment will measure approximately 524 square feet and have 1 bedroom, a
¾ bath, and a kitchen. CBJ 49.25.510(k)(2)(E)(ii) allows the Planning Commission to approve a
Conditional Use permit for an accessory apartment on an undersized lot:
(k) Accessory apartments. No person shall construct or maintain an accessory apartment except in
accordance with a permit issued under this section
(2) Approval standards.
(E) Single‐family detached accessory apartment approval.
(ii) The commission may approve, with a conditional use permit, a 49.25.300.1.130
accessory apartment application if all of the requirements of this section and the
following are met:
(a) The application is for an efficiency or one‐bedroom unit that does not
exceed 600 square feet in net floor area, and is on a lot that is less than the
minimum lot size;
The proposed accessory apartment meets these special density requirements.
BACKGROUND
The subject parcels were originally platted in 1913 as part of the Casey – Shattuck Addition to Juneau,
Alaska, and was platted again in 1934, with Capital Avenue added to the plat. In 1956, the parcel was
zoned R2, which required a minimum lot size of 3,600 square feet. In 1966, the parcel was rezoned to
RO, which required a minimum lot size of 7,200 square feet. In 1987, the parcel was rezoned again to
D5, which required a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet. Through the adoption of various code
amendments and rezones, the parcel became legally non‐conforming in size.
The structure on the parcel was built around 1912 as a single story home with a basement. The
basement in the single family home has been converted to living space, and includes a secondary
kitchen, bathroom, and a separate entrance. It is unclear in department records when these changes
occurred. In 2010, the Mcallisters, owners at the time, requested a deed restriction to be placed on the
home, specifically for the use of the second kitchen. In this deed restriction, it was agreed that the
second kitchen, and living space in the basement, would not be used as a rental, but would serve as
extra living space for the home.
The house was recently sold, and the deed restriction transferred to the new owner. The new owner,
Alberta Laktonen, would like to remove the deed restriction, to allow the possibility of renting the
basement as an accessory apartment. When the deed restriction was placed on the parcel, there was no
process for allowing accessory apartments on undersized lots. However, recent code amendments now
provide for Planning Commission approval through the Conditional Use permit process to allow
accessory apartments on lots less than the minimum lot size.
ANALYSIS
Project Site – The subject parcel is comprised of 2 legal lots that share a common parcel ID (see vicinity
map above). The home on the subject parcels sits completely on the larger of the two lots, however; the
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Case No.: USE 2018 0012
September 14, 2018
Page 4 of 8
two individual lots currently function as one lot. The home does not cross the property line. The
undeveloped, smaller, of the 2 lots, could be sold and developed legally with a single family home, per
CBJ 49.30.300. So that a new non‐conforming situation is not created, staff is recommending that a
condition of approval be that the 2 lots are consolidated to 1 legal lot.
The subject parcel is bordered by 3 rights of way, Tenth Street, Capital Avenue, and an alley, so no rear
yard setback is required per CBJ 49.25.430(3). The required remaining setbacks in D5 are: 20’ front yard,
13’ street side, and 5’ side yard. The home encroaches into the street side setbacks along the northern
property line (alley) and eastern property line (Capital Ave.). This encroachment is considered legally
non‐conforming because the home was built before zoning regulations were adopted. There will be no
new encroachment into setbacks through the addition of the basement accessory apartment.
Project Design – The accessory apartment will be located in the basement of the home on the subject
parcel and be approximately 524 square feet. The apartment has already been constructed, as discussed
above, and no changes are proposed to the existing building, however; the CDD Building Division is
required to perform an inspection in order to remove the deed restriction and issue a Certificate of
Occupancy for the accessory apartment.
CBJ 49.25.510(k) requires that accessory apartments must:
Meet all setback requirements
The home on the subject parcel is legally non‐conforming to the setback requirements listed in
CBJ 49.25.400. The accessory apartment will be located inside of the single family home. The
development will not further encroach into the required setbacks.
Not exceed the maximum lot coverage
There is no proposed change in lot coverage. The home on the parcel currently does not exceed
the maximum of 50% lot coverage allowed in the D5 zoning district.
Not violate vegetative cover requirements
There is no proposed change in vegetation. The parcel appears to be meeting the vegetative
cover requirement for the D5 zoning district, 20%.
Meet the parking standards
As discussed below, there is adequate space in the existing parking pad for 3 parking spaces.
Be connected to public sewer or the existing wastewater disposal system has adequate capacity.
The parcel is served by public sewer and water.
Parking and Traffic – Three on‐site parking spaces are required, one for the accessory apartment and
two for the single family home. A pad for back out parking onto Tenth Street is currently in place.
According to an as built survey provided by the applicant, the pad measures 19.5’ in depth and 25.25’
wide at the most narrow point, and 37.5’ at the widest point. This is adequate space for 3 cars to park
according to CBJ 49.40.210(b)(1). Traffic should not be affected by having an additional vehicle because
very few homes use Tenth Street for access, as it comes to a dead end along Gold Creek. Currently,
access is not provided through Capital Avenue, which is used by a higher volume of vehicles. To
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minimize potential impacts of back out parking, staff recommends as a condition of approval, that
parking access be limited to Tenth Street, where the current parking pad exists.
According to the Trip Generation Manual, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, an
accessory apartment generates 6.65 average vehicle trips per day, and a single family home generates
9.52 average vehicle trips per day. The addition of 6.65 average vehicle trips per day is not expected to
have any significant impacts on traffic in the neighborhood.
Noise – Noise levels are not expected to be out of character with the residential neighborhood.
Public Health or Safety – There is no evidence that the proposed accessory apartment will pose a threat
to public health or safety.
Habitat – There are no known habitat concerns on the subject parcel.
Property Value or Neighborhood Harmony – Based on the above analysis, there is no evidence that the
proposed accessory apartment would negatively affect property values or neighborhood harmony. CBJ
Assessor, Robin Potter, does not anticipate the proposed accessory apartment would negatively affect
property values or neighborhood harmony (Attachment D).
Conformity with Adopted Plans – The 2013 Comprehensive Plan addresses housing and development
patterns in chapter 3, policy 3.2, which specifically addresses compact development:
Policy 3.2 to promote compact urban development within the designated urban service area to
ensure efficient utilization of land resources and to facilitate cost effective provision of community
services and facilities while balancing protection of natural resources, fish and wildlife habitat and
scenic corridors.
The proposed accessory apartment will be within the Urban Service Area and be connected to public
utilities. There will be no negative impacts on natural resources or impacts.
Chapter 4 of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan addresses the need for various types of housing specifically:
Policy 4.2 to facilitate the provision of an adequate supply of various housing types and sizes to
accommodate present and future housing needs for all economic groups.
AGENCY & PUBLIC COMMENTS
The application was provided to applicable CBJ departments, and State and Federal agencies; one
comment from the CBJ Streets Department was received and addressed below. As of the date of this
staff report, one public comment was received and is found as attachment B. The comments express
support for the apartment, and concern about providing adequate onsite parking.
The CBJ Streets Department expressed concern as to whether or not the existing parking pad could
accommodate three vehicles, especially if they were a full size SUV or truck. The as built survey for the
property (in Attachment A) shows that the existing parking pad is 19.5 feet deep and 25.25 feet wide at
the most narrow point. CBJ 49.40.210(b) establishes parking space dimensions, 8.5 feet X 17 feet. CDD

Packet Page 19 of 151

Planning Commission
Case No.: USE 2018 0012
September 14, 2018
Page 6 of 8
staff performed a site visit on September 7, 2018, and determined that there was adequate space for 3
vehicles, but recommends an advisory condition that no vehicles are allowed to encroach into the right
of way. Attachment C contains photos from CDD staff’s visit, which displays 2 cars and 1 motorcycle
parked on the parking pad, with adequate space for a 3rd vehicle.
FINDINGS
CBJ 49.15.330 (e)(1), Review of Director's Determinations, states that the Planning Commission shall
review the Director's report to consider:
1. Whether the application is complete;
2. Whether the proposed use is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses;
and,
3. Whether the development, as proposed, will comply with the other requirements of this
chapter.
The Commission shall adopt the Director's determination on the three items above, unless it finds by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Director's determination was in error, and states its reasoning
for each finding with particularity.
CBJ 49.15.330 (f), Commission Determinations, states that even if the Commission adopts the Director's
determination, it may nonetheless deny or condition the permit if it concludes, based upon its own
independent review of the information submitted at the public hearing, that the development will more
probably than not:
1. Materially endanger the public health or safety;
2. Substantially decrease the value of, or be out of harmony with, property in the neighboring
area;
or,
3. Not be in general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan, or other
officially adopted plans.
Per CBJ 49.15.330 (e) & (f), Review of Director's & Commission’s Determinations, the Director makes the
following findings on the proposed development:
1. Is the application for the requested Conditional Use permit complete?
Yes. Staff finds the application contains the information necessary to conduct full review of the
proposed operations. The application submittal by the applicant, including the appropriate fees,
substantially conforms to the requirements of CBJ Chapter 49.15.
2. Is the proposed use appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses?
Yes. The requested permit is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses. The permit is
listed at CBJ 49.25.300, Section 1.130 for the D5 zoning district.
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3. Will the proposed development comply with the other requirements of this chapter?
Yes. The proposed development complies with the other requirements of this chapter. Public notice of
this project was provided in the September 14, 2018 and September 24, 2018 issues of the Juneau
Empire's "Your Municipality" section, and a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property owners
within 500 feet of the subject parcel. Moreover, a Public Notice Sign was posted on the subject parcel,
visible from the public Right of Way. Additionally, the proposed development, with conditions, complies
with the requirements of CBJ 49.25.510(k).
4. Will the proposed development materially endanger the public health or safety?
No. Based on the above analysis, there is no evidence that suggests the development of a 524 square
feet basement accessory apartment on a 5,040 square feet lot, with conditions, will materially endanger
the public health or safety.
5. Will the proposed development substantially decrease the value of, or be out of harmony with,
property in the neighboring area?
No. Based on the above analysis, there is no evidence that suggests the development of a 524 square
feet basement accessory apartment on a 5,040 square feet lot, with conditions, will substantially
decrease the value of, or be out of harmony with, the property in the neighboring area.
6. Will the proposed development be in general conformity with the land use plan, thoroughfare
plan, or other officially adopted plans?
Yes. Based on the above analysis, the proposed development of an accessory apartment that is 600
square feet or less on an under‐sized lot is found to be in general conformity with the land use code and
the Comprehensive Plan.
Per CBJ 49.70.900 (b)(3), General Provisions, the Director makes the following Juneau Coastal
Management Program consistency determination:
7. Will the proposed development comply with the Juneau Coastal Management Program?
N/A
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and grant
the requested Conditional Use permit. The permit would allow the development of a 524 square foot
basement accessory apartment on an undersized lot in the D5 zoning district.
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
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1. Lots with the legal description: Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, and 10 will be consolidated
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the basement accessory apartment.
2. No access to lots Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, and 10 shall be allowed from Capital
Avenue.
3. A Certificate of Occupancy must be issued by the Community Development Department after an
inspection of the accessory apartment by a Building Inspector.
Advisory Condition:
1. No vehicles parked on‐site are allowed to encroach into the right of way.
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

1018 Capital Ave
Proposed Accessory
Apartment
155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

An application has been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the
Planning Commission for a Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment
on an undersized lot located at 1018 Capital Avenue in a D5 residential zone.

TIMELINE
Now through September 3, 2018

Comments received during
this period will be sent to the
Planner, Laurel Bruggeman to
be included in the staff report.

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, September 17, 2018, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, mee ng minutes and more here as well.

