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 Aligned with the Unity Council’s Housing recommendation, 
released in February 2021:
 Establish different standards for infill housing
 Examine existing ordinance to eliminate barriers to attainable 

housing.
 Develop attainable neighborhoods with accessible services.

 Spring Council Planning Session, April 30, 2021: 
Arlington City Council directed Staff to review the Unified Development 
Code (UDC) and eliminate barriers for infill development, 
redevelopment and renovations/additions to older 
homes/developments.
 Focus Group to advise with this task

BACKGROUND – SLIDE 1 OF 4

Provide a mix of quality housing for a diverse 
population.
 Encourage the development of housing 

choices that meet the needs of current and 
emerging populations including singles, 
couples, small and large families, empty nesters, 
and seniors. 

 Aligned with Housing Goals in the adopted 2015 
Comprehensive Plan:
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BACKGROUND (TIMELINE) – SLIDE 2 OF 4

Council 
Direction

April 30, 
2021

Project 
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Briefing
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BACKGROUND (TIMELINE) – SLIDE 3 OF 4
Public Outreach Efforts begins…

Council 
Worksession
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Briefing
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3 Sessions for 

Public 
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Developers
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Tele 
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Leadership 
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April 21
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May 31
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BACKGROUND (TIMELINE) – SLIDE 4 OF 4

June 1 June 9

June 21

July 11

August 23

Public Outreach Efforts (March – July)
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Unity 
Council

Town Hall
District 4

Ambassadors 
For 

Aging Well

Council 
Work Session

Town Hall
District 5

Public Outreach Efforts end…

TBD

Seeking 
Direction 
from City 
Council

WE ARE 
HERE

June 3

ARBOR



FIRST  ISSUE  TO  ADDRESS
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(I) THE DEVELOPMENT ISSUE: 
Examine the existing UDC regulations to remove barriers for developing 
“hard-to-develop”, “small”, “residential-zoned”, “infill” sites.

CURRENT PROCESS to get approval for a house/s to be built 
on that site would be: 

Rezoning to Planned Development (PD), which  

(i) takes 4 to 5 months, money up-front for plans, and 

(ii) P&Z Commission and City Council public hearings

Lot shape or 
site constraints 

can create 
challenges to 

develop 
meeting 

current City 
standards

PROPOSED UDC AMENDMENT

1. Remove the lot depth requirement for all residential 
zoning districts. The UDC already regulates minimum lot 
width and lot area.

2. PROVIDING SLIGHT FLEXIBILITY. Allow 15% reduction in lot 
size, living area, and setback minimums, through an 
administrative approval process, without sacrificing the 
contextual aspect of the neighborhood.

 This does NOT allow any new housing type; only what is allowed in that zoning district.

Typically, a small infill 
development would be no 
more than 3 acres in size. 



SECOND  ISSUE  TO  ADDRESS
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(II) THE HOUSING ISSUE: 

More complex and contains two pieces:

1. Allow wider range of quality housing choices/types

2. Developing housing attainability options

City Council wanted to make sure we had received feedback from our 
residents about this issue and the presented options/recommendations.

Amongst the two pieces, the first one introducing new housing 
types was and remains the most contentious of the considerations 
presented at the Town Hall meetings.  



PUBLIC FEEDBACK SESSIONS
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In the course of the Public Outreach efforts regarding Residential Infill, 
Development, and Redevelopment, Staff presented development and housing 
options at:

 Three Open House sessions
 Five Townhall Meetings
 One Telephone Townhall

Staff also presented at local stakeholder group meetings
including:

 Two Arlington’s Developers’ Roundtables (DRT)
 Arlington Chamber of Commerce
 Neighborhood Leadership Network
 Unity Council
 Arlington Board of Realtors (ARBOR)
 Ambassadors for Aging Well

Staff also provided an on-
line survey option at the 
Townhall and local group 
meetings.



