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Packet-Related Material

Memo
Agenda
Notice: Notice of Urban Land Institute Events — 09 and 10 April 2018

Legislation for Second Readings and Resolutions at the Regular Session on 04 April 2018

e Ord18-05 To Amend Title 4 of the Bloomington Municipal Code (BMC) Entitled

“Business Licenses and Regulations” (Amending Chapter 4.28, Entitled “Mobile
Vendors,” to Provide for Appeal of Adverse Actions to the Board of Public Works)

Contacts: Philippa Guthrie: 812.349.3426/ guthriep@bloomington.in.gov
Larry Allen: 812.349.3557/allenl@bloomington.in.gov

-> Please consult the packet issued in interest of the 21 March 2018 meeting for
legislation and background material.

e Ord 18-04 To Amend Title 20 (Unified Development Ordinance) of the Bloomington
Municipal Code - Re: Amending Fencing and Wall Standards and Some Related
Definitions Set Forth in BMC 20.05.046(d) and BMC 20.11.020

Contact: Amelia Lewis at 812-349-3549/lewisa@bloomington.in.gov

-> Please consult the packet issued in interest of the 07 March 2018 meeting for
legislation and background material.

—> Please consult the packet issued in interest of the 21 March 2018 meeting for Am 01
(successful) and Am 02 (defeated).

- Am 02a included herein. Am 02a is sponsored by Councilmember Sturbaum and is an
amendment by substitution intended to address the concerns raised by Councilmembers re:
Am 02 at the meeting on 21 March.

This measure was postponed at the 21 March meeting to the 04 April meeting.
Supplemental Material

e Am 02a (Sponsored by Cm. Sturbaum) — an amendment by substitution intended
to address the concerns raised by Councilmembers at the meeting on 21 March.

Minutes: 05 December 2017 (Special Session)
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Memo

Items Scheduled for Second Reading — 04 April 2018

There are two items ready for consideration under Second Readings and Resolutions. No items are
scheduled for First Reading.

Resolutions and Second Readings

Item One —Ord 18-05 (Amending Chapter 4.28 of the BMC Regarding “Mobile Vendors”
to Provide for Appeals to the Board of Public Works)

Please see the legislation and supporting material issued in the 21 March 2018 Legislative Packet.

Item Two — Ord 18-04 (Amending Title 20 — Unified Development Ordinance — to Address
Fencing on Corner and Through Lots)

Recall that the consideration of this ordinance was postponed at the last Regular Session to 04
April 2018. Recall further that the Council considered two amendments to Ord 18-04 at the last
Regular Session: Am 01 and Am 02. Am 01 was proposed by Planning and Transportation staff
and clarified that fences installed anywhere forward of the front building wall shall not exceed
four feet in height. Am 01 was passed by the Council on 21 March. Am 02 was sponsored by
Councilmember Sturbaum and was intended to enhance the visual experience of pedestrians and
motorists passing by the secondary front corner lot. The amendment provided that for fences
that are installed forward of the secondary building front wall and whose height exceeds five
feet, the portion of fence in excess of five feet should be constructed with an open fencing
configuration made of durable materials. The amendment was defeated with Councilmembers
opining that “durable materials” should be described with more particularity. Am 02a is an
amendment by substitution and is intended to respond to concerns expressed by
Councilmembers. Am 02a makes two changes from its previous instantiation: 1) it removes the
reference to fences “facing a streets or sidewalks” at the suggestion of Planning and
Transportation staff who consider the phrase redundant; and 2) it clarifies the nature of materials
to be used by referring to “materials widely accepted in the fence industry for permanent open-
topped fencing.”

The successful Am 01 and the defeated Am 02 can be found in the 21 March 2018 Legislative
Packet. Am 02a is included herein.

Happy Birthday Councilmember Chris Sturbaum -- 27 March!
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NOTICE AND AGENDA
BLOOMINGTON COMMON COUNCIL REGULAR SESSION
6:30 P.M., WEDNESDAY, APRIL 4, 2018
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
SHOWERS BUILDING, 401 N. MORTON ST.

l. ROLL CALL
Il.  AGENDA SUMMATION
I1l.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR: 05 December 2017- Special Session

IV. REPORTS (A maximum of twenty minutes is set aside for each part of this
section.)

. Councilmembers

. The Mayor and City Offices

. Council Committees

Public*

AwN PR

V. APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
VI. LEGISLATION FOR SECOND READING AND RESOLUTIONS

1. Ordinance 18-05 To Amend Title 4 of the Bloomington Municipal Code (BMC) Entitled
“Business Licenses and Regulations” (Amending Chapter 4.28, entitled “Mobile Vendors,” to
Provide for Appeal of Adverse Actions to the Board of Public Works)

