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RE: Zoning Study to Amend Locational Standard of Accessory Dwelling Units 

On February 7, 2018, the City Council passed a resolution initiating a zoning study to consider 
amending the locational standard for accessory dwelling units (ADUs) to include five additional 
areas of the city—Mounds Park area of Dayton’s Bluff and Planning Districts 1 (Eastview-
Conway-Battlecreek-Highwood), 3 (West Side), 7 (Thomas Dale), and 9 (West Seventh). (See 
Attachment 1 to review the initiation resolution.) Originally the study was limited to the Mounds 
Park area, but four district councils requested to be included in the study when they learned an 
expansion of the use was proposed. When recommended changes were brought forward to the 
Planning Commission to release the study for public hearing on March 9, 2018, the Planning 
Commission directed staff to seek city-wide input into potential ordinance expansion. 
 
The following report provides background on ADUs in Saint Paul, the planning context for the 
study, community outreach, public testimony, responses to community questions and public 
testimony, and zoning recommendations. 
 
Background 
On September 14, 2016, the City Council adopted Ordinance 16-13 establishing ADUs as a 
permitted use in the R1-RM2 and T1-T3 zoning districts within one-half mile of University 
Avenue between Emerald Street and Lexington Parkway, and creating Zoning Code § 65.913(a-
g), which established use standards related to location, minimum lot size, number of units, 
compliance with other regulation, unit occupancy, unit size, access and entrances, parking, and 
ownership. As the original ADU zoning study related to allowing for transit supportive densities 
and housing choice along the Green Line, the Planning Commission recommendation to the City 
Council included the area within one-half mile of University Avenue east of Lexington Parkway 
to Marion Street, but that area was removed from the final ordinance adopted by the City 
Council. 
 
Only one ADU has been established since the adoption of the ordinance. However, there has 
been interest expressed by homeowners who live in areas of the city where ADUs are not 
currently permitted.  
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Neighborhood Impacts from ADUs 
The current ADU requirements were developed to minimize negative impact that are often cited 
by community members when discussing multifamily housing in single-family neighborhoods, 
which include the following:  
 

 Overcrowding of lot and increased parking demand: The total occupancy of a principal 
unit and ADU are regulated the same as a one-family dwelling. Occupancy is limited to 
the number of people that would meet the definition of one household unit under § 
60.2071, the definition of family. As the occupancy is limited to that which a one-family 
dwelling could house, the addition of an ADU should not overcrowd the lot or require 
additional parking needs. 

 Absentee landlords: The owner occupancy requirement was included to mitigate issues 
associated with landlords who do not live on the premises. 

 Neighborhood character: Three requirements were established to help maintain the 
current esthetics of the neighborhood within which ADUs are likely to be developed. 
External stairs to upper floors are not allowed on the front of the structure, the height of 
the ADU cannot exceed that of the principal structure, and an ADU in a detached 
structure cannot exceed 800 sq. ft.   

 
Planning Context 
The Comprehensive Plan supports studying the potential of implementing accessory dwelling 
units throughout the city. Land Use Policy 1.6 states: “Explore the potential for accessory units 
in Established Neighborhoods.” Established neighborhoods is a future land use category of the 
plan, and it guides the areas of the city that are predominated by residential uses. In addition, 
Housing Policy 2.17(b) states: “Explore via a zoning study, the potential for accessory units in 
existing neighborhoods” to support creativity in infill housing. In addition to citywide guidance, 
the District 1 Community Council’s Community Plan, which was adopted as an addendum to the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan, states: “Explore the potential for accessory dwelling units in all 
single-family residential zoning districts, including what impacts this would have on both the 
zoning districts and the community (H3.6).” District 7’s draft neighborhood plan calls for ADUs 
to be permitted. 
 
