Item 9

To: City Council
From: Ordinance Rewrite Committee, Walter McKee, Chair
Date: June 5, 2024

Attached are the minutes from the Ordinance Rewrite Committee meetings of April 30, 2024, and
June 4, 2024.

The ORC has before it two matters, the Housing Committee report and the open space zoning
change. Asyou will see, the ORC is firm in its view that the City Council needs to make decisions
about which of the Housing Committee recommendations it wishes to adopt, and then, if necessary,
which of those recommendations need to be reviewed by the ORC to draft the new ordinances.
The ORC went through the Housing Committee report and identified some specific items for
review, but ultimately the City Council needs to go through the Housing Committee report, make
the decisions it wants to in terms of what ordinances should be changed to allow for additional
housing, and then the ORC will do its work as directed.

The open space permanency was reviewed and considered to be an easier fix, but after the meeting
Rosemary provided a more detailed set of proposed changes. Instead of moving forward with the
quick fix, we are looking to review the more comprehensive changes at our next meeting on July
16, 2024.

Thank you for your guidance.



Goal: Hallowell is a place where diverse households of all ages,
from families to those living alone, have affordable, decent rental

and homeownership opportunities.
(Hallowell Comprehensive Plan, 2022)

Housing Committee

Preliminary Report to Hallowell City Council
Increasing housing opportunities and exploring lowering housing costs in Hallowell.

Committee Members:
Maureen AuCoin, Kim Gleason, Karen Knox, Rachel Merriam, Ed Miller, Matt Morrill, Matthew Rolnick,
Pam Perry

Problem Statement: Lack of affordable housing in Hallowell is forcing our workforce, including our
valued service workers, artists and musicians, out of town.

Process:

COMPLETED: The Housing Committee first looked to options based on the principle of supply and
demand, assuming that if there were more housing stock, the prices would go down. To this end we
looked at any changes in our ordinances that would result in increasing our housing stock.

TO BE COMPLETED:

o Look at our existing stock, empty buildings that could be possibly converted into housing
stock (some after ordinances are changed), and what supports are available to lower the cost
of housing the tenants (while maintaining a profit for the landlord) through available
programs, Maine State Housing Grants, etc.

Remove barriers to expand opportunities and create incentives for affordable housing.
Examine and amend ordinances for compliance with State law LD 2003.

Consider form based codes.

Impact of additional housing on water and sewer systems.

Ordinances to Consider Amending In General:

Accessory Dwelling Units: Code Enforcement Officer, Doug Ide explained that ADU’s are currently
allowed only as conditional use in most districts and therefore require Planning Board approval. He
suggested amending the ordinances so that ADUs are permitted uses in areas where single family
homes are permitted. He also suggested clarifying that the parking standards would not apply to ADUs.

Business A District
CEO Ide pointed out that this district can have a greater housing density than the R1 zone. There was
discussion of form-based zoning and how that might affect development in this area. It was noticed



that Section 9-327 (pg 313) gives Planning Board some performance standard discretion for additions
to existing buildings. CEO Ide pointed out that there is no way to exceed the density requirements. The
Board of Appeals can’t grant variances for it.

Business B District

There are currently no permitted or conditional housing uses in this district. Allowing residential use in
this area could be considered. If allowed, dimensional standards and setbacks would need to be
established. It was noted that water and sewer does exist in this district.

Business C District

Residential use is also not allowed in this district. Water and sewer are limited and much of the district
consists of non-developable wetlands. It was suggested that if residential use is allowed in the future,
dimensional standards could be similar to those in the Rural Farm district. There are currently a few
existing residential lots. Code Officer Ide pointed out that a second residential unit would not be
allowed to be built on the lots regardless of lot size under the current ordinances.

Business D District

Single Family and Duplexes are permitted uses in this district. Multi-family residences are conditional
to Planning Board approval. There is opportunity for increased housing by reducing the minimum land
area.

Specific Ordinances Recommendations for Review and Change:

Residential (R1, R2, R3, RF):

Minimum Land Areas — These requirements could be reduced to allow for greater density of housing.
This could be achieved without reducing the setback requirements.

Maximum Building Height of 35ft — This height could be increased where appropriate.

Roof Pitch- Decrease roof pitch limitation. Limiting the pitch of the roof to 23 degree minimum affects
the amount of potential living space within a unit.

R1 Section 9-237 (3) pg 296:

Parking Lot Location: Allow parking in front of a building if there are five or more spaces. There was
discussion concerning the relevance of the current requirement to not allow parking in front of a
building if there are five or more spaces.

R3 Section 9-271 Pg 299:
Purpose: Explore whether encouraging higher density in planned development conflicts with the
current minimum lot sizes.

