
Amended Livingston City Commission Agenda 
October 03, 2023 

5:30 PM 
City – County Complex, Community Room 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87529161415?pwd=bkViTS9uOUdKMkpMMWpjV0JnbnRKQT09 
 

Meeting ID: 875 2916 1415 
Passcode: 786559 

 

 
1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Public Comment 
Individuals are reminded that public comments should be limited to item over which the City 

Commission has supervision, control jurisdiction, or advisory power (MCA 2-3-202) 

4. Consent Items 

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 19, 2023, REGULAR CITY COMMISSION 

MEETING          PG. 4 

B. CLAIMS PAID 9/13/23 -9/27/23        PG. 18 

C. APPLICATION FOR PHILIP C. LAWSON FOR SPECIAL PARKING SPACE FOR RESERVED 

FOR DISABLED PERSONS ON A PUBLIC STREET     PG. 24 

D. CONSIDERATION OF OPEN CONTAINER SPECIAL EXCEPTION REQUEST FOR 

OCTOBERFEST ON 10/14/2023       PG. 30 

5. Proclamations  

A. A PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING THE 101st ANNIVERSARY OF NATIONAL FIRE 

PREVENTION WEEK, AND DECLARING OCTOBER 8-14, 2023, to be FIRE PREVENTION 

WEEK IN THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON.       PG. 35 

6. Scheduled Public Comment 

A. CRISIS RESPONSE COALITION 

7. Public Hearings 

Individuals are reminded that testimony at a public hearing should be relevant, material, and not 

repetitious.  (MCA 7-1-4131 and Livingston City Code Section 2-21) 

8. Ordinances 

A. ORDINANCE 3043, AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, AMENDING 

CHAPTER 30 OF THE LIVINGSTON MUNICIPAL CODE ENTITLED ZONING BY ADDING NEW 

SECTION 30.47 ENTITLED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS AND PROVIDING A 

REPEALER, SAVINGS, SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE.   PG. 37 
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B. ORDINANCE 3045: AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON MONTANA REMOVING 

FEES FROM THE MUNICIPAL CODE       PG. 64 

9. Resolutions 

A. RESOLUTION 5110: ESTABLISHING A FEE SCHEDULE AND CHARGES FOR ALL 

DEPARTMENTS         PG. 82 

B. RESOLUTION 5111: AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

BLOCK GRANT APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF WATER AND SEWER 

IMPROVEMENTS AT THE VIEW VISTA COMMUNITY.     PG. 98 

C. RESOLUTION 5113: AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE 

MONTANA COAL ENDOWMENT PROGRAM FOR A PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT 

REGARDING WATER SERVICES IN THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON.    PG. 102 

10. Action Items 

A. UPDATE ON CITY LOGO AND REBRANDING PROJECT.    PG. 105 

11. City Manager Comment 

12. City Commission Comments 

13. Adjournment 

Calendar of Events 

Supplemental Material 

 
Notice 
 

 Public Comment: The public can speak about an item on the agenda during discussion of that item by coming 
up to the table or podium, signing-in, and then waiting to be recognized by the Chairman. Individuals are 
reminded that public comments should be limited to items over which the City Commission has supervision, 
control, jurisdiction, or advisory power (MCA 2-3-202). 

 

 Meeting Recording: An audio and/or video recording of the meeting, or any portion thereof, may be purchased 
by contacting the City Administration. The City does not warrant the audio and/or video recording as to content, 
quality, or clarity. 

 

 Special Accommodation: If you need special accommodations to attend or participate in our meeting, please 
contact the Fire Department at least 24 hours in advance of the specific meeting you are planning on attending. 
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File Attachments for Item:

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 19, 2023, REGULAR CITY COMMISSION 

MEETING
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Livingston City Commission Minutes 
September 19, 2023 

5:30 PM 
City – County Complex, Community Room 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83690208904?pwd=c3Y1ay9Rc3puWis2MG5IaDd4dlNRQT09 
 

Meeting ID: 836 9020 8904 
Passcode: 399814 

 

 
1. Call to Order 

 Chair Nootz called the meeting to order at 5:33pm 

2. Roll Call 

City Commission in attendance at start of meeting: Chair Nootz, Vice-Chair Kahle, Commissioner 

Friedman, Commissioner Schwarz, and Commissioner Lyons. 

Staff in attendance: City Manager Grant Gager, Interim City Attorney Jon Hesse, City Clerk Emily 

Hutchinson, Chief of Police Dale Johnson, Planning Director Jennifer Severson, Public Works 

Director Shannon Holmes, Project Manager Martha O’Rourke, Fire Chief Josh Chabalowski 

3. Public Comment 
Individuals are reminded that public comments should be limited to item over which the City 

Commission has supervision, control jurisdiction, or advisory power (MCA 2-3-202) 

Jesse Kula expressed his thoughts about food trucks and rules within City Code. 

Leslie Feigel discussed street camping and the issue in Bozeman asking City Commission to look 

at making rules or ordinances about street camping. 

Patricia Grabow discussed homelessness and healing in the community.  

Ashea Mills gave big thanks to Commission and shops downtown for the event of Lovingston, she 

said it was great to see a large turnout at this really fun event.  

4. Consent Items 

A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 5, 2023, REGULAR CITY COMMISSION 

MEETING          PG.4 

B. CLAIMS PAID 8/31/23 - 9/12/23        PG.13 

C. AGREEMENT 20034 WITH PARK COUNTY FOR WASTEWATER TESTING.  PG24 

D. AGREEMENT 20035 REGARDING THE PARK COUNTY BEHAVIORAL HEALTH AND CRISIS 

RESPONSE COALITION        PG.29 

E. AMENDMENT NO. 1 TO AGREEMENT 20024 WITH AFSCME    PG.35 

 Motion to approve all consent agenda items was made by Vice Chair Kahle and seconded by 

Commissioner Lyons.  
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The motion passed unanimously by the five members present. 

5. Proclamations  

A. A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON DECLARING 

SEPTEMBER 19TH AS INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY PROFESSIONALS DAY IN 

LIVINGSTON.           PG.38 

 Chair Nootz read the proclamation and the City Manager gave thanks to the two IT Professionals 

Erica and Liz for their hard work.  

Chair Nootz thanked the IT department for all their hard work and their support of the City 

Commission. 

6. Scheduled Public Comment 

7. Public Hearings 

Individuals are reminded that testimony at a public hearing should be relevant, material, and not 

repetitious.  (MCA 7-1-4131 and Livingston City Code Section 2-21) 

A. CONSIDERATION OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROJECTS FOR 2023  

Chair Nootz called on the City Manager to introduce the item. The City Manager stated this is the 

second public hearing for this project. Applications are due in the coming months and there are 

both planning and construction grants. Public Comment was offered by: 

 Danielle Maiden is the Cooperative Housing Director for NeighborWorks Montana expressed 

a wish to pursue a grant for the View Vista Community.  

 Jon Gass with WGM Group has prepared a PER and reviewed water and sewer system at the 

View Vista Community and feels this is much need project. 

 Jan Buckner expressed thanks to the City for helping look at this and trying to help the View 

Vista Community 

 Patricia Grabow loves the project that NeighborWorks is doing.  

 Terry Woodhull lives at View Vista expressed concerns about the leaks and feels the whole 

thing needs redone.  

Vice Chair Kahle asked the City Manager what the next step is. The City Manager stated a 

Resolution of support for the grant application.  

Commission Lyons feels the NeighborWorks proposal makes sense and hears the public comment 

from folks that live there and supports this project. 

Chair Nootz thanks Jan and Terry for sharing their personal stories and thanks City Staff, 

Commission and NeighborWorks for their work to push this project forward. 

8. Ordinances 

A. ORDINANCE 3045: AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON MONTANA REMOVING 

FEES FROM THE MUNICIPAL CODE       PG.40 

 Chair Nootz called on the City Manager to introduce the item. The City Manager stated the City is 

removing fees from Ordinances that will be later codified in a City wide Fee Resolution. This 
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Ordinance removes fees from 27 different sections and stated the Fee Schedule will be a more 

user friendly way to access and manage fees.  

 Vice Chair Kahle moved to approve the Ordinance and Commissioner Friedman seconded the 

motion 

The item was approved unanimously by the five commissioners present. 

9. Resolutions 

10. Action Items 

A. MOUNTAIN VIEW SUBDIVISION PRELIMINARY PLAT     PG.58 

Chair Nootz called on the City Manager to introduce the item. The City Manager stated this is a 

preliminary plat for a major subdivision in the wester gateway of the City located by Antelope Dr. 

and PFL Way. This application went before the Planning Board in August and was approved with 

19 conditions.  

The City Manager reminded the Commission that although this is similar to a previous application 

that we are only to discuss this application in front them tonight. 

Chair Nootz asked everyone present to keep their comments about this application before them 

tonight. 

Planning Director Severson introduced this item as a total of 44 acres broken down into 24 lots, 2 

are open space, and 2 are permanent storm water facilities. The property is zoned as highway 

commercial and based on the future land map used in the approved Growth Policy this area is 

community commercial. The City Planning Board indicated 19 condition for this application to be 

approved by City Commission. MCA – Sec 76-3-608 requires the decision by a governing body to 

approve, conditionally approve or deny a proposed subdivision to be based on the specific 

documentable, and clearly defined impact on the following primary criteria:  

 A. Effect on Agriculture – No concerns for this topic  

 B. Effect on Agricultural Water User Facilities – No concerns for this topic 

 C. Effect on Local – The Planning Board concerns include:   

o increase traffic in this area 

o impact fees to fund future water main to tie into the subdivision would not be 

enough and the City would ultimately be responsible for meeting the funding short 

fall 

o Additional reliance on Emergency Services and it was suggested to have a waiver 

of protest for future special improvement district for water and sewer capacity 

improvements necessitated by future development within the subdivision 

 D. Effect on the Natural Environment – The Planning Board concerns include:   

o Run off from development would adversely impact existing wetlands located at the 

North East corner of the subdivision 

 E. Effect on Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat – The Planning Board concerns include:   

o Potential harms from fence 

o Poorly stored solid waste could attract bears 

o Leashing dogs in public space 

 F. Effect on Public Health and Safety – The Planning Board concerns include:   

o Traffic concern 
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o Train derailment 

o I-90 with concerns around fire and wind kicking up fire 

Chris Namann an associate and Senior Planner with Sanderson Stewart presented the application. 

Chris stated the public hearing intent is for a preliminary plat application and purpose of that is to 

place lines on a map and formally subdivide the applicant’s property. The proposed lots will create 

a place for development. The subdivision will include paved roadways, sidewalk improvements, 

and public access to open space which will be dedicated a parkland. A condition that the applicant 

supports is a waiver of rights to protest special improvement districts. A traffic study has been 

provided. Mr. Namann feels when or if the lots are developed it is in line with the City of Livingston’s 

Growth Policy. 

Applicant’s Attorney Bill Fanning gave brief legal perspective stating this is the just the beginning 

of the process and if approved they still have phases of regulatory compliance including DEQ water 

permitting, state building codes, and municipal codes all these additional phase are done to 

ensures that the development is done safely and responsibly and in line with the law. 

Chair Nootz asked if there were clarifying questions from Commissioners. 

Commissioner Schwarz asked what our deadline is for approval or denial. The City Manager 

answered that is has to be decided on by October 15th 2023. 

Commissioner Lyons stated per the subdivisions regulations there is a requirement for a preliminary 

plat that blocks must be wide enough to allow for two tiers of block unless, or 2 lot deep blocks and 

he doesn’t see that in the application. The City Manager discussed the section of subdivision 

regulations and its implications. 

Vice Chair Kahle asked about the loop system for water and sewer and is wondering about a quote 

if it’s needed. The City Manager stated the cost of loop is unknown as it has not been designed, 

but regardless of the cost it’s unlikely that the impact fees will cover cost for the loop.  

Commissioner Friedman stated a lot of work was done with Printing For Less was built to expand 

usage in the area. Commissioner Friedman stated it was amazed at all the negative talk 

surrounding this application, and feels like this project is a good one. 

Chair Nootz questioned if the way the development is developed would be allowed in future 

subdivisions to create parcels that were constrained in this way. The City Manager stated the 

application before them the is the first subdivision for this parcel of land or any of the parcels of 

land out there and the previous development occurred without subdivisions and were owner 

developed properties. It could be possible if there was a large portion of land that was subjected to 

partial development before the subdivision process, and yes it is possible that this situation could 

occur on another parcel.  

Vice Chair Kahle asked if they are bound to decisions that were made in the past. The City 

Manager’s response was no we are not bound the City Commission has the ability to approve, 

reject or approve with conditions. 

Commissioner Lyons asked about process for deciding internal capture rates in the traffic study. 

The applicant explained that they calculated this with guidelines from the Montana Department of 

Transportation and Institute for Transportation Engineering manual. 
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7:01PM Vice Chair Kahle motioned for a 10 minute break seconded by Commissioner Lyons. 

Unanimously approved. 

(Starts at Video Mark 1:29:42)  

Public Comments were offered by: 

 Tom Blurock a board member of Friends of Park County expressed concerns that this was 

originally zoned for light industrial since that time it was rezoned to highway commercial and 

feels it’s scary what that area could become with it being zoned highway commercial. He stated 

it is around 100 acres out there that is completely separate from the City and could be 

competition for the City if developed out there. He feels this application should be rejected 

tonight. 

 Patricia Grabow understands the Commissioners have the ability to say yes or no to this project 

and feels it was a big mistake to annex this property years ago. Safety is a concern for people 

with kids that live out there and how they will safely get into town on HWY 10. She feels this 

type of growth and development stands in the way of historic downtown survival and is asking 

the Commission to vote no. 

 Suzie Barnett has lived her 10 years and is a real estate broker in Livingston. Gave appreciation 

to the Planning Director and staff for their hard work on this project. She stated inventory of 

housing is low and it there is not much to sell in Livingston and there is no place for people to 

go to move here and many younger people cannot afford to live here. The project for 

development sounds like a good one and asked the Commissioners to vote yes. 

 Manny Goetz presented information and facts on economic development. New mandate is how 

to create more housing. Builders cannot build here due to high cost of land and utilities to the 

properties. He feels this project is a good one and gives housing to Livingston which is much 

needed, and a great location for multi-family and affordable housing. Without an over/under 

pass it’s the only place to develop in Livingston for growth. 

 James Willich compared this project to Kennewick Washington which was developed along the 

highway there, and stated the development killed the downtown area of Kennewick. He would 

like us to keep that in mind if they approve this development and feels there could potentially 

be competition with our own historic downtown. 

 Stacy Jovick is the Chair of Planning Board reiterated the passing of this application with 

conditions by the Planning Board. She feels the planning board worked hard to meet needs 

and placed conditions they felt were helpful, and expressed that the applicant is just trying to 

follow the rules for development in that area. 

 Frank Schroder is the Co-Founder and former Board Chair of Friends of Park County. 

Wondered what has changed from when the Growth Policy was created. Would like the 

Commissioners to deny this application. 

 Dennis Glick agrees with Frank Schroder’s comments. He was recently in the North East part 

of town and was surprised by the residential growth in that area. He does not feel this project 

is part of the Growth Policy and would like Commissioners to vote no for this project. 

 Dave Miller is very upset about this project and the ugliness, and feels it will make the town 

look bad. He doesn’t want suburban sprawl and would like the Commissioners to vote no. 

 Randy Carpenter is speaking on behalf of Friends of Park County and feels that based on 

health and safety risks the Commissioners should not vote for this project. He expressed 

concerns around fire safety and high winds around I-90. 
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Chair Nootz asked the City Manager to set up a pro and cons list and discussed pros first, starting 

with Commissioner Friedman. Commissioner Lyons, Vice Chair Kahle, and Commissioner Schwarz 

agreed with Commissioner Friedman’s 1-4 pros. Chair Nootz added pro number 5. 

Positive Attributes 

1. Property Tax Growth 

2. Existing Infrastructure 

3. Possibility for Housing 

4. Readiness for Businesses 

5. Influence on Future Development in Area 

Commissioner Schwarz expressed concerns about traffic and lack of comment from MDT. 

Commissioner Lyons feels 25 for internal capture is very high and how that internal capture will 

play into downtown. He is concerned that the uses provided for the estimates may have been 

selected in a way to diminish the potential impact on traffic. Commissioner Lyons stated he studies 

land use and transportation and would look at the best analog and the closest thing we could 

compare this situation to, and to him the best location is Exit 333 in Livingston. Looking at the size 

of lots there are very close to what is being proposed with this application. Effects on natural 

environment and potential impacts to wetland and just because the wetlands are not developed 

doesn’t meant that will not be an impact from the development on the wetlands. Potential health 

and safety risks around disaster evacuation is concerning. Commissioner Lyons expressed 

thoughts that the preliminary plot and the proposed development does not comply with subdivision 

regulations citing a portion of the regulations stating; blocks must be wide enough to allow two tiers 

of lots, unless a narrower configuration is essential to provide separation residential development 

from traffic arteries, or to overcome specific disadvantages of typography and orientation, or unless 

the governing body approves a design consisting if a regularly shaped blocks invented by cul-de-

sacs. Ultimately Commissioner Lyons does not feel this application complies with the subdivision 

regulations based on the cited material he read. The application is stated to be in support of Growth 

Policy but Commissioner Lyons feels this project has certain conflicts with the Policy. 

Vice Chair Kahle expressed great concerns for fire risk at this location, and feels there is not a 

sufficient alternate route in and out of this property. Commissioner Kahle also noted the lack of 

sidewalks is an issue because base on the application the sidewalks are only put in when the 

subdivide piece of property is developed, an example looking at lots 3, 4 and 5 have no sidewalks 

and if someone develops lots 4 then there would be no sidewalk at 3 and 5. Vice Chair Kahle also 

expressed concerns about wetlands and felt there was a spring right where a road would be put in 

which will be hard to maintain later on if developed. Concerns around the sewer and water loop 

that we would not have enough impact fees to pay for, and feels this would force them to encourage 

more growth in a way that is not in line with what the Commission would want. In thinking about 

downtown Livingston Vice Chair Kahle feels that people stopping at this subdivision for a hotel or 

restaurant will prevent them from venturing into the downtown area of Livingston and ultimately 

hurting local business. Commissioner Kahle also feels that there are issue with the compliance with 

the Growth Policy. 

Chair Nootz and the Commission listed out challenges with the project including:   

Challenges 

1. Traffic from Development 

2. Uncertain level of Traffic Impact 
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3. Potential Impacts to Downtown 

4. Uncertainty of Development Pattern (uses) 

5. Impact to Wetlands 

6. Impact to Disaster Response (evacuation) 

7. Compliance with Subdivision Regulations (block configuration) 

8. Compliance with Growth Policy (infill, smart growth, develop in existing communities, enhance 

air/water quality, support existing local businesses, gateways celebrating character) 

9. Fire Risk ( limited evacuation, resistance/resilience) 

10. Lack of Sidewalks (Lots 3-5, existing issues at PFL) 

11. Water in ROW of PFL Way Extension 

12. Sewer/Water Loop Construction Costs 

13. Initial Development Constricts Remaining Land Use 

14. Annexation Pattern of Past 

15. Zoning Changes from Light Industrial to Highway Commercial 

16. Future Land Use Map: Area is Commercial (not LI or else) 

17. Existing City Infrastructure 

18. Incompatible Adjacent Uses, limited tools 

19. No public access road to Open Space Lot 21 

20. No wildlife corridor (FWP Suggestions) 

21. No Community Postal Box Unit ( USPS Suggestion) 

22. No Mitigation of Noise or Wind 

23. Public Health/Safety from Traffic Within Development (#10) 

24. No Bus Pull-out Locations (School) 

25. Parkland Development 

26. Covenants Compliance/Conflict with LMC (ADUs, Pets, Building Stds,) 

27. Pedestrian Access to Site 

28. Gateway Overlay Zone 

8:33PM Commissioner Friedman motioned for a 10 minute break seconded by Commissioner Lyons. 

Unanimously approved. 

(Starts at Video Mark 2:50:12)  

Chair Nootz lead the group into evaluating Creative Solution for the challenges they’ve listed. 

Commissioner Lyons expressed thoughts on process and would like to move away from conditions and 

stay with solutions to challenges. Chair Nootz stated that some Commissioners might want to approve 

this with additional conditions and that it’s good process to work through solutions and conditions. Chair 

Nootz asked fellow Commissioners if they would like to work through conditions starting with 

Commissioner Schwarz who expressed agreement with Commissioner Lyons, but understands some 

Commissioners could potentially want more conditions.  

Commissioner Friedman stated that the conditions he would like to discuss are related to sidewalks 

and he envisions they will be needed for any housing that is developed in the area.  

Vice Chair Kahle expressed her thoughts around the large amount of negatives and felt unsure they 

would be able to find solutions to all them.  

Commissioner Lyons believes some of the Challenges are able to be conditioned, but a large amount 

he feels cannot be conditioned specifically ones related to geography and transportation infrastructure.  
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Chair Nootz expressed frustration about inheriting problems then having to make the best out of a 

situation that this Commission did not create, and feels past decisions of annexation and the 

development itself put the current Commission in a difficult spot. Chair Nootz feels the Commissioners 

can either improve subdivision proposals and can attempt to influence the outcome, or be left with 

letting development just happen without any Commission input.  Chair Nootz stated most everything in 

the challenges column she has at one point discussed with staff, and recognizes the work staff is doing 

with site visits for the Commissioners, and feels to not go through the creative solutions process would 

be a disservice to the City Staff that worked on this project. Chair Nootz stated if they skip the Creative 

Solutions they won’t know what is possible for future subdivisions and developments. 

Commissioner Lyons reiterated his thoughts that preliminary plat does not conform to the subdivision 

regulations related to blocks, and feels they should not disregard the existing regulations because this 

will lead developers to think believe the rules are more like suggestions rather than requirements.  

Vice Chair Kahle asked that they review the Challenges list, running through quickly stating if they can 

mitigate or not. Chair Nootz suggested speaking to Project Manager Martha O’Rourke about wetland 

and the storm water system. The City Manager did clarify the Property Owners Association is proposed 

to retain ownership of the permanent storm water facility and liability is resolved by the ownership 

structure. Martha O’Rourke stated the storm water proposed for the subdivision is to take into account 

the effects of the increase hardscape from roads and sidewalks. It was also clarified that the 

development on each lot will have to look at it’s own storm water impacts so that the proposed retention 

ponds are going to mitigate any impacts the proposed road is going to have on the wetlands. Each lot 

will have to meet City standards and DEQ standards. Wetlands were decided to be taken care of 

elsewhere in the application process and not conditions were placed by City Commission.  

Chair Nootz asked to speak with Fire Chief Chabalowski about evacuation with limited access point, 

and heave traffic on HWY 10. Chief stated for this location concerns around access in and out of the 

subdivision is good on a normal day with HWY 10 and 1-90 so close, the challenge comes when HWY 

10 is blocked with traffic on those particularly windy days, but did feel they have adequate access to 

get in and out of for evacuation or disaster. Overall Chief had no major concerns for disaster relief. 

Chief was invited to discuss Fire Risk touching on fire resistance and fire resilience. It was stated that 

the development will reduce the fire risk in this area with more hardscape, more industrialization, and 

more fire resistant construction will reduce the fire risk in this area. Chief also stated there would be 

adequate fire hydrants to combat fire at the location. 

Possible Conditions discussed by the Commission included: 

1. Developer Installation of ADA-compliant Sidewalks throughout Subdivision as Streets are Created 

- #10 Challenge 

2. Where possible, large trip generating activities should have access off HWY 10 - #1 Challenge 

3. Future Development Shall be Subject to Gateway Overlay Zoning when enacted - #8 Challenge 

4. Inclusion of Fire-breaks, native plants and fire resistant building materials - #9 Challenge 

5. Update Screening/buffering to include all differing uses(include native planting requirement) - #18 

Challenge 

6. Developer shall create a trail along northside of Lot 20 to provide access to the Open Space in Lot 

21 and also work with the City and Community to vision and develop a trail into Lot 2 - #19 & #25 

Challenge 

7. Lot 24 be retained as open space for a wildlife corridor - #20 Challenge 

8. Installation of Community Postal Box in accordance with USPS direction - #21 Challenge 
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9. Residential and Commercial Buildings shall be built to withstand wind, have noise reducing 

windows and building materials - #22 Challenge 

10. Include bus pull-outs in Street by lots 3-5 and 15-20 - #24 Challenge 

11. The Development must comply with City Code requirements for pets, building standards and 

AUD’s. - #26 Challenge 

Other Actions, related to this application, that the Commission identified that the City needs to progress 

solutions on include: 

1. DTMP Team focus on assistance to DT, strengthen DT - #3 Challenge & #8Challenge 

2. Growth Policy Update: Future Land Use Map Update (allowed uses in Zones) - #16 Challenge 

3. Initiate Conversation on Multi-use trail - #27 Challenge 

4. Start Gateway Overlay District Zoning - #28 Challenge 

5. Include Entry signage in Gateway Overlay Districts 

Chair Nootz checked in with fellow Commissioners about their thoughts after having worked through 

challenges and solutions. Commission Friedman stated Highway Commercial terminology seems to be 

a hang up for him. Commissioner Lyons expressed concerns about what the open market will do with 

the 22 Lots, and stated they could condition this as much as they want but it will be undeniably 

untenable. Vice Chair Kahle agrees with Commissioner Lyons and feels by allowing this project to go 

through shows others that yes, we have rules, but not everyone has to follow them.  

Chair Nootz asked the City Manager if staff has talked with the applicant about deed restricting this 

land, the City Manager stated no it was not discussed with the applicant. Chair Nootz indicated she 

feels an obligation to apply conditions that will protect the community and wildlife.  

10:56pm Vice Chair Kahle motioned for a 5 minute break and to extend the meeting and seconded by 

Commissioner Friedman. Unanimously approved. 

(Starts at Video Mark 5:00:14)  

Chair Nootz would like clarification on the deed restriction. The City Manager talked briefly with the 

applicant about deed restriction, and the applicant would like conditions in writing if approved with 

conditions.  

Commissioner Lyons moved to deny the application.  

Commissioner Schwarz questioned that they have to motion in the affirmative. Chair Nootz asked for 

clarification. The City Manager stated the Livingston Municipal Code does not touch on this issue, but 

with having done the research, any motion from the Commission is a valid motion. Commissioner 

Schwarz asked to clarify in the Commissioners Handbook if a motion has to be made in the affirmative. 

A consultation of the Handbook did not reveal that requirement.  

Vice Chair Kahle seconded the motion. 

The application was denied 3-2 with Commissioners Friedman, Kahle and Lyons voting in favor of the 

denial. Chair Nootz and Commissioner Schwarz voted against the denial. 

11. City Manager Comment 

 The City Manager gave a brief thanks the Commission, Community and the applicant. 

12. City Commission Comments 
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Commissioner Lyons thanked the applicant, community and fellow Commissioners and stated this 

meeting this was tough and passionate meeting tonight.  

Commissioner Friedman stated they could not make the application work to guarantee housing in 

that area. Vice Chair Kahle thanked fellow Commissioners and stated this was a hard decision.  

Chair Nootz thanked the Commissioners for good process and feels there are some things in the 

list that could be addressed regardless of the vote tonight. Thanks to City Manager about the packet 

for tonight, and to City Staff for all their expertise and answering questions on the project.  

Chair Nootz also brought up hearing some negative comments throughout the community and 

wanted to remind the community of a proclamation that was put in place in May 2023 as a 

Proclamation of the City Commission declaring Acceptance and Openness Among All our Citizens.  

13. Adjournment 

11:24pm Commissioner Friedman motioned to adjourn the meeting seconded by Commissioner 

Lyons. Unanimously approved. 

 

Calendar of Events 

Supplemental Material 

 
Notice 
 

 Public Comment: The public can speak about an item on the agenda during discussion of that item by coming 
up to the table or podium, signing-in, and then waiting to be recognized by the Chairman. Individuals are 
reminded that public comments should be limited to items over which the City Commission has supervision, 
control, jurisdiction, or advisory power (MCA 2-3-202). 

 

 Meeting Recording: An audio and/or video recording of the meeting, or any portion thereof, may be purchased 
by contacting the City Administration. The City does not warrant the audio and/or video recording as to content, 
quality, or clarity. 

 

 Special Accommodation: If you need special accommodations to attend or participate in our meeting, please 
contact the Fire Department at least 24 hours in advance of the specific meeting you are planning on attending. 
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Proclamation 
A Proclamation of the City Commission declaring 
Acceptance and Openness Among All Our Citizens 

 
 

WHEREAS, it is the policy of the City of Livingston to prevent “harassment and discrimination based 

upon race, color, sex, gender identity/expression, sexual orientation, religion, national origin, disability 

or housing status;” and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston seeks to continue to become a more equitable, welcoming and 

connected community, and is dedicated to protecting all residents from hate crimes and seeks to end 

bigotry in all forms; and 

 

WHEREAS, the FBI has defined a hate crime as a “criminal offense against a person or property 

motivated in whole or in part by an offender’s bias against a race, religion, disability, sexual orientation, 

ethnicity, gender, or gender identity;” and 

 

WHEREAS, data from the FBI reports in 2019, 15,588 law enforcement agencies participated in the 

Hate Crime Statistics Program. Of these agencies, 2,172 reported 7,314 hate crime incidents involving 

8,559 offenses 1,395 offenses were based on sexual-orientation bias reports indicate: 

 62.2 percent were classified as anti-gay (male) bias. 
 24.5 percent were prompted by anti-lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender bias. 
 10.2 percent were classified as anti-lesbian bias. 
 1.9 percent were classified as anti-bisexual bias. 
 1.2 percent were the result of anti-heterosexual bias. 

WHEREAS, the Human Rights Campaign reported that 2021 was the deadliest year on record for trans 

and gender- non conforming people across the nation; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Livingston wishes to publically support and stand in 

solidarity with all members of our community by: condemning hate activity; opposing hateful and 

hurtful actions; and supporting the LGBTQ+ community for the purpose of establishing a City that is 

safe, welcoming and embraces all members. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Livingston City Commission pledges to stand firmly with our community 

members and support the efforts of our allies by condemning hate crimes, challenging bigotry and 

discrimination, supporting marginalized people and advocating for policies and legislation that honor 

everyone’s basic human rights so that all are valued and accepted in our community; and 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, I, Melissa Nootz, Chair of the City Commission do hereby encourage 

other municipal leaders across our state and nation to join us to strengthen our fight against all forms 

of discrimination, intolerance and hateful activity. 

 
 
DATED this 16th day of May, 2023 
 
 
 
 
Signed: ____________________________    Signed: ____________________________________ 
             Melissa Nootz, Chair     Grant Gager, City Manager 
 
 

Attest: _____________________________________ 
Faith Kinnick, Recording Secretary 
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CITY OF LIVINGSTON Payment Approval Report - Claims Approval - Commission Meeting Page:     1

Report dates: 9/13/2023-9/27/2023 Sep 28, 2023  11:08AM

Vendor Vendor Name Invoice Number Description Invoice Date Net Amount Paid Date Paid

Invoice Amount

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRODUCTS, INC

3357 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRO 36415 ACCU TAB 06/15/2023 9,675.00 9,675.00 09/25/2023

3357 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRO 36425 DPD LIQUID 06/15/2023 63.00 63.00 09/25/2023

3357 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRO 36724 Chlorine 07/15/2023 10,080.00 10,080.00 09/25/2023

3357 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRO 36850 DPD POWDER 07/31/2023 93.00 93.00 09/25/2023

3357 ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRO 36998 ACID MAGIC 08/11/2023 9,675.00 9,675.00 09/25/2023

          Total ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY PRODUCTS, INC: 29,586.00 29,586.00

ALL SERVICE TIRE & ALIGNMENT

22 ALL SERVICE TIRE & ALIGNME 66622 Mount & Balance 08/02/2023 100.00 100.00 09/25/2023

22 ALL SERVICE TIRE & ALIGNME 66885 TUBE 09/07/2023 20.00 20.00 09/25/2023

          Total ALL SERVICE TIRE & ALIGNMENT: 120.00 120.00

BROOKSTONE DEVELOPING LLC

10005 BROOKSTONE DEVELOPING LL 2023.8.25 PAY BACK AGREEMENT 08/25/2023 292,500.00 292,500.00 09/25/2023

          Total BROOKSTONE DEVELOPING LLC: 292,500.00 292,500.00

DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE

122 DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE 2023_07WMC REGIONAL SEWER EXT APP #6 09/12/2023 1,985.31 1,985.31 09/13/2023

          Total DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE: 1,985.31 1,985.31

ENERGY LABORATORIES, INC.

424 ENERGY LABORATORIES, INC. 574487 Analysis parameter 08/22/2023 264.00 264.00 09/25/2023

          Total ENERGY LABORATORIES, INC.: 264.00 264.00

FARSTAD OIL

3353 FARSTAD OIL 105342 Diesel 525G 08/24/2023 2,108.40 2,108.40 09/25/2023

3353 FARSTAD OIL IN-661750-23 Diesel 426G 08/31/2023 1,694.88 1,694.88 09/25/2023

          Total FARSTAD OIL: 3,803.28 3,803.28

FISHER SAND AND GRAVEL

2904 FISHER SAND AND GRAVEL 4372 Con SAND 08/19/2023 393.41 393.41 09/25/2023

          Total FISHER SAND AND GRAVEL: 393.41 393.41

FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LLC

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1067921 FUEL PUMP 08/22/2023 39.62- 39.62- 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1070878 THREAD ROD 08/29/2023 22.48 22.48 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1073263 FEMALE FF COUPLER 09/05/2023 183.67- 183.67- 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1074015 WHEEL BOLT 09/07/2023 65.21 65.21 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1074079 JUMPER 09/07/2023 58.22 58.22 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1074098 KNOB NUT 09/07/2023 11.46 11.46 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1074153 SWITCH 09/07/2023 41.69- 41.69- 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1074375 LOW VISCOSITY HY GARD 09/08/2023 8.00 8.00 09/25/2023

2516 FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LL 1075086 BOLT LOCK NUT 09/11/2023 114.60 114.60 09/25/2023

          Total FRONTLINE AG SOLUTIONS, LLC: 14.99 14.99

GENERAL DISTRIBUTING COMPANY

1845 GENERAL DISTRIBUTING COM 0001090121-0 LINED GRAIN GLV 09/13/2023 170.13 170.13 09/25/2023
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CITY OF LIVINGSTON Payment Approval Report - Claims Approval - Commission Meeting Page:     2

Report dates: 9/13/2023-9/27/2023 Sep 28, 2023  11:08AM

Vendor Vendor Name Invoice Number Description Invoice Date Net Amount Paid Date Paid

Invoice Amount

          Total GENERAL DISTRIBUTING COMPANY: 170.13 170.13

IRRIGATION INNOVATIONS

10002 IRRIGATION INNOVATIONS 7685 WEED FLOWERBEDS 09/01/2023 1,045.00 1,045.00 09/25/2023

          Total IRRIGATION INNOVATIONS: 1,045.00 1,045.00

KELLEY CONNECT

10001 KELLEY CONNECT 34784745 AGREEMENT 112-1689019 08/31/2023 312.74 312.74 09/25/2023

10001 KELLEY CONNECT IN1411346 jh110275 09/01/2023 7.47 7.47 09/25/2023

10001 KELLEY CONNECT IN1412907 JH120274 09/05/2023 95.15 95.15 09/25/2023

          Total KELLEY CONNECT: 415.36 415.36

KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, INC

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 60829 coolant reservoir 08/15/2023 98.75 98.75 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61241 lamp 08/07/2023 285.75 285.75 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61242 Filters 08/07/2023 73.95 73.95 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61243 check lights 08/07/2023 1,807.60 1,807.60 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61250 starting system 08/07/2023 544.90 544.90 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61274 transmission cooler 08/11/2023 200.00 200.00 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61275 clear fuel line 08/10/2023 220.00 220.00 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61281 coupler 08/14/2023 57.10 57.10 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61428 check hydraulics 08/23/2023 275.00 275.00 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61452 leaking hydraulics 08/28/2023 1,114.90 1,114.90 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61466 Bearing and seals 08/30/2023 1,039.00 1,039.00 09/25/2023

1390 KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, IN 61467 engine harness 08/30/2023 8,426.36 8,426.36 09/25/2023

          Total KEN'S EQUIPMENT REPAIR, INC: 14,143.31 14,143.31

KNIFE RIVER

8 KNIFE RIVER 879801 Plant Mix 08/24/2023 682.50 682.50 09/25/2023

8 KNIFE RIVER 880256 Plant Mix 08/28/2023 600.60 600.60 09/25/2023

          Total KNIFE RIVER: 1,283.10 1,283.10

LEHRKIND'S COCA-COLA

2830 LEHRKIND'S COCA-COLA 2076950 Water 09/06/2023 41.00 41.00 09/25/2023

          Total LEHRKIND'S COCA-COLA: 41.00 41.00

MARY KARELL

10005 MARY KARELL 001 REPAIR FLAG 09/01/2023 110.00 110.00 09/15/2023

          Total MARY KARELL: 110.00 110.00

MIDWAY RENTAL, INC.

3040 MIDWAY RENTAL, INC. 1856761-0001 COMPACTOR PLATE 09/07/2023 96.90 96.90 09/25/2023

          Total MIDWAY RENTAL, INC.: 96.90 96.90

MISC

99999 MISC 2023.9.1 PLUMBING PARTS 09/08/2023 96.18 96.18 09/25/2023

          Total MISC: 96.18 96.18
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CITY OF LIVINGSTON Payment Approval Report - Claims Approval - Commission Meeting Page:     3

Report dates: 9/13/2023-9/27/2023 Sep 28, 2023  11:08AM

Vendor Vendor Name Invoice Number Description Invoice Date Net Amount Paid Date Paid

Invoice Amount

MOBILE REPAIR & WELDING, INC

10 MOBILE REPAIR & WELDING, IN 34232 sHARPENED 4 BITS 08/25/2023 25.00 25.00 09/25/2023

          Total MOBILE REPAIR & WELDING, INC: 25.00 25.00

MONTANA RAIL LINK

112 MONTANA RAIL LINK 469279 Agreement 88715 09/01/2023 100.00 100.00 09/25/2023

112 MONTANA RAIL LINK 469491 Agreement 601788 09/01/2023 100.00 100.00 09/25/2023

          Total MONTANA RAIL LINK: 200.00 200.00

MUNICIPAL EMERGENCY SERVICES

2604 MUNICIPAL EMERGENCY SERV IN1930841 COMPLIANT BATTERY 09/07/2023 570.93 570.93 09/25/2023

2604 MUNICIPAL EMERGENCY SERV IN1931489 OPS PPE 09/08/2023 392.93 392.93 09/25/2023

          Total MUNICIPAL EMERGENCY SERVICES: 963.86 963.86

NORTHWEST PARTS & RIGGING CO

10005 NORTHWEST PARTS & RIGGIN B146331 GREEN ACRES SOIL STABLE 08/18/2023 12,600.00 12,600.00 09/25/2023

          Total NORTHWEST PARTS & RIGGING CO: 12,600.00 12,600.00

NORTHWESTERN ENERGY

151 NORTHWESTERN ENERGY 3837245-4 202 220 E PARK 09/12/2023 194.22 194.22 09/25/2023

          Total NORTHWESTERN ENERGY: 194.22 194.22

OLD FAITHFUL DETAILING

10005 OLD FAITHFUL DETAILING 640836 DETAIL COLORADO 09/14/2023 240.00 240.00 09/25/2023

          Total OLD FAITHFUL DETAILING: 240.00 240.00

PROFESSIONAL SALES & SERVICE LC

10001 PROFESSIONAL SALES & SERV 29939 ENTRY DOOR STRUT 02/08/2023 58.74 58.74 09/25/2023

          Total PROFESSIONAL SALES & SERVICE LC: 58.74 58.74

REPUBLIC SERVICES #670

10000 REPUBLIC SERVICES #670 0670-0004193 DISPOSAL/RECYCLING 08/31/2023 77,221.36 77,221.36 09/25/2023

          Total REPUBLIC SERVICES #670: 77,221.36 77,221.36

RIVER BEND THREADS

2299 RIVER BEND THREADS 5038 Reserve Clothing 09/05/2023 540.00 540.00 09/25/2023

          Total RIVER BEND THREADS: 540.00 540.00

SCHAEFFER MFG CO.

1730 SCHAEFFER MFG CO. AEQ2982-INV1 Synshield 08/17/2023 1,570.25 1,570.25 09/25/2023

          Total SCHAEFFER MFG CO.: 1,570.25 1,570.25

TOWN & COUNTRY FOODS - LIVINGSTON

2595 TOWN & COUNTRY FOODS - LI 85 StaION SUPPLIES 08/24/2023 9.78 9.78 09/25/2023

          Total TOWN & COUNTRY FOODS - LIVINGSTON: 9.78 9.78
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CITY OF LIVINGSTON Payment Approval Report - Claims Approval - Commission Meeting Page:     4

Report dates: 9/13/2023-9/27/2023 Sep 28, 2023  11:08AM

Vendor Vendor Name Invoice Number Description Invoice Date Net Amount Paid Date Paid

Invoice Amount

TRACTOR & EQUIPMENT CO

10005 TRACTOR & EQUIPMENT CO 34940010 B34 GRADER 08/16/2023 236,423.00 236,423.00 09/25/2023

          Total TRACTOR & EQUIPMENT CO: 236,423.00 236,423.00

UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LOCATION

3472 UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LO 3085092 Excavation Notifica 08/31/2023 44.48 44.48 09/25/2023

3472 UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LO 3085092 Excavation Notifica 08/31/2023 44.48 44.48 09/25/2023

3472 UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LO 3085092 Excavation Notifica 08/31/2023 44.49 44.49 09/25/2023

          Total UTILITIES UNDERGROUND LOCATION: 133.45 133.45

VERIZON WIRELESS

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 61.16 61.16 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 46.74 46.74 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 61.16 61.16 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 61.16 61.16 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 28.04 28.04 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 28.04 28.04 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.21 19.21 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 46.74 46.74 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 46.74 46.74 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 13.61 13.61 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 11.85 11.85 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 46.74 46.74 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.75 42.75 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935490 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 42.70 42.70 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 63.50 63.50 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.41 44.41 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 9.99 9.99 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 9.99 9.99 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.41 44.41 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 23.60 23.60 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.41 44.41 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 .00 .00

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.41 44.41 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 12.31 12.31 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 171.69 171.69 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.91 19.91 09/25/2023
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CITY OF LIVINGSTON Payment Approval Report - Claims Approval - Commission Meeting Page:     5

Report dates: 9/13/2023-9/27/2023 Sep 28, 2023  11:08AM

Vendor Vendor Name Invoice Number Description Invoice Date Net Amount Paid Date Paid

Invoice Amount

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 19.96 19.96 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 12.31 12.31 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 12.31 12.31 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 12.31 12.31 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.41 44.41 09/25/2023

879 VERIZON WIRELESS 9943935491 SEPT CELLPHONES 09/08/2023 44.44 44.44 09/25/2023

          Total VERIZON WIRELESS: 1,721.70 1,721.70

WESTERN DRUG

1396 WESTERN DRUG 2023.8.3 Patient Supplies 08/03/2023 108.18 108.18 09/25/2023

          Total WESTERN DRUG: 108.18 108.18

WHISTLER TOWING, LLC

3237 WHISTLER TOWING, LLC 23-0601-265 TOW 06/02/2023 100.00 100.00 09/25/2023

3237 WHISTLER TOWING, LLC 43878 CHIP SEAL MOVE CARS 08/24/2023 1,245.00 1,245.00 09/25/2023

          Total WHISTLER TOWING, LLC: 1,345.00 1,345.00

WISPWEST.NET

2087 WISPWEST.NET 275901 Internet SOCCER 09/21/2023 85.19 85.19 09/25/2023

2087 WISPWEST.NET 275901 Internet-CIVIC CENTER 09/21/2023 63.51 63.51 09/25/2023

          Total WISPWEST.NET: 148.70 148.70

          Grand Totals:  679,571.21 679,571.21

           Dated: ______________________________________________________

           Mayor: ______________________________________________________

  City Council: ______________________________________________________

                       ______________________________________________________

                       ______________________________________________________

                       ______________________________________________________

                       ______________________________________________________

                       ______________________________________________________

City Recorder: _____________________________________________________
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File Attachments for Item:

C. APPLICATION FOR PHILIP C. LAWSON FOR SPECIAL PARKING SPACE FOR RESERVED FOR 

DISABLED PERSONS ON A PUBLIC STREET
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File Attachments for Item:

D. CONSIDERATION OF OPEN CONTAINER SPECIAL EXCEPTION REQUEST FOR OCTOBERFEST

ON 10/14/2023
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            City Manager Chairperson 

              Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 

 

       220 E Park Street  Vice Chair 

          (406) 823-6000 phone  Karrie Kahle 

             

  Commissioners 

citymanager@livingstonmontana.org   Mel Friedman 

     www.livingstonmontana.org   Quentin Schwarz 

   Torrey Lyons 

  
 Incorporated 1889 
  

Date:   10/3/2023 

To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 

From:  Grant Gager, City Manager 

 

Staff Report for Consideration of Octoberfest Request for a Special Event Exception To 

City of Livingston Alcohol Consumption Restrictions 

 

Recommendation and Summary 

Staff is recommending the City Commission approve the exception to the enforcement of 

restrictions on consumption of beer or liquor during the Octoberfest proposed for October 14, 

2023, by adopting the following motion:  

 

“I move to approve the request to create an exception to the enforcement of the Open Container 

Statute during the Octoberfest.”  