  

                                                 
1  One or two persons or parents, with their direct lineal decedents and their adopted or legally cared for children 

(and including the domestic employees thereof) together with not more than two persons not so related…and four 
or fewer persons living in such housekeeping unit shall be considered a separate family for the purposes of this 
code. 
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Community Outreach 
Planning staff reached out to the executive directors of district councils and offered to meet with 
one of their committees or boards to discuss ADUs in Saint Paul. Staff met with eleven of the 
district councils to discuss the proposed expansion of ADUs. This included the following 
districts:  

 District 1 Battle Creek 
 District 3 West Side 
 District 4 Dayton’s Bluff 
 District 5 Payne-Phalen 
 District 6 North End 
 District 9 Fort Road 

 District 10 Como 
 District 11 Hamline Midway 
 District 12 St. Anthony Park 
 District 13 Union Park 
 District 14 Macalester Groveland 

 
In addition, staff spoke with District 7 Thomas-Dale and District 15 Highland Park. Based on 
previous community outreach work with their liaison planner, District 7 said that a briefing on 
ADUs was unnecessary because they are well versed on the topic. District 15 asked staff to come 
to its May 15 meeting to discuss the topic. 
 
Recurrent discussion points that came up during these meetings included: 

 Plumbing code requirement for separate sewer and water connections to ADUs in 
accessory structures 

 Application of sidewalk requirement from the street to ADUs in accessory structures 
 Short-term rentals (e.g. AirBnB or VBRO) and ADUs 
 Application of the Student Housing Neighborhood overlay district to ADUs 
 Consideration of possible reduction of the minimum lot size requirement 
 Concern over increased parking demands 
 Clarification over who can live in an ADU 

 
These items will be discussed in the analysis section of this report. 
 
In addition to meeting with District Councils a series of questions were posted on Open Saint 
Paul, including: 

1. Do you support ADUs throughout the City? 
2. Please explain your position on allowing ADUs throughout the City. 
3. Although this study focuses on the expansion of ADUs, are there other elements of the 

requirements listed above that you would like to see changed? 
 
The input received through that forum were in support of expanding ADUs citywide; however, it 
should be noted that of the fourteen registered users that responded seven were from Saint Paul 
and seven reside outside of Saint Paul.  
 
Finally, two community conversations were scheduled: one on April 17 at Arlington Hills 
Community Center and the second on April 19 at Newell Park. One community member from 
the Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Aging (ACOA) attended the April 17 event and two 
community members and a member from ACOA attended on April 19. Those attending the April 
19 meeting were supportive expanding ADUs citywide.  
 
Public Hearing Testimony 
On April 20, the Planning Commission held a public hearing. Six people testified and 17 written 
comments were received by the closing of the comment period on Monday, April 23. With 
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exception of two neutral letter from District 2 Community Council and District 9 Fort Road, all 
the oral and written testimony supported permitting ADUs within a larger area of the city or 
citywide. Six district councils (District Councils 5, 6, 10, 11, 13, and 14) not included in the City 
Council resolution asked to be included in the study. 
 
Themes of the testimony included: 

 Expand ADUs to additional districts or citywide to support increased housing choice, 
increased housing supply, aging in community, affordable housing, and neighborhood 
wealth building 

 Decreasing minimum lot size requirements 
 Consideration of amending the height requirements 
 Question on certificate of occupancy 
 Concern over variances being granted for who can live in an ADU 
 A request to consider allowing movable, tiny homes 

 
Analysis  
 
Expanding ADUs to additional planning districts or citywide 
The Comprehensive Plan supports studying the potential of implementing accessory dwelling 
units throughout the city. Land Use Policy 1.6 states: “Explore the potential for accessory units 
in Established Neighborhoods.” Established neighborhoods is a future land use category of the 
plan, and it guides the areas of the city that are predominately residential. In addition, Housing 
Policy 2.17(b) states: “Explore via a zoning study, the potential for accessory units in existing 
neighborhoods” to support creativity in infill housing. 
 
