Missing Middle
Housing Study:
Expanding Housing
Choice
Long Range Planning Committee Meeting
October 17, 2022

Public Comment
 Written comments are encouraged
• Online comment form (arlingtonva.us – search “long range
planning committee”)
• Paper comment forms available for in-person attendees
• All written comments will be shared with LRPC and posted
 Public comment will take place after LRPC discussion, time permitting
 To sign up for speaker list:
• In-person attendees: Sign-up sheet in the Board Room
• Virtual attendees: Text first and last name to 571-348-3053
2

LRPC Meeting Objectives
 Share preliminary approaches on key policy topics, following
July County Board work session
 Receive LRPC feedback on preliminary approaches to inform
draft General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and Zoning Ordinance
amendments
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Presentation Overview

1. Overview of Phases 1 and 2
2. Phase 3: Preliminary Policy Approaches and Considerations
A. Zoning Tool

D. Minimum Parking Requirements

B. Applicability

E. Design and Site Layout Standards

C. Minimum Site Area

F. Development Cap

3. Next Steps
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Overview of
Phases 1 and 2

Missing Middle Housing Study:
Expanding Housing Choice

Study Goals:

Objectives:

- Increase housing supply

- More equitable housing options for
more people at more income levels
and more stages of life distributed
throughout Arlington

- Diversify housing types
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Study Approach and Schedule
Summer 2020
Research
Compendium

Arlington’s
housing market

Fall 2020 – Fall 2021
Phase 1

Winter 2021-22 – Summer 2022

Summer 2022 – Winter 2022-23
Phase 3

Phase 2
Community
priorities and
concerns

Study of housing
types in the
Arlington context

Housing Types to
study in Phase 2

Framework for
expanding
housing choice
(What? Where?
How?)

Arlington’s
housing stock
History of zoning
and land use
policies

County Board
community
engagement

General Land Use
Plan and Zoning
Ordinance
amendments

Community Engagement and Input Throughout
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Phase 1: Community Priorities & Concerns
Priorities

Concerns

Reduce housing costs, add more housing
The impacts of growth on quality of life:
supply, and add housing options that reflect the
 School and infrastructure investment
needs of the whole community
potentially leading to higher taxes
Conserve tree canopy and create and
maintain connections to nature
Achieve sustainable land use and construction

 Higher or lower property values
 More demand for parks
 Increased runoff and flooding
 Loss of trees

Invest in schools and infrastructure to keep
pace with growth

Loss of existing housing stock and diversity

Maintain and expand valued neighborhood
features: diversity, connection with neighbors,
walkability

Suitability of new housing options
with existing neighborhoods
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Phase 2: Draft Framework
 Preliminary policy approach to expanding
housing choice for community review and input
• Sought to address and balance study goals and Phase
1 priorities and concerns
• Informed by analysis of design alternatives, economic
feasibility, opportunities and impacts, and equity

 Included specific policy choices and tradeoffs
for public input
 Not a staff recommendation
 Draft framework and public input presented to
County Board at July work session
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Phase 2: Equity Considerations
 Who could benefit?
• Households who need smaller housing options (1-3 bedrooms)
• People with disabilities who could need single-level,
potentially accessible, housing options
• Households with incomes from $108,000 - $200,000+
o MMH could be attainable to up to 39% of Black or African American
households, 39% of Hispanic or Latino households, and 60% of Asian
households in the Washington metro area

• Residents in neighborhoods with limited housing options
o Multiplexes can provide new housing opportunities in areas that have
limited options today

Source for attainability data: Household Income by Race/Ethnicity, 2020 5-Year ACS Estimates
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Phase 2: Equity Considerations (Cont.)
 Who could be burdened?
• Renters are most at risk of displacement from redevelopment.
• Displacement risk is lower in zoning districts proposed for MMH.
o 15% of housing in R-5 to R-20 zones is rental, compared to 62% county-wide.

o Zoning districts that currently allow lower cost duplexes and townhouses, and have a higher
proportion of renters, would not be impacted by the draft framework

• Displacement risk would be the same as the status quo, where lower cost
rental housing can be redeveloped as large single-detached housing.
 Who is missing?
• Households with incomes below the levels needed to attain MMH
• Other Housing Arlington initiatives are focused on meeting the needs of lowand moderate-income households
Source for rental data: CPHD Master Housing Unit Database, 2021 Arlington County Profile
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Phase 2: County Board Guidance For
Drafting Zoning Ordinance Amendments
 Allow buildings with 2-8 housing units
• Duplicating most standards for single-detached housing (e.g., maximum
height and coverage, minimum setbacks)

 Allow the option for missing middle housing in all areas zoned
only for single-family detached development
 Include two approaches to minimum site area for development
1. Maintain existing minimum site area standards for all housing types
2. Establish new, higher minimum site area standards that are tied to the
proposed number of housing units

 Vary parking requirements based on site-specific factors
 Establish design standards to support compatibility with the
surrounding neighborhood