 

The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 

 The Livingston Municipal Code allows the City Commission to provide exceptions for 

special events to allow public consumption of beer or liquor. 

 The City has received a request from a special event operator for such an exception. 

 

Introduction and History 

The applicant has submitted a Special Event Permit requesting the road closure of a portion of 

Second Street between Callander and Lewis Streets to host a special event (Octoberfest). The 

applicant has additionally requested an exception pursuant to Section 10-8.B. that would allow for 

the consumption of beer or liquor during the event. The applicant is seeking the exception from 

4:00 p.m. to 7:00pm on October 14, 2023.  

 

Analysis 

City staff has reviewed the application and the application has been conditionally approved by 

staff, pending Commission approval of this exception.  

 

Fiscal Impact 

Application fees will offset costs associated with the event including associated road closure costs.  

 

Attachments 

 Attachment A: Octoberfest Event Application 
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City of Livingston Special Event Permit Application 

The City of Livingston Special Event Permit Application applies to City of Livingston Streets, Facilities, Parks and Trails; 

this does NOT include private property. Completed applications must be submitted at least 6 weeks prior to the event 

date. (8 weeks if requesting fee waivers, see Section 7 for eligibility)  

Applications are not considered complete until the following items have been submitted: 

 Signed Application

 Non-refundable application fee: $50 resident / $80 non-resident

 Refundable Deposit if utilizing any COL equipment or Facility

 Proof of Liability Insurance
o $1,500,000 and $750,000 per occurrence
o Fire Casualty and Property loss insurance on the premises in the minimum amount of $500,000.00 with

a loss payable provisions to the City.

 Proposed maps/layout of event

o If run/walk, include locations of water stations/volunteers/traffic control devices

Application Information (should also serve as the event day contact) 

Renter/Contact Name: 

Organization: 

Email Address: Tax ID Number: 

Address: City, State, Zip: 

Mobile Phone: Work Phone: 

Group insuring event: 

Insurance Company: Policy Number: 

Insurance Agent: Insurance Phone: 

Insurance Address: 

Event Information 

Name of Event: Date of Event: 

Event Type: Approx # of Attendees: 

Proposed Route(s) and/or Map(s) Attached: YES      NO   Time(s) of event: 

Set up 
Begins: 

Event 
Begins: 

Event 
ends: 

Cleanup 
Complete: 

Please provide a brief description of your event: (use additional sheet if you need more space) 

Kris King

Explore Livingston

info@explorelivingstonmt.com 45-2805610

PO Box 348 Livingston, MT 59047

406.222.4848

Key Insurance of Livingston

Evanston Insurance Company 3DS5474-M3068710

Alice Senter 406.222.0944

124 West Lewis, Livingston MT

Octoberfest 10/14/2023

Street Fair 100

4-7 pm

2 pm 4 pm 7 pm 9 pm

2nd Street blocked from Callender to Lewis Street only. 2nd Street Oktoberfest will be a small
pilot project event on Saturday October 14 from 4-7 pm with stores open late, music set up within
the barricade on 2nd near Lewis, the three bars on 2nd will sell drinks, Coffee Crossing will sell
hot drinks, several food trucks will be parked within the barricades on 2nd Street, the Livingston
Community Bakery will sell pretzels, there will be two portapotties, youth organization on 2nd will
host pumpkin painting and kids' crafts, and there will be no entry fees. TBID is sponsoring the
event and there will be souvenir cups and bandannas given away as business scavenger hunt
contest prizes.

YES
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Please identify any safety / security issues: 

 

Do you plan for your event to: 
Have food:      YES      NO    If yes, have you contacted the Park County Sanitarian at 406-222-4145 and followed all 

requirements? 

Accumulate waste:      YES      NO    If yes, please notate your disposal plan (We recommend 1 – 96 Gallon can per 200 people): 

 

 

The City of Livingston will supply additional trash cans for your event, if utilizing, please notate quantity: 

______ Mon – Fri, 7am – 4pm: $20 for first can; $10 per additional can 

______ Mon – Fri, 4pm-10pm; Saturday & Sunday: $30 for first can; $15 per additional can 

Need restrooms:      YES      NO    If yes, how do you plan to accommodate? (We recommend one toilet per 250 people) 
 
 

Need electricity:      YES      NO    If yes, what for and what source do you plan to use? 
 
 

Utilize parking:      YES      NO    If yes, how do you plan to accommodate?                     
 
                                                                          

Utilize City park/facility/space:      YES      NO    If yes, please name the space and provide record of reservation. Contact 

the Recreation Department at 406-223-2233 to reserve. 
 
 

Use a stage, bleachers, tents or other temporary structures:      YES      NO     

If yes, please attach a drawing of proposed location(s) and sizes. $30 irrigation locate fee applies when in parks. 

*Utilize Cones, A-frames or Barricades from the City of Livingston:      YES      NO     

Candlestick Cones: _____ @ $3 each          A-Frames: _____ @ $7 each          Barricades: _____ @ $12 each     

Construction Fencing: _____ @ $15 / 100 feet 

*When rented individually these items do require a $100 refundable deposit upon return of items 

Street Closure:      YES      NO   If yes, please notate number of streets* in accurate space provided as well as on the route map 

______ Mon – Fri, 7am – 4pm: $110 each (up to 2 streets) $50 per street over 2 

______ Mon – Fri, 4pm-10pm; Saturday & Sunday: $200 each (up to 2 streets) $100 per street over 2 

*A street is considered one city block. Permit Holder understands responsiblity to notify ALL residents / businesses affected by closure_____ 

Alcohol to be served at event:      YES      NO   If yes, describe the location of sales, liquor license to be used and measures 
to insure proper ID for purchases and persons supervising the operation: 

 

 

 

______ Liquor Liability Attached as described in Section 7 

______ Proof of Alcohol Server Training as described in Section 7 

Requests for special animal policy considerations as described in Section 7:      YES      NO    If yes, please describe: 

 
 

 

First year, small event, pilot project to bring awareness of 2nd Street Businesses. As there will be
ample parking in adjacent blocks and bank parking lots, there should be no parking issues. No
safety or security issues are foreseen.

Food Trucks will provide their paperwork, several restaurants will be open.

2 2 2
2

2
2

2 cans from City plus 2 LBID street garbage cans (LBID will empty those)

Will have two portapotties

details of sound system pending

neighboring blocks, especially American Bank parking lot

The Owl Bar, Elks Lodge and Hiatt House bars with TIPS certified servers will be the only
entities selling liquor but will be selling them inside their bars

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

2
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Will the event require camping or temporary housing:      YES      NO    If yes, have you the Park County Sanitarian at 

406-222-4145 to set up a temporary housing plan and answer the following questions:  
 

______ Date(s) Camping will occur     __________________ Location of camp site(s)    ______ Number of campers 

______ Number of tents     ______ Location of tent(s)     ______ Fire Ring(s) needed? (must be authorized by Fire Dept)   

Please describe plan for water/sanitation facilities and parking: 

 
 

 
 

Agreement to the City of Livingston Special Event conditions. Application hereby agrees to comply with the City of 

Livingston Special Event Conditions (Policy & Fee Schedule – Section 7). Upon signing this application, the applicant 

agrees not to violate any state or city codes in the presentation of the requested special event. 

In consideration for permission to conduct its activity as requested, applicant agrees to indemnify, defend and hold 

harmless the City of Livingston, its officers, agents, employees and volunteers from damage to property and for injury to 

or death of any person from all liability claims, actions or judgements which may arise from the activity. Applicants also 

agree to obtain valid save or hold harmless agreements from all participants in its activity, protecting the City of 

Livingston from all losses arising out of its activity, including damages of any kind or nature. 

I, ____________________________________ hereby agree to the terms of insurance as set forth by the City of 

Livingston for my special event, and realize I must attach proof of insurance with this document in order for my 

application to be considered complete. 

 

Responsible Party (must have authority to sign) Date 
 

City of Livingston Parks & Recreation Date 
 

Kris King

9/14/2023Kris King
Digitally signed by Kris King 
Date: 2023.09.14 15:00:02 
-06'00'

No
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File Attachments for Item:

A. A PROCLAMATION RECOGNIZING THE 101st ANNIVERSARY OF NATIONAL FIRE 

PREVENTION WEEK, AND DECLARING OCTOBER 8-14, 2023, to be FIRE PREVENTION WEEK IN 

THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON.
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Proclamation 
of the Livingston City Commission 

Declaring October 8-14, 2023, as National Fire 
Prevention Week in the City of Livingston 

 

******** 

WHEREAS, the Livingston Fire Department is committed to protecting those who live and visit our 

community from the hazards of fire; and 

 

WHEREAS, fire is a serious public safety concern both locally and nationally and residential homes 

are where people are at greatest risk from fire; and 

 

WHEREAS, smoke alarms can detect smoke well before humans can, alerting to danger in which 

may leave as little as two minutes to escape safely; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston residents who have planned and practiced a home fire escape 

plan are more prepared and will therefore be more likely to survive a home fire; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston residents should ensure their smoke and carbon monoxide alarms 

meet the needs of their family members, including those with sensory and physical disabilities; and 

 

WHEREAS, the Livingston Fire Department is dedicated to reducing the occurrence of home fires 

and injuries through prevention and education; and 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston residents that are responsive to public education measures are 

better able to take personal steps to increase their safety from fire; and 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED on behalf of the Livingston City Commission, I, 

Melissa Nootz, Chair, do hereby declare October 8-14, 2023, to be:   

     

FIRE PREVENTION WEEK IN  

LIVINGSTON, MONTANA 

Signed this ___ day of October, 2023. 

 

_________________________                                            ________________________ 

MELISSA NOOTZ, Chair                             EMILY HUTCHINSON,  

Livingston City Commission                             CITY CLERK 
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File Attachments for Item:

A. ORDINANCE 3043, AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, AMENDING 

CHAPTER 30 OF THE LIVINGSTON MUNICIPAL CODE ENTITLED ZONING BY ADDING NEW 

SECTION 30.47 ENTITLED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS AND PROVIDING A REPEALER, 

SAVINGS, SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE.
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Date:   October 3, 2023 
To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 
From:  Jennifer Severson, Planning Director 
 

 
Staff Report to Introduce a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Zoning Ordinance to Chapter 30 of the 

Livingston Municipal Code 
 

 
Recommendation and Summary 
Staff recommends the Commission approve the creation of a PUD Ordinance to be added to the City of 
Livingston Zoning Code Chapter 30 by adopting the following motion:  
 
“I move to approve Ordinance 3043 to create a Planned Unit Development Ordinance for addition to the 
Livingston Zoning Code as Section 30.47 and to authorize the Chair to sign Ordinance 3043.” 
 
The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 

• The 2021 Growth Policy recommended the creation of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning 
district. 

• The purpose of a PUD Ordinance is to allow flexibility from design standards and density 
requirements from the existing zoning in a defined area of development. 

• PUDs encourage more efficient use of land and public services than is typically attainable under 
standard zoning application. 

 
Introduction  
The PUD Ordinance creation was initiated in response to the recommendation in Chapter 11’s Land Use 
Recommendations in the 2021 Growth Policy as a means to provide flexibility from design standards and 
existing zoning. By allowing for context sensitive design that conforms to topography and minimizes site 
impacts, PUD zoning encourages clustered development, diverse housing types, mixed land uses, and natural 
resource preservation. Staff reviewed and evaluated several PUD Ordinances from around the state in 
similarly-sized communities that are experiencing comparable growth pressures as is Livingston. Staff 
presented findings and recommendation to the Zoning Commission at its June 13, 2023 meeting and the Zoning 
Commission voted unanimously to recommend the City Commission approve the proposed PUD Ordinance. 
 
Analysis 
The citizens of Livingston are increasingly looking for ways to effectively address challenges associated with 
growth. The 2021 Growth Policy promotes infill development over annexation to address continued growth 
and development within the City; however, the current zoning ordinance does not fully support the Growth 
Policy. As less raw land is available to develop, the vacant land that is available often can have physical 
constraints that limit site development opportunities.  Furthermore, housing costs continue to rise and, for 
many Livingston residents, these costs are becoming increasingly unaffordable.   
 
PUDs can provide the flexibility needed to make new development financially feasible for developers by 
providing bonuses- or incentives- to increase density, height and/or have impact fees waived.  In return, 
developers must provide public benefits that have been identified in the Growth Policy as being desirable to 
increase quality of life for the City’s residents- those are: affordable housing, reduced vehicular trips (i.e. less 
traffic) open space preservation, and mixed use development.   
 
The Planned Unit Development is a zoning district intended to encourage more efficient use of land and 
public services than is generally attainable under standard zoning application.  Conventional area and density 
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requirements are replaced by application of the PUD district to lands upon which an approved plan becomes 
the basis for control of land development. To achieve the stated intent, a PUD shall further the following 
objectives: 
 

1. Protect natural and cultural resources 

2. Encourage open space and recreational areas beyond the minimum subdivision requirements 

3. Promote a more effective use of land than the base zoning district would allow, resulting in clustered 
development and a more condensed network of utilities and streets 

4. Encourage mixed uses in residential zoning districts as a means to improve convenience and access 
to daily necessities by area residents 

5. Reduce vehicular trip generation through mixed use development and enhanced multi-modal 
connectivity 

6. Encourage affordable/ workforce housing development  

7.   Support the adopted City of Livingston Growth Policy 

 

Rather than requiring strict adherence to zoning requirements and design standards, PUDs allow for a more 
flexible, holistic and site-based approach to development that integrates constraints and opportunities into the 
process and encourages individual projects to be evaluated based on their unique challenges and merits.   
 
Because the establishment of a PUD involves rezoning and site design, both the Zoning Commission and the 
Planning Board will be involved in the recommendation process to advise the City Commission on its 
decision.  Additionally, because each PUD application involves a request to deviate from existing zoning 
and/or design standards, staff is recommending a public work session be included at the beginning of the 
review process. This work session will allow residents who may potentially be impacted by the proposed 
development to weigh in and, hopefully, encourage developers to address community concerns early in the 
planning process.  
 
The uniqueness of each PUD application will require additional review time by staff and advisory boards; 
consequently, staff is recommending a minimum 1/2-acre size for all proposed PUDs.  To maintain 
consistency with the existing zoning code, PUDs will only be allowed in those zoning districts where 
residential development is allowed; the exception to this is the R-I district. PUDs will be allowed in the R-II, 
RII-MH, R-III RMO, MU, CBD and HC zoning districts. To promote mixed use development, developer 
incentives will be awarded in exchange for dedicated building floor area to commercial uses. Commercial 
uses in a PUD must be appropriately scaled and compatible with the proposed development and with respect 
to the neighborhood surrounding the PUD. Commercial uses should be located, designed and operated to 
serve, primarily, the needs of residents within the PUD and, secondarily, those residing outside the PUD.  
Staff recommends Light Industrial uses be allowed in PUDs, provided they are appropriately scaled and 
compatible with the proposed development and with respect to the surrounding neighborhood. Heavy 
Industrial uses are not allowed.  
 
Below is a table that identifies Developer Incentives and Public Benefits as included in the proposed PUD 
Ordinance: 
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Findings of Fact for Proposed Zoning Text Amendment 
 
As this is ordinance will create a standalone section of code rather than update an existing part of the 
Code, there is no redlined version of existing code provided for review.  

Criteria and Guidelines for Zoning Regulations (MCA 76-2-304):  

(1) Zoning regulations must be: 
 

(a) made in accordance with a growth policy: 
 
Staff Comments: 

• The proposed text amendment supports the recommendation in the Growth Policy to create 
a PUD Ordinance and, therefore, directly supports the goals and strategies of the Growth 
Policy. 

 
(b) designed to: 

 
(i) secure safety from fire and other dangers; 
 
Staff Comments: 
• Staff does not anticipate the proposed PUD Ordinance will impact the threat of fire or 

other danger to the public.  
 

(ii) promote public health, public safety, and the general welfare; and 
 
Staff Comments: 
• By allowing for context sensitive design that conforms to topography and minimizes site 

impacts, PUD zoning encourages clustered development, affordable housing, mixed land 

DEVELOPER INCENTIVES PUBLIC BENEFITS  

1. Residential Density Bonus A. 10% deed restricted Affordable Housing units 
(min. 2 units)  

 

2. Height Increase  B. Deed restricted Affordable Housing units at or 
below 60% AMI  

 

3. Waived Impact Fees C. 10% reduction in vehicular trips to be generated by 
the PUD   

 

 D.  Open Space area is at least 20% of PUD 
 

 E. Commercial Uses in at least 5% of total building 
floor area  
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uses, and natural resource preservation. Under the new ordinance, developers may receive 
incentives based on the provision of certain public benefits.  Staff finds that with careful 
consideration of each unique PUD application by the Zoning Commission, Planning 
Board and the City Commission, the proposed text amendment will not adversely impact 
the health, safety or general welfare of the public. 

 
(iii) facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks, and 
other public requirements. 
 
Staff Comments: 
• A project reviewed as a PUD is required to provide a public benefit, such as reducing 

traffic, affordable housing, commercial uses, and/or additional open space over the 
minimum required by Subdivision regulations. Therefore, it is not anticipated the 
proposed text amendment will impact the adequate provision of transportation, water, 
sewerage, schools, parks or other public requirements. 

 
(2) In the adoption of zoning regulations, the municipal governing body shall consider: 

(a) reasonable provision of adequate light and air; 
 

Staff Comments: 
• Although the ordinance allows for a moderate height bonus as an incentive to developers 

in the R-II (Medium Density Residential) District, the maximum height allowed is 40 
feet; therefore, staff does not anticipate this will impact the reasonable provision of 
adequate light or air in the new development.  

 
     (b) the effect on motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems; 

 
Staff Comments: 
• A stated objective of the PUD Ordinance is to reduce vehicular trip generation through 

mixed use development and enhanced multi-modal connectivity. Reduced vehicular trips 
is anticipated to have a beneficial impact on the City’s transportation network. 

 
(c) promotion of compatible urban growth; 

 
Staff Comments: 
• Although developer incentives are possible, density and height bonuses are tied to the 

existing (base) zoning district requirements and are awarded as a percentage increase from 
what is allowed the base zoning district. The PUD Ordinance will promote a more 
efficient use of land than the base zoning district would allow, resulting in clustered 
development and a smaller network of utilities and streets, which is compatible with the 
type of urban development recommended in the Growth Policy.   

 
(d) the character of the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses;  

 
Staff Comments: 
• The increased flexibility of site design allowed by the PUD Ordinance will help ensure 

uses in the new development are uniquely suited for the area where the PUD is located. 
Because each PUD proposal will be site specific and context sensitive, it is not 
anticipated that the proposed text amendment will adversely impact the character of any 
zoning district nor its suitability for particular uses. 
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(e) conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most appropriate use of land 
throughout the jurisdictional area. 
 
Staff Comments: 
• The PUD Ordinance will encourage appropriate land uses as each proposed PUD will be 

unique and tailored for the site where the development is located. Staff does not anticipate 
PUD development will adversely impact building values in the City. 

 
Fiscal Impact 
The proposed PUD Ordinance is not anticipated to have adverse fiscal impacts to the City. Fees will be 
assessed for PUD applications to compensate for staff review time.   
 
Strategic Alignment 
The creation of a PUD Ordinance directly supports the recommendation to create a Planned Unit 
Development Overlay District stated in Chapter 11 of the 2021 Growth Policy and aligns with a number of 
Strategies identified in the Growth Policy by encouraging pubic benefits in exchange for awarding developer 
incentives.  Incentivizing deed restricted affordable housing aligns with Strategy 5.1.5.5 Explore existing  
local, state, and federal funding mechanisms to aid in the creation of affordable housing. Incentivizing 
additional open space in new developments aligns with Strategy 4.3.1.1: Develop a strategy for the 
protection and preservation of natural resources and open spaces commensurate with growth in Livingston. 
Finally, incentivizing the reduction of vehicular trips aligns with Strategy 4.1.3.3 Reduce climate disruption 
through compact growth and increased transportation choices that reduce the need for driving. 
 
 
Attachments 

A. Draft Ordinance 3043 
B. Public Comments 
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ORDINANCE NO. 3043 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGTON, 

MONTANA, AMENDING CHAPTER 30, OF THE LIVINGSTON MUNICIPAL CODE 

ENTITLED ZONING BY ADDING NEW SECTION 30.47 ENTITLED PLANNED UNIT 

DEVELOPMENT AND PROVIDING A REPEALER, SAVINGS, SEVERABILITY AND 

EFFECTIVE DATE.  

 

Purpose 

 

  The purpose of this Ordinance is to promote public health, safety and general welfare of 

the City by regulating the subdivision of land and specifically allowing for the creation of 

planned unit developments. 

 

 

WHEREAS, the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana seeks to allow planned 

unit developments as an alternate form of large lot subdivisions; and, 

 

WHEREAS, the City Commission has adopted the A Growth Policy that recommends the 

adoption of such a policy; and, 

 

WHEREAS, The City’s Planning Board and Zoning Commission have previously held public 

hearings on the draft ordinance. 

 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Livingston City Commission that Chapter 30, 

of the Livingston Municipal Code entitled Zoning is hereby amended as follows: 

 

 

 

SECTION 1 
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(NEW) Sec. 30.47. Planned Unit Development. 

A. Intent.  The Planned Unit Development is a zoning district intended to encourage more efficient use 

of land and public services than is generally attainable under standard zoning application.  

Conventional area and density requirements are replaced by application of the PUD district to lands 

upon which an approved plan becomes the basis for control of land development. By allowing for 

context sensitive design that conforms to topography and minimizes site impacts, PUD zoning 

encourages clustered development, diverse housing types, mixed land uses, and natural resource 

preservation.  

B. To achieve the stated intent, a PUD shall further the following objectives: 

1. Protecteserve natural and cultural resources 

2. Provide Encourage open space and recreational areas beyond the minimum subdivision 

requirements 

3. Promote a more efficient effective use of land than the base zoning district would allow, 

resulting in clustered development and a smaller more condensed network of utilities and 

streets 

4.  Promote Encourage mixed uses in new developments residential zoning districts as a means to 

improve convenience and access to daily necessities by area residents 

5.  Reduce vehicular trip generation through mixed use development and enhanced multi-modal 

connectivity 

6. Promote Encourage affordable/ workforce housing development  

7. Support the adopted City of Livingston Growth Policy 

C. PUD Minimum Size and Allowed Uses  

1. The proposed PUD must be a minimum of 1 0.5 acres in size and all land must be under a 

single ownership/ entity at time of application submittal.  

2. Residential Uses: PUDs are only allowed in the following zoning districts: areas where the base 

zoning district is primarily residential; those are: R-I, R-II, RII-MH, R-III and, RMO, MU, 

CBD and HC.   

3.  Commercial Uses: All PUDs must include a commercial componentCommercial uses in PUDs 

that are not allowed by-right in the base zoning district must be appropriately scaled and 

compatible with the other uses in proposed development and with respect to the existing 

surrounding neighborhood. Commercial uses should be located, designed and operated to serve 

primarily the needs of residents within the PUD and secondarily persons residing outside the 

PUD. Commercial development within the PUD may require Site Plan Review prior to issuance 

of a building permit for commercial use structures related to the Commercial Use.  

4. Industrial Uses: Light Industrial uses may be allowed in the PUD district, provided they are 

appropriately scaled and compatible with the proposed development and with respect to the 

surrounding neighborhood.  Light Industrial development within the PUD may require Site 

Plan Review prior to issuance of a building permit for structures related to the Light Industrial 

Use. Heavy Industrial uses are not allowed in a PUD. 

D. Developer Incentives and Public Benefits 

1.  Guidelines. The table below outlines desirable Public Benefits the City wishes to encourage for 

inclusion in PUDs, and Bonuses that may be obtained by Developers for providing one or more 

of the listed Public Benefits.  
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a.  Developer Incentives 

i.  Increased Residential Density- 10% increased density over allowable in base zoning 

district for each public benefit provided by developer; maximum 25% overall density 

increase allowed 

ii. Increased Height- only allowed where in R-II or R-II:MH are base zoning districts; up 

tomaximum height allowed is 40 feet maximum height allowed  

iii. Waived Impact Fees- fees will be waived on 1:1 basis for each deed-restricted Low-

Income Affordable housing Housing unit at or below 60% AMI. Waived Impact Fees 

will only be awarded for Affordable Housing at or below 60% AMI; this incentive 

does not apply to other public benefits. 

 

b. Public Benefits- each of the below benefits counts as a single benefit; developers may 

provide any of the below benefits to obtain developer bonuses as detailed in Section D.1.c 

below. 

i.  Affordable/ Workforce Housing- must be deed restricted dwelling units to qualify for 

developer incentives (minimum 2 affordable/ workforce units per project) 

1. Moderately Affordable/Workforce Housing is defined here as being at or below 

100based on%the Area Median Income (AMI).) for Park County. 

2. The AMI is set annually for Park County by the U.S. Department of Housing 

and Urban Development will be used to determine housing affordability. 

3. Affordability for Renter-Occupied vs. Owner-Occupied housing units will be 

determined based on the AMI in place at the time the PUD is approved at a 

public hearing. Affordability thresholds will be listed on the PUD application 

form.  

3. Low-Income Affordable Housing is defined her as being at or below 60% AMI 

4. All Affordable/ Workforce  housing units must be substantially similar in design, 

location and amenities as market rate units  

DEVELOPER INCENTIVES PUBLIC BENEFITS  

1. Residential Density Bonus 
A. 10% deed restricted Affordable/ Workforce 

housing Housing units (min. 2 units)  
 

2. Height Increase  
B. Deed restricted Low-Income Affordable housing 

Housing units at or below 60% AMI  
 

3. Waived Impact Fees  
C. 10% reduction in vehicular trips to be generated by 

the PUD   
 

 
D.  Increase open space to 20% Open Space of PUD 

areaarea is at least 20% of PUD 
 

 
E. Commercial Uses in at least 5% of total building 

floor area  
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ii. Reduced vehicular trips- 10% reduction of vehicular trips generated by the PUD 

resulting from design, uses, multi-modal transportation facilities, etc. 

iii. Increased Open Space - 20% or more of total PUD area must be dedicated as public 

open space; no more than half of total dedicated open space may for passive use as 

defined in  be Type 1.a as classified in LMC Sec 28-VI-A-16.b.1.a 

iv. Commercial Uses- A minimum of 5% of total building floor area in the PUD must be 

dedicated to commercial uses.  

 

c. Formula for Incentives and Public Benefit Allocation: 

i.  Residential Density Bonus – a Developer may provide one of the below public benefits 

to obtain a 10% residential density increase over what the base zoning district allows; 

maximum total density increase allowed is 25% over above the base zoning district  

1. Affordable (Moderate or Low-Income)/ Workforce Housing  

2. Reduced Vehicular Trips 

3.  Increased Open Space  

4.  Commercial Uses 

 

ii.   Height Increase- one-time only bonus; may be obtained by providing any of the 

below benefits 

1. Affordable (Moderate or Low-Income)/ Workforce Housing 

2.  Reduced Vehicular Trips 

3.  Increased Open Space 

4. Commercial Uses 

  

iii.  Waived Impact Fees- Awarded on a 1:1 basis for each deed-restricted Low-Income  

1. Affordable Housing unit at or below 60% AMI  

  

NOTE: Low-Income Affordable Housing Units units (those at or below 60% AMI) will 

qualify for the Waived Impact Fees as well as count toward the total number of 

Affordable Housing Units needed to obtain Residential Density Bonus will also count 

toward the number of Moderately Affordable/ Workforce Housing units (those at or 

below 100% AMI) to achieve a Density Bonus  

 

2. Limitations on Developer Incentives.   

a. The bonus for increased height A height bonus is only allowed in RII or RII:MH zoning 

districts. A height bonus may only be awarded once for a maximum height of 40 feet in 

the PUD. is limited to a one-time award; height bonus is only allowed in RII or RII:MH 

zoning districts; maximum 40’ total height allowed.   

b. The Iincreased residential density bonus may be awarded more than one time; however, 

the total maximum increased residential density bonus shall not exceed allowed is 25% 

total over above the residential density allowed in the base zoning district’s residential 

density.  
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c.      The incentive received for Commercial Use Floor Area public benefit is limited to a 

one-time award. Live/ Work units shall not comprise more than half of total commercial 

floor area. 

 

3.  Multi-Phased Development.   

a. For affordable/ workforce housing:  

The maximum allowed price of a dwelling unit will be determined by the AMI levels at 

the time of phase commencement.  

The phased subdivision commencement hearing shall be considered the date of 

commencement of the phase, if required 

At least 5% of total affordable/ workforce housing units must be included in the first 

phase 

b.  Developer bonus(es) must be implemented concurrently with the corresponding public 

benefit associated with that bonus (i.e. the public benefit provided to achieve the bonus). 

c. A financial guarantee, satisfactory to the City, may be provided for the future public 

benefit in lieu of concurrent development. 

 

4.  Cash-in-Lieu and Financial Guarantees of Public Benefits 

a.  For Phased PUDs: At the City’s discretion, a financial guarantee may be accepted for 

provision of a public benefit in a future phase in lieu of concurrent implementation of the 

benefit with the corresponding developer bonus. 

b. For the Increased Open Space public benefit: At the City’s discretion, cash-in-lieu may 

be accepted for the fair market value of some or all of the required open space to allow 

the City to fund open space or recreational amenities in an alternate location.  If the open 

space includes multi-modal transportation infrastructure that is being used to demonstrate 

a Trip Reduction public benefit, cash-in-lieu is not allowed. 

 

E. Application Procedures  

1. A Pre-Application meeting is required with city staff at least 30 days prior to submittal of 

the PUD application. 

2. Prior to submittal of the application, the applicant must notify landowners of the 

proposed PUD zoning within 300 feet of the PUD external boundary and provide a 

method by which surrounding landowners may offer comments on the proposal.  All 

comments received must be included in the PUD application. 

3. Application Submittal requirements- each application for PUD zoning shall contain the 

following material: 

a. Completed City of Livingston PUD Application form; see application form for detailed 

submittal requirements. Where a PUD also involves a subdivision of land, it shall also 

meet the application requirements of the Livingston Subdivision Regulations. 

b. All applicable fees. 

c. A listing of each deviation or class of deviation from the base zoning district and a 

justification for the deviation. 
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d. A listing of each deviation or class of deviation from the City’s Subdivision Regulations 

(if a subdivision is proposed), the City’s Public Works Design Standards and 

Specifications, and a justification for the deviation. 

e. Project Narrative or other convincing and persuasive demonstration that the proposed 

PUD will implement goals and strategies of the adopted Livingston Growth Policy. 

f. The PUD plan shall identify the existing zoning of the area within the proposed PUD 

district and the zoning of all parcels surrounding or immediately adjacent to the proposed 

PUD. 

g. Operation and Maintenance for private facilities for common use of PUD residents as 

well as for facilities that will be available for use by the general public (if applicable). 

h. For multi-phase projects where components are proposed which may not be built for 

many years, future phases may show conceptual street designs, proposed park and open 

space areas, trail concepts, proposed residential density, housing types and commercial 

areas. Where a multi-phased PUD involves a subdivision of land, the applicant shall 

submit an overall phased development preliminary plat per MCA 76-3-617. 

i. Other information, plans and details that the city staff, Zoning Commission, Planning 

Board and/or City Commission may request to fully evaluate the development proposal 

and its impacts and conclusively demonstrate how the review criteria listed below will be 

met. 

 

F.  Public Review Process 

1. Work Session.  A public work session is required to be held on a proposed PUD plan 

prior to any public hearing. The work session is intended for informational purposes only 

to inform both the public, the Zoning Commission, the Planning Board, and the City 

Commission about the various aspects of the project. It is not intended to be a public 

hearing and the Zoning Commission, Planning Board and City Commissioners shall not 

ask questions, provide comments or take formal action on the PUD application. All 

owners of property within 300 feet of the proposed PUD shall be invited to this work 

session. An invitation to the work session may be included within the formal public 

hearing notice or it may be sent separately. 

2. Zoning Commission. The Zoning Commission will review the application, hold a public 

hearing and make a recommendation to the City Commission to approve, approve with 

conditions, or deny the application.  The review procedure for PUD zoning will follow 

LMC Sec 30.71 for amendments to city zoning ordinance and zone change.  Review of 

the proposed PUD will be based on the statutory provisions of MCA 76-2-304 and the 

following evaluation criteria: 

a. The proposed PUD supports the adopted Growth Policy with respect to applicable density 

and use goals, objectives and/or strategies identified in the Growth Policy. 

b. The proposed deviations from the underlying zoning requirements will not adversely 

affect the public and/ or the surrounding neighborhood.  

c. Uses with varying intensities are effectively buffered, both within the PUD and between 

the PUD and the surrounds. 

d. Action by the Zoning Commission.  

i. The Zoning Commission shall hold a public hearing on the application pursuant to 

LMC Section 30.71.  

ii. The Commission shall submit its recommendations to the City Commission regarding 

the PUD rezoning request based on the review criteria under 2.a-c in this section.  
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iii. The Zoning Commission may recommend the City Commission approve, approve with 

conditions, or deny the application.  

3. Planning Board. The Planning Board will review the application, hold a public hearing 

and make a recommendation to the City Commission to approve, approve with 

conditions, or deny the application.  Where a PUD also involves a subdivision of land, it 

shall follow the process called out in the Livingston Subdivision regulations (Chapter 

28). Review of the proposed PUD will be based on the following evaluation criteria: 

a. The proposed PUD supports the adopted Growth Policy with respect to applicable density 

and use goals, objectives and/or strategies identified in the Growth Policy. 

b. The proposed departures from the adopted the City of Livingston Public Works Design 

Standards and Specifications and/ or subdivision regulations (if applicable) will not 

adversely affect the public and/or surrounding neighborhood. 

c. The PUD will establish effective connections within the PUD and to the surrounding 

transportation network.  

d. The size and type of parkland and open space and demonstration of its adequacy for the 

land use, densities and dwelling types proposed in the PUD, as well as the proposal for 

maintenance and conservation of these areas.  

e. The PUD will not adversely impact the natural environment, critical wildlife and habitat, 

agriculture, public health and safety, and local services. 

f. Action by the Planning Board 

i. The Planning Board shall hold a public hearing on the application and submit its 

recommendations to the City Commission regarding the PUD based on the review 

criteria under 3.a-e in this section.  

ii. The Planning Board will review the PUD Plan and, after holding a public hearing, 

make a recommendation to the City Commission to approve, conditionally approve or 

deny the PUD.  

iii. Where a PUD involves a subdivision of land, Subdivision review will be as directed by 

Chapter 28 of Livingston Municipal Code. Any deviations from the Subdivision 

Regulations or the City of Livingston Public Works Design Standards and 

Specifications will only be allowed through the variance process contained in Chapter 

28 of the Livingston Municipal Code.   

4. Action by the City Commission. Upon receiving recommendations from the Zoning 

Commission and Planning Board, the City Commission will review and approve, approve 

with conditions, or deny the PUD application and any applicable Preliminary Plat. The 

City Commission may conduct the first reading of the zoning ordinance amendment 

required for a PUD at the same meeting during which the preliminary PUD plan is 

approved. 

G. Preparation and Filing of Final PUD.  

1. Upon approval of the PUD by the City Commission, the property owner(s) shall proceed with 

the preparation of the Final PUD plan.  

2. The owner shall prepare a Statement of Standards for review and approval by the Zoning 

Administrator that describes the specific uses, development standards, deviations from the 

underlying zoning standards and conditions of approval. This Statement of Standards shall be 

approved as to form by the City Attorney, and upon approval by the Zoning Administrator 

recorded in the land records of Park County.  
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a. The Final PUD plan shall incorporate all the conditions imposed by the City Commission 

at the time of approval of the preliminary plan.  

b.  The applicant shall submit three signed copies of a Final PUD Plan and other documents 

as required by the conditions of approval to the Planning Department. The applicant must 

also submit a draft PUD agreement between the City and the developer(s) for review by 

the City Attorney. The agreement must bind the developer, his or her successors, heirs 

and assigns to the terms and conditions of the PUD. Upon approval by the Zoning 

Administrator, a signed copy of the plan shall be returned to the applicant, a signed copy 

shall be retained on file in the County Clerk and Recorder’s office and a signed copy shall 

be kept on file with the Planning Department. 

c. All PUD documents required under the conditions of approval shall be submitted to the 

Planning Department in a timely fashion following approval by the Commission but in no 

case shall a building permit be issued until the final PUD plan has been submitted and 

approved and the PUD agreement has been executed. For PUDs where a subdivision is 

required, the final plat shall be filed once construction is completed in accordance with 

LMC Chapter 28 Subdivision Regulations. 

H.  Amending an Approved PUD.   

1. Once approved, a PUD may be amended by the developer(s). Proposed amendments shall be 

submitted to the Zoning Administrator to make one of the following findings: 

a. The change(s) is deemed minor in scope and may be granted or denied administratively 

by staff with or without conditions; or 

b. The change(s) is deemed substantial, in which case the amendment(s) is forwarded to the 

City Commission for consideration and final action. 

2.  Any determination made administratively by the Zoning Administrator is appealable to the City 

Commission. 

3. The City shall not initiate any amendment to the PUD before the completion of the approved 

PUD as long as development is in substantial conformity with the approved PUD and 

proceeding in accordance with the time requirements imposed therein by the completion 

schedule. 

 

I.  Abandonment or Expiration of PUD.   

1.  The Zoning Administrator shall monitor the PUD for compliance with the completion schedule 

set forth in the approved development plan and to assure that all improvements have been made 

in accordance with the approved development plan.  

2. The following procedures are to be following whenapply if the PUD fails to comply with the 

approved completion schedule: 

a. For PUDs which that do not involve or require include a subdivision of land: 

i. If a PUD project falls out of compliance with its approved completion schedule, or the 

landowner and/or developer does not submit annual progress updates to the Zoning 

Administrator, a notice of noncompliance with the completion schedule shall be 

delivered in writing by certified mail to the landowner and/or developer. 

ii. No later than 30 days after the notice of noncompliance is delivered, the landowner 

and/or developer may submit a written request for time extension from the City 

Commission. Said request shall set forth a proposed completion schedule and/or new 

timetable for installation of the improvements. The Commission may grant one or 

more extension(s) but each extension is a matter of grace which, if approved, may be 

subject to additional conditions imposed by the Commission which may be deemed 

necessary to address issues that have arisen due to the lapse in time. 
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iii. Abandonment shall be deemed by the City Commission to have occurred when the 

landowner/developer is deemed to be out of compliance with the approved completion 

schedule and has failed to secure an extension as provided for in 2.a.ii in this section. 

iv. Upon the abandonment of a development authorized under this section, the City 

Commission shall direct the Zoning Administrator to do the following: 

(a) If a portion of the PUD site was developed in accordance with the PUD, the PUD 

approval conditions and any associated PUD Plan shall stay in force for that 

portion already developed; and 

(b) For that portion of the PUD which was not developed under the approved terms, 

the provisions of the PUD shall lapse and the site shall revert back to the base 

zoning district in place prior to approval of the PUD District. 

 

b.  PUDs which include a subdivision of land: 

i. The process for abandonment or expiration cited in LMC Chapter 28 for Subdivision 

Regulations shall be followed. 

 

 

SECTION 2 

 

Statutory Interpretation and Repealer: 

 Any and all resolutions, ordinances and sections of the Livingston Municipal Code and parts 

thereof in conflict herewith are hereby repealed. 

 

 

SECTION 3 

 

Severability: 

 

 If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is 

held invalid by a court having competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not affect the other 

provisions of this ordinance which may be given effect without the invalid provisions or 

application, and to this end, the provisions of this ordinance are declared to be severable. 

 

 

SECTION 4 

 

Savings provision: 

 

 This ordinance does not affect the rights or duties that mature, penalties and assessments that 

were incurred or proceedings that begun before the effective date of this ordinance. 
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SECTION 5 

 

Effective date: 

 

 This ordinance will become effective 30 days after the second reading and final adoption. 

 

  

 PASSED by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana, on first reading at a 

regular session thereof held on the _______ day of October, 2023. 

 

      __________________________________ 

      MELISSA NOOTZ – Chair 

ATTEST: 

 

_______________________________ 

EMILY HUTCHINSON  

City Clerk 

 

 

******* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 PASSED ADOPTED, AND APPROVED by the City Commission of the City of 

Livingston, Montana, on second reading at a regular session thereof held on the ______ day of 

October, 2023. 

 

                                                                               __________________________________ 

      MELISSA NOOTZ – Chair 
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ATTEST: 

       APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

_______________________________    

EMILY HUTCHINSON    _____________________________ 

City Clerk      JON HESSE 

       City Attorney 
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From: Grant Gager
To: Jennifer Severson
Subject: FW: Possibly Helpful Information on Affordable Housing Incentives and Zoning Reform Impacts on Home Prices
Date: Tuesday, September 12, 2023 10:33:25 AM
Attachments: portland-inclusionary-housing_calibration-findings.pdf

Portland Residential Infill Project -year-one-summary-report-final-draft-june-2023-updated.pdf
PSU Survey 2018 Accessory Dwelling Units in Portland Oregon.pdf

FYI…more input on PUD ordinance.
 

From: ROBERT LIBERTY [mailto:robertliberty9425@comcast.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2023 5:21 PM
To: Grant Gager <ggager@livingstonmontana.org>
Cc: Ken Cochrane <kcc@thetonied.com>; Tom Blurock <tblurock@gmail.com>; Melissa Nootz
<mnootz@livingstonmontana.org>
Subject: Possibly Helpful Information on Affordable Housing Incentives and Zoning Reform Impacts
on Home Prices
 
Grant
 
As promisedd, I am sending you some reports you might find helpful in further development
of the incentives in the PUD ordinance and more generally in suggesting ways of increasing
the supply of market affordable housing types.  
 