In meets with the district councils and in public testimony, there was strong support expanding 
the ADU study beyond the five areas identified in the February 7 City Council Resolution. 
Letters of support were received from District Councils 1, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 13, and 14. In addition, 
the Saint Paul Mayor’s Advisory Committee on Aging as well as 10 residents or interested 
parties provide written or verbal testimony in support of ADUs. 
 
Reasons identified for supporting expanding the area in which ADUs are allowed in Saint Paul 
included:  
 

 increased housing choice for city residents and more flexible use of property; 
 increased housing supply; 
 possible additional source of affordable housing; 
 ability to age in community;  
 potential for additional intergenerational living opportunities; and 
 local wealth building. 

 
The following analyzes questions and concerns that were raised as part of Public Hearing 
testimony and/or heard while meeting with the district councils that relate to an expansion of 
where ADUs would be allowed. 
 
Certificate of Occupancy (C of O) 
District 2 raised concerns over potential lack of inspections for ADUs through the City’s C of O 
program due to the owner-occupancy exemption of that program. Section 40.02 of the City’s 
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legislative code states: “An owner-occupied single-family house, duplex, or condominium unit 
shall be exempted from the requirement to have and maintain a fire certificate of occupancy.” 
Thus, only properties with ADUs in an accessory structure would fall within this program and 
then only the unit in which the owner did not reside would be inspected. It has been the City’s 
policy to not require inspections of owner-occupied one- or two-family dwellings. Should the 
City amend its policy on C of Os to require owner-occupied duplexes receive a C of O, ADUs 
should also be included in those regulations. 
 
Those permitted to live in an ADU 
Due to limiting occupancy to the regulatory definition of a family, confusion as to who can live 
in an ADU persists. District 2 identified the need to potentially grant variances to allow people 
beyond direct family members as an issue with the ordinance as currently adopted. Section 
65.913(e)1 states: “The total occupancy of the principal dwelling unit and accessory dwelling 
unit shall not exceed the definition of family in Section 60.207 allowed in a single housekeeping 
unit.” The Zoning Code definition of family is: “One (1) or two (2) persons or parents, with their 
direct lineal descendants and adopted or legally cared for children (and including the domestic 
employee thereof) together with not more than two (2) persons not so related, living together in 
the whole or part of a dwelling comprising a single housekeeping unit. Every additional group of 
four (4) or fewer persons living in such housekeeping unit shall be considered a separate family 
for purpose of this code.” This limits the number of non-lineal descendants living in a household, 
but provides some flexibility. 
 
Parking 
Districts 2 and 9 raised the issue of potential parking problems associated with ADUs. Under § 
65.913(g), no additional parking is required with an ADU so long as the minimum parking 
requirement for the one-family dwelling is met. Because the occupancy of a one-family dwelling 
with an ADUs is limited to the Zoning Code definition of one family the need for parking would 
be equal to that of a one-family dwelling; therefore, the parking standard for a one-family 
dwelling is adequate for a one-family dwelling with an ADU. 
 
Student Housing 
When meeting with Districts 13 and 14, questions 
arose as to how ADUs would be regulated under 
the Student Housing overlay and if more student 
housing could become available in the 
neighborhood. While there is potential for students 
to live in accessory dwelling units, the Student 
Housing Neighborhood Overlay District as well as 
the ADU one-family and owner-occupancy 
requirements adequately address the issue. 
 
Section 67.700 SH Student Housing Neighborhood 
Overlay District puts forward restrictions on the 
number of one- and two-family dwellings that 
could be used to house undergraduate students in 
the area bound by Mississippi River Boulevard, 
Marshall Avenue, Cretin, Avenue, and Interstate 
94, Snelling Avenue, Summit Avenue, Fairview 
Avenue, and St. Clair Avenue. Those dwellings 

The pink dots show the extent of the SH 
Student Housing Neighborhood Overlay 
District. 
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that require a Certificate of Occupancy (non-owner occupied one- and two-family dwellings) 
must register with the City if they are renting to three or four undergraduate students in one of 
the units. A unit must be 150 feet away from another registered unit. 
 
