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Agenda

• Project background (15 minutes)
• Visual preference survey (15 minutes)
• Preliminary concepts (10 minutes)
• Code concepts survey (45 minutes)
• Discussion (30 minutes)
• Wrap up by 8:00 PM (5 minutes)



Housekeeping

This meeting is being recorded to make it more accessible.

All meeting materials will be posted on the project webpage.

A version of tonight’s survey will be made available online.

Project webpage:
ridgefieldwa.us/government/city-planning/development-updates/housing-code-update/



Webinar Discussion Tools

Questions? Use the “Q&A” button to type questions at any time. 

If you have a written comment about any images or concepts, 
please also use the “Q&A” box.

During the discussion portion, you can “Raise Your Hand” to ask 
a verbal question.
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Project Team

Code Expertise & 
Urban Design

Bob Bengford
Scott Bonjukian

City Staff

Claire Lust
Anne McNamara 
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PROJECT BACKGROUND
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The Challenges

1. Ridgefield is experiencing increasing housing prices and a relatively low 
housing supply.

2. There are few affordable options and choices of housing for low-income 
buyers, renters, and seniors.

3. The code has some barriers to innovative and alternative housing types.

4. Residential design has been improving but could still use work. 

5. While the city expands to the east, Downtown should continue to be the 
heart of the community.
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Project Objectives

• Facilitate a greater variety of affordable and attractive housing options.

• Make the code clear and work with modern construction practices, creating 
more predictability for builders, staff, and the community.

• Provide opportunities for public input on design issues in this project.

• Provide clear choices to decision-makers as this project is adopted.
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Project Scope – Code Actions

Required Actions
• Authorize a duplex on each corner lot within all zoning districts that permit single-family 

residences. (Note: Duplexes are already allowed on all residential lots.)
• Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, or courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or 

more zoning districts that permit single-family… (Note: We are focusing on triplexes.)

Optional Actions to be Explored
• Authorize cluster zoning or lot size averaging in all zoning districts that permit single-

family residences. 
• Adopt a form-based code in one or more zoning districts that permit residential uses.
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What is the “middle housing” we are 
addressing in this project?



11

Examples of Multiplex / Missing Middle Housing

Duplex (side by side) Duplex (stacked)
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Examples of Multiplex / Missing Middle Housing

Triplex (side by side) Triplex (stacked)
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Examples of Multiplex / Missing Middle Housing

Townhouses (2+ units on their own lots) Cottage Housing (small single-family)
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Examples of Multiplex / Missing Middle Housing

Accessory Dwelling Unit (above garage) Accessory Dwelling Unit (backyard cottage)
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What We Are NOT Addressing in this Project: Traditional Multifamily

Apartment Building Examples
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Project Scope – Zones

Low density and medium 
density residential zones 
(yellow and orange areas)
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Project Scope – Code Being Reviewed

Title 18 – Development Code
• Chapter 18.100 – Definitions
• Chapter 18.205 – Uses
• Chapter 18.210 – Residential Low-Density Districts (RLD-4, RLD-6, RLD-8)
• Chapter 18.220 – Residential Medium-Density District (RMD-16)
• Chapter 18.401 – Planned Unit Developments
• Chapter 18.600 – Subdivisions
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Project Schedule
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• High growth expectations: From 6,400 
residents in 2015 to over 25,000 in 2035.

• City/county goal: Change single-family share 
of housing from 90% today to 75% by 2035.

• City policy supports the reduction of sprawl 
in order to protect its high-quality natural 
environment, make efficient use of public 
infrastructure, and provide more diverse 
housing choices.

• Other policies emphasize neighborhood 
livability, good design, and housing choice 
for older adults and young families.

Policy Audit – Key Findings
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• Housing affordability and choice area real concerns –
the community has high incomes and high housing 
prices while the employment base grows.

• The current residential design standards were 
written piecemeal, and they offer too much choice 
and unpredictability.

• National homebuilders tend to find code loopholes 
and build lower quality products.

• Setback and lot coverage standards are making 
multiplex housing difficult to build.