Committee Recommendation: Do Pass: 9-0-0

2. Ordinance 18-04 To Amend Title 20 (Unified Development Ordinance) of the Bloomington
Municipal Code (BMC) - Re: Amending Fencing and Wall Standards and Some Related Definitions
Set Forth in BMC 20.05.046(d) and BMC 20.11.020

Committee Recommendation on March 7th: Do Pass: 2-0-6

Regular Session Action on March 21st

Am-01: Adopt: 9-0-0
Am-02, as amended: Adopt: 3-6-0
Motion to Postpone to Next Regular Session:  Pass: 7-2-0

For Consideration on April 4th
Am-02a Action Pending

VIl. LEGISLATION FOR FIRST READING:  None

VIIl. ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT* (A maximum of twenty-five minutes is set aside
for this section.)

IX. COUNCIL SCHEDULE

X. ADJOURNMENT

* Members of the public may speak on matters of community concern not listed on the agenda at one of the
two public comment opportunities. Citizens may speak at one of these periods, but not both. Speakers are
allowed five minutes; this time allotment may be reduced by the presiding officer if numerous people wish to
speak.

** Auxiliary aids for people with disabilities are available upon request with adequate notice. Please
call (812) 349 - 3409 or e-mail council@bloomington.in.gov.

Posted & Distributed: Thursday, 29 March 2018
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City of Bloomington
Office of the Common Council

NOTICE

Members of the Bloomington Common Council

have been invited to attend

Urban Land Institute’s
Pre-interview Reception
Monday, 9 April 2018 at 5:00 pm
and
Advisory Services Panel
Tuesday, 10 April 2018 at
8:00 am, 10:00 am, and 4:00 pm

Marriott Courtyard and Monroe Convention Center

302 S. College Ave, Bloomington

As a collection of at least three, and then two, Councilmembers may be present over the
course of these events, these gathering may constitute meetings of the Common Council
under Indiana Open Door Law (L.C. § 5-14-1.5). For that reason, this statement provides
notice that these meetings will occur and are open for the public to attend, observe, and
record what transpires.

Posted: Thursday, March 29,2018

401 N. Morton Street City Hall (ph:) 812.349.3409
Suite 110 www.bloomington.in.gov/council (f:) 812.349.3570

Bloomington, IN 47404 council@bloomington.in.gov
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*** Amendment Form ***

Ordinance #: 18-04

Amendment #: 02a

Submitted By: Cm. Sturbaum, District |
Date: March 27, 2018

Proposed Amendment:

1. Section 1 of Ord 18-04 shall amended by inserting (d)(2)(D) and relettering the
subsequent parts accordingly. The new part (d)(2)(D) shall read as follows:
(d) (2)
(D) The portion of fences up to and between the build to line/building setback line and
the secondary front building wall which exceed five (5) feet in height, shall, by use of
voids and solids via latticework or other similar techniques, be of open construction.
This portion of the fence shall be constructed of materials widely accepted in the
fence industry for permanent open-topped fencing.

2. Section 1 of Ord 18-04 shall be further amended by inserting (d)(3)(D) which shall read
as follows:
(d) (3)
(D) The portion of fences up to and between the build to line/building setback line
and the secondary front building wall which exceed five (5) feet in height, shall, by
use of voids and solids via latticework or other similar techniques, be of open
construction. This portion of the fence shall be constructed of materials widely
accepted in the fence industry for permanent open-topped fencing.

Synopsis

This amendment is sponsored by Cm. Sturbaum as an alternative to Am 02. Like Am 02, Am
02a is intended to enhance the visual experience of the pedestrians and motorists passing by the
secondary front of lots within the City’s Planning Jurisdiction with “good neighbor * fences.

The negative “blank wall experience” is much like the downtown, where large blank spaces have
long been prohibited. With that in mind, it applies to tall fences (i.e. those fences more than four
[4] feet in height) facing the street that are installed forward of the secondary front building wall.
In that regard, it requires that the portion of these fences that exceed five (5) feet in height be of
open construction.

Note: In response to comments made at the Regular Session on March 21, 2018, Am 02a makes
two changes. First, it removes reference to fences “facing a streets or sidewalks "at the
suggestion of Planning and Transportation staff who consider it redundant. Second, it clarifies
the nature of materials to be used by referring to “materials widely accepted in the fence
industry for permanent open-topped fencing.”