Sept. 4 through 12 noon, Sept. 21

Comments received during this period
will be sent directly to Commissioners
to read over the weekend in
prepara on for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org

Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed August 24, 2018

Attachment B

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, Sept. 25, 2018

You may testi y and bring
up to 2 pages of wri en
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

Sept. 26

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Case Nos.: USE2018 0012
Parcel No.: 1C030C040070
CBJ Parcel Viewer: h p://epv.juneau.org
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Laurel Bruggeman

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: erik norberg [mailto:norbergerik@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 04, 2018 8:20 AM
To: Christine.Steadman@juneau.org
Cc: Tim Felstead
Subject: Notice of Public Hearing No. USE2018 0012
Good morning Laurel,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing No. USE2018 0012 for an accessory
apartment on an undersized lot. As of now I am scheduled to be out of town for work missing the September 25
meeting, and therefore am submitting my comments in writing.
I have no objection to helping Juneau with its housing shortage by adding another apartment in the downtown area. My
concern is related to how this multi‐family structure will accommodate vehicle parking for its residents. My fear is that
this housing unit, situated on an undersized lot, will not accommodate off‐street parking, and therefore it will put
additional parking pressure in this downtown Flats problem area.
Parking has emerged as a major concern for the downtown Federal Building Flats neighborhood area. This
neighborhood bears the brunt of the overflow parking for Federal workers, State workers, as well as additional rental
properties in the area. This extra load of vehicles has allowed the streets to boil over with 100% capacity for on‐street
parking, both day and night. In just a small section of the Flats, the corner of A Street and 10th Street, there are six
homes with no off‐street parking and for each of these working family homes are two cars per household, which adds up
to twelve cars needing off‐street parking. Within this small area of the Flats there are only 14‐16 off‐street parking spots
depending on the vehicle size and how spacious each vehicle is parked. In addition to the residential parking in this zone,
there is also three rental properties in this congested area along with an Engineering Firm that all regularly use street
parking in this area. Now also add to this parking problem the few family homes with off‐street parking, but choose to
park in the street. By adding these informal factors together creates a challenging area for on‐street parking.
If CBJ wants to continue issuing apartment rentals in homes to help with the housing problem in Juneau, it also need to
consider the parking troubles that come with this congested residential area. Before implementing any decision I believe
the city first needs to work to find the optimal solution for this neighborhood by analyzing the root of the problem and
potential side‐effects. Maybe resident permits to allow property holders to park a specified number of vehicles on the
street in "No Parking" zones, identified with a unique ID tied to the holder's address, they may go in residents' or guests'
cars, as long as the user abides by the conditions outlined. This could be another way to help fund the parking patrol!
I hope that you will seriously consider the impact that this proposed multi‐family dwelling will have on an already
extremely over maxed parking infrastructure. I would be more than happy to do discuss my concerns further and offer
ideas I have for potential solutions to the parking problems in this area.
Sincerely,
Erik Norberg
957‐2808

1
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Laurel Bruggeman
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Robin Potter
Tuesday, September 11, 2018 4:17 PM
Laurel Bruggeman
RE: USE18-12 Property Values
CASEY SHATTUCK NGHD.xls

Hi Laurel,
I’m not sure why you sent this to the entire office for opinion. I am usually the only one that gets these conditional use
property inquiries from CDD.
I don’t have any problem with the apartment adversely affecting the neighboring property values or harmony. I pulled a
report to check out Casey Shattuck subdivision and this is what I determined;





There are 132 residential parcels in Casey Shattuck zoned D5. D5 zoning is a minimum 7000SF to 3500SF for
bungalow housing.
Of the 132 parcels, only one exceeds the 7000SF minimum for D5 zoning. I presume the rest of the properties
are considered bungalows.
19 of the parcels have either 1) a single family residence with apartment or multiple improvements (more than
one structure). Lot sizes for these parcels ranges from 2500SF to 5704SF.
14 parcels are less than the minimum 3500SF required for bungalow housing.

I recall reading last year a re‐zoning of downtown Juneau and Douglas is in process. In the case of Casey Shattuck, I
wonder why D5 was ever granted as most of the structures are older than the zoning period.
I hope this is not a complicated process for the property owners due to the inappropriate zoning put into place
originally.
Please restrict your Assessor contact email for these inquiries to go only to the Assessor.
Thanks,
Robin

Robin Potter ACAA V

Assessor, Finance Department
City & Borough of Juneau
155 S. Seward Street
Juneau, AK 99801
907.586.0333
http://www.juneau.org/financeftp/assessor_main.php

Attachment D
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From: Laurel Bruggeman
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 3:14 PM
To: Assessor
Subject: USE18-12 Property Values

Hello,
We are working to review a conditional use permit for an accessory apartment on an undersized lot. I was hoping that
you could verify that the proposed accessory apartment would not negatively affect property values or neighborhood
harmony.
I have attached the application materials. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks for your help!
Laurel Bruggeman | Planner
Community Development Department│ City & Borough of Juneau, AK
Location: 230 S. Franklin Street, 4th Floor Marine View Building
Office: 907.586.0761

Attachment D
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

1018 Capital Ave
Proposed Accessory
Apartment
155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

An application has been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the
Planning Commission for a Conditional Use Permit for an Accessory Apartment
on an undersized lot located at 1018 Capital Avenue in a D5 residential zone.

TIMELINE
Now through September 3, 2018

Comments received during
this period will be sent to the
Planner, Laurel Bruggeman to
be included in the staff report.

Staff Report expected to be posted Monday, September 17, 2018, at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

Sept. 4 through 12 noon, Sept. 21

Comments received during this period
will be sent directly to Commissioners
to read over the weekend in
preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715  Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK 99801
Printed August 24, 2018

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, Sept. 25, 2018

You may testify and bring
up to 2 pages of written
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

Sept. 26

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Case Nos.: USE2018 0012
Parcel No.: 1C030C040070
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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Planning Commission
(907) 586-0715
PC _Comments 1t1'ju neou .org
www.juneau.org/ploncomm
155 S. Seward Street • Juneau. A K 9980 I

PLANNING COMMISSION

NOTICE OF DECISION
Date:
Case No.:

September 28, 2018
USE2018 0012

Alberta Laktonen
1018 Capital Avenue
Juneau, AK 99801

Proposal:

A Conditional Use Permit for an accessory apartment on an undersized lot.

Property Address:

1018 Capital Avenue

Legal Description:

Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, 10

Parcel Code No.:

1C030C040070

Hearing Date:

September 25, 2018

The Planning Commission, at its regular public meeting, adopted the analysis and findings listed in the
attached memorandum dated September 14, 2018, and APPROVED the accessory apartment on an
undersized lot to be conducted as described in the project description and project drawings submitted
with the application and with the following conditions:
1.
2.

Lots with the legal description: Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, and 10 will be consolidated
prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the basement accessory apartment.
No access to lots Casey Shattuck Block 204, Lots 8, 9, and 10 shall be allowed from Capital

Avenue.
3. A Certificate of Occupancy must be issued by the Community Development Department after
an inspection of the accessory apartment by a Building Inspector.
Advisory Condition:
1. No vehicles parked on-site are allowed to encroach into the right of way.
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Alberta Laktonen

Case No.: USE2018 0012
September 28, 2018
Page 2 of 2
Attachments:

September 14, 2018 memorandum from Laurel Bruggeman, Community Development,
to the CBJ Planning Commission regarding USE2018 0012.

This Notice of Decision does not authorize construction activity. Prior to starting any project, it is the
applicant's responsibility to obtain the required building permits.
This Notice of Decision constitutes a final decision of the CBJ Planning Commission. Appeals must be
brought to the CBJ Assembly in accordance with CBJ 01.50.030. Appeals must be filed by 4:30 P.M. on
the day twenty days from the date the decision is filed with the City Clerk, pursuant to CBJ 01.50.030 (c).
Any action by the applicant in reliance on the decision of the Planning Commission shall be at the risk
that the decision may be reversed on appeal (CBJ 49.20.120).
Effective Date:

The permit is effective upon approval by the Commission, September 25, 2018 .

Expiration Date:

The permit will expire 18 months after the effective date, or March 25, 2020, if no
Building Permit has been issued and substantial construction progress has not been
made in accordance with the plans for which the development permit was
authorized. Application for permit extension must be submitted thirty days prior t o
the expiration date.

,<i:f()~

Project Planner:
urel Bruggeman, Plann r
Community Development Department

~

Voelckers, Vice Chair

Planning Commission

Jo/,) 7-t>I ~
Date

cc:

I I

Plan Review

NOTE: The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) is a federal civil rights law that may affect this development project. ADA regulations
have access requirements above and beyond CBJ-adopted regulations. Owners and designers are responsible for compliance with
ADA. Contact an ADA - trained architect or other ADA trained personnel with questions about the ADA: Department of Justice (202)
272-5434, or fax (202) 272-5447, NW Disability Business Technical Center (800) 949-4232, or fax (360} 438-3208.
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DATE:

September 14, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Teri Camery, Senior Planner
Community Development Department

CASE NO.:

USE2018 0018

PROPOSAL:

A Conditional Use Permit to modify Juneau Housing First to add units to
Phase 2 and add Phase 3 for a total of up to 77 units.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Housing First

Property Owner:

Tlingit Haida Regional Housing Authority

Property Address:

1944 Allen Court

Legal Description:

Lemon Glacier 2, Lot 3A

Parcel Code No.:

5B1201010091

Site Size:

44,952 sq. ft.

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:

Commercial (Map H)

Zoning:

GC

Utilities:

City water and sewer

Access:

Allen Court

Existing Land Use:

Housing First

Surrounding Land Use:

North – Industrial / Commercial (I)
South – Vacant / Residential (GC)
East – Vacant / Residential (GC)
West – Commercial / Industrial (GC)
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VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Application
Attachment B – USE2015 0001 Notice of Decision
Attachment C – VAR2015 001 Notice of Decision
Attachment D – UAF 6 Month Pre/Post Service Usage and Indicators of Wellbeing Comparison June 2018
Attachment E – Site plan with Phase 2 and 3
Attachment F – Agency Comment from Streets
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant requests a modification to Conditional Use Permit USE2015 0001. This permit approved the
development of 56 housing units, plus office and clinic space in 2 phases with 3 conditions of approval
(Attachment B). Phase 1, as completed, has 32 units, while Phase 2 is proposed for a total of 33 units. The
applicant requests the modification to allow for up to 77 single room occupancy (SRO) units total, in Phases 1, 2,
and 3.
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Phase 2 would be further modified to reduce first floor office space by eliminating the 6,800 square feet
of non‐profit agency space and replacing this area with approximately 1,100 square feet of office space
and 7 SRO units. Phase 3 would add 3,750 square feet of building in 3 stories, with 1,250 square feet per
floor. The entire area of Phase 3 would be dedicated to 12 SRO units.
The applicant received a variance (VAR2015 0001) to the on‐site parking requirement in conjunction
with USE2018 0015 (Attachment C). Since that time, CBJ has adopted a parking waiver process. The
applicant is seeking a parking waiver (PWP2018 0002) to address the parking requirements for all 3
phases.
AGENCY REVIEW AND PUBLIC COMMENT
At the time of the writing of this staff report, no public comments have been received.
CBJ Streets and Fleets Division noted that during construction, Allen Court was heavily impacted by
construction equipment. They have requested that the applicant be made aware that they are
responsible for the repair of damages to the street made during the construction of future phases.
No other agencies had comments or concerns.
BACKGROUND
For several years, the Juneau Homeless Coalition has been working towards developing a Housing First
project. In November, 2014, Tlingit Haida Regional Authority donated the land for the development of
the project. Housing First provides permanent supportive housing for the chronically homeless.
The applicants received approval for 56 housing units plus office and clinic space in a General
Commercial zone in USE2015 0001. The development was approved in two phases. At the time, the site
was 3 separate lots. Prior to receiving the temporary certificate of occupancy for Phase 1, the lots were
consolidated into 1 lot of 44,952 square feet. Phase 1, as completed, is slightly different than as
reviewed through USE2015 0001. There are 32 units (instead of 28) of SROs and the clinic space has
been slightly reduced to 2,000 square feet.
The project requires a Conditional Use Permit as a major development of more than 12 multi‐family
units. All uses proposed for the development are permitted within the General Commercial zoning
district.
ANALYSIS
Project Site ‐ The proposed project is located on a 44,952 square foot lot in the General Commercial
zone, accessed via Allen Court. The General Commercial zoning district requires a 10 foot front yard
setback, 10 foot side and rear yard setbacks, a 10 foot side street setback, and a 55 foot maximum
building height. All setbacks, height, and vegetative cover requirements have been met for Phase 1 and
will be met for Phases 2 and 3.
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Project Design – The project consists of one 3‐story building of 37,290 square feet in 3 phases. This is
3,800 square feet larger than the initial proposal of 33,500 square feet. At the highest point, the building
is 37 feet, 6 inches, well within the 55 foot height limit of the GC zoning district. Phases 2 and 3 will be
the same height as Phase 1. The first floor of Phase 1 has 2,000 square feet of clinic space, 1,350 square
feet of office space, 335 square feet of kitchen space, and 650 square feet of cafeteria seating, with
1,865 square feet of general circulation, mechanical, and other support spaces. The second and third
floors have 26 single room occupancy units, four of which are ADA accessible. Each SRO has a total area
of 250 square feet. Each unit has a private bathroom and small kitchen with complete facilities.
The second and third floors of Phase 2 will be similar to what was approved with USE2015 0001 – with
26 SRO units identical to those in Phase 1, also including 4 ADA accessible units. The modification
proposed for Phase 2 only changes the first floor. USE2015 0001 approved 6,800 square feet of non‐
profit agency space. Instead, the applicant proposes to add 7 additional SROs, identical to the others in
the facility for a total of 33. There will be approximately 1,100 square feet of office space for Housing
First. The applicants will seek grant funding in the near future to fund Phase 2.
The building is situated so that entry into the SROs is through 1 controlled entrance. This will be
maintained with the addition of Phases 2 and 3. The common areas, as well as many of the SROs, are
situated so as to look out on an open space that is accessible only to residents of the building. The
common area is not accessible to clinic patrons.
Phase 3 would add 12 more SRO units identical to the others in the facility. At this time, the applicants
do not know when they will seek funding for this phase. However, they are certain of continued demand
for this housing. By receiving approval of the modification of the conditional use permit now, they will
only need building permit review at the time of construction. This approval also strengthens future grant
requests, which are critical to the success of the project.
As stated above, the residential units are intended to provide permanent housing for the chronically
homeless. Housing First has 24‐hour staff, 7 days a week. There is a Director to oversee operations, and
a Special Projects Coordinator who oversees the garden and labor program, and facilitates the health
and wellness of residents. Housing Specialists work in shifts to provide 24‐hour staffing. There are 2
Housing Specialists for each shift. Housing First anticipates adding 1 more staff person with Phase 2.
Housing Specialists help residents with transportation by driving residents with a van. There is no regular
schedule for the van; it is used “as needed.” The applicant reports approximately 10 round trips a week
with the van for this first year of operation. There is a phone line that community members can call at
any time if they have questions, concerns, or complaints. This phone is only answered by staff. The
applicant has indicated they have received 1 complaint in the first year of operation, and that it was
quickly resolved.
Phase 1 opened in the fall of 2017. Since that time, 37 residents have been housed ‐ 2 residents have
passed away, 3 have been asked to leave, and 1 was allowed to return. Currently, all units are occupied.
Preliminary statistics (Attachment D) indicate that Housing First is successful in housing the community’s
most vulnerable residents and reducing community support costs by decreasing the number of police
and first responder calls and hospital visits.
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Traffic ‐ Using the ITE Trip Generation Manual (ITE Manual), staff estimates the average daily traffic to
be 443 trips per weekday for the aggregate of all uses and all 3 phases of the project. Weekend
estimated average daily trips are expected to be slightly lower, as offices are expected to be closed or
have reduced staffing. For the residential estimate, staff used the land use category of “Congregate
Care” to calculate the estimated number of trips. Congregate Care seems most similar because the ITE
Trip Generation Manual describes this use as “…independent living facilities that provide centralized
amenities such as dining… transportation…” This accurately describes the intended use of the property.
The ITE Manual does not offer “single room occupancy” as a land use. The ITE Manual does state for the
land use category “apartments”, that there is a wide variation in the number of trips generated, and
larger dwelling units, along with more expensive dwelling units, have a higher rate of trip generation.
Given the very small size of these units and their low cost, one can assume they would generate fewer
trips than the average rates identified in the ITE Manual. Furthermore, the units will be restricted by
deed as housing for “vulnerable low income residents” for a minimum of 20 years.
During the initial review for USE2015 0001, staff spoke with a transportation planner for the City of
Seattle where several similar projects have been constructed. He stated that because the ITE Manual
does not have a land use category that fits well with this use, they use information about the residents
of the facility and how many of them own a car or are licensed to drive. For this first year of occupancy,
Phase 1, none of the residents drive or own a vehicle. There is a van, driven by staff, for transporting
residents as needed. It is anticipated that the residents of Phases 2 and 3 will not have vehicles or
drivers licenses.
Staff used the ITE Manual to calculate the number of trips generated by the clinic and office space. All
estimates were calculated using the “per weekday” estimate. The table below indicates the traffic
estimate by space allocation for all 3 phases.
Land Use
Congregate Care
Office
Clinic

