
To: City of Madison Zoning Rewrite Advisory Committee      4-28-2009 
 
Re: ADU Standards 
 
From: Bob Koechley; Barbara Koechley; John Linck; Joan Laurion 
 
Thanks you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the proposed ADU language in the new 
City of Madison Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Here are the questions/comments we have about the current draft: 
 

1- Does the current draft mean to say that homeowners in residential districts in the City of 
Madison have the right to build an ADU as long as they comply with the minimum standards 
outlined in the document? If this is the case, we think it needs to be stated more clearly. 

 
2- We don’t understand what an overlay district is. Does current draft mean to say that in order 

to get permission to build any ADU, a homeowner in any non-R2T, R2Y and R2Z district will 
need to first meet with his/her neighbors on 8 face blocks, create an overlay district, and come 
to agreement with them about the specifics of any proposed ADU?  

 
3- We think that all homeowners should have permission to build an ADU to the minimum 

standards.  If they wish an amendment to those standards, we suggest that they be expected to 
meet with their neighbors and the city to present their proposed design and come up with 
guidelines that are appropriate for the neighborhood.  

 
4- In regards to the standards: 

 
a) The 40% for the square footage figure will be very limiting for homeowners who 

already live in small homes. We suggest just sticking with a maximum 700 sq feet and 
if someone wants to build a bigger ADU, he/she will need to create an overlay district. 

 
b) We suggest sticking with 3 person occupancy and not specify a “family” 

 
Thanks again. 
 



Dear Rick, 
Thank you for preparing the zoning draft to include accessory dwelling units. Our 
neighborhood group, who have been part of your focus group and have given comment at 
the zoning committee meetings, got together and went over the draft ADU proposal. We 
are pleased that the draft contains many of the general building standards we 
discussed. The suggested design standards would preserve the integrity of the 
neighborhood. We appreciate being part of the planning process for accessory 
dwelling units. 
 
Are we correct in understanding the draft to say that Madison residents have the 
right to build an accessory dwelling unit on their property in residential areas? 
 
We do have concerns about some of the items.  To name a few, we would like some 
clarification about the "overlay district" and find the 40% in the maximum unit size 
to be problematic for smaller homes in our neighborhoods. 
 
We would like to have the opportunity to make comments to this draft.   
What would be the best avenue for us to do this? 
 
Thanks, 
Bob and Barbara Koechley, Joan Laurion, and John Linck 
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Shaping places, shaping change 

To: Rick Roll 

From: Brian Munson 

CC:  

Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2009 

Re: Revised Residential Zoning Code Draft (3.17.09) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the revisions to the residential sections of the 
Zoning Code Re-write, I apologize for not being able to attend the ZCRAC meeting on the 28th.  
In reviewing the draft a few items continue to create barriers for implementing urban walkable 
districts within emerging neighborhoods. 

1.) TRP-Planned District 
The TRP-Planned district, while described as a Traditional Neighborhood District contains 
several components of concern, the most concerning of which is the lack of by-right baseline 
measurements.  The removal of the district details results in a district that will function like a 
PUD; thereby allowing some limited flexibility, removing predictability, and creating an 
incentive for continued use of PUD zoning which has an identical review process, but greater 
flexibility.  I recognize the overall need to keep the number of sub-districts to a minimum, the 
use of more detailed standards, divided into sub-districts as described in my comments dated 
December 8, 2009, would result in a more streamlined process and reduce the incentive for 
the use of PUD zoning.   

This district is further hampered by a call for 20% open space, well above the required 
dedications which are tied more appropriately to density versus parcel size.  For reference the 
Grandview Commons TND sets aside approximately 11% of its acreage, including a 19 acre 
community park and numerous pocket parks all of which are walkable and accessible to the 
surrounding neighborhood.   

The district does call for diversity of residential, but requires 20% of the units being 
multifamily, which may not be appropriate for all sites.  This could be strengthened by 
removing the artificial 20% requirement, adjusting the required number of residential types to 
four or more and adding alley accessed single family, street accessed single family, two-family, 
three-four family, and townhomes to accommodate more development types.  Splitting these 
districts would also help further differentiate the code issues as well as built form/massing 
relationships for each of these development types.  
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2.) Urban Density 
The current draft does not create opportunities for more dense urban/walkable development 
throughout the City.  TR-U2 is the only district that allows for heights greater than three 
stories, but is intended for “areas near the downtown and the campus”. Creating sustainable 
growth for the city will require higher density nodes with the potential for heights greater than 
three stories within walkable nodes throughout the city and should be encouraged through 
the creation of by-right zoning support. 

The creation of urban density is further hampered by the side yard setback that calls for a 
minimum of 6’ plus 1’ for every unit greater than 2.  This would result in a 36 unit building 
needing a suburban standard of 40’ side yards eliminating any urban context between 
buildings with more than 8 units.  The use of a 15’ minimum front yard should also be 
discussed as to what development patterns would be needed to allow for urban setbacks & 
streetscapes (0-15’ setbacks). 

While I understand that there may be additional districts created to address the downtown 
area, capping development for the rest of the City at three stories with suburban setbacks 
does not allow for the type of densities called for in the Comprehensive Plan, and would 
force continued reliance on PUD zoning. 

 
