3/7/18 Committee Action: None
3/21/18 Regular Session Action: Amended and Defeated
3 Piedmont-Smith, Sandberg & Sturbaum) — 6
DEFEATED
4/4/18 Regular Session Action: Amendment by Substitution — Will require sponsor from
Council member who voted against the amendment

(March 27, 2018)



Changes to Section 1 of Ord 18-04 Proposed by Amendment 02 (without Regard to any Action
on Am 01)

SECTION 1. Section 20.05.046(d), entitled “Fence and Wall Standards, General: Maximum
Height,” shall be deleted and replaced with the following:

20.05.046(d) Fence and Wall Standards, General: Maximum Height

(d) Maximum Height:
(1) Interior Lots
(A) Behind the front building wall of the primary structure, fences and walls shall not
exceed a combined height of eight (8) feet.
(B) Forward of the front building wall of the primary structure, fences and walls shall
not exceed four (4) feet in height.
(2) Corner Lots: On corner lots where the structure has two front building walls, one frontage
shall be the considered a secondary front building wall.

(A) Fences and walls along the front setback of the front building wall shall abide by
20.05.046(d)(1).

(B) Fences and walls along the lot frontage of the secondary front building wall,
shall not exceed four (4) feet forward of the build to line or the building setback
line, whichever applies.

(C) Behind the build to line or front building setback line, on the secondary front
building wall, fences and walls shall not exceed eight (8) feet in height.

(D) The portion of the fences up to and between the build to line/building
setback line and the secondary front building wall which exceed five (5) feet
in height, shall, by use of voids and solids via latticework or other similar
techniques, be of open construction. This portion of the fence shall be
constructed of materials widely accepted in the fence industry for
permanent open-topped fencing.

(E) Any determinations as to the secondary front building wall shall be decided by
the Planning and Transportation Director.

(3) Through Lots: On through lots where the structure has two front building walls, one
frontage shall be the considered a secondary front building wall.

(A) Fences and walls along the front setback of the front building wall shall abide by
20.05.046(d)(1).

(B) Fences and walls greater than four (4) feet in height, along the lot frontage of the
secondary front building wall, when adjacent to a neighborhood street or secondary
collector street, shall meet the building setback.

(C) Fences and walls greater than four (4) feet in height, along the lot frontage of the
secondary front building wall, when adjacent to a primary collector street or arterial
street, shall be set back at least ten (10) feet from the property line.

(D) The portion of the fences up to and between the build to line/building setback
line and the secondary front building wall which exceed five (5) feet in height,
shall, by use of voids and solids via latticework or other similar techniques, be
of open construction. This portion of the fence shall be constructed of
materials widely accepted in the fence industry for permanent open-topped
fencing.

(e) no primary structure exists on the parcel, fences and walls shall not exceed four (4) feet in
height.



In the Council Chambers of the Showers City Hall, Bloomington,
Indiana on Tuesday, December 05, 2017 at 6:33pm with Council
President Susan Sandberg presiding over a Special Session of the
Common Council.

Clerk’s Note: On August 29, 2017, the Common Council called to
order a Special Session, which began the Council’s consideration of
Resolution 17-28 to be completed over a series of meetings. At its
meeting on October 24, 2017, the Council adopted a motion to
extend its deliberations of Resolution 17-28. Please refer to the
minutes from those meetings for a description of the procedure for
consideration of the resolution and amendments thereto.

Roll Call: Sturbaum, Ruff, Sandberg, Volan, Piedmont-Smith, Rollo
Members Absent: Chopra, Sims

Council President Susan Sandberg gave a summary of the agenda.

Councilmember Steve Volan moved and it was seconded to approve
the minutes of September 12, 2017. The motion was approved by
voice vote.

Volan moved and it was seconded to adopt amendments (84, 85, 86,
87,89, 90,91, 04-R, 07-R, 96,97, 98, 102, 105, 106, 53-R, 108, 109,
110, 113, 114, and 41-R) listed under the consent agenda.

Councilmember Isabel Piedmont-Smith explained that many of her
sponsored amendments appeared on the consent agenda. She
briefly explained the purpose of those amendments.

Council Attorney Dan Sherman reminded the Council that some
amendments had been revised and were denoted with an “-R”.

The motion received a roll call vote of Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Piedmont-Smith introduced the amendment and explained it
proposed a new goal and three new policies in Chapter 2 of the
Comprehensive Plan (Plan) meant to accompany an objective
contained in the Vision Statement.

Sandberg asked if staff had any concerns.