Trip Ends (x2)
2.02 trips/DU
11.01 trips/1000 sq. ft. gross floor area
7.75 trips/employee

Total Trips per Week Day
312
38
93
443

CBJ 49.40.300 states that a traffic impact analysis may be required when a development is projected to
generate between 250 and 500 average trips in a day, if the Director determines one is needed because
of the type of development, its location, the likelihood of future expansion, or other factors found
relevant by the Director. Based on the above information, and that the site is zoned General Commercial
which allows for diverse and intense uses, the Director has determined that a Traffic Impact Analysis is
not required.
Parking and Circulation ‐ CBJ 49.40.210 –Table of Minimum Parking Standards, requires 1 space per SRO
unit, and 1 space for every 4 SRO units, which equates 1.25 parking spaces per unit. Additionally, 1 space
for each 300 square feet of office space and 1 space per 200 square feet of clinic space is required. For
this proposal 112 parking spaces are required, as well as 1 loading space. This is an increase from the
105 parking space required by USE2015 0001. This increased number of parking spaces does not
increase the number that must be van accessible. The site plan shows 5 accessible parking spaces and 1
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loading space. The applicant has received a variance to reduce the parking to 37 parking spaces
(Attachment C). Since then, the parking waiver process has been established in code. The applicant is
seeking a parking waiver (PWP2018 0002). If approved, the waiver would allow for the existing 37
parking spaces, with 5 van accessible spaces and 1 loading space.
The initial parking analysis for Phases 1 and 2 was based on 56 units of SRO housing, a shared clinic, and
an office space, including a substantial Phase 2 non‐profit center of 6,800 square feet. The calculated
parking requirement was 105 parking spaces, with 70 of those attributable to the 56 SRO units,
calculated at 1.25 stalls per unit. If the SRO component of parking was removed entirely, 35 spaces were
calculated for office, clinic, and support spaces alone. The parking variance was approved for 37 spaces,
more than the non‐SRO use calculation.
With the modified Phase 2 and addition of Phase 3 application, the space allocation is different than first
anticipated. The SRO unit count increases by 21 to 77. Conversely, the anticipated non‐profit office
space of 6,800 square feet is eliminated, with 1,100 square feet of staff offices only. As stated above, the
technical parking calculation for the full facility increases from 105 spaces to 112 spaces. Increasing the
number of SROs increases the parking requirement by 27 spaces, while the reduction in office space
decreases required parking by 19 spaces; this results in a net increase of 6 spaces. As noted in PWP2018
0002, the units provide permanent supportive housing for the chronically homeless. The units are
restricted by deed as housing for “vulnerable low income residents.” If the SRO calculation is removed,
the actual office, clinic, and support parking demand of the facility decreases to a total of 15 parking
spaces, well below the 37 provided.
CBJ 49.40.230(d) requires parking areas to be suitably lighted, and that all lighting fixtures be “full
cutoff” style and direct light only onto the subject parcel. Required parking lot lighting was installed
with Phase 1 and no changes are proposed.
Noise ‐ Surrounding development is a mix of vacant, commercial, and industrial. The proposed
development may increase noise impacts to the surrounding area. At the same time, the proposed
development is not expected to create noise impacts to the neighborhood beyond those expected in the
General Commercial zone.
Landscaping ‐ The General Commercial district requires 10% of the lot be maintained with live
vegetative cover (CBJ 49.50.300). USE2015 0001 included a condition that prior to issuance of a
Certificate of Occupancy or a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy, a minimum of 10% of the lot must be
planted with vegetation or the installation of vegetation must be bonded for. This condition was met
with completion of Phase 1. USE2015 0001 also included a condition that the vegetative
cover/landscaped areas shown on the plans submitted shall be maintained with live vegetative cover as
shown in the approved plans. Staff recommends this condition be carried forward with the modified
Phase 2 and added Phase 3.
Exterior Lighting ‐ CBJ 49.15.330(g)(17) and CBJ 49.40.230(d) requires exterior lighting in parking areas,
along pedestrian pathways, and immediately adjacent to the building. All exterior lighting must have
appropriate cut‐off optics and house‐side shields to efficiently focus light in the desired areas and to
minimize the impacts to adjacent neighbors. As a condition of approval, USE2015 0001 required that
prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan illustrating the
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location and type of exterior lighting proposed for the development. This condition was met with Phase
1. However, Phase 2 and 3 will require additional lighting adjacent to the building. Staff recommends
that the lighting condition from USE2015 0001 be carried forward as a condition of approval for Phase 2
and 3. During review of USE2015 0001 concerns were raised regarding the lack of street lighting in the
area. At that time, staff suggested that street lights for this area should be added to the CIP. A review of
the FY19‐24 CIP does not appear to include this project.
Signs ‐ A separate permit process per CBJ 49.45, Signs, requires that all signs proposed by the
development be submitted to CDD staff for review and approval.
Public Health or Safety ‐ The structures meet all zoning requirements for height and setbacks and will
meet all applicable building code requirements for fire safety. During review of USE2015 0001, concerns
were raised regarding public health and safety during the neighborhood meeting and by the one written
comment received. One of the concerns raised is the safety of residents as they walk. Allen Court and
Jenkins Drive do not have sidewalks or street lights. There is a bus stop on Old Glacier Highway, just
north of the Anka Drive intersection, and to the south across the street from Western Auto. Since Phase
1 has been in operation, no incidents have been reported regarding pedestrians in this area. The Juneau
Non‐Motorized Transportation Plan identifies a need for intersection improvements at Old Glacier
Highway and Anka Drive.
Habitat – Not applicable. There are no sensitive habitats in this area.
Property Value or Neighborhood Harmony ‐ The Conditional Use Permit is for a mixed use development
of 76 units of housing, clinic and office space in the GC zoning district. The purpose of the GC zoning
district according to CBJ 49.25.230 is:
“…to accommodate most commercial uses. Commercial activities are permitted outright in the
zone except for those uses that are listed as conditional uses to ensure compatibility.”
CBJ 49.25.500 establishes residential density for the various zoning districts. The General Commercial
zone allows for a maximum of 50 units per acre. CBJ 49.25.510(j)(2) allows for SROs of less than 400
square feet to be calculated as one‐half of a dwelling unit. Using the site area of 44,942 square feet at 50
units per acre, the site can accommodate 52 units. By calculating the SROs as one‐half unit, the site
could accommodate 103 SROs.
Surrounding land uses are primarily industrial and commercial. As mentioned above, the CBJ Assessor
reviewed the application materials and has indicated that she has no concerns with the requested
modification of Phase 2 or the addition of Phase 3. For USE2015 0001 she did not foresee a negative
impact to neighboring property values from the proposed development.
Conformity with Adopted Plans ‐‐ The 2013 Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 4, addresses housing. This
chapter strongly states the need for more housing in Juneau and states that Juneau is suffering a
housing crisis.
Policy 4.1 To facilitate the provision and maintenance of safe, sanitary, and affordable housing
for its residents.
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Policy 4.2 To facilitate the provision of an adequate supply of various housing types and sizes to
accommodate present and future housing needs for all economic groups.
Policy 4.6 To facilitate and assist in the development of affordable housing.
Chapter 10 of the 2013 Comprehensive Plan speaks to Land Use.
Policy 10.2 To allow flexibility and a wide range of creative solutions in residential and mixed use
land development of affordable housing within the Urban Service Area.
Policy 10.3 To facilitate residential development of various types and densities that are
appropriately located in relation to site conditions, surrounding lands uses, and capacity of public
facilities and transportation systems.
Policy 10.13 To provide for and encourage mixed use development that integrates residential,
retail, and office use in downtown areas, shopping centers, along transit corridors, and in other
suitable areas.
The project is located in Subarea 5 (Map H). The future land use designation of this site is C –
Commercial. The 2013 Comprehensive Plan describes Commercial, in part, as mixed
retail/residential/office in one building. The Plan recommends residential densities of 18 – 60 units per
acre.
There are fifteen guidelines and considerations listed. The ones that seem most relevant to this proposal
include:
2. Provide for additional medium‐to‐high density residential development in areas with access to
arterial roadways from collector streets. Encourage the efficient use of land by allowing non‐
family housing, such as for students, single adults, or seniors, in mixed use districts within
shopping centers or malls. Increase building height limits and decrease or eliminate parking
requirements for such residential developments where adequately served by public transit.
4. Provide a safe pedestrian and bicycle circulation system in Lemon Creek and Switzer Creek areas.
Granting a Conditional Use permit for mixed use development in the GC district, with appropriate
conditions, is consistent with the 2013 Comprehensive Plan.
FINDINGS
CBJ 49.15.330 (e)(1), Review of Director's Determinations, states that the Planning Commission shall
review the Director's report to consider:
1. Whether the application is complete;
2. Whether the proposed use is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses;
and,
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3. Whether the development, as proposed, will comply with the other requirements of this
chapter.
The Commission shall adopt the Director's determination on the three items above unless it finds, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Director's determination was in error, and states its reasoning
for each finding with particularity.
CBJ 49.15.330 (f), Commission Determinations, states that even if the Commission adopts the Director's
determination, it may nonetheless deny or condition the permit if it concludes, based upon its own
independent review of the information submitted at the public hearing, that the development will more
probably than not:
1. Materially endanger the public health or safety;
2. Substantially decrease the value of, or be out of harmony with, property in the neighboring
area;
or,
3. Not be in general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan, or other
officially adopted plans.
Per CBJ 49.15.330 (e) & (f), Review of Director's & Commission’s Determinations, the Director makes the
following findings on the proposed development:
1. Is the application for the requested Conditional Use permit complete?
Yes. Staff finds the application contains the information necessary to conduct a full review of the
proposed operations. The application submittal by the applicant, including the appropriate fees,
substantially conforms to the requirements of CBJ Chapter 49.15.
2. Is the proposed use appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses?
Yes. The requested permit is appropriate according to the Table of Permissible Uses. The permit is listed
at CBJ 49.25.300, Section 1.300, 2.200 and 7.150 for the General Commercial zoning district.3.
3. Will the proposed development comply with the other requirements of this chapter?
Yes. The proposed development complies with the other requirements of this chapter. Public notice of
this project was provided in the September 15, 2018 and September 22, 2018 issues of the Juneau
Empire's "Your Municipality" section, and a Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property owners
within 500 feet of the subject parcel. Moreover, a Public Notice Sign was posted on the subject parcel,
visible from the public Right of Way.
4. Will the proposed development materially endanger the public health or safety?
No. Based on the above analysis the proposed development will not endanger the public health and
safety.
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5. Will the proposed development substantially decrease the value of, or be out of harmony with,
property in the neighboring area?
No. Based on the above analysis, the use will maintain values and will be in harmony with the
neighboring area.
6. Will the proposed development be in general conformity with the land use plan, thoroughfare
plan, or other officially adopted plans?
Yes. As discussed above, the proposed development is in general conformity with the land use plan,
particularly Policies 4.1, 4.2, 4.6, 10.2, 10.3, and 10.13.
Per CBJ 49.70.900 (b)(3), General Provisions, the Director makes the following Juneau Coastal
Management Program consistency determination:
7. Will the proposed development comply with the Juneau Coastal Management Program?
Not applicable.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and grant
the requested Conditional Use permit. The permit would allow modification of USE2015 0001, to allow
for up to 77 single room occupancy units in Phases 2 and 3. Phase 2 would be further modified to reduce
first floor office space, by eliminating the 6,800 square feet of non‐profit agency space, and replacing
with approximately 1,350 square feet of office space and 7 additional units.
The approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. The vegetative cover/landscaped areas shown on the plans and installed with Phase 1 shall be
maintained with live vegetative cover.
2. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the applicant shall submit a lighting plan illustrating the
location and type of exterior lighting proposed for the development. Exterior lighting shall be
designed, located, and installed to minimize offsite glare. Approval of the plan shall be at the
discretion of the Community Development Department Director, according to the requirements
at CBJ 49.40.230(d).
3. The Conditional Use Permit may not be approved, as presented, unless PWP2018 0002, the
parking waiver, is also approved.
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MRV