ATTENDANCE AND RESPONSE
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MARCH 10TH OPEN HOUSE at CITY HALL

Open 
House 

Session 1
22%

Open 
House 

Session 2
55%

Open 
House 

Session 3
23%

OPEN HOUSE ATTENDANCE Staff organized three Open House sessions at City 
Hall to present and receive feedback on possible 
solutions to development barriers and attainable 
housing choices.

• 17 attended the morning session, 

• 42 attended the afternoon session and 

• 18 attended the evening session, 

• About 15 attendees did not sign in for any 
session.  

Attendees included residents, non-profit agency 
members, students, city staff, and developers, all 
of whom provided a wide range of perspectives. 

92 Total Attendees



OPEN HOUSE
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Attendees were presented with three sets of nine 
boards where they were given the opportunity to 
express their opinions and feelings on the following 
topics via comment cards and placing post-it notes 
with comments on the boards themselves. Staff 
focused the discussion on core questions:

Where in Arlington would additional housing types be 
appropriate?

What additional housing types would be appropriate?

What options for attainable housing would be 
appropriate?

As the Open House comments gathered by sticky 
note are not measurable, Staff compiled the sticky 
note responses for each board.



OPEN HOUSE RESULTS
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1. Consider allowing Attached 
Single Family (2-unit 
townhome and duplex) in 
other single-family zoning 
districts (RE, RS-20, RS-15, RS-
7.2, and RS-5)?

2. (a)  Consider adding Triplex, 
Quadplex, and Cottage 
Courtyard as a housing 
type and developing 
design standards and lot 
dimensional standards?

2. (b)  Consider allowing the 
above housing types also 
in the single-family zoning 
districts (RE, RS-20, RS-15, 
RS-7.2, RS-5, and RM-12)?

1. No!!!
2. YES – gives a way to grow without only 

multifamily
3. No- Do not need higher density
4. This should not be allowed in single family 

district!
5. Yes, same scale as detached should be allowed
6. No – Special zoning for townhomes/duplex 

needed
7. COULD SUPPORT
8. With standards yes
9. NOT IN FAVOR OF
10.Yes, with good design standards for all 

categories
11.NO we have new nice apts.
12.Yes, same scale as detached so should be allowed
13.As a young person … current detached single 

family model is not working. All my friends are 
moving to denser cities.

14.How does infrastructure support this?
15.Multi-family (1-4) can be added to corner lots I 

think. There should be the ability to mix for max 
housing.



ATTENDANCE AND RESPONSE

12

Townhall 
1

37%

Townhall 2
14%

Townhall 3
12%

Townhall 
4

19%

Townhall 5
18%

SIGN IN SHEETS

The Townhalls were 
attended by approximately 
320 total residents 
according to the sign-in 
sheets; however, the actual 
numbers are closer to 400 as 
every meeting, 10-20 
attendees chose not to sign 
in.

Townhall 1
25%

Townhall 2
25%Townhall 3

7%

Townhall 4
13%

Townhall 5
30%

BOARD RESPONSES
Townhall 

1
33%

Townhall 2
21%

Townhall 3
7%

Townhall 
4

23%

Townhall 5
16%

ONLINE SURVEY

Townhall Meeting for District 5 
had the most responses (32) 
on the boards while Townhall 
Meeting for District 1 had the 
highest attendance (116). 

Universally, the board 
responses were widely held 
to be negative for all options 
presented.

The online surveys received the 
most positive responses in 
comparison with board voting.  

Some attendees in favor may 
have been more comfortable 
expressing their support in a 
more anonymous setting.

TOWNHALLS in all five Council Districts
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LISTENING TO RESIDENTS

• Many attendees expressed concerns regarding the 
number of investor-owned residential properties and 
the concern any additional housing types would 
benefit investors, not residents.

• One attendee, who works with seniors, noted they 
have difficulty finding any housing designed to meet 
elderly needs (aging in place), much less attainable 
housing. 

• Residents discussed high-level issues around housing 
affordability, such as the role of market forces and 
legislative policy in influencing housing attainability.

• Many attendees noted that additional housing 
options were needed, but not in their neighborhoods.