Scott Robinson, Planning Services Manager, said that he had no
concerns but thought the amendment warranted discussion as it
was adding a new goal and new policies. He said there had been
discussion about the city’s ability to affect things outside its control,
such as the school board.

Councilmember Chris Sturbaum asked whether the amendment
would encourage the city to work with SPEA on things like the
redevelopment of the hospital site.

Piedmont-Smith said yes.

Councilmember Dorothy Granger agreed that the city’s mission was
not education but said the city should support and encourage
education where possible.

Volan agreed that the goals were admirable but worried about the
Plan having such generic goals that implementation would be
difficult.

COMMON COUNCIL
SPECIAL SESSION
December 05, 2017

Resolution 17-28 - To Adopt the
City’s Comprehensive Plan

ROLL CALL

AGENDA SUMMATION
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
September 12, 2017 (Special
Session) [6:38pm]

CONSENT AGENDA:

Vote on Consent Agenda Items
[6:45pm]

Amendment 88

Council Questions:

Council Comment:
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The motion to adopt Amendment 88 received a roll call vote of Ayes:

7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Councilmember Dave Rollo introduced the amendment and
explained that it added clarifying language and also struck the term
“supply-end strategies” within the Chapter 5 overview.

Sandberg asked if staff had any concerns with the amendment.
Robinson said he was fine with the amendment.

Volan asked what the practical effect of the amendment would be
and wondered if it meant core single-family neighborhoods should
not change.

Piedmont-Smith said the language appeared in the introduction
to Chapter 5 and was simply meant to provide background
information. She said the language was not prescriptive.

Volan asked if any following amendments would introduce a goal
or policy to follow from the language of the introduction.

Piedmont-Smith said no.

Jan Sorby spoke in favor of the amendment.
Jon Lawrence spoke about restrictive covenants in neighborhoods.
Volan said he had no problem with Amendment 92 but he was

worried about future amendments or future legislation that
prevented neighborhoods from changing or adapting.

Piedmont-Smith said the goal of the amendment was to describe
what existed in the city’s neighborhoods. She said it did not
preclude future zoning changes.

Volan said he did not respect the covenants of post-World War Il
neighborhoods despite the fact that the amendment called for
respecting each neighborhood’s character, strengths, and assets. He
pointed out that racist covenants once existed until they were
banned by federal law. He did not oppose the amendment but said
he would not respect covenants that were causing problems.

Piedmont-Smith said there was an upcoming amendment that said
the city should discourage covenants because there was a sentiment
that a lot of covenants prevented increased affordability and
sustainability.

The motion to adopt Amendment 92 received a roll call vote of Ayes:

6, Nays: 0, Abstain: 1 (Volan).

Rollo introduced the amendment and described the changes made
by it.

Sandberg asked if staff had any concerns with the amendment.

Robinson said staff was concerned about the amendment. He said
the city had virtually no ability to review, regulate, or control
covenants. He said the Plan should apply to all neighborhoods, not
just core neighborhoods. He thought the amendment focused too
much on those core neighborhoods. He said there were at least 78
neighborhoods in the city and the Plan had to consider all of them.

Piedmont-Smith pointed out that the amendment did not claim
core neighborhoods were the focus of the city’s efforts to increase
density, but simply stated that those neighborhoods should not
become the focus of such efforts in the future.

Vote on Amendment 88 [6:50pm]

Amendment 92

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 92 [7:02pm]

Amendment 93

Council Questions:



Volan asked where increased density would be appropriate.

Piedmont-Smith said the amendment did not prevent any
increase in density in core neighborhoods but instead said such
neighborhoods should not be the focus of increased density. She
said the amendment was, in part, a reaction to recent efforts to
allow accessory dwelling units in the city.

Volan wondered whether changing the amendment to read “core
neighborhoods should not be the sole focus of the city’s increasing
density” would be appropriate.

Sturbaum said he did not support such a change because it would
change the intent of the amendment.

Volan asked if Sturbaum thought there should not be any increase
in density in core neighborhoods.

Sturbaum said no.

Volan asked how adding the word “sole” would change the intent
of the amendment.

Sturbaum said it weakened the amendment. He thought there
was a directive in the Plan to put density in single-family
neighborhoods more than what was appropriate. He pointed to
language on page 61 as an example of such a directive.

Volan said the passage read by Sturbaum applied to all
neighborhoods. He wondered if there was some directive that called
for more density in core neighborhoods.

Sturbaum said the city could not affect neighborhoods with
covenants.

Granger said she preferred the amendment as originally written.

