Residential TAG Meeting Notes 8/31/09

The City of Oakland hosted its third Residential Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting on
Monday, August 31, 2009 from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. in City Hall, Hearing Room 4 to obtain
feedback from TAG members and additional members of the public on City staff’s proposed
development standards for Hillside, Detached and Mixed Housing Residential General Plan
categories. The following is a summary of this meeting.

Excluding Staff, there were approximately fifteen members of the public who attended this
meeting. Representatives included mainly Residential TAG members as well as a few
Commercial Corridor TAG members, Council staff and additional stakeholders. Upon signing
in, attendees were provided with a meeting agenda and a table summarizing existing and
proposed development standards for zoning districts for the Hillside, Detached and Mixed
Housing Type Residential General Plan areas (See Appendix A). Additional background
information was emailed to TAG members prior to the meeting and for reference during the
meeting hat included a table summarizing the existing zones currently mapped in the Hillside
Residential, Detached Unit Residential, and Mixed Housing Type General Plan Designations and
maps showing the location of these existing zones by General Plan Designation. (See Appendix
B).

l. Introduction
The meeting began with an introduction of Planning staff and an overview of the
meeting agenda.

1. Summary of proposed developments standards for Hillside Residential
Staff began with a presentation of development standards proposals for Hillside
Residential areas. Questions and concerns that were discussed are as follows:

= Clarify when the proposed FAR standard applies.

Staff response: There was a mistake on the handout, which stated that FAR
would only apply to Hillside Residential zones that had footprint slopes of
20% of greater — that is not correct. The correct proposal is as follows: the
proposed FAR requirement would apply to all Hillside Residential zones
regardless of slope and elsewhere in the city (in Detached Unit, Mixed
Housing Type). The proposed regulations also would apply lot coverage
requirements everywhere in the city—a change from existing regulations
where lot coverage only applies to parcels with less than 20% footprint slope.

=  Why wouldn’t it [FAR] apply to the whole City?

Staff response: There are uniqueness that specifically apply for steep slope
lots such as bulk, height, views, solar, environmental issues, and impervious
surfaces, among others. This also is a trade off because the proposal includes
relaxing some more prescriptive regulations that dealt with bulk problems in a
more cookie cutter fashion. Instead, F.A.R. still deals with bulk, but it allows
for more creativity for architects in the design stage.
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Will we have the opportunity to argue about the specific FAR numbers?

Staff response: This is a preliminary proposal. We want your feedback about
the numbers.

The lot coverage percentages may be too high. Shouldn’t there be a sliding
scale related to the steepness of lots?

Staff response: We reviewed the FAR requirements in a number of Bay Area
cities similar to Oakland. The current proposals actually fall somewhere in
the middle. We tried to develop the proposal based on a review of best
practices research balanced with the desire not to drastically change
requirements from what exists today.

Have you given any thought to the variance procedure?

Staff response: We had to grant a lot of variances since 2001. This is a
reflection of an incompatibility between current regulations and actual
construction types, methods and styles in the last eight years. We hope to
adopt a set of regulations that will result in a reduction in the number of
variances. We want to raise the bar on variances so that fewer are applied for,
and fewer are approved.

My concern is about the proposal that steeper lots should have small building
footprints. | have been designing homes, specifically in the Hills, for many
years now and have found that the Hills itself is self-limiting. You’re not
going to get a very big house because of the height limits. It is already
difficult to get an adequate size house to make worthwhile to build. Here are
two examples: for one house the most I could get was 2400 square feet and
with the other house, | could get 3000 square feet. Overall, it is hard to build,;
therefore instead of changing it because it “looks” like it’s a problem, an
actual case study should be conducted. Personally, I don’t think it’s a
problem. | would invite everyone to compare the FAR of their current house
with the proposed FAR numbers. You might find that if something happened
to your house you couldn’t build back what you have today with the proposed
numbers.

We need more visual images —photos and diagrams—of hillside examples.