• Visuals and graphics are very important as part of 
this process and the final code.

Stakeholder Feedback – Key Themes

See the full interview summary on 
the project website
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• The code has some internal duplication, 
conflicts, and ambiguity.

• The master use table does not clearly list all 
allowed housing types.

• Some regulations are barriers to 
development and should be revised.

• The residential design standards have no 
supporting graphics to help convey 
expectations and show acceptable designs.

Code Audit – Key Findings

Snapshot of the Ridgefield housing code audit
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• Single-family homes are the dominate housing type, 
but there are a considerable number townhouses 
recently built and proposed – so there is market 
interest in middle housing types.

• Despite the amount of narrow and small-lot 
development, alleys in new subdivisions are rare. 
This results in crowded streets with many driveways.

• A generous amount of private parks are being 
provided in subdivisions, but trail design and 
coordination appears to be a missed opportunity.

Recent Subdivisions – Key Findings

Example of a recent subdivision plat 
and the built results (Ridgecrest / Seven 
Wells Estates PUD)



23

Ridgefield - Examples of Single-Family Construction

Cedar Ridge (Approved 2003) Kennedy Farms (Approved 2017)
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Ridgefield - Examples of Townhouse Construction

Green Gables (Approved 2005) Pioneer Canyon (Approved 2009-2015)
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VISUAL PREFERENCE SURVEY -
HOUSING
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Visual Preference Survey Scoring

• Your answers are anonymous
• The survey questions are easiest to complete 

on a laptop/desktop computer
• Questions will appear on your Zoom screen in 

a pop-up box (example shown at right)
• Press the “Submit” button after you’ve 

answered each question

5  Great idea – very high priority

4  Good idea

3  Neutral

2  Not great

1  Very bad idea
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Multiple choice answers
o Live in Ridgefield
oWork in Ridgefield
oOwn property in Ridgefield
o Elected or appointed public official
oBusiness owner/manager 
o Land developer
oHome builder

Who are you?
INFO
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Visual Preference Survey Instructions

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike

Evaluate for desirability (or not) 
in Ridgefield specifically!

If you have a comment, note 
the image number and type it 

in the Q&A box.
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TEST

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike

How would you feel about this building if it were built in Ridgefield?
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?1

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike

How would you feel about this building if it were built in 
Ridgefield?2
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?3

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?4

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?5

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?6

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?7

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?8

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?9

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?10

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?11

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?12

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this building if it were 
built in Ridgefield?13

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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VISUAL PREFERENCE SURVEY –
SUBDIVISIONS
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?1

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?2

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?3

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?4

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?5

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?6

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?7

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike

2

3

2

3

2

3
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How would you feel about this subdivision if it 
were built in Ridgefield?8

Answer choices
5. Great example!
4. Generally like
3. Neutral 
2. Generally dislike
1. Strongly dislike

4

4

4

3

6

3

6

3

5

4
3
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PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS

Before we get into concepts to survey – we wanted to present some concepts/details of what 
we’ll recommend integrating into the first draft. Again, these are actions that help updated code 
achieve the two main project objectives:
• Facilitate a greater variety of affordable and attractive housing options.
• Make the code clear and work with modern construction practices, creating more predictability 

for builders, staff, and the community.
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions 
(see survey questions)

Code Update Recommendations

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question



54

• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions

Code Update Recommendations

*

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question
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Park/Open Space Integration

Issaquah Highlands
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Park/Open Space Integration

South Jordan, Utah Bend, Oregon
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Park/Open Space Integration

Bozeman, 
Montana
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions
• Adjust rear setbacks (currently only 5-10 feet) – or integrate minimum usable open space 

standard  (see survey question)

Code Update Recommendations

*

*

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question
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Rear Setback/Minimum Usable Open Space

Illustrating 5’ rear setback Examining examples of usable open space with a 
developer on another project.
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions
• Adjust rear setbacks – or integrate minimum usable open space standard
• Eliminate maximum building coverage standards (updated setbacks and suggested 

minimum usable open space standards will make them unnecessary)

Code Update Recommendations

*

*

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question
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Building Coverage