Councilmember Andy Ruff asked whether Volan thought that the
city had to densify to accommodate growth while also being
sustainable.

Volan said the growth would go somewhere. He said the
amendment essentially limited growth to corridors because newer
neighborhoods had covenants and older neighborhoods were
attempting to get language in the Plan to discourage density in core
neighborhoods.

Ruff asked whether Volan would support an amendment that
called for densification to be distributed evenly across the city.

Volan said he had not been thinking of such an amendment but
might support one.

Sturbaum asked if Ruff supported eliminating single-family zoning

so that every area could share in the burden of increasing density.
Ruff said no and thought it was inappropriate for Sturbaum to

imply that his question was a call to eliminate single-family zoning.

Volan said Sturbaum’s rhetoric had been pitting single-family
neighborhoods against others.

Sandberg suggested that Councilmembers avoid personalizing
their comments.

Volan said he had never called for the elimination of single-family
zoning and thought it was an absurd characterization of the single
word he proposed to add to the amendment. He said the city was
going to grow and people had to live somewhere.

Rollo agreed with Granger that the amendment as originally written
was appropriate. He thought the core neighborhoods were
vulnerable and he thought the amendment simply directed the city
not to focus increased density in such neighborhoods.

Meeting Date: 12-05-17 p. 3

Amendment 93 (cont’d)
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Jon Lawrence spoke in favor of the amendment.

Rachel Glago and Alison Polley spoke in favor of the addition of
“sole” to the amendment as suggested by Volan.

Jan Sorby spoke about commercial nodes and in favor of the
amendment.

Cynthia Bretheim spoke about the sustainability of core
neighborhoods and in favor of the amendment.

Sturbaum apologized to fellow Councilmembers if he had jumped to
any conclusions about what they were proposing. He said he just
wanted to understand how sharing the burden of densification
would impact single-family neighborhoods.

Volan said he understood the concerns voiced by Sturbaum and
neighborhood residents, but said Bloomington has always grown.
He thought commercial nodes, similar to the former Bloomingfoods
located in Elm Heights, were great ideas. He thought his proposed
change would not pass, so he said he must oppose the amendment.

Piedmont-Smith said it was a tricky issue and did not want to resort
to NIMBY (not in my backyard)-ism. However, she also recognized
the challenges faced by core neighborhoods. When those
neighborhoods had increased density, they became more attractive
to renters and developers, which reduced the number of year-round
residents in the neighborhood. She agreed that all neighborhoods
should be treated equally, but said there were neighborhoods with
covenants restricting density that were not treated the same. She
saw the amendment as an attempt to equalize the treatment of
those neighborhoods with the core neighborhoods.

Ruff asked if staff saw the last sentence of the amendment as
something that might restrict or prohibit accessory dwelling units
(ADUs).

Robinson said the sentence in question appeared in the narrative
section of the Plan, so it would not necessarily bind the city.
However, he thought members of the public could read the sentence
the way Ruff suggested. He also said the chapter and the Plan were
meant to speak to all neighborhoods, while the amendment focused
on core neighborhoods.

Sandberg said there was a clear need for more affordable housing in
Bloomington. She said the city should be careful about the strategies
employed to get more housing so as to not harm existing areas. She
did not think the passage in question committed the city to any
certain policy. She said she would support the amendment.

Volan read a passage from a New York Times story entitled “The
Great American Single-Family Home Problem.”

Ruff did not like that the amendment drew the focus away from all
neighborhoods as pointed out by Robinson. But he also understood
that covenants prevented all neighborhoods from being treated
equally. He said he would have supported the addition of the word
“sole” as suggested by Volan. He said he would vote yes for the
amendment.

The motion to adopt Amendment 93 received a roll call vote of Ayes:

6, Nays: 1 (Volan), Abstain: 0.

Amendment 93 (cont’d)
Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 93 [7:56pm]



Piedmont-Smith introduced the amendment and explained the
proposed changes.

Sandberg asked what staff thought of the amendment.

Robinson said staff was concerned with the sentence that said
new multifamily residential housing was inappropriately scaled to
its surroundings.

Sandi Clothier commented on the need to display the amendments
as they were discussed.

Bretheim spoke about affordable housing.
Sorby spoke about building scale.

Piedmont-Smith moved and it was seconded to adopt Amendment
01 to Amendment 94.

Sturbaum said he supported the change to the amendment.
Volan said he liked the amendment whether it was changed or not.

The motion to adopt Amendment 01 to Amendment 94 received a
roll call vote of Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

The motion to adopt Amendment 94 as amended received a roll call
vote of Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Rollo introduced the amendment and described the changes it
would make to the Plan.