ARCHITECTS

1420 GLACIER AVENUE, JUNEAU, AK 99801

Project:
Re:
To:
By:
Date:

(907) 586-1371

Housing First, Phase II
Phase II, Phase III parking impacts
Beth McKibben, Mariya Lovishchuk, Bruce Denton
Paul Voelckers
August 7, 2018

MRV 1815

Parking will be analyzed as part of the new Conditional Use permit process for Phase II and
potential Phase III of Housing First. This memo clarifies the differences between the initial
parking analysis assumptions, and the actual resolution of Phase II and Phase III spaces.
As background, the initial proposal was for a three story building of about 33,500 sq.ft. total
area, with 11,200 sq.ft. per floor. The initial parking analysis identified a mixed-use building
with 56 SRO units (including Phase II) on the upper two floors of the proposed facility, and a
mix of office, clinic, and general support space on the first floor. The area proposed for the
first floor mixed space included a combination of clinic, management offices, meeting space,
mechanical space, kitchen, and other support areas.
Actual Phase I construction measured 6,200 sq.ft. on a single floor, or 18,600 sq.ft. total. First
floor spaces included 2,000 sq.ft. clinic, 1,350 sq.ft. offices, 335 sq.ft. kitchen, 650 sq.ft.
cafeteria seating, and 1,865 sq.ft. circulation, mechanical, and other support spaces. Levels 2
and 3 included 16 SRO units, and a small laundry room.
Phase II is proceeding differently than planned. It is smaller than Phase I, with most of the
first floor, and all of floors 2 and 3 for SRO units. Only one additional office space is
included, not space for a shared social services non-profit center as originally envisioned. The
same 32 SRO units in total will be provided, but the total footprint is smaller, given the near
elimination of office space on floor one. Total Phase II area is 4,980 sq.ft. per floor, 14,940
sq.ft. total. Phase III, if and when it occurs, would add 1,250 sq.ft. per level, or 3,750 sq.ft. in
total, and 12 more SRO units.
The full building of 37,290 sq.ft. (all phases) is 3,800 sq.ft. larger than the initial proposal of
33,500 sq.ft. It will provide a total of 76 SRO housing units (32, 32, 12). Most significant for
parking load analysis, the initial assumption for Phase II assumed an addition of 6,800 sq.ft. of
office space, where only 120 sq.ft. is being provided. Since office and clinic space are the
key drivers of parking load, it seems clear that the aggregate building parking load should be
well-less than that initially calculated and approved.
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Juneau Housing First
6 Month Pre/Post Service Usage and
Indicators of Wellbeing Comparison
June 2018
Heidi Brocious, PhD, MSW, &
Morgan Erisman, MSW & MPH

Service Utilization
Comparison of resident pre/post move-in usage of Bartlett ER, Rainforest Recovery Center Sleep Off, Contact
with Juneau Police Department (JPD), and contact with Capital City Fire and Rescue (CCFR).
6 months prior to move in

6 months post move in

Percent of decrease in usage
between 2 six month
periods

Bartlett ER Visits

360

126

65%

RRC sleep off visits

344

2

99.4%*

Contacts with JPD
officers (any reason)

604

168

72%*

Transport by CCFR

137

63

54%
*indicates statistically significant difference

Usage Trends Visualized
Tenant Service Usage 6 months Pre/Post Move In
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Resident Demographics
Average age of residents
Gender

50 years old (range of 31-62)
80% Male
20% Female

Race/Ethnicity

85% Alaska Native/American Indian
10% Caucasian
5% Mixed-race

Education

5% Graduate School
10% Undergraduate College
5% Vocational Education
75% High School Diploma or GED
5% Less than High School

Median number of Months
Homeless

180 (approximately 15 years)

Residents’ Experiences with Trauma
Lived with someone who abused substances

90%

Lived where there was not enough to eat, had to
wear dirty clothes, or was not safe

80%

Lived with someone who was sent to prison

70%

Has been physically mistreated

60%

Lived with someone who was physically
mistreated

50%

Lived with someone who attempted or
committed suicide

45%

Personally in foster care, or a close relative in
foster care

45%

Attachment D

2

Packet Page 85 of 151

Indicators of Well-being Average Group Scores
(statistically significant findings at 6 months)
1=terrible, 2=unhappy, 3=dissatisfied, 4=mixed, 5=satisfied, 6=pleased, 7=delighted

How do you feel about your
safety where you sleep?

How do you feel about your
housing?

Pre

Pre

Post

Post
0

2

4

0

6

How do you feel about your
ability to support your basic
needs for food, housing, etc.?

2

4

6

How do you feel about life in
general?
Pre

Pre

Post

Post
0

2

4

0

6

2

4

6

How do you feel about your
safety outside your home?

Pre
Post
0

2

4
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Indicators of Well-being
(Statistically Significant)
Self-Reported Average Number of Days

How many days do you feel
distant or cut off from people?

How many days did you have
poor physical health?

Pre

Pre

Post

Post
0

5

10

0

10

20

30

Findings that were not statistically significant, but will be interesting to track and see with
more time and more data:
Average # of Days
Pre

Average # of Days Post

Alcohol use

21.4

21.05

Drank more than four drinks

18.55

15.35

Used Tobacco

14.1

16.35

Felt barely able to control their anger

1.3

3.3

Felt Suicidal

1.5

3.6

This study is funded in part with a grant from the Alaska Mental Health Trust Authority
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ed Foster
Teri Camery
RE: CORRECTION: Expedited Review requested on Conditional Use Permit modification and Parking Waiver, USE
2018 0018
Friday, September 07, 2018 10:03:50 AM

Teri,
Streets and Fleet Maintenance Division has no issues with these requests. However, the truck and
equipment traffic on the unpaved portion of Allen Ct. during the construction of phase I was very
damaging to the road surface and required an unusual high level of repair and maintenance. It would
be nice if we made it clear to the developer that they were responsible for maintenance and repair
of the unpaved portion of Allen Ct during construction.
Thanks, Ed
From: Teri Camery
Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 9:00 AM
To: Charlie Ford; Greg Chaney; Ed Foster; Dan Jager; darrell.wetherall@aelp.com; Pikul, Gretchen M
(DEC); Robin Potter; Timothy, Jackie L (DFG) (jackie.timothy@alaska.gov);
verne.skagerberg@alaska.gov; Rich Etheridge; Autumn Sapp
Subject: CORRECTION: Expedited Review requested on Conditional Use Permit modification and Parking
Waiver, USE 2018 0018

Good morning again,
The Conditional Use Permit modification is for 21 more units, for a total of 77 in three phases. My
previous message said 12. I apologize for the error.
Cheers and I will get some coffee,
Teri
Teri Camery | Senior Planner
Community Development Department │ City & Borough of Juneau, AK
Location: 230 S. Franklin Street, 4th Floor Marine View Building
Office: 907.586.0755

From: Teri Camery
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2018 8:26 AM
To: Charlie Ford; Greg Chaney; Ed Foster; Dan Jager; 'darrell.wetherall@aelp.com'; 'Pikul, Gretchen M
(DEC)'; Robin Potter; Timothy, Jackie L (DFG) (jackie.timothy@alaska.gov);
verne.skagerberg@alaska.gov; Rich Etheridge; Autumn Sapp
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Subject: Expedited Review requested on Conditional Use Permit modification and Parking Waiver, USE
2018 0018

Hello everyone,
CDD has received a Conditional Use Permit application to add 12 additional units to the Juneau
Housing First Project, located at 1944 Allen Court in the General Commercial zone. CDD has also
received a Parking Waiver application for the development.
CDD respectfully requests expedited review of these applications. Please provide comments as soon
as possible but no later than Friday September 14. Please let me know if you have questions or need
additional information.
Thanks very much for your time.
Teri Camery

Teri Camery | Senior Planner
Community Development Department │ City & Borough of Juneau, AK
Location: 230 S. Franklin Street, 4th Floor Marine View Building
Office: 907.586.0755
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

ANKA ST

ALASKA
BREWING

R

HW

Y

ALLEN COURT

GL A
CIE

JENKINS DRIVE

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

1944 Allen Court
Juneau Housing First
Collaborative Project

Applications have been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the Planning
Commission for a Conditional Use Permit to add additional units to the Juneau Housing
First Project located at 1944 Allen Court in a General Commercial zone and for a Parking
Waiver to reduce the parking requirements.

TIMELINE

Staff Reports expected to be posted Monday, September 17 at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

Now through 12 noon, September 21

Comments received by 12 noon on Friday, September 21, will be
sent directly to the Commissioners to read over the weekend in
preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715
Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK
Printed September 6, 2018

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, Sept. 25, 2018

You may testify and bring
up to 2 pages of written
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

Sept. 26

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Case Nos.: USE2018 0018; PWD2018 0002
Parcel No.: 5B1201010091
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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DATE:

September 14, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Teri Camery, Senior Planner
Community Development Department

FILE NO.:

PWP2018 0002

PROPOSAL:

A Parking Waiver for Housing First to reduce parking from 112 to 37
spaces

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Housing First

Property Owner:

Tlingit Haida Regional Housing Authority

Property Address:

1944 Allen Court

Legal Description:

Lemon Glacier 2, Lot 3A

Parcel Code No.:

5B1201010091

Site Size:

44,952 sq. ft.

Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Designation:

Commercial (Map H)

Zoning:

GC

Utilities:

City water and sewer

Access:

Allen Court

Existing Land Use:

Housing development

Surrounding Land Use:

North – Industrial / Commercial (I)
South – Vacant / Residential (GC)
East – Vacant / Residential (GC)
West – Commercial / Industrial (GC)
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Planning Commission
File No.: PWP2018 0002
September 14, 2018
Page 2 of 6
VICINITY MAP

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A – Application
Attachment B – Site plan with Phase 2 and 3
Attachment C – Notice of Decision VAR2015 0001
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The applicant is requesting a parking waiver for the reduction of required parking spaces from 112 spaces to
37 spaces for Phase 1, 2, and 3, of which will include 77 Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units and 3,750
square feet of clinic/office space.
The site is located on Allen Court. This waiver request is in conjunction with the Conditional Use application,
USE2018 0018. The applicant is seeking to modify the Conditional Use permit to increase the Single Room
Occupancy (SRO) units of multi-family housing from 56 to a maximum of 77. The housing provides
permanent supportive housing for the chronically homeless. There is paid staff on site 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week. The initial proposal included a half-time driver to provide transportation for the residents. However,
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in the first year of operation, there has not been a dedicated driver. The applicant stated that there is a van,
and staff drives as needed. Typically, the van is making 10 round trips a week. Additionally, the Emergency
Service Patrol van is available to bring residents home after the bus stops running. The kitchen and dining
space, constructed in Phase 1, are only available for residents of the building. The residential units are, and
will continue to be, restricted by deed as housing for “vulnerable low income residents” for 20 years.
BACKGROUND
The applicant received a variance (VAR2015 0001) when USE2015 0001 was approved for Phase 1 and 2 of
Housing First. That use permit approved 56 Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units and 9,200 square feet of
clinic/office space in two phases. Phase 1 was completed, with 32 SROs and 2,000 square feet of clinic space.
It also includes a commercial kitchen and cafeteria, as well as general circulation/mechanical spaces and
laundry facilities for residents. The applicant is now seeking to modify Phase 2 to reduce the office space
and add 7 SROs, and add a Phase 3 which will include 12 SROs (USE2018 0018), for a total build out of 77
SROs.
Since 2015, the parking waiver process was put in place. A waiver allows reduced parking for a specific use
at a specific location when it can be found that it would benefit the community as a whole. Approved parking
waivers expire with a change in use. This waiver process is more appropriate to the requested parking
reduction. The proposed modifications to the approved use permit increase the required parking from 105
to 112 on-site spaces. The approved variance included the following condition:
1. Within one year of expiration of the deed restriction for “vulnerable low-income residents” this variance is
required to return to the Planning Commission for continued approval.
ANALYSIS
According to CBJ 49.40.210, Table (a), Minimum Space and Dimensional Standards for Parking, a total of 112
parking spaces are required (see table below). CBJ 49.40.200(2) requires that when two or more uses take
place on the same lot, the required parking is the sum of the requirements for each use. The table below
shows the required parking for all three phases.
Per Table (a)

Required

Parking Calculations
Office
SRO apartment
Clinic
Total Parking

1 per 300 square feet 5
of gross floor area
1 per unit plus 1 for 97
each increment of 4
1 per 200 square feet 10
of gross floor area
112

Phase 1 created 37 parking spaces on site, 5 of which are van accessible, and one loading space. Five van
accessible spaces are the number required by the full 112 parking spaces.

The applicant indicates the parking shown on the site plans is able to provide all the required parking for the
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office and clinic spaces, as well as van accessible spaces provided for the full parking requirement. As shown
in the table above, the parking requirement without the SROs is 15, less than half of what is provided on site.
As stated previously, the housing is restricted to the chronically homeless. The applicant states that this
population invariably has physical, legal, and/or medical circumstances that make typical use of a vehicle
unlikely. The applicant also points out that this population is unlikely to own a car. In the first year of
operation 37 people have been housed. None of the residents have owned a car.
During review of USE2015 0001 and VAR2015 0001, staff spoke with Kenny Scollan, the operator of Karluk
Manor, a Housing First project in Anchorage that also provides permanent supportive housing to the
chronically homeless. At that time they had been housing the chronically homeless for 37 months. During
that time, none of their residents owned a vehicle. Mr. Scollan indicated that while some of their residents
may have made steps towards being able to obtain a driver’s license or own a vehicle, the cost of obtaining
the required insurance was prohibitive.
Project Location – The lot is located on Allen Court. The lot is located outside of the PD-1, PD-2, and fee-inlieu parking overlay districts. Lots in these overlay districts have the option to “buy out” their parking
requirement. Because the subject lot is outside these overlay districts, a parking waiver is the only option for
the subject property to reduce the off-street parking requirements.
Impacts on Nearby On-Street Parking – There is no designated on-street parking in this area. As the
applicant has discussed, and Phase 1 has shown, the residents of the Housing First facility do not typically
drive or have a license. The developed 37 on-site parking spaces are anticipated to be more than adequate
for the full build out of all 3 phases. No impact to on-street parking is expected. The units are restricted by
deed as housing for “vulnerable low income residents.” If the SRO calculation is removed, the actual office,
clinic, and support parking demand of the facility decreases to a total of 15 parking spaces, well below the 37
provided.
Historic Properties Excluded – There are no historic properties in the vicinity of the requested parking
waiver.
Public safety – Reducing the on-site parking requirement is not anticipated to have any negative impacts on
public safety. The resident population does not typically own a car or drive. The requested modification to
Phase 2 removes 6,800 square feet of non-profit office space, and instead proposes approximately 1,100
square feet of staff office space. This reduces both the parking demand and traffic generation of the facility
from that anticipated and analyzed.
Consistency with other surrounding properties – While the lot is zoned General Commercial, it is accessed
through industrially zoned land. The neighborhood consists of a mix of commercial and industrial uses.
Industrial uses typically have a lower parking requirement. The adjacent Tlingit and Haida Housing office
meets its parking requirements. The 37 parking spaces provided are consistent with parking provided by
surrounding properties.
Consistency with Comprehensive Plan – The 2013 Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for relevant policies
related to the requested parking waiver.
Chapter 3 – Community Form
Policy 3.2 To promote compact urban development within the designated urban service boundary
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area to ensure efficient utilization of land resources and to facilitate cost effective provision of
community services and facilities while balancing protection of natural resources, fish and wildlife
habitat and scenic corridors.
Chapter 4 – Housing Element
Policy 4.2 To facilitate the provision of an adequate supply of various housing types and sizes
to accommodate present and future housing needs for all economic groups.
Policy 4.5 To maintain the long-term affordability of dwelling units designated affordable as a
condition of approval for the granting of rezoning, increased building height, reduced parking, or
other economic benefit to the development project.
Policy 4.6 To facilitate and assist in the development of affordable housing.
Chapter 10 – Land Use
Policy 10.2 To allow flexibility and a wide range of creative solutions in residential and mixed use land
development within the urban service area.
10.2 - IA2 (Implementing Action) Review the existing multifamily zoning districts along transit
corridors to increase density limits, reduce parking requirements for residential units, decrease lot
sizes, and to allow a wider range of housing types including modular or manufactured homes,
accessory apartments, live/work units, loft-style dwellings, and co-housing types.
Policy 10.3 To facilitate residential development of various types and densities that are appropriately
located in relation to site conditions, surrounding lands uses, and capacity of public facilities and
transportation systems.
HABITAT
Not applicable.
FINDINGS
CBJ 49.40.210 (d)(6)(A) states that the Planning Commission shall review the Director's report to consider:
1. The granting of the waiver would result in more benefits than detriments to the community as a
whole as identified by the Comprehensive Plan.
2. The development is located outside the PD-1 parking district, the PD-2 parking district, and the
Downtown Fee-in-lieu of Parking District map areas.
3. Granting the waiver will not result in adverse impacts to property in the neighboring area.
4. The waiver will not materially endanger public health, safety, and welfare.

The Commission shall adopt the Director's determination on the four items above unless it finds, by a
preponderance of the evidence, that the Director's determination was in error, and states its reasoning for
each finding with particularity.
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CBJ 49.15.330 (f), Commission Determinations, states that even if the Commission adopts the Director's
determination, it may nonetheless deny or condition the permit if it concludes, based upon its own
independent review of the information submitted at the public hearing, that the development will more
probably than not:
1. The granting of the waiver would result in more benefits than detriments to the community as a
whole as identified by the Comprehensive Plan.
2. The development is located outside the PD-1 parking district, the PD-2 parking district, and the
Downtown Fee-in-lieu of Parking District map areas.
3. Granting the waiver will not result in adverse impacts to property in the neighboring area.
4. The waiver will not materially endanger public health, safety, and welfare.
Per CBJ 49.40.210(D)(6) the Director makes the following findings on the proposed parking waiver:
1. The granting of the waiver would result in more benefits than detriments to the community as a
whole as identified by the Comprehensive Plan.
Yes. The waiver will result in more benefits to the community as a whole than detriments as identified by
Comprehensive Plan policies. Providing permanent supportive housing for the chronically homeless is
beneficial to Juneau. Information provided by the applicant indicates that adequate parking is provided for
the projected parking demand of the non-residential uses of the project; therefore there will be no negative
effects from the reduced parking requirement.
2. The development is located outside the PD-1 parking district, the PD-2 parking district, and the
Downtown Fee-in-lieu of Parking District map areas.
Yes. The development is located outside these parking overlay districts.
3. Granting the waiver will not result in adverse impacts to property in the neighboring area.
Yes. No evidence has been presented showing the granting of the waiver will adversely impact neighboring
property. A primary function of minimum parking standards is to prevent overflow parking from impacting
adjacent property owners. The applicant has provided information that indicates the parking demand for the
chronically homeless is very small. Furthermore a van driven by staff is available to provide transportation to
the residents. The applicant has also indicated that the Emergency Service Patrol van is also available to
bring residents home after the buses stop running. This housing is restricted to “vulnerable low income
residents” which have reduced the need for on-site parking.
4. The waiver will not materially endanger public health, safety, and welfare.
No. Based on the above analysis, the granting of the parking waiver will not materially endanger public
health, safety, and welfare.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Planning Commission adopt the Director's analysis and findings and APPROVE
the parking waiver permit. This will allow for the reduction in required parking spaces from 112 to 37 for 77
units of permanent supportive housing for the chronically homeless and 3,750 square feet of clinic/office
space.
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Invitation to Comment
On a proposal to be heard by the CBJ Planning Commission

Your Community, Your Voice

ANKA ST

ALASKA
BREWING

R

HW

Y

ALLEN COURT

GL A
CIE

JENKINS DRIVE

155 S. Seward Street Juneau, Alaska 99801
TO:

1944 Allen Court
Juneau Housing First
Collaborative Project

Applications have been submitted for consideration and public hearing by the Planning
Commission for a Conditional Use Permit to add additional units to the Juneau Housing
First Project located at 1944 Allen Court in a General Commercial zone and for a Parking
Waiver to reduce the parking requirements.

TIMELINE

Staff Reports expected to be posted Monday, September 17 at
https://beta.juneau.org/assembly/assembly-minutes-and-agendas
Find hearing results, meeting minutes and more here as well.

Now through 12 noon, September 21

Comments received by 12 noon on Friday, September 21, will be
sent directly to the Commissioners to read over the weekend in
preparation for the hearing.

Phone: (907)586-0715
Email: pc_comments@juneau.org
Mail: Community Development, 155 S. Seward St, Juneau AK
Printed September 6, 2018

HEARING DATE & TIME
7:00 pm, Sept. 25, 2018

You may testify and bring
up to 2 pages of written
material (15 copies) in City
Hall’s Assembly Chambers,
155 S. Seward St., Juneau.

Sept. 26

The results of
the hearing
will be posted
online.

Case Nos.: USE2018 0018; PWD2018 0002
Parcel No.: 5B1201010091
CBJ Parcel Viewer: http://epv.juneau.org
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DATE:

September 14, 2018

TO:

Planning Commission

FROM:

Jill Maclean, AICP, Director
Community Development Department

CASE NO.:

AME2018 0012

PROPOSAL:

Text amendment to revise Title 49 to provide for Alternative Residential
Subdivisions (ARS).

The City and Borough of Juneau Code states in CBJ 49.10.170(d) that the Commission shall make
recommendations to the Assembly on all proposed amendments to this title, zonings and re‐zonings,
indicating compliance with the provisions of this title and the Comprehensive Plan.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Alternative Residential Subdivision Ordinance (2018‐41)
Attachment B: Zoning District Potential Density with Potential Bonuses
Attachment C: Letter from S. Ciambor, Chief Housing Officer

BACKGROUND
Purpose
The Alternative Residential Subdivisions (ARS) ordinance, also sometimes referred to as “unit lot
subdivisions”, is designed to provide reasonable minimum standards and procedures for small‐lot
residential communities in which all or some of the lots do not substantially conform to the minimum
requirements for a traditional subdivided lot. The ARS is intended to provide a housing option to allow
dwellings on small‐lots to be conveyed by long‐term leases, less than fee‐simple ownership, or fee‐
simple ownership, including condominium and other common‐interest communities.
Review and Approval Process
A proposed ARS shall be reviewed according to the requirements of section 49.15.330, conditional use
permit, and in the case of an application proposing a change in the number or boundaries of small unit‐
lots, section 49.15.402, major subdivisions, except as otherwise provided in this article. Approval shall
be a two‐step process, preliminary plan approval and final plan approval. In cases involving a change in
the number or boundaries of small unit‐lots, the preliminary and final plat submissions required by
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section 49.14.430 shall be included with the preliminary and final plan submissions required by this
chapter.
Prior to submission of an application, the director shall conduct an informal pre‐application conference
with the developer to discuss the proposed alternative residential subdivision. The purpose of the pre‐
application conference shall be to exchange general and preliminary information and to identify
potential issues and bonuses.
Range of Housing Types / Flexible Site Development
The ARS allows for the ability to develop a range of housing options that are not available today, while
at the same time encouraging developments that are in harmony with the surrounding area. Such
development possibilities include infill development, tiny houses, and cottage‐type housing, and an
alternate option to planned unit development that allows for residential‐only uses, with a few minor
exceptions.
Zoning Districts / Permitted Uses
Alternative Residential Subdivisions are permissible borough‐wide in the RR, D1, D3, D5, D10SF, D10,
D15, D18 and LC zoning districts.
Unlike a planned unit development, the ARS allows for residential development. The remainder of the
parent lot may include a recreational center, community facility, or a child care center. Consistent with
the Table of Permissible Uses, 49.25.300, only residential uses and associated accessory structures are
allowed on the small unit‐lots. Accessory dwelling units are prohibited on the parent lot and on any
small unit‐lots. A home occupation or a child care home is permissible on the small unit‐lots. If an ARS
creates a lot that complies with the Table of Dimensional Standards, 49.25.400, for the underlying
zoning district, the accessory dwelling unit prohibition of this subsection does not apply.
Density and Density Bonuses
Similar to planned unit development, the ARS allows for the density of the development to be calculated
by multiplying the maximum number of dwelling units, per gross acre permitted in the underlying
district, by the number of acres in the alternative residential subdivision, and rounding to the nearest
number (see Attachment B for examples).
The Commission may award density bonuses as an incentive to add enhancements to the development
unless the Commission finds that the increased density may materially endanger the public health or
safety; substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony with property in the neighboring area;
or, lack general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan, or other officially adopted
plan.
The sum of the total density bonus allotted to a development shall not exceed 50 percent of the base
density permissible for the underlying zoning district in RR, D1, D3, D5, and D10SF zoning districts, and
25 percent of the base density permissible for the underlying zoning district in the D10, D15, D18, and LC
zoning districts, rounded to the nearest whole number (see Attachment A).
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Open Space Requirements
Recognizing that the ARS provides for more dense and/or clustering of development on the site, open
space is required as follows:





Minimum 25% in RR and D1 zoning districts
Minimum 20% in D5 and D10 zoning districts
Minimum 15% in D10SF zoning district
No minimum open space requirement for D15, D18, and LC zoning districts

ARS provides for more dense development and/or clustering of development, therefore open space is
required.
Buffer from Neighboring Development and Surrounding Uses
The ARS seeks to protect established neighborhoods and support neighborhood harmony by requiring a
perimeter buffer that creates a neutral space between different types of land uses, buildings, or
development, with an interest in minimizing conflicts between potentially incompatible land uses. The
minimum buffer width cannot be less than the standard setback(s) established by the underlying zoning
district, and may be expanded to ensure neighborhood harmony and shield and minimize impacts to
established surrounding properties.
COMPLIANCE WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The proposed ARS ordinance as discussed in this report, and attached documents, comply with the
Comprehensive Plan as follows:
Chapter 3: Community Form.
POLICY 3.1.
TO BALANCE AVAILABILITY OF SUFFICIENT LAND WITHIN THE DESIGNATED URBAN
SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY THAT IS SUITABLY LOCATED AND PROVIDED WITH THE APPROPRIATE
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES TO MEET THE COMMUNITY’S FUTURE GROWTH NEEDS AND THE
PROTECTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES, FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT AND SCENIC CORRIDORS.
POLICY 3.2.
TO PROMOTE COMPACT URBAN DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE DESIGNATED URBAN SERVICE AREA TO
ENSURE EFFICIENT UTILIZATION OF LAND RESOURCES AND TO FACILITATE COST EFFECTIVE PROVISION
OF COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES WHILE BALANCING PROTECTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES,
FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT AND SCENIC CORRIDORS.
POLICY 3.4.
TO ENCOURAGE AND FACILITATE THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW GROWTH AREAS IN
SUITABLE LOCATIONS IN THE REMOTE AREAS OF THE BOROUGH IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE
MASTER PLANNED, SELF‐CONTAINED URBAN‐LEVEL DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES OUTSIDE THE
URBAN SERVICE AREA.
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Chapter 4 Housing Element.
POLICY 4.1.
TO FACILITATE THE PROVISION AND MAINTENANCE OF SAFE, SANITARY AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR CBJ RESIDENTS.
POLICY 4.2.
TO FACILITATE THE PROVISION OF AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF VARIOUS HOUSING
TYPES AND SIZES TO ACCOMMODATE PRESENT AND FUTURE HOUSING NEEDS FOR ALL ECONOMIC
GROUPS.
POLICY 4.5. TO MAINTAIN THE LONG‐TERM AFFORDABILITY OF DWELLING UNITS DESIGNATED
AFFORDABLE AS A CONDITION OF APPROVAL FOR THE GRANTING OF A REZONING, INCREASED
BUILDING HEIGHT, REDUCED PARKING, OR OTHER ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO THE DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT.
POLICY 4.6.
TO FACILITATE AND ASSIST IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING.
POLICY 4.8.
TO BALANCE THE PROTECTION AND PRESERVATION OF THE CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF LIFE OF
EXISTING NEIGHBORHOODS WITHIN THE URBAN SERVICE AREA WHILE PROVIDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR
A MIXTURE OF NEW HOUSING TYPES.
Chapter 6 Energy.
POLICY 6.10.
TO ENCOURAGE COST EFFECTIVE ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDING AND REMODELING
PRACTICES.
Chapter 10 – Land Use.
POLICY 10.2.
TO ALLOW FLEXIBILITY AND A WIDE RANGE OF CREATIVE SOLUTIONS IN RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USE
LAND DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE URBAN SERVICE AREA.
POLICY 10.3.
TO FACILITATE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS OF VARIOUS TYPES AND DENSITIES THAT ARE
APPROPRIATELY LOCATED IN RELATION TO SITE CONDITIONS, SURROUNDING LAND USES, AND
CAPACITY OF PUBLIC FACILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS.
POLICY 10.5.
THAT RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS, OTHER THAN SINGLE‐FAMILY RESIDENCES, MUST BE
LOCATED WITHIN THE URBAN SERVICE AREA BOUNDARY OR WITHIN A DESIGNATED NEW GROWTH
AREA. APPROVAL OF NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMITS DEPENDS ON THE PROVISION OR
AVAILABILITY OF NECESSARY PUBLIC AMENITIES AND FACILITIES, SUCH AS ACCESS, SEWER, AND WATER.
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Findings
Based upon the above review, staff finds that the proposed text amendment to Title 49 is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
COMPLIANCE WITH CBJ LAND USE CODE
The following sections of Title 49 have been examined to determine whether or not the proposed ARS
ordinance is in compliance with the Code:
49.25 Article II. Zoning Districts.
Specifically, Article III Permissible Uses. No primary uses are permitted on the remainder of the parent
lot except a recreational center, community facility, or a child care center. Consistent with the Table of
Permissible Uses, 49.25.300, only residential uses and associated accessory structures are allowed on
the small unit‐lots. Accessory dwelling units are prohibited on the parent lot and on any small unit‐lots.
A home occupation or child care home is permissible on the small unit‐lots. If an ARS creates a lot that
complies with the Table of Dimensional Standards, 49.25.400, for the underlying zoning district, an
accessory dwelling unit may be permissible.
49.25 Article V. Density.
The ARS stipulates that the number of dwelling units permitted in the development shall be calculated
by multiplying the maximum number of dwelling units per gross acre, permitted in the underlying zoning
district, by the number of acres in the alternative residential subdivision, and rounding to the nearest
whole number (see Attachment B).
The ARS provides for the Commission to award a density bonus as an incentive to add enhancements to
the development unless the Commission finds that the increased density may materially endanger the
public health or safety; substantially decrease the value of or be out of harmony with property in the
neighboring area; or, lack general conformity with the comprehensive plan, thoroughfare plan or other
officially adopted plan.
The sum of the total density bonus allotted to a development shall not exceed 50 percent of the base
density permissible for the underlying zoning district in RR, D1, D3, D5, and D10SF zoning districts, and
25 percent of the base density permissible for the underlying zoning district in the D10, D15, D18, and LC
zoning districts, rounded to the nearest whole number (see Attachment A).
49.35 Public and Private Improvements.
An ARS is required to connect each dwelling unit to public sewer and water per 49.35 Article II and
Article III. A master meter for water shall be installed by the developer.
Additionally, the parent lot shall front on, and be accessed, by a publically maintained right‐of‐way.
Access within the development may be exempted from 49.35 and be privately owned and maintained if
it complies with the following requirements:
(1) The access shall be located completely on the parent lot;
(2) The access does not endanger public safety or welfare;
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(3) The access complies with, or can be improved to comply with, the emergency service access
requirements of CBJ 19.10;
(4) Access to, and within, the development is paved.
49.40 Parking and Traffic.
Parking required for each dwelling unit may be located on either the parent lot or the small unit‐lot and
must meet the requirements of 49.40.210, Minimum space and dimensional standards for parking and
off‐street loading.
Findings
Based upon the above analysis, staff finds that the proposed text amendment to Title 49 is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Land Use Code.
COMPLIANCE WITH HOUSING ACTION PLAN
The Housing Action Plan states that the, “CBJ’s plans, zoning ordinance, development codes, and Land
Management Plan, must all stress the value of utilizing existing infrastructure before building new, and
maximizing old and new infrastructure through higher densities and greater concentrations of uses
wherever appropriate”. The proposed ARS ordinance, as discussed in this report, and attached
documents, comply with the Housing Action Plan as follows:






Develop Housing Choices to Accommodate Juneau’s Workforce Needs
Update CBJ zoning tools/regulations with a focus on housing
Update Zoning Tools with a Focus on Housing
Encourages efficient use of land
Encourages increased density on existing utility services

Findings
Based upon the above review, staff finds that the proposed text amendment to Title 49 is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Housing Action Plan.
COMPLIANCE WITH THE JUNEAU ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN
The proposed ARS ordinance, as discussed in this report and attached documents, comply with the
Juneau Economic Development Plan as follows:
Initiative: Promote Housing Affordability and Availability





Zoning to encourage smaller housing development (e.g. multiple small homes on a single lot,
cottage housing, accessory apartments, etc.)
Rezoning or bonuses to allow higher densities
Reduce permitting burden for certain types of housing development
Inclusionary housing programs, including fee‐in‐lieu options
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Findings
Based upon the above review, staff finds that the proposed text amendment to Title 49 is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Juneau Economic Development Plan.
FINDINGS
Based upon the above analysis, staff finds that the proposed text amendment to Title 49 is consistent
with the goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Additionally, this change would not create any
internal inconsistencies with any plans or codes, providing the amendments stated above are approved.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review and consider the proposed ordinance and
favorably recommend Ordinance (2018‐41) to the Assembly for adoption.
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Presented by:
Introduced:
Drafted by:

2
3
4
5

ORDINANCE OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU, ALASKA

6

Serial No. 2018-41

7

An Ordinance Amending the Land Use Code Relating to Subdivisions.

8
9
10
11

BE IT ENACTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE CITY AND BOROUGH OF JUNEAU, ALASKA:
Section 1.

Classification. This ordinance is of a general and permanent nature and

shall become a part of the City and Borough of Juneau Municipal Code.

12
13

Section 2.

14

a new article IX to read:

15
16
17

Amendment of Chapter. Title 49, Chapter 15 is amended to by adding

ARTICLE IX. ALTERNATIVE RESIDENTIAL SUBDIVISIONS
49.15.900

Purpose.

The general purpose of this article is to provide reasonable minimum standards and

18
19
20

procedures for unit-lot residential communities in which all or some of the lots do not
substantially conform to the minimum requirements for a traditional subdivided lot. This

21

article provides a housing option to allow dwellings on unit-lots to be conveyed by long-term

22

leases, less than fee-simple ownership, or fee-simple ownership, including condominium and

23

other common-interest communities. The specific purpose of this article is to permit flexibility

24

in the regulation and use of land in order to promote its most appropriate use for unit-lot

25

residential communities; to encourage residential developments that are planned, designed and
developed to function as integral units with common facilities; to encourage developments that
Page 1 of 15
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1
2

provide different types of housing options; to encourage development of quality affordable

3

housing; to facilitate the adequate and economical provisions of access and utilities; and to

4

encourage developments that are in harmony with the surrounding area.

5
6

49.15.910

Application.

7
8

The provisions of this article apply when a parent lot is subdivided into developable unit-lots.

9
10

49.15.920

General provisions.

11

(a)

General. The requirements of this title apply except as provided in this article.

12

(b)

Zoning districts. An alternative residential subdivision is only allowed in the following

13

zoning districts: RR, D-1, D-3, D-5, D-10SF, D-10, D-15, D-18, and LC.

14

(c)

15

district in which it is located. . There is no minimum size for the unit-lots.

16
17

Lot size. The parent lot shall be at least 150% of the minimum lot size for the zoning

(d)

Other dimensional standards. The minimum lot dimensions, lot coverage, vegetative

coverage, and setbacks shall be applied to the parent lot and not the unit-lots.

18
19
20

(e)

Density.
(1)

The number of dwelling units permitted in the development shall be calculated by

21

multiplying the maximum number of dwelling units per gross acre permitted in the

22

underlying zoning district by the number of acres in the alternative residential subdivision

23

and rounding to the nearest whole number.