Illustrating what building coverage refers to
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions
• Adjust rear setbacks – or integrate minimum usable open space standard
• Eliminate maximum building coverage standards 
• Integrate sliding scale impervious area standard based on lot size

Code Update Recommendations

*

*

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions
• Adjust rear setbacks – or integrate minimum usable open space standard
• Eliminate maximum building coverage standards 
• Integrate sliding scale impervious area standard based on lot size
• Numerous other housing code edits/updates to make it easier to use (e.g., clean up 

permitted use chart and provide links to applicable use standards)

Code Update Recommendations

*

*

*

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question
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• Integrate provisions to encourage and/or require a mix of housing types in subdivisions
• Strengthen design provisions for integrating usable open space into new subdivisions
• Adjust rear setbacks – or integrate minimum usable open space standard
• Eliminate maximum building coverage standards 
• Integrate sliding scale impervious area standard based on lot size
• Numerous other housing code edits/updates to make it easier to use 
• RLD-4 zone – adjust the min/max density to allow a modest range (currently, both 

minimum AND maximum are 4 dwelling units/acre, thus consider a range like 3.5-4.5)

Code Update Recommendations

* Item is discussed more in an upcoming survey question

*

*

*
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CODE CONCEPT SURVEY QUESTIONS
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Survey Instructions

• Your answers are anonymous
• The survey questions are easiest to complete 

on a laptop/desktop computer
• Questions will appear on your Zoom screen in 

a pop-up box (example shown at right)
• Press the “Submit” button after you’ve 

answered each question
• We’ll review survey results during the 

discussion portion

5  Great idea – very high priority

4  Good idea

3  Neutral

2  Not great

1  Very bad idea



Webinar Discussion Tools

Questions? Use the “Q&A” button to type questions at any time. 

If you have a written comment about any images or concepts, 
please also use the “Q&A” box.

During the discussion portion, you can “Raise Your Hand” to ask 
a verbal question.
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Code Concept Survey Instructions

Answer choices
5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral 
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea
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Facilitating a greater variety of housing options in new 
developments1-3
Current Situation
• City/County goal: 25% of new housing is not detached single family
• Current zoning allows a mix of housing types, but density limits & 

market conditions tend to emphasize detached single-family
• Some multiplex housing is being built, but the goal is not being met 

(since 2018, only 3% of homes built are not detached single-family) 



Mix of Housing in Subdivisions

Single-Family Single-Family



Mix of Housing in Subdivisions

Si
ng

le
-F

am
ilySi

ng
le

-F
am

ily



72

Mix of Housing in Subdivisions

Townhomes

To
w

nh
ou

se
s

Kemper Grove PUD (proposed)



Mix of Housing in Subdivisions

Issaquah Highlands
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Concept: Apply to subdivisions with 5 or more acres of developable 
land in the RLD zones.
• Require at least three types of housing.
• Require no more than 75% of units be of a single type of housing.
• Qualifying housing types:

Require a mix of housing types in large subdivisions 
in the RLD-4, -6, and -8 zones.1

o Standard detached single-
family

o Small detached single-family 
(<1,600 square feet)

o Cottage clusters

o Duplex
o Triplex

o Townhouses
o Accessory dwelling units
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Example mix of housing types in large subdivision

MAKERS/City of Carnation

1
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Require a mix of housing types in large 
subdivisions.1
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Concept: Apply strategic “discounts” to the following housing types 
to better encourage their integration into new subdivisions
• Current provisions for cottage, carriage, duplexes and triplexes 

(18.210.150) go this direction, but is relatively hidden in the zoning 
code and underutilized.

• Proposed concept here builds on current concepts and adds 
greater flexibility.