Historically, in Oakland, FAR applied to commercial areas and square feet of
a lot area to number of units. Lot coverage was introduced in 2001. As an
architect, I first had to deal with setbacks when they were implemented, then
in 2001 I had to deal with lot coverage, now we are thinking of regulating
FARs. Itistoo many layers and I am not really happy with it.
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Staff response: These regulations are actually intended to allow for more
creativity for architects and developers; they aim to reduce bulk in a way that
is less rigidly prescriptive than current regulations and provide architects more
freedom to shape a house.

For flat lots and higher density areas, | suggest making the build to line the
front lot line.

Staff response: That is something we can look into.

I would like to raise an issue that does not get a lot of attention. The South
Hills is really different. There are lots of parcels where developers will take
advantage and develop a lot. In doing so, Oakland will lose its eclecticism.
What happened to slope density? Have we lost that in this process?

Staff response: Slope density has not been forgotten about. We realize that it
is a complicated topic that will require a lot of public discussion; there are
many ways to apply a slope density requirement through calculations or by
setting specific capacity factors. In addition, slope density would be regulated
as part of the Subdivision ordinance. Right now we are focusing on amending
the Planning Code by getting base zones adopted to be more up-to-date and
consistent with the General Plan. Starting a discussion about slope density
will have to be addressed after this effort to update base zones is completed.

Slope density/subdivision regulations will be more important to South Hills
than other hillside areas because it has larger lots.

I live in a big house; however even if my house were to burn down in a fire, |
could probably still build a house twice its current size with the regulations
that are proposed, because | have a large lot.

Do you have a time frame? We need to look neighborhood by neighborhood.
When will that happen?

Staff response: Subdivision regulations have been on the City’s to-do list for
the past several years and it is still a high priority today. There was a draft
written by a former City attorney and there have been various efforts to revise
them. We want to first address the immediate concerns. We want the process
to happen as fast as possible while accomplishing the main goals of
establishing consistency with the General Plan. The zoning update process is
designed to establish more generic, regulations are in place that it will be
generic and then it will focus more on tailoring to individual neighborhoods.

The General Plan encourages the clustering of parcels. How will the Zoning
Update address OSCAR policies to preserve open space?
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Staff response: | believe you are referring to unsubdivided land, and
specifically the S-10 and S-11 overlay zones. In general, it is encouraged in
Hillside areas. Open space requirements would be more effectively addressed
in the subdivision regulations and design guidelines. The vision is not lost but
cannot be fully captured in basic development regulations which deal more
with site planning.

What about PUD (Planned Unit Development) regulations?
Staff response: The PUD regulations also need to be updated.

Can you provide a copy of the best practices research for FAR to the TAG?
Also, Oakland’s current definition of floor area excludes basements, attics,
etc. have you thought of what the new definition would be? How is height
measured—from finished or existing grade?

Staff response: Yes, we can provide the FAR research to the TAG. We have
not looked at revising the current definition of FAR. We will look into how
other cities define floor area. Height is measured from finished grade.

It would be better to have pictures. Really, can we have some photos that
illustrate what you’re talking about?

With 36 feet or 34 feet wall height in 30 — 60% slope, you will still have a
hard time getting a 3-story building; it is still very constrained.

I11.  Summary of proposed developments standards for Detached Residential
Staff presented the proposed development standards for Detached Residential.

In the table showing existing zoning by General Plan land use category, the
median lot size for parcels in R-35 is 4,248 sf, which is smaller than the
proposed required minimum lot size for a second unit (6,000 sf); are you then
disallowing a second unit on many existing lots?

Staff response: We have to follow the direction in the General Plan, which
states that the maximum density for Detached Residential is one unit per
2,696 sf; the existing R-35 density exceeds that by allowing 2 primary units
with a CUP for lots 4,000 sf or greater. A Secondary Unit is still allowed by
right in the proposed zone—just not a second unit.