• The sessions made it evident the City of Arlington 
needs to address housing attainability while 
respecting the rights of existing property owners and 
neighborhood continuity. 
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Housing Issue - (1) Variety in Housing Types
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PROPOSED OPTION:

Add a New Mixed Residential (“MR”)

Zoning District to the UDC

Considering additional housing types in 
Arlington by way of new, specific zoning 
districts created as amendments to the UDC 
and the feasibility of one of those zoning 
districts to be used as a redevelopment tool.

• 2 housing types if greater than 3 acres; at 
least 3 housing types if greater than 10 acres

• Designed as a complete neighborhood with 
open space and access to commercial 
services

• The edges of development should blend with 
existing neighborhoods

• Provides aging in place: mix of starter homes, 
move-up, and downsize choices

• TO BE APPROVED THROUGH THE NORMAL 
PROCESS OF REZONING TO “MR” or “UMR”



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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With 182 total 
responses, one third 
voted yes (60) while 
two-thirds voted no 
(121) to add a Mixed 
Residential (MR) 
zoning district with 
development 
standards to the UDC.

Create new zoning district, “Mixed Residential” (MR) that allows for a mix
of housing types including duplex, triplex, quadplex, cluster homes?

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Yes

No

Maybe

Mixed Residential Zoning District

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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Create new zoning district, “Unified Mixed Residential” (UMR) that
allows for purposefully built-to-rent single family units?

Four-fifths of the 
respondents voted no
(108) to those one-fifth 
who voted  yes (19) to 
add a Unified Mixed 
Residential (UMR) 
zoning district allowing 
build to rent projects 
with development 
standards to the UDC. 
This option was not 
presented at District 1’s 
Town Hall.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Yes

No

Maybe

Unified Mixed Residential Zoning District

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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Allow redevelopment (i.e., demolish and rebuild) of larger sites with
aging multi-family properties or older areas, to utilize “MR” zoning
district standards, without having to rezone that property.

One-third of the  
respondents voted yes
(41)compared the over 
two-thirds who voted  
no (99) to allow aging 
multi-family property 
redevelopment to MR 
district standards. The 
wording for this question 
changed from District 
1’s Town Hall.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Yes

No

Maybe

Redevelopment to MR District Standards

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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ADDITIONAL HOUSING TYPES

Variety in housing types 
introduced the idea of allowing 
additional housing types 
(including duplexes, triplexes, 
and cottage courtyards) in single 
family neighborhoods and under 
an explicit set of situations, 
conditions, contexts, and/or 
standards. 



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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Overwhelming no, 
almost four-fifths of 
respondents voted no 
(142) in comparison to 
the one-fifth who voted 
yes (30) to allow 
additional housing 
types with additional 
standards in single-
family zoning districts.

OPTION A. Allow Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex in all single-family
zoning districts, as long as it is in scale, form, and design to the
adjacent homes.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Yes

No

Maybe

Option A: Additional Housing Types

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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Three-fourths of the 
respondents voted no (101) 
to add additional housing 
types to single family 
districts outside of existing 
neighborhoods; along four 
lane roads; and serving as a 
transition to higher intensity 
uses compared to the one-
fourth who voted yes (29). 
This question is different 
than a similar one 
presented to District 1.

OPTION B. Allow Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex in all single-family zoning
districts, as long as it is in scale and form to the adjacent homes… but outside of
existing built neighborhoods, and along four-lane roads; and serving as
transition between commercial property and residential neighborhoods.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Yes

No

Maybe

Option B: Additional Housing Types

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Variety in Housing Types
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OPTION C. Allow Duplex, Triplex, and Quadplex in single-family zoning districts, as long
as it is in scale and form to the adjacent homes… but outside of existing built
neighborhoods, and along four-lane roads; and in certain Overlay Districts such as
Downtown or Entertainment District or special corridors near UT-Arlington.