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions in the RLD-4, -6, and -8 zones.2
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Small detached single-family dwellings
• 1,600 square feet maximum
• = 0.5 dwelling unit for the purpose of density calcs provided they 

meet design parameters. Qualifications/zone:
o RLD-4 - No more than 1/4 of total units qualify
o RLD-6 – No more than 1/3 of total units qualify
o RLD-8 – No more than 1/3 of total units qualify

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

Small Detached 
Single Family
(add photo)

2
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Cottage Clusters
• 1,500 square feet maximum.
• = 0.5 dwelling unit for the purpose of density calcs provided they 

meet design parameters. 
• Include standards to limit the % of cottages/subdivision units
• Arranged in clusters of 4-12 units
• Refined design standards addressing setbacks, private and common 

open space, and parking location

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

Cottages
(add photo)

2
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Duplexes
• On all corner lots – count as a single-family dwelling provided they 

meet size/design parameters.
• Duplexes – other than corner lots – count as a single-family 

dwelling provided each unit is no more than 1,200-1,600 square 
feet max and meet design parameters. Qualifications/zone:
o RLD-4 up to one duplex for every 8 dwelling units
o RLD-6 up to one duplex for every 6 dwelling units
o RLD-8 up to one duplex for every 4 dwelling units

• Refined duplex design standards

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

Duplexes
(add photo)

2
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Triplex
• Count as 1.5 single-family dwelling provided each unit is no more 

than 1,200-1,600 square feet max and meets design parameters. 
Qualifications/zone:
o RLD-4 up to one triplex every 12 dwelling unit
o RLD-6 up to one triplex for every 8 dwelling units
o RLD-6 up to one triplex for every 4 dwelling units

• Refined triplex design standards

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

Triplexes
(add photo)

2
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Townhouses
• Count as 0.5 single-family dwelling provided each unit is no more 

than 1,200 square feet max and meet design parameters. 
Qualifications/zone:
o RLD-4 ………..MAYBE NOT?
o RLD-6 up to 50% of total units
o RLD-8 up to 75% of total units

• Refined townhouse design standards

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

Townhouses
(add photo)

2
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Accessory Dwelling Units
• For every five homes that integrate an ADU, those homes count as 

only 4 dwelling units, for density purposes.
o Integrate some max parameters….no more than 25% of lots/units 

qualify for this “discount” option.

Incentivize a mix of housing types in ALL 
subdivisions.

ADU

2
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Incentivize a mix of housing types in large 
subdivisions.2
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

BOTH OF THE ABOVE: Require (#1) AND incentivize (#2) 
a mix of housing types in large subdivisions in the RLD-
4, -6, and -8 zones. 3
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Single-Family Detached in the RMD-16 Zone4
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Single-Family Detached in the RMD-16 Zone
Current Situation (RMC 18.205.030.FF)
• Minimum & maximum density of 8 & 16 units/acre
• Minimum lot size 2,500 square feet
• Only single-story homes are permitted (starting in Oct. 2018)
• Recent development has included a mix of single-family, 

townhomes, and the major multifamily project
• Not much vacant land is left in this zone
• Includes key blocks next to Downtown

Examples built prior to one-story limit

4
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Single-Family Detached in the RMD-16 Zone
Goal: Make the best use of the limited area zoned for 
medium density housing.
Concept
• Allow only if they comprise less than 50% of the units in 

a subdivision
• Updated design standards to minimize impacts of 

garage/driveway on streetscape 

4
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Limit new single-family detached homes in the 
RMD-16 zone to no more than 50% of dwelling 
units in new subdivisions. 4
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Downtown Transition Area – Infill development options5
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Downtown Transition Area – Infill development options5
Current Situation  (RMC 18.210.130)
• Overlay of RLD 8 & 16 zones around Downtown 

o Most of transition includes RLD-8 base zoning –
which has a 5,000 square feet minimum lot size

o Base zoning allows duplexes & triplexes

• Current option for duplexes & triplexes (RMC 18.210.150):
o Allows duplex on 5,000 square feet lot provided the total floor area of 

duplex is 1,750 square feet max (35% floor area ratio) – this is quite 
restrictive

o Several old lots in area are just below 5,000 square feet – where this 
option won’t apply 
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Concepts:
• Small detached single-family dwellings – allow two for each 

dwelling unit for the purposes of density 
o 1,600 square feet maximum dwelling size – provided lot is at least 2,500 

square feet and the home meets applicable setback, open space, and design 
parameters.