Sandberg asked if staff had any feedback on the amendment.
Robinson thanked the amendment sponsors for working with

staff to draft the amendment.

Volan asked whether staff supported the amendment.
Robinson said yes.

Sturbaum liked that the amendment recognized naturally occurring
affordable housing.

Granger thanked the Council of Neighborhood Associations (CONA)

for providing feedback and suggestions for amendments to the Plan.

Volan said he supported the amendment but voiced concerns about
the ability of the city to protect certain properties from actions by
Indiana University.

The motion to adopt Amendment 95 received a roll call vote of Ayes:

7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.
Piedmont-Smith introduced and described the amendment.

Volan asked why the passage about shared housing, accessory
dwellings, and other housing options should be moved from Policy
5.3.2 to a program point.

Piedmont-Smith said the text could fall under either a policy or
program point. She thought it was more appropriate as a program
point because it seemed to her to be more action oriented.

Meeting Date: 12-05-17 p. 5

Amendment 94

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Amendment 01 to Amendment 94

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 01 to
Amendment 94 [8:11pm]

Vote on Amendment 94 as
amended [8:12pm]

Amendment 95

Council Questions:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 95 [8:25pm]

Amendment 103

Council Questions:
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Sandberg asked what staff thought of the amendment. Amendment 103 (cont’d)
Robinson said staff supported the amendment as originally
written.

Rollo said he preferred the amendment as originally written.

Glago said that the Council represented more constituents than just  Public Comment:
members of CONA.

Sorby spoke about the reasons for the amendment.
Clothier spoke in favor of the amendment.
Bretheim spoke about the need to carefully manage growth.

Lawrence spoke about CONA’s involvement in the Plan review
process.

Phillip Stafford spoke about senior housing.
Ruff said he was in support of the amendment as he did not Council Comment:
interpret any of the changes as opposition to the variety of housing

types listed in the original text.

Volan spoke about the need for CONA to provide leadership and to
include all types of residents.

Rollo said CONA had been active in a recent development project.
Sandberg said the review of the Plan was a process and would
hopefully produce a product that would be inclusive and address as

many community needs as possible.

The motion to adopt Amendment 103 received a roll call vote of Vote on Amendment 103 [8:50pm]
Ayes: 6, Nays: 0, Abstain: 1 (Volan).

Sturbaum introduced and described the amendment. He explained it Amendment 46-R
was a revised version of Amendment 46, which was heard and

rejected on October 10, 2017 by the Council. He discussed the

market dynamics in downtown neighborhoods and said that

increased density could disrupt the dynamics in single-family

neighborhoods, which might lead to fewer owner-occupied homes.

He said a variety of housing types were needed but he was also

concerned with protecting naturally occurring affordable housing

that already existed.

Sandberg asked whether staff had any concerns with the Council Questions:
amendment.
Robinson said he understood the spirit of the amendment. He
noted once again that the Plan was meant to apply and speak to all
neighborhoods, not simply core neighborhoods.

Volan asked if Sturbaum would opposed two-bedroom accessory
dwelling units in the Broadview neighborhood.

Sturbaum said that question was difficult to answer as the recent
ADU ordinance applied to the entire city.

Volan said he asked because he thought core neighborhoods were
driving the conversation out of their concern about students.

Sturbaum said ADUs might be revisited in the future but they
were not currently up for discussion.

Volan asked if Broadview was a core neighborhood.



Sturbaum suggested removing the word “core” from the
amendment. He said he was not sure if Broadview was considered a
core neighborhood.

Robinson said he did not believe Broadview fell under the
definition of core neighborhood.

Sturbaum moved and it was seconded to adopt Amendment 01 to
Amendment 46-R.

Bretheim spoke about the need for core neighborhoods to protect
themselves.

Volan wondered if the term “core” should be reexamined
throughout the Plan.

The motion to adopt Amendment 01 to Amendment 46-R received a
roll call vote of Ayes: 6, Nays: 0, Abstain: 1 (Volan).

Ruff asked what naturally occurring affordable housing meant.
Sturbaum said it was a phrase that meant homes aged into
affordability.
Ruff asked if it was a term used by planners.
Robinson said yes.

Volan asked if there were criteria that the city could use to say a
property had been neglected before it got to the point of needing to
be demolished.

Sturbaum said the rental inspection program or the health
department might monitor such neglect.

Volan asked if there were any homes recently demolished that
could have been saved.

Sturbaum said that every once in a while there was a home that
could not be saved.