What’s the difference from secondary unit and second unit?

Staff response: There are size limitations (up to a maximum of 900 sf) and
limitations on how a unit can be sold, among other requirements; a Secondary
Unit can never be sold separately from the primary unit on the lot (i.e., condo-
ized and sold separately).
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What is the rationale for allowing smaller setbacks in other zones?

Staff response: There are lots that are 25 feet wide; after taking away the 5-
foot side yard setback on either side you are left with only being able to build
a 15-foot wide house. Some existing houses on smaller and narrow lots need a
variance just to be able to build an addition that follows the existing line of
their house (which is nonconforming and closer than 5 feet from the side yard
lot line). As a practice, we usually grant variances for these issues. It makes
sense that you shouldn’t have to meet the same standards as lots that are twice
the size.

Just want to note that a TAG member brought up potentially allowing for zero
setback under certain circumstances. It might be worth talking about for the
RM-4 zone.

Context, especially historic context should be a factor. The existing
neighborhood grid should be considered, for example in the case where
smaller setbacks or zero setback is OK.

Why are the RM zones not mapped?
Staff response: We will be mapping them. We are just not at that stage yet.

At residential community meetings, there is a lot of support for commercial
areas at corners of neighborhoods. I personally do agree with that.

In West Oakland there are lots of houses that are built up to the building lot
line.

Why can’t we just say, “tough luck, you have to meet the regular setbacks”?

Staff response: Historically, many older houses built in Oakland are a lot
closer than 3 feet from the property line. Applying current standards for non-
substandard lots would mean that you would need a variance just to follow the
existing line of the house to add on to it.

If you’re closer than 5 feet, the Building Code limits the number of openings
allowed.

Building Services doesn’t allow openings closer than 3 feet from the property
line. The Building and Planning code should really operate together. Two feet
on either side is really very precious.
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IV.  Summary of proposed developments standards for Mixed Housing Residential
Staff presented the development standards proposals for Mixed Housing Residential
areas.

= So does this [RM-4] combine R-60, R-70 and R-80?

Staff response: Not really. Consider it “R-50 plus” which would be mapped
on certain sections of secondary corridors.

= |s Foothill Blvd. considered a secondary corridor? Where are the secondary
corridors?

Staff response: Yes. Some parts of it [Foothill Blvd]. We have some streets in
mind but we are in the process of field checking to determine which portions
of the street to apply the RM-4 zone.

= We should really consider historic context. | would like to hear about historic
preservation or see it being incorporated in this process.

=  What is the definition of minimum pitch?

Staff response: When looked up in the code, the code actually states: "Pitched
roof" means any roof with one or more non-horizontal planes with each plane
pitched at a vertical to horizontal ratio of no less than one to three (1:3).

= |n some residential areas, 3 stories is really high. I’m interested in how
neighborhoods would react to increases in height limits. There are big pieces
of City where changes in height might cause an uproar. Context is important.

= RM-4is in keeping with smart growth. Why not look at 35-foot permitted
height and 40 feet with CUP?

Staff response: This is a preliminary proposal. We are going to consider TAG
feedback.

= Need to look at stepbacks at the rear lot line along these secondary corridors
(similar to what the Commercial TAG is considering along the major
corridors). I’m afraid of crappy 3-story buildings—might be an architectural
nightmare and light issue.

= |If I were a developer, | would assume my buildable envelope is up to the
height maximum [if there is no distinction between maximum wall height vs.
pitched roof height]. 1 don’t like “shoebox” buildings—don’t encourage flat
roofs [with regulations].
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I favor pitched roofs for reasons like less water leakage and light issues.
Can speak to 30 feet height.

Are they measured from grade?

Staff response: They are measured from finished grade.

An additional 5 feet for a pitched roof is not enough. Many houses have more
steeply roofs than would be possible with just 5 feet. This would encourage
flatter pitched roofs.