24

(2)

25

the preliminary and final plans in a manner allowing confirmation of acreage and density

Land and water bodies used in calculating allowable density shall be delineated on

computations.
Page 2 of 15
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1
2

(3)

3

development. The total bonus shall not exceed 50 percent in the RR, D1, D3, D5, D10SF

4

zoning districts, and 25 percent in the D10, D15, D18 and LC zoning districts of the

5
6

The commission may award a density bonus as an incentive for enhancements to the

density provided in subsection (e)(1) of this section and rounded to the nearest whole
number and shall be the sum of individual density bonuses of up to:

7
8
9
10

(A)

Five percent for each ten percent increment of open space in excess of that

required to a maximum bonus of five percent for open space in excess of that
required;

11

(B)

12

continuous setback greater than 50 feet on both sides of the stream, if applicable,

13

designated in the plan as undisturbed open space along important natural water

14

bodies, including anadromous fish streams, lakes, and wetlands;

15

(C)

16
17

Five percent for a continuous setback greater than 50 feet or ten percent for a

Five percent for a mixture of housing units, at least 15 percent of which are

designed for purchase via a monthly mortgage payment of no more than 30 percent
of the median income in the City and Borough, as calculated by the Alaska

18
19
20

Department of Labor;
(D)

Ten percent for excellence in design, or provision of common facilities and

21

additional amenities that provide an unusual enhancement to the general area,

22

such as siting, landscaped buffers, or the creation or preservation of view corridors;

23

(E)

24

consistent with Chapter 49.35;

25

(F)

Ten percent for dedication of a public right-of-way accessible to all unit-lots

Five percent in the RR, D-1, D-3, D-5, and D-10SF zoning districts, and ten

percent in the D-10, D-15, D-18 and LC zoning districts for providing shared use
Page 3 of 15
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1
2

pathways to facilitate pedestrian and bicycle movement within the development

3

and to ensure non-vehicular access to open space, common facilities and to public

4

services;

5

(G)

6

Five percent for designing all dwelling structures to a five-star energy

efficiency rating; ten percent for designing all dwelling structures to a six-plus

7
energy efficiency rating; and

8

(H)

9

Ten percent for using alternative heating methods, such as heat pumps, in all

dwelling structures.

10
(4)

11

A density bonus may be limited or denied if it will more probably than not:

12

(A)

Materially endanger public health or safety;

13

(B)

Substantially be out of harmony with property in the neighboring area;

14

(C)

Lack general conformity with the comprehensive plan or another adopted

15

plan; or

16

(D)

17

Create an excessive burden on roads, sewer, water, schools, or other existing

or proposed public facilities.

18
19
20
21

(f)

Frontage and access. The parent lot shall front on and be accessed by a publically

maintained right-of-way. Access within the development may be exempted from 49.35 and be
privately owned and maintained if it complies with the following requirements:

22

(1) The access shall be located completely on the parent lot;

23

(2) The access does not endanger public safety or welfare;

24

(3) The access complies with or can be improved to comply with the emergency service

25

access requirements of CBJ 19.10;
(4) Access to and within the development is paved;
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1
(5) The developer submits adequate evidence that upon approval of the development, a

2
3

homeowners association will be formed, can obtain liability insurance, and is solely responsible

4

for maintaining the private access—including winter maintenance; and

5
6

(6) The alternative residential subdivision does not abut a parcel that lacks alternative
and practical frontage on a publically maintained right-of-way.

7
8
9
10

(g)

Utilities. An alternative subdivision is required to connect each dwelling unit to public

sewer and water. A master meter for water shall be installed by the developer.
(h)

Parking. Parking required for each dwelling unit may be located on either the parent lot

11

or the unit-lot.

12

(i)

13

districts; 20 percent in the D-5 and D-10 zoning districts; 15 percent in the D10SF district. .

14

Open space is not required in the D-15, D-18, or LC zoning districts.

15

(j)

16
17

Open Space. Open space is required as follows: 25 percent in the RR and D-1 zoning

Buffer. There shall be a perimeter buffer within the boundaries of parent lot. The

minimum buffer width shall not be less than the standard setback(s) set by the underlying
zoning district, and may be expanded to ensure neighborhood harmony and minimize off-site

18
19
20

impacts. A buffer shall be vegetated unless the commission requires non-vegetated screening. A
buffer may include fencing, natural berm, or other similar features. The commission shall

21

determine the width and type of buffer upon considering, but not limited to: location of the

22

subdivision structures and uses therein; the location and type of surrounding uses or

23

development; topography; and the presence of existing visual and sound buffers. No parking

24

areas or dwelling units may be located within the perimeter buffer.

25

Page 5 of 15

Attachment A

Ord. 2018-41 cdd v15.docx

Packet Page 127 of 151

1
2

(k)

3

common by a homeowners association, or similar entity, comprised of the owners of the unit-

4

lots located within the parent lot.

5
6

(l)

Parent lot. Portions of the parent lot not subdivided into unit-lots shall be owned in

Stormwater management. Facilities for the control and disposal of stormwater must be

adequate to serve the development and areas draining through the development. Management

7
8
9
10

shall be in accordance with the Stormwater Best Management Practices manual. Where
appropriate, natural drainage channels, swales, or other similar areas within the open space
may be used for stormwater management at the development. The developer shall provide the

11

CBJ Engineering and Public Works Department with an evaluation of offsite drainage outfalls

12

for the additional runoff contributed by the alternative residential subdivision. The commission

13

may require construction of offsite drainage improvements necessary to accommodate

14

additional runoff from the development.

15

(m)

16
17

Permitted uses. No primary uses are permitted on the parent lot except a recreational

center, community facility, or a child care center. Consistent with the Table of Permissible
Uses, 49.25.300, only residential uses and associated accessory structures are allowed on the

18
19
20

unit-lots. Accessory dwelling units are prohibited on the parent lot and on any unit-lots. A
home occupation or a child care home is permissible on the unit-lots. If an alternative

21

residential subdivision creates a lot that complies with the Table of Dimensional Standards,

22

49.25.400, for the underlying zoning district, the accessory dwelling unit prohibition of this

23

subsection does not apply.

24

(n)

25

by the City and Borough of Juneau at the developer’s expense. The shall determine the type of

Street sign. Street signage is required. The developer shall install a street sign provided
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1
2

street sign—addresses or street name—upon considering public health, safety, and welfare

3

given the size of the subdivision.

4

(o)

5
6

Mailboxes. Upon consultation with the United States Postal Service, the director shall

determine the placement location of mailboxes. The director may require additional
improvements and design changes to enable efficient mail delivery and to minimize traffic

7
8

interferences and compliance with CBJ standard details.

9
10

49.15.930

11

(a)

Alternative Residential Subdivision Review Process.

General procedure. A proposed alternative residential subdivision shall be reviewed

12

according to the requirements of section 49.15.330, conditional use permit, and in the case of

13

an application proposing a change in the number or boundaries of unit-lots, section 49.15.402,

14

major subdivisions, except as otherwise provided in this article. Approval shall be a two-step

15

process, preliminary plan approval and final plan approval. In cases involving a change in the

16
17

number or boundaries of unit-lots, the preliminary and final plat submissions required by
section 49.15.402 shall be included with the preliminary and final plan submissions required

18
19
20

by this chapter.
(b)

Preapplication conference. Prior to submission of an application, the director shall

21

conduct an informal preapplication conference with the developer to discuss the proposed

22

alternative residential subdivision. The purpose of the preapplication conference shall be to

23

exchange general and preliminary information and to identify potential issues and bonuses.

24
25

The developer may discuss project plans and the director may provide an informal
assessment of project permit eligibility, but no statement made by either party shall be
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1
2

regarded as binding, and the result of the conference shall not constitute preliminary

3

approval by the department. The conference shall include a discussion of the zoning, size,

4

topography, accessibility, and adjacent uses of the development site; the uses, density and

5
6

layout of buildings, parking areas, the open space and landscaping proposed for the
development; the common facilities; provision of utilities, including solid waste and recycling

7
8
9
10
11

collection; the access, the vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and winter maintenance
including snow removal locations; the development schedule and the alternative residential
subdivision permit procedures. The developer shall provide a sketch of the proposed
alternative residential subdivision.

12
13

49.15.940 - Preliminary alternative residential subdivision plan approval.

14

(a)

15

alternative residential subdivision application, which shall include an application form, the

16

required fee, any information required in subsection 49.15.430(1), the information required by

17

this section, and any other information specified by the director.

18

(b)

19
20

Application. The developer shall submit to the department one copy of a complete

Required submissions. The application shall include the following material:
(1)

Ownership. The application shall identify, and shall be signed by or upon, the

included written authorization of, all owners, lessees, and optionees of land within the

21
22
23

boundaries of all phases of the alternative residential subdivision.
(2)

Preliminary development plan. The application shall include a preliminary

24

development plan, explaining how the proposed alternative residential subdivision will

25

achieve the purposes set forth in section 49.15.900. The preliminary development plan
shall summarize the different land uses proposed, including the amount of land for

Page 8 of 15

Attachment A

Ord. 2018-41 cdd v15.docx

Packet Page 130 of 151

1
2

housing, open space, buffer, access, and parking; the number and types of housing units

3

and proposed density; the natural features to be protected and hazards to be avoided; and

4

the public, if any, and private services to be provided.

5
6

(3)

Design. The application shall describe the design of the alternative residential

subdivision, with particular attention to building siting, massing, access, parking, and

7
8
9
10

architectural features; provision of utilities including drainage and trash collection;
provision of winter maintenance for access and parking areas; and the circulation of traffic
and pedestrians.

11

(4)

12

show and describe common facilities, open space, buffers, landscaping, and similar

13

features.

14

(5)

15

shall include a narrative describing the justification for the requested bonus, and the

16
17

Open space, common facilities, and general landscaping. The preliminary plat shall

Request for Density Bonuses. If a density bonus is being applied for, the application

application shall show the nature and extent of the requested bonus:
(6)

Description of phased development. The preliminary development plan for a phased

18
19
20

alternative residential subdivision shall include:
(A)

A drawing and development schedule for each phase and for the entire

21

alternative residential subdivision;

22

(B)

23

maximum level of density, including maximum allotment of density bonuses;

24

(C)

25

connect at the alternative residential subdivision boundaries;

The size and general location of proposed land uses for each phase at the

A description of the access connecting all the phases and where they will

Page 9 of 15

Attachment A

Ord. 2018-41 cdd v15.docx

Packet Page 131 of 151

1
2

(D)

3

phased development on the neighborhood and the natural environment;

4

(E)

A description of the overall design theme unifying the phases;

(F)

An analysis of how each phase in the project will meet the requirements of

5
6

A description of how the developer will address the cumulative impacts of the

subsection 49.15.960(b); and

7
(G)

8
9
10

(c)

A sketch plat consistent with 49.15.410.

Department review. The director shall advise the developer whether the alternative

residential subdivision application is complete, and, if not, what the developer must do to make

11

it complete. Within 45 days after determining an application is complete, the director shall

12

schedule the preliminary plan for a public hearing before the commission. The director shall

13

give notice to the developer and the public according to section 49.15.230.

14

(d)

15

preliminary plan if it meets the following requirements:

16
17

Commission action. The commission may approve an alternative residential subdivision

(1)

The design provides for effective housing;

(2)

The development protects natural features and avoids natural hazards by reserving

18
19

them as open space;
(3)

The development is consistent with the land use code;

21

(4)

The development incorporates perimeter buffers sufficient to minimize off-site

22

impacts of the subdivision and to maximize harmony with the neighborhood;

23

(5)

24

Borough standards, and all others are consistent with sound engineering practices, as

25

determined by the City and Borough Engineering and Public Works Department;

20

Utilities proposed for connection to the City and Borough system meet City and
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1
2

(6)

3

housing construction, access, parking and circulation;

4

(7)

5

The configuration of the development provides for economy and efficiency in utilities,

If the approval is for a phased development, that each phase is consistent with the

preliminary development plan and design of the entire alternative residential subdivision;

6

(8)

Adequately addresses the cumulative impacts of the phased development on the

7
neighborhood and the natural environment; and

8

(9)

9

If the approval includes an allotment of a density bonus, the density bonus complies

with section 49.15.920(e)(4).

10
11

(e)

Expiration. Approval of a preliminary plan shall expire 18 months after the commission

12

notice of decision unless a final plan for the entire project or, in the case of a phased

13

development, the first phase thereof, is submitted to the department for commission action. An

14

application for extension of a preliminary plan shall be according to section 49.15.250,

15

development permit extension.

16
17

49.15.950 - Final alternative residential subdivision plan approval.

18
19
20

(a)

Application. Upon completion of all conditions of the preliminary plan, the developer shall

submit an application, fee, and a final plan for commission approval.

21

(b)

Homeowners' association. The formation of a homeowners’ association, or similar entity,

22

is required.

23

(1)

24

under A.S. 34.08 or this chapter, shall be prepared by a lawyer licensed to practice in the

25

state.

The articles of incorporation and bylaws of the homeowners' association, required
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2

(2)

3

sewer utilities, and stormwater control features and drainages. The association documents

4

shall specify how any other common facilities shall be operated and maintained. The

5

The homeowners’ association shall be responsible for the open space, water and

association documents shall require homeowners to pay periodic assessments for the

6

operation, maintenance and repair of common facilities. The documents shall require that

7
the governing body of the association adequately maintain common facilities.