Because their relevance may not be obvious at first, let me explain what I have attached.
 
First before dismissing any data from Portland, consider this: Zillow calculates the average
home value in Livingston to be $522,543 and for Portland it is $538,106.  Zillow reports the
median rent (for all types and sizes of rental housing)in Livingston is $2,250 compared to
$1,795 in Portland.
 
BAE Urban Economics Evaluation of Effectiveness of Portland's Inclusionary Zoning
Requirements
 
Portland has had an inclusionary zoning ordinance for larger multifamily projects for many
years. 
 
I am not suggesting that Livingston adopt that approach.  Even here in Portland  some people
believe IZ is counterproductive. 
 
However, the BAE analysis of the effectiveness of the inclusionary zoning program delves
into the ratio of incentives to housing production and has some detailed cost figures and
recommendations that may be useful. 
 
Prototype developments 1, 2 and possibly 3 would fit the scale of downtown Livingston.
 
The following slides might be especially interesting and helpful - at least for comparison and
to help think through an analysis -  10, ,11, 13, 16 & 17 (impact of the requirement of having
active uses, typically retail on the first floor), 25 changing relationship between median rents
and construction costs, and most importantly the findings on the calibration between
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS
CALIBRATION FINDINGS


City of Portland


July 7, 2023


bae urban economics







PRESENTATION OVERVIEW


▪ Comparison City Cost Findings 


▪ Local Policy Impact Findings


▪ Financial Feasibility Findings


▪ IH Calibration Findings


▪ Discussion and Next Steps
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PORTLAND & COMPARISON CITY COST FINDINGS







COST COMPARISON STUDY OVERVIEW


4


▪ Portland costs compared to Seattle, Denver, & Sacramento 


▪ Use same 6-story podium prototype in all comparison cities


▪ Conducted developer interviews in comparison cities


▪ Limited assessment of project “feasibility”


City of Portland City of Seattle City of Denver City of Sacramento







COST COMPARISON STUDY FINDINGS
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▪ Developers in all cities noted significant feasibility challenges 
due to cost increases


▪ Portland total costs ~10-20% lower than Sacramento and 
Seattle


▪ Portland has lower SDC/impact fees than Sacramento and 
Denver; Seattle has limited impact fees, but requires 
developers to make significant on-site upgrades in-lieu of 
paying fees


▪ Other major cost factors are comparable across comparison 
cities







City of Portland City of Seattle City of Denver City of Sacramento


6-Story Podium Prototype 6-Story Podium Prototype 6-Story Podium Prototype 6-Story Podium Prototype


Development Cost Total Cost Per Unit Per GSF Total Cost Per Unit Per GSF Total Cost Per Unit Per GSF Total Cost Per Unit Per GSF


Land Cost $7,150,000 $50,000 $72 $11,440,000 $80,000 $115 $9,295,000 $65,000 $94 $7,150,000 $50,000 $72


Hard Cost $34,779,150 $243,211 $350 $40,741,290 $284,904 $410 $35,838,000 $250,615 $361 $36,652,500 $256,311 $369


Parking Cost $4,320,000 $30,210 $43 $4,680,000 $32,727 $47 incl above n.a. n.a. $4,320,000 $30,210 $43


Soft Costs $7,819,830 $54,684 $79 $8,175,832 $57,174 $82 $6,450,840 $45,111 $65 $10,243,125 $71,630 $103


SDC / Impact Fees $2,332,293 $16,310 $23 $50,698 $355 $1 $2,574,000 $18,000 $26 $3,575,000 $25,000 $36


Financing Costs $2,487,296 $17,394 $25 $2,870,373 $20,073 $29 $2,388,361 $16,702 $24 $3,679,273 $25,729 $37


Developer Fee $1,552,157 $10,854 $16 $2,038,746 $14,257 $21 $1,696,386 $11,863 $17 $1,754,097 $12,266 $18


Total Development Cost $60,440,726 $422,662 $608 $69,996,939 $489,489 $704 $58,242,587 $407,291 $586 $67,373,995 $471,147 $678


% of Portland Costs 100% 116% 96% 111%


BAE COST COMPARISON STUDY 
DRAFT FINDINGS 


6







FINDINGS DETAIL
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▪ Portland renter incomes are lowest across all cities; Unlike comparison 
cities, renter incomes are lower in Portland than in Metro Area.


▪ Rents in Seattle and Sacramento are higher, while Denver is slightly 
below


▪ Investor Return Requirements are similar, but lowest in Seattle due to 
perceived strong market dynamics and demand drivers. 


▪ All cities have similar IH requirements, with differing incentives:


▪ Sacramento: Housing Impact Fee, with onsite option (10% at 80% 
AMI). Limited City incentives 


▪ Denver: 8% at 60% AMI to 15% at 70% AMI; modest land use 
incentives and fee waivers


▪ Seattle: 5 - 11% of units (depending on area and city upzoning). 
Property tax exemption available with provision of additional 
affordable units.







LOCAL POLICY IMPACT FINDINGS 







STUDY OVERVIEW
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▪ Assess relative impact of individual policies on five 
housing prototypes:


▪ Townhome Prototype (4 units)


▪ Multifamily Prototypes (3-, 4-, 6-, & 30-stories)


▪ Local Policies:


▪ Direct Fees (i.e., SDCs)


▪ Bike Parking Requirement


▪ First Floor Active Use


▪ Design Review


▪ Public Infrastructure Requirements







LOCAL POLICY COST IMPACT FINDINGS
PROTOTYPICAL DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY


10


Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3 Prototype 4 Prototype 5


Characteristics Townhome Surface Parked MFR Tuck-Under MFR Podium MFR High-Rise MFR


Project Example


Total Cost Per Unit Total Cost Per Unit Total Cost Per Unit Total Cost Per Unit Total Cost Per Unit


Land Cost $400,000 $100,000 $800,000 $20,000 $1,920,000 $30,000 $7,150,000 $50,000 $39,900,000 $75,000


Hard Cost $1,110,000 $277,500 $7,410,000 $185,250 $11,797,500 $184,336 $34,779,150 $243,211 $150,968,700 $283,776


Parking Cost Incl. above n.a. $100,000 $2,500 $480,000 $7,500 $4,320,000 $30,210 $15,960,000 $30,000


Soft Costs $222,000 $55,500 $1,652,200 $41,305 $2,701,050 $42,204 $7,819,830 $54,684 $30,047,166 $56,480


SDC / Impact Fees $132,628 $33,157 $752,240 $18,806 $1,167,232 $18,238 $2,332,293 $16,310 $8,333,518 $15,665


Financing Costs $82,230 $20,558 $472,507 $11,813 $796,701 $12,448 $2,487,296 $17,394 $10,813,734 $20,327


Developer Fee $77,343 $19,336 $311,608 $7,790 $508,274 $7,942 $1,552,157 $10,854 $6,483,694 $12,187


Total Development Cost $2,024,201 $506,050 $11,498,555 $287,464 $19,370,757 $302,668 $60,440,726 $422,662 $262,506,812 $493,434







LOCAL POLICY COST IMPACT FINDINGS
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▪ Depending on site location and prototype, revisions 
to existing policies can reduce cost of building 
between 2 and 14 percent


▪ SDC waivers represent the largest potential cost 
savings, but may represent challenges associated 
with planned City capital improvements


▪ Other immeasurable factors can also improve 
feasibility (i.e., faster approval process, eliminating 
contradictory policies, reducing last-minute 
requirements, etc.)







SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES
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▪ Estimate impact of waiving all SDCs


▪ Estimate impact of reducing SDCs by 25%
▪ City policy to reduce fees, OR


▪ City allows developers to reduce SDCs based on 
on-/off-site improvements (ex: reduced 
transportation SDC fee if developer is required to 
upgrade nearby traffic light, etc.)







SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CHARGES IMPACT
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Characteristics Townhome


Surface Parked 


MFR


Tuck-Under 


MFR Podium MFR High-Rise MFR


Project Example


Total Development Cost $2,024,201 $11,498,555 $19,370,757 $60,440,726 $262,506,812


Policy Adjustments


Standard Fees and Charges


Total SDC Costs $132,628 $752,240 $1,167,232 $2,332,293 $8,333,518


% of Project Costs 6.6% 6.5% 6.0% 3.9% 3.2%


Waive/Use SDCs for 


on/off-site Project Costs 


(25% reduction in SDCs) $33,157 $188,060 $291,808 $583,073 $2,083,380


% of Project Costs 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 1.0% 0.8%







BIKE PARKING REQUIREMENT
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▪ Developers currently required to build 1.5 bike parking 
spaces per unit


▪ Assess impact of reducing requirement to 1.0 and 0.5 
spaces per unit


▪ Two approaches to estimating impact


▪ Cost Approach: Estimate the cost savings by the reduced 
bike parking requirement


▪ Revenue Approach:  Assume developer will substitute 
residential unit(s) in place of reduced bike parking space. 
Leads to increased income, and higher relative project 
value.







BIKE PARKING REQUIREMENT IMPACT
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Characteristics Townhome Surface Parked MFR Tuck-Under MFR Podium MFR High-Rise MFR


Total Development Cost $2,024,201 $11,498,555 $19,370,757 $60,440,726 $262,506,812


Policy Adjustments


Bike Parking Requirement


Reduce to 1.0 Spaces per Unit


Cost Approach


Cost of Bike Parking Spaces n.a. $106,080 $169,728 $510,510 $2,251,956


Percent of Project Cost n.a. 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9%


Revenue Approach


Foregone Annual Revenue n.a. $18,360 $29,376 $65,637 $244,188


Project Value of Lost Revenue n.a. $220,970 $363,950 $836,436 $3,111,776


Percent of Project Cost n.a. 1.9% 1.9% 1.4% 1.2%


Reduce to 0.5 Spaces per Unit


Cost Approach


Cost of Bike Parking Spaces n.a. $212,160 $339,456 $1,021,020 $4,503,912


Percent of Project Cost n.a. 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 1.7%


Revenue Approach


Foregone Annual Revenue n.a. $36,720 $58,752 $131,274 $488,376


Project Value of Lost Revenue n.a. $441,940 $727,901 $1,672,872 $6,223,553


Percent of Project Cost n.a. 3.8% 3.8% 2.8% 2.4%







FIRST FLOOR ACTIVE USE REQUIREMENT
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▪ Assess impact of waiving the First Floor Active Use 
requirement


▪ Assume “active use” is retail tenant


▪ Two approaches to estimating impact


▪ Assume no Retail Tenant: Estimate the cost of delivering 
unused retail space. Assumes developer could eliminate 
retail space or replace with cost-neutral use


▪ Convert Retail to Residential:  Assume developer will 
substitute residential unit(s) in place of ground floor retail. 
Reduces cost of tenant improvements, and substitutes 
residential rent for retail rent







FIRST FLOOR ACTIVE USE REQUIREMENT IMPACT
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Characteristics Townhome Surface Parked MFR Tuck-Under MFR Podium MFR High-Rise MFR


Project Example


Total Development Cost $2,024,201 $11,498,555 $19,370,757 $60,440,726 $262,506,812


Policy Adjustments


First Floor Active Use Requirement


Assuming No Retail Tenant


Cost of Non-Leased Retail Space n.a. n.a. $676,000 $1,260,000 $1,909,000


Percent of Project Cost n.a. n.a. 3.5% 2.1% 0.7%


Allow Residential


Cost Savings (No Tis) n.a. n.a. $250,000 $350,000 $450,000


Project Value of New Revenue n.a. n.a. $66,372 $92,920 $119,469


Total Financial Benefit n.a. n.a. $316,372 $442,920 $569,469


Percent of Project Cost n.a. n.a. 1.6% 0.7% 0.2%







DESIGN REVIEW REQUIREMENT
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▪ Assess impact of required Design Review Process


▪ Two sources of cost savings:


▪ Value of longer approval process: Assume three months longer 
approval process and associated required return on pre-
development dollars


▪ Soft cost savings: Assume soft cost reduction of 5 percent (i.e., 
20% of hard costs to 19% of hard costs) associated with lower 
required fees for architecture and engineering







DESIGN REVIEW REQUIREMENT IMPACT
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Characteristics Townhome


Surface Parked 


MFR Tuck-Under MFR Podium MFR High-Rise MFR


Project Example


Total Development Cost $2,024,201 $11,498,555 $19,370,757 $60,440,726 $262,506,812


Policy Adjustments


Design Review


Cost of Capital Associated with 


Longer Approval Process 


(3 Months) n.a. $15,967 $34,750 $123,085 $648,471


Soft Cost Reduction n.a. 5% 5% 5% 5%


Soft Cost Savings n.a. $82,610 $135,053 $390,992 $1,502,358


Total Financial Benefit n.a. $98,577 $169,803 $514,076 $2,150,829


Percent of Project Cost n.a. 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8%







OTHER POLICY IMPACTS
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▪ Infrastructure Requirements


▪ Ped PDX impacts buildable SF due to setbacks


▪ Required off-site infrastructure upgrades


▪ Pay SDCs but also required to pay for upgrades


▪ Uncertainty around site-specific requirements


▪ Permitting Process Time and Uncertainty


▪ Contradictory codes/requirements


▪ Other site-specific costs (e.g., tree mitigation, bird glass, etc.)







FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY FINDINGS







RECENT MARKET TRENDS
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RESIDUAL LAND VALUE APPROACH
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Development Cost (excl. land purchase) = $58 Million


Value of Property to Investors = $60 Million


Residual Land Value = $2 Million


Can you buy a ½-Acre 


Site for $2 Million?


Hypothetical Example







FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY FINDINGS
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▪ At current costs, feasibility is challenging
▪ Lower-Density projects (less than 5 stories) are 


most feasible due to lower cost, but less 
attractive to investors due to limited size


▪ Higher-Density projects are more infeasible, as 
rents have not kept pace with higher cost of 
construction


▪ Low-Rent areas most challenging due to similar 
development costs (excluding land) plus lower 
rents







FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
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▪ Cost increases outweighed revenue increases


▪ Market factors required for feasibility (all else being equal):


▪  Rents must increase between 15 and 35 percent; or


▪  Hard Costs must decrease between 15 and 40 percent; or


▪  Investor return requirements decrease to pre-pandemic levels


▪ Other Actions:


▪ Total “all-in” costs must decrease by 12 to 30 percent


▪ City incentives must increase to offset worsened market factors


▪ City can reduce risk and uncertainty by streamlining approvals


▪ City can consider policy adjustments to decrease costs (bike 
parking, first floor active use, SDCs, etc.)







IH CALIBRATION FINDINGS







FOR-SALE HOUSING CALIBRATION


▪ Interviews indicated macro challenges to condominium 
developments


▪ Limited interest due to construction defect liability


▪ Only expressed interest assumed using Type I 
construction, which is very expensive


▪ Impact of Inclusionary Housing Policy is secondary to 
other factors
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RENTAL HOUSING CALIBRATION
MULTIPLE WAYS TO ASSESS IH POLICY


▪ Balance City Incentives with impact of IH policy


▪ Financial Feasibility of Projects with Inclusionary Housing 
units (does full project meet investor return requirement).
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Impact of IH
•Reduces rent for % of units


•Reduced rent lowers project 


value to developer/investor


City Incentives


•System Development Charge Waivers


•10-Year Property Tax Exemption


•Construction Excise Tax Exemption


•Other Land Use Incentives







IMPACT ON PROJECT VALUE
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Value of Unit


Market Affordable


Monthly Rent $2,400 $1,099


Annual Net Income $19,295 $8,570


Investor Required YOC 5.65% 5.65%


Value to Investor $341,509 $151,690


54 Market-Rate Units


6 Affordable Units


In high-rent submarkets, each IH unit reduces project value by ~$190,000







CITY INCENTIVES TO OFFSET IH
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▪ Central City Example:


▪ Non-Central City Example:


Central City Incentives Per 60% Unit


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $3,398


SDC Waiver $16,641


NPV of 10-YR Prop Tax Exemption $229,670


Total Incentives per 60% AMI Unit $249,709


Non-Central City Incentives Per 60% Unit


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $3,297


SDC Waiver $17,880


NPV of 10-YR Prop Tax Exemption $23,872


Total Incentives per 60% AMI Unit $45,049


Tax 


Exemption 


on Full 


Property


Tax Exemption 


on Affordable 


Units Only







CITY INCENTIVES VERSUS IH IMPACT
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Benefit-to-Cost Ratio Ranges


Less than 0.80 Under-Incentivized


0.80 to 1.39 Balanced Incentives


1.40 or More Over-Incentivized


▪ To assess “balance,” create Benefit-to-Cost Ratio Ranges







7-Story Central City


High-Rent Scenario Medium-Rent Scenario


IH Cost and Incentives 60% MFI 80% MFI 60% MFI 80% MFI


IH Incentive Value Comparison


Cost to Market Rate Developers


Net Operating Income Impact $182,749 $251,856 $136,921 $162,446 


Per Unit per Month $846 $600 $634 $387 


Impact on Project Value $3,234,488 $4,457,633 $2,423,384 $2,875,146 


Per Affordable Unit $179,694 $127,361 $134,632 $82,147 


City Incentives / Fees


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $61,167 $117,313 $55,998 $107,424 


SDC Waiver $299,547 $0 $299,547 $0 


Property Tax Exemption $4,134,052 $4,043,593 $3,600,455 $3,569,215 


Total Incentives $4,494,766 $4,160,906 $3,955,999 $3,676,639 


Per Affordable Unit $249,709 $118,883 $219,778 $105,047 


Cost / Benefit of IH $1,260,278 ($296,727) $1,532,615 $801,493 


Cost-Benefit Ratio 1.4 0.9 1.6 1.3


Cost / Benefit Balance


Balanced 


Incentives


Balanced 


Incentives


Over-


Incentivized


Balanced 


Incentives


IH IMPACT AND CITY INCENTIVES COMPARISON
7-STORY CENTRAL CITY
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7-Story CC


172 Total Units







4-Story Non-Central City


High-Rent Scenario Medium-Rent Scenario Low-Rent Scenario


IH Cost and Incentives 60% MFI 80% MFI 60% MFI 80% MFI 60% MFI 80% MFI


IH Incentive Value Comparison


Cost to Market Rate Developers


Net Operating Income Impact $74,420 $102,392 $35,030 $29,195 $14,218 $0 


Per Unit per Month $886 $656 $417 $187 $169 $0 


Impact on Project Value $1,317,170 $1,812,248 $620,004 $516,722 $251,653 $0 


Per Affordable Unit $188,167 $139,404 $88,572 $39,748 $35,950 $0 


City Incentives / Fees


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $18,585 $33,823 $17,012 $30,968 $16,068 $29,255 


SDC Waiver $132,546 $0 $132,546 $0 $132,546 $0 


Property Tax Exemption $162,136 $293,666 $116,513 $218,465 $92,408 $178,215 


Total Incentives $313,267 $327,489 $266,071 $249,434 $241,022 $207,471 


Per Affordable Unit $44,752 $25,191 $38,010 $19,187 $34,432 $15,959 


Cost / Benefit of IH ($1,003,903) ($1,484,760) ($353,933) ($267,289) ($10,630) $207,471 


Cost-Benefit Ratio 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.5 1.0 n.a.


Cost / Benefit Balance


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Balanced 


Incentives


Over-


Incentivized


IH IMPACT AND CITY INCENTIVES COMPARISON
4-STORY NON-CENTRAL CITY
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4-Story Non-CC


64 Total Units







7-Story Non-Central City


High-Rent Scenario Medium-Rent Scenario Low-Rent Scenario


IH Cost and Incentives 60% MFI 80% MFI 60% MFI 80% MFI 60% MFI 80% MFI


IH Incentive Value Comparison


Cost to Market Rate Developers


Net Operating Income Impact $153,656 $205,552 $71,281 $46,665 $28,300 $0 


Per Unit per Month $854 $591 $396 $134 $157 $0 


Impact on Project Value $2,719,583 $3,638,084 $1,261,617 $825,928 $500,877 $0 


Per Affordable Unit $181,306 $125,451 $84,108 $28,480 $33,392 $0 


City Incentives / Fees


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $49,449 $97,640 $45,270 $89,358 $40,495 $79,893 


SDC Waiver $268,207 $0 $268,207 $0 $268,207 $0 


Property Tax Exemption $358,082 $675,364 $258,415 $505,020 $206,411 $415,648 


Total Incentives $675,737 $773,004 $571,893 $594,379 $515,113 $495,542 


Per Affordable Unit $45,049 $26,655 $38,126 $20,496 $34,341 $17,088 


Cost / Benefit of IH ($2,043,846) ($2,865,080) ($689,724) ($231,550) $14,237 $495,542 


Cost-Benefit Ratio 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.7 1.0 n.a.


Cost / Benefit Balance


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Under-


Incentivized


Balanced 


Incentives


Over-


Incentivized


IH IMPACT AND CITY INCENTIVES COMPARISON
7-STORY NON-CENTRAL CITY
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7-Story Non-CC


143 Total Units







BALANCING IH IMPACT AND CITY INCENTIVES
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IH Units are only provided when market-rate development is feasible


Without IH, and even with ‘balanced’ IH, feasibility is still challenging


▪ City Incentives:


▪ Offset impact of IH in Central City


▪ Property tax exemption provides significant financial value


▪ Under-incentivize projects in “High Rent” markets outside CC


▪ Over-incentivize projects in “Low Rent” markets outside CC


▪ In-Lieu Fee Option is not beneficial due to lost City incentives


▪ Reducing Inclusion Rates


▪ Over-incentivizes Central City projects


▪ Limited impact outside Central City







OTHER CITY EFFORTS
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▪ Housing Needs Assessment


▪ Housing Production Strategy
▪ Incorporate Findings from BAE Work and other City analyses


▪ Advance Portland







NEXT STEPS







NEXT STEPS


▪ Working Group Meeting #8 – July 10 
▪ Finalize IH Working Group Recommendations


▪ Council Work Session on Housing Production – July 25
▪ Present IH recommendations


▪ Present cost comparison analysis


▪ Present local policy impact analysis


▪ Discuss recommendations to address housing feasibility issues
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QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION







ADDITIONAL SLIDES







MODEL PREVIEW
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City of Portland Development Pro Forma, Prototype CC-1, 60% AMI IH Option, Medium Development Cost, Medium Revenue


Assumptions


Prototype CC-1


Development Cost Medium


Revenue Medium


IH Option 60%


Location Central City v


Construction Type Type 5


Development Program Assumptions Cost Assumptions Development Cost Analysis Feasibility Analysis


Site Size - acres / square feet 0.5 Construction Project Costs Project Feasibility Property Tax


Total Units 112 Hard Cost per gross res/com sf $235 Affordable Market Rate Total Project Affordable Market Rate Total Project


Affordable (% - count) 11% 12 Commercial Tenant Improvement per sf $100 Hard Cost $2,007,707 $17,893,973 $19,901,680 Project Income


Market Rate (% - count) 89% 100 Parking cost per space $60,000 Commercial TIs $0 $400,000 $400,000 Gross Scheduled Rents $157,152 $2,532,000 2,689,152


Leasable Residential sq. ft. Soft Costs (% of hard costs) 20% Parking Cost $360,000 $3,000,000 $3,360,000 Less Vacancy ($7,858) ($126,600) ($134,458)


Leasable Retail sq. ft. 4,000 Service District Charge (per unit) (a) $16,618 Soft Costs $473,541 $4,258,795 $4,732,336 Less Operating Expenses ($47,146) ($759,600) ($806,746)


Circulation & Communal Space 20% Affordable Housing In-lieu fee per gsf n.a. Service District Charge $199,419 $1,661,821 $1,861,239 Net Operating Income $102,149 $1,645,800 $1,747,949


Total Project sq.ft Developer Fee (% of hard and soft) 3% Affordable Housing In-Lieu $0 n.a. n.a.


Total Parking Spaces 56 Subtotal $3,040,667 $27,214,588 $30,255,255 Development Cost/Subsidy


Parking spaces per du 0.50 Rental Revenue Total Development Cost 3,288,330 29,431,216 32,719,546


Parking Space Type Underground Rental Rates by AMI Construction Financing Construction Excise Tax Exemption ($30,407) $0 ($30,407)


Number of Stories 4-Stories Unit Type 60% 80% MR Const. Loan Fees $31,927 $285,753 $317,680 SDC Waiver ($199,419) $0 ($199,419)


Studio $1,042 $1,415 $1,575 Const. Loan Interest $124,515 $1,114,437 $1,238,953 NPV of 10-YR Prop Tax Exemption ($249,865) ($2,082,205) ($2,332,069)


Unit Mix and Affordability Levels 1-BR $1,096 $1,496 $1,950 Total Cost, Incl. Subsidies $2,808,640 $27,349,012 $30,157,652


AMI-Level 2-BR $1,310 $1,790 $2,700 Developer Fee $91,220 $816,438 $907,658


Unit Mix Sq. Ft. 60% 80% MR All 3-BR $1,508 $2,062 $3,000


Studio 450 5 0 40 45 Total Development Cost $3,288,330 $29,431,216 $32,719,546 Market Cap Rate 4.7% 4.7% 4.7%


1-BR 600 6 0 50 56 Other Residential Income (Per Month) Per Unit $274,027 $294,312 $292,139 Developer Profit Spread 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%


2-BR 900 1 0 10 11 Parking (per space) $150 Per Net SF $487 $516 $513 Required Yield-on-Cost 5.7% 5.7% 5.7%


3-BR 1,000 0 0 0 0 Other Income (Per Unit) $80 Per Gross SF $385 $408 $406


All Units 12 0 100 112


Retail Rent (NNN per sq. ft.) $2.00 Residual Land Value -$1,000,697 $1,780,192 $779,495


Summary Total RLV Per Unit -$83,391 $17,802 $6,960


Number of Units (# - %) 12 11% 100 89% 112 Operating Costs RVL per Site SF -$467 $100 $39


Avg. Affordability (% AMI) 60% n.a. Res Operating Cost (as % of gross revenue) 30.0%


Leasable Sq. Ft. 63,750 Vacancy Rate, Residential 5%


Total Sq. Ft. 80,688 Market Rate Cap Rate 4.7%


Parking Spaces 6 50 56


Parking Space/du 0.50 0.50 0.50 Financing


Construction-Period


MR Loan-to-Cost 70%


Loan Fees 1.5%


Draw dow n Factor 60%


Interest rate 6.5%


Loan Term (months) 18


Sources:  BAE, 2023


8,543 72,145


20,000


63,750


84,688


Affordable Market-Rate


6,750 57,000







RENTAL RATE ASSUMPTIONS
Market Rate Rent/SF Market Rate per Unit


Rents Unit Size High Medium Low High Medium Low


Central City


Studio 450 $4.15 $3.50 $3.25 $1,868 $1,575 $1,463


1BR 600 $3.75 $3.25 $3.00 $2,250 $1,950 $1,800


2BR 900 $3.25 $3.00 $2.75 $2,925 $2,700 $2,475


3BR 1,000 $3.25 $3.00 $2.75 $3,250 $3,000 $2,750


Parking (per space) $200 $150 $100


Other Income (Per Unit) $80 $80 $80


Commercial Rent NNN $2.50 $2.00 $1.50


Non-Central City


Studio 450 $4.15 $3.25 $2.50 $1,868 $1,463 $1,125


1BR 600 $3.75 $2.50 $2.00 $2,250 $1,500 $1,200


2BR 900 $3.25 $2.25 $1.75 $2,925 $2,025 $1,575


3BR 1,000 $3.25 $2.25 $1.75 $3,250 $2,250 $1,750


Parking (per space) $200 $50 $0


Other Income (Per Unit) $80 $80 $80


Commercial Rent NNN $2.25 $2.00 $1.50
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OPERATING COSTS AND PROPERTY VALUATION
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Operating Costs as % of Revenue
Under 100 Units 32%
100-200 Units 30%


200+ Units 28%


Vacancy Rate 5%


Property Valuation/Yield-On-Cost
Market Cap Rate 4.7%


Developer Spread 1.0%
Required Yield-on-Cost 5.7%


Financing


Construction-Period
Loan-to-Cost (excl land cost) 70.0%
Loan Fees 1.5%
Drawdown Factor 60.0%


Interest rate 6.5%
Loan Term (months) 18







LIMITED IMPACT OF REDUCING INCLUSION RATE 
TO “RAMP UP” PERCENTAGES


44


4-Story Central City 4-Story Non-Central City


Current IH Rate Reduce IH Rate Current IH Rate Reduce IH Rate


IH Cost and Incentives (10% at 60% MFI) (8% at 60% MFI) (10% at 60% MFI) (8% at 60% MFI)


IH Incentive Value Comparison


Cost to Market Rate Developers


Net Operating Income Impact $126,656 $94,752 $74,420 $55,689 


Per Unit per Month $880 $877 $886 $884 


Value of Income Impact $2,240,000 $1,680,000 $1,320,000 $990,000 


City Incentives / Fees


Construction Excise Tax Exemption $32,970 $24,727 $18,585 $13,939 


SDC Waiver $199,419 $149,564 $132,546 $99,409 


Property Tax Exemption $2,680,169 $2,722,855 $162,136 $123,724 


Total Incentives $2,910,000 $2,900,000 $310,000 $240,000 


Cost / Benefit of IH $670,000 $1,220,000 ($1,010,000) ($750,000)


Cost-Benefit Ratio 1.3 1.7 0.2 0.2


Cost / Benefit Balance Balanced Incentives Over-Incentivized Under-Incentivized Under-Incentivized


Project Value to Investors $35,550,000 $36,100,000 $20,180,000 $20,480,000 


Value Change over Baseline n.a. $550,000 n.a. $300,000 


Percent change over Baseline n.a. 1.5% n.a. 1.5%
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RESIDENTIAL INFILL PROJECT
Year-One Report


JUNE 26, 2023
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- The Residential Infill Project (RIP)
Year-One Report was produced for the City 
of Portland’s Bureau of Planning and 
Sustainability (BPS).


- It is an analysis of residential sales activity 
in the R2.5, R5, and R7zones in the three 
years leading up to RIP adoption and 
permit activity during the first 12months 
following its implementation (August 2021
-July 2022).


- Understanding RIP’s longer-term impact
on housing production will likely take
continued monitoring.This period is also
during the COVID-19pandemic, which is
not indicative of normal market trends.


Project Context
How is the study organized?
➔ Pre-RIP Context Analysis: 


Analysis of residential sales in the 
three years prior to adoption of RIP:
◆ SalesVolumes
◆ Home Prices / Sizes
◆ Housing Unit Characteristics


➔ RIP Permit Reporting:
Permit data was analyzed to 
identify common traits of Middle 
Housing development:


◆ Development Characteristics
◆ Locational Context
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- The City of Portland adopted rules that govern the types of housing 
permitted in its neighborhoods to allow more housing options in 
Portland and also regulate the size and scale of new housing.


- Portland City Council adopted RIP 1onAugust 12,2020, and most 
changes went into effect onAugust 1,2021.This report analyzed the first 
year of adoption August 1, 2021-July 31, 2022.


- RIP 1allows duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes, sixplexes, as well as 
additional/expanded ADU allowances.


- RIP affects R2.5, R5, and R7 zones in the city.


What is the Residential Infill Project (RIP)?



https://www.portland.gov/bps/planning/rip





Critical Takeaways
➔ Excluding ADUs, the majority of housing units


permitted in the R2.5, R5, and R7 zones in the first year
since adoption of RIP were in Middle Housing projects.


➔ Fourplexes accounted for more than ¾ of middle 
housing units in these zones.


➔ Middle housing uses land nearly three times more 
efficiently than single houses.


➔ ADUs are still an important part of the housing
mix, producing an equal number of units as middle
housing.


➔ But unlike ADU’s, over 99% of middle housing units
had 2 or more bedrooms, enabling growing or
multigenerational households.


➔ Building size limits imposed by RIP have prevented very
large, and more expensive single dwelling homes from
being built.


4
Image Source: Zillow







Permit Activity Overview
RIP-Enabled Units Permitted by 


by Housing Type


Aug 1, 2021- July 31, 2022


ADUAllowances 69


Duplex 34


27Triplex


204Fourplex


2Sixplex
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Allowed Before RIP Allowed By RIP


*


*Middle Housing category includes 4 corner duplexes
Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


Key Finding
Three quarters of 
permitted middle housing
units were in fourplexes


Permit Activity by Housing Type (R2.5, R5, and R7 Zones)
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Residential Infill Project (RIP): recent changes to zoning regulations for single-family lots, allowing for the 
construction of smaller, more varied housing types such as duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes. For the 
purposes of this study, RIP implies the first phase of RIP implementation, often referred to as RIP 1.


Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU): a self-contained living unit that is secondary to the main dwelling on a 
residential property.


Single Dwelling (SD): detached single-family dwelling on its own lot without an ADU


Middle Housing (MH): For the purposes of this study, middle housing refers to duplexes including corner lot 
duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes and sixplexes.


ADU Allowance: additional ADUs allowed as part of RIP.These could include 2nd ADUs with a house, anADU
with a duplex, and internal basement conversion ADUs of a larger size than were permitted before RIP.


Floor-to-Area Ratio (FAR): a measure of the total amount of floor area that can be developed on a 
particular piece of land, expressed as a ratio of the total area of the lot.


Glossary







Case Studies


RIP Permit Data Analysis


Pre-RIP Context Analysis 9


Development Characteristics


Locational Context


The RIP Year-One Report 
includes findings from 
three years of home sales 
prior to adoption of RIP, 
data analysis of the first 12 
months of permit activity 
in zones where RIP took 
effect, and case studies of 
RIP development projects.
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PRE-RIP CONTEXT 
ANALYSIS


1
0


Analysis of residential sales in the 
three years prior to adoption of 
RIP:
➔ SalesVolumes
➔ Home Prices / Sizes
➔ Housing Unit Characteristics







on detached single-family homes built 
between 2018and 2022 that are above 
and below RIP floor-to-area (FAR)
limits for singleunit dwellings. Under 
RIP, there is a sliding scale for 
maximum FAR that varies by zone and 
number of units per lot.


Under RIP1, the FAR for four units was 
the same as for three units.This was 
changed with RIP2.


New Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
Restrictions Imposed by RIP


In addition to allowing more units per parcel, RIP placed limits on the maximum floor area 
allowed for single unit dwellings. Tounderstand the potential impact of these limits, residential 
sales were analyzed for the three years preceding RIP adoption.


The Pre-RIP Context Analysis focuses


PRE-RIP CONTEXTANALYSIS
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Units R7 R5 R2.5


1 0.4 to 1 0.5 to 1 0.7 to 1


2 0.5 to 1 0.6 to 1 0.8 to 1


3+ 0.6 to 1 0.7 to 1 0.9 to 1


FAR by Zone and Units per Lot


Source:
https://www.portland.gov/bds/zoning-land-use/residential-infill-project/residential-floor-area-ratio



http://www.portland.gov/bds/zoning-land-use/residential-in%EF%AC%81ll-project/residential-%EF%AC%82oor-area-ratio

http://www.portland.gov/bds/zoning-land-use/residential-in%EF%AC%81ll-project/residential-%EF%AC%82oor-area-ratio





Data Sources


The Pre-RIP Context Analysis relied on Regional Multiple 
Listing Service (RMLS) data which captures open market sales 
transactions.
RMLS data fromQ12018-Q2 2022 was studied to understand 
trends in housing production in the R2.5-R7zones prior to RIP 
adoption. In order to focusonly onnew housingproduction, 
thisdata excludedsales ofhomes built prior to 2018. Home 
sales prices were inflation-adjusted to 2022 dollars.
Given the length of time housing development takes to 
move through the pipeline, the data includes homes sold 
during when RIP in effect.


PRE-RIP CONTEXTANALYSIS
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Above RIP FAR (Zone R5 | .8 FAR)


Above RIP FAR (Zone R2.5 |1.3FAR)


Critical Questions:
➔ What proportion of houses built prior to RIP could not be 


built today?
➔ How much more expensive were these houses than those 


below current FAR limits?
Image Source: Zillow







PRE-RIP CONTEXTANALYSIS
Summary of Findings


Sales trends for new detached single-family 
homes in the years leading up to RIP adoption 
suggest that RIP’s impact is not just in what 
it allows, but also in what it does not. Total new (built since 2018) 


detached single dwelling 
homes sold 2018 - 20221,178


44%
$117k


Percent of new detached 
single dwelling homes sold 
over FAR threshold


Average sale price 
difference between homes 
above and below FAR limits 
set by RIP


Pre-RIP Context Analysis 
Snapshot
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Source: RMLS data (Q12018 - Q2 2022)


Key Finding #1
Nearly half of the new detached single-family 
homes built and sold from Q12018 to Q2 2022 
are not possible to build under RIP.This means 
that RIP not only altered the nature of housing 
production, it also truncated the most 
expensive segment of the detached
single-family housing market.







New Detached Single-Family Home Sales above and below RIP 
FAR Limits


Detached Single-Family 
Sales Trends


A large proportion of new 
detached single-family homes 
sold between 2018 and 2022 
in the R2.5-R7 zones could not 
be built today under new FAR 
limits imposed by RIP.


14Source: RMLS data (Q12018 - Q2 2022)


PRE-RIP CONTEXTANALYSIS


Roughly one-third to
one-half of new detached 
single-family homes built 
and sold between 2018 
and 2022 are larger than 
the threshold set by RIP 
for single dwellings.







Pre-RIP house remodel Post RIP duplex


Image Source: Google maps







+16% +19%
+26%


Under FAR 
Limit


Over FAR 
Limit


PRE-RIP CONTEXTANALYSIS


FAR Limits and Impacts to 
Home Sales Prices


Detached single-family homes over the current FAR limit sold
for substantially more than those below the limit. On average,
the difference in sales price was over $117,000.


Key Finding #2
Detached single-family homes 
with high FARs tend to sell for 
higher prices due to their size. 
By limiting the largest of these 
detached single-family homes, 
RIP prevents more expensive 
homes from being built and 
makes Middle Housing more 
competitive.


16Source: RMLS data (Q12018 - Q2 2022)







RIP PERMIT DATA 
ANALYSIS
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Permit data was analyzed to 
identify common traits of Middle 
Housing development:
➔ Development 


Characteristics
➔ Locational Context







Overview


The RIP permit data analysis compares the 
housing production pipeline for all dwelling units 
in the R2.5, R5, and R7zones for the 12months 
following when RIP took effect.


It is organized in two data analysis categories. 
The first, Development Characteristics, includes 
detailed summaries of Middle Housing 
developmentprojects. The second, Locational 
Context focuses on the location of new Middle 
Housing units relative to other forms of housing 
built over the same time period.


DATA ANALYSIS CATEGORIES


DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS
Parking, size, demolitions


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Parks, transit, centers & corridors, zones


RIP PERMIT DATAANALYSIS
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Data and Methods


The RIP permit data analysis relies on 
information from the City of Portland’s 
permitting system, AMANDA, demolition 
permits, and detailed information from 85
permit applications submitted for Middle 
Housing projects during the first 12months after 
RIP took effect.


The City also conducted geospatial analysis that 
evaluated permit activity across multiple 
categories to add more context to the permit 
activity pulled from the first year of RIP.


RIP PERMIT DATAANALYSIS


01-Single Dwelling 
02 -ADU
03 -Single Dwelling+ADU 
04 -Corner Duplex


05 -ADUAllowance
06 -Duplex 
07-Triplex 
08 -Fourplex
09 -Sixplex


Allowed 
Prior to RIP


19


Allowed by 
RIP


Permit Classification
The following sections will refer to various 
housing types permitted in the R2.5-R7 zones. 
These housing types are listed below. Refer to 
the glossary for more information on each 
permit class.


*When comparing the performance of single dwelling development 
against middle housing, this report includes corner duplexes as
middle housing.







RIP Permits at a Glance


76%


13%
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R7


Percent of Units Permitted by Housing Type in RIP Zones


RIP PERMIT DATAANALYSIS


R2.5 R5


*


52%
39%


32%


10%


29%


12%


31%


28%
10%


19%


9%
10% 8%


11%


*Middle Housing category includes corner duplexes


218 units 347 units 81 units


12%


7%


28%


11%


42%


Percent of Units Permitted by Housing Type
(R2.5, R5, R7 combined) 


Allowed By RIP Allowed Before RIP


Allowed By RIP


Allowed Before RIP


Key Finding #3
Units allowed by RIP represent the 
majority of permitted units







RIP Permits at a Glance


76%


13%
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R7


Percent of Units Permitted by Housing Type in RIP Zones
(excluding ADUs)


RIP PERMIT DATAANALYSIS


R2.5 R5


*Middle Housing category includes corner duplexes


Single Dwelling
27%


Middle Housing*
73%


Percent of Units Permitted by Housing Type
(R2.5, R5, R7 combined, excl ADUs) 


144 units 183 units 46 units


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


60%


70%


80%


90%


100%


22% 26%


50%


78%
74%


50%


Key Finding
Excluding ADU’s, middle 
housing units accounted 
for 73% of all units







ADUs
42%


Single 
Dwelling


16%


Middle Housing*
42%


Percent of Units Permitted (SD, ADU, MH) 
R2.5, R5, R7


RIP Permits at a Glance
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Percent of Units Permitted by Housing Type in RIP Zones
(House, ADU, Middle Housing)


RIP PERMIT DATAANALYSIS


*Middle Housing category includes corner duplexes. ADUs includes ADU, ADU w/house and ADU allowances


52%
39%


28%


34%
47%


43%


14% 14%
28%


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


60%


70%


80%


90%


100%


Series1 Series2 Series3Single dwelling ADUs Middle Housing


R5R2.5 R7
218 units 347 units 81 units


Key Finding
ADUs equaled middle 
housing units permitted 
overall







DEVELOPMENT 
CHARACTERISTICS
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Development characteristics of 
RIP permits were analyzed to 
identify trends in lot sizes, 
development projects, and 
parking configurations.







DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS
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9,500 sqft


5,000 sqft


5,000 sqft


Duplexes and 
Fourplexes tend to 
be built on 
atypically large lots 
in R7 Zones


Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


Lot Size


Key Finding #5
Developers of fourplexes appear to prefer larger than average lots in the R2.5 and R7 zones.


Distribution of Lot Sizes Citywide by Zone vs Median Lot Sizes for Middle Housing Projects


3,075 sqft


4,898 sqft


9,366 sqft3,225 sqft


6,262 sqft2


3
4


43


5,000 sqft


2
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Duplex Triplex Fourplex (colors reflect zoning)
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Average Unit Size (Sqft) by Housing Type and Zone


DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS


Units generally get 
smaller as number 
of units on site 
increase


Unit Size By HousingType in Each 
Zone


Key Finding #6
Even with new FAR limits for all building 
types, Middle Housing units tend to be 
much smaller than detached single 
dwellings.


This trend is also visible within Middle 
Housing types. For example, fourplexes 
tend to include smaller units than triplexes 
and duplexes.


The Planning Commission revised FAR
limits for fourplexes as part of RIP2 to
better enable larger sized units.


26Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22







Duplex 1 13 20 2


Triplex 0 13 11 3


Fourplex 0 176 21 7


Housing Type 1
Bedroom


2
Bedroom


3
Bedroom


4+
Bedroom


Units Permitted by Housing Type and Bedroom Count*


Key Finding #7
2 bedroom appears to be the 
“sweet spot” for fourplexes


More units per building tends to 
produce less bedrooms per unit.


Developers tend to build smaller 
units with fewer bedrooms in 
fourplexes than they do in duplexes 
and triplexes.


DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS
Number of Bedrooms by Housing 
Type


*Does not include 2 unit conversion into sixplex


27Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22







Duplex 5 1 11 2


Triplex 6 1 2 0


Fourplex 46 1 4 0


Housing Type No 
Parking


< 1Space 
per Unit


1Space 
per Unit


> 1Space 
per Unit


Number of Parking Spaces per Unit by Permit*


Fourplexes leverage 
flexible parking


Parking competes with site area 
for dwelling units.


DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS
Parking Spaces by HousingType


Key Finding #8


For Middle Housing types with 3+ 
units, developers tend to provide 
less parking. This is likely a result 
of needing more site area to 
achieve desired FAR.


requirements
*Does not include 2 unit conversion into sixplex


Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22 28







Demolitions and Replacements


Total Lots and Demolitions vs Number of Units Permitted
The housing unit
replacement rate is the ratio 
of new units built to units 
demolished.


24Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS


Key Finding #9
The net number of units 
added for Middle Housing 
has been substantially 
higher than for single 
dwellings.


102
lots


24 houses


81
lots 46 houses


126
units


271
units


* Count of primary single dwellings and ADUs on lots where single dwellings or single dwellings + ADU were
permitted. Excludes sites where only ADUs were constructed.
* * Excludes ADU allowances, includes corner duplexes


House, House w/ADU* Duplex, Triplex, Fourplex**


1.2:1


3.4:1







Unit Type Demolished Units Constructed Units


Single Dwelling 21 78


Single Dwelling +ADU 3 48


Corner Duplex 2 4


Duplex 5 34


Triplex 5 27


Fourplex 34 204


Sixplex 0 2*
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RI
P


NO
N-


RI
P


PERMIT REFERENCE 
DATA


*2 unit conversion from a fourplex into a sixplex


Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


Demolitions and Replacements
DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS







LOCATIONAL 
CONTEXT
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Permit locations for all housing 
types were analyzed to examine 
location preferences relative to 
centers, corridors, zones, and 
pattern areas.







LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Proximity to Centers 
and Corridors


Allowed Before RIP Allowed By RIP


Percent of Units Built Within ¼Mile of a Center or Corridor


Key Finding #10
A greater share of permitted 
units newly allowed by RIP are 
near designated Centers and 
Corridors.


It is possible that developers of 
these units perceive benefits 
from proximity to amenities, 
such as public transportation 
and walkable retail.


32Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22







Unit Type Total Units Units within ¼mile of Centers
or Corridors


Single Dwelling 78 53


ADU 180 139


Single Dwelling + ADU 48 15


ADU Allowance 69 45


Middle Housing 271 232RI
P


33Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


NO
N-


RI
P


PERMIT REFERENCE 
DATA


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Proximity to Centers 
and Corridors
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86% of middle housing 
units were built within a 
¼ mile of a Center or 
Corridor compared to 
60% of new houses







LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Proximity to Transit Stops Percent of Units Built Within ¼Mile of a Transit Stop


Allowed Before RIP Allowed By RIP


A greater share of permitted 
units newly allowed by RIP 
exist near a transit stop.


Key Finding #11


Just over half of Single 
Dwelling homes are within 1/4 
of transit compared to over 
three-quarters of Middle 
Housing.


35Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22







Unit Type Total Units Units Within 1/4
Mile of Transit Percent


Single Dwelling 78 36 46%


ADU 180 116 64%


Single Dwelling + ADU 48 36 75%


ADU Allowance 69 37 54%


Middle Housing 271 216 80%


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Proximity to Transit Stops
RI


P


36Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


NO
N-


RI
P


PERMIT REFERENCE 
DATA
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Percent Housing Type Permitted by Zone


Allowed Before RIP Allowed By RIP


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Housing Units Permitted 
by Zone


Middle Housing is the dominant 
housing type in R2.5 and R5.


Key Finding #12


Over 90% of Middle Housing
units were constructed in the
R2.5 and R5 zones, and they
now represent the majority of
units permitted in those zones.


38Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


27% 23%
42%


32%
42%


44% 63%


58%


54%
50%


29%
14% 14% 8%







Unit Type Total Units R2.5 Percent R5 Percent R7 Percent


Single Dwelling 78 21 27% 34 44% 23 29%


ADU 180 42 23% 113 62% 25 14%


Single Dwelling + ADU 48 20 42% 28 58% 0 0%


ADU Allowance 69 22 32% 37 54% 10 14%


Middle Housing 271 113 42% 135 50% 23 8%RI
P


39Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Housing Units Permitted 
by Zone


NO
N-


RI
P


PERMIT REFERENCE 
DATA
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Eastern


Western


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Pattern Areas Map


Central 
City


River/ 
Industrial







The market for Middle Housing 
in RIP zones is concentrated in 
inner neighborhoods. Over 80% 
of middle housing units were 
constructed in inner 
neighborhoods.


Pattern Areas


Pattern Areas by Housing Type


Allowed Before RIP


41Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


Allowed By RIP


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT


22%
6% 17% 3% 4%


58% 77% 58% 77% 82%


21% 17% 25%
20% 15%







Unit Type Total Units Inner Western Eastern


Single Dwelling 78 45 17 16


ADU 180 140 11 29


Single Dwelling + ADU 48 28 8 12


ADU Allowance 69 53 2 14


Middle Housing 271 221 10 40RI
P


42Source: City of Portland Building Permit Data R2.5-R7 Zones, 8/21-7/22


LOCATIONAL CONTEXT
Pattern Areas
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CASE STUDIES
38


Six case studies are highlighted 
to represent the range of project 
types being developed and 
includes key characteristics.*


*Due to a lack of completed projects at the time this 
report was developed, no duplex or triplex case 
studies were included.







Fourplex Fourplex


Single Family


Montavilla Lents


South Tabor Creston-Kenilworth Mill Park


House +ADUs (2) Fourplex


CASE STUDIES


Fourplex


Woodstock


44







1 Creston-Kenilworth | Fourplex


2 Montavilla | Fourplex


3 South Tabor |Single Dwelling +ADUs


4 Lents |Fourplex


5 Woodstock | Fourplex


6 Mill Park |Single Dwelling


2


1
3


4


CASE STUDIES


6


5
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Three four-unit townhomes on 
vacant lots


Fourplex
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Creston-Kenilworth


Case Study Overview


Zone R2.5


Avg Unit Size 1,008


FAR 0.8


Avg Price / Unit* $419,900


Avg Bedrooms / Unit 2


Parking Not included


HOA $80


Lot Size 4,750 sq ft


Tenure Ownership


Previous Lot Sale Price** $1,232,000 – price for 3 lots


Image Source: Redfin


CASE STUDIES


*Price retrieved Apr 2023
**Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars







Montavilla


Case Study Overview


Zone R5


Avg Unit Size* 1,150sqft


FAR 0.7


Avg Rent / Unit** $2,300/mo


Avg Bedrooms / Unit* 2-3


Parking Not included


Lot Size 5,000 sqft


Tenure Rental


Previous Lot Sale Price*** $375,669


Three-unit townhomes replaced a single-
family home while retaining a detached ADU


Fourplex


42
Image Source: Zillow


CASE STUDIES


* Townhomes only
**Price Retrieved Aug 2022
***Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars







Single Dwelling + 2 ADUS replaced a single-family home


Single Dwelling + 2 ADUs


43


South Tabor


Case Study Overview


Zone R5


Avg Unit Size* 888 sqft


FAR 0.5


Avg Price / Unit** $456,950


Avg Bedrooms / Unit* 2


Parking Not Included


HOA $34/month


Lot Size 8,125Sq.Ft


Tenure Ownership


Previous Lot Sale Price*** $570,000
Image Source: Zillow


CASE STUDIES


* ADUs only
**Price retrieved Feb 2023
***Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars







Four-unit townhomes replaced a single-family home


Fourplex


Case Study Overview


Zone R7


Avg Unit Size 1,527sqft


FAR 0.3


Avg Price / Unit* $406,000


Avg Bedrooms / Unit 4


Parking 1surface, 1garage


HOA $61/month


Lot Size 17,569sqft


Tenure Ownership (Condo)


Previous Lot Sale Price** $215,000


CASE STUDIES


*Price retrieved March 2023


Lents


Image Source: Redfin
**Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars 49







Four-unit townhomes replaced a single-family home


Fourplex
Woodstock


Case Study Overview


Zone R2.5


Avg Unit Size 1,395sqft


FAR 0.6


Avg Price / Unit* $518,099


Avg Bedrooms / Unit 4


Parking Not Included


HOA $40/month


Lot Size 10,000 sqft


Tenure Ownership (Condo/Co-op)


Previous Lot Sale Price** $572,270


Image Source: Zillow
CASE STUDIES


*Price retrieved Feb 2023
**Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars 50







One single dwelling (SD) home on two lots was 
demolished and replaced with a SD home on each lot


Single Dwelling


Case Study Overview


Zone R5


Unit Size 2,076


FAR 0.4


Avg Price / Unit* $579,900


Avg Bedrooms / Unit 4


Parking 1Car Garage


HOA N/A


Lot Size 5,227sq ft


Tenure Ownership


CASE STUDIES


Mill Park


*Price retrieved Apr 2023
**Sales price inflation-adjusted to 2023 dollars


Image Source: Redfin Previous Lot Sale Price** $220,335 51







RECOMMENDATIONS
52


The following recommendations 
are intended to improve the City 
of Portland’s workflow in future 
years of reporting on RIP.







1
Because trends in housing 
production take time to identify, 
conduct recurring annual or
bi-annual reporting on the 
residential development
pipeline in zones where RIP took 
effect.


Recommendations for Ongoing Reporting
2
Develop a definitive list of
permit classifications and
definitions to differentiate
Middle Housing from other
housing types.


3
Cross reference Middle Housing 
permits with sales data to gain 
better understanding of the 
pricing of for-sale units as more 
come online.


4
Cross reference Middle Housing 
permits with “schedule R”
rental property registration data 
to gain a better sense of tenure.


5
Conduct further interviews with 
Middle Housing developers to 
understand perceived barriers 
to development as well as 
location, site, and development 
project preferences.


6


53


For Middle Housing permits, 
develop a streamlined workflow 
for extracting development 
projects from plansets. For all 
other permits, track lot and 
building size at a minimum.
Track unit sizes for ADUs.
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Introduction 
 
Over the past few years, there has been interest in a growing number of states and municipalities in 
accessory dwelling units or ADUs. ADUs are fully independent, second housing units located on single-
family lots. They can take a number of different forms, wholly within, attached to, or detached from the 
primary unit and are known by many different names including secondary dwelling units, granny flats, in-
law units, guest houses, backyard cottages, garage apartments, or carriage houses. ADUs have been 
discussed as possibly filling a variety of niches and satisfying a range of needs including as a means of: 
 


1. Increasing density in single-family neighborhoods in a manner that circumvents Not In My Back 
Yard (NIMBY) responses to new development and fights over upzoning, multifamily housing, and 
neighborhood “character”; 


2. Providing options for downsizing, aging in place, or forming multigenerational households; 
3. Combatting sprawl and climate change by using existing infrastructure, creating smaller, more 


energy-efficient housing units, and increasing density to support transit and walkable 
communities; 


4. Creating affordable housing options, often in high opportunity neighborhoods with access to 
quality transit, employment, schools, and services; and 


5. Providing cost-effective development opportunities for homeowners to generate income, 
possibly offsetting increasing costs of living in changing neighborhoods. 


 
Despite their potential, numerous barriers exist to the widespread development of ADUs. Regulatory 
restrictions, financing shortfalls, and design and construction ability (particularly as many ADUs are self-
built) can all pose challenges (Antoninetti, 2008; Chapple et al., 2012). 
 
Portland, Oregon has one of the more permissive regulatory regimes governing the development of ADUs 
in the US. This approach has its roots in Oregon’s land use planning system that sets forth nineteen (19) 
Statewide Planning Goals guiding land use planning and development. More specifically, the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) and Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (DLCD) have interpreted Goal 10 Housing as mandating that jurisdictions plan and zone for 
a range of housing types including multifamily, manufactured housing, and farmworker housing. In 1997 
Metro, the regional government for the Portland metropolitan area, expanded this mandate to include a 
requirement that all municipalities within its jurisdiction allow at least one ADU per single detached 
residence (Liberty, 2003, 595). 
 
Portland adopted regulations conforming to Metro’s mandate on ADUs in 1998. While officially allowed, 
growth of ADUs was slow prior 2010. Since 2010, the City has incentivized ADU construction by waiving 
the System Development Charges (SDCs) normally levied on new construction. One-time fees levied to 
offset the impacts of new development, SDCs increase ADU development costs by thousands of dollars. 
The SDC waiver has led to an increase in the number of permitted and built ADUs in the City, to the point 
that nearly as many permits were issued for new ADUs as for new single-family homes in 2016 (Law, 2017). 
However, the number of ADU completions has not risen as fast as permits, suggesting that barriers exist 
beyond the regulatory process. Also, despite the increase in ADUs in Portland, they remain a very small 
segment of the overall housing market, making up approximately 0.7% of the total number of housing 
units in the City.  
 







Introduction| 9 
 


In 2016, the Institute for Sustainable Solutions (ISS) at Portland State University (PSU) started a project 
now known as the Small Backyard Homes Initiative (SBHI). This initiative brought together experts from 
government, development, design, finance, affordable housing, and construction with the overall goal of 
increasing the production of new ADUs in Portland. Specific objectives included (ISS 2018): 
 


1. Reducing the total cost of ADU design and construction, 
2. Simplifying the process for designing, financing, permitting, and building ADUs, 
3. Refining local policies governing ADUs, 
4. Increasing options for financing ADUs, 
5. Augmenting the pool of skilled, qualified general contractors and builders, 
6. Building systems to operate ADUs as affordable housing, 
7. Addressing concerns and issues from homeowners about being landlords. 


 
Helping to frame these discussions were the results of a 2013 survey of ADUs in Portland, Eugene, and 
Ashland conducted by the PSU Survey Research Lab for the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality 
(DEQ). This survey provided information on the use, size, financing, ownership, design, and construction 
of ADUs in these three cities. As work on the SBHI progressed, participants identified the need for a follow-
up survey that would gather information on the large number of ADUs built in Portland since August 2013, 
include residents of ADUs as well as owners, and ask additional questions relevant to the project. In spring 
2017, a small team of researchers at PSU began creating this survey. Preparation continued through the 
summer and the survey was conducted in October and November 2017.  
 
The following report presents the results of this survey. The report is presented in four sections. The first 
outlines the methodology used, the second details the results for ADU owners, and the third details the 
results for ADU occupants. Results are accompanied by a brief summary and commentary. The final 
section provides concluding comments and outlines next steps, which will include a more detailed analysis 
of the survey results and the incorporation of additional spatial, demographic, and housing data. 
 
 


Methodology 
 
This section summarizes the methods used by the research team to construct and administer the survey 
and identify and recruit potential participants. Choices made by the research team are explained, as are 
the implications of these decisions. 
 
Survey Participant Identification 
Potential survey participants were identified using publicly available permit application data maintained 
by the Portland Bureaus of Development Services (BDS) and Planning and Sustainability (BPS). This process 
yielded 4,658 addresses (for comparison, the 2013 DEQ Survey was sent to 673 individuals in Portland). 
This list included addresses for both the owner/primary residence and the ADU. This list served as the 
functional sample for this project. The research team chose not to impose additional filters on the list in 
order to yield the largest pool of potential participants to generate broadest possible response. In doing 
this, the research team acknowledged several implications:  
 


1. Permits indicate previous knowledge and potential intent to construct an ADU, but do not always 
correspond to a completed unit. The list of addresses included people who had pulled permits but 
chose not to build an ADU, people who had not yet begun construction, and people who were in 
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the middle of construction. Anticipating this, the research team included a set of questions in the 
survey specifically for individuals who fell into one of the above groups that had not yet completed 
an ADU.  


2. While property owners are legally required to file a permit application in order to begin 
construction on an ADU, it is likely that ADUs have been built illegally without a permit. The 
research team did not attempt to identify illegal units, and no illegal ADUs were included in the 
sample.  


3. The target populations were not separate and distinct. A portion of ADU owners lived in their 
units, thus they were also occupants. A portion of ADUs had no occupants. It was not easily 
discernable from publicly available data which ADUs fit into each categories. The implications of 
this are discussed further below in the section on response rates. 


 
Survey Participant Recruitment 
Potential survey participants were recruited via postcards mailed to each of the addresses gleaned from 
the permit data. The postcard included a brief statement regarding the survey and inviting recipients to 
participate. A $10 gift card to a local establishment was offered to individuals completing the survey. 
Postcards included the address for a website and a unique code. Recipients interested in participating in 
the survey were asked to access the web address. Doing so took participants to a website with a longer 
statement explaining the purpose, goals, approach, time commitment, potential risks, and expected 
outcomes of the survey. After reading this statement, potential participants were asked to enter the code 
included on their postcard. Entering the code served as informed consent to participate in the process 
and insured that participants only took the survey once. Upon entering the code, participants were taken 
to the survey.  
 
Survey Questions 
The survey was delivered through an online platform, Qualtrics. The research team developed the 
question bank for the survey in conjunction with project partners. In order to facilitate comparison, the 
questions from the 2013 DEQ Survey were used as a starting point. New questions were added to the 
survey based on the goals and objectives of the SBHI and the advice of project partners, and some previous 
questions were removed from the survey to keep the overall number of questions manageable. The final 
survey included questions on design, finance, and construction; past, current, and planned use; type, size, 
and amenities; occupancy, rents, and shared space; and demographics. A full list of questions can be found 
in Appendix 4.  
 
The phrasing of questions was adjusted to address the different groups receiving the survey. Questions 
were grouped into categories based on the target group and based on topic (e.g., use, short term rentals, 
and demographics). Filtering questions were used so that respondents received only categories of 
questions relevant to them. For example, the first survey question asked whether a respondent was an 
ADU owner that does not live in the unit, an ADU owner that lives in the unit, an ADU occupant but not 
owner, or an individual that has not yet built an ADU. Based on their answer to this question, respondents 
only received the questions in the categories and with the wording pertinent to their status.  
 
Participants successfully completing the survey were directed to a new page where they were asked to 
input their gift card preferences and to indicate where they wished to receive their gift card. They were 
also asked if they were potentially interested in being contacted for a follow-up interview. The online tool 
into which participants entered this information was kept separate from the survey itself to protect 
anonymity. 
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Response Rates 
 
The survey was mailed in early-October and ran from October 7 to October 31, 2017. The survey 
generated 515 responses, or 11% of the total number of invitations sent. At first glance, this may seem 
like a low response rate (for comparison, the 2013 DEQ Survey had a 43.2% response rate for Portland). 
However, the actual response rate for the entire survey is difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain. This is 
due to the nature of the list generated to recruit potential respondents. As noted above, the list of 
addresses to which invitation postcards were sent included addresses from which no response was 
possible. This is particularly true for the ADUs, many of which were owner occupied or being used for 
short-term rentals, guest bedrooms, or workspaces. For this reason it is impossible to determine the exact 
response rate for the survey.  
 


Table 1: Number and Type of Response 
Respondent Count Percentage of Total Responses 


Owner of an ADU 236 46% 


Owner that lives in an ADU 44 8% 


Live in an ADU 142 27% 


ADU is currently under construction 74 14% 


Have yet to build an ADU 19 4% 


Total 515 100% 


 
Table 1 provides an overview of the number of responses received for each type of respondent. 236 (46%) 
respondents identified as “Owner of an ADU”. These are home owners who own an ADU and live in the 
main house on the property or off property. 142 (27 %) respondents indicated that they “Live in an ADU”. 
These are individuals that live in an ADU but are not the owner of that ADU. 44 (8 %) identified as an 
“Owner who lives in an ADU”. These are owners of the entire property who live in the ADU. 74 (14%) 
indicated that their “ADU is currently under construction”. These are owners of the primary dwelling unit 
who currently have construction under way on an ADU. 19 (4%) respondents indicated that they “Have 
yet to build an ADU”. These are owners of the primary dwelling unit who have filed a permit for an ADU 
but have not started building on site. 
 


Note on Survey Results 
 
The following sections present descriptive statistics for each of the survey questions. Each is accompanied 
by a brief explanation and comment. However, this report does not include deeper statistical analysis or 
detailed explanation of results. Subsequent reports will explore the connection between responses (i.e., 
crosstabs) and to larger spatial, demographic, development, and housing trends. 
 
To facilitate comprehension, results are presented as both data tables and graphs or charts. Results are 
separated into owners and occupants. Data tables include the wording of the question and indicate the 
number of responses to that question. The number of survey responses is labeled as “n”. For questions 
asking respondents to select a single answer, the “n” is the applicable sample size and the basis for 
calculating averages and percentages for responses to that question.  
 
For some questions, respondents failed to answer. The text makes note of instances where the actual 
number of responses does not correspond to the total number of survey responses. For other questions, 
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the survey allowed respondents to select more than one answer. In these cases, the total number of 
responses is typically much larger than in questions requiring a single response and exceed the total 
number of respondents. Most data tables for these questions do not include percentages as summing 
these would exceed 100%. Any percentages shown for these questions are of the total number of options 
selected rather than the total number of responses. The text indicates and explains these instances.  
 
Several of the questions afforded respondents an opportunity to select “other” or to add a comment 
clarifying their response. For these questions, respondents were asked to enter a text response. When a 
pattern emerged with multiple respondents providing the same or similar text responses, this is 
specifically highlighted and described in the text. A full accounting of text responses is included in 
Appendix 1-3. 
 
Color coding: the following report has been divided in three sections based on the three identified user 
groups “Owner of an ADU”, “Lives in an ADU”, and “Owner who lives in an ADU”. 
Each is represented by a particular color scheme represented by page background color, charts, and 
graphs, throughout the report: 


1. Owner of an ADU= blue  
2. Lives in an ADU= green  
3. Owner who lives in an ADU = orange  
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Survey Results Part I: Accessory 
Dwelling Unit Owners 
 
The following section of the report presents and 
summarizes the results of survey questions asked of 
all respondents that identified themselves in the 
initial sorting question as an “Owner of an ADU” that 
does not live in their ADU. The results are divided 
into subsections covering information specific to the 
ADU, including type, use, design, financing, and 
construction, and information pertaining to the ADU 
owners. 
 
General  


Q1.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 
property? (n=236) 
As shown in the table below, the largest percentage 
(38% or 89) of respondents indicated that the ADU 
on their property is a “detached new structure”, with 
“garage renovation” and “basement renovation” 
following with 21% each (51  and 49 responses 
accordingly).  
A significant number of respondents (30) selected 
“Other” and wrote-in a response. Two common 
answers were attic or another form of attached 
conversion, or more detailed descriptions of 
renovation of an existing detached structure. 


 
Distinguishing between the different forms of ADUs 
is important when considering labor and costs, 


especially if there is a need to tear down existing 
structures, amend or create infrastructure such as 
electricity and water supply, highly effecting cost and 
labor. 
 
Q1.2 When was the ADU built? (n=236) 
This question was open ended, allowing respondents 
to write in a date. 218 (92%) of 236 owners 
responded, the rest are noted under “missing”. Most 
responses included specific dates. Other 
respondents approximated or provided ranges. 
Where a range was provided, answers were grouped 
by the last date mentioned. There were 18 (8%) 
missing responses to this question, which may be 
due to owners that acquired a home with an existing 
ADU being unsure of the exact date the ADU was 
built. 


 
The results show 55% of respondents built (or 
completed) their ADUs over the past three years, 
with 2017 being the most prolific year at 21% (50 
units), trailing slightly by 2016 at 20% (48 units), and 
2015 with 14% (34 units). Between 2000 and 2009 
the number of ADUs built annually was very low, 
with only between 1-3 units built each year. This 
pattern changes starting in 2010, with the number of 


Basement 
renovation


21%


Detached new 
structure


38%


Detached previously 
existing (renovated) 


structure
7%


Garage 
renovation


51
21%


Other 
30


13%


Missing
1


0%


8


3


1


3


1


2


1


3


3


2


5


7


9


16


21


34


48


50


1


18


0 10 20 30 40 50 60


Before 2000


2000


2002


2003


2004


2005


2006


2007


2008


2009


2010


2011


2012


2013


2014


2015


2016


2017


Unknown


Missing







Dwelling Unit Owners| 14 
 


completed ADUs growing each year, with the most 
significant jump in numbers between 2014 and 2015, 
and again the following year (2016). The pattern of 
growth of completed ADUs follows the same trend in 
ADU permitting, following the institution of the 
Systems Development Charges (SDCs) waiver for 
ADUs in 2009. 
 
Q1.3 How long have you owned the main house? 
(n=236) 
The largest percentage of respondents of (41%) 
reported owning the main house for over 10 years. 
Along with the group of owners who have owned 
their house for 5-10 years (19%), 60% of our 
respondents have owned their properties for 5 years 
or longer.  


 
 
We also see a large proportion of owners having 
owned their house for 1-5 years (35% or 83 
respondents), which may signal that some had 
purchased the property with the intent of 
constructing an ADU, this will have to be followed up 
with individuals to validate if that is indeed the case. 
5% (11) of owners purchased their home within the 
last 12 months1.   
 
Q1.4 How is the ADU currently being used? 
(n=236) 
Over half of respondents (53% or 125) reported 
current use of the ADU “as someone’s primary 
residence (someone else) and is currently occupied”. 


                                                           
 


1 Date according to the 2017 survey. 


Another 31% (72) answered the use is currently 
short-term housing, which the question described as 
stays less than 1 month at a time.     


 
The popularity of short-term rental use coincides 
with growing popularity of services such as Airbnb, 
over the past several years, and possible quicker and 
higher returns on investment for building an ADU.   
 
Q1.5 How have you used your ADU in the past? 
Select all that apply (n=236) 
For this question, respondents were directed to 
mark all answers that apply to their ADU past use/s. 
38% (89) of owners have used their ADU as a long 
term rental property in the past, nearly as many at 
36% (86) have used their ADU as residence for a 
family member/ friend. Almost 1-in-3 of our 
respondents have used their ADU as a short-term 
rental space, coinciding with similar figures seen in 
the previous question of current ADU use.  
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Q1.6 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 
future? Select all that apply (n=236) 
All 236 ADU owners responded to this question 
regarding projected future use of their unit. 
Respondents were directed to mark all answers that 
apply to their ADU predicted future use/s. As a result 
of N=236, 371 results were collected. At least half of 
the respondents (statistically speaking) reported 
multiple options. 60% of respondents reported 
intent to use the ADU as a long-term rental property 
in the future, while 47% of respondents (112) also 
listed short-term rental as a future use for the unit. 


 
Q1.7 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU?  
(n=236) 


All 236 ADU owners responded to this question 
regarding original plan or purpose for building their 
unit. In an effort to learn about reasoning for building 
an ADU we asked owners regarding their “original 
plan or purpose”, we allowed up to two choices for 
each respondent. 77% (183) of owners built the ADU 
with the idea of housing long-term occupants in the 
unit, of those 42% were intended for rental property, 
and the remaining 35% (83) were intended for 
residential use of family/friends. Nearly 1-in-3 
owners also named short-term rental property as an 
original purpose for building the unit. 
 


 
Short-Term Rent 


 
The following 5 questions are to do with using ADU 


as short-term rental units. All respondents were able 


to answer these questions, however since they refer 


only to those who have previously (76) or currently 


(72) use their unit as such, response rates only 


account for those who engaged with the question. 


 


Q1.8 What amount do you typically charge per 
night when using your ADU as a short-term rental? 
(n=104) 
104 owners responded to this question regarding 
nightly rates for short term rental of their ADU. The 
median answer is in the $100-$150 range, and nearly 
all respondents (93% or 97 out of 104) set nightly 
rates ranging between $50 and $150. 
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Q1.9 How many days a year do you use your ADU 
as a short-term rental? (n=109) 
109 owners answered this question regarding annual 
occupancy of ADUs when used as short-term rental 
units. Of these 10 preferred not to answer, so in 
effect we received 99 responses regarding the length 
of occupancy. 61% (66 of those 109) of respondents 
said their unit was used for short-term rental for over 
90 days over the course of a year. On the other end 
of the spectrum, 15% (16 of 109) of owners have only 
rented out their unit for short term use for up to one 
week out of the year. 


 
Q1.10 What motivates you to use your ADU as 
short-term rental instead of a long-term rental?  
(n=108) 
108 owners responded to this question regarding 
motivation for short term versus long-term rental of 
their ADU. The two most common answers were 
“flexibility to use in other ways” with 41% (44) 
followed by “generates more income” at 35% (38). 
The remaining responses each accounted for 1-4%, 
and “other” reasoning, which accounted for 15% 
mostly had to do with combining the different 
reasons, with the answer “all of the above” written 
in multiple times.  


 
Q1.11 What are the drawbacks of using your ADU 
as a short-term rental? (n=107) 
107 owners responded to this question regarding the 
drawbacks of using their ADU as short term rental 
property. 43% (46) of those who responded claim 
short-term rentals are “more work to manage than a 
long-term rental”, another 28% (30) reason that a 
short-term rental “requires frequent cleaning”. 
Interestingly, 14% (15) respondents answered 
“none” as the drawbacks of using ADU as a short-
term rental. 
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Q1.12 How long do most short-term guests stay?  
(n=104) 
104 owners responded to this question asking to 
assess the average length of stay for a short-term 
guest at their ADU. 63% (65) of respondents 
answered most guests stay for 1-3 nights, another 
30% (31) answered the average stay is 4-6 nights. 
These results are significant since they indicate 
patterns which resemble hotel use lengths. Only 8% 
in total accounted for average uses of a week or 
longer, including 4% (4) averaging 1-2 weeks, 3% (3) 
over 3 weeks (and less than one month), and 1% (1) 
accounted for an average of 2-3 weeks.  
 


 
 
Long-Term Rent 


The following 3 questions are to do with using the 
ADU as long-term rental units. All respondents were 
able to answer these questions, however since they 
refer only to those who have previously  or currently 
use their unit as such, response rates only account 
for those who engaged with the question. 
 
Q1.13 Are you currently receiving rent from your 
ADU? (n=236) 
We asked owners if they are presently receiving rent 
for their ADU. The responses were almost evenly 
split, with 49% (115) answering yes while 51% (121) 
answered no. 


 
 
Q1.14 How much rent are you currently receiving 
from your ADU? (n=110) 
110 owners responded to this question asking ADU 
owners to assess their rental asking price, based on 
their own knowledge of the market value. Nearly half 
of those who answered (49% or 54) replied they rent 
out their units at market value. The other substantial 
group, of 44% (48) stated they rent out their ADU 
below market value.  


 
 
Q1.15 On average, how much rent do you charge 
per month? - Dollar value not including utilities 
(n=111) 
111 owners responded to this question regarding 
current monthly income received for their ADU. 
Some answered for both, with and without utilities 
while others answered for one category, resulting in 
83 answers per category. This was an open-ended 
question, hence the following categories presented 
in a chart are post-survey. 
The average monthly rent amongst respondents was 
$1157, not including utilities. The average reported 
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monthly rent including utilities was $1217.5.  
Amongst respondents who wrote in for both 
monthly rates with and without utilities, 40 
respondents accounted for utilities being over $40 
per month while 15 respondents accounted for less 
than $40 per month. The highest monthly rate was 
$2000, while the lowest was $420 (not including 
utilities). 


 
 


 
*While both charts represent 83 respondents, these two 
charts do not reflect the exact same respondents for both 
categories. 


 
Unit features 


Q1.16 Approximately how long will it take for the 
ADU to pay for itself through rental income? 
(n=111) 
111 owners responded to this question regarding a 
self-assessed time period it would take for the ADU 
to return on investment. Nearly 40% estimated it 


would take less than 6 years to repay the cost of the 
ADU through income from rent. 10% responded that 
it would take over 15 years of income from rent to 
repay the initial cost of the ADU.  


 
 
Q1.17 What is the approximate size of the 
accessory unit? (n=236) 
236 of 236 owners responded to the following 
question regarding size of unit. The median size of 
ADUs, as reported by the owners, is 500-600 sq. feet, 
and there is a fairly even distribution of permitted 
ADU sizes amongst respondents, all accounting for 
13-26%. 5% (11) of respondents assessed their ADU 
size as larger than the permitted 800 sq. ft. 
The largest group of respondents, at 26% (61) was 
the largest permitted size in Portland of 700-800 sq. 
ft., while the second largest group, at 23% (54) was 
the smallest size, of up to 400 sq. ft.  
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Q1.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 
(n=236) 
236 of 236 owners responded to the following 
question regarding number of bedrooms in the unit. 
43% (101) respondents own a 1 bedroom ADU, at a 
close second place 39% (91) have a studio apartment 
ADU. 2 bedroom ADUs accounted for 17% (39) of 
units. 


 
Q1.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility 
needs? (n=236) 
235 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding accessible units. 17% (40) of respondents 
answered their ADU was fully compatible with 
accessibility needs. Another 40% (95) of respondents 
answered their units were accessible yet not fully 
built for wheelchair use. 42% (100) of units are not 
compatible with accessibility needs. 


 
 
 


 


Rental Property 


Q1.20 How long has the current occupant been 
living in the ADU? (n=125) 
125 owners responded to this question regarding 
length of stay for the current occupant of the ADU. 
Respondents were asked to account for the longest 
occupancy in cases where multiple residents moved 
in at different times. The low rate of response may 
also be attributed to the use of ADUs as short-term 
rentals, or for other non-consistent uses. 47% (59) of 
owners currently have a tenant who has been living 
in the ADU for under a year. Other categories: 1-2 
years, 2-3 years and 3 or more, had fairly even 
distribution of between 14%-22%. Since many of the 
units have been built in the last three years, results 
of fairly short living occupancy are to be expected.    


 
Q1.21 Which of the following options best describes 
your relationship to the current occupant when 
they first moved into the ADU? (n=125) 
125 owners responded to this question regarding the 
original relationship between owner and the current 
occupant of the ADU. The two predominant answers 
were “family” at 41% (51) and “we didn’t know each 
other” with 42% (52). The remaining responses also 
split between “friend” at 10% (12) followed by 8% 
who answered “acquaintance”. Overall, nearly 60% 
of respondents knew their ADU tenant to some 
capacity prior to their move-in.  
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Q1.22 Please rate your experience of being a 
landlord (n=114) 
114 owners responded to this question regarding 
their experience of being a landlord of an ADU.  
Nearly two thirds (66% or 75) of respondents 
answered their experience as “extremely good”, a 
further 28% (32) accounted for “somewhat good”, 
while 6% (7) answered a more neutral “neither good 
nor bad experience”.  


 
 
Shared Space 


Q1.23 Is there any shared space or shared utilities 
on the property? (n=208) 
208 owners answered the following question 
regarding shared space or utilities. We asked owners 
to select all utilities or spaces that are shared with 
the ADU. The most common were “yard” at 56% 
(133), followed by 50% (119) sharing “utilities”. Only 
8% (18) of respondents claim to share nothing with 
the ADU. 
31% (72) of respondents share parking with the ADU, 
an issue which is further explored in Q1.24. 


 


Transportation and Parking 


Q1.24 How many cars do you own? (n=236) 
235 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding car ownership. 97% (230) of respondents 
currently own at least 1 car, including 57% (135) who 
own at least 2 cars. Car ownership is an indicator of 
financial status of the ADU owners and it carries 
neighborhood effects, of traffic and parking, 
especially amongst owners who convert a garage to 
an ADU. 


 
 
Q1.25 If you own a car (or cars), where do you 
usually park? (n=236) 
230 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding parking. 57% (134) of respondents park 
their car/s “off the street, on site”, while 32% (75) 
park their car/s “on the street”. Most respondents 
who answered “other” owned two or more cars and 
park both on and off the street. 
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Q1.26 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior? (n=236) 
231 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding employment related travel behavior. 59% 
(137) of respondents currently “commute to work”, 
While 23% (54) of owners “work from home”. 16% 
(37) of respondents answered “other” and wrote in 
answers including multiple cases of a combination of 
working from home and commuting, another 
common answer was retired or currently not 
employed. 


 
 
Q1.27 How long is your typical commute? (n=236) 
126 of 236 owners responded to the following 
question addressing typical commuting time 
patterns. The question was open (write-in) format 
resulting in a large number of missing answers as 
well as responses addressing distance, which were 
grouped into one cluster in the results.  
The largest group of respondents (22% or 51 
respondents) have a typical commute time of 16-30 
minutes, 16% (37) of owners commute for 15 
minutes or less, and none commute for over 1 hour. 


 
*This question resulted in some confusion and a large 


number of skipped answers by respondents.  


Q1.28 What mode of transportation do you 
typically use to commute to work?  
(n=140) 
140 owners responded to this question regarding 
daily transportation mode to work. 54% (76) of 
respondents answered they typically “drive alone”. 
In second place with 20% (28) of responses was 
“bicycle”, followed by “carpool” and “bus” 
accounting for 7% (10) each.  


 
 
Neighborhood 


Q1.29 Do you currently take part in any of the 
following activities in your neighborhood? (n=236) 
163 of 236 owners answered the following question 
regarding neighborhood activity. 39% (93) of owners 
take part in “community events” while 19% (45) 
“volunteer” and a further 11% take part in a 
“neighborhood association”.  
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Q1.30 How long have you lived in the 
neighborhood, in this residence or another? 
(n=236) 
235 of 236 owners answered the following question 
regarding the number of years they have lived in 
their current neighborhood. Nearly half of 
respondents (49% or 115) have lived in their 
neighborhood for over a decade. A combined 17% 
have been in their neighborhood for up to 3 years, 
including 3% (6) under 1 year.  


 
 
Planning and Construction 


Q1.31 Who did the physical labor construction on 
your ADU? (n=236) 
225 of 236 owners answered the following question 
regarding who took part in the physical labor of 
constructing the ADU. Respondents were directed to 
select all applicable options. 84% (199) of owners 
used a paid contractor in the process of building their 
ADU. Additionally, 31% (74) answered they or 
another owner of the property performed (at least 
some of) the labor.   


 
 


Q1.32 Who designed your ADU?  
(n=236) 
223 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding who designed the ADU. Respondents were 
directed to select all applicable options. 72% of 
owners used a paid professional, including 50% (118) 
using a paid architect or designer, and 22% (52) using 
a paid contractor. 30% (71) of owners attributed (at 
least some of the) design work to themselves or 
another owner of the property.   


 
 Q1.33 Approximately how many unpaid hours 
("sweat equity") were spent, by you or anyone else, 
constructing your ADU? (n=236) 
230 of 236 owners this question regarding unpaid 
hours spent on constructing the ADU. The results 
show an almost even split between the lower end 
and upper end. 40% (95) of owners replied they 
spent up to 50 hours of “sweat equity” in the process 
of constructing the unit. On the other end, 39% (91) 
of owners spent over 100 hours of “sweat equity” 
related to the constructed of their ADU. 
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Q1.34 How much did you or someone else pay for 
your ADU to be constructed? (n=236) 
210 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
financing of the ADU. Participants were asked to 
include the costs for design, labor, materials, and 
permits (not including landscaping), and provide a 
best estimate in cases where exact amounts could 
not be traced. The largest group of respondents, at 
33% (77) answered the cost of constructing the ADU 
was $50,001-$100,000, this range also accounted for 
the median amongst our respondents.  
The second largest group amongst respondents was 
$100,001-$150,000, accounting for 24% (57) of 
owners. Overall, 43% of owners spent more than 
$100,000 constructing their accessory dwelling unit. 
 


 
Q1.35 what tools were used in financing the ADU? 


(n=236) 


We asked all the respondents to assess how much 
was financed by each method (by percentage) 
amounting to 100%, used to build the ADU. Answers 
were received from all 236 owners. The most 
common tool used by owners was “cash saving” at 
45% (148), in 2nd place with exactly half as many 
responses “home equity line of credit” was used by 
23% (74). Other methods of financing were varied 
and accounted for only up to 10% of owners per 
method, including “loans from family/ friends”, and 
“use of credit card/s”. 
Most “other” responses are attributed to former 
owners/contractors building the additional unit. 
 


 
The second chart (breakdown of financing methods) 
analyzes the likelihood each reported method 
contributed more, and less, than 50% of the total 
cost. For example, 148 respondents answered they 
used “cash savings” to finance the ADU, of those 65 
said it financed up to 50% of the total cost, while 83 
said it accounted for over half of the total cost. 64 
respondents indicated “cash savings” accounted for 
100% of financing their ADU project.  
Owners who used a home equity line of credit also 
tended to use this tool to finance more than 50% of 
the total costs associated with building their ADU, 49 
of 74 (74 being total number users of that method) 
answered it provided for at least 50% of the finance. 
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Q1.36 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 
Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 
permit? (n=236) 
231 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
the effect of the waiver of System Development 
Charge, enacted by the city of Portland. 70% (166) of 
owners responded yes, it did influence their decision, 
while 28% (65) answered it did not. 
 


 
  
Q1.37 How long did the construction process last? 
(n=236) 
227 of 236 of owners answered this question 
regarding length of time spent on construction on 
the unit.  The largest category amongst owners 
accounted for a time period of 6-12 months 
construction with 39% (92), followed by 3-6 months 
at 32% (75). For 17% (40) of owners construction 
lasted for over 1 year, while 8% (20) took less than 3 
months to complete construction. 
 


 
 


Q1.38 What were the two biggest challenges you 
faced in building your ADU? (n=236) 
230 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
challenges in building an ADU, each was directed to 
choose two answers. This question resulted in the 
largest share of other answers, with varying 
reasoning including multiple conflicts with 
contractors (20), as well as several owners who 
claimed to have no challenges or to have bought the 
property with an existing ADU. 25% (58) of owners 
the permitting process/ BDS as one of the two 
biggest challenges, and another 17% (40) claimed 
design constraints or challenges as a prominent 
component.  


 
Q1.39 Was the estimated budget close to actual 
budget (within 15% difference)? (n=236) 
224 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding ability to complete project within initial 
budget, described as within 15% difference higher or 
lower. 69% (163) of owners answered yes, they were 
able to remain within 15% of their estimated budget. 
26% (61) had not initially estimated their costs within 
15% of the actual expenses. 
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Q1.40 Was the projected time to complete 
construction close to actual length of project 
(within 15% difference)? (n=236) 
224 of 236 owners responded to this question 
regarding ability to complete project within initial 
estimated timeline. This question produced an even 
split between those who had remained within their 
initial timeframe for the project, based on our set 
15% difference limit, and those who had not, each 
group accounting for 47% of owners (and each 
having 111 respondents). 


 
 
 
Demographics 


 
Q.41 With which gender do you most identify? 
(n=236) 
236 of 236 owners answered this question 
addressing gender. Amongst ADU owners the gap 
between males and females was small, “female” 
accounted for 52% of respondents while 46% 
identified as “male”. 2-3% identified as “neither male 
nor female”, or “prefer not to answer”. 
 


 
 
 


Q1.42 What is your age? (n=236) 
236 of 236 ADU owners answered this question 
addressing age. Amongst owners, the two largest 
groups, each accounting for around 1-in-4 
respondents, are 35-44 year olds (with 68 
respondents at 29%) and 45-54 year olds (with 64 
respondents at 27%). We also see that when 
compared to the age of ADU dwellers, the younger 
group accounting for ages 21-34, represents 12% of 
owners and 50% amongst ADU dwellers. 