Neighborhood context will also address the issue of flat roof vs. pitched roof.
There are some areas in the city with buildings from the 30s with flat roofs
that are very attractive.

I have a very big concern about permitted density. Right now, for more than 2
units in R-50 zone, a conditional use permit is required. The proposal for RM-
4 allows up to 4 units by right.

Staff response: We’re trying to apply the range of density across RM-3 and
RM-4 evenly, whereas the ranges jumped arbitrarily. The proposed density
for RM-3 makes it harder to have 4 units by requiring 6,000 sf, whereas with
the existing zoning you need 5,000 sf.

Shouldn’t you have a say if someone builds a 4-unit house next door to your
single-family house?

Staff response: The process for 1-4 units would still be administrative design
review. Design review process still applies, required public notice and
comment still applies. In the City, we send noticing within 300 feet of the
proposed project, and require the applicant to put a large poster on the
property about the proposal. Every decision is appealable.

People can comment on design but not on density, correct?

Staff response: Yes. The proposal is a compromise between lowering the
density for the RM-3 (“R-50-light™) and making it a little easier for up to 4
units for the RM-4 (“R-50-plus™) zone which is supposed to be mapped along
secondary corridors.

RM-4 does include some R-60, 70 and 80? | love living and working in
Oakland because if you follow the rules, you can get approved; whereas in
Berkeley, everything is discretionary. What we need to do is agree, negotiate
what’s altered, keep it simple: if you follow the rules, you get to do it. The
General Plan calls for smart growth, which means appropriate density is our
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friend. It encourages mass transit and greater amounts of density on those
corridors will meet this.

= | would like to proceed in a manner of civility. We need to respect architects
and developers but also the community. In reference to the previous comment
about the community commenting often for the purpose of blocking projects, |
would disagree because 1I’ve commented on many projects without that being
the goal. We need more reciprocity of respect in this group.

= How is parking regulated? Parking illegally is a nightmare on the streets.

Staff response: In this process, first we are looking at establishing the base
zones and then when they are approved, we will address updating the parking
standards; in the meantime, existing parking standards will remain in effect.

= |f | were to add units in an old house, if it’s a preservation project, then can
parking regulations be waived? Right now excessive paving is a major issue.
People are paving their front, side and back yards.

= Inresponse to the previous comment, | suggest calibrating parking standards
relative to proximity to transit.

= Have you considered context issues in “R-50 light”?

Staff response: We are looking into this. We have proposed applying the
maximum wall length requirement to flat areas as well as those with greater
than 20% slope.

Conclusions

Staff concluded the meeting with a brief discussion of the updated work plan and
tentative schedule. The next Residential Technical Advisory Group meeting will be
late September or early October to discuss the development standards proposals for
Urban Residential as well as uses for all of the zones. This will also include a
discussion about if and how to regulate commercial uses in primarily residential
areas. An email will be sent out soon about best available meeting dates. A third
round of community workshops will take place late October/early November. At
these meetings, Staff will present the concepts that have been discussed at the third
and fourth Technical Advisory Group meetings. Staff will go before the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB) in November to discuss historic preservation
issues. Staff expects that they may start to bring draft zoning proposals to the Zoning
Update Committee (ZUC) starting in early 2010.

= Can we review the Zoning text and maps before passing?

Staff response: Yes, we are working on the maps. At the next community
meeting, there will not be a draft text presented yet.
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= | strongly request TAG members have the opportunity to review the text
before going to the Zoning Update Committee so that we can have a better
chance of formulating a consensus response. | believe we have a good group
here and we can come to some agreements.

= Where will slope density come in the timeline?

Staff response: Usually it takes 3-6 months to go through the process of
passing Planning Commission, Committee and full City Council. Slope
density will be looked at more finely after the rezoning process.

= Will meeting minutes be available online? It would be good for R-TAG
members who are not here to read about what happened. Also, can you email
out R-TAG members’ comments?