• Duplex options – allow on lots with at least 4,700 square feet
o Allow duplexes by right on corner lots
o Allow a duplex for each unit for the purposes of density where each unit is  

1,200-1,600 square feet max

All such homes must meet other applicable design standards

Downtown Transition Area – Infill development options5
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Downtown Transition Area – Update zoning to 
better encourage infill development (duplexes & 
small single-family homes).5
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Enhance the design and livability of duplexes, 
triplexes, townhouses & detached single family6-11
Key Issues
• Design/integration of garages & driveways
• Façade articulation
• Usable open space
• Setback variety
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Current Situation (RMC 18.210.150)
• Duplex: Minimum 1 parking space per unit, and maximum 4 

parking spaces per building
• Triplex: Minimum 1 parking space per unit (no maximum)
• Attached garage(s) may not exceed 500 square feet per duplex 

building, and 750 square feet per triplex building
• No more than three garage doors on a single façade
• Outdoor parking areas with more than 2 stalls must be visually 

separated from the street, property lines and common areas

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & Façade, Design6
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Goal: Reduce “garage-scape” design and create pedestrian-
friendly front yards.

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & Façade Design6
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Goal: Reduce “garage-scape” design and create pedestrian-
friendly front yards.
Concepts 
• Revise the garage rule: No more than 50% of ground floor 

façade may be a garage
• Limit driveways extent/width

• No more than 50% of lot width
• No more than 20’ wide for individual driveways
• Design to allow for on-street parking between lots/dwellings 

• Encourage or require alley access (see later survey Q)
• Enhanced garage door details (when garage doors are closer 

to the street than front door) (currently optional)

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & Façade Design6
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Concepts 
• Include distinct covered entries 

for each unit
• Utilize a combination of roofline 

and façade modulation to 
distinguish the units in duplexes 
& triplexes to reduce the 
perceived scale of the buildings

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & 
Façade, Design6
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Concepts 
• Or…….design the duplex or 

triplex to look like a detached 
single-family home with only 
one entrance visible from the 
street

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & Façade, Design6
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• Windows – require trim (3” min), recess (2” min), or other treatment 
that adds depth/richness to facade

Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garage, Driveway & Façade, Design6
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Duplexes & Triplexes:
Garages, Driveway & Façade, Design
• Duplexes/triplexes on a corner lot (without an alley) must use both 

streets for vehicle access
• Driveways must be located away from the corner

6
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Update the garages, driveway & façade design 
standards for duplex & triplexes to create more 
attractive street frontages6
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Current Situation (18.220.040)
• Maximum 40% of façade may be a garage door
• 20% of the garage wall area facing a street shall contain 

windows or doors placed to create the impression of habitable 
residential space

• No more than 50% of the garages within a townhouse building 
may extend beyond the front plane of the primary facade of 
the dwelling unit.

• Parking must only be located to the rear if the spaces are 
shared between units

Townhouses: Garage, Driveway & Façade Design7
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Goal: Reduce “garage-scape” design and encourage 
pedestrian-friendly front yards.
Concept
• Allow front-facing driveways only if the townhouse lot is 

wider than 30 feet, and require driveway separation
• Otherwise, require rear parking and/or alley access for 

townhouse buildings with more than two units

Townhouses: Garage, Driveway & Façade Design7
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• Similar articulation and window standards as duplexes and 
triplexes

• Distinct covered entries for each unit, and modulation to 
distinguish the units and reduce the perceived scale

Townhouses: Garage, Driveway & Façade Design 7
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Update townhouse garage, driveway & façade 
standards to create more attractive street 
frontages.7
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Duplex/Triplex Open Space
Current Situation (RMC 18.210.150)
• 400 square feet of open space per unit
• Covered porch in front is optional