Piedmont-Smith moved and it was seconded to adopt Amendment
02 to Amendment 46-R.

Piedmont-Smith said she felt the last two sentences of the original
amendment were too restrictive. She also wanted to avoid
encouraging development in green fields.

Rollo said he supported the suggested change.

Stafford spoke in support of Amendment 02 to Amendment 46-R.

The motion to adopt Amendment 02 to Amendment 46-R received a
roll call vote of Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Sorby spoke in support of the amendment.

Volan said there was a national problem with housing, so the city’s
ability to address it was limited. He wondered if there were housing
types that might be acceptable to single-family neighborhoods that
could help alleviate the problem. He said he supported the
amendment as amended.

Rollo said respecting traditional patterns of neighborhoods was
important as the city looked at other housing types.

The motion to adopt Amendment 46-R as amended received a roll
call vote of Ayes: 6, Nays: 1 (Granger), Abstain: 0.
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Amendment 46-R (cont’d)

Amendment 01 to
Amendment 46-R

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 01 to
Amendment 46-R [9:12pm]

Council Questions:

Amendment 02 to
Amendment 46-R

Council Comment:

Public Comment:

Vote on Amendment 02 to
Amendment 46-R [9:22pm]

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 46-R as
amended [9:30pm]
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Rollo introduced and described the amendment. He said the term
“complementary” in Policy 5.2.2 was removed because it was
subjective.

Sandberg asked if staff had any concerns with the amendment.
Robinson said staff was fine with it.

Volan asked whether the term “historically compatible” was not just
as subjective as the term “complementary.”

Rollo thought “historically compatible” was more specific.

Volan asked if the term had a specific definition or was a term of
art.

Robinson said the two terms were often used as synonyms so
staff was fine with the change.

Sorby spoke in support of the amendment.

The motion to adopt Amendment 99 received a roll call vote of Ayes:

7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.
Piedmont-Smith introduced and described the amendment.

Sandberg asked if staff had any feedback.

Robinson said the proposed amendment might limit the city from
encouraging diverse development types and from moving away
from some of the cookie-cutter developments it was trying to avoid.
He said the original language in the Plan was trying to encourage
diversity.

Volan asked if increased density would be bad for the Broadview
neighborhood.

Piedmont-Smith said the amendment would not preclude that.

Volan pointed out that the amendment called for maintaining a
neighborhood’s existing building density.

Rollo said he saw Volan'’s concern but clarified that the
amendment was aimed more at maintaining the character of
neighborhoods.

Volan said he understood that goal and agreed with it. He also
thought that the city needed to densify somehow and he thought it
might be appropriate

Sturbaum said the amendment was not inconsistent with the
Plan’s approach to adding density.

Volan disagreed, as the amendment called for neighborhoods to
be maintained at their prevailing density.

Granger suggested removing the reference to density from the
amendment.

Rollo said the amendment sponsors wanted to work on the
amendment for later consideration.

Volan moved and it was seconded to withdraw Amendment 100.

The motion to withdraw Amendment 100 received a roll call vote of
Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Amendment 99

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Vote on Amendment 99 [9:36pm]

Amendment 100

Council Questions:

Motion to withdraw Amendment
100

Vote on motion to withdraw
Amendment 100 [9:44pm]




Granger introduced and described the amendment. She explained
the concept of visitabiliy and said the amendment attempted to
encourage the addition of visitability and accessibility features to
housing developments.

Sandberg asked if staff had any feedback.

Robinson said staff supported the spirit and intent of the
amendment but thought some of the ideas might be difficult to
achieve, given federal or state regulations that might preempt the
city from taking certain actions. He wanted to make sure
expectations were realistic.

Sandberg said the amendment sponsors specifically drafted the
amendment to not be prescriptive but rather to encourage the
things the city wanted to see.

Granger said she appreciated staff’s reservations about
implementing some of the ideas in the amendment. She said it was
still important to encourage visitability and accessibility

Stafford spoke in favor of the amendment.

Clothier spoke in favor of the amendment.

Deborah Myerson spoke in support of the amendment.

Sturbaum said he supported the amendment.

Volan thanked the amendment sponsors.

Piedmont-Smith also thanked the sponsors and said the concepts
were something the city should keep in mind.

Rollo said more thought should be given to the idea to see what else
the city could do to incentivize or require developments to be more
visitable and accessible.

The motion to adopt Amendment 101 received a roll call vote of
Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Rollo introduced and described the amendment.

Sandberg asked if staff had any concerns.
Robinson said no.

Volan asked if appropriate compatible locations could be found
throughout the entire city.