Staff response: Yes, we usually put up meeting notes/summaries from TAG
meetings. We will also make TAG members’ comments available online
soon.

Staff concluded that TAG members are encouraged to send comments via email
(preferred) or by regular mail by Monday, September, 14™,
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Citywide Zoning Update * Residential Zoning
Technical Advisory Group Meeting #3

Proposed Development Standards

City Hall, | Frank Ogawa Plaza, Hearing Room 4 (2 floor)
Monday, August 31, 2009, 6:00 — 8:00 p.m.

AGENDA
[. Introduction: updated work plan and schedule 6:10 p.m.
Il. Proposed development standards for Hillside Residential 6:20 p.m.
lll. Proposed development standards for Detached Residential 6:55 p.m.
IV. Proposed development standards for Mixed Housing Residential 7:15 p.m.
V. Next steps 7:50 p.m.

Note: Please send your comments by Monday, September 14, 2009 to:
zoningupdate @oaklandnet.com (preferred) or by regular mail at: CEDA — Planning and Zoning
Division, 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315, Oakland, CA 94612, Attn: Alisa Shen.
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APPENDIX A

HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL

DRAFT

Comparison of Existing and Proposed Development Standards for the Hillside Residential Classification
Note: This document only highlights proposed development standards that represent significant changes or entirely new standards.

Residential TAG #3 ™ August 31, 2009

2. Lot Area

EXISTING PROPOSED
R-1 RH-1
R-10 RH-2
R-20 RH-3
R-30 RH-4

Greater than 20% slope

4. Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
No current Regulations for FAR

5. Lot Coverage

>20% slope

35

*No existing Lot Coverage requirement for lots with

3. Maximum wall length before articulation required

R-1 43,560 sf RH-1 43,560 sf
R-10 25,000 sf RH-2 25,000 sf
R-20 12,000 sf RH-3 12,000 sf
R-30 5,000 sf RH-4 For 1-4 lots:
6,500 sf <20% slope
8,000 sf >20% slope
For 5 or more lots: 8,000 sf

Applies to all zones in this classification (not

dependent on percent slope)

40’plus use of design guidelines to achieve

articulation

<5000 0.55 or 2000 sf
> 5,000 and <12,000 0.50

> 12,000 and <25,000 0.45

> 25,000 and 0.35

< 43,560

> 43,560 0.25

Applies to all lots regardless of slope

R-30 (<20% slope) 2000 sf or 40% of lot | <12,000 40%
area

R-20 (<20% slope) 2000 sf or 25% of lot | > 12,000 and <25,000 30%
area

R-10 (<20% slope) 2000 sf or 20% of lot | > 25,000 and 20%
area < 43,560

R-1 (<20% slope) 2000 sf or 15% of lot | > 43,560 15%
area

NOTES

“RH” indicates Residential - Hillside. The four proposed
zones, RH-1, RH-2, RH-3 and RH-4 are similar to the
existing zones that are analogous to the Hillside
Residential Classification.

The existing min. lot size in the R-30 equivalent zone is
being increased from 5,000 sf. to 6,500 sf for lots <20%
slope and for four or fewer lots. It is also being increased
to 8,000 sf. for lots >20% slope and for subdivisions of
five or more lots, for consistency with the General Plan.

Currently, 35’ is the total wall length allowance on slopes
>20% and there is no option for a wall to extend beyond
35°. Staff replaced the 35’ total wall limit with a
threshold of 40’ before some form of articulation is
required, and the wall may extend beyond 40’.

FAR will only apply to lots that have a footprint slope of
20% or greater. All development on slopes, regardless of
residential zoning district, would be regulated
consistently.

FAR will replace some of the more prescriptive existing
regulations that attempt to protect views, solar access and
reduce bulk, and will enable more flexible design
solutions.

*Lots <5,000 sf may have a max. 2,000 sq. ft. house.