Examples of duplexes with open space and covered porches

8
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Duplex/Triplex Open Space
Goal: Ensure duplexes/triplexes are livable and 
contain yard space.
Concept
• Clarify that open space may be combined 

with decks, porches & other outdoor spaces
• Add a minimum overall dimension of 15 feet
• Open space within a front setback must be 

accompanied by a low fence, hedge, or wall
• Review and update landscaping maintenance 

standards as needed

8
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Update the open space standards for duplexes and 
triplexes to clarify the standards and add a 
minimum dimension of 15 feet8
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Townhouse Open Space
Current Situation (RMC 18.220.040)
• Unclear standards:

• Minimum 200 square feet of enclosed private outdoor living area per 
bedroom

• Minimum 200 square feet of common indoor or outdoor recreation 
area per bedroom

• Provide a combination of enclosed private outdoor living area or 
common indoor or outdoor recreation area totaling 200 square feet per 
bedroom

• Porches/covered entries are optional (RMC 18.220.065.B.1.b)
• No on-site open space required if the townhouse is part of a 

PUD subdivision

9
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Townhouse Open Space
Goal: Ensure townhouses are attractive, 
useable, and compatible with surrounding 
development.
Concept
• Clarify open space requirement – 200 square 

feet per unit and allow the space to be a yard, 
balcony, or rooftop

• Add minimum open space dimensions
• Change porch/covered entry from optional to 

required
• Require open space regardless of the 

subdivision type 

9
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Townhouse Open Space9

Usable front yard open space

Balconies

Ground level rear yard space
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Update the open space standards for 
townhouses to clarify the standards and 
require covered porches or entries.9
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Minimum Usable Open Space for Detached 
Single-Family
Current Situation
• Minimum rear setback:

• 10 feet in RLD-4 & 6 zones (may be reduced to 5 feet in a PUD subdivision)
• 5 feet in RLD-8 zone
• 5 feet in RMD-16 zone

• There are no minimum usable open space standards currently in 
place – except 100 square feet of covered area on side or year of 
house

These rear setbacks are the some of the smallest we’ve seen in any 
Washington city within an urban growth area. 20-25’ setbacks are most 
common and occasionally we’ll see cities with 15’, but not 5 and 10’ 
minimum setbacks.

10
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Minimum Usable Open Space for Single-Family
Examples with little or no usable open space

10
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Minimum Usable Open Space for Single-Family
Goal: Ensure small lots are useable and livable.
Concept - retain the current 5’ and 10’ rear yard setbacks, but 
• Require that all lots set aside at least 10% of the lot for useable 

open space – featuring a minimum dimension of 15 feet.
• Patios, porches, decks, lawns, and similar elements may be part of 

the useable open space (but driveways don’t qualify)

10
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Minimum Usable Open Space for Single-Family10
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Minimum Usable Open Space for Single-Family
Examples with a variety of lot shapes and configurations10
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Require that all detached single family lots set aside at 
least 10% of the lot for useable open space – featuring a 
minimum dimension of 15 feet.10
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Integrating Setback Variety in Subdivisions
Current Situation
• Minimum front setbacks: 15’
• Problem/Issue: Interest in avoiding monotonous designs
• Front façade variety provision – difficult to enforce

11
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Integrating Setback Variety in Subdivisions
Goal: Enhance the character of new subdivisions and avoid 
monotonous designs.
Concept - require some modulation of front yard setbacks in new 
subdivisions to avoid repetitive designs. Setbacks may be adjusted on 
the plat sufficient to create desired design opportunities. 
• No more than three consecutive homes may feature identical 

setbacks
• Minimum setbacks may be reduced by up to 30%
• Curving streets are exempt
• Integrate some flexibility into code to allow alternative means of 

meeting intent.

11
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Integrating Setback Variety in Subdivisions11
We also suggest 
allowing porches and 
covered entries to 
project up to 6’ into 
front setbacks, which 
might also encourage 
variety
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Require some modulation of front yard setbacks in 
new subdivisions to avoid repetitive designs.11
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Other subdivision-scaled livability and 
character concepts12-14
Key Issues
• Integration of trails
• Wall-lined streets (reverse frontage lots along collectors/arterials)
• Alley integration
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Current Situation
Comprehensive Plan: Policy LU-8 Subdivision design:
• Integrate parks, trails & open spaces within developments
Title 18 code provisions
• 18.401.010 - Integrated system of streets, trails & public spaces 

consistent with city plans
• 18.401.090.R. – Trails & pedestrian connections required to 

implement planned city and county trail systems to 
o Create a network of trails that’s functional, convenient & safe