Rollo said yes.

Volan asked why the phrase “wherever they can be implemented”
should be removed from the text.

Rollo thought there were other considerations or measures of
compatibility besides just whether the housing type attracted
primarily student populations.

Volan said he did not follow Rollo’s reasoning. He thought
removing the text in question implied that certain neighborhoods or
areas were not appropriate for certain housing solutions or types.

Piedmont-Smith thought the amendment allowed for other
measures of compatibility beyond whether the housing type in
question attracted students.
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Amendment 101

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 101 [9:59pm]

Amendment 104

Council Questions:
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Sturbaum suggested that a comma be added after “student
populations” to better communicate the intent voiced by Rollo and
Piedmont-Smith.

Piedmont-Smith agreed and thought the word “and” could also be
added.

Sturbaum asked how appropriate locations for the housing
solutions listed would be determined under the existing or future
zoning laws.

Robinson noted that ADUs had recently been proposed. He said
the Plan would also help guide the update to the city’s unified
development ordinance (UDO).

Sturbaum noted that ADUs had been added as a conditional use.

Robinson said there were many tools or methods that could be
used to encourage the housing types listed in the Plan.

Sturbaum said he had been asking how that would happen
throughout the entire process of reviewing the Plan. He wondered
how such housing types would be added through spot zoning while
also respecting single-family zoning.

Robinson said it would not be spot zoning. He said new
regulations might allow such housing types in the future.

Sturbaum asked how such housing types would be added to
existing neighborhoods.

Robinson said there were examples on Hillside and Henderson.
He said he could not speculate too much because the Plan had not
yet been adopted.

Rollo said he supported the change suggested earlier by Sturbaum
and Piedmont-Smith.

Volan suggested delaying the vote on the amendment. He pointed
out that there might be instances when the city wanted to
encourage students to live in different housing types.

Piedmont-Smith said the amendment did not preclude that.

Volan suggested again that the amendment could use additional
revisions.

Sturbaum said he supported the change suggested earlier.

Ruff said he would not support the amendment if it was changed per
Sturbaum and Piedmont-Smith’s suggestions.

Rollo said he would support postponing the amendment.

Volan moved and it was seconded to withdraw Amendment 104.

The motion to withdraw Amendment 104 received a roll call vote of
Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Amendment 104 (cont’d)

Motion to withdraw Amendment
104

Vote on motion to withdraw
Amendment 104 [10:16pm]




Piedmont-Smith introduced the amendment and explained it added
a program point related to covenants.

Sandberg asked for feedback from staff.
Robinson reiterated concerns over the city’s ability to regulate or
influence private covenants in neighborhoods.

Volan asked if there was something the city could do to proactively
persuade neighborhoods to abandon certain restrictions in their
covenants.

Robinson explained the limitations on the city to influence
covenants.

Volan asked if there was anything the city could do to discourage
future covenants from restricting affordable housing options.

Sherman said that covenants could not conflict with
requirements of the city’s UDO.

Clothier spoke in support of the amendment.
Lawrence spoke in support of the amendment.

Bretheim spoke about possible alternate wordings for the
amendment.

Volan supported the amendment but thought the city could go
further to discourage restrictive covenants or encourage more
desirable rules for neighborhoods.

Rollo thought encouraging desirable practices was a better
approach. He thought the issue might warrant more attention but
was supportive of the amendment.

The motion to adopt Amendment 107 received a roll call vote of
Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.

Sturbaum introduced and described the amendment.

Sandberg asked for feedback from staff.
Robinson thought the language added by the amendment was
contradictory and placed in the wrong section of the Plan.

Volan agreed that the added language contradicted another passage
in the same paragraph. He asked what Sturbaum thought of the
contradiction.

Sturbaum thought it was not contradictory and existing single-

family zoning could be respected through conditional use processes.

Sorby noted that the audience was having trouble following the
discussion.

Rollo agreed that the issue was confusing and saw the contradiction
noted by Robinson and Volan.

Sturbaum moved and it was seconded to withdraw Amendment
111.

The motion to withdraw Amendment 111 received a roll call vote of
Ayes: 7, Nays: 0, Abstain: 0.
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Amendment 107

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Vote on Amendment 107
[10:28pm]

Amendment 111

Council Questions:

Public Comment:

Council Comment:

Motion to withdraw Amendment
111

Vote on motion to withdraw
Amendment 111 [10:38pm]
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The Council and Sherman spoke about the Council schedule. COUNCIL SCHEDULE

The meeting went into recess at 10:43 pm. RECESS
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