RF Section 9-294 (7 & 23) pgs 303-4.:
Multi-Family Dwellings: The limitations to where multi-family dwellings are allowed in the Rural Farm
District could be amended to allow for more multi-family units throughout the district.



Recommendations related to parking:

Change the ordinance to allow for winter on-street parking except during snowstorms on
alternating sides of the street, using an odd/even system (ie on odd numbered days, park on
odd numbered house side of street).

Identify, and communicate widely, lots to be used as temporary parking during such storm
events (churches, schools, etc.)

Contract towing to site within Hallowell

Increase use of Nixle alert system for snow storms, snow removal, and flooding.

Request DOT to fill in rail tracks on south side of Winthrop Street for parking use.

Review of current parking standards in ordinances.

Hire a parking engineer to perform a study of Hallowell, if this has not been done within the
past 5 years.

Enforce private parking along Front Street.

Hire a seasonal parking patrol officer to monitor 2 hour parking limit downtown

Comprehensive Plan Housing Stategies:

Create a plan for 10% of new residential development to be affordable.

Evaluate ordinances to create incentives, expedite development, increase density, facilitate
adaptive reuse and infill and encourage affordable/workforce housing.

Implement ordinances to accommodate for tiny houses, ADUs, and manufactured housing.
Create partnerships with housing coalitions, state and federal partners to fulfill diverse
affordable workplace housing needs.

(Submitted February 2024)



ORDINANCE REWRITE COMMITTEE
MEETING MINUTES, JUNE 4, 2024

Attendance: Walter McKee, Chair; Mike Frett; Pam Perry; John Bastey; Gary Lamb, City
Manager

The ORC met on June 4, 2024. This second meeting of 2024 was to review the work from the
prior meeting on April 30, 2024, and continue the ORC’s work.

The ORC agreed that a preliminary issue that will need to be addressed with the City Council is
just what it is that the Council wants ORC to do when it is referred a matter for review. As noted
in the prior month’s meeting minutes, the ORC does not take policy positions, but serves to act as
drafters of ordinance provisions to accomplish what the Council wants to accomplish. In that role,
the work of the ORC is limited, and the ORC’s work should be limited to writing (or “rewriting”)
ordinance changes that the Council has agreed to adopt.

In this regard, the ORC was tasked to review the Housing Committee’s detailed report, attached,
but it is unclear just what it is that the Council wants the ORC to do with the many
recommendations in that report. It remains the Council’s decision as to which, if any, of these
proposals to adopt, and once that is done the adopted proposals should then be sent to the ORC for
drafting. It is outside the ORC'’s jurisdiction to make decisions as to which of the proposals should
be considered for change. Additionally, it is the view of the ORC that if the Council wishes to
adopt any of the recommendations in the Housing Committee report, a public hearing should be
set to specifically address the many changes, and there was agreement that this public hearing
should be before the Planning Board and not the ORC. Indeed, many, if not nearly all, of the
recommendations of the Housing Committee require changes that the Planning Board is best to
address. This is especially the case when it comes to redrafting ordinances that the Planning Board
has the expertise to understand and adopt with all of the complexities of the various ordinances
which the Planning Board regularly and routinely addresses.

Despite the lack of guidance, the ORC did make some effort at the last meeting and the meeting
on June 4 to outline potential changes for the Council to consider. Again, this was just work to
address a few of the proposals, without guidance on which of the proposals the Council actually
wanted to adopt. These focused on the Housing Opportunity Program (HOP), which is the law that
was passed that requires towns and cities to enact ordinances to encourage more housing. Doug
Ide’s recommendations were reviewed again, and the ORC has the following proposals for the City
Council to review and indicate whether it wants the ORC to rewrite the ordinances accordingly,
and also whether there should be a public hearing before any decisions are made:

1. ADU’s as a permitted use (no Planning Board action required unless a subdivision)
instead of a conditional use (Planning Board approval required always) in all residential districts.
By allowing ADU’s as a permitted use, this would potentially make it easier for ADU’s to be
established given the lack of the need for Planning Board approval, but it is of note that if the




ADU’s are going to have 3 or more residents then that would require subdivision approval. The
Council should also determine whether ADU’s would be a permitted use in the rural farm areas.
This would potentially change the rural farm areas significantly, so the Council may wish to
address that issue separately.

2. Parking. The HOP specifically provides that parking standards when it comes to
ADU’s cannot be applied and ADU’s are exempt from parking restrictions. As such, adding an
ADU does not require that there be an additional parking space, and our parking standards should
reflect that. There was additional discussion about amending parking standards with respect to the
number of spaces. Current standards require a parking space for each unit, and there was
discussion about whether the parking standards could be changed so that there would be no one
unit/one space requirement in a situation where the owner of a building had parking available
nearby (would need to be defined) that was not necessarily on the premises of the building.