As described above, ADUs within a principal structure and those within an accessory structure 
are regulated differently under the City's C of O program. As such, ADUs that are part of the 
principal structure would not be regulated under the Student Housing overlay district just as a 
one- or two-family dwelling where the homeowner lives on site and rents out rooms to 
undergraduates are not regulated as student housing. If the ADU is located in an accessory 
structure, either the detached ADU or principal structure is required to get a C of O depending on 
which was used as the rental unit. Should the homeowner choose to rent either the principal 
structure or the detached ADU to three undergraduate students (under the ADU code they would 
be unable to rent to four and still meet the definition of family), the Student Housing overlay 
requirements would apply to the rental unit. 
 
Short Term Rentals and ADUs 
On October 25, 2017, the City Council adopted a short-term rental ordinance that established 
short-term rental dwelling units as a use in the zoning code and made them a permitted or 
conditional use in zoning districts in which ADUs are permitted. Section 65.642 defines the use 
and sets forward four standards and conditions. Per § 65.642(a), owner-occupied duplexes are 
allowed to have two short-term rental dwelling units if the homeowner is on the premises during 
the stay. However, since ADUs are not duplexes only one short-term rental dwelling unit would 
be permissible on the site. Under both the ADU and the short-term rental requirements, the 
number of people residing on the premises is limited to the definition of family in § 60.207. 
 
Reducing Minimum Lot Size Requirement 
Section 65.913(b) sets 5,000 sq. ft. as the minimum zoning lot size for an ADU. 2 Both District 
Councils 11 and 13 requested that this standard be reduced to allow for additional opportunities 
for ADUs to be developed. Of particular concern was large homes on lots that are not 5,000 
square feet, but would have sufficient space within the principal structure to accommodate an 
ADU.  
 
In reviewing other local cities’ ADU requirements, suburban communities often have large 
minimum lot area requirements, while Minneapolis and Richfield do not have a minimum lot 
area requirement. In Saint Paul, 5,000 sq. ft. was used as the requirement as it is the smallest lot 
size standard for new single-family lots. As shown below, approximately, 39,000 one-family lots 
meet this standard, 12,300 potentially meet the standard, and 5,630 do not meet this standard.  
 
There are three categories identified on the map in Attachment 3: 

 Likely to meet 5,000 sq. ft. standard: Lot size is greater than or equal to 5,000 sq. ft. 
 Potential to meets 5,000 sq. ft. standard: Lot size is such that if adjoining an alley of at 

least 14 feet in width, it may have sufficient lot area. 
 Unlikely to meet 5,000 sq. ft. standard: Lot is less than 5,000 sq. ft. in area and does not 

adjoin an alley. 
 

                                                 
2  Under § 63.101, lots that adjoin a dedicated public alley can include the area one-half the width of the alley is 

considered part of the lot for lot area calculations. 
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District 
Number of Zoning Lots that Meet the Lot Area 

Requirement
Likely Potential Unlikely

1 4,093 232 55 
2 5,613 668 329 
3 2,222 300 547 
4 1,771 925 531 
5 3,158 2,137 537 
6 2,378 757 613 
7 741 1,010 472 
8 926 523 435 
9 1,143 844 404 

10 3,561 648 347 
11 1,180 1,432 331 
12 1,032 20 45 
13 2,407 207 666 
14 3,965 1,503 216 
15 4,654 1,049 49 
16 1,039 37 56 
17 20 0 0 

Total 39,903 12,292 5,633 

 
District 13 has the highest incident of lots that do not meet this standard due to a large area of the 
district being developed without alleys.   
 