The biggest change is that lot coverage requirements will
be applied to steep lots (>20% slope) as well as flat lots
(<20% slope). Lot coverage (and FAR) will be based on
lot size instead of zone. Lot coverage requirements were
increased in some cases to conform to best practices and
to compliment the proposed FAR requirement that would
replace existing prescriptive standards with regulations
that enable flexible design solutions.

*Lots less than 5,000 sq. ft. may have a max. lot coverage
of 2,000 sq. ft. regardless of percentage listed.

REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL, DETACHED UNIT RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED HOUSING TYPE
6. Upslope Lot Height Regulations with a footprint slope of :

>20% >20%
Within 20 of front property 24’ above edge of Within 20° of front property | 24’ from grade
line pavement line
Maximum wall height 30’ for walls Maximum wall height 32’ for walls/
primary building primary building 35” w/ CUP
Maximum pitched roof height | 35’ Maximum pitched roof 35
primary building height primary building
7. Downslope Lot Height Regulations with a footprint slope of:
> 20 and > 40% > 20 and > 40% and > 60%
<40% <40% < 60%
Maximum wall 30’ for 30’ for walls Maximum 32’ for 34’for walls/ | 36’ for
height primary walls wall height walls/ 36" | 38’ CUP walls/
building primary CUP 40
building CUP
Maximum pitched 32’ by 36’ by Maximum 36 38 40
roof height primary | right/36’ right/40’with pitched roof
building with CUP | CUP height
primary
building
Max height of 18 18 Max height 18 18 18
building at edge of of building
street pavement at edge of
street
pavement
Garage and Carport | N/A Rear wall of Garage and | N/A Rear wall of attached
Height Exceptions attached garage Carport garage or carport may
or carport may Height exceed wall height and
exceed wall Exceptions roof height by 5’ (but
height and roof may not exceed 12’)
height by 10’ subject to certain
limitations

The key change for upslope lots is the point of
measurement. Rather than measuring the height from the
edge of pavement, height would be measured from grade
to allow a typical two-story home to be built in the front
20’ of lot area. Height limits were increased to allow
comparable height limits for contemporary architectural
styles such as flat-roofed homes.

The proposal regulates height for downslope lots with the
following three slope categories:

e 20-40%
e 40-60%
e >60%

Currently, there are only two slope categories for
downslope lots: 20-40% and >40% (as opposed to three
in the proposal). Based on the number of variance
requests since 2001, the height limits were increased
across all slope categories because current height limits
have been shown to be too low. As a result of the 2001
decision to decrease height limits there has been a jump
in variance applications over the past 9 years. The height
limits proposed here are more realistic and would allow
comparable height limits for contemporary architectural
styles, such as flat-roofed homes.
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Comparison of Existing and Proposed Development Standards for the Detached Unit Residential and Mixed Housing Type General Plan Classifications
Note: This document only highlights proposed development standards that represent significant changes or entirely new standards.

DETACHED UNIT RESIDENTIAL

EXISTING

1. Zoning Districts

PROPOSED

NOTES

R-35

2. Minimum lot size for second unit

> 4,000 sf: 2 primary
units w/ CUP

3. Upslope Lot Height Regulations with a foo

print slope of greater than 20%

R-30 RD-1 RD-1, which contains the majority of single-family residentially
zoned parcels in Oakland, would replace R-30.
R-35 RD-2 RD-2 would replace R-35 to provide regulations for neighborhoods

6,000 sf: 2 primary units
w/ CUP

with a mix of single-family homes and duplexes.

The density for Detached Unit Residential is one unit per 2,969 sq. ft.
Using the existing R-35 max. density for two units for RD-2 would
exceed the GP density, so staff increased the minimum lot size to
6,000 sq. ft.

Same as regulations for Hillside Residential.

*No change to existing regulations for flat lots.

4. Downslope Lot Height Regulations with a footprint slope of greater than 20 %

Same as regulations for Hillside Residential.

