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Requested Action 
• Revise the Land Development Code to address requirements 

for duplex and tandem development Citywide and in the 
Colonialtown Special Plan.   



Front-to-Back 
Duplex 

Side-by-Side 
Duplex 

Tandem Courthome 

Development 
Types 



Duplex Zoning 
Districts 

Traditional City 

R-2B/T 

R-2A/T 

Colonialtown 
North Special Plan 



Concerns About Duplexes 

• Large, boxy building 
shapes 

• Wide curb cuts 

• Front yard is mostly paved 

 

• High parking demand 

• Lack of landscaping and 
street trees 

• Lack of windows  

• Lack of architectural style 

 



Benefits of Duplexes 

• Can be well designed 

• Redevelopment 
opportunity 

 

• Add to the variety of 
housing styles 

• Appeal to households 
who may not want a 
single family home 



Outreach 

• Two MPB workshops in spring 2015 

• Online survey in spring 2016 

• Individual meetings with residents and 
developers 

• Community workshop on September 21, 2016 

• Staff listened to the community to make 
updates to the proposals 

• MPB recommended approval on December 20 

 



Appellant’s Concerns 

• Proposal not consistent with “smart growth” 

– Staff response: The proposal is consistent with the 
Growth Management Plan (GMP) because it helps 
to ensure that the existing land use pattern is 
preserved and enhanced, while supporting 
appropriate infill development. 

• GMP Future Land Use Objective 1.5 addresses smart 
growth 

• GMP Future Land Use Policy 1.1.2 addresses land use 
patterns in the Traditional City  



Appellant’s Concerns 

• Proposal is too complicated and it will become 
difficult to build a marketable duplex 

– Staff response:  The proposal provides flexibility 
for duplex design. Staff will work with applicants 
to address design challenges, and applicants may 
apply for a design variance. 

• GMP Urban Design Element 5.2 calls for the City to 
adopt design standards for duplex development. 

 



Appellant’s Concerns 

• Proposal will negatively impact housing 
quality and affordability 

– Staff response:  The proposal is intended to 
improve the quality of housing by helping it fit 
better with existing development.  The number of 
duplex units built each year is too small to impact 
overall market affordability. 

• In 2015, 2182 dwelling units were built, including 22 
duplexes (1% of the market). 

 



Consistency with the LDC 

• Sec. 65.483 requires the City Council to 
consider the following when evaluating a code 
amendment: 

– Growth Management Plan 

– Public Interest 

– Land Use Compatibility 

– Orderly Development 

– Law 

– Any other appropriate matters 



Findings 
• The proposal is consistent with the GMP, particularly Future 

Land Use Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.1.2; and Urban Design 
Objective 5.2 and Policy 5.2.1  

• The proposal is consistent with the public interest, because it 
preserves positive elements of the streetscape 

• The proposal improves land use compatibility by including 
design criteria that help new buildings fit into existing 
neighborhoods 

• The proposal allows for orderly development by providing 
consistent, clear development standards 

• The proposal meets the standards of state and local law by 
providing due public notice and a hearing 



Review process 
• Staff has conducted research, had extensive 

public outreach, and made recommendations 
based on principles found in the GMP 

• MPB has had several public hearings, weighed 
the evidence, and made a recommendation 
for approval 

• Next step is to hold a public hearing to allow 
all parties, not just the appellant, to share 
their thoughts with the City Council 



City Council Options 

• Deny the appeal, and ask staff to prepare an 
ordinance. 

• Request changes, and remand the case back 
to the MPB. 

– Staff concern: MPB has already had 3 meetings on 
this topic.  

• Uphold the appeal, and withdraw the case. 

– Staff concern: No opportunity for any public 
comment except from the appellant.  



Staff Recommendation 

• Staff finds that the appellant has not shown 
good reason to delay or deny a public hearing. 

– Request for ending the process today would not 
give due notice or opportunity to comment for 
others who may want to provide input 

• Staff recommends moving forward with a 
hearing for an ordinance consistent with the 
MPB recommendation to approve LDC2014-
00363. 

 