There would be little impact to a property or surrounding neighbors by allowing an ADUs within 
the principal structure without a minimum lot size requirement. Currently most of these legally 
nonconforming lots contain a one-family dwelling. The total occupancy of both a one-family 
dwelling and a one-family dwelling with an ADU have the same limit under the definition of 
family. The primary difference between a one-family dwelling and a one-family dwelling with 
an ADU is separation of living space between the principal and accessory unit. As such, there are 
no impacts to the lot itself if principal structure has internal modifications to allow for space 
separation between units. Therefore, the recommendation is to allow ADUs to be permitted in 
principal structures with no minimum lot size requirement. 
 
Amending Height Requirements 
At the Planning Commission public hearing, the homeowner who built the City’s only ADU 
under the existing ordinance testified that the City’s height requirements for ADUs in accessory 
structures was a challenge to his project. Under § 63.501 the maximum height of accessory 
building that includes a dwelling unit can be the lesser of 25 feet or the height of the principal 
structure. While working within this height limitation may present challenges, no change to this 
standard is proposed at this time. This requirement is more flexible than Minneapolis’, which 
limits height to the lesser of 20 feet or the height of the principal structure and does not allow the 
highest point of the accessory structure to exceed the highest point of the roof of the principal 
structure. The recommendation is to maintain this standard as is, but to work with DSI staff to 
monitor the issue as more ADUs are proposed and developed in Saint Paul. 
 
Expanding definition of ADUs to include movable, tiny home units 
Testimony was provided requesting that the definition of an ADU be expanded to included 
movable tiny houses as they provide a more affordable ownership housing option. Movable tiny 
houses are customized houses that are built on trailers and can be transported by personal 
vehicle. Moveable tiny homes were researched as part of a 2017 study that developed a model 
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ordinance for small home development, which was prepared by Larry Soderholm. In this report, 
it is noted that “with regard to zoning, tiny houses on wheels belong in mobile home parks, 
where they can plug into water, sewer, and electricity, or in public parks that have RV 
campsites.” In that report, no further recommendations were made to permit them in the city.  
 
City Sewer and Water Connections 
Concern over the cost and practicality of requiring an independent sewer and water connections 
at the street for ADUs in accessory structures was brought forward during discussions with the 
community and at the Planning Commission. This issue is outside the purview of the Zoning 
Code, and is regulated under the State’s Plumbing Code. Section 311.1 of the 2015 Minnesota 
Plumbing Code states: “…every building shall have its own independent water and sewer 
connection except that a group of buildings may be connected to one or more sewer manholes 
that are constructed to standards set by the Authority Having Jurisdiction.” Stephen Ubl, the 
City’s Building Official, confirmed the City’s interpretation that an ADU in an accessory 
structure needs to have an independent sewer connection, but that in rare instances there may be 
exceptions granted if it is not possible to connect to City services available to the lot. 
 
Requested Planning Commission Action 
The Comprehensive and Neighborhood Planning Committee recommends approval and forwards 
these proposed amendments on to the Mayor and City Council.  
 

1. Permit ADUs citywide by eliminating section § 65.913(a). As the scope of the 
amendments enlarged with requests from six additional areas district councils beyond the 
five identified in the City Council resolution and the recommend changed to permitting 
ADUs citywide, there is no need to describe specific areas of the city in which ADUs are 
permitted. 

2. Amend § 65.913(b) to only pertain to ADUs located within an accessory structure. 
3. Permit ADUs in the Amendment § 66.221 to permit ADUs in the RL One-Family Large 

Lot zoning district. RL is only applied in District 1, thus it was not included in the 
original ADU ordinance that was applied only to the University Avenue Area. 

 
The proposed zoning text amendments follow. Existing language to be deleted is shown by 
strikeout. New language to be added is shown by underlining. 
 

Sec. 65.913. - Dwelling unit, accessory. 

A secondary dwelling unit, subordinate to a principal one-family dwelling, within or attached to a one-
family dwelling or in a detached accessory building on the same zoning lot. 

Standards and conditions: 

(a)  Lot location. The lot shall be located within one-half (½) mile of University Avenue between 
Emerald Street and Lexington Parkway.  