12

For More Information

 Research Compendium
 Phase 1 Report
 Phase 2 Draft Framework
 Phase 2 County Board Guidance to Staff
 Phase 2 FAQs and Q&A Matrix
 All Study Documents
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Phase 3 Preliminary
Policy Approaches
and Considerations

Glossary of Housing Types
Duplex

• 2 attached dwellings on 1 lot
• Arranged vertically

Semidetached

• 2 attached dwellings on 2 lots
• Arranged horizontally,
separated by a common wall
• Each unit has an exterior
entrance
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Glossary of Housing Types
Townhouses

• 3 or more attached dwellings
• Phase 2 framework: Limit to
3 units within a building
• Arranged horizontally,
separated by common walls
• Each unit has an exterior
entrance

Multifamily/
Multiplex

• Building with 3 or more dwellings
• Phase 2 framework: Limit to
8 units within a building
• e.g., triplex, 4/6/8-plex
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Zoning Tool
Preliminary approach: establish an optional, by-right development
path
 Precedents for optional development tools that apply broadly to specific zoning
districts:
• Unified Residential Development (requires use permit)
o All R-5 to R-20 and R2-7 district are eligible
• Residential Clusters (requires site plan)
o All R-5 to R-20 districts are eligible
 Allows for tailored development standards
 Can apply to new construction or retrofits of existing buildings
 No changes to existing R district standards for single-detached housing and other
permitted uses
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Applicability
 County Board Phase 2 guidance:
All R-5, R-6, R-8, R-10, R-20 zones
would be eligible for missing
middle housing
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Applicability
Additional considerations for R-5 to R-20-zoned properties:
 Properties located within designated planning areas on the General Land Use Plan
(GLUP)
• Preliminary approach: more specific sector/area plan guidance should take
precedence over new housing development options
 Properties larger than 1 acre
• Typically institutional uses (houses of worship, private schools/clubs)
• Larger properties could accommodate multiple buildings if redeveloped
o Zoning currently allows subdivision and development of single-detached
housing
• Preliminary approach: establish additional review or restrictions for missing
middle housing development on larger sites that could accommodate multiple
buildings
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Minimum Site Area
 County Board Phase 2 guidance: Prepare two options for minimum
site area requirements
1. Maintain current minimum site area standards for each zoning
district
o e.g., 6,000 square feet for R-6, 10,000 square feet for R-10
o Number of units that can be built on a site is determined by the building
envelope that remains after all zoning standards are met (e.g. height,
coverage, setbacks, parking)

2. Establish new minimum site area standards that vary based on
the number of units proposed
o Larger site areas would be required for projects with more housing units
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Minimum Site Area
Considerations for Option 1
 Multiplexes would not be prohibited based solely on a site’s land area
 Due to zoning restrictions on setbacks and coverage, the potential
building “envelope” increases with larger sites
 Under current regulations, new single-detached lots with sizes of 5,000
to 7,500 sq. ft. are often built with 4,000 to 6,000 sq. ft. of living area
• Assuming similar building size, 8-plex units would average 500 to 750 sq ft.
• Units would be even smaller after accounting for parking requirements and
interior halls/stairs
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Minimum Site Area
 Considerations for Option 2
• Option 2 addresses community concerns about multiplexes with
more units on smaller sites (e.g., 6- or 8-plex on a 6,000 square foot
lot)
• Preliminary approach for Option 2: establish higher minimum site
areas only for buildings with 5 or more units.
o 2- to 4-unit buildings: could be more easily accommodated within a smaller
site/building envelope, on-site parking spaces not significantly greater than
new single-detached houses (2-4 spaces)
o 5- to 8-unit buildings: might be appropriate for larger sites that can
accommodate a larger building envelope and more on-site parking
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Minimum Site Area
 Site area vs. lot area
• Site area: land area for a development
project
• Lot area: land area for individual parcels
within a development project
• Individual semidetached (2 units side-byside) or townhouse (3 units side-by-side)
units would require reduced lot area and
lot width to allow for subdivisions

 Condominium ownership is possible for all
housing types, regardless of whether a site
can be subdivided

Example semidetached dwellings with
a site area of ~7,000 sq. ft. Each lot has
an area of ~3,500 sq. ft.
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Minimum Parking Requirements
 County Board Phase 2 guidance: Vary parking standards based on
site-specific factors
• Proximity to transit
• Cul-de-sacs
• Demonstrated on-street parking availability

 Master Transportation Plan: Parking and Curb Space Management
Element Policies
• Ensure that minimum parking needs are met and excessive parking is not built
• Promote on-street parking in residential neighborhoods
• Goal of 60% to 85% on-street parking occupancy on streets without
Residential Permit Parking (RPP) restrictions
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Minimum Parking Requirements
Transit proximity
considerations
 Preliminary approach for
defining transit proximity is
indicated on map
 Primary and Premium
Transit Networks are
mapped in the Master
Transportation Plan
 Transit proximity distance
from stations/stops varies
by level of transit service
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Minimum Parking Requirements
 Cul-de-sac locations
• Geometry reduces opportunities for on-street parking
 On-street parking availability
• 2017-2019 On-Street Parking Occupancy Studies found that
parking occupancy on RPP-restricted and unmanaged
blocks is typically 20% to 45%
• Preliminary approach: allow reduced parking if a parking
survey documents adequate availability of on-street parking
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Minimum Parking Requirements
 Preliminary approach:
Location