REGULATIONS APPLICABLE TO BOTH DETACHED UNIT RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED HOUSING TYPE

5. Floor Area Ratio

with >20% slope

No current regulations for FAR.

<5000 0.55
> 5,000 and <12,000 0.50
> 12,000 and <25,000 0.45
> 25,000 and < 43,560 0.35
> 43,560 0.25

6. Lot Coverage

*No existing Lot Coverage requirement for lots

Applies to all lots regardless of slope

arca

R-30 (<20% slope) 2000 sf or 40% of lot <12,000 40%
R-20 (<20% slope) ;BGSO sf or 25% of lot > 12,000 and <25,000 30%
R-10 (<20% slope) ;)e(?o sf or 20% of lot > 25,000 and < 43,560 20%
R-1 (<20% slope) ;)e(?o sf or 15% of lot > 43,560 15%

7. Setbacks for small lots (<4,000 sf)

< 4,000 sf or <40 feet < 4,000 sf or < 3,000 sf or
R-36 | wide <40 feet wide | < 35 feet wide
Front | 10 Front 15 10
Side | 3 Side 4 3
Rear | 15 rear 15 15

FAR will only apply to lots that have a footprint slope of 20% or
greater. See additional notes on Hillside Residential handout for FAR
(#4).

See additional notes on Hillside Residential handout for Lot Coverage
(#5).

The existing R-36 zone is the only zone with reduced setback
standards for small lots. This proposal would apply similar standards
to small lots in all Hillside Residential, Detached Unit Residential and
Mixed Housing Type residential zones.

MIXED HOUSING TYPE

8. Zoning Districts

through R-50 zones.

R-35 RM-1
R-36 & R-40 (merged) RM-2
R-50 “light” RM-3
R-50 “plus” RM-4

9. Maximum Wall Length Before Articulation Required

No regulation required in the existing R-35

Applies to all zones in this classification.

40’plus use of design guidelines to achieve

RM-1 would be analogous to the R-35 zone in the “flatland” areas.
RM-2 would combine the R-36 and R-40 zones, which currently
allow the same density of units. RM-3 would be slightly more
restrictive than the current R-50 zone, the most prevalent zone in this
classification. RM-4 would account for the R-50 zone mapped along
secondary corridors, and other higher-density zones.

Currently, 35’ is the total wall length allowance on slopes >20% and
there is no option for a wall to extend beyond 35°. Staff replaced the
35’ total wall limit with a threshold of 40’ before some form of

articulation articulation is required, and the wall may extend beyond 40’.
R-35 | 25’ (30’ pitched roof) RM-1 25 (30’ pitched roof) A 35’ height requirement in the RM-2 zone is consistent with the
30’ (35° w/ CUP for pitched roof) RM-2 30’ (30’ pitched roof) height allowance in the existing R-36 zone which allows 35’ with a
25’ (30’ pitched roof) Up to 35’ w/ CUP CUP to accommodate taller buildings such as the Victorians
R-36 & characteristic of this zone.
R-40
(merged)
R-50 | 30 RM-3 30’ (30’ pitched roof) A greater height in the RM-3 and RM-4 zones would allow building
“light” Up to 35" w/ CUP types that accommodate greater density.
R-50 | 30 RM-4 35’ (35’ pitched roof)
“plus”

11. Upslope Lot Height Regulations with a footprint slope of greater than 20%

| Same as regulations for Hillside Residential.

12. Downslope Lot Height Regulations with a footprint slope of greater than 20 %

13. Per

itted Density

| Same as regulations for Hillside Residential.