(ba)  Minimum lot size. For accessory dwelling units located in an accessory structure, the lot shall be 
at least five thousand (5,000) square feet in area.  

(cb)  Number of accessory units. There shall be no more than one (1) accessory dwelling unit on a 
zoning lot.  

(dc)  Compliance with other city, local, regional, state and federal regulations. Pursuant to section 
60.109 of the Zoning Code, all accessory dwelling units must comply with city, local, regional, 
state and federal regulations.  
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(ed)  Unit occupancy.  

(1)  The total occupancy of the principal dwelling unit and accessory dwelling unit shall not 
exceed the definition of family in Section 60.207 allowed in a single housekeeping unit.  

(2)  The property owner of record shall occupy either the principal dwelling unit or the accessory 
dwelling unit as their permanent and principal residence. Using the form provided by the city, 
the property owner shall execute a declaration of land use restrictive covenants and owner's 
warranties creating certain covenants running with the land for the purpose of enforcing the 
standards and conditions of this subsection and file the same with the county recorder. The 
property owner must deliver an executed original of the declaration, which shall display its 
date and document number of record, to the zoning administrator before any city building or 
zoning permits required for the accessory dwelling unit can be issued.  

(3)  The property owner shall file an annual affidavit with the zoning administrator verifying 
continued owner-occupancy of the property as their permanent and principal residence. A 
fee shall be collected in accordance with section 61.302.  

(4)  At the request of the property owner and upon inspection finding the accessory dwelling unit 
has been removed, the zoning administrator shall record a release of any previously recorded 
covenant for that accessory dwelling unit. Any and all filing costs shall be the responsibility 
of the property owner.  

(fe)  Unit size. The floor area of the accessory unit shall be a maximum of eight hundred (800) square 
feet. If the accessory unit is located interior to the principal structure, the principal structure shall 
have a minimum floor area of one thousand (1,000) square feet and the accessory unit shall not 
exceed one-third (⅓) of the total floor area of the structure. For multi-story principal structures 
built prior to the enactment of this section, the maximum floor area of an accessory dwelling unit 
may be equal to that of the first floor, but shall be less than or equal to fifty (50) percent of the 
floor area of the structure. 

(gf)  Access and entrances.  

(1)  A walkway shall be provided from an abutting public street to the primary entrance of the 
accessory dwelling unit.  

(2)  Upper floor units within the principal structure shall have interior stairway access to the 
primary entrance of the unit. Secondary stairways required for fire safety may be located on 
the exterior of the side or rear of the building, but shall not be allowed on the front of the 
building.  

(3)  Exterior stairways shall be built of durable materials that match the finish of the principal 
structure or accessory building to which they are attached. Raw or unfinished lumber shall 
not be permitted.  

(hg) Parking. Provided that the minimum parking requirement for the principal one-family dwelling on 
the lot is met, no additional parking is required.  

(ih)  Ownership. The accessory dwelling unit shall not be sold separately from the principal dwelling 
unit, and may not be a separate tax parcel.  
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Sec. 66.221. – Principal uses. 

Table 66.221, principal uses in residential districts, lists all permitted and conditional uses in the RL—
RM3 residential districts, and notes applicable development standards and conditions. 

Table 66.221. Principal Uses in Residential Districts 
Use RL R1-

R4 
RT1 RT2 RM1 RM2 RM3 Definition 

Development 
(d) 
Standards (s)

Residential 
....   
Accessory Uses 
   
Accessory use P P P P P P P (d), (s) 

Dwelling unit, accessory P P P P P P (d), (s) 

Accessory retail service 
and office 

C C (s) 

Support services in housing 
for the elderly 

P P (d), (s) 

 
 
Attachments:   

1. City Council Resolution 
2. Public Testimony (letters only, minutes not completed at drafting of report) 
3. ADU Analysis Maps 
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Title: Directing the Planning Commission to undertake a zoning study to determine whether accessory
dwelling units should be permitted in the Mounds Park, and Planning District 1 (Eastview, Conway,
Battle Creek and Highwood Hills), Planning District 3 (West Side), Planning District 7 (Thomas-Dale),
and Planning District 9 (West Seventh) areas and regulated under § 65.913(a).

