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R-PZD 04-06.00 (RUPPLE ROW)

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING A RESIDENTIAL PLANNED ZONING DISTRICT ENTITLED R-PZD 04-
06.00, RUPPLE ROW, CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 41.70 ACRES, TO MODIFY THE ZONING OF
THE DUPLEXES AND TRIPLEXES ON WORDSWORTH LANE TO ALLOW UP TO FOUR
UNRELATED PERSONS TO LIVE IN EACH DWELLING UNIT

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS:

Section 1. That the change to R-PZD 04-06.00 Rupple Row to modify the zoning of the duplexes and triplexes
on Wordsworth Lane to allow up to four unrelated persons to live in each dwelling unit is hereby approved.

Section 2. That the Planned Zoning District ordinance and official zoning map of the City of Fayetteville,
Arkansas, for R-PZD 04-06.00 Rupple Row as passed and approved by the City Council on June 15, 2004 with
Ordinance No. 4580 shall be modified with the revisions as described in Section 1 above.
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MEETING OF AUGUST 18, 2015 
 
TO: Mayor and City Council 
 
THRU: Jeremy Pate, Development Services Director 
  
FROM: Andrew Garner, City Planning Director 
 
DATE: January 29, 2015 
 
SUBJECT: ADM 15-5135: Administrative Item (RUPPLE ROW SUBDIVISION PZD 

AMENDMENT, 439): Submitted by ROB KIMBEL for properties located in the 
RUPPLE ROW SUBDIVISION. The properties are zoned R-PZD, RESIDENTIAL 
PLANNED ZONING DISTRICT RUPPLE ROW (R-PZD 04-06.00) and contain 
approximately 41.70 acres.  The request is an amendment to the PZD to modify 
the zoning of the duplexes and triplexes on Wordsworth Lane to allow up to four 
unrelated persons to live in each dwelling unit.  

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission recommends approval and staff recommends denial of                 
ADM 14-4930. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Property Description and History:  The Rupple Row subdivision contains 41.70 acres located 
south of Wedington Drive and west of Rupple Road. In 2004 the City Council rezoned the property 
to R-PZD 04-6.00 for the Rupple Row project. This master planned neighborhood was proposed 
in a Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) pattern and approved for 182 single-family 
detached lots, 37 two-family lots subdivided into townhouse lots, and two three-family lots. All 
homes are rear alley loaded in typical TND fashion with homes built close to the street with 
prominent front porches.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
Background: Within the past year the applicant has become aware of the City’s code regulating 
the number of unrelated persons being able to live in one dwelling unit. Because the Rupple Row 
PZD was approved as a single family planned zoning district (even though other uses are also 
permitted), a maximum of three unrelated persons are allowed to live in each dwelling unit (UDC 
Chapter 151, definition of Family). This is similar to an RSF district, where the predominant use 
is single family, but either uses such as duplexes can be permitted as well. Regardless of the use, 
however, the number of occupants is based upon the zoning district, not the type of unit. 
 
In zoning districts ‘other than single family’ up to four unrelated persons may live in in one dwelling 
unit. The applicant discussed with staff that they thought their property (Lots 145-183) allowed up 
to four unrelated people to live in each dwelling because they are two-family/townhomes. 
However, the applicant’s original assumption is not consistent with the adopted ordinance 
requirements. As stated previously, the number of unrelated persons is based on the 
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underlying zoning district and not the dwelling unit type. In the case of the Rupple Row PZD, 
it is classified as a ‘single family zoning district’ because a majority of the dwellings are single 
family homes. The Rupple Row PZD was never proposed or adopted by the City Council as a 
multi-family zoning district. 
 
To further explain how this ordinance is applied throughout the city, city code allows a two-family 
dwelling located in the RSF-4 zoning district to have up to three unrelated persons because RSF-
4 is a single family zoning district. City Code allows a two-family dwelling located in the RMF-24 
zoning district to have up to four unrelated persons because RMF-24 is not a single family zoning 
district. 
 
Proposal:  The applicant proposes to amend the Rupple Row R-PZD to reclassify the zoning of 
lots 145-183 (both sides of Wordsworth Lane) as ‘other than single family zoning’ to allow up to 
four unrelated persons to live in each dwelling unit. 
 
The subject area of Wordsworth Lane is developed with 37 two-family attached townhomes on 
either side of the street that are located approximately 10 feet from the street, rear alley loaded 
with two-car garages and driveways off of the alley. There are also two three-family homes located 
on the cul-de-sac at the north end of the street. There are no single family detached homes within 
the area in question. To staff’s knowledge these homes have been developed with four bedrooms 
in each unit.  
 
Public Comment: Staff received two letters in favor of the applicant’s request (attached). 
 
Discussion: The Rupple Row subdivision was approved and developed as a TND with single 
family detached homes and one internal street of townhomes in the central portion of the 
neighborhood. Consistent with TND and adopted City policy, this neighborhood was intended to 
serve a variety of home owners within walking distance of a school, community center and future 
commercial corridor along Wedington Drive.  
 
The Rupple Row neighborhood was developed with infrastructure including streets, driveways, 
alleys, and garages for individual owner occupancy, not rentals with occupancy for up to four 
unrelated people in each dwelling. A greater density of individuals living together, particularly 
adults, can pose safety and nuisance issues if the neighborhood was not designed to 
accommodate that density.    
 
For instance, there is not enough parking for each dwelling on the subject properties to 
accommodate four cars with individual occupancy. This will result in residents parking on the 
street. However, Wordsworth Lane was not built to accommodate the number of vehicles 
associated with residency of four unrelated people per dwelling. Wordsworth Lane is a 28-foot 
wide street and only allows parking on one side. Because both sides of the street are developed 
with two-family townhomes, continuous parking on both sides of the street is needed to 
accommodate the number of vehicles generated by the proposed occupancy. Continuous parking 
on both sides of the street leaves only a 12-foot travel lane that would be in violation of the fire 
code that requires a 20-foot clear unobstructed fire access road. A lack of adequate on-site and 
on-street parking can result in other violation issues such as parking in the grass or in alleys.  
 