3. Single Family Zoning Restrictions. Currently, Hallowell has single family
dwellings and duplexes as permitted uses in residential districts. Multi-family dwellings, though,
are conditional uses in all but the rural farm districts. Changing the provisions that would allow
multi-family dwelling units as permitted uses is something for the Council to consider.

4. Lot Size Requirements. The minimum lot size requirements for duplexes in the
rural farm area is two acres. Reducing that to one acre would allow for additional housing.

One other matter presently pending before the ORC was the Hallowell Conservation
Commission’s request, and last year the City Council’s agreement, that certain public open spaces
should be zoned as open space so as to be permanent. This does not involve an ordinance change,
but a map change. Gary will be bringing to the next City Council meeting a map that, if changed,
would accomplish this. If the City Council adopts the new map, the specific public open spaces
would be zoned as open space, and there would be nothing further to do.

NOTE: After the meeting a more comprehensive request was provided to the ORC by Rosemary.
I have proposed that we not move forward with the proposal here and instead review the detailed
request at the ORC’s next meeting.

The next meeting of the ORC will be on July 16, 2024 at 6:00 p.m. in the City Council chambers.

Walter McKee



Ordinance Rewrite Committee Meeting Minutes
April 30, 2024 Meeting
Attendance: Walter McKee, Chair; Mike Frett; Pam Perry; John Bastey; Gary Lamb, City
Manager

The ORC met on April 30, 2024. This first meeting was to scope out the work that was presently
on the ORC table. It was clear that there were a number of requests that were pending, but it was
less than clear given what was on the list just what the Council wanted the ORC to do with respect
to the work assigned to the ORC. The ORC cannot take policy positions, but serves to act as
drafters of Ordinance provisions to accomplish what the Council wants to accomplish. One
example of this was the Housing Committee Report and their list of “Ordinances to Consider
Amending” and “Specific Ordinance Recommendations for Review and Change” This was on the
ORC table but there was no guidance as to which of the many recommendations the Council
wanted the ORC to draft proposed Ordinances to effectuate the recommendations. To that end, the
ORC would like the Council to determine what recommendations it is adopting, and once the ORC
knows that it will draft the proposed Ordinance.

Since we had time available, we did make a start to go over the Housing Opportunity Program,
commonly known by its original bill number, LD 2003. This is the new law that requires towns
and cities to enact ordinance to encourage more housing. Doug Ide had prepared recommendations
as to how to address the HOP and this was a helpful start.

The first recommendation was to make ADU’s a permitted use instead of a conditional use in all
residential districts including rural farm areas. This would be a basic fix, but more work needs to
be done to determine how it would potentially impact the rural farm area.

There was also discussion about potentially amending the parking standards. This would be a
change to take out the strict parking standards when it comes to ADU’s because basically if you
add more parts to a house and more people you would usually have to have more parking, but if
you can eliminate that requirement then it opens up more opportunities for housing. On the other
side, which pushes more parking out onto the street, and that is not helpful either. We discussed
the potential for amending the Ordinances such that there could be different standards for
properties on streets where there is more space to allow for on-street parking, but that is basically
just Winthrop Street and maybe a few other streets at most so there is little net gain there.

Another plan would be to amend parking standards where the building owner has a firm agreement
with a nearby property for cars to be parked there. It would have to be within walking distance.
If the building owner had a place that they could lease nearby, and this would be a place where
people would park their cars and then walk to the buildings, that might work. It could also be that
a building owner might have four spaces because there are four units, but if there is no car for any
of those individuals then it could be fewer spaces. This standard seemed a little more open ended
and will be discussed.

We discussed, briefly, Doug Ide’s second recommendation which was to potentially eliminate
some single family zoning restrictions. Currently, Hallowell has single family dwellings and
duplexes as permitted uses in residential districts. Multi-family dwellings are allowed as a



conditional use in all but the rural farm district. One proposal would be making it so that multi-
family dwelling units are permitted use in the rural farm zone as well. There was also discussion
about reducing the minimum lot size requirement for duplexes in the rural farm area to one acre
from its current two acres.

At our next meeting we will continue the HOP discussion, and time permitting we will address
whatever guidance we get from the Council concerning the Housing Committee Report noted

above.

Our next meeting is on May 28, 2024, at 6:00 p.m.
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CITY OF HALLOWELL
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Doug Ide
Code Enforcement Officer
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How Hallowell Can Respond
to the
Report of the Commission to Increase Housing Opportunities in Maine
by Studying Zoning and Land Use Restrictions

Introduction

What follows is a point-by-point response to the recommendations of the Commission that pertain to
municipal ordinances (some of the recommendations are not applicable to municipal ordinances and
are not addressed here). In some cases Hallowell is already following these recommendations, and in
some cases changes could be made to our ordinances to help meet the recommendations.