Sponsors: Jane L. Prince

Indexes:

Code sections:

Attachments:

Action ByDate Action ResultVer.

SignedMayor's Office2/14/2018 3

City Council2/7/2018 1

Directing the Planning Commission to undertake a zoning study to determine whether accessory dwelling units
should be permitted in the Mounds Park, and Planning District 1 (Eastview, Conway, Battle Creek and
Highwood Hills), Planning District 3 (West Side), Planning District 7 (Thomas-Dale), and Planning District 9

(West Seventh) areas and regulated under § 65.913(a).

WHEREAS, on September 19, 2016, the City of Saint Paul approved adding dwelling units as an accessory
use in the RL, R1-R4, RT1, RT2, RM1-RM3, and T1-T4 zoning districts; and

WHEREAS, under §65.913(a) accessory dwelling units are limited to one-half mile of University Avenue
between Emerald Street and Lexington Parkway; and

WHEREAS, Land Use Policy 1.6 and Housing Policy 2.17(b) of the Comprehensive Plan support a zoning
study to explore accessory units in Established Neighborhoods; and

WHEREAS, residents of the Mounds Park, and District 1, District 3, District 7, and District 9 areas have
expressed interest in allowing ADUs in that those parts of the city; and

WHEREAS, future land use in the Mounds Park and District 1, District 3, District 7, and District 9 residential
areas are guided Established Neighborhood in the Comprehensive Plan; and

WHEREAS, Policy H3.6 of the District 1 Community Council Community Plan states: “Explore the potential for
accessory dwelling units in all single-family residential zoning districts, including what impacts this would have
on both the zoning districts and the community;” and

WHEREAS, Mounds Park is generally described as the area bound by Interstate 94 to the north, Highway 61
to the east, and Mounds Boulevard to the south and west;, and District 1 is generally described by as the area
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File #: RES 18-162, Version: 3

bound by Minnehaha Avenue to the north and west, McKnight Road to the east, Red Rock Road to the south,
the Mississippi River to the west to Warner Road to Highway 61 to Birmingham Street up to Minnehaha
Avenue.; District 3 is generally described as the area bound by the Mississippi River to where Annapolis
Street, if extended, meets the Mississippi River except for the area bound by Sidney Street to the north,
Bidwell Street to the east, Annapolis Street to the South, and Charlton Street to the west; District 7 is generally
described as the area bound by Burlington Northern Rail to the north, Interstate 35E to the east, University
Avenue to the south and Lexington Parkway to the West; and District 9 is generally described as the area
bound by Interstate 35E to the north, Kellogg Boulevard to Robert Street to the northeast, the Mississippi River
to Interstate 35E to the northeast to the southwest, Interstate 35E to Shepard Road to Homer Street to West
Seventh to Interstate 35E;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council requests that the Planning Commission
complete a zoning study to consider permitting ADUs in Mounds Park, and Planning District 1, District 3,
District 7, and District 9 areas.
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April 20, 2018 
 
To: Jamie Radel, Planning and Economic Development, City of Saint Paul 
Fr: Kathleen Kelso, Saint Paul Advisory Committee on Aging 
Re: Zoning Changes to Allow City-Wide Accessory Dwelling Units 
 
The Saint Paul Advisory Committee on Aging (ACOA) supports the proposed amendments to 
the zoning code that would permit accessory dwelling units in the R1 – RM2 and T1 – T3 zoning 
districts. We support regulations that establish standards and conditions, including conditions 
related to lot location, minimum lot size, number of accessory units, unit occupancy, unit 
characteristics, access and entrances, parking, and ownership.  
 