8

(3)

9

If the alternative residential subdivision is phased, the association documents shall

specify how the cost to build, operate, and maintain improved open space and common

10
11

facilities shall be apportioned among homeowners of the initial phase and homeowners of

12

later phases.

13

(4)

14

plat, as required by state law, or both.

15
16
17

(c)

The homeowners' association documents shall be recorded with the approved final

Commission action. The commission may approve the final plan if it substantially

conforms to the approved preliminary plan and all requirements of this article.
(d)

Expiration. An approved final plan shall expire 18 months after recording if the applicant

18
19
20
21

fails to obtain an associated building permit and make substantial construction progress. An
application for extension of a final plan shall be according to section 49.15.250, development
permit extension.

22
23

49.15.960 - Phased development.

24

(a)

25

phases, provided the initial application includes a preliminary development plan sufficient to

Phasing allowed. An applicant may develop an alternative residential subdivision in
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1
2

assess the cumulative effects of the entire alternative residential subdivision on the

3

neighborhood and the environment according to the standards in subsection 49.15.940.

4

(b)

5
6

Completion of an individual phase. Each phase shall be so designed and implemented

that, when considered with reference to any previously constructed phases but without
reference to any subsequent phases, it meets the design and density standards applicable to

7
8
9
10

the entire alternative residential subdivision. Construction and completion of open space and
common facilities serving each phase in an alternative residential subdivision shall proceed at
a rate no slower than that of other structures in that phase. No phase shall be eligible for final

11

plan approval until all components of all preceding phases are substantially complete and

12

homeowner’s association documents have been approved.

13

(c)

14

reviewed according to the provisions of this chapter then current. Each phase of an alternative

15

residential subdivision shall maintain design continuity with earlier phases. At no point during

16
17

Standards for phases. Each phase of an alternative residential subdivision shall be

a phased development shall the cumulative density exceed that established in the approved
preliminary plan.

18
19
20

49.15.970 - Amendments to approved alternative residential subdivision plan.

21

(a)

Request for amendment. The developer of an alternative residential subdivision may

22

request an amendment to an approved preliminary or final alternative residential subdivision

23

plan. The request shall state the reasons for the amendment and shall be submitted in writing

24

to the director, who shall inform the developer within 15 days whether the request shall be

25

processed as a minor amendment or major amendment.
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1
2

(b)

3

be approved by the director. For purposes of this section, a minor amendment is a change

4

consistent with the conditions of the original plan approval, and would result in:

5
6

Minor amendment. A minor amendment may be submitted without a filing fee and may

(1)

Insignificant change in the outward appearance of the development;

(2)

Insignificant impacts on surrounding properties;

(3)

Insignificant modification in the location or siting of buildings or open space;

(4)

No reduction in the number of parking spaces below that required;

(5)

A delay of no more than one year in the construction or completion schedule for the

7
8
9
10

project or, in the case of a phased project, the phase for which the amendment is requested.

11
12

(c)

Major amendment. All other amendments shall be reviewed by the commission upon

13

payment of a filing fee and in accordance with the requirements of the original plan approval.

14
15
16
17

Section 3.

Amendment of Section. 49.80.100, Fees For Land Use Actions, is

amended by adding a new fee for Alternative Residential Subdivisions to read:
49.80.100(8)

18
19

***
(G) Alternative Residential Subdivision.

20

(i) Preliminary plan application approval, $400.00 plus $80.00 per residential

21
22
23

unit;
(ii) Final Plan approval, $300.00 plus $60.00 per residential unit.

24
25

Section 4.

Amendment of Section. 49.80.120, Definitions, is amended by adding a

new definition to read:
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1
Parent lot: means the original lot and the residual area from which unit-lots are created

2
3

through an alternative residential subdivision.

4
5
6

Unit-lot: means any lot, site, parcel, unit-site, and similar geographically defined
property that is created through an alternative residential subdivision and that is substantially
smaller than the minimum lot size required for the zoning district.

7
8
Section 5.

9
10

Effective Date. This ordinance shall be effective 30 days after its

adoption.
Adopted this ________ day of _______________________, 2017.

11
12
13
14

xx , Mayor
Attest:

15
16

xx, Municipal Clerk

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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RR
Min. Lot Size /
Zoning District

D1

D3

D5

D10SF

D10

D15

D18

LC

36,000

36,000

12,000

7,000

3,600

6,000

5,000

5,000

2,000

1

1

1

1

1

10/acre

15/acre

18/acre

30/acre

43,560
(not used for singlefamily)

43,560

14,520

8,712

3,630

4,360

2,904

2,420

1,452

1

1

3

5

12

10

15

18

30

54,000

54,000

18,000

10,500

5,400

9,000

7,500

7,500

3,000

54000/36000 = 1.5 =
2

54000/36000 = 1.5 =
2

18000/12000= 1.5 =
2

10500/7000= 1.5 = 2

5400/3630 = 1.5 = 2

9000/4360 = 2

7500/2904 = 2.58 =
3

7500/2420 = 3

3000/1452 = 2

BONUS
10%

2.20 = 2

(same)

(same)

(same)

(same)

(same)

3.20 = 3

(same)

2.20 = 2

15%

2.30 =2

3.30 = 3

2.30 =2

20%

2.40 = 2

3.40 = 3

2.40 = 2

25%

2.50 = 3

3.50 = 4

2.50 = 3

30%

2.60 = 3

3.60 = 4

2.60 = 3

35%

2.70 = 3

3.70 = 4

2.70 = 3

40%

2.80 = 3

3.80 = 4

2.80 = 3

45%

2.90 = 3

3.90 = 4

2.90 = 3

50%

3.0 = 3

4.0 = 4

3.0 = 3

Density / Zoning
District
Sq. Ft of an Acre /
DUs per Acre

#DUs / Acre
Min. Lot Size for
ARS*
#DUs/Min. Lot in
ARS

Recommended by
T49
Example Lot

50%

50%

50%

50%

25%

130680/36000 = 3.63
=4

130680/36000 = 3.63
=4

130680/12000 =
10.89 = 11

10%

4.40 = 4

(same)

12.10 = 12

19.9 = 20

39.6 = 40

33

49.5 = 50

59.4 = 59

99

15%

4.60 = 5

12.165 = 12

21.85 = 22

41.4 = 41

34.5 = 35

51.75 = 52

62.1 = 62

103.5 = 104

20%

4.80 = 5

13.20 = 13

22.8 = 23

43.2 = 43

36

54

64.8 = 65

108

25%

5.0 = 5

13.75 = 14

23.75 = 24

45

37.5 = 38

56.25 = 56

67.5 = 68

112.5 = 113

30%

5.20 = 5

14.30 = 14

24.7 = 25

46.8 = 47

39

58.5 = 59

70.2 = 70

117

35%

5.40 = 5

14.85 = 15

25.65 = 26

48.6 = 49

40.5 = 41

60.75 = 61

72.9 = 73

121.5 = 122

40%

5.60 = 6

15.40 = 15

26.6 = 27

50.4 = 50

42

63

75.6 = 76

126

45%

5.80 = 6

15.95 = 16

27.55 = 28

52.2 = 52

43.5 = 44

65.25 = 65

78.3 = 78

130.5 = 131

50%

6.0 = 6

16.5 = 17

28.5 = 29

54

45

67.5 = 68

81

135

130680/4360 =
29.97 = 30

3 acres (130,680)

25%

3 acres (130,680)

130680/3630 = 36

3 acres (130,680)

25%

3 acres (130,680)

130680/7000 =
18.66 = 19

3 acres (130,680)

25%

3 acres (130,680)

#DUs/Min. Lot in
ARS

3 acres (130,680)

50%

130680/2904 = 45

3 acres (130,680)
130680/2420 = 54

3 acres (130,680)
130680/1452 = 90

BONUS

*Minimum acreage required to use ARS = 150% of the required minimum lot size for the zoning district
ARS Density is determined by “the number of dwelling units permitted in the development shall be calculated by multiplying the maximum number of dwelling units per gross acre permitted in the underlying zoning district by the
number of acres in the alternative residential subdivision and rounding to the nearest whole number”.
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155 S. SEWARD STREET ▪ JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801
PHONE: 907-586-0220 ▪ FAX: 907-586-4552

August 20, 2018
MEMO
TO: CBJ Planning Commission
Re: Alternative Residential Subdivisions
Dear Planning Commission –
I wanted to send a quick note to encourage the Planning Commission to amend the land use code relating to
subdivisions to include “alternate residential subdivisions.”
There are a number of reasons to consider this type of a change, including:
• The CBJ Housing Action Plan (HAP) has language encouraging zoning ordinance, development code,
and land management changes that look to maximize infill housing development opportunities and
encourage higher densities. Also, the HAP calls for streamlining or fast-tracking housing permitting
which would be the case if the suggested alternative residential language changes were adopted.
• The “missing middle”: There is much discussion about providing more code flexibility to allow the
creation of more housing opportunities through multi-unit or clustered type of housing than the typical
single-family home and multi-family options. This code change would help developers with potential
options in design and financing for projects in the future.
• Financing: The financing landscape for housing development changes frequently – in this case with
conventional mortgages (USDA, FHA) now allowing for opportunities to lend on site condos or
detached condos. These Title 49 changes would give developers another tool to develop future projects.

Thanks,

Scott Ciambor,
Chief Housing Officer

Attachment C

AME2018-0012
Text amendment to revise Title 49 to provide for
Alternative Residential Subdivisions (ARS)

Planning Commission Hearing
September 25, 2018

Purpose
 The Alternative Residential Subdivisions (ARS) ordinance
is designed to provide reasonable minimum standards and
procedures for small-lot residential communities in which
all or some of the lots do not substantially conform to the
minimum requirements for a traditional subdivided lot.
 The ARS is intended to provide a housing option to allow
dwellings on small-lots to be conveyed by long-term
leases, less than fee-simple ownership, or fee-simple
ownership, including condominium and other commoninterest communities.

Background
 Range of Housing Types / Flexible Site Development
 Infill development, tiny houses, and cottage-type housing, and an
alternative option to planned unit development, that allows for
residential-only uses
 ARS are permissible borough-wide in the RR, D1, D3, D5, D10SF,
D10, D15, D18 and LC zoning districts
 May include a recreational center, community facility, or a child care
center on the parent lot;
 A home occupation or a child care home is permissible on the small
unit-lots
 May have an accessory apartment if the lot meets the underlying
zoning minimum required dimensional standards

Open Space
 Open Space Requirements
 Minimum 25% in RR and D1 zoning districts
 Minimum 20% in D5 and D10 zoning districts
 Minimum 15% in D10SF zoning district
 No minimum open space requirement for D15, D18, and LC
zoning districts

Buffer
 Buffer
 A perimeter buffer that creates a neutral space between
different types of land uses, buildings, or development,
with an interest in minimizing conflicts between potentially
incompatible land uses
 Minimum buffer width cannot be less than the standard
setback(s) established by the underlying zoning district,
and may be expanded to ensure neighborhood harmony
and shield and minimize impacts to established
surrounding properties

Density

Compliance with Comp Plan
 ARS ordinance as discussed in the staff report, complies with
the Comprehensive Plan, specifically:
 Chapter 3 Community Form
 Chapter 4 Housing Element
 Chapter 6 Energy
 Chapter 10 Land Use

Compliance with Title 49
 Title 49 has been examined, and it is determined that the
proposed ordinance complies with the Code.





49.25 Article II. Zoning Districts
49.25 Article V. Density
49.35 Public and Private Improvements
49.40 Parking and Traffic

Compliance with Housing Action Plan
 ARS ordinance as discussed in the staff report, complies with
the Housing Action Plan, specifically:
 Develop housing choices to accommodate Juneau’s
workforce needs
 Update CBJ zoning tools/regulations with a focus on housing
 Update zoning tools with a focus on housing
 Encourages efficient use of land
 Encourages increased density on existing utility services

Compliance with Juneau Economic
Development Plan
 ARS ordinance as discussed in the staff report, complies with
the Economic Development Plan, specifically:
 Initiative: Promote Housing Affordability and Availability
 Zoning to encourage smaller housing development (e.g.
multiple small homes on a single lot, cottage housing,
accessory apartments, etc.)
 Rezoning or bonuses to allow higher densities
 Reduce permitting burden for certain types of housing
development
 Inclusionary housing programs, including fee-in-lieu
options

Findings
Based upon the analysis, staff finds that the proposed text
amendment to Title 49 is consistent with the goals and
policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
Additionally, this change would not create any internal
inconsistencies with any plans or codes, providing the
amendments stated above are approved.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the planning commission review and
consider the proposed ordinance and favorably recommend
ordinance (2018-41) to the assembly for adoption.

AME2018-0012
Text amendment to revise Title 49 to provide for
Alternative Residential Subdivisions (ARS)
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