Recommendation #1: Allow accessory dwelling units by right in all zoning districts currently
zoned for single-family homes.

Current Status: Hallowell allows for ADUs as a conditional use in all of our residential districts
except for the Rural Farm District. The conditional use application process is really designed for
larger projects with the potential for large impacts to the neighborhood. When there’s a conditional
use application for an ADU, much of the submission requirements are not applicable. Conditional use
applications generally require that abutters be notified that an application has been submitted, and they
are invited to comment on the proposal. The total fee for an ADU conditional use application can run
as high as $175.00. In my limited experience these applications have received no negative comments
from abutters, and the process is a bit confusing and daunting for the applicants. Ultimately the
applications have been approved without any opposition.

Opportunities for Change:

e Make ADUs a permitted use in all residential districts, including Rural Farm.
e Amend Section 9-631.2 to require that the parking standard apply to ADUs.

January, 2020



e Our ordinances and state statutes and regulations already account for addressing wastewater
disposal needs if an ADU is added to a property.

Recommendation #2. Eliminate single-family zoning restrictions in all residential zones across
the State by allowing up to four residential units on all lots, in compliance with any health and
safety requirements such as minimum septic and lot sizes, with a sunrise clause to provide
adequate time for municipalities to prepare for this change.

Current Status: This recommendation is to craft a statewide statute, but Hallowell already addresses
some of this. All of our residential districts currently allow for both single-family dwellings and
duplexes as permitted uses. Multi-family dwellings are allowed as a conditional use in all but the
Rural Farm District.

Hallowell has provisions that allow for high-density residential development in all but the RF. For
example, in R1, where there is public water and sewer, the minimum lot size is only 5,000 sq. ft. per
dwelling unit, but is reduced to 4,000 sq. ft. per unit for duplexes and multi-family units. In the R2 the
minimum lot size is 10,000 sq. ft. per unit, but is reduced to 7,500 sq. ft. per unit for duplexes and
multi-family units.

While multi-family units are not a permitted use in the RF, cluster developments, which can include
multi-family units, are allowed. Cluster developments allow flexibility in design, including reduced
lot size requirements, reduced setbacks, reduced street frontage, etc. A cluster development basically
allows for more dwelling units on a parcel of land than might otherwise be allowed. It’s typically
viewed as a way to have more common open space than a typical subdivision, thereby preserving
some of the rural character of the area while also allowing for fairly dense development. By
increasing the density of the development, the per-unit cost of development can be reduced, which
could make housing more affordable. So while a cluster development essentially provides a “density
bonus,” it does not do so with the express purpose of promoting affordable housing.

Opportunities for Change

Make multi-family dwelling units a permitted use in the RF.

Reduce the minimum lot size requirement for duplexes in the RF to 1 acre (currently. 2 acres).
Raise the profile of the existing cluster development option to potential developers.

Require that a portion of the units in a cluster development be designated as affordable
housing.

Recommendation #3. Prohibit municipal growth caps on the production of new housing.

Hallowell does not currently have a growth cap on the production of new housing.

Recommendation #5. Create density bonuses in all residential zones throughout the State,
giving low to middle-income housing projects 2.5 times the density of the existing zone, with a
parking requirement of no more than 0.66 spaces per unit for the additional units, and with the
requirement that those units be protected as affordable for a specific period of time.




Current Status: See the discussion on cluster developments, above. Our current parking standards
require 450 sq. ft. of parking space per dwelling unit. This can be in the form of a driveway, garage,
parking area, etc. However, our ordinances define a “parking space” as 9 ft. x 18 ft., minimum, which
is 162 sq. ft.

Opportunities for change:

See the discussion on cluster developments, above.

e Reduce the parking requirements for multi-family units and cluster developments to either 162
sq. ft. per unit or 107 sq. ft. per unit (= 0.66 spaces per unit) when a certain portion of such a
development is devoted to affordable housing.

Other Considerations

e Consider a rent control ordinance that limits rent increases.

o Consider limiting the number of short-term rental units in residential districts through
licensing or some other method. Currently we have no limit on the number of these, and our
regulation of them is pretty much limited to parking and life-safety issues.

e Tiny homes are already permitted throughout the State via MUBEC. However, consideration
could be given to reducing lot size requirements for tiny homes in the RF, and possibly
elsewhere.

e Consider adopting an inclusionary housing ordinance that requires a certain portion of
affordable units be constructed within a development.