With little change from the 
previous housing option, 
respondents still indicated 
three-fourth of the no (96) 
votes as yes (32) votes to 
the addition of an Overlay 
District or Special District 
consideration to the 
previous option.  This same 
question was not 
presented with to District 
1’s Town Hall.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Yes

No
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Option C: Additional Housing Types

Townhall Board Online Survey



Housing Issue: Attainability Options
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DEVELOPMENT OF ATTAINABLE 
HOUSING

In looking at ways of adding more 
attainable housing options to 
Arlington’s inventory, respondents were 
given the opportunity to consider 
allowing secondary livings units (SLUs) to 
more than just the RE, RS-20, RS-15, and 
RM-12 zoning districts. 

Also, consider creating a small lot 
zoning district, and reducing the 
minimum house size requirements in 
single family zoning districts.



Housing Issue: Attainability Options
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OPTION A. Do not require a specific use permit (SUP) approval process
for Secondary Living Units in RS-7.2 and RS-5 Zoning Districts.

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Yes

No

Maybe

Option A: Secondary Living Units

Townhall Board Online Survey

One-third of the 
respondents voted yes
(42) compared to the 
over two-thirds who voted 
no (138) over two-thirds 
regarding allowing SLUs in 
the RS-7.2 and RS-5 zoning 
districts using existing 
standards and 
supplemental use 
standards.



Housing Issue: Attainability Options
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Townhall Board Online Survey

OPTION B. Do not require an SUP approval process for Secondary Living Units in
RS-7.2 and RS-5; only if the lot size is 10,000 s.f. or more; and has an additional
parking space within that lot.

With a slightly better positive 
rate, respondents still voted 
no (92) two and a half times 
more than those who voted 
yes (39) regarding allowing 
SLUs in the RS-7.2 and RS-5 
zoning districts with a 10,000 
s.f. minimum lot size and off-
street parking requirement. 
This option was not 
presented at District 1’s 
Town Hall.



Housing Issue: Attainability Options

26
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Create a small lot  (under 5,000 s.f.) zoning district to meet market 
needs.

The small-lot zoning district
creation fared better than
all previous considerations
with 71 respondents voting
yes to 108 voting no.



Housing Issue: Attainability Options
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0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Yes

No

Maybe

Reduce Minimum Living Area Requirements

Townhall Board Online Survey

Consider allowing smaller home sizes than the residential zoning district 
minimums.

The most tolerable of all the 
options, but still not hitting the 
majority positive by a vote of 
88 (no) to 76 (yes) was the 
option to reduce the minimum 
required housing size. 

Those that indicated a new 
specific minimum living area:  
16 said 1,000 s.f., 15 said 1,200 
s.f., 21 said 1,500 s.f., 21 said 
“Let the market decide, no 
minimum s.f.)”, and 27 said “no 
change”.
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Summary of Findings - 1
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1. Participants did not oppose the idea of providing slight flexibility in the 
UDC standards for hard-to-develop, small infill sites.

With Council approval, staff could proceed with the following UDC 
amendment:

1. Remove the lot depth requirement for all residential zoning districts. 
The UDC already regulates minimum lot width and lot area.

2. PROVIDING SLIGHT FLEXIBILITY FOR HARD-TO-DEVELOP (SHAPE/SITE CONSTRAINTS), 
SMALL INFILL SITES.

Allow up to 15% reduction in lot size, living area, and setback 
minimums, through an administrative approval process, without 
sacrificing the contextual aspect of the neighborhood.
Typically, a small infill site is less than three (3.0) acres in size. 



Summary of Findings - 2
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2. The majority of the participants were not in favor of the proposed 

‘Housing Issue’ solutions – especially the ones increasing the ‘Variety in 

Housing Types’. 

There were more positives for the ‘Housing Attainability’ options, but 

the outcome was still negative.  
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 No Arlington standards for the new housing trends

 Proliferation of Planned Development (PD)

 Rise in Corporate Investor-owned properties

 Revitalization of areas prime for redevelopment

 Aging in Place

Issues that remain to be addressed:
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QUESTIONS
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The presentation and other materials are posted on the PDS department webpage 