Minimum Parking Ratio

Eligible for Parking
Reduction with OnStreet Parking Survey

Transit0.5 spaces per dwelling unit
Proximate Sites

No

Not Transit1 space per dwelling unit
Proximate Sites

Yes, not fewer than 0.5
spaces per unit

Sites on a Culde-sac

No

1 space per dwelling unit

 As a comparison, single-detached housing requires 1 space per
unit, except sites zoned R-5 and cul-de-sac sites (2 spaces per unit)
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Design and Site Layout Standards
 County Board Phase 2 Guidance: Establish design standards to
support compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
 Areas for consideration
• Location of parking spaces and garages
• Building and exterior entrance orientation
• Landscaping and tree retention/planting
 These areas are not currently regulated for single-detached housing
• Could impose higher standards for Missing Middle Housing
• Administrative approval path requires clear, objective standards
• Standards that are too strict could discourage development
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Design and Site Layout Standards:
Location of Parking Spaces and Garages
Preliminary approach:

• Additional spaces could be located in a garage, or
rear/side yard

Street

 Limit the number of parking spaces allowed
between the building and the street

• More consistent with typical single-detached conditions,
but increases need for driveways to rear yard

 Prohibit open-air “tuck under” parking that faces a
street or side yard
 Limit the width of street-facing garages to 50% of
façade width
Example of open-air tuck under
parking in a 1950s-era building.
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Design and Site Layout Standards:
Building and Exterior Entrance Orientation
For townhouses/semidetached:
 Preliminary approach: require
each unit to have an entrance
facing a street

Townhouses
with entrances
oriented to the
street

 Other options for consideration:
• Allow entrances be oriented
to a side yard
• Allow entrances oriented to
a side yard as long as end
unit is oriented to street
Image sources: Daniel Parolek, Missing Middle Housing

Townhouses
with entrances
oriented to a
side yard

Note: Graphics are illustrative only. These designs would not meet the
framework standards for setbacks, lot coverage, or number of townhouses.
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Design and Site Layout Standards:
Building and Exterior Entrance Orientation
Arlington
4-plex with
one front
entrance

For duplexes/multiplexes:
 Currently, zoning requires a single front
entrance for duplexes, or one front and
one side entrance
Portland,
Oregon,
4-plex with
four front
entrances

Image sources: Arlington County CPHD (top), Zillow.com (bottom)

 Preliminary approach: require at least
one entrance facing the street (or
opening onto a street-facing porch)
 Other options for consideration:
• Should there be limits on the number
of entrances facing the street?
Facing side yards?
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Design and Site Layout Standards:
Site Landscaping and Trees
Preliminary approach: require a minimum
amount of tree retention or planting as a site
design feature
 Regulated through Zoning Ordinance,
separate from Chesapeake Bay Preservation
Ordinance (CBPO)
 Only possible if Missing Middle Housing is an
optional development tool
 Setting requirement too high could impact
project feasibility
32

Development Cap
 Preliminary approach:
consider an annual limit on
permits issued
• Precedent: 2008 zoning text for
accessory dwellings set a cap of
28 permits/year (cap removed in
2017)
• Responsive to community
concerns about the pace of
change

Sources: Phase 2 Consultant Memo, Arlington County Development Tracking,
Arlington County Resubdivisions, CPHD 2020 Census Presentation,

 Considerations
• New construction vs. retrofits of existing
houses
• Consultant’s estimate:
o 19 – 21 lots redeveloped per year
o 94 – 108 new units per year
• Average lots developed with singledetached housing, 2016 – 2020:
o 175 lots per year, before subdivisions
• Average Countywide housing growth,
2010 – 2020:
o 1,368 units/year
o 1.2% annual growth rate
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Additional Topics For Future ZOCO Discussion
Topic

Considerations

Lot Coverage

• Current R district standards incentivize front porches and
rear detached garages

Maximum Floor Area
(from Phase 2 Framework)

• Interior spaces that count toward maximum

Accessory Uses

• Phase 2 Framework would prohibit accessory dwellings in
combination with new missing middle housing types
• Considerations for other accessory uses allowed in R
districts

Nonconformities

• Development/retrofits on nonconforming lots
• Retrofits of nonconforming buildings
• Additions to nonconforming buildings

Modifications

• Use permit or variance requests heard by the Board of
Zoning Appeals
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Next Steps
 PC Committee Meetings
• Review and refine draft General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and Zoning Ordinance
amendments (ZOA)

 Request to Advertise GLUP and ZOA
• Planning Commission and County Board public hearings
• Sets the scope of what is considered for adoption – can include options

 Action on GLUP and ZOA
• Planning Commission and County Board public hearings
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LRPC Discussion