 
 
Q1.43 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 
live in your place of residence? (n=236) 
233 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
how many adults occupy the main house. Adults in 
this question were categorized as 18 years old and 
up. The biggest groups was 66% (156) of owners 
responded who with 2 adults. 1& (40) had a single 
adult member of the household, while 12% had 3 
adults. Only 4% had 4 or more adults living in the 
main house. 
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 Q1.44 How many children (under 18) currently live 
in your place of residence? (n=236) 
Over half of homeowners accounted for no kids in 
the household (56% or 130 respondents).  
20% (47) of respondents accounted for one child, a 
similar proportion, at 23% (52), accounted for two 
children in the household, while only 1% (3) had 
three children, out of a total of 232 respondents.  
 


 
 
Q1.45 Which of the following races do you 
consider yourself to be?  (n=236) 
230 of 236 ADU owners answered this question 
regarding race. Respondents were directed to select 
all answers that apply. 80% (189) of respondents 
identified as “White or Caucasian”, 5% (12) identified 
as “Asian”, and 7% of the population selected 2 or 
more answers from a variety of 12 options. “Other” 
responses (write-ins) also included multiple races 
and Middle-eastern or Latino/a self-identification. 


  
 
 


Q1.46 Are you Spanish, Latino/a, Hispanic? (n=236) 
235 of 236 owners answered this question. 3% (7) of 
respondents self-identified as Latino/a, Spanish, or 
Hispanic. 
 


 
 
Q1.47 Approximate household income (n=236) 
232 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
annual household income. Nearly half of owners 
(49% or 117 respondents) reported an annual 
household income of above 100,000$ (1-in-6 
reported an annual income of over 150,000$). On 
the lower end, only a total of 34 households reported 
annual earnings below $60,000, out of our total of 
232 respondents. 
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Q1.48 Education (n=236) 
235 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
education. The most common answers reported by 
respondents were “professional degree” (102 
respondents or 43%), followed by “4 year degree” 
(83 respondents or 35%).  


 
 
Q1.49 Marital status (n=236) 
233 out of 236 owners answered this question 
regarding current marital status. 66% (156) of 
respondents identified as married, along with a 
further 12% (28) who identified as in a long-term 
relationship. If we assume most couples in a long-
term relationship cohabitate then around 80% 
(including some respondents who answered “other” 
such as civil union) of owners live in a two person 
headed household. 


 


Q1.50 Employment  
(n=236) 
235 of 236 owners answered this question regarding 
employment. 52% (123) of owners answered 
“employed full-time”, while 19% (44) identified as 
self-employed, and 10% are “employed part-time”. 
11% (27) of all owners are retired.  
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Appendix of Part I:  


ADU owners 


1.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your property? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Basement renovation 49 21% 


Detached new structure 89 38% 


Detached previously 
existing (renovated) 
structure 


16 7% 


Garage renovation 51 22% 


Other  30 13% 


Missing 1 <1%% 
 


1.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your property? 
“Other”answers 


1 Attached daylight ADU under new 


construction 


2 Upstairs attached but separate entrance  


3 New ADU over new garage detached but 


connected by roof only to main house 


4 in home space conversion 


5 attached new structure 


6 Ground floor apartment and backyard 


office shed 


7 Attached new structure 


8 preconstructed basement 


9 Intentionally built ADU 


10 New construction w/ 2 bedroom 


basement apt, separate entrance and 


utilities 


11 basement apartment 


12 attached new garage and adu 


13 attached new structure 


14 Attached new structure (part of home design) 


15 attached new structure 


16 Attached new structure 


17 New construction with basement ADU 


18 lower level renovation 


19 Attached new structure 


20 full ADU addition, attached 


21 attached, new construction 


22 Attached new construction - above the garage 


23 rebuilt 


24 Attached previously existing structure 


25 attached new structure 


26 upstairs 


27 up-stairs unit 


28 ADU above attached garage 


29 bought as a duplex 


 
1.2 When was the ADU built? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Before 2000 8 3% 


2000 3 1% 


2002 1 0% 


2003 3 1% 


2004 1 0% 


2005 2 1% 


2006 1 0% 


2007 3 1% 


2008 3 1% 


2009 2 1% 


2010 5 2% 


2011 7 3% 


2012 9 4% 


2013 16 7% 


2014 21 9% 


2015 34 14% 


2016 48 20% 


2017 50 21% 


Unknown 1 0% 


Missing 18 8% 


 
1.3 How long have you owned the main house? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


under 1 year 11 5% 


1-5 years 83 35% 


5-10 years 46 19% 


over 10 years 96 41% 
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1.4 How is the ADU currently being used? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


As someone's primary 
residence, and is currently 
occupied 


125 53% 


As someone's primary 
residence, but is currently 
vacant 


6 3% 


By the main house 
occupants as an extra 
room or work-space 


15 6% 


For short-term housing 
(less than 1 month stays) 


72 31% 


Not currently being used 
for anything 


1 0% 


Other  17 7% 
 


1.4 How is the ADU currently being used? 
“Other”answers 


1 as a place for aging parents to stay for 


extended stays and as a short-term rental 


2 looking for renters now 


3 The ground floor apartment is occupied by my 


wife's mother. The backyard office shed is 


used as a home office for my wife. 


4 By main house occupants and occasionally as 


short-term housing 


5 In law housing 


6 for guests and family 


7 My mother lives in it part time. 


8 Medium term housing (2 months stay) 


9 Primary residence and short term rental 


10 a mix of short-term rental and for 


family/friends with option for longterm rental 


11 for family and friends 


12 a combination of short term ( AirBnB) renters 


for 9 months and a 3 month renter during the 


summer 


13 short term and for father during winter 


14 rentals and STR 


15 short term and family use 


16 we use it to house visiting friends and 


relatives, as a backyard entertainment area, 


and as a short-term rental through Airbnb. 


17 Construction just finished and we’ll be 


advertising for long-term rental very soon. 


 


1.5 How have you used your ADU in the past? 
Select all that apply  


n=232 


 Responses Percent 


As a long term rental 
property 


89 38% 


As residence for family 
member/ friend 


86 36% 


As a short term rental 
property (less than 1 
month stays) 


76 32% 


other (specify) 28 12% 


As an extra room or 
workspace 


45 19% 


Missing 2 1% 
 


1.5 How have you used your ADU in the past? 
“Other”answers 


1 just completed 10/17 


2 Storage 


3 vacation space for family members 


4 Not applicable 


5 For family visits 


6 storage 


7 New 


8 Guest house 


9 brand new. It ws an unfinished basement 


10 No other use 


11 Recently completed. No prior usage. 


12 As our own home 


13 friends or family staying overnight 


14 primary residence 


15 It's brand new 


16 none of the above 


17 Guest accomodations 


18 n/a 


19 guest house for family and friends 


20 none 


21 daycare 


22 As own residence 


23 It's brand new. 


24 It is recent and has only been used for short 


term rental 


25 housing for guests 


26 free guest hosting 


27 Construction just finished, so I haven't used it 


for anything yet. 


 







Appendix| 30 
 


1.6 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 
future?  
Select all that apply 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


As a long term rental 
property 


141 60% 


As residence for family 
member/ friend 


58 25% 


As a short term rental 
property (less than 1 
month stays) 


112 47% 


As an extra room or 
workspace 


45 19% 


other 15 6% 
 


1.6 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 
future?  “Other”answers 


1 our retirement residence 


2 Potentially owner's residence 


3 solar energy collector 


4 vacation space for family members 


5 Undecided 


6 As a long term care facility for myself as it is 


ADA compliant 


7 for a caregiver when I need one 


8 may try short term rental, but hoping to not 


have to 


9 primary residence 


10 move from portland use ADU when return to 


see clients in the city 


11 guest house for family and friends 


12 As a space for individuals displaced by disaster, 


or need medical housing 


13 Aging in place option 


14 to move into and rent out the main house 


15 Will be living in it 5-7 years from now and will 


be renting the main house. 


 
1.7 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU? select up to two answers 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


As a long term rental 
property 


100 42% 


As residence for family 
member 


83 35% 


Other 18 8% 


As a short term rental 
property (less than 1 
month stays) 


74 31% 


As an extra room or 
workspace 


24 10% 


The ADU was built by a 
previous owner 


12 5% 


 


1.7 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU? “Other”answers 


1 As a residence for me, the owner, in the case 


that I cannot negotiate the upper two floors. 


ADU is one level. 


2 To combat high rent. Offering apartment for 


below market value. 


3 as a place for aging parents to stay for 


extended stays 


4 I built it for my friend to live in. 


5 eventually will be housing for family 


6 for family visits 


7 We're using the ground floor apartment for a 


family member. The backyard office shed is an 


office. 


8 Aging in place 


9 for us to live while we remodel main house 


10 for a caregiver when I age 


11 house for when parents need it 


12 aging in place option 


13 guest house for family and friends 


14 father for winter 


15 Aging in place option 


16 Built with intent for existing housemates in 


2015 to move in and stay long term. 


17 mixture of short-term rental, then long-term, 


and option to expand living space for us as 


desired 


18 to give us flexibility in our use over time 


 
1.8 What do you typically charge per night when 
using your ADU as a short-term rental? 


n=104 


 Responses Percent 


Less than $50 1 1% 


$50-$100 47 45% 


$100-$150 50 48% 


$150-$200 5 5% 


More than $200 1 1% 
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1.9 How many days a year do you use your ADU as a 
short-term rental? 


n=109 


 Responses 


0-7 days 16 


8-29 days 3 


30-90 days 14 


More than 90 days 66 


I prefer not to answer 10 


 
1.10 What motivates you to use your ADU as short-
term rental instead of a long-term rental? 


n=108 


 Responses Percent 


0-7 days 16 15% 


8-29 days 3 3% 


30-90 days 14 13% 


More than 90 days 66 61% 


I prefer not to answer 10 9% 


 
1.11 What are the drawbacks of using your ADU as a 
short-term rental?  


n=107 


 Responses Percent 


Flexibility to use in other 
ways (e.g. hosting family 
members) 


44 41% 


Generates more income 38 35% 


Experience of hosting 
travelers 


4 4% 


Lower commitment to 
tenants 


4 4% 


Other 16 15% 


less wear-and-tear 1 1% 


Easier to manage 1 1% 
 


1.11 What are the drawbacks of using your ADU as a 
short-term rental?  “Other”answers 


1 all of the above, plus lack of relationship to 


occupants 


2 unknown 


3 more work manging bookings, answering 


questions, more expenses of furnishing, 


buying linens when get stained, supply TP & 


paper towels, coffee, more cleaning 


4 Strangers instead of familiar tenant 


5 Its a lot of work turning it over in a manner 


that keeps a 5-star rating 


6 time invested ensuring house rules are 


followed 


7 Being careful of noise generated by me and my 


family. 


8 both extra work and cleaning 


9 The negativity of the City of Portland to short 


term rentals. 


10 not being used as rental; guests stay for free 


 
1.12 How long do most short-term guests stay? 


n=104 


 Responses Percent 


1-3 nights 65 63% 


4-6 nights 31 30% 


1-2 weeks 4 4% 


2-3 weeks 1 1% 


More than 3 weeks 3 3% 


 
1.13 Are you currently receiving rent from your ADU? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Yes 115 49% 


No 121 51% 


 
1.14 How much rent are you currently receiving from 
your ADU? 


n=110 


 Responses Percent 


Below market value 48 44% 


At market value 54 49% 


Above market value 8 7% 


 
1.15 On average, how much rent do you charge per 
month? 


n=111  
  Responses Percent 


w/o utilities up to $600 3 4%  
601-900$ 25 30%  
901-1200$ 24 29% 


 1201-
1500$ 16 


19% 


 1501-
1800$ 5 


6% 
 


$1800+ 10 12% 
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with 
utilities up to $600 3 


4%  
 


601-900$ 13 16% 


 901-1200$ 32 38% 


 1201-
1500$ 17 


20% 
 


1501-
1800$ 8 


10% 
 


$1800+ 10 12% 


 
1.16 Approximately how long will it take for the ADU 
to pay for itself through rental income? 


n=111 


 Responses Percent 


1-3 years 10 9% 


4-6 years 32 29% 


7-9 years 27 24% 


10-12 years 17 15% 


13-15 years 14 13% 


More than 15 years 11 10% 


 
1.17 What is the approximate size of the accessory 
unit? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Under 400 sq. ft. 54 23% 


400-500 sq. ft. 43 18% 


500-600 sq. ft. 36 15% 


600-700 sq. ft. 31 13% 


700-800 sq. ft. 61 26% 


Over 800 sq. ft. 11 5% 


 
1.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Studio 91 39% 


1 bedroom 101 43% 


2 bedrooms 39 17% 


Other (specify) 5 2% 


 
1.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility needs? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Yes. it is accessible but 
not built for wheelchair 
use 


95 40% 


No 100 42% 


Yes. it is fully compatible 40 17% 


Missing / Refused 1 0% 


1.20 How long has the current occupant been living in 
the ADU?  


n=125 


 Responses Percent 


Less than 1 year 59 47% 


2 years to less than 3 
years 


17 14% 


1 to less than 2 years 27 22% 


3 years or more 22 18% 


 


1.21 Which of the following options best describes 
your relationship to the current occupant when they 
first moved into the ADU? 


n=125 


 Responses Percent 


We didn't know each other 52 42% 


Family member 51 41% 


Acquaintance 10 8% 


Friend 12 10% 


 
1.22 Rate your experience of being a landlord 


n=114 


 Responses Percent 


Extremely good 75 66% 


Somewhat good 32 28% 


Neither good nor bad 7 6% 


 
1.23 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 
the property?  


n=208 


 Responses Percent 


Laundry 37 16% 


Utilities  119 50% 


Storage 54 23% 


Yard 133 56% 


Parking 72 31% 


Entryways 52 22% 


Garden 93 39% 


None 18 8% 


 


1.24 How many cars do you own? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


None 5 2% 


1 car 95 40% 


2+ cars 135 57% 


Missing 1 0% 
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1.25 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 
park? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Off the street, on-site  134 57% 


On the street 75 32% 


Other  21 9% 


Missing 6 3% 
 


1.25 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 
park? “Other”answers 


1 Truch is parked on street. Car in driveway. 


Garage is workspace, so not used for parking 


yet. 


2 both 


3 Both 


4 In our driveway and on the street 


5 one off-one on 


6 1 on street, 1 on site 


7 one off street in our driveway and one on the 


street 


8 Driveway and on the street 


9 Primary residence uses driveway. ADU uses 


street parking. 


10 driveway 


11 in driveway +/or on street 


12 Both 


13 Both on and off street 


14 all of the above 


15 1 car driveway; 1 car on street 


16 Both street and driveway 


17 I own two vehicles, work truck and car. Car is 


parked onsite, truck on street 


18 off street 2 cars, when we have a short term 


renter we park one of our cars on the street 


19 garage 


20 drive way 


21 both 


 
1.26 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Work from home 54 23% 


Commute to work 137 59% 


Other 37 16% 


Missing/ Refused 5 2% 
 


1.26 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior? “Other”answers 


1 Not employed. Much gardening, etc. around 


the house, and volunteer on a weekly basis. 


Either ride my bike or walk to do chores, 


errands, volunteering, etc. as much as 


possible. 


2 N/A 


3 work from home + travel out of state to work 


4 I am on sabbatical currently 


5 retired 


6 Retired 


7 do not travel; retired 


8 combination of home and commute 


9 Wife works from home, I work from home 50% 


of the time. 


10 retired 


11 Bike 


12 Looking for work 


13 retired 


14 Retired 


15 I work from home some days and commute on 


others 


16 Split 50/50 home office/client office 


17 normally leave town to work in my field 2-6 


months at a time 


18 Combination of working from home and walk 


to work less than 1 mile 


19 recently retired 


20 Retired 


21 Work from home once a week, commute other 


days. 


22 n/a 


23 Mix of Commute to work and WFH 1 day a 


week 


24 both 


25 mostly work from home. On occasion will drive 


but typically bike to work when needed. 


26 one of us works from home the other works a 


few blocks from home 


27 retired 


28 retired 


29 Not currently working 


30 retired 


31 retired so no commute 


32 retired 
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33 combination of both, run a local food cart but 


much of the work (bookkeeping, marketing) is 


also done from home 


34 Work from home or the cafe near my son's 


school (which halves the daily amount of 


required driving) 


35 try to work near home so not have to use car 


much 


 
1.27 How long is your typical commute?? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


15 minutes or less 37 16% 


16-30 minutes 51 22% 


31-45 minutes 12 5% 


46-60 minutes 6 3% 


Over 1 hour 0 0% 


Varies widely 2 1% 


Answered distance 18 8% 


Missing 110 47% 


 
1.28 What mode of transportation do you typically 
use to commute to work? 


n=140 


 Responses Percent 


Other 6 4% 


Carpool 10 7% 


Walk 4 3% 


Light rail 6 4% 


Drive alone 76 54% 


Bicycle 28 20% 


Bus 10 7% 
 


1.28 What mode of transportation do you typically 
use to commute to work? “Other”answers 


1 Scooter/motorcycle 


2 MAX plus a 1.5 mile walk 


3 50% bike, 50% drive 


4 with children 


5 equal light rail, walk, bike 


6 Transit (bus/MAX) or carpool with my wife 


 


 


1.29 Do you currently take part in any of the 
following activities in your neighborhood? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Community events 93 39% 


Volunteering 45 19% 


Neighborhood association 25 11% 


Missing/ Refused 73 31% 


 
1.30 How long have you lived in the neighborhood - 
in this residence or another? 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


Under 1 year 6 3% 


1-3 years 34 14% 


3-5 years 41 17% 


6-10 years 39 17% 


More than 10 years 115 49% 


Missing / Refused 1 0% 


 
1.31 Who did the physical labor construction on your 
ADU? Select all that apply. 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


A paid contractor 199 84% 


Myself or another owner 
of the property 74 31% 


A paid friend or relative 20 8% 


An unpaid friend or 
relative 15 6% 


Other 10 4% 


Missing / Refused 11 5% 
 


1.31 Who did the physical labor construction on your 
ADU? “Other”answers 


1 I built it. I am a licensed general contractor. 


2 Myself, spouse and father-in-law 


3 Myself 50%, contractor 50% 


4 The builder and his crew built our house with 


the basement apartment. For the office shed 


we used a contractor recommended by 


Modern Shed. 


5 Developer 


6 Builder 


7 Builder of main house 


8 paid sub-contractors 


9 homebuilder 


10 A combination of paid subcontractors for 


certain trades, some paid & mostly unpaid 
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labor of family members (I come from a family 


of hame 


 
1.32 Who designed your ADU?  
Select all that apply. 


n=236 


 Responses Percent 


A paid architect/ 
designer 


118 50% 


An unpaid architect/ 
designer 


8 3% 


A paid contractor 52 22% 


An unpaid contractor 2 1% 


Myself or another owner 
of the property 


71 30% 


Other 9 4% 
 


1.32 Who designed your ADU? “Other”answers 


1 myself 


2 The builder designed and built our house with 


the basement apartment. We used Modern 


Shed for the backyard office shed. 


3 Builder of main house 


4 my father is a retired architect and he made 


the main design and the  contractor made sure 


it matched Portland code 


5 Builder of the main house (House was built to 


include ADU) 


6 collaboration between owners adn designer 


and contractor 


7 It was already build as duplex when I bought it 


8 owner 


9 started with a paid architect, but ended up 


drawing up our own plans based on his ideas 


 


1.33 Approximately how many unpaid hours ("sweat 
equity") were spent, by you or anyone else, 
constructing your ADU? 


n=236 
 


Responses Percent 


0-50 95 40% 


51-100 44 19% 


Over 100 91 39% 


Missing / Refused 6 2% 


 


1.34 How much did you or someone else pay for your 
ADU to be constructed? 


n=236 
 


Responses Percent 


Under $50,000 34 14% 


$50,001-100,000 77 33% 


$100,001-150,000 57 24% 


$150,000-200,000 32 14% 


Over $200,000 12 5% 


Missing / Refused 24 10% 


 
1.35 Please try to assess how much was financed by 
each method (by percentage) 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Cash savings 148 45% 


Home equity line of 
credit 


74 23% 


Refinance and cash out 
option based on main 
home value only 


27 8% 


Refinance and cash out 
option based on main 
home + future ADU value 


3 1% 


Purchased main home, 
constructed ADU with 
cash out option based on 
future property value 


3 1% 


Loan from family 
member/s or friend/s 


32 10% 


Credit card 26 8% 


Construction loan from 
bank 


16 5% 


Other 32 10% 
 


1.35 Please try to assess how much was financed by 
each method (by percentage) “Other”answers 


1 done by previous owner, no idea how much it 


cost, etc 


2 The basement apartment was part of the 


purchase of the entire house. Traditional 


financing was used. For the office shed we 


used a home equity line of credit. 


3 mortgage 


4 Bought property NEW from developer who 


built main house and ADU 


5 Primary mortgage during home purchase 


6 Home loan mortgage, ADU+main house 







Appendix| 36 
 


7 ADU was part of the house when we 


purchased it. 


8 House came with ADU 


9 Home purchase (mortgage) 


10 loan against investments 


11 House had ADU when purchased.  


12 Gift from friends 


13 tradional loan 


14 Included in the purchase and construction of 


the entire property with a mortgage that 


included everything 


15 sold grandmas house 


16 203K FHA Mortgage 


17 FHA 203k 


18 Paid as we constructed with excess salary 


19 Mortgage loan through bank 


20 don't know 


21 PDC loan 


22 mortgage loan 


23 None Apply 


24 savings 


25 we didn't build it, it came with the property 


26 Came with house 


27 mortgage 


28 Self build, assigened $40k cost for my 1,000hrs 


of work. 


29 Sweat equity & donated labor from family 


members 


 
1.36 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 
Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 
permit? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Yes 166 70% 


No 65 28% 


Missing / Refused 5 2% 


 
1.37 How long did the construction last? 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


Less than 3 months 20 8% 


3-6 months 75 32% 


6-12 months 92 39% 


Over 12 months 40 17% 


Missing/ Refused 9 4% 


1.38 What were the two biggest challenges you faced 
in building your ADU? 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


Finding a contractor 29 12% 


Permitting process / BDS 58 25% 


Other  65 28% 


Obtaining finances 20 8% 


Design constraints or 
challenges 


40 17% 


Paying for the cost of 
construction fees 


22 9% 


Utility connections 21 9% 


Lot setbacks or height 
limits 


20 8% 


Missing / refused 6 3% 


*percent was calculated based on response/n(236) 
 


1.38 What were the two biggest challenges you faced 
in building your ADU? “Other”answers 


1 Contractor and BDS. BDS was a huge pain in 


the tush and very expensive. I had to take 


them to "court" (forgot what the grievance 


process is called) to overrule their absurd 


demands. Were they to have gotten their way, 


my house would have been the neighborhood 


freak house and stood out like a sore thumb in 


this well established old Portland Mt. Tabor 


neighborhood. 


2 Death of said architect 


3 getting over my fear of taking on such a big 


endeavor 


4 none 


5 Conflicts with the contractor 


6 Staying on budget? There were almost no 


issues. 


7 flaky contractor 


8 There were no challenges. This is the 4th ADU I 


have built. Easy. 


9 inexperienced staff in building services 


regarding permitting 


10 contractor quality 


11 Managing the construction, choosing 


materials, staging contractors, being our own 


general contractor were the most challenging. 


12 this was in the house when we bought 


13 Issues with contractor 


14 n/a 
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15 The City of Portland 


16 Permitting, finding a contractor (won't let me 


select 2 above) 


17 None. I did not build it 


18 None 


19 historical site restrictions 


20 No washer/dryer connection, additional access 


through garage, both addressed by builder 


before occupied 


21 inspector 


22 inept and forgetful contractor 


23 project manager for contractor was 


disorganized - for example, he did not figure 


out the utility connection issues (which were a 


big challenge too, but your survey didn't let 


me pick more than one option).  He thought 


Pacific Power would string a line over to the 


ADU, but it ended up having to be put in 


underground which the contractor wanted to 


charge about $10,000 extra to do - we stood 


our ground and the contractor had to pay for 


most of it.  Almost all of our issues were with 


the contractor's project manager being 


unorganized and not communicating well with 


us.  He ended up being fired by the contractor 


because he was lying to several clients.   


24 Managing the contractor's project manager 


25 inexperienced contractor which led to 


mistakes that ended up costing us more 


26 Not applicable. My house came with the ADU 


27 none of the above 


28 neighbors 


29 Unbelievable SDC Fees at the time 


30 inspector inconsistent in conveying codes. 


Other challenge was height requirements 


(unable to mark this selection on the survey 


webpage). 


31 Permit process, bad contractor 


32 No major challenges other than the fact that 


doing it ourselves was a huge project. 


33 N/A, it was part of our home purchase 


34 staying within time line 


35 No major challenges 


36 this will only allow me to choose 1. cost & 


financing, utility connection costs (separate 


meter/lines), setback & height limits and 


design constraints 


37 cost of upgrading water meter ($13,000) 


38 scheduling subcontractors 


39 Design constraints, utility hookups and fire 


wall/setback 


40 making time to do the building 


41 Dealing with construction delays and poor sub 


contractors and grumpy neighbors 


42 Didn't build it, bought it with an ADU. 


43 Dealing with contractors; Getting things done 


to our standard 


44 contractor problems-dishonest 


45 Working alongside our contractor 


46 Contractor issues 


47 Incorrect and often contradictory code 


information from the central City office. 


48 None, since the builder did everything, it all 


went smoothly 


49 time and money spent to properly deconstruct 


dilapidated existing home 


50 Refinancing with two address for the same 


parcel 


51 N/A 


52 n/a 


53 Managing the contractor 


54 Most electricians and plumbers were booked 


out for 2-3 months. 


55 bought as a duplex 


56 none 


57 These questions will be adding inaccuracy to 


your study because I am 2 owners removed 


from the builder and know nothing about the 


process. 


58 we didn't build it, it came with the house, so a 


lot of the questions on this survey are 


impossible to answer 


59 Neighbors 


60 Finding a house to buy with one. 


61 Coordinating between spouse, future 


residents, general contractor; guiding GC 


towards my desired outcome in terms of 


materials, design, fixtures, etc. 


62 none 


63 Doing a lot of the work ourselves due to 


limited budget 


64 increased property taxes 


65 green building practices were new to 


construction workers 
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1.39 Was the estimated budget close to actual 
budget (within 15% difference)? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Yes 163 69% 


No 61 26% 


Missing/ Refused 12 5% 


 
1.40 Was the projected time to complete construction 
close to actual length of project (within 15% 
difference)? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Yes 111 47% 


No 111 47% 


Missing/ Refused 14 6% 


 
1.41 With which gender do you most identify? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Female 122 52% 


Male 109 46% 


Prefer not to answer 2 1% 


Non binary 2 1% 


Not listed 1 0% 


 
1.42 What is your age? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


21-34 28 12% 


35-44 68 29% 


45-54 64 27% 


55-64 42 18% 


65+ 34 14% 


 
1.43 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 
live in your place of residence? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


1 40 17% 


2 156 66% 


3 28 12% 


4 or more 9 4% 


Missing/ Refused 3 1% 


1.44 How many children (under 18) currently live in 
your place of residence? 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


0 130 55% 


1 47 20% 


2 52 22% 


3 3 1% 


Missing/ Refused 4 2% 


 
1.45 Which of the following races do you consider 
yourself to be?  Select all that apply. 


n=236  
Responses Percent 


White or Caucasian 191 81% 


White or Caucasian, Other 2 1% 


Other 10 4% 


Asian 12 5% 


White or Caucasian, Asian 5 2% 


White or Caucasian, 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 


4 2% 


White or Caucasian, 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Asian 


1 0% 


White or Caucasian, 
American Indian or Alaska 
Native 


4 2% 


Black or African American 2 1% 


White or Caucasian, Black or 
African American 


1 0% 


Missing / Refused 4 2% 
 


1.45 Which of the following races do you consider 
yourself to be?  “Other”answers 


1 Hispanic 


2 Hispanic 


3 Latinx 


4 Semitic 


5 mixed 


 
1.46 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


No 228 97% 


Yes 7 3% 


Missing / Refused 1 0% 
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1.47 Approximate annual household income 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


$20,000 - $29,999 7 3% 


$30,000 - $39,999 12 5% 


$40,000 - $49,999 9 4% 


$50,000 - $59,999 6 3% 


$60,000 - $69,999 20 8% 


$70,000 - $79,999 20 8% 


$80,000 - $89,999 17 7% 


$90,000 - $99,999 24 10% 


$100,000 - $149,999 67 28% 


More than $150,000 50 21% 


Missing/ Refused 4 2% 


 


1.48 Education 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


High school graduate 3 1% 


Some college 14 6% 


2 year degree 11 5% 


4 year degree 83 35% 


Professional degree 102 43% 


Doctorate 22 9% 


Missing/ Refused 1 0% 


 


1.49 Marital status 


n=236 
 Responses Percent 


Married 156 66% 


Divorced 21 9% 


Widowed 2 1% 


In a long term 
relationship 


28 12% 


Never married 17 7% 


Separated 2 1% 


Other 7 3% 


Missing/ Refused 3 1% 
 


1.49 Marital status “Other”answers 


1 single 


2 Civil union, same sex partner 


3 husband is currently in hospice in care facility 


4 Engaged 


5 single 


6 Domestic partners 


7 single 


 


1.50 Employment  


n=236  
Responses Percent 


Employed full-time 123 52% 


Self-employed 44 19% 


Retired 27 11% 


Employed part-time 23 10% 


Disabled or unable to 
work 


1 0% 


Not employed, actively 
looking for work 


2 1% 


Other 6 3% 


Student and employed 3 1% 


Prefer not to answer 2 1% 


Not employed, not 
actively looking for work 


1 0% 


Homemaker 3 1% 


Missing/ Refused 1 0% 
 


1.50 Employment “Other”answers 


1 student and employed 


2 business owner 


3 student and self-employed 


4 Employed part-time and self-employed, 


spouse is employed full time 


5 employed building this adu 


6 retired but working part time 
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Survey Results Part 2: Accessory 
Dwelling Unit Residents 


 
The following section of the report presents and 
summarizes the results of survey questions asked of 
all respondents that identified themselves in the 
initial sorting question as live in an ADU. The results 
are divided into subsections covering information 
specific to the ADU, the shared property, and 
information pertaining to the ADU dwellers. 
 
General  


Q2.1 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 


(n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as live in an 


ADU responded to this question regarding number of 


bedrooms. Nearly half (46%) indicted they live in a 1 


bedroom ADU, while 20% live in a studio and 27% 


live in a 2 bedroom ADU. 


When measured up against the answers of ADU 


owners, the biggest difference was that renters lived 


in larger (based on rooms) ADUs on average than 


those reported by owners. While owners reported 


39% studio apartments, renters reported 20%. And 


on the other hand owners reported 16% as 2 


bedroom apartments, while for renters those 


accounted for 27%. This may indicate that the 


market shows preference towards more rooms. 


 
 


Transportation and Parking 


Q2.2 How many cars do you own? (n=142) 


142 of 142 respondents who identified as residents 


of an ADU responded to this question regarding car 


ownership. When asked about car ownership, 70% 


(100) of respondents have 1 car, while the remaining 


30% were split evenly between no car ownership and 


ownership of at least 2 vehicles.  


 
 
Q2.3 If you own a car (or cars), where do you 


usually park? (n=142) 


In Portland there is no obligation to create new on-


site parking facilities when building an ADU, 


therefore it provides an interesting case regarding 


where occupants of the new unit park their vehicles. 


 


59% (84 respondents) of the sampled ADU dweller 


population answered they park their car/s “on the 


street”, while only 23% (33) usually park their car/s 


“off-street”. Those who answered “other” tended to 


alternate on and off-street parking.  
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Q2.4 How would you describe your current 


employment travel behavior? (n=142) 


138 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


employment travel behavior. Nearly 4 of 5 (79% or 


109) respondents who live in an ADU, “commute to 


work”, while 8% “work from home”. The remaining 


(nearly) 13% are retired, do not work, or alternate 


between working from home and commuting. 


 


Q2.5 How long is your typical commute? (n=142) 


Only 89 of 142 responses from respondents who 


identified as ADU residents were recorded for this 


question regarding typical commute time. The 


question was in open (fill-in) format. 


30% (or 43) of our respondents commute 16-30 


minutes on their daily trip to/ from work. Another 


15% commute 15 minutes or less. These were the 


two largest groups amongst our respondents, as only 


89 answers responses answered the intended 


question. 


 
*This question resulted in some confusion and a large 


number of skipped answers by respondents.  


Q2.6 What mode of transportation do you typically 


use to commute to work? (n=142) 


109 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


mode of transportation for employment related 


commute. 38% (54) of ADU residents “drive alone”, 


16% (23) ride a “bicycle”, and another 12% use the 


“bus”. “Other” (fill-in) results included multiple 


modes of transit. 


 


Shared space     


Q2.7 Is there any shared space or shared utilities 


on the property? (n=142)  


We asked respondents to list all space or utilities 


they may share with the main house. Out of 142 


respondents 60% (86 respondents) share a “yard”, 


and 52% (74 respondents) share “utilities” with the 


main house. Nearly 1-in-3 (29 respondents) share 


“parking”, and nearly 1-in-4 (35 respondents) share 


a “garden”. Lastly, around 1-in-5 share “laundry” 


facilities (29 respondents), similar to the number 


who share “entryways” (27 respondents), with the 


main house. 
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Q2.8 Did access to shared space impact your 


choice to live in an ADU? (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


shared spaces. Having learned that most of ADU 


dwellers share at least one form of utility or space 


with the main house on the property we asked about 


the significance of shared spaces in their decision 


making process. 70% of respondents (100) answered 


that this did not impact their choice to live in an ADU. 


 


Living habits 


Q2.9 Have you downsized from your previous 


dwelling occupancy? (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


downsizing from a previous dwelling. ADUs in 


Portland are set at a cap of 800sq. feet. 61% (86) of 


respondents have downsized from their last 


occupancy, while 39% (55) respondents did not 


downsize. 


 


Q2.10 What best describes your reasons for 
choosing to live in an ADU?  
We asked respondents what most affected their 


decision to live in an ADU, up to 2 answers were 


allowed. Out of a total of 142 responses the most 


impactful factor was “cost of living” with exactly 50% 


(71) of respondents, followed by “neighborhood” 


claimed by 41% (58) of respondents. 


 


Six factors had a similar range of impact, of between 


20-30 respondents or around 15-21%, including 


relationship to the main house owners, access to 


transit, “distance from work”, “desire to downsize”, 


wanting to live in a “detached property”, and taking 


on a “sustainability/ low-impact lifestyle”. “Schools” 


was the least relevant factor, with only 3 


respondents claiming it as one of their top two.  


Amongst respondents who answered “other”, 


reasons varied including short-term unexpected 


situations (divorce or illness), and lack of more 


appealing options.  
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Q2.11 If you were not living in an ADU, in what 


type of residence would you be living? (n=142) 


140 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 
residents responded to this question addressing 
alternative residence. Nearly half (49% or 69) 
responded that if they were not living in an ADU they 
would most likely be living in an “apartment”. 
Another 38% of respondents said they would most 
likely be living in a “detached house”, 2/3of those, or 
25% (36) of respondents would rent a house, while 
the remaining 1/3, or 13% (19), would own the 
house.  
Amongst those who replied “other”, choices 


included mostly either assisted /elderly living or 


living with roommates. 


 


Neighborhood 


Q2.12 Do you currently take part in any 


neighborhood associated activity? (n=142) 


Only 22% (31) of respondents reported taking part in 
neighborhood activity, while 77% (110) do mot take 
part in any form of neighborhood activity.  


 


Q2.13 If you answered yes, what type? Select all 


that apply. (n=30) 


Of the 31 respondents who said they were active in 


their community, 30 answered a follow-up question 


regarding what type of activities they partake in. 


Respondents were directed to select all answers that 


apply. Overwhelmingly, respondents take part in 


community events (25), followed by nearly one third 


volunteer (9). 


 


Q2.14 How long have you lived in the 


neighborhood - in this residence or another? 


(n=142) 


142 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


neighborhood residence. 79% (112) have lived in 


their neighborhood for up to 3 years, including 42% 


(60 respondents) for under 1 year. On the other end, 


only 11% (16 respondents) have lived in the 


neighborhood for 5 years or longer.  
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Demographics  


Q2.15 Which gender do you most identify with? 


(n=142)  


142 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


gender. ADU residential population, in the sample, is 


more “female” at 57% (81). 39% (56) of respondents 


identified as “male”. 1 respondent identified as 


“non-binary” while another two respondents 


marked “not listed” within the set options. 


 
*Results may also indicate a likelihood of answering 
surveys amongst genders that may sway the results, since 
we asked gender to be identified by whomever filled out 
the survey.  


Q2.16 What is your age? 
141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding age. 


The age of ADU dwellers is fairly young, 50% (71) are 


between the ages of 21-34. There is also 


representation of older residents which comprise 


11% (15) of dwellers.  


 
*We should also take into account that the survey was 
conducted online and may sway some of the responses 
by certain groups of users. 


Q2.17 How many adults (age 18 and over) 


currently live in your place of residence? (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding adult 


household members, identified as 18 or older. Over 


half (51% or 72 respondents) of the ADU dwellers live 


in a single adult household, 43% (61) live in a two 


adult household, and only 6% (8) include more than 


2 adults. 


 


Q2.18 How many children (under 18) currently live 


in your place of residence? (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


children household members, identified by the 


survey as under 18 years old. Few children were 


accounted for amongst ADU residents. 14 of 142 


(10%) households currently include children under 


the age of 18; 11 of those households accounted for 


a single child. 
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Q2.19 Which of the following races do you 


consider yourself to be?  (n=142) 


139 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding race. 


86% of respondents identified as white or Caucasian, 


the remaining population split between non-white 


(Black or African American, Asian, American Indian or 


Alaska Native) groups and “other” which included 


multiple races and middle-eastern self-


identification. 


 


Q2.20 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


Spanish/ Latino/ Hispanic heritage. 8% (or 11 


respondents) self-identified as Latino/a, Spanish, or 


Hispanic. Amongst homeowners only 3% identified 


as such. 


 


 


Q2.21 Approximate household income (n=141) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question addressing 


income. The reported median household income 


amongst ADU residents is $50,000-$59,999. The 


largest group accounted for 16% of respondents has 


an annual household income of $40,000-$49,999. 


 


Q2.22 Education (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


education. Amongst ADU residents, over 70% of 


respondents reported having either a 4 year degree 


(61 respondents or 43%) or a professional degree (40 


respondents or 28%), out of a total of 142 


respondents, as their highest level of education. 
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Q2.23 Marital status (n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


education. Amongst ADU residents, over 70% of 


respondents reported having either a 4 year degree 


(61 respondents or 43%) or a professional degree (40 


respondents or 28%), out of a total of 142 


respondents, as their highest level of education. 


 


Q2.24 Employment  
(n=142) 


141 of 142 respondents who identified as ADU 


residents responded to this question regarding 


employment. Amongst ADU residents, over 54% (76) 


are “employed full-time”, 13% (18) are “employed 


part-time”, and 7% (10) are “retired”. Students make 


up a total of 11%, and are split up into those who also 


work at 6% (8) and those who are full time students 


who do not work at 5% (7).  
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Appendix of Part 2:  


ADU Residents 
 


2.1 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


2 bedrooms 39 28% 


1 bedroom 66 47% 


Studio 28 20% 


Other  8 6% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 
 


2.1 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 


“Other”answers 


1 Lofted bedspace 


2 open loft in a two level ADU 


3 1 bedroom loft 


4 6 


5 3 


6 3 


7 6 


8 6 


 
2.2 How many cars do you own? 


n=142 
 


Responses Percent 


none 21 15% 


1 car 100 70% 


2+ cars 21 15% 


 
2.3 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 


park?  


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Off the street, on-site (e.g. 


garage, driveway, parking 


pad) 


33 23% 


On the street 84 59% 


Other  7 5% 


Missing / Refused 18 13% 


 


2.3 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 


park? “Other”answers 


1 
when I borrow a family car, I park in the 


culdesac/street 


2 drive way 


3 One in driveway, another on the street 


4 N/A 


5 
ADU is down a driveway and above a garage 


and I am the only one with access to both 


6 Street, driveway and garage. 


7 area in front of the house 


 
2.4 How would you describe your current 


employment travel behavior? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Commute to work 109 77% 


Work from home 11 8% 


Other 18 13% 


Missing/ Refused 4 3 
 


2.4 How would you describe your current 


employment travel behavior? “Other”answers 


1 retired 


2 Retired, do volunteer work mostly at home 


3 I dont work 


4 retired 


5 Retired 


6 
bike (2 days/wk) and drive to school (2 


days/wk) 


7 Commute to school 


8 Retired 


9 Not employed 


10 N/A 


11 Mix of home, libraries/shops, and workplaces. 


12 retired 


13 Both commute and work from home 


14 92 years old! 


15 
mix of work from home and commute to work 


50/50 


16 from home or travel out of town 


17 Walk to work 


18 none 
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2.5 How long is your typical commute? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


15 minutes or less 21 15% 


16-30 minutes 43 30% 


31-45 minutes 13 9% 


46-60 minutes 6 4% 


Over 1 hour 2 1% 


Varies widely 4 3% 


N/A (answered distance) 8 6% 


Missing/ Refused 45 32% 


 
2.6 What mode of transportation do you typically use 


to commute to work?  


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Carpool 5 4% 


Drive alone 54 38% 


Bicycle 23 16% 


Walk 2 1% 


Bus 17 12% 


Light rail 6 4% 


Other 2 1% 


Missing/ Refused 33 23% 
 


2.6 What mode of transportation do you typically use 


to commute to work? “Other”answers 


1 Bus + MAX 


2 amtrak 


 
2.7 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 


the property? Select all that apply  
Responses 


Utilities 74 


Parking 45 


Yard 86 


Laundry 29 


Entryways 27 


Garden 35 


 
2.8 Did access to shared space impact your choice to 


live in an ADU?  


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


No 100 70% 


Yes 41 29% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 


2.9 Have you downsized from your previous dwelling 


occupancy? 


n=142 
 Responses Percent 


Yes 86 61% 


No 55 39% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 


2.10 What best describes your reasons for choosing 


to live in an ADU? select up to 2 answers  


 Responses 


Neighborhood 58 


Cost of living 71 


Relationship to main house owners 28 


Other 27 


Access to transit 20 


Distance from work 30 


Schools 3 


Sustainability/ low-impact lifestyle 26 


Desire to downsize 23 


Detached property 27 
 


2.10 What best describes your reasons for choosing 


to live in an ADU? “Other”answers 


1 Quiet compared to apt living 


2 Live alone 


3 
had thoughtful design & own space vs old 


house w roomates 


4 quality of the unit 


5 better than a apt complex 


6 Downside and prepare to buy own house 


7 it was available near a friend 


8 Get out of downtown Portland for pets 


9 


Can't afford a house of my own but didn't 


want to live in an apartment or have 


roommates. This was the best option 


considering the insanely high cost of housing 


in Portland and my desire not to live in an 


apartment or have roommates. 


10 distance to school 


11 


Previous triplex apartment built in 1950s, 


needed renovation, and landlord was 


increasing the rent $100 (9%) 


12 affordable! :) 


13 Lack of other options 
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14 


No other choice at time.  Needed to move, this 


was available.  Not an ideal set up for us, but 


we manage. 


15 financial 


16 Want to be near family 


17 nicer place that's not in a multiplex 


18 availability of housing 


19 


Didnt want to go through 5 doors every time I 


go into my place (like I would If i was living in 


an apartment) 


20 
Caring for my elderly mother who owns main 


home 


21 
Temporary residence to bridge time from 


home sale to moving away from Portland. 


22 
This ADU had all the features we were looking 


for within our price range. 