Trails – strengthen integration standards12
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Trails – City/County Master Plan

New subdivisions 
must construct any 

onsite trails show in 
plan as a condition 
of project approval

12
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Trails – good 
integration 
examples

Bozeman, Montana

12
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Trails – good 
integration 
examples

Issaquah Highlands

12
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Trails – good 
integration 
examples

South Jordan, Utah

12
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Trail integration – proposed concept
1 lineal foot of trail per 3 lineal feet of site perimeter length

MAKERS’ site plan 
example for Post Falls 

Idaho – showing 
subdivision example 

meeting proposed trail 
standard

12
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Strengthen trail standards by requiring at least 1 lineal 
foot of trail per 3 lineal feet of subdivision perimeter 
length.12
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Reverse Frontage Lots: Wall-lined streets

Current Situation (RMC 18.210.065)
• Through-lots (double-frontage lots) 

are essentially required by the 
design provisions for these three 
major corridors

• 6-feet high fence or wall and 5-feet 
wide landscaped area required

• Prevents lots from facing these 
streets with driveway, porch, front 
door, etc.

13
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Reverse Frontage Lots: Wall-lined streets13
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Concept – Consider prohibiting such designs on all other 
streets as a measure to promote a more pedestrian-friendly 
design?

?

13
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Alternative approach: Alleys & wide planting strips

Bozeman, Montana

13
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Prohibit reverse frontage lots (wall-lined streets) 
on all but the three major corridors.13



137

Alley integration

Current Situation (RMC 18.210.060.D.4)
• Optional in RLD zones: Where alleys are provided, code requires 

rear-loaded vehicle access
• Alleys are rarely being built 

Alley Benefits Alley Drawbacks
Enhance the design of streetscape since the 
garages are hidden in the alley

Extra infrastructure element and subdivision 
complication

Allows for more narrow lots Harder to create a usable back yard

Increase flexibility for integrating a greater 
diversity of housing types

14
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Alley street integration14
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Alley street integration

Alley integration 
examples

South Jordan, Utah

14
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Alley street integration

Alley integration 
examples

Post Falls, Idaho

14
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Alley street integration

Alley integration 
examples

Bend, Oregon

14
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Alley street integration

Alley integration 
examples – with 
small lots

Edmonton, Canada

Long enough lots allow a 
sizeable home, rear-access 
parking, and a useable rear yard

These single-family lots are 
sized 2,700-3,000 square feet 
and have two garage spaces

Note: Ridgefield requires only 
one parking space per unit

Variety – this home has 
front access parking

14
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Alley integration - proposal

Goal: More effective integration of multiple housing types, enhanced 
streetscape – provided design provisions ensure minimum usable open 
space for alley-loaded lots.
Concept
• Apply to PUD subdivisions with 3 or more acres of developable land
• Require at least 25% of lots to be alley-loaded – but offer some 

flexibility to that % provided design minimizes impact of 
driveways….(goes well beyond minimum standards)

• Update design standards for alleys (e.g., address landscaping, fence 
design, lighting, and require minimum usable open space

14
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What do you think of this concept?

5. Great idea/high priority
4. Good idea
3. Neutral
2. Not good
1. Very bad idea

Require at least 25% of new lots on larger 
subdivisions to have alleys, and update alley 
standards to improve appearance and function.14
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END OF SURVEY…….
LET’S GO BACK AND CHECK THE RESULTS & DISCUSS
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NEXT STEPS
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Next Steps

• Review workshop results
• Begin preliminary code 

drafting
• Planning Commission 

review (public meeting) 
after the holidays



Housekeeping

This meeting is being recorded to make it more accessible.

All meeting materials will be posted on the project webpage.

A version of tonight’s survey will be made available online.

Project webpage:
ridgefieldwa.us/government/city-planning/development-updates/housing-code-update/



Thank You!
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