R-50

1 primary unit plus secondary unit; RM-1 1 primary unit plus secondary unit;
conditional: lots>4,000 sf: 2 primary Conditional: lots>4,000 sf: 2 primary units
R-35 | units
Lots <4,000 sf: 1 primary unit plus RM-2 Lots 4,000 sf or greater: 2 primary units
secondary unit Conditional: for 3 or more units:
R-36 & | Lots >4,000 sf: 2 primary units 2,500 sf/ 1 primary unit
R-40 | Conditional: 1 unit per 2,500 sf
Lots <4,000 sf: 1 primary unit plus RM-3 Lots >4,000 sf: 2 primary units
secondary unit; Conditionally permitted | (R-50 Conditional: for 3 or more units:
is equivalent to: “light”) | 1,500 sf/ 1 primary unit (staff is still
For 3 units: 1,500 sf/ primary unit conducting analysis to determine the
For 4 units: 1,250 st/ primary unit appropriate density for this zone)
For 5 units: 1,400 st/ primary unit RM-4 Lots <4,000 sf: 1 primary unit
’ %60381;? %’;‘rlifnj‘;’ypﬂagr“goo y (R-50 | Lots >4.000 sf: 1,100 sf/ 1 primary unit (up
plus”) | to 4 units)

Conditional: for 5 or more units:
1,100 sf/ 1 primary unit

The allowable density in RM-1 and RM-2 was effectively unchanged
from the existing density of the corresponding zones.

The RM-3 zone is similar to the density of the existing R-50 zone.
Staff is still conducting analysis to determine the appropriate density
of this zone.

In general, the density was simplified by displaying density as a
function of lot area at standard intervals rather than at non-uniform
intervals. The density increases in each successive proposed zone up
to the maximum allowable density under the General Plan in RM-4 at
one unit per 1,100 sq. ft.

Since RM-4 corresponds to the R-50 “plus” zone, the density is
slightly higher than that allowed by the existing R-50 zone.




APPENDIX B

Existing Zones that Currently Mapped in Each General Plan Category

This table shows the proposed and existing residential zones that are mapped in each of the four General Plan Land Use
Designations below. The proposed zones shown will generally replace the corresponding existing zone (exceptions may apply).

Hillside Residential

Proposed Zone

Existing Zone*

# of Parcels**

Total Acres

Median Lot Size (SqFt)

RH-1 R-1 201 262 49,397
RH-2 R-10 467 286 8,232
RH-3 R-20 862 261 10,057
RH-4 R-30 12,771 3,698 8,289]
R-40 7 5 12,259]
R-50 135 178 2,570
R-70 9 2 6,834
Residential Zones Total 14,452 4,691 N/A
Commercial Zones Total 13 10 N/A
Open Space Total 207 194 N/A
All Zones Total 14,672 4,895 N/A

Detached Unit Residential

Proposed Zone

Existing Zone*

# of Parcels**

Total Acres

Median Lot Size (SqFt)

RD-I R-20 34 12 13,249
R-30 24,147 3,210 5,067
RD-2 R-35 1,366 144 4,248
R-36 3 0.5 7,480
R-40 383 46 4,754
R-50 7,560 790 4,097
R-60 25 3 4,320
R-70 191 21 4,453
Residential Zones Total 33,709 4,226 N/A
Commercial Zones Total 284 45 N/A
Open Space Total 161 28 N/A
All Zones Total 34,154 4,299 N/A

Mixed Housing Type

Proposed Zone

Existing Zone*

# of Parcels**

Total Acres

Median Lot Size (SqFt)

RM-I R-20 174 44 2,668
R-30 2,701 357 5,003
R-35 3,988 442 4,196
RM-2 R-36 3,584 351 3,576
R-40 7,235 859 4,280
RM-3 & RM-4 R-50 12,469 1,439 4,375
RM-4 R-60 663 84 4,712
R-70 1,382 179 4,400
R-80 25 6 3,490
Residential Zones Total 32,221 3,760 N/A
Commercial Zones Total 1,107 166 N/A
Open Space Total 160 29 N/A
All Zones Total 33,488 3,956 N/A
 The HBX and Industrial Zones were not included. 8/31/09

** Parcels containing City & Regional Parks, Schools, Libraries, Community Centers, & Fire Stations were also not included.
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