23 Downsized due to divorce 


24 Desire to live by myself 


25 
Recent divorce. ADU is close to my old house 


and kids. 


26 
No shared walls, separate dwelling so I can live 


alone 


27 Uniqueness 


 
2.11 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type of 


residence would you be living? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Detached house (own) 19 13% 


Apartment 69 49% 


Detached house (rent) 36 25% 


Other 12 8% 


Condominium 4 3% 


Missing/ Refused 2 1% 
 


2.11 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type of 


residence would you be living? “Other”answers 


1 could be many options 


2 assisted living 


3 
don't know, have very limited options in 


Portland 


4 Retirement home, without assistance 


5 share 


6 Roommate situation 


7 Duplex, Triplex, or Fourplex Rental Apartment 


8 assisted Living 


9 Whatever we could afford that was livable 


10 My home in wisconsin 


11 renting a room 


 
2.12 Do you currently take part in any neighborhood 


associated activity? 


n=142 
 Responses Percent 


No 110 77% 


Yes 31 22% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 


2.13 If you answered yes, what type?  


Select all that apply 


 Responses 


Community events 25 


Neighborhood association 1 


Volunteering 9 


Other 5 
 


2.13 If you answered yes, what type?“Other”answers 


1 social media 


2 
Next Door, Meeting about Division bus, Tabor 


Park, church 


3 Nextdoor App 


4 
Martini Monday Potluck (neighborhood issues 


are discussed) 


5 Farmers Market/fairs 


 
2.14 How long have you lived in the neighborhood - 


in this residence or another? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


More than 5 years 16 11% 


Under 1 year 60 42% 


1-3 years 52 37% 


3-5 years 14 10% 


 
2.15 With which gender do you most identify?  


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Male 56 39% 


Female 81 57% 


Not listed 2 1% 


Non binary 1 1% 


Prefer not to answer 2 1% 
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2.16 What is your age? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Under 21 1 1% 


21-34 71 50% 


35-44 36 25% 


45-54 14 10% 


55-64 5 4% 


65+ 15 11% 


 
2.17 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 


live in your place of residence? 


n=142 
 


Responses Percent 


1 72 51% 


2 61 43% 


3 5 4% 


4 or more 3 2% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 
2.18 How many children (under 18) currently live in 


your place of residence? 


n=142  
Responses Percent 


None 128 90% 


One Child 11 8% 


Two Children 2 1% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 
2.19 Which of the following races do you consider 


yourself to be?   


Select all that apply.  


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Black or African 


American 


3 2% 


White or Caucasian 120 85% 


Other 7 5% 


Asian 1 1% 


White or Caucasian, 


Asian 


4 3% 


White or Caucasian, 


Other  


3 2% 


American Indian or 


Alaska Native 


1 1% 


Missing/ Refused 3 2% 


 
2.20 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


No 130 92% 


Yes 11 8% 


Missing/ Refused 1 1% 


 


2.21 Approximate household income 


n=141 


 Responses Percent 


Less than $10,000 7 5% 


$10,000 - $19,999 11 8% 


$20,000 - $29,999 13 9% 


$30,000 - $39,999 16 11% 


$40,000 - $49,999 22 16% 


$50,000 - $59,999 12 9% 


$60,000 - $69,999 13 9% 


$70,000 - $79,999 12 9% 


$80,000 - $89,999 8 6% 


$90,000 - $99,999 9 6% 


$100,000 - $149,999 14 10% 


More than $150,000 4 3% 


 


2.22 Education 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Less than high school 1 1% 


High school graduate 8 6% 


Some college 17 12% 


2 year degree 4 3% 


4 year degree 61 43% 


Professional degree 40 28% 


Doctorate 11 8% 
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2.23 Marital status 


n=142  
Responses Percent 


Never married 38 27% 


Divorced 19 13% 


In a long term 


relationship 


33 23% 


Married 34 24% 


Other (specify) 6 4% 


Separated 5 4% 


Widowed 6 4% 
 


 2.23 Marital status “Other”answers 


1 Formerly had legal Domestic Partnership, 


dissolved 


2 single 


3 waiting fir my dream partner to move here 


from Guam in January 


4 Dating 


5 Single 


 
2.24 Employment 


n=142 


 Responses Percent 


Employed part-time 18 13% 


Employed full-time 76 54% 


Retired 10 7% 


Prefer not to answer 3 2% 


Student and employed 8 6% 


Disabled or unable to 


work 


3 2% 


Student and not 


employed 


7 5% 


Not employed, actively 


looking for work 


4 3% 


Not employed, not 


actively looking for 


work 


2 1% 


Other 3 2% 


Self-employed 8 6% 
 


2.24 Employment “Other”answers 


1 Doctorate Chinese medicine student and 


work-study (2 hours/wk) 


2 Employed full-time through 12/1 then retired 


3 Have been unable to find work for a year, 


currently starting own business 
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Survey Results Part 3: Accessory 
Dwelling Unit Owners Who live in 
the ADU 
 
The following section of the report presents and 
summarizes the results of survey questions asked of 
all respondents that identified themselves in the 
initial sorting question as an owner who lives in an 
ADU. The results are divided into subsections 
covering information specific to the ADU, including 
type, use, design, financing, and construction, and 
information pertaining to the ADU owners-dwellers. 
 
 


General  


Q3.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 


property? (n=44) 


44 of 44 respondents who identifies as “owners who 


live in an ADU”, answered this question regarding 


what type of ADU is on their property. 64% (28) of 


respondents have a new ADU structure on the 


property. 9% (4) accounted for basement 


renovations. 11% (5) of respondents accounted for 


garage renovations, this category includes both 


attached and detached garage units. Garage units, 


(and other previously built structures) deal with an 


existing structure that oftentimes does not include 


utilities such as water, gas and electricity and has 


certain dimensions (fitting 1 or 2 cars). 


 


 
 


Q3.2 When was the ADU built? 
39 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


open ended question regarding when the ADU was 


built. Some responses included specific dates and 


ranges while others approximated dates. Answers 


were grouped based on the last date mentioned, and 


a category of “before 2000” was created due to the 


limited amount of results. 


47% of respondents built (or completed) their ADUs 


over the past three years, with 2015 and 2016 tied as 


most prolific years at 18% (8 units)each. From 2000 


to 2011 most years only had a single unit built (in out 


sample), with a rise beginning in 2012. 


 
*The survey was sent out during 2017 and does not 
account for the entire 2017 calendar year. 


 


Q3.3 How long have you owned the main house? 
43 of 44 respondents who identifies as “owners who 


live in an ADU”, answered this question regarding 


ownership of the property /main house. 25% (11) 


have owned the main house for over 10 years.  


A combined 64% (28) have owned the house for over 


5 years. 30% (13) of owners having owned the house 


for 1-5 years. 
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Q3.4 What best describes your reasons for 


choosing to live in an ADU? 


Respondents were directed to choose up to 2 


answers. Multiple respondents included 3 or more 


options, swaying our intended result size. The 


percentage hence refers to the population (n=44), as 


an example 39% (17) chose “Other” and wrote-in 


specific reasons for choosing to living in an ADU. 


The most common response with 48% (21) of 


respondents was related to “cost of living”, similarly 


39% (17) of owners who live in an ADU named 


“desire to downsize” as a reason.  


Three other factors received a nearly identical share 


of responses; “sustainability/ low-impact lifestyle” 


and “neighborhood” received 23% (10) each, and 


“relationships to main house users received 25% 


(11).  


 
* The instructions stated up to 2 answers, yet multiple 


responses included 3+ selections.  


 


The second chart (“Cost of Living” answer by 


Household Income) analyzes all responses who chose 


reason for choosing to live in an ADU as “cost of 


living”, depicted in Q3.4, based on household income 


levels extracted from Q3.42. The sample size is small 


(n=15) yet the results show that the sentiment of 


“cost of living” as a reason for moving to an ADU are 


shared across many different household income 


levels.  


 
“Cost of Living” answer by Household Income 


 
 


Q3.5 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type 


of residence would you be living? (n=39) 


39 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding alternative residence options. 


This question was only posed to 39 of 44 owners who 


live in an ADU due to erroneous initial identification 


as part of the “owner” group. 


68% (30) of owners who live in an ADU responded 


they would be living in their “detached house (own)”. 


The rest of the results vary, including a write-in 


response of living in a van. 
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The second chart (Alternative residence by 


household income) analyzes the choice of alternative 


living arrangement, as depicted in Q3.5 based on 


household income levels extracted from Q3.42. 8 of 


30 owners who answered “detached house (own)” in 


Q3.5 reported an average annual income of 


$100,000-$149,999, well above the city average.  


 


Alternative residence by household income 


 
 
Rental Property 


 
Q3.6 Are you currently charging rental income for 
your house? (n=39) 
39 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding income from the main house. 


This question was only posed to 39 of 44 owners who 


live in an ADU due to erroneous initial identification 


as part of the “owner” group. 


 48% (21) of owners who live in an ADU currently 


receive rental income from their home, while 41% 


(18) do not. 


 
 


Q3.7 How much rent are you currently charging for 


your house? (n=21) 


21 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding income from the main house. 


67% (14) rent out their house “at market value”, 


while the remaining 33% (7) rent below market 


value. No response accounted for rent above market 


value. 


 
Transportation and Parking 


 


Q3.8 How many cars do you own? (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding car ownership. 93% (41) of 


respondents currently own at least 1 car, including 


36% (16) who own at least 2 cars. 7% (3) do not own 


a car.  
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Q3.9 If you own a car (or cars), where do you 
usually park?  (n=44) 
42 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question. 45% (20) of respondents park their car/s 


“off the street, on site” (in either a garage, parking 


pad, or driveway), while 43% (19) park their car/s “on 


the street”.  


 


Q3.10 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior? (n=44) 
42 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding employment travel behavior. 


41% (18) of owners who live in an ADU “commute to 


work”, while 27% (12) “work from home”. 27% (12) 


chose “other” and wrote-in a response, 8 of those 


identified as retired. 


 
Q3.11 How long is your typical commute? 
Only 18 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded 


to this question addressing typical commute time, 


the rest appear as “missing”. The question was open 


(write-in) format resulting in a large number of 


missing answers as well as responses addressing 


distance, which were grouped into one cluster in the 


results. Although there are few results we can note 


that the largest group (6) accounted for commute 


time of 16-30 minutes. 


 
Q3.12 What mode of transportation do you 
typically use to commute to work? 
18 of 44 respondents answered the following 


question regarding typical transportation mode to 


work, the rest appear as “missing”. Although there 


are few results, the largest share of respondents (9) 


accounting for 20% of the owner who lives in an ADU 


population reported “driving alone” as their primary 


mode. Multiple responses were also provided for 


“bicycle” and “light rail” accounting for 7% (3) each.  
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ADU uses 


 


Q3.13 How have you used your ADU in the past? 


(n=44)  


43 of 44 respondents answered the following 


question. Respondents were directed to mark all 


answers that apply to their ADU past use/s. Since we 


kept the language regarding use of units from the 


2013 DEQ survey, 18 owners who live in an ADU 


wrote-in that they have used the space as their main 


living space. Of the 20 (or 45%) who wrote “other” 


and wrote in the answer 1 previously used their unit 


as office space while 1 more was reported as brand 


new.  


9% (4) of owners have used their ADU as a long term 


rental property in the past, nearly as many at 36% 


(16) have used their ADU as residence for a family 


member/ friend. Only 11% of respondents amongst 


owners who live in an ADU have used their unit as a 


short term rental space. 


 
Q3.14 How are you planning to use your ADU in 
the future?  
This question permitted multiple answers. As a result 


of n=44, 64 results were collected. The percentage 


calculated is based on the population of 44.  


59% of owners who live in an ADU reported intent to 


use the ADU as residence for family member/ friend, 


32% (14) listed long term rental, and 25% (11) listed 


short-term rental as a future use for the unit. Again, 


since we did not include owner living in the unit as 


an option, 41% (18) of respondents wrote-in under 


“other” they mostly intend to stay as residents of the 


ADU; of those 18, 1 respondent wrote-in the 


possibility of using as an office, another 1 respondent 


wrote in Airbnb. 


 


Q3.15 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU?  
This question permitted selection of up to two 


answers. As a result of n=44, 71 results were 


collected. In an effort to learn about reasoning for 


building an ADU we asked owners who live in an ADU 


regarding their “original plan or purpose”, we 


allowed up to two choices for each respondent. 34% 


(15) of owners built the ADU with the idea of housing 


long-term rental occupants in the unit, and 41% (18) 


were intended for residential use of family/friends. 


Nearly all 32% of “other” responses accounted for 


building the unit in order to personally reside in it, 


with some of the write-in answers specifically stating 


they intended to rent out the main house.  
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Q3.16 How long did it or will it take for the ADU to 


pay for itself through rental income? (n=44) 


18 of 44 respondents answered the following 


question regarding estimated time it will take/ has 


taken to pay off ADU costs by means of rental 


income. Of those who responded, results were 


nearly evenly distributed between all 5 time 


categories, with each receiving between 3-5 (7-11%) 


responses.  


 
*all “*Missing” were originally identified as owners. 


Unit Features 


 


Q3.17 What is the approximate size of the 


accessory unit? (n=44) 


44 of 44 respondents answered the following 


question regarding size of the ADU. The median size 


of a unit, as reported by the owners, is 600-700 sq. 


feet, there is a large number of maximum sized ADUs 


as over half of the ADUs fall either in the 700-800sq. 


ft. (20 respondents or 45%) maximum allowed size 


for an ADU in Portland, or above 800 sq. ft. (8 


respondents or 7%). One respondent lives in a unit 


that is under 400 sq. ft. 


 
 
Q3.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 
44 of 44 respondents answered the following 


question regarding the number of bedrooms in the 


ADU. 50% (22) of respondents own/live in a 1 


bedroom ADU, the other half of owners who live in 


an ADU were nearly evenly split between studio 


units and 2 bedrooms (23% and 27% accordingly). 
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Q3.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility 
needs? (n=44) 
44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding accessible units. 14% (6) of 


respondents answered their ADU was fully 


compatible with accessibility needs. Another 45% 


(20) of respondents answered their units were 


accessible yet not fully built for wheelchair use. 42% 


(18) of units are not compatible with accessibility 


needs. 


 


The second chart (Unit accessibility by age of 


respondent) analyzes the compatibility with 


accessibility needs of an ADU (as depicted in Q3.5) 


based on age of resident, (extracted from Q3.37). 


According to the answers the smallest share of “no” 


(incompatibility with accessibility needs) is amongst 


the 65+ age group. 


 


Unit accessibility by age of respondent 


 


Q3.20 How long have you been living in the ADU? 


(n=44)  


42 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to the 


following question regarding length of time they 


have been living in the ADU. 32% (14) of respondents 


have been living in the ADU for under a year, 


similarly 30% (13) have been living in the unit for 3 


years or more. A combined total of 34% have been 


living in the unit between 1-3 years. Since many of 


the units have been built in the last few years, results 


of fairly short living occupancy are to be expected.    


 
Q3.21 Please rate your experience of being a 


landlord (n=44) 


21 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding the experience of being a 


landlord. 30% (13) of owners who live in an ADU 


described their experience as “extremely good”, 


while another 16% (7) described it as “somewhat 


good”. Only 2% (or 1 respondent) answered “neither 


good nor bad”. 
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Q3.22 Is there any shared space or shared utilities 
on the property?  
Owners who live in an ADU were instructed to list all 


space/s or utilities they may share with the main 


house. 80% (35 respondents) share a “yard”, 66% 


(29) share “utilities”, 64% (28) share a “garden”, and 


48% (21) share “parking”.    


 
 
Q3.23 Do you currently take part in any of the 


following activities in your neighborhood? (n=44) 


26 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question regarding neighborhood activity. 


Respondents were allowed to select multiple 


answers. 30% (13) of owners who live in an ADU 


participate in “community events”, 11% (5) are 


involved in neighborhood “volunteering”, and 7% 


(30) take part in a “neighborhood association”. 


 


 


Q3.24 How long have you lived in the 


neighborhood - in this residence or another? 


(n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question regarding the number of years 


they have been living in the neighborhood. 59% (26) 


of respondents have lived in their neighborhood for 


over 6 years. A combined 23% have been in their 


neighborhood for up to 3 years, including 5% (2) 


under 1 year.  


 
 
Q3.25 Who did the physical labor construction on 


your ADU? Select all that apply. 


42 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question regarding who took part in the 


physical labor of constructing the ADU. Respondents 


were directed to select all applicable options. 84% 


(37) of owners who live in an ADU used “a paid 


contractor” for at least some part of the labor. 30% 


(13) carried out some/ all by “myself or another 


owner of the property”.   
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Q3.26 Who designed your ADU? (n=44) 
43 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 
following question regarding who took part in the 
design the ADU. Respondents were directed to select 
all applicable options. 50% (22) used “a paid 
architect/ designer”, 32% (14) designed the unit by 
“myself or another owner of the property”, and 25% 
(11) used “a paid contractor”. 
  


 
Q 3.27 Approximately how many unpaid hours 


("sweat equity") were spent, by you or anyone 


else, constructing your ADU? (n=44) 


43 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question addressing how many unpaid 


hours of labor (“sweat equity”) were part of the 


project. 43% (19) accounted for over 100 hours, 16% 


(7) estimated between 50-100 hours, and 39% (17) 


accounted for up to 50 hours. 


 


Q3.28 How much did you or someone else pay for 
your ADU to be constructed?  
39 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question regarding ADU construction cost. 


Respondents were instructed to include an estimate 


of the costs for design, labor, materials, and permits 


(not including landscaping). 


77% of the results are dispersed nearly evenly 


between the three ranges from $50,000 to $200,000. 


27% (12) of owners who live in an ADU estimated 


cost at $100,000-150,000, another 27% (12) 


estimated $150,000-200,000, and 25% (11) valued 


cost at $50,000-100,000.  


 


Q3.29 what tools were used in financing the ADU? 
(n=40) 
We asked all the respondents to assess how much 
was financed by each method (by percentage) 
amounting to 100%, used to build the ADU. Answers 
were provided by 40 of 44 owners who live in an 
ADU.  
The most common tool used by owners was “cash 
saving” at 59% (26), followed by “refinance and cash 
out option based on main home value only” by 27% 
(12),“home equity line of credit” was used by 23% 
(10). Other methods of financing include “loans from 
family/ friends” used by 20% (9), and “use of credit 
card/s” by 95 (4).  
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Most Other responses may be attributed to former 
owners/contractors building the additional unit or 
the use of a 401k. 


 
This second chart (breakdown of financing methods) 


analyzes the likelihood each reported method 


contributed more, and less, than 50% of the total 


cost. For example, 26 respondents answered they 


used “cash savings” to finance the ADU, of those 16 


said it financed up to 50% of the total cost, while 9 


responded it accounted for over half of the total 


cost.  


 
 


Q3.30 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 


Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 


permit? (n=44) 


41 of 44 of owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question addressing the influence of the SDC waiver 


in applying for a permit for an ADU. 73% (32) of 


owners who live in an ADU answered “yes”, while 


20% (9) replied “no”.  


 
 
Q3.31 How long did the construction last? (n=44) 


42 of 44 of owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding length of time spent on 


construction of the unit.  45% (20) reported a time 


period of 3-6 months construction, followed by 6-12 


months at 32% (14). For 16% (7) construction lasted 


for over 1 year. 
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Q3.32 What were the two biggest challenges you 


faced in building your ADU? (n=44) 


42 of 44 of owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding challenges in building an ADU; 


each was directed to choose up to two answers.  


18% (8) of owners chose “permitting process/ BDS” 


as one of the two biggest challenges, and 16% (7) 


claimed “design constraints or challenges”. 23% (10) 


responded with “other” write-in answers, with 


varying reasoning including multiple conflicts with 


contractors.  


 
 
Q3.33 Was the estimated budget close to actual 


budget (within 15% difference)? (n=44) 


37 of 44 of owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding staying within projected budget. 


70% (31) replied “yes”, while 23% (10) replied “no”.  


 


Q3.34 Was the projected time to complete 


construction close to actual length of project 


(within 15% difference)? (n=44) 


41 of 44 owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding ability to complete project within 


initial set timeframe. 57% (25) of respondents were 


able to remain within their initial timeframe for the 


project, while 36% (16) were not able to complete 


the project within 15% of the initial estimated 


timeframe. 


 
 
Q3.35 On average, how much rent do you charge 


per month? - Dollar value  


Owners who live in an ADU responded to this 


question regarding current monthly income received 


for their ADU. Some made an estimate for both 


options, (with and without utilities) while others 


answered for one category, resulting in 15-19 


answers per category. This was an open-ended 


question, hence the following categories presented 


in a chart are post-survey. 


Among owners who live in an ADU, the median rent 


without utilities is $1568 while the median rent- 


including utilities is $1676. 
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*rent – without utilities represents 19 owners who live in 


an ADU.  


 
* Rent – including utilities represents 15 owners who live 


in an ADU. These two charts do not reflect the exact same 
respondents for both categories, however some 
respondents answered both categories. 


Demographics 


Q3.36 With which gender do you most identify? 


(n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question. The gap between males and females was 


the biggest in this group, females accounted for 61% 


of respondents while 36% identified as male. 2% (1 


person) identified as Transgender male. 


 


Q3.37 What is your age? (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question. Amongst owners, the two largest groups, 


each accounting for 1-in-4 respondents, are 35-44 


year olds and 55-64 year olds (with 11 respondents 


at 25% each). The youngest group accounting for 


ages 21-34, represents 9% of owners who live in an 


ADU compared to 50% amongst ADU dwellers (who 


are not owners). 


 


Q3.38 How many adults (age 18 and over) 


currently live in your place of residence? (n=44) 


41 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding how many adults occupy the 


main house. Adults in this question were categorized 


as 18 years old and up. The most common response 


was 59% (26) of owners responded who with 2 


adults. 30% (13) had a single adult member of the 


household, while only 2% had 4 or more adults living 


in the main house. 
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Q3.39 How many children (under 18) currently live 


in your place of residence? (n=44) 


68% of owners who live in an ADU accounted for no 


kids in the household (30 respondents). *Perhaps 


this figure may have to do with higher levels of 


disposable income and should be further 


investigated in the future. 14% (6) of respondents 


accounted for one child, while only 2% (1 household) 


had three children, out of a total of 40 respondents 


(of 44 owners who live in an ADU).  


 
 


Q3.40 Which of the following races do you 


consider yourself to be? (n=44)   


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding race.  Respondents were directed 


to select all that apply. 93% (41) of respondents 


identified as “White or Caucasian”. One person (or 


2%) identified as “Native Hawaiian or Pacific 


Islander”. 


 


Q3.41 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered the 


following question regarding Spanish, Latino/a, or 


Hispanic heritage. 2% (1 respondent) self-identified 


as Latino/a, Spanish, or Hispanic. 


 


Q3.42 Approximate household income (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding annual household income. 30% 


reported an annual household income of above 


$100,000. On the lower end, 34% households 


reported annual earnings below $60,000. 


 


Q3.43 Education (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding education. The most common 


answers reported by respondents were a 
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professional degree (19 respondents or 43%), or a 4 


year degree (14 respondents or 32%). These answers 


were nearly identical amongst owners. 


 
 
Q3.44 Marital status (n=44) 


43 out of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered 


this question regarding current marital status. 48% 


(21) of respondents identified as married, along with 


a further 9% (20) who identified as in a long-term 


relationship. If we assume most couples in a long-


term relationship cohabitate then around 57% 


(including some respondents who answered “other”) 


of owners live in a two person headed household. 


 


Q3.45 Employment (n=44) 


44 of 44 owners who live in an ADU answered this 


question regarding employment. 34% (15) of owners 


answered, while 32% (14) identified as self-


employed, and perhaps the most significant 


difference between this group and the owners are 


the large share of retirees at 23% (10).  
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Appendix of Part 3: 
Owners who live in an ADU 


Q3.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 


property? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Detached new structure 28 64% 


Garage renovation 5 11% 


Detached previously 


existing (renovated) 


structure 


3 7% 


Basement renovation 4 9% 


Other 4 9% 
 


Q3.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 


property? “Other”answers 
1 Basement new construction 


2 Attached New Structure 


3 Attached new structure 


4 ADU built into new house 


 
Q3.2 When was the ADU built? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Before 2000 1 2% 


2000 1 2% 


2004 1 2% 


2007 1 2% 


2008 1 2% 


2009 1 2% 


2010 1 2% 


2011 1 2% 


2012 3 7% 


2013 4 9% 


2014 3 7% 


2015 8 18% 


2016 8 18% 


2017 5 11% 


Missing 5 11% 


 


Q3.3 How long have you owned the main house? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


under 1 year 2 5%% 


1-5 years 13 30% 


5-10 years 17 39% 


over 10 years 11 25% 


Missing 1 2% 


 
Q3.4 What best describes your reasons for choosing 


to live in an ADU?  


Select up to 2 answers. 


 Responses Percent 


Other 17 39% 


Relationship to main 


house owners 


11 25% 


Desire to downsize 17 39% 


Cost of living 21 48% 


Sustainability/ low-


impact lifestyle 


10 23% 


Neighborhood 10 23% 
 


Q3.4 What best describes your reasons for choosing 


to live in an ADU?  “Other”answers 


1 Me. 


2 Pay mortgage by renting the house 


3 Affordable home ownership 


4 Downsize and age in place 


5 self 


6 More usable living space 


7 Extra Room 


8 Separate space to run business 


9 ADU doubles as work space 


10 owner occupied 


11 Walkability(Buses, etc.) 


12 Live without stairs. 


13 We built it to be ADA accessible. 


14 My wife and I live in the ADU 


15 Already owned the houses nd didn't care to 


manage more than one property 


16 My wife and I own the property, live in the 


ADU, and rent out the main house 


17 Me. (Again, survey is missing this option)* 


*this respondent’s answers were manually moved from 
the “owners” group, to the correct group “owners who 
live in an ADU” 
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Q3.5 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type of 


residence would you be living? 


n=39 


 Responses Percent 


Detached house (own) 30 77% 


Condominium 4 10% 


Apartment 2 5% 


Other 2 5% 


Detached house (rent) 1 3% 
 


Q3.5 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type of 


residence would you be living? “Other”answers 


1 I live upstairs 


2 van 


 
Q3.6 Are you currently charging rental income for 


your house? 


n=39 


 Responses Percent 


Yes 21 54% 


No 18 46% 


 
Q3.7 How much rent are you currently charging for 


your house? 


n=21 


 Responses Percent 


At market value 14 32% 


Below market value 7 16% 


 
Q3.8 How many cars do you own? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


1 car 25 57% 


2+ cars 16 36% 


none 3 7% 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Q3.9 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 


park? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


On the street 20 45% 


Off the street, on-site (e.g. 


garage, driveway, parking 


pad) 


19 43% 


Other 3 7% 


Missing 2 5% 
 


Q3.9 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 


park? “Other”answers 


1 One in the driveway, one in the street to 


ensure renters also have access 


2 N/A 


3 Garage attached to main house 


 
Q3.10 How would you describe your current 


employment travel behavior? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Commute to work 18 41% 


Work from home 12 27% 


Other 12 27% 


Missing 2 5% 
 


Q3.10 How would you describe your current 


employment travel behavior? “Other”answers 


1 retired/work from home part time 


2 work freelance, travel as necessary 


3 Commute most days, work from home 


occasionally  


4 retired 


5 Our dtr, son in law, in "big house", commute 


6 I am retired.  


7 Retired but use public transportation generally 


8 meet grandkid needs 3xweek (to school, 


playdates, etc 


9 NA 


10 Retired 


11 work all over the place 


12 watch grandkids at my home 
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Q3.11 How long is your typical commute? 


n=44 


 Responses 


15 minutes or less 2 


16-30 minutes 6 


31-45 minutes 4 


46-60 minutes 2 


over 1 hour 1 


varies widely 0 


answered distance 3 


Missing 26 


 
Q3.12 What mode of transportation do you typically 


use to commute to work? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Carpool 1 2% 


Drive alone 9 20% 


Light rail 3 7% 


Bus 1 2% 


Bicycle 3 7% 


Other  1 2% 


Missing 26 59% 
 


Q3.12 What mode of transportation do you typically 


use to commute to work? “Other”answers 


1 Fairly even combination of carpooling  with 


husband, driving independently, riding the 


bus, and biking 


 
Q3.13 How have you used your ADU in the past?  


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Other 20 45% 


As a short term rental 


property (less than 1 


month stays) 


5 11% 


As residence for family 


member/ friend 


16 36% 


As a long term rental 


property 


4 9% 


As an extra room or 


workspace 


6 14% 


Missing 1 2% 


Q3.13 How have you used your ADU in the past?  


“Other”answers 


1 Same use for the full time. For me. Why 


doesn't survey include option for the owner to 


live in the ADU?  


2 residence for self 


3 Owner occupied 


4 Personal residence 


5 residence for self 


6 I live in ADU and rent out my house as a short 


term rental 


7 Permanent residence for property owners 


8 primary residence 


9 To live in 


10 Residence for self 


11 Rent main house, live in ADU 


12 Office for my business 


13 owner occupied 


14 owner occupied 


15 Residence for self (owner-occupied) 


16 It is brand new. 


17 i am the owner and i live in it 


18 As residence for the owners 


19 as a primary residence 


20 Our residence 


 
Q3.14 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 


future? Select all that apply 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Other 18 41% 


As a short term rental 


property (less than 1 


month stays) 


11 25% 


As an extra room or 


workspace 


5 11% 


As a long term rental 


property 


14 32% 


As residence for family 


member/ friend 


26 59% 


 


Q3.14 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 


future?  “Other”answers 


1 Personal residence 


2 Permanent residence for property owners 


3 primary residence 
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4 To live in 


5 Residence for self 


6 rent main house, Iive in ADU 


7 May do short term Air b&b 


8 Office for my business 


9 My residence, I rent out the main house 


10 owner occupied 


11 Residence for self (owner-occupied 


12 my residence 


13 i live in it 


14 As residence for the owners 


15 owner occupied 


16 residence for self* 


17 Living in it !* 


18 For me. Again the survey should include this 


option. Options aren't capturing this important 


use type.* 


*this respondent’s answers were manually moved 


from the “owners” group, to the correct group 


“owners who live in an ADU” 


 
Q3.15 What was the original plan or purpose for 


building the ADU?  


 Responses Percent 


Other 14 32% 


As residence for family 


member 


18 41% 


As an investment to raise 


property value 


9 20% 


The ADU was built by a 


previous owner 


4 9% 


As an extra room or 


workspace 


7 16% 


As a long term rental 


property 


15 34% 


The ADU was built by a 


previous owner 


4 9% 


 


Q3.15 What was the original plan or purpose for 


building the ADU? “Other” answers 


1 Built the ADU for me, the owner, to live in full 


time. 


2 residence for self 


3 Permanent residence for property owners 


4 As an office for my business 


5 create multi-generation space 


6 As residence for the owners 


7 Rent main house, live in ADU 


8 Residence for self (owner-occupied) 


9 my residence 


10 To live in 


11 owner occupied 


12 As a primary residence for owner. 


13 Residence for self 


14 residence for myself so i could rent out main 


house 


 
Q3.16 How long did it or will it take for the ADU to 


pay for itself through rental income? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


13-15 years 3 7% 


10-12 years 3 7% 


7-9 years 4 9% 


4-6 years 5 11% 


1-3 years 3 7% 


*Missing 5 11% 


Missing 21 48% 


 
Q3.17What is the approximate size of the accessory 


unit? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Under 400 sq. ft. 1 2% 


400-500 sq. ft. 7 16% 


500-600 sq. ft. 6 14% 


600-700 sq. ft. 7 16% 


700-800 sq. ft. 20 45% 


Over 800 sq. ft. 3 7% 


 
Q3.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 


 Responses Percent 


Studio 10 23% 


1 bedroom 22 50% 


2 bedrooms 12 27% 


 
 







Appendix| 70 
 
 


Q3.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility 


needs? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


No 18 41% 


Yes. it is fully compatible 6 14% 


Yes. it is accessible but 


not built for wheelchair 


use 


20 45% 


 
Q3.20 How long has the current occupant been living 


in the ADU?  


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Less than 1 year 14 32% 


1 to less than 2 years 9 20% 


2 years to less than 3 


years 


6 14% 


3 years or more 13 30% 


Missing 2 5% 


 
Q3.21 Rate your experience of being a landlord 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Extremely good 13 30% 


Somewhat good 7 16% 


Neither good nor bad 1 2% 


Missing 18 41% 


*Missing 5 11% 


 
Q3.22 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 


the property?  


 Responses Percent 


None 3 7% 


Yard 35 80% 


Utilities 29 66% 


Parking 21 48% 


Garden 28 64% 


Entryways 10 23% 


Storage 16 36% 


Laundry 5 11% 


Q3.23 Do you currently take part in any of the 


following activities in your neighborhood? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Neighborhood association 3 7% 


Missing 18 41% 


Volunteering 5 11% 


Other 5 11% 


Community events 13 30% 
 


Q3.23 Do you currently take part in any of the 


following activities in your neighborhood? “Other” 


answers 


1 All of the above 


2 Emergency planning 


3 No 


4 Help neighbors through NextDoor.com and 


Buy nothing on FaceBook 


5 Neighborhood Watch Organizer 


 
Q3.24 How long have you lived in the neighborhood - 


in this residence or another? 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


Under 1 year 2 5% 


1-3 years 8 18% 


3-5 years 8 18% 


6-10 years 17 39% 


More than 10 years 9 20% 


 
Q3.25 Who did the physical labor construction on 


your ADU? Select all that apply. 


 Responses Percent 


A paid contractor 37 84% 


Myself or another owner 


of the property 


13 30% 


Missing 2 5% 


Other (specify) 2 5% 


An unpaid friend or 


relative 


2 5% 


A paid friend or relative 1 2% 
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Q3.25 Who did the physical labor construction on 


your ADU? “Other” answers 


1 Builder 


2 Build-Design Team 


 
Q3.26 Who designed your ADU? Select all that apply. 


n=44 


 Responses Percent 


A paid architect/ 


designer 


22 50% 


A paid contractor 11 25% 


Myself or another owner 


of the property 


14 32% 


Other (specify) 6 14% 


Missing 1 2% 
 


Q3.26 Who designed your ADU? “Other”answers 


1 Previous owner 


2 Previous owner 


3 My design, architect detailing 


4 Builder 


5 Build-Design Company 


6 Structural engineer 


 
Q3.27 Approximately how many unpaid hours 


("sweat equity") were spent, by you or anyone else, 


constructing your ADU? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


0-50 17 39% 


51-100 7 16% 


over 100 19 43% 


Missing 1 2% 


 
Q3.28 How much did you or someone else pay for 


your ADU to be constructed? (Include the costs for 


design, labor, materials, and permits (not including 


landscaping).  
Responses Percent 


Under $50,000 1 2% 


$50,001-100,000 11 25% 


$100,001-150,000 12 27% 


$150,000-200,000 12 27% 


Over $200,000 3 7% 


Missing 5 11% 


Q3.29 Please try to assess how much was financed by 


each method (by percentage) 


n=40  
Responses Percent 


cash savings 26 59% 


home equity line of 


credit 


10 23% 


refinance and cash out 


option based on main 


home value only 


12 27% 


refinance and cash out 


option based on main 


home + future ADU value 


3 7% 


purchased main home, 


constructed ADU with 


cash out option based on 


future property value 


0 0% 


loan from family 


member/s or friend/s 


9 20% 


credit card 4 9% 


construction loan from 


bank 


1 2% 


other 11 25% 
 


Q3.29 Please try to assess how much was financed by 


each method (by percentage) “Other”answers 


1 401K Loan 


2 Unknown. ADU existed when we bought the 


property 


3 Purchase incl adu 


4 unsecured loan after going over budge 


5 don't know, prior owner created adu, we just 


permitted it 


6 House built with ADU; paid for as part of 


mortgage 


7 Don't know. ADU Built by previous owner. 


8 Sale of previous sfr detached home 


9 Loan from Retirement 


10 Private construction loan 


11 401k 


 
 
 
 







Appendix| 72 
 
 


Q3.30 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 


Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 


permit? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Yes 32 73% 


No 9 20% 


Missing 3 7% 


 
Q3.31 How long did the construction last? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Less than 3 months 1 2% 


3-6 months 20 45% 


6-12 months 14 32% 


Over 12 months 7 16% 


Missing 2 5% 


 
Q3.32 What were the two biggest challenges you 


faced in building your ADU? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Obtaining finances 6 14% 


Paying for the cost of 


construction fees 


3 7% 


Finding a contractor 3 7% 


Other 10 23% 


Missing 2 5% 


Permitting process / BDS 8 18% 


Design constraints or 


challenges 


7 16% 


Utility connections 2 5% 


Lot setbacks or height 


limits 


4 9% 


 


Q3.32 What were the two biggest challenges you 


faced in building your ADU? “Other”answers 


1 subcontractors timeline 


2 contractor issues 


3 These questions aren't applicable because the 


previous owner built the ADU. I can only 


guess. 


4 Previous owner converted to adu 


5 Had to put $1200 in tree fund because I 


removed 1 diseased tree!! 


6 Don't know; builder built as part of new 


construction 


7 Inexperienced contractor 


8 Sticking to budget 


9 Financing and overage by contractor. 


10 parking requirements because i am 550 feet 


from a high frequency bus stop and the code 


says 500.  and in talking to neighbors and 


others considering an ADU this parking 


requirement is a huge hurdle for many and 


seems way too strict in an urban core. 


 
Q3.33 Was the estimated budget close to actual 


budget (within 15% difference)? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


No 10 23% 


Yes 31 70% 


Missing 3 7% 


 
Q3.34 Was the projected time to complete 


construction close to actual length of project (within 


15% difference)? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Yes 25 57% 


No 16 36% 


Missing 3 7% 


 
Q3.35 On average, how much rent do you charge per 


month?  
  Responses 


w/o utilities up to $600 1  
$601-$900 1 


 $901-$1200 2  
$1201-$1500 3 


 $1501-$1800 4  
$1800+ 8 


 


with utilities up to $600 0 


 $601-$900 0  
$901-$1200 0 


 $1201-$1500 4  
$1501-$1800 5  
$1800+ 6 
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Q3.36 With which gender do you most identify? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Male 16 36% 


Female 27 61% 


Transgender male 1 2% 


 
Q3.37 What is your age? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


21-34 4 9% 


35-44 11 25% 


45-54 9 20% 


55-64 11 25% 


65+ 9 20% 


 
Q3.38 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 


live in your place of residence? 


n=44 
 Responses Percent 


1 13 30% 


2 26 59% 


4 or more 1 2% 


Missing 3 7% 


 
Q3.39 How many children (under 18) currently live in 


your place of residence? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


0 30 68% 


1 6 14% 


2 3 7% 


3 1 2% 


Missing 4 9% 


 
Q3.40 Which of the following races do you consider 


yourself to be?  Select all that apply. 


n=44 
 Responses Percent 


White or Caucasian 41 93% 


Other 1 2% 


Native Hawaiian or 


Pacific Islander 
1 2% 


Missing 1 2% 


Q3.40 Which of the following races do you consider 


yourself to be? “Other”answers 


1 Latina 


 
Q3.41 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


No 43 98% 


Yes 1 2% 


 
Q3.42 Approximate annual household income 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Missing 1 2% 


$10,000 - $19,999 1 2% 


$20,000 - $29,999 4 9% 


$30,000 - $39,999 3 7% 


$40,000 - $49,999 5 11% 


$50,000 - $59,999 2 5% 


$60,000 - $69,999 5 11% 


$70,000 - $79,999 3 7% 


$80,000 - $89,999 2 5% 


$90,000 - $99,999 5 11% 


$100,000 - $149,999 11 25% 


More than $150,000 2 5% 


 
Q3.43 Education 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Some college 5 11% 


2 year degree 1 2% 


4 year degree 14 32% 


Professional degree 19 43% 


Doctorate 5 11% 


 
 


Q3.44 Marital status 


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Married 21 48% 


Never married 6 14% 


Divorced 9 20% 


Single 1 2% 


Widowed 1 2% 
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In a long term 


relationship 


4 9% 


Other 1 2% 


Missing 1 2% 


 
Q3.45 Employment  


n=44  
Responses Percent 


Self-employed 14 32% 


Employed full-time 15 34% 


Retired 10 23% 


Employed part-time 1 2% 


Other 2 5% 


Disabled or unable to 


work 
1 2% 


Student and employed 1 2% 
 


Q3.45 Employment “Other”answers 


1 help with grandchildren 


2 Full time job and part time job 
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Appendix 4: list of questions 
*order of the question may have changed from 
original questionnaire 
 
Part I: Accessory Dwelling Unit Owner  
Q1.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 
property? 
Q1.2 When was the ADU built? 
Q1.3 How long have you owned the main house? 
Q1.4 How is the ADU currently being used? 
Q1.5 How have you used your ADU in the past? 
Q1.6 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 
future? 
Q1.7 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU? 
Q1.8 What amount do you typically charge per night 
when using your ADU as a short-term rental? 
Q1.9 How many days a year do you use your ADU as 
a short-term rental? 
Q1.10 What motivates you to use your ADU as short-
term rental instead of a long-term rental? 
Q1.11 What are the drawbacks of using your ADU as 
a short-term rental?  
Q1.12 How long do most short-term guests stay? 
Q1.13 Are you currently receiving rent from your 
ADU?  
Q1.14 How much rent are you currently receiving 
from your ADU?  
Q1.15 On average, how much rent do you charge per 
month?  
Q1.16 Approximately how long will it take for the 
ADU to pay for itself through rental income?  
Q1.17 What is the approximate size of the accessory 
unit? 
Q1.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 
Q1.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility 
needs?  
Q1.20 How long has the current occupant been living 
in the ADU? 
Q1.21 Which of the following options best describes 
your relationship to the current occupant when they 
first moved into the ADU?  
Q1.22 Please rate your experience of being a 
landlord 
Q1.23 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 
the property?  


Q1.24 How many cars do you own? 
Q1.25 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 
park?  
Q1.26 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior?  
Q1.27 How long is your typical commute?  
Q1.28 What mode of transportation do you typically 
use to commute to work?  
Q1.29 Do you currently take part in any of the 
following activities in your neighborhood?  
Q1.30 How long have you lived in the neighborhood, 
in this residence or another?  
Q1.31 Who did the physical labor construction on 
your ADU?  
Q1.32 Who designed your ADU? 
Q1.33 Approximately how many unpaid hours 
("sweat equity") were spent, by you or anyone else, 
constructing your ADU?  
Q1.34 How much did you or someone else pay for 
your ADU to be constructed?  
Q1.35 what tools were used in financing the ADU? 
Q1.36 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 
Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 
permit?  
Q1.37 How long did the construction process last? 
Q1.38 What were the two biggest challenges you 
faced in building your ADU?  
Q1.39 Was the estimated budget close to actual 
budget (within 15% difference)?  
Q1.40 Was the projected time to complete 
construction close to actual length of project (within 
15% difference)?  
Q.41 With which gender do you most identify?  
Q1.42 What is your age?  
Q1.43 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 
live in your place of residence?  
Q1.44 How many children (under 18) currently live in 
your place of residence?  
Q1.45 Which of the following races do you consider 
yourself to be?  
Q1.46 Are you Spanish, Latino/a, Hispanic?  
Q1.47 Approximate household income  
Q1.48 Education  
Q1.49 Marital status  
Q1.50 Employment  
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Part 2: Accessory Dwelling Unit Residents  
Q2.1 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 
Q2.2 How many cars do you own? 
Q2.3 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 
park? 
Q2.4 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior?  
Q2.5 How long is your typical commute?  
Q2.6 What mode of transportation do you typically 
use to commute to work?  
Q2.7 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 
the property?  
Q2.8 Did access to shared space impact your choice 
to live in an ADU? 
Q2.9 Have you downsized from your previous 
dwelling occupancy? 
Q2.10 What best describes your reasons for choosing 
to live in an ADU? 
Q2.11 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type 
of residence would you be living? 
Q2.12 Do you currently take part in any 
neighborhood associated activity? 
Q2.13 If you answered yes, what type?  
Q2.14 How long have you lived in the neighborhood 
- in this residence or another?  
Q2.15 Which gender do you most identify with? 
Q2.16 What is your age? 
Q2.17 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 
live in your place of residence? 
Q2.18 How many children (under 18) currently live in 
your place of residence? 
Q2.19 Which of the following races do you consider 
yourself to be? 
Q2.20 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? 
Q2.21 Approximate household income  
Q2.22 Education  
Q2.23 Marital status 
Q2.24 Employment 
 
Part 3: Accessory Dwelling Unit Owners Who live in 
the ADU  
Q3.1 What kind of ADU do you have on your 
property?  
Q3.2 When was the ADU built?  
Q3.3 How long have you owned the main house? 
Q3.4 What best describes your reasons for choosing 
to live in an ADU? 


Q3.5 If you were not living in an ADU, in what type of 
residence would you be living?  
Q3.6 Are you currently charging rental income for 
your house?  
Q3.8 How many cars do you own? 
Q3.9 If you own a car (or cars), where do you usually 
park?   
Q3.10 How would you describe your current 
employment travel behavior?  
Q3.11 How long is your typical commute? 
Q3.12 What mode of transportation do you typically 
use to commute to work? 
Q3.13 How have you used your ADU in the past? 
Q3.14 How are you planning to use your ADU in the 
future? 
Q3.15 What was the original plan or purpose for 
building the ADU? 
Q3.16 How long did it or will it take for the ADU to 
pay for itself through rental income? 
Q3.17 What is the approximate size of the accessory 
unit?  
Q3.18 How many bedrooms does the ADU have? 
Q3.19 Is the unit compatible for all accessibility 
needs? 
Q3.20 How long have you been living in the ADU? 
Q3.21 Please rate your experience of being a 
landlord 
Q3.22 Is there any shared space or shared utilities on 
the property? 
Q3.23 Do you currently take part in any of the 
following activities in your neighborhood? 
Q3.24 How long have you lived in the neighborhood 
- in this residence or another?  
Q3.25 Who did the physical labor construction on 
your ADU? 
Q3.26 Who designed your ADU? 
Q 3.27 Approximately how many unpaid hours 
("sweat equity") were spent, by you or anyone else, 
constructing your ADU? 
Q3.28 How much did you or someone else pay for 
your ADU to be constructed?  
Q3.29 what tools were used in financing the ADU? 
Q3.30 Did the System Development Charge (SDC) 
Waiver influence your decision to apply for an ADU 
permit?  
Q3.31 How long did the construction last? 
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Q3.32 What were the two biggest challenges you 
faced in building your ADU? 
Q3.33 Was the estimated budget close to actual 
budget (within 15% difference)? 
Q3.35 On average, how much rent do you charge per 
month?  
Q3.36 With which gender do you most identify? 
Q3.37 What is your age? 
Q3.38 How many adults (age 18 and over) currently 
live in your place of residence? 
Q3.39 How many children (under 18) currently live in 
your place of residence? 
Q3.40 Which of the following races do you consider 
yourself to be?  
Q3.41 Are you Spanish, Latino, Hispanic? 
Q3.42 Approximate household income  
Q3.43 Education 
Q3.44 Marital status 
Q3.45 Employment 
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incentives and production of affordable units - slides 26-35.
 
2023 Evaluation of Portland's Residential Infill Project
 
The city of Portland dramatically revised its single family zoning districts to allow two, three
and four plexes on formerly SFR zoned lots, and up to six units if two units are affordable.  At
the same time the Residential Infill Project reduced the maximum size (FAR) of homes, thus
maintaining garden and yard space around buildings and reducing potential bulk that upsets
neighbors. This reform also reflected the understanding that unit cost was directly related to
size.  (A driving force between this reform was Eli Spevak a Portland developer whose
projects were recently described as part of a NY Times article.)
 
The Portland RIP project overlapped and coincided Oregon's statewide reform of single family
zoning in 2019.  (If for some reason you want to know more about this you can read in this
scintillating article.)
 
In 2023 the city commissioned a study on the results of the RIP after its first year in effect. I
have attached a Powerpoint summarizing the results of the study.   I won't attempt to call out
all the interesting results in this study but there are many.
 
Accessory Dwelling Units
 
Construction of ADUs is booming in California, part os Oregon and in other places now that
cities and states have begun removing the various poison pills in zoning ordinances.  (AARP's
Model ADU State Act and Local Ordinance contains a useful description of those obstacles
and proposed regulatory language that excludes them.). The Terner Center at UC Berkeley has
document some of this flourishing of ADUs.  I have seen the statistics showing that many of
them are being built in moderate income, majority-minority, neighborhoods and cities in
Southern California.  People build, manage and rent them for reasons and using financing that
is very different from a commercial developer, as shown in the attached 2018 survey.  As I
recall, about 10% of the units were market affordable at 80% of MAI.  
Regards
 
Robert
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P.O. Box 2394, Livingston, Montana 5904 
www.friendsofparkcounty.org 

 
 

 

 
Promoting thoughtfully planned development in order to protect and enhance Park County’s 

vibrant communities, sustainable working lands, and healthy natural resources. 
 

To: Grant Gager, Livingston City Manager 
From: Robert Liberty, Planning and Plan Implementation Consultant for Friends of Park County 
Re: Draft PUD Ordinance 
Date: September 10, 2023 
 
As Ken Cochrane and Tom Blurock stated last week, Friends of Park County (FPC) is happy to 
see the City considering a planned unit development (PUD) ordinance as part of its 
implementation of the City’s 2021 Growth Policy.   
 
FPC supports the effort to combine and achieve a variety of community objectives – increasing 
the supply of market affordable housing, increasing open space and reducing the amount of 
driving (VMT) that is a major source of greenhouse gases that are changing our climate.  
 
FPC also endorses the general concepts for revision to the draft ordinance presented by staff at 
the City Commission’s September 5 meeting.  
 
This memo offers comments and suggestions on matters - other than those issues Friends of Park 
County presented at the City Commission meeting, i.e.  
 

- The insufficiency of the incentives for affordable housing. 
- Questioning requiring the inclusion of commercial development.  
- Achieving consistency between the draft ordinance and the 2021 Growth Policy. 

 
Later I will be sending along the information I referenced about effective incentives used in other 
places that increase housing supply. 
 
Increasing predictability and clarity for staff, elected officials, developers and other 
interested persons. 
 
It is important to address the question of risk and uncertainty faced by developers, which can be 
just as important for them as the incentives, in making a decision about whether to enter into the 
PUD process. 
 
The ordinance does not clearly assure the developer that she or he will receive any particular 
number or amount of incentives: 
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Guidelines. The table below outlines desirable Public Benefits the City wishes to 
encourage for inclusion in PUDs, and Bonuses that may be obtained by Developers 
for providing one or more of the listed Public Benefits.  

 
A “guideline” is advisory, not mandatory.  This advisory character is emphasized by the 
statement that the bonuses “may be obtained.”    
 
Other parts of the draft ordinance treat the developer incentives as a form of entitlement. So is 
unclear whether or not any benefits granted are purely discretionary or not. 
 
Using clear and objective standards in land use regulations is one of Friends of Park County’s 
planning principles. 
 
Clear and objective standards for what is required and what incentives are guaranteed and the 
criteria (factual and legal determinations) for approval or rejection of an application are essential 
to make the provisions easier to understand and apply, to provide fairness for all participants to 
the proceedings and to allow developers to reduce financial risk and therefore to proceed with a 
PUD application and to achieve desired outcomes.   
 
“No Adverse Impacts” criteria may be impossible to satisfy. 
 
The review criteria that would be used by the Planning Board in draft subsection F.3.e. requires a 
finding that “The PUD will not adversely impact the natural environment, critical wildlife and 
habitat, agriculture, public health and safety, and local services.”   
 
Subsection b. has a similar standard that any deviation from otherwise applicable Public Works 
standards “will not adversely affect the public and/or surrounding neighborhood.” 
 
“No adverse” impact or affect sounds admirable but isn’t that absolute standard impossible to 
meet?  At a minimum, it is an inviting basis for a legal challenge by anyone who opposes the 
development. 
 
Need for clarity regarding open space bonus provisions.  
 
Providing additional open space beyond 20% of the project area is another way of securing 
density benefits.  But what qualifies as “open space?” It is not defined in the draft ordinance or 
the existing zoning ordinance (at least, the one available online here.) Are stormwater retention 
ponds “open space?”  What about steep slopes or wetlands, do those areas count toward the 
bonus even if the developer could never build on them anyway? 
 
Opportunities to use this ordinance to further implement the Growth Policy. 
 
The City might wish to consider ways in which this ordinance could be adapted to implement 
some other aspects of the Growth Policy, including: 
 

• Conservation of farm and grazing lands and wildlife habitat in the Extraterritorial 
jurisdiction or the areas southeast of the Yellowstone shown as natural areas in the  
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Growth Policy. This could be accomplished by allowing developers to offer conservation 
easements in these areas as the basis for the award of bonus densities and fee waivers. 
 

• Incentives for projects that implement the ten Smart Growth Principles in the Growth 
Policy. 

 
• Incentives for building designs, landscaping, and infrastructure systems and designs that 

reduce demands for water and waste and stormwater treatment. 
 
Integrating these ordinance provisions into the forthcoming zoning ordinance revision. 
 
Integrating this draft ordinance into the complete revision of the zoning ordinance might allow 
for many of these ideas to be cost-effectively considered and coordinated.  This may result in 
greater impact even though it will delay implementation. 
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From: Grant Gager
To: Kenneth Cochrane
Cc: Melissa Nootz; Robert Liberty (robertliberty9425@comcast.net)
Subject: RE: FPC comments on proposed PUD
Date: Saturday, September 16, 2023 12:33:58 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Ken,

Thank you for sharing this with me. We will review as we work to refine the PUD ordinance.
 
Have a nice weekend,
Grant
 

From: Kenneth Cochrane [mailto:kcc@thetonied.com] 
Sent: Sunday, September 10, 2023 9:20 PM
To: Grant Gager <ggager@livingstonmontana.org>
Cc: Melissa Nootz <mnootz@livingstonmontana.org>; Robert Liberty (robertliberty9425@comcast.net) <robertliberty9425@comcast.net>
Subject: FPC comments on proposed PUD
 
 

Grant,
 
Thank you so much for taking time to meet with me, Tom and Robert last week. We appreciate your accessibility and
willingness to consider our perspectives.
 
Robert listened to Director Severson’s presentation on the potential changes to the PUD ordinance and confirmed
that they are generally consistent with our own recommendations.
 
There are some other issues not discussed at your September 5 hearing that Robert identified that you might wish to
consider; they are attached.
 
However, I am writing you to get your thoughts on a much bigger issue.
 
During the presentation on the places where the PUD ordinance might apply that have bigger lots (1/2 to 1 acre)
something caught my eye.
 
The largest vacant parcels in the areas currently zoned R1 and R3 are southeast of the Yellowstone River. They are
in areas designated in the Growth Policy’s Future Land Use Map as “Natural/Open Space” and “Parks and Rec,”
shown here.
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Future Land Use Very Low Density Residential
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I community Commercial Mixed Use

I Neighborhood Commercial Natural Area / Open Space

High Density Residential  [Jll Parks and Rec

Medium Density Residential





 

The area of the Heart K Ranch inside the City limits (the land northeast of the city center between the railroad tracks
and the River) was originally part of a development concept and development agreement that anticipated 876
dwellings and a commercial district three-quarters the size of downtown.

During the development of the Growth Policy in early 2021 Planning Board member Taya Cromley moved to change
the land use designation of that land to “Parks and Rec.” That motion was passed and the Park and Rec. designation
on the Future Land Use Map was approved as part of the Growth Policy by the City Commission in May 2021.
 
At its September 21, 2021 meeting the City Commission unanimously rejected a proposal to allow the transfer of
development rights to allow the development to proceed.
 
However, the old zoning for that development has been left unchanged for more than two years and now the
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densities could be increased through the PUD ordinance instead of protecting the land.
 
It seems to us that given that the City is anticipating changing the zoning ordinance to reflect the Growth Policy next
year as part of the zoning code revisions, the PUD ordinance should only apply to those zones which are consistent
with the Growth Policy’s Future Land Use Map.
 
I am interested in your thoughts.
 
Ken
 

60



From: MrsD
To: Jennifer Severson
Subject: Re: FW: Form submission from: Contact Us
Date: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 12:30:43 PM

Jennifer, thanks for your reply.  I guess I am objecting to both the PUD and the ADU, though my
opinion may carry no clout in either one.  I do find it atrocious that property use guidelines can be
changed that way, pulling the rug out from under residential property owners, so to speak.  I am
strongly opposed to creating greater density in residential neighborhoods, regardless of the
acronyms which may be involved.
 
Thanks again for your consideration.
 
Martha Downing
 
Sent with Proton Mail secure email.
 
------- Original Message -------
On Tuesday, September 5th, 2023 at 11:56 AM, Jennifer Severson
<jseverson@livingstonmontana.org> wrote:

Hello Martha,
 
Are you referring to the draft Planned Unit Development (PUD) Ordinance that is being discussed at
the City Commission meeting this evening?  Or are you referring to the state-mandated additional
density approved during this year’s legislature through SB323 (duplex housing)?  If it’s the latter, this
is a state law that will take effect in January 2024 that allows some additional density on lots where
single family residential development is allowed; the city has no control over it and must follow this
state law.  If you are referring to the city’s draft PUD Ordinance I will pass your comments along to
the City Commission.  Please let me know when you have a minute. 
 
Thank you,
 
Jennifer Severson – Planning Director
City of Livingston
(406) 222-4903
 

From: Emily Hutchinson <ehutchinson@livingstonmontana.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 10:51 AM
To: Grant Gager <ggager@livingstonmontana.org>; Jennifer Severson
<jseverson@livingstonmontana.org>
Subject: FW: Form submission from: Contact Us
 
Hi,
 
This came in through the website just now.
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Thanks,
Emily
 

From: Livingston Montana [mailto:livingston-mt@municodeweb.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, September 5, 2023 10:47 AM
To: webmaster <webmaster@livingstonmontana.org>
Subject: Form submission from: Contact Us
 

Submitted on Tuesday, September 5, 2023 - 10:46am

Submitted by anonymous user: 63.153.22.61

Submitted values are:

First Name Martha
Last Name Downing
Email themoo60@protonmail.com
Question/Comment
Concerning the proposal to change zoning and permit more households on smaller lots in residential
neighborhoods: When we bought our home in Livingston some years ago, we were mindful of the
importance of zoning. It was important to know not just how our own property was zoned, but also
the zoning on surrounding properties in the area. We wanted assurance that the character our
neighborhood would not change, that we would not find ourselves living next to a truck stop or a
trailer park, for example. Population density is a factor in home choice: we did not, and do not, wish
to live in a neighborhood of high-density households. Higher-density residential areas have more
street traffic, more parking conflicts, more slamming doors, more barking dogs. You are proposing to
change the rules for existing neighborhoods, and that is not right.
Phone Number 3072676419

The results of this submission may be viewed at:

https://www.livingstonmontana.org/node/7/submission/1746
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File Attachments for Item:

B. ORDINANCE 3045: AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON MONTANA REMOVING 

FEES FROM THE MUNICIPAL CODE
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City Manager Chairperson 
Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 

220 E Park Street Vice Chair 
(406) 823-6000 phone Karrie Kahle 

Commissioners 
citymanager@livingtonmontana.com Mel Friedman
www.livingstonmontana.org Quentin Schwarz

Torrey Lyons

Incorporated 1889

Date:  9/13/2023 
To: Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 
From:  Paige Fetterhoff 

Staff Report for Ordinance 3045 Amending Sections of Municipal Code Containing Fees 

Recommendation and Summary 
Staff is recommending the Commission approve Ordinance 3045 to remove fees from Livingston 
Municipal Code by adopting the following motion:  

“I move to approve Ordinance Number 3045 and authorize the Chair to sign Ordinance Number 
3045.” 

The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 
 Fees can be set by the City Commission by resolution and need not be set by ordinance.
 Fees should be changed from time to time to reflect the cost of providing certain services.

Introduction and History 
The City of Livingston desires to provide a fee schedule that includes all fees charged by the City 
of Livingston for services.  Many fees have not been update in over a decade and no longer cover 
the cost of providing services.  In an effort to be able to easily update fees, Livingston Municipal 
Code needs to be amended to remove all fees and add language for fees to be set by resolution. 

Analysis 
Staff identified 27 sections of code that contained fees.  In each section, the fee has been removed 
and replace with language allowing fees to be set by the City Commission by resolution.  Staff is 
currently in the process of identifying and updating all fees across multiple departments. 

Fiscal Impact 
There is no fiscal impact related to the removal of fee amounts from Municipal Code. 

Strategic Alignment 
Ensuring adequate recovery of costs will enable sustainable City operations. 

Attachments 
 Attachment A: Ordinance 3045
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ORDINANCE NO. 3045 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, 
AMENDING THE LIVINGSTON MUNICIPAL CODE, TO REMOVE ANY PERMIT AND FEE 

AMOUNTS AND REPLACE THEM WITH LANGUAGE TO SET AMOUNTS VIA RESOLUTION. 

* * * * * 

Preamble. 

The purpose of this Ordinance is to update and remove sections of the Livingston Municipal Code where fee and 
permit amounts are set by ordinance and change the language so that all fee and permits amounts are set by 
resolution. 

* * * * * 

WHEREAS, the Livingston Municipal Codes set certain fees with in the code; and 

WHEREAS, the City Commissions has adopted the practice of removing fees from the Code of 
Ordinances in order that fees charged by the City can be adopted through the resolution process; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana, 
as follows: 

SECTION 1 

That Livingston Municipal Code by amended as follows with deletions struck through and additions redlined as 
follows: 

Sec. 3‐14. License fees. 

The annual license fees shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution. as follows:  

A.  For an all beverage license $406.25  

B.  For an all beverage license for fraternal organizations 170.00  

C.  For beer retailer license (either on or off premises only lease) 195.00  

D. For special beer license upon daily basis 60.00  
and fifteen dollars ($15.00) per day additional for any event lasting for more than two (2) days.  

E.  For beer for any unit for a nationally chartered veterans organization 85.00  

F.  For table wine for on or off premises consumption 195.00  

G. For additional expenses for the transfer of any license 110.00  

H. For transfer of any license 110.00  

A prorated license fee shall be charged for the portion of any year for which application is made. No refund 
of any fees shall be given upon the discontinuance of the business for any reason or upon sale of the business.  

The license fees as provided in this section are in addition to other City licensing fees and any other fees 
required for the sale of liquor.  

(Ord. 1823, 11/20/95) 

Sec. 4‐22. Dog and cat tags securely fastened, exception. 

A.  Upon payment of the license fee under this Section the City shall issue to the owner a license certificate in 
the form of a receipt and a metallic tag for each dog and cat so licensed. The tag shall have stamped thereon 
the year for which it was issued and the number appearing on the certificate. Every owner of a dog shall 
provide each dog with a collar and shall securely attach to such collar the license tag and the vaccination tag. 
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Every owner of a cat shall provide proof of licensure thereof, however the cat shall not be required to wear a 
collar with an attached license.  

B.  No license provided for in this Section is transferable, and no license tag shall be fastened to any dog or cat 
other than the one for which it was issued. Any person who knowingly fastens a license tag or a vaccination 
tag to any dog or cat other than the one for which such tag was issued or who willfully permits such dog to 
wear any license tag or vaccination tag issued for another dog, is guilty of a civil offense. The Animal Control 
Officer shall impound every dog or cat found bearing a license tag or vaccination tag not issued for that dog 
or cat, and shall dispose of such dog or cat as provided by Section 4‐44.  

C.  In case a license tag is lost or destroyed, the owner of the dog or cat shall apply to the City for a duplicate tag 
and City shall issue a duplicate tag upon presentation of the receipt showing payment for the license for the 
current year and upon payment of two dollars ($2.00) for the duplicate tag. The cost of the duplicate tag 
shall be based on the cost of the tag to the City.  

D.  In case a vaccination tag is lost or destroyed, the owner of the dog or cat shall apply to the veterinarian who 
vaccinated the dog or cat for a duplicate tag, and such veterinarian shall issue a duplicate tag upon 
presentation of the receipt showing payment for the vaccination and upon payment of such charge as the 
veterinarian may require.  

(Ord. 1984, 4/2/07; Ord. No. 2043 , § 1, 12/4/12) 

Sec. 4‐71. Registration. 

Any dog found by the Court to be vicious and dangerous pursuant to a hearing under Section 4‐73 shall be 
registered with City of Livingston within ten (10) days of the effective date of the finding. The vicious and 
dangerous dog registration fee shall be Seventy‐Five Dollars ($75.00) per yearset by the City Commission by 
separate resolution, plus the actual costs incurred by the City in making the warning sign.  

(Ord. 1984, 4/2/07) 

Sec. 5‐12. Industrial Revenue Bonds. 

(a)  The City shall impose a fee upon any applicant for industrial revenue bonds which shall be set by the City 
Commission by separate resolution.according to the following schedule:  

1.  An application fee of one hundred dollars ($100.00).  

2.  A minimum additional fee of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00).  

3.  A fee of one dollar ($1.00) for each one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) of face amount of bonds proposed to 
be issued above three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000).  

(b)  The application fee shall be due upon first application and appearance before the Council. The minimum 
additional fee and other fees shall be non‐refundable and shall be imposed and due the day following the 
adoption of a resolution authorizing the project, whichever occurs later. If the Council does not authorize a 
project after public hearing no fee other than the application fee shall be charged.  

(c)  The purpose of the fees is to defray expenses, direct and indirect, to the City in the review and consideration 
of such projects and such fees shall go to the general fund of the City.  

(Ord. 1453, 12/3/79; Ord. 1620, 3/20/89) 

Sec. 6‐190.1. Special improvement district waivers. 

A.  Any applicant for a building permit and owner of the real property of such location, where any or all of 
certain public improvements have not been made of either curbs, gutter, sidewalks, storm drains, or street 
paving, shall be required to waive their right to protest the creation of any future special improvement 
district or districts for improvements, including curb, gutter, sidewalk, storm drainage, and paving that may 
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become assessable under a duly passed resolution to create a special improvement district or districts under 
applicable Montana statutes.  

B. The waiver described in subsection A of this Section shall be recorded at the Park County, Montana, office of
Clerk and Recorder. The waiver shall state that the waiver shall run with the land and shall be binding upon
subsequent owners of the real property.

C. A fee, to be set by the City Commission by separate resolution, of Fifteen Dollars ($15.00) shall be charged to
the applicant for costs associated with processing and recording the waiver.

(Ord. 1983, 2/20/07) 

Sec. 9‐26. Same—lien for charges: moving charges; payment of charges by owner. 

The City shall have a lien upon each impounded vehicle or trailer for the amount of the cost of removing and 
impounding such vehicle or trailer, plus such reasonable amount as may be charged by the depository storing such 
vehicle or trailer, plus an administrative charge of twenty‐five dollars ($25.00). In the event such vehicle or trailer is 
moved by the police or street department with its own equipment, the charge for moving it shall be fifteen dollars 
($15.00). In the event such vehicle or trailer is stored at police headquarters, the storage charge shall be two 
dollars and fifty cents ($2.50) per day. All such charges are declared to be reasonable and proper charges to cover 
the cost of hauling to the depository or police headquarters and storage therein. No impounded vehicle or trailer 
shall be released to any claimant without the payment of the charges provided in this section, unless the Chief of 
Police is reasonably satisfied that such vehicle or trailer was improperly impounded.  

(Code 1958, 28‐74; Ord. 1256, 9/14/73; Ord. 1701, 1/21/92; Ord. 1747, 6/21/93) 

Sec. 11‐70. Storage and transportation of liquefied petroleum gases—Establishment of limits. 

The storage and dispensing of flammable or combustible liquids in outside aboveground tanks and bulk 
storage of liquefied petroleum gases is to be permitted as follows:  

1. There shall be no new facilities installed for the storage of flammable or combustible liquids in outside
aboveground tanks or bulk storage of liquefied petroleum gases, except as follows:

2. Only upon special permit issued by the City of Livingston when, in the sole discretion of the Fire Chief,
such installation is not detrimental to the general welfare, health and safety of the residents of the City
of Livingston and then only if such aboveground storage tanks or bulk storage facilities meet the
following requirements:

a. Facilities of the type must be permitted by the Fire Code in effect in the City of Livingston at the
time of the application for special permit;

b. The facility must be installed in accordance with any and all applicable requirements set forth
and described in the Fire Code in effect in the City of Livingston at the time of the application for
special permit;

c. The aboveground and/or bulk storage tank or tanks must be listed and labeled in accordance
with any and all applicable requirements set forth and described in the Fire Code in effect in the
City of Livingston at the time of the application for special permit;

d. The aboveground storage tank must only be used for the storage and dispensing of combustible
liquids or liquefied petroleum gases;

e. Any public or private entity installing the facility must comply with all other applicable state,
federal, and local laws, statutes, rules, regulations, and ordinances;

f. Under no circumstances will an aboveground or bulk storage tank or tanks be allowed in any area
zoned residential, central business district or neighborhood commercial; and
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g.  All aboveground and/or bulk storage tank or tanks must be installed to include any and all safety 
devices and precautions the Fire Chief reasonably believes are necessary to protect the general 
welfare, health and safety of the residents of the City of Livingston, which may include, but are 
not limited to, leak detection or fire suppression measures.  

3.  Application and Application Fee. Any public or private entity desiring to install an aboveground or bulk 
storage tank or tanks must submit an application to the Fire Chief with an application fee, set by the 
City Commission by separate resolution in the amount of Two Hundred Fifty Dollars ($250.00), which 
fee shall be used to defray the costs of site inspection and approval.  

(Ord. 1307, 10/6/75; Ord. 1487, 7/6/81; Ord. 1849, 3/17/97; Ord. No. 2061 , § 1, 12/15/15; Ord. No. 3038 , 9/6/22) 

Sec. 12‐93. Notice to destroy. 

The Recording Secretary shall give notice to destroy weeds within the City limits by publishing notice to the 
public at least once each week for two (2) consecutive weeks in a newspaper distributed within the City. The last 
publication shall not be less than seven (7) days prior to April 30th. (For the calendar year 1990 these notices shall 
be published following the second reading of this chapter.) Such notice shall at a minimum advise the public as 
follows:  

A.  That all owners of real property or agents having control thereof are responsible for destroying all 
weeds in prohibited areas by extermination, removal or cutting not later than April 30th of each year 
and to keep the area free of weeds through November 30th of that year.  

B.  Failure to remove the offending weeds may cause the City to remove the weeds and charge the cost 
thereof against the real property together with an administrative cost equal to twenty‐five (25) percent 
of the removal cost and a penalty, to be set by the City Commission by separate resolution, of twenty‐
five dollars ($25.00) for each time the City provides the removal.  

(Ord. 1660, 6/4/90) 

Sec. 12‐94. Failure to comply. 

Upon first failure, neglect or refusal to maintain the prohibited areas free from weeds during the prescribed 
period, the City shall give notice to the noncomplying owner, agent or occupant thereof. Such notice shall provide 
as a minimum:  

A.  That the noncomplying owner, or agent thereof, is allowed seven (7) days from the date of the first 
notice of noncompliance to exterminate or remove;  

B.  That upon failure to comply the City may by its own work forces or by contract cause the weeds to be 
exterminated, removed or cut and the cost thereof shall be assessed against the noncomplying real 
property together with an additional administrative cost equal to twenty‐five (25) percent of the cost 
of removal and a penalty to be set by the City Commission by a separate resolutiontwenty‐five dollar 
($25.00) penalty;  

C.  If the owner, or agent of the property continues to neglect to maintain the prohibited areas free from 
weeds, the City may at its sole discretion exterminate, remove or cut the weeds again as needed 
without additional notice of any kind. Charges as in subsection (2), including penalty, will be assessed 
for each time the City removes the weeds;  

D.  That the assessed amount together with costs and penalties shall constitute a lien on the 
noncomplying real property and will be taxed as a special assessment against the real property. The 
City has the option of sending a monthly billing statement to the owner, agent or occupant of said 
premises which is due and payable upon receipt. Should this statement remain unpaid, within sixty (60) 
days all costs will be levied and assessed against the real property.  
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(Ord. 1660, 6/4/90) 

Sec. 13‐16. License—bond required—conditions. 

A.  All plumbers working in the public right‐of‐way shall file with Clerk a minimum bond in the sum of five 
thousand dollars ($5,000.00), which bond shall be approved by the governing body, conditioned that the 
licensee shall properly refill any and all trench or trenches made or dug by him in all thoroughfares of the 
City, and shall keep and maintain the same in a safe and passable condition, and level and even with the 
street surface for a period of two (2) years from and after the time the same has been refilled.  

B.  Anyone other than a plumber, must purchase a street opening permit from the City, the cost of which shall 
be set by the City Commisison by separate resolution, for five dollars ($5.00) and furnish proof of bonding as 
set forth in subsection A of this Section.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐19.1. Water system development fee. 

A.  Except for City owned buildings and facilities, a water system development fee shall be charged and shall be 
paid according to the size of the water service line utilized as set by the City Commission by separate 
resolution. follows:  

Meter Size   System Development Fee  
   
⅝   $750.00  
¾   750.00  
1   1,327.00  
1‐¼   2,077.00  
1‐½   3,000.00  
2   5,325.00  
3   12,000.00  
4   21,300.00  
6   24,000.00  
8  88,275.00  

 

B.  The water system development fee shall apply only to new service lines. The fee shall not apply to service 
lines already installed but not metered or to equivalent (but not larger) replacement lines that are replaced 
within one hundred twenty (120) days of termination of use of a service line.  

C.  The water system development fee shall be in addition to all other permit and tapping fees and shall have no 
impact upon the current practice of charging customers for additional expenses the City incurs in making a 
new connection into the City's water main. This practice of charging the new customer for these incidental 
expenses of materials and human‐power shall continue.  

D.  The water system development fee shall be paid at the same time as, or before obtaining a building permit. 
All moneys collected through this water system development fee shall be deposited directly into the capital 
improvements subaccount of the Livingston Water Utility Enterprise Fund Account. The account shall only be 
used for capital improvements of the City's water system. The account shall not be used for replacement nor 
maintenance of existing lines and/or facilities.  

(Ord. 1704, 5/4/92; Ord. 1787, 10/17/94; Ord. 1829, 6/3/96: Ord. 1931 § 1 (part), 11/17/03; Ord. No. 3005 , § 2, 
4/20/21) 
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Sec. 13‐25. Private water supply—permit—inspection—fee. 

A.  Every person who owns or occupies premises which are furnished water from the municipal water system, 
and who has or intends to construct a private water supply system on the premises, must apply to the City 
Building Inspector for a yearly permit to have such private water supply system.  

B.  There shall be an annual fee, to by set by separate resolution by the City Commission, of ten dollars ($10.00) 
for such permit which shall be initially granted only after an inspection of the private water supply system by 
the Building Inspector.  

C.  The Building Inspector is authorized to inspect such private water supply system thereafter as often as they 
deems necessary, but not less than annually.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐38. Water service—discontinuance. 

Should the consumer desire to discontinue the use of water temporarily, or should the premises become 
vacant, the City, when notified to do so in writing, will shut off the water at the curb.  

A.  Termination of Service by Customer. Customer shall give Utility at least twenty‐four (24) hours' notice, 
Saturdays, Sundays and holidays excluded, to terminate service, unless a longer notice of termination is 
provided for in the Livingston Water Department Consumer Contract.  

B.  Discontinuance and Refusal of Service by Utility. Utility may refuse to serve or discontinue service to 
any customer or prospective customer including any other member of the same household or firm as 
follows:  

1.  Without Notice:  

a.  In the event of any condition determined by the Utility to be hazardous,  

b.  In the event of customer use of equipment in such a manner as to adversely affect the 
Utility's equipment or the Utility's service to others,  

c.  In the event of any unauthorized use or diversion of service or when any evidence of 
tampering with meter or interference with the proper functioning thereof is found,  

d.  Upon receipt of orders from government authority to discontinue service;  

2.  Upon Not Less than Twenty‐Four (24) Hours:  

a.  For violation of and/or noncompliance with any applicable Federal, State, Municipal or 
other local laws, regulations, and codes,  

b.  For failure of the customer to fulfill their contractual obligations for service,  

c.  For failure of the customer to permit Utility reasonable access to equipment owned by the 
Utility;  

3.  Upon Ten (10) Days' Written Notice:  

a.  Waste of water is prohibited, and customers must keep their fixtures and service pipes in 
good order at their own expense, and all waterways closed when not in use. Leaky fixtures 
must be repaired at once without waiting for notice from the Utility, and if not repaired 
after ten (10) days' written notice is given, the water may be shut off,  

b.  For nonpayment of unified Utility service bill, including billing for water, sewer and garbage 
service and for nonpayment of any portion of Utility bill following reasonable attempts by 
Utility to effect collection of settlement. Reasonable attempts shall include:  

1.  Mailing of routine monthly Utility bill,  
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2.  When the account is not paid within thirty (30) days of date of mailing, a "friendly reminder" will 
be mailed,  

3.  When the account is not paid within ten (10) days of date of delivering of the "friendly reminder," 
a "final notice" will be delivered. This may be left at the residence if the owner is not at home. 
This "final notice" will be delivered by the Code Enforcement Officer and a fee set by the City 
Commission by separate resolution the cost of five dollars ($5.00) will be added to the bill.  

4.  The "final bill" will contain the statement:  

Water service will be disconnected at 10:00 a.m. on the third work day following date of delivery. 
You may appeal this bill by appealing in writing and delivery to Public Works Director at City 
offices at 414 E. Callender Street, Livingston, MT. The City Manager may appoint either the Utility 
Superintendent or Public Works Director to hold a hearing on the appeal.  

5.  Five (5) days after written notification of the City Hearings Officer of decision, the water may be 
turned off if satisfactory payment has not been made per the Hearing Officer decision.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90; unnumbered Ord., 5/21/90) 

Sec. 13‐42. Water service—violation—penalty. 

For violation of any of rules set out in Sections 13‐30 through 13‐44 or for nonpayment of water usage, the 
City has the right to turn off the water without further notice, and after it has been turned off from any service 
pipe on account of nonpayment or violation of the rules, the same shall not be turned on again until back payment 
and the cost to turn the water off and on are paid. The charge for this service shall be set by separate resolution of 
the City Commission. Thirty‐Five Dollars ($35.00) during normal working hours and Sixty Dollars ($60.00) for any 
other time.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐55. Contract for service. 

The rules and regulations of the City set out in Secs. 13‐30 through 13‐70 are made a part of the contract 
with every individual, firm, corporation, who takes water, and every such individual, firm, or corporation agrees, in 
making application for water and sewer, to be bound thereby. The customer service contract shall be as per the 
following format:  

CITY OF LIVINGSTON  

 WATER AND SEWER CONSUMER CONTRACT   DATE  
NEW OWNER   TAP NO.  
PREVIOUS OWNER   DISTRICT_____CLASS  
PROPERTY ADDRESS   EFFECTIVE DATE  
 
(City)    (State)    (Zip)  

METER  
(Book/Page)  

MAIL TO NAME  
MAIL TO ADDRESS  
 
(City)    (State) (Zip)  

CLERK  

 

SELLER: CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA  

In consideration of these premises, the City agrees to sell and deliver water and sewer services to Consumer 
at the above address and Consumer agrees to pay for all water, sewer and garbage services delivered to said 
address at the rate in force. Metered rate payments for water under this Agreement shall be due and 
payable on or before the 10th day after statement rendered for water delivered during the previous month.  
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If Consumer is in default under this Agreement, the City may immediately discontinue water deliveries 
hereunder until such default shall be corrected; including payment as stipulated, to cover the cost of turning 
water off and on.  

In addition to the foregoing and all other remedies available, it is agreed all sums that shall be due and 
unpaid under this contract shall be and are hereby made pursuant to Section 71‐3‐102 , M.C.A., a charge or 
lien against the real property to which the water has been delivered.  

Consumer agrees to abide by all City water, sewer and garbage ordinances in Chapter 13 of the Code of 
Ordinances and rules and regulations of the City governing use of the water and sewer service delivered. All 
such rules and regulations applicable as they shall from time to time may be amended shall be deemed a 
part of this contract.  

Water services shall be considered on and available unless the City turns the water off at the curb box.  

Consumer understands and agrees that the City of Livingston is not responsible for maintenance and repair 
of the curb box and service line from the main into the improvements on the property. Consumer further 
agrees that the curb box must be available to the City at all times. Consumer is responsible for costs involved 
with maintaining service line from main line to curb box.  

Consumer grants the City's agent or other authorized persons access at reasonable hours to any premises 
where water is used for the purpose of making inspection or investigations.  

The Consumer agrees to the above stated regulations and notes:  

a. Utility bills are delinquent 30 days after mailing.  

b. Disconnected services will not be reconnected for 24 hours from disconnection. The cost of this service 
shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution.This service will cost thirty‐five dollars during 
normal work hours and sixty dollars at other times for reconnection.  

c. Consumer assumes all risks of freezing of service pipes and meter from the service box into said property 
and will pay all costs incident to the immediate thawing and repairing service.  

d. Consumer agrees to not allow leaks to remain inside property ahead of the installed meter.  

e. City personnel may shut off the water service to said premises for failure to comply with the rules and 
regulations.  

Delay by the City in enforcing its remedies hereunder shall never be deemed a waiver of such default or the 
remedies herein provided; and an actual waiver of one default hereunder shall be deemed a waiver of any 
other default whether prior or subsequent.  

Delinquent utility bills shall accrue interest at the rate of ten percent (10%) per annum. Water, sewer and 
garbage services are billed as a part of the monthly bill for a unified utility service billing. Water service will 
be terminated if the entire unified billing is not paid.  

This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the Consumer, has successors or assigns.  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties do hereby execute these presents.  

 CITY OF LIVINGSTON   CONSUMER  
WATER DEPARTMENT    
   
 BY:_______   _______ 
(Date)   (Date) 

 

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90; unnumbered Ord., 5/21/90) 
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Sec. 13‐57. Water bill—charges. 

If water service is turned off (other than emergency) at the request of the owner, and turned on again, the 
charge for this service shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution. twenty dollars ($20.00) during 
normal working hours and forty dollars ($40.00) for any other time.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐82. Fire protection. 

A.  Private Fire Lines. A private fire line will be charged an annual fee for capability to supply meter and maintain 
line to the curb stop. This fee shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution. 

Line Size   Annual Rate  
2‐inch line   $ 37.50  
3‐inch line   $ 56.20  
4‐inch line   $ 87.50  
6‐inch line   $156.20  
8‐inch line   $212.50  
12‐inch line   $437.50  

 

B.  Public Fire Hydrant Charges. The annual charge per hydrant in a private line shall be based on the number of 
hydrants in service at the beginning of the fiscal year and shall be set by the City Commission by separate 
resolution. fifty dollars ($50.00) per hydrant.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐83. Miscellaneous water rates. 

A.  Standpipe Water Sales. The rate for standpipe water sales shall be set by the City Commission by separate 
resolution.twenty‐five cents ($.25) per one hundred fifty gallons or major portion thereof with a minimum 
charge of one dollar ($1.00) per tank load.  

B.  Swimming Pool—Municipal. The rate for a municipal swimming pool shall be the commercial metered rate.  

C.  Park Irrigation. The rate for park irrigation shall be the metered rate.  

D.  All Schools. The rate for schools shall be the metered rate.  

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90) 

Sec. 13‐97. Reimbursement calculations. 

Reimbursement under this section shall be determined by the City using the following criteria:  

A.  The total potential users of the constructed water main extension shall be estimated on the basis of 
the most probable development of lots adjacent to this water main extension, the capacity of the 
installation, and the capacity of City water mains.  

B.  The standard method, not to exclude other methods or factors, of estimating the number of total 
potential users shall be that one potential user will be allowed per fifty (50) feet of lot frontage. The 
total potential use by the applicant shall be similarly determined and included in the total of potential 
users.  

C.  The cost for a water service tap from the water main extension shall be found by dividing the total cost 
of the water main installation by the total potential users of the water main extension.  
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D. No person shall be reimbursed a greater amount than the total cost of the water main installation less
that person's total potential use multiplied by the cost per water service tap.

E. Commercial property, industrial property, multifamily property and other property of a similar nature
will have reimbursement calculated by a method considering customary usage and deemed
appropriate by the City.

F. For purposes of administering this section, each party, including the party extending the water main,
shall be charged a fee set by the City Commission by separate resolution of fifteen dollars ($15.00) for
each water service tap.

G. Adjacent property for purposes of calculation shall only be property living immediately adjacent to the
main except for extensions into a planned subdivision wherein the line is owned by the owner within
the subdivision.

H. The City may hire an engineer to make the reimbursement calculation described in this section in
which event the engineering fees shall be added to the reimbursement fee to be paid by the party
paying the reimbursement.

(Ord. 1658, 5/8/90; Ord. 1781, 9/6/94) 

Sec. 14‐13.2. Sewer main extensions. 

A. An application must be submitted to the office of the Public Works Director and approved before a City
sewer trunk line or a City sewer main may be extended. The application for connection shall be submitted by
the City Manager to the City Commission with the City Manager's review, recommendations and suggested
connection fee. A connection to the City's sewer by a person or business whose premises are located outside
the City shall require a Waiver of Protest of Annexation and a request for withdrawal from the Rural Fire
District and the City Manager to make a recommendation to the City Commission to approve extension. In
addition, any person or business located outside of the City and currently receiving utility services from the
City shall be required to consent to annexation in order to receive continued services. Approval, disapproval,
or amendment by the City Commission shall constitute final action upon the application.

City sewer mains are normally eight (8) inches or larger in diameter. Sewer trunk lines carry the largest 
quantity of sewage in the City's system, and taps shall be held to an absolute minimum. City sewer mains 
serve as collection systems for neighborhoods and are tapped for service lines. The sewer main line will be 
extended to the far side of the property as designated by the City.  

B. The application for connection shall set forth the location of the proposed line and connection. The capacity
of the line and type of pipe shall be set forth. Any engineering studies shall be enumerated and the Public
Works Director may request, if they desire, a copy of such study. The Public Works Director may also request
that the method and plan of construction be set forth in more detail by way of maps and diagrams. Applicant
must submit appropriate plans approved by the Department of Health and Environmental Science.

C. To be entitled to reimbursement for connections by other applicants to a sewer main installed under the
provisions of this Section, the applicant must submit an itemized and substantiated summary of the total
cost of the sewer main installations. Documentation may include a copy of bills for the project. Applicant
may submit suggested reimbursement fees.

D. Before any person may install a service connection from a sewer main, and if within ten (10) years from the
original date of an extension, the applicant shall be required to make a payment on a proportionate basis in
accordance with this Section. The payment as set forth herein shall be paid to the City for direct
reimbursement to the original applicant, and the payment must be made before the new applicant
connection permit may be granted. The City's charge for connection to the City's sewer system must also be
paid.

E. Reimbursement under this Section shall be determined initially by the Public Works Director using the
following criteria:
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1. The total potential users of the sewer main extension shall be estimated on the basis of the most
probable development of lots adjacent to the sewer main extension, the capacity of the installation,
and the capacity of City sewer mains.

Commercial property, industrial property, multi‐family property and other property of a similar 
nature will have reimbursement calculated by a method deemed appropriate by the City considering 
projected usage and local effect upon the system.  

2. The standard method, not to exclude other methods or factors, of estimating the number of total
potential users shall be that one potential user will be allotted per fifty (50) feet of lot frontage. The
total potential use by the applicant shall be similarly determined and included in the total of potential
users.

3. The cost for a sewer service tap from the sewer main extension shall be found by dividing the total cost
of the sewer main installation by the total potential users of the sewer main extension.

4. No person shall be reimbursed a greater amount than the total cost of the sewer main installation less
that person's total potential use multiplied by the cost per sewer service tap.

5. Review of the reimbursement determination may be made by the City Commission as outlined in
subsection (A) of this Section.

F. For purposes of administering this Section, each person, including the person extending the sewer main,
shall be charged an additional fee set by the City Commission by separate resolution. of Fifteen Dollars
($15.00).

(Ord. 1329, 7/19/76; Ord. 1639, 12/89; Ord. 1802, 1/17/95; Ord. 1804, 1/17/95; Ord. 1868, 2/2/98: Ord. 1925 § 1, 
4/21/03; Ord. No. 3005 , § 2, 4/20/21) 

Sec. 14‐13.3. Wastewater system development fee. 

A. Except for city owned buildings and facilities, a wastewater (sewerage) utility development fee shall be
charged and shall be paid according to the size of the water service line installed for the development set by
the City Commission by separate resolution.  as follows:

Meter Size   System Development Fee  

⅝″  $875.00  
¾″  875.00  
1″  1,550.00  
1‐¼″  2,425.00  
1‐½″  3,500.00  
2″  6,210.00  
3″  14,000.00  
4″  24,850.00  
6″  28,000.00  
8″  102,987.00  

B. This new wastewater system development fee shall have no impact upon the current practice of charging
customers for additional expenses the City incurs in making a new connection into the City's wastewater
collection system main. This practice of charging the new customer for these incidental expenses of
materials and manpower shall continue.

C. The wastewater development fee must be paid before obtaining a building permit and/or before the water is
turned on. All moneys collected through this wastewater system development fee shall be deposited directly
into the Livingston Sewer Enterprise Fund's Capital Improvement Account. The account shall only be used for
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capital improvements of the City's wastewater system. The account shall not be used for replacement nor 
maintenance of existing lines and/or facilities.  

(Ord. 1705, 5/4/92; Ord. 1788, 10/17/94; Ord. 1833, 6/17/96) 

Sec. 14‐82. Private sewage disposal. 

1. Where a public sanitary or combined sewer is not available under the provisions of Division 2, Sec. 4, the
building sewer shall be connected to a private sewage disposal system complying with the provisions of this
division.

2. Before commencement of construction of a private sewage disposal system the owner shall first obtain a
written permit signed by the Public Works Director. The application for such permit shall be made on a form
furnished by the City, which the applicant shall supplement by any plans, specifications, and other
information as are deemed necessary by the Public Works Director. A permit and inspection fee shall be set
by the City Commission by separate resolution of fifteen (15) dollars shall be paid to the City of Livingston at
the time the application is filed.  

3. A permit for a private sewage disposal system shall not become effective until the installation is completed
to the satisfaction of the Public Works Director. They shall be allowed to inspect the work at any stage of
construction and, in any event, the applicant for the permit shall notify the Public Works Director when the
work is ready for final inspection, and before any underground portions are covered. The inspection shall be
made within forty‐eight (48) hours of the receipt of notice by the Public Works Director.

4. The type, capacities, location, and layout of a private sewage disposal system shall comply with all
recommendations of the Department of Public Health of the State of Montana. No permit shall be issued for
any private sewage disposal system employing subsurface soil absorption facilities where the area of the lot
is less than square feet. No septic tank or cesspool shall be permitted to discharge to any natural outlet.

5. At such time as a public sewer becomes available to a property served by a private sewage disposal system,
as provided in Division 3, Sec. 4, a direct connection shall be made to the public sewer in compliance with
this chapter, and any septic tanks, cesspools, and similar private sewage disposal facilities shall be
abandoned and filled with suitable material.

6. The owner shall operate and maintain the private sewage disposal facilities in a sanitary manner at all times,
at no expense to the City.

7. No statement contained in this Division shall be construed to interfere with any additional requirements that
may be imposed by the health officer.

8. When a public sewer becomes available, the building sewer shall be connected to said sewer within sixty (60)
days and the private sewage disposal system shall be cleaned of sludge and filled with clean bank‐run gravel
or dirt.
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Sec. 14‐83. Building sewers and connections. 

1. No unauthorized person shall uncover, make any connections with or opening into, use, alter, or disturb any
public sewer or appurtenance thereof without first obtaining a written permit from the Public Works
Director.

2. There shall be two (2) classes of building sewer permits: (a) for residential and commercial service, and (b)
for service to establishments producing industrial wastes. In either case, the owner or their agent shall make
application on a special form furnished by the City. The permit application shall be supplemented by any
plans, specifications, or other information considered pertinent in the judgment of the Public Works
Director. A permit and inspection fee shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution of fifteen
dollars ($15.00) for a residential or commercial building sewer permit and twenty‐five dollars ($25.00) for an
industrial building sewer permit shall be paid to the City at the time the application is filed.

An additional charge for connection to the City's sewer system shall be one hundred fifty dollars 
($150.00) for single‐family and commercial connections. Multiple units using a single tap shall be charged an 
additional fifty dollars ($50.00) per unit. Industrial connections charges shall be one hundred fifty dollars 
($150.00) plus fifty dollars ($50.00) for each multiple of an average residential use. The fees must accompany 
the original application. In addition, the user shall be charged for any City time and material in making the 
connection to City lines.  

(Ord. 1640, 12/89) 

3. All applications for industrial waste permits shall be approved by the City Council after review and
recommendation by the Council Health and Sanitation Committee.

4. All costs and expenses incident to the installation and connection of the building sewer shall be borne by the
owner. The owner shall indemnify the City from any loss or damage that may directly or indirectly be
occasioned by the installation of the building sewer. The building owner shall maintain at the building
owner's sole expense the building sewer or service line from the City main to the building.

(Ord. 1786, 9/19/94) 

5. A separate and independent building sewer shall be provided for every building; except where one building
stands at the rear of another on an interior lot and no private sewer is available or can be constructed to the
rear building through an adjoining alley, court, yard, or driveway, the building sewer from the front building
may be extended to the rear building and the whole considered as one building sewer.

6. Old building sewers may be used in connection with new buildings only when they are found, on
examination and test by the City, to meet all requirements of the ordinance codified in this Chapter.

7. The size, slope, alignment, materials of construction of all sanitary sewers, including building sewers, and the
methods to be used in excavating, placing of the pipe, jointing, testing, and backfilling the trench, shall all
conform to the requirements of the building and plumbing code or other applicable rules and regulations of
the City. In the absence of code provisions or in amplification thereof, the materials and procedures set forth
in appropriate specifications of the A.S.T.M. and W.P.C.F. Manual of Practice No. 9 shall apply.

8. Whenever possible, the building sewer shall be brought to the building at an elevation below the basement
floor. In all buildings in which any building drain is too low to permit gravity flow to the public sewer, sanitary
sewage carried by such building drain shall be lifted by an approved means and discharged to the building
sewer.

9. No person shall make connection of roof downspouts, exterior foundation drains, areaway drains, or other
sources of surface runoff or groundwater to a building sewer or building drain which in turn is connected
directly or indirectly to a public sanitary sewer.
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10.  The connection of the building sewer to the public sewer shall conform to the requirements of the building 
and plumbing code or other applicable rules and regulations of the City, or the procedures set forth in 
appropriate specifications of A.S.T.M. and the W.P.C.F. Manual of Practice No. 9. All such connections shall 
be made gas‐tight and watertight. Any deviation from the prescribed procedures and materials must be 
approved by the Public Works Director before installation.  

11.  The applicant for the building sewer permit shall notify the Public Works Director when the building sewer is 
ready for inspection and connection to the public sewer. The connection shall be made under the supervision 
of the Public Works Director or their representative.  

12.  All excavations for building sewer installation shall be adequately guarded with barricades and lights so as to 
protect the public from hazard. Streets, sidewalks, parkways, and other public property disturbed in the 
course of the work shall be restored in a manner satisfactory to the City.  

(Ord. 1375, 10/4/77) 

Sec. 26‐40. Snow removal vehicles—permit requirements. 

A.  Any person operating motorized equipment or vehicles for snow removal for hire shall be required to have a 
City permit.  

B.  All permit holders and all Federal, State or local governmental entities and school districts shall comply with 
the City Ordinances and with requirements for removal and deposit of snow as set forth in regulations set 
forth in writing by the City Public Works Superintendent.  

C.  Each permit shall cost an amount to be set by the City Commission by separate resolution Fifteen Dollars 
($15.00) per year and shall be purchased by January 31st of each year without proration.  

(Ord. 1940 § 1 (part), 3/15/04) 

Sec. 26‐107. Driveway construction—permit and supervision. 

Before any person builds or constructs a driveway from private property and where concrete curbing must 
be removed to any City street, a written permit shall be obtained from the City to permit a curb cut and driveway 
construction. The City Building Department must approve all plans and specifications for the construction of the 
driveway. A permit fee shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution.of One Hundred Dollars 
($100.00) shall be charged for each curb cut in a two (2) hour parking zone. In all other areas, the permit fee shall 
be Thirty Dollars ($30.00). The Building Department may supervise the construction of the curb cut and driveway 
to see that specifications are met.  

(Ord. 1940 § 1 (part), 3/15/04) 

Sec. 29‐18. Fees. 

A processing fee shall be set by the City Commission by separate resolution and of fifty dollars ($50.00) shall 
be submitted with each permit application.  

(Ord. No. 2033, § I, 8/16/11) 

Sec. 30.84. Investigation fee. 

Whenever work for which a variance is required has commenced without first obtaining a variance, an 
investigation fee, in addition to the variance filing fee, shall be charged. The investigation fee shall be set by the 
City Commission by separate resolution Fifty Dollars ($50.00). The fee must be paid prior to submission of a 
variance application. The payment of such investigation fee shall not exempt any person from compliance with all 
other provisions of this article, nor from any penalty prescribed by law.  

SECTION 2 
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Statutory Interpretation and Repealer: 

Any and all resolutions, ordinances and sections of the Livingston Municipal Code and parts thereof in 
conflict herewith are hereby repealed. 

SECTION 3 

Severability: 

If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any person or circumstance is held invalid, 
such invalidity shall not affect the other provisions of this ordinance which may be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application and, to this end, the provisions of this ordinance are declared to be severable. 

SECTION 4 

Savings Provision: 

This ordinance does not affect the rights or duties that matured, penalties and assessments that were 
incurred or proceedings that began before the effective dates of this ordinance. 

SECTION 5 

Effective date: 

This ordinance will become effective 30 days after the second and final adoption. 

* * * * *

PASSED by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana, on first reading at a regular session 
thereof held on the 19th day of September, 2023. 

MELISSA NOOTZ, CHAIR 

ATTEST: 

EMILY HUTCHINSON
City Clerk

* * * * *

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED, by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana, 
on second reading at a regular session thereof held on the 3rd day of October, 2023. 

MELISSA NOOTZ, CHAIR 

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

JON HESSE EMILY HUTCHINSON
City Clerk City Attorney 
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PUBLIC NOTICE 

NOTICE, is hereby given the Livingston City Commission will conduct a public hearing on Tuesday, October 3rd at 
5:30 p.m. after the second reading of ORDINANCE NO. 3045: AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY 
COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, AMENDING THE LIVINGSTON 
MUNICIPAL CODE, TO REMOVE ANY PERMIT AND FEE AMOUNTS AND REPLACE THEM WITH 
LANGUAGE TO SET AMOUNTS VIA RESOLUTION.  This public hearing will be conducted in the 
Community Room of the City/County Complex at 414 E. Callendar Street, Livingston, MT.  For additional 
information contact Paige Fetterhoff at (406) 823-6003. 

Please publish twice on: 

September 23rd and September 30th  
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File Attachments for Item:

A. RESOLUTION 5110: ESTABLISHING A FEE SCHEDULE AND CHARGES FOR ALL 

DEPARTMENTS
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City Manager Chairperson 
Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 
 
220 E Park Street  Vice Chair 
(406) 823-6000 phone  Karrie Kahle 
             
  Commissioners 
citymanager@livingtonmontana.com  Mel Friedman 
www.livingstonmontana.org  Quentin Schwarz 

  Torrey Lyons 
  
 Incorporated 1889 

Date:   10/3/2023 
To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 
From:  Paige Fetterhoff 
 

Staff Report for Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
 

Recommendation and Summary 
Staff is recommending the Commission Approve Resolution 5110 to establish and adopt a City-
wide fee schedule by adopting the following motion:  
 
“I move to approve Resolution Number 5110 and authorize the Chair to sign Resolution Number 
5110.” 
 
The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 

 Most fees currently charged by the City were established more than 10 years ago and have 
not been updated since.  Because fees are not updated on regular basis, they are not 
reflective the actual cost to provide these services. 

 Establishing all fees within one resolution will make the process of changing fees simpler 
over time and provide consistency across departments. 

 
Introduction and History 
City fees and permits have been updated and changed in several different ways over the years.  
Some fees were set by resolution while others were set by ordinance.  Because of varying 
processes, it is difficult to determine what fees actually were and who was responsible for updating 
them.  Staff introduced Ordinance 3045 to remove fees from City Code in an effort to move to a 
process that allows for all permits and fees to be set by resolution.  
 
Analysis 
Currently many fees charged by the City do not cover the actual cost of the service provided.  Fees 
have been reviewed to ensure these costs are recovered by those receiving the service including 
attaching certain fees directly to the cost charged to the City by a vendor when appropriate. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Overall, there will be an increase in revenue across multiple funds of the City as fees are aligned 
with costs. 
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Strategic Alignment 
Ensuring adequate recovery of costs will enable sustainable City operations 
 
Attachments 

 Resolution no. 5110 
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RESOLUTION NO. 5110  
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA 
ESTABLISHING A FEE SCHEDULE AND CHARGES FOR ALL CITY DEPARTMENTS. 

 

________________ 

 
 WHEREAS, the City incurs administrative costs in processing applications, enforcing codes, administering 
regulations, maintaining facilities, monitoring project development, engaging the public, reviewing proposals, 
providing support, and conducting required inspections; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Livingston Municipal Code and 7-21-4101, MCA authorizes the establishment and 
adoption of fees to cover the administrative costs of reviewing applications for any service provided by the City of 
Livingston; and 
 

WHEREAS, each department within the City of Livingston has quantified the costs of processing and 
administering each application specific to that department; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana as 

follows: 
 
That the City Commission hereby rescinds all existing fee schedules established and adopted prior to the date 

of this resolution in their entirety and establishes a comprehensive fee schedule for all city fees in Exhibit A, which is 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference and are hereby established pursuant to 7-21-4101, MCA. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Commission of the City of Livingston, Montana this 3rd day of 

October, 2023. 
 
 
            
      MELISSA NOOTZ -  Chairperson 

  
 
ATTEST:           APPROVED AS TO FORM:  
  
  
               
EMILY HUTCHINSON    JON HESSE 
City Clerk          City Attorney
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Parks Department 
Memorial Bench $1,200 
Tree cut permit $50 
Tree planting permit $50 

 
Street Department 

Street Cut Permit  
Permit 
Degradation fee – based on age of street 

0-1 year 
1-2 years 
2-3 years 
3-4 years 
4-5 years 
5+ years 

$75 
 
$3.50/sq. foot 
$3.00/sq. foot 
$2.50/sq. foot 
$2.00/sq. foot 
$1.50/sq. foot 
$1.00/sq. foot 

Sidewalk and/or driveway curb cut permit $50 
$200 within 2 hour zones 

Street/alley/sidewalk closure permit $100 
Application for special parking spaces $100 application fee + $50/year 
Public right of way utility occupancy $100 

 
Water Department 

Water Meter and Parts Fees 
5/8” Meter 
1” Meter 
1 ½” Meter 
2” Meter 
Meter Transceiver Unit (MXU) 
Meter with MXU and fittings 
Gaskets and tail pieces (2 of each/meter) 

Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 
Supplier cost + 15% 

Shut-off or Turn-on 
Regular working hours 
Monday – Saturday after hours 
Sunday and holidays 
Temporary off or on 

$50 
$120 
$160 
$40 

Annual fire line connection 
2” 
3” 
4” 
6” 
8” 
12” 

$100 
$150 
$200 
$250 
$350 
$500 

Hydrant water $5/hookup + $7/1000 gallons 
Tap Fees 
  *In addition to staff time, equipment costs, and materials 

Single Unit 
Townhouse 

$200 
$400 

Public fire hydrant annual fee $250 
Utility Late Payment $15 
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Sewer Department 
Septic dumping $0.15/gallon 
Pumping of vault toilets $100.00 
Cleaning of grease in sewer main $240.00 
RV dumping $7 for City Residents 

$9 for Non-Residents 
Tap Fees 
  *In addition to staff time, equipment costs, and materials 

Single Unit 
Townhouse 

$200 
$400 

 
Solid Waste Department 

Extra trash can pick-up $20/occurrence 
Roll-off rental $125/month + cost of disposal 
Roll-off service $250/month + $75/pickup 
  

Transfer Station 
Minimum disposal fee $7.00 
*Household and commercial garbage $75.21/ton 
*Construction waste $82.48/ton 
*Concrete, bricks, pavers, large rocks, and asphalt $80.00/ton 
*Branches over 8”in diameter $30.00/ton 
*Commercial green waste $30.00/ton 
*Clean fill dirt $7.50/ton 
*Manure/straw $30.00/ton 
*Tires 

Passenger car/small truck tire 
Truck tire 
Heavy equipment tire 

 
$7.50/tire + $72.67/ton 
$15.00/tire + $72.67/ton 
$30.00/tire + $72.67/ton 

*Refrigerators, freezers, and air conditioners with 
freon 

$60.00 

*Refrigerators and freezers not free of food debris $75.21/ton 
*Vehicle oil $2.50/gallon 
*Antifreeze $3.00/gallon 
*Florescent bulbs $2.50/bulb 
Compost $10.00/bucket 

*adjusted annually based on disposal contract 

 

Administrative Public Works Fees 
Project Manager $70/hour 
Inspector $45/hour 
Sewer & Water Service Inspection $100/each 
Contract Plans and Specifications $70/hour 
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Public Works Time and Equipment 
Staff time 
 Billed based on the most current negotiated wage and benefits for the individual providing the service. 
23-24 Rates 

Superintendent 
Lead 
Utility 2 
Maintenance I 
Maintenance II 
Maintenance II-HE 

Regular Time 
$42.87 
$38.89 
$38.85 
$32.87 
$36.60 
$37.00 

Overtime 
$53.24 
$47.35 
$47.28 
$38.44 
$43.95 
$44.55 

Double Time 
$70.54 
$62.73 
$62.64 
$50.92 
$58.23 
$59.01 

Equipment 
 The City of Livingston uses the most recent Schedule of Equipment Rates provided by FEMA found  
 at the following link: 
  https://www.fema.gov/assistance/public/tools-resources/schedule-equipment-rates 
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Mountain View Cemetery Rates 

Plot Sales 
Full Size Grave $425 
Infant/Child Grave $150 

Cemetery Services – Grave Opening and Closing* 
Full Size Grave (12 person hours) $800 
Full Size Grave – Weekend $965 
Full Size Grave – Holiday $1,100 
Infant/Child Grave (10 person hours) $660 
Infant/Child Grave – Weekend $805 
Infant/Child Grave – Holiday $920 
Cremation (10 person hours) $195 
Cremation – Weekend $290 
Cremation – Holiday $315 
Winter Surcharge when Ground is Frozen $75 

Other Services 
Disinterment Based on time and materials 
Park County Indigent Burial (Adult) $150 
Park County Indigent Burial (Infant/Child) $50 

*Rates are based on average person hours for grave opening and closing and tied to employee wages, per 
the most recently approved CBA, plus backhoe hours equal to ½ of the person hours.  Backhoe rates are 
determined using the most recent Schedule of Equipment Rates provided by FEMA. 

88



Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 6  

 
Planning Fees 
Subdivisions 

Minor Subdivision (5 or fewer lots) 
First Minor 

 Preliminary Plat 
 Final Plat 

Subsequent Minor 
 Preliminary Plat 
 Final Plat 

 
 
$500 + ongoing billing* 
$300 
 
$500+ $40/lot + ongoing billing* 
$300 

Major Subdivision (More than 5 lots) 
Preliminary Plant 
Final Plat 

 
$1,200 + $40/lot + ongoing billing* 
$500 + ongoing billing* 

By rent or Lease/RV Space or Mobile Home Lots 
5 or Fewer Units 

 Preliminary Review 
 Final Review 

More than 5 Units 
 Preliminary Review 
 Final Review 

 
 
$500 + ongoing billing* 
$300 
 
$1,200 + ongoing billing* 
$500 + ongoing billing* 

 
Miscellaneous Planning Fees 

Special Exception Permit $550 + ongoing billing* 
Variance $500 
Zoning Map Amendment $750 + $7/each property with 300’ + ongoing 

billing* 
Zoning Text Amendment $750 + ongoing billing* 
Site Plan Review $1,000 + ongoing billing* 
Subdivision Exemption $200 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) $2,000 
Phased PUD $700/phase 

*Ongoing Billing – when subsequent review of applications is required 

 Additional charges billed at $100/hour in half hour increments and will be incurred after the planning 
review of the application is completed.  Fees must be paid within 30 days of billing.  No building 
permit shall be issued until all outstanding planning fees are paid. 

 The hourly billing rate of $100/hour is for Planning and Public Works staff review time.  Mailing and 
public notices are included in the base fee.  Public Works Engineering review includes, but is not 
limited to, the following services: 

o Utilities 
o Infrastructure 
o Design Reports 
o Capacity Checks/Letters 
o Fire Service Lines 

 Subsequent Public Works Engineering Review after initial plans will be incurred at $200/hour in 1 
hour increments. 

 
 
 

89



Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 7  

 
Building Fees 

Building Permit Fees 
Total Valuation Fee 
$1.00 to $500.00 $23.50 
$500.01 to $2,000.00 $23.50 for the first $500 plus $3.05 for each 

additional $100, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $2,000 

$2,000.01 to $25,000.00 $69.25 for the first $2,000 plus $14.00 for each 
additional $1,000, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $25,000 

$25,000.01 to $50,000.00 $391.25 for the first $25,000 plus $10.10 for each 
additional $1,000, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $50,000 

$50,000.01 to $100,000.00 $643.75 for the first $50,000 plus $7.00 for each 
additional $1,000, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $100,000 

$100,000.01 to $500,000.00 $993.75 for the first $100,000 plus $5.60 for each 
additional $1,000, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $500,000 

$500,000.01 to $1,000,000.00 $3,233.75 for the first $500,000 plus $4.75 for 
each additional $1,000, or fraction thereof, to and 
including $1,000,000 

Over $1,000,000.00 $5,608.75 for the first $1,000,000 plus $3.65 for 
each additional $1,000, or fraction thereof 

Plan review fees A separate plan review fee will be charged for 
each building permit issued in excess of $15,000.  
This fee will be equal to 65% of the building 
permit fee as determined by the building permit 
fee schedule 

 
Other Building Inspection Fees 

Inspections outside of normal business hours 
(minimum charge – 2 hours) 

Overtime rate + benefits of assistant building 
inspector (currently $53.89) 

Inspections with no fee specifically indicated 
(minimum charge – ½ hour) 

Overtime rate + benefits of assistant building 
inspector (currently $53.89) 

Additional plan review required by changes, 
additions or revisions to plans 
(minimum charge – ½ hour) 

Overtime rate + benefits of assistant building 
inspector (currently $53.89) 

For use of outside consultants for plan review or 
inspection or both 

Actual costs 

 
A separate plan review fee will be charged for each building permit issued in excess of $15,000.  This fee 
will be equal to 65% of the building permit fee as determined by the  
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Program Fees 
Aquatics Programs 

Program Name Resident Fee Non-Resident Fee 
Group Swim Lessons 
Junior Aquatics 

$55/session 
$150/session 

$65/session 
$180/session 

Each session is a 30 minute class Monday – Friday for 2 weeks 
Aquatics Admission 

Daily Youth (3-18 years) $4 $5 
Daily Adult (19-59 years) $5 $6 
Daily Senior (60+ years) $4 $5 
Daily Toddler/Infant (2 & under) $0 $0 
Daily Water Aerobics $10 $12 
Individual Season Pass $75 $85 
Season Pass – Family (up to 5 
household) 

$150 $195 

Season Pass – Family additional 
member 

$10 $25 

Punch Card – transferable (12 uses) $40 $50 
Water Aerobics Punch Card – 
transferable (10 uses) 

$60 $70 

Youth Agency Punch Card (100 uses) $200 n/a 
Concession Items Based on vendor price  
Pool Rental $200/hour $260/hour 

Sports 
Youth Sports 

Football League Generously provided by the Arthur M Blank Foundation Grant 
Basketball League $75 $85 
Tee Ball/Coach Pitch League $75 $85 
Sports Clinics $35 $45.50 
Tot Sports Clinics $35 $45.50 

Adult Sports 
Volleyball $25 $32.50 
Softball $25 $32.50 
Sports Drop-in $5 $6.50 
Sports Drop-in Punch Card (12 uses) $50 $65 
Senior Sports Tournaments $25 $32.50 

Sponsorships 
Youth Sports $300/team  
Volleyball League Sponsor $400/team  
Softball League Sponsor $400/team  

Youth Camps/Activities/Events 
Holiday Craft/Activity Events $5-$20 $5-$20 
Facilitated Open Gym $5 $6.50 
Kids Club 
$10 sibling discount offered 

$30 $39 

Safe Sitter Class $35 $45.50 
Youth – Single Day Camp $53 $68.90 
Youth – Multi Day Camp $30/day $39/day 
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Facility Use Fees 
Outdoor Field/Court Fee $10/space/hour $15/space/hour 
Land Use Fee $25/hour $32.50/hour 
Sacajawea and Mike Webb 
Picnic Shelter 

$35/shelter per 4 hour block $54/shelter per 4 hour block 

Sacajawea Gazebo $45/gazebo per 4 hour block $63/gazebo per 4 hour block 
Miles Park Band Shell 

Use Agreement* 
Weekday – ½ Day (7 hours) 
Weekend – ½ Day (7 hours) 
Weekday – Full Day 
Weekend – Full Day 
Non-profit/government 

 
N/A 
$150 
$175 
$275 
$325 
$15/hour 

 
N/A 
$195 
$227.50 
$357.50 
$422.50 

Civic Center 
½ Day (7 hours) 
Full Day 
Hourly – evening & 
weekends 
Party Rental (3 hours) 
Skate Party Rental 
Use Agreement* 
Non-profit/government 

 
$150 
$300 
 
$35 
$150 
$250 
$15/hour 
$15/hour 

 
$195 
$390 
 
$45.50 
$195 
$325 

Facility Refundable Deposit 
Cleaning Fee 
-May be required for some events 

$100 
$150 

$100 
$150 

*Use agreement is for organizations providing classes/services available to the public and requires a 
signed contract and proof of insurance. 

Community Events 
Holiday Craft Market 

Admission 
Vendor Fee 

 
$1 
$50 

 
 
$60 

Roller Skating Events $5 $7 
Roller Skate Rental $3 $3 

Special Event Permit Application 
Administration Fee $50 $80 

Miscellaneous 
Business Sponsorships 

Gold - $1,500 includes a banner, 2 teams, and 3 special events 
Silver - $1,000 includes a banner, 1 team, and 2 special events 
Bronze - $500 includes banner and 1 team 
Team only - $300 

92



Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 10  

Special Event Fees 
 Monday – Friday 

7:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. 
After 4:00 p.m. and 

Weekends 
Street Shutdown $110/street up to 2 

$50/each additional street 
$300/street up to 2 
$150/each additional street 

Street Sweeper 
Per event – required for parades and 
downtown events 

$300 every 2 hours $400 every 2 hours 

Police Presence 
Per hour – required for events over 
1,000 people 

$150/hour $150/hour 

Fire/EMS Station 
Per hour – required for events over 
1,000 people 

$150/hour $150/hour 

Trash Disposal $20 for 1 can + $10 for each 
additional can 

$30 for 1 can + $15 for each 
additional can 

Irrigation Locate Services 
Required for event tents or canopies 

$30 $30 

Traffic Control Device Rental 
Candlestick Cone $3/cone 
A-Frame $8/a-frame 
Barricade $15/barricade 
Orange Construction Fencing $20/100 ft. 

Other Rental Items 
Ticket Booth (includes placement) $60/booth/day 
Hand Washing Stations 
Includes full soap & towel dispenser 

$60/station/day 

Basketball Hoop Attachments $20/day/set 
Outdoor Movie Kit $150/day 
Popcorn Machine $50/day 
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 11  

Police Department Fees 

False Alarm Fees 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4+ 

$0 
$25 
$50 
$100/occurrence 

Parking Violations 
Overtime in Time Zone 
Double Parking 
Loading Zone 
Blocking Residence Alley 
Truck Over 16,000 GVW in Residential Area 
Parked Over 72 Hours Not in Running Condition 
Parked on Street Without Current Registration 
No Parking Zone 
Wrong Side of Street 
Blocking Driveway 
Over 18 inches from Curb 
Blocking Crosswalk 
Alley Parking – Fire District 
Parked Within 15 Feet of Fire Hydrant 
Other 
Parked on Sidewalk 
Street Sweeper 
Parked After 11 P.M. in City Park 
Handicap Parking 

$20 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$25 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$25 
$20 
 
$20 
$20 
$20 
$100 

Sexual Violent Offender Registration 
Violent 
Sexual* 

Level 1 – not involving a minor 
Level 1 – involving a minor 
Level 2 
Level 3 

$30 
 
$30 
$100 
$100 
$100 

*Tiers are set by the State of Montana with the following definitions: 
Level 1 – the risk of repeat sexual offense is low 
Level 2 – the risk of a repeat sexual offence is moderate  
Level 3 – the risk of a repeat sexual offense is high, there is a threat to public safety, and an 
evaluator believes the offender is a sexually violent predator 
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 12  

Fire and EMS Fees 
Fire Inspection Fees 

Up to 2,000 sq. ft. $100 
2,001 - 10,000 sq. ft. $125 
10,001 - 25,000 sq. ft. $150 
25,001 - 50,000 sq. ft. $200 
Over 50,000 sq. ft. $225 
Violations and Re-inspections  

Satisfactory Re-inspection No additional charge 
Unsatisfactory Re-inspection Double the amount of the initial inspection fee 
Fourth Re-inspection Double the prior re-inspection fee and referral to 

the Code Review Board if it remains uncorrected 
 

Fire Suppression Inspections 
Review of Fire Suppression Systems $50/hour 
Site Inspections (unscheduled) 

Emergency Vehicle Access Evaluation 
Founded Violations 
Founded Serious Violations 
Repeat Complaints 

 
$70 
$100/violation 
$200/violation 
Triple original fee 

 
Additional Occupancy Inspection Fees 

Fire Sprinkler Systems $30 + $10/floor 
Standpipe Systems $30/standpipe 
Fire Pumps $30/fire pump 
Hood Extinguisher Systems $30 
Life Safety Generator and Emergency Lighting $30 
Other Extinguishing Systems $30 
Fire Alarm/Smoke Detector Systems $30 + $10/floor 
Occupant Load Calculation $100/floor 
LPG Gas Tank Storage Inspection $250 

 
EMS Fees 

Event Standby Coverage Time & Equipment 
*Time is calculated using hourly wage + benefits of the staff in attendance.  Equipment is billed using 
the amount on the most current FEMA equipment schedule found at the link below. 
https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/documents/fema_schedule-of-equipment-rates_2023.pdf 
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Exhibit A to Resolution No. 5110 

Resolution No. 5110 Establishing a Fee Schedule 
Page 13  

Annual Business Licenses 
Local Business $100 
Contractors $90 
Home Business $75 
Non-Profits $0 
Non-Resident Vendor $90 
Street Vendor $90 
Controlled Substances 

All Beverage 
All Beverage – Veteran Organization 
Beer & Wine Only 
Beer Only 
Wine Only 
Brewer 
Winery 
Distillery 
Medical Marijuana Only 
Retail Marijuana 
Tobacco 

 
$500 
$400 
$500 
$250 
$250 
$150 
$150 
$250 
$100 
$500 
$90 

Late Penalty $25 
Note: State Licensed Professions are exempt from local business license requirements unless offering 
other services such as retail sales. Examples include: Attorneys, Public Accountants, Plumbers, Realtors, 
Medical Professionals, Cosmetologists, etc.  This does not apply to the fire safety inspection which is 
required for all business with public access. 

 
Parking Space Rent 

2nd Street Lot $30/month 
Lewis Street $30/month 
Late Payment Penalty $5 

 

Animal Control 
Animal License  
Dogs 

Spayed/Neutered 
Unaltered 

 
$20 
$80 

Cats 
Spayed/Neutered 
Unaltered 

 
$10 
$50 

Vicious Animal 
Spayed/Neutered 
Unaltered 

 
$100 
$175 
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File Attachments for Item:

B. RESOLUTION 5111: AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

BLOCK GRANT APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF WATER AND SEWER IMPROVEMENTS 

AT THE VIEW VISTA COMMUNITY.
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            City Manager Chairperson 

              Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 

 

       220 E Park Street  Vice Chair 

          (406) 823-6000 phone  Karrie Kahle 

             

  Commissioners 

citymanager@livingstonmontana.org   Mel Friedman 

     www.livingstonmontana.org   Quentin Schwarz 

   Torrey Lyons 

  
 Incorporated 1889 
  

Date:   10/3/2023 

To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 

From:  Grant Gager, City Manager 

 

Staff Report for Resolution 5111 Authorizing the Submission of a Community 

Development Block Grant Application for Construction of Water and Sewer 

Improvements at View Vista Community. 

 

Recommendation and Summary 

Staff recommends the Commission approve Resolution 5111 by adopting the following motion: 

 

“I move to approve Resolution 5111 and authorize the Chair to sign.”  

 

The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 

 The View Vista Community is seeking a Community Development Block Grant to fund 

improvements to its water and sewer infrastructure. 

 The City is the local government agency most appropriate to sponsor the application. 

 

Introduction and History 

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program awards grants to cities, towns, and 

counties to develop and preserve affordable housing, to provide services to the most vulnerable in 

our communities, and to create and retain jobs. The View Vista resident owned community is 

seeking to construct improvements to its water and sewer infrastructure using a CDBG.  

 

Analysis 

The City of Livingston’s policy on annexation requires that areas receiving City utility services be 

annexed into the City. The View Vista Community Inc. has submitted a request for annexation 

that will be processed upon approval of the CDBG grant. Fully connecting the community to the 

City’s utilities will beneficially impact the adjacent Fleshman Creek. 

 

Fiscal Impact 

The View Vista Community Inc. will be funding the required local match for this project. Minimal 

costs are expected to be incurred by the City if the grant is approved.  

 

Strategic Alignment 

Improving the quality of watersheds, including Fleshman Creek, is supported by strategy 4.2.1.1 

of the Growth Policy. 

 

Attachments 

 Attachment A: Resolution 5111 
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Resolution No. 5111: CBDG Construction Grant Application  

RESOLUTION NO. 5111 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, 

AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANT APPLICATION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF WATER AND SEWER 

IMPROVEMENTS AT THE VIEW VISTA COMMUNITY. 

 

******* 

 

WHEREAS, the View Vista Community, Inc. is applying to the Montana Department of 

Commerce for financial assistance from the Community Development Block Grant Program 

(CDBG) to improve the water & sewer system at View Vista Community, lnc., a resident owned 

manufactured home community with the City of Livingston as its sponsor; and 

WHEREAS, the View Vista Community, Inc. has the legal jurisdiction and authority to construct, 

finance, operate, and maintain View Vista Community, lnc. and the City of Livingston utilities 

located in the right of way that serve the View Vista Community; and 

WHEREAS, The City of Livingston and View Vista Community, Inc. as the administrator for the 

View Vista Community agree to comply with all applicable parts of Title I of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, which have not been cited herein, as well as 

with other applicable federal laws and regulations, and all state laws and regulations and the 

requirements described in the CDBG Community and Public Facilities Application Guidelines and 

those that are described in the CDBG Grant Administration Manual; and 

WHEREAS, There are no matching funds from the City of Livingston committed in this CDBG 

Community and Public Facilities application and none will be provided; and matching funds will 

be provided by the View Vista Community, lnc. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOVLED, that the City Manager, is authorized to submit this 

application to the Montana Department of Commerce, sponsored by the City of Livingston for 

View Vista Community, Inc., to act on its behalf and to provide such additional information as 

may be required.  
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Resolution No. 5111: CBDG Construction Grant Application  

Dated this 3rd day of October, 2023. 

 

      _______________________________ 

      MELISSA NOOTZ, Chair 

 

ATTEST:       APPROVED TO AS FORM: 

 

____________________________   __________________________ 

EMILY HUTCHINSON,    JON HESSE, 

City Clerk      City Attorney 
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File Attachments for Item:

C. RESOLUTION 5113: AUTHORIZING THE SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE MONTANA

COAL ENDOWMENT PROGRAM FOR A PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT REGARDING 

WATER SERVICES IN THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON. 
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            City Manager Chairperson 

              Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 

 

       220 E Park Street  Vice Chair 

          (406) 823-6000 phone  Karrie Kahle 

             

  Commissioners 

citymanager@livingstonmontana.org   Mel Friedman 

     www.livingstonmontana.org   Quentin Schwarz 

   Torrey Lyons 

  
 Incorporated 1889 
  

Date:   10/3/2023 

To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 

From:  Grant Gager, City Manager 

 

Staff Report for Resolution 5113 Authorizing the Submission of a Montana Coal 

Endowment Program Application for a Preliminary Engineering Report Regarding 

Water Services in the City of Livingston. 

 

Recommendation and Summary 

Staff recommends the Commission approve Resolution 5113 by adopting the following motion: 

 

“I move to approve Resolution 5113 and authorize the Chair to sign.”  

 

The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 

 The Montana Coal Endowment Program is a state program that provides grants to lower 

the cost of constructing public facilities. 

 The City is working with local housing groups to evaluate the extension of water services. 

 

Introduction and History 

The Montana Coal Endowment Program (MCEP) is a state-funded program that is designed to 

help address the "affordability" of local infrastructure projects by providing grants to lower the 

cost of constructing public facilities. The City of Livingston has been approached by certain 

community members about extending water services in the northeast part of the City. 

 

Analysis 

The City of Livingston provides certain utility services within the boundaries of the City. Recent 

annexations have necessitated that the City evaluate the construction of water infrastructure in the 

City. Additionally, certain resident owned communities have expressed an interest in more fully 

connecting to the City’s water system. 

 

Fiscal Impact 

The City and NeighborWorks MT will be funding the required local match for this project. 

Minimal costs are expected to be incurred by the City if the grant is approved.  

 

Strategic Alignment 

The provision of utility services to residents of the City of Livingston is consistent with the City’s 

annexation policy. 

 

Attachments 

 Attachment A: Resolution 5113 
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Resolution No. 5113: MCEP Grant Authorization 

RESOLUTION NO. 5113 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON, MONTANA, AUTHORIZING THE 

SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE MONTANA COAL ENDOWMENT 

PROGRAM FOR A PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT REGARDING WATER 

SERVICES IN THE CITY OF LIVINGSTON. 

******* 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston is applying to the Montana Department of Commerce for 

financial assistance from the Montana Coal Endowment Program (MCEP) to fund creation of a 

preliminary engineering report evaluating the extension of water service in certain areas of the 

City; 

WHEREAS, the City of Livingston agrees to comply with all State laws and regulations and the 

requirements described in the MCEP Administrative Guidelines & Application for Infrastructure 

Planning Grants specifically, and those that will be described in the MCEP Project Administration 

Manual generally; 

WHEREAS the City of Livingston commits to provide the amount of matching funds as proposed 

in the MCEP application in conjunction with NeighborWorks Montana;  

WHEREAS the City of Livingston commits to provide any funding from other grant sources listed 

in the application budget if not awarded by those grant sources; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Manager is authorized to submit this 

application to the Montana Department of Commerce, on behalf of the City of Livingston, to act 

on its behalf and to provide such additional information as may be required. 

Dated this 3rd day of October, 2023. 

      _______________________________ 

      MELISSA NOOTZ, Chair 

 

ATTEST:       APPROVED TO AS FORM: 

 

____________________________   __________________________ 

EMILY HUTCHINSON,    JON HESSE, 

City Clerk      City Attorney 

103



File Attachments for Item:

A. UPDATE ON CITY LOGO AND REBRANDING PROJECT.
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            City Manager Chairperson 

              Grant Gager Melissa Nootz 

 

       220 E Park Street  Vice Chair 

          (406) 823-6000 phone  Karrie Kahle 

             

  Commissioners 

citymanager@livingstonmontana.org   Mel Friedman 

     www.livingstonmontana.org   Quentin Schwarz 

   Torrey Lyons 

  
 Incorporated 1889 
  

Date:   10/3/2023  

To:  Chair Nootz and City Commissioners 

From:  Grant Gager, City Manager 

 

Staff Report Providing Update on Logo and Rebranding Project and  

Seeking Commission Direction 

 

Recommendation and Summary 

 

Staff is providing the Commission an update on the on-going logo design and rebranding project 

and seeking direction to aid in the project. As such, no motion is recommended or requested. 

However, staff would appreciate understanding the Commission’s preferences regarding a new 

logo to help refine or eliminate certain concepts. 

 

The reasons for the update and request for direction are as follows: 

 The Abbi Agency was awarded a contract for logo and branding services at the May 16, 

2023, City Commission meeting. 

 The Abbi Agency and City staff have worked collaboratively to seek community input 

and develop several concepts for Commission and community review. 

 

Introduction and History 

At the Commission’s direction, the City of Livingston released a Request for Proposals for 

branding and logo development services. In May, a contract was awarded to the Abbi Agency and 

City staff has worked with their team since then to develop logo concepts. In August, the City 

released a poll to gather community input on the development of a new logo to determine which 

local features and colors were preferred for inclusion in a new logo. 

 

Analysis 

Logos generally appear in two forms: a shape with words and images or a stylized version of the 

City name. The initial community poll revealed that the community did not overwhelmingly favor 

either type of logo. Therefore, both styles have been created and presented herein.  

 

Additionally, the initial poll identified the Yellowstone River, Mount Livingston and Sleeping 

Giant, and the Yellowstone Street Bridge as the three most desired components of the logo. The 

Livingston Depot and Railroad were less desired by community members.  

 

Finally, the community expressed an interest in blue and green colors relative to other colors 

including red and yellow.  
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Fiscal Impact 

The FY 2024 budget includes funding for this project. There is no fiscal impact arising from this 

update or the Commission’s direction. 

 

Strategic Alignment 

Strategy 6.2.3.1 of the Growth Policy is to develop a coherent and unique marketing strategy and 

branding that is consistent through all media. A reproducible logo is critical to effective branding. 

 

Attachments 

Attachment A: Logo Concepts 
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