The Saint Paul Advisory Committee on Aging seeks opportunities for community-wide 
discussions about the future of affordable and life-cycle housing in the metropolitan region. We 
look forward to thoughtful and intentional strategies to advance the stated policy priority of the 
Metro Council in Thrive 2040: Create housing options that give people in all life stages and of 
all economic means viable choices for safe, stable and affordable homes. 
 
We are all aging. Affordable and life-cycle housing as it relates to aging is not just about 
“boomers” but whole neighborhoods. As we age, the demographic shift will drive housing 
demand. Housing that is built or modified for aging households sends a message to people of all 
ages: Saint Paul supports neighbors as we age in our communities.  
 
We consider this public discussion on ADUs and proposed amendments to the zoning code as 
the beginning of a city wide public discussion about “aging in community” and what that means 
– socially, culturally and economically. 
 
The accelerating teardown phenomenon affecting the two metro central cities clearly reflects the 
increasing premium on living in urban locations where a wide range of amenities are available to 
people of all ages. Both Minneapolis and St. Paul are essentially "built out," thus ADUs offer a 
definite option for increasing housing stock.  
 
ADUs provide a number of benefits for residents of both the primary and accessory units:  
 

 Accessory units intended as rental housing are a source of additional income for primary 
unit owners, and would provide one or more additional sets of security "eyes" on a 
primary unit and adjacent properties. This would serve as a means to assist an older 
adult(s) to reside in his/her home safely.  

 
 ADUs could house paid caregivers providing support for/assistance to residents in the 

primary unit who have various health/mobility limitations. 
 

 ACOA strongly supports intergenerational living as a way to encourage and sustain aging 
in one’s own community. There has been clear, definite growth in family 
"intergenerational" living in the U.S. in the past decade, and ADUs would readily 



promote those opportunities. These arrangements may involve rental payments, but may 
more commonly involve housing at no or little charge for family members.  

 
 Owners of a primary unit might choose to continue living there while family members (or 

others) move into the accessory unit. Or younger family members could move into the 
primary unit when the property owners relocate to the accessory unit. This option can be 
particularly important when the primary unit has accessibility problems for the owners, 
and the accessory unit can incorporate universal design features. 

 
 Increasingly, groups of older adults, couples and/or singles, are discussing and seeking to 

contract for purchase, to modify or to design and build a custom home in residential 
areas. With an ADU, if the primary unit doesn't have adequate layout and/or accessibility 
for all involved, one or more in the group could live in the primary unit and the others in 
the accessory unit. This arrangement could facilitate care and support if/as health/medical 
conditions of certain members in a group change over time. These arrangements may 
involve various members renting from owners of the primary unit or living rent-free, or 
perhaps all parties have an ownership share. 

 
The ACOA encourages public conversations and public policy debates such as this one to 
acknowledge that people of all ages are at all times aging and that life-needs are constantly 
changing. We hope that neighbors will recognize the value of older adults in their neighborhoods 
by enabling all neighbors to live there and age in their community as long as it is possible.   
 
The ACOA uses the term aging in community intentionally and often to reframe our way of 
thinking about aging. We encourage public discussion that shifts the focus from the dwelling 
place toward relationships that create the social and community support necessary for people of 
all ages to thrive in their communities.   
 
The Aging in Community concept “…encourages a proactive strategy to create supportive 
neighborhoods and networks. Thus, the well-being and quality of life for elders at home becomes 
a measure of the success of the community “(Thomas, 2014). Aging in Community is the viable 
alternative to institutionalization; it is a way of life that at its heart recognizes that aging is the 
reality for all of us, and that whether it’s the youngest among us, Millennials or Boomers, 
everyone is acknowledged and treated as a valuable resource in their community.  
 
With the right set of policies for housing, including enforceable regulations for ADUs, older 
adults aging in community would be allowed to remain as integral members of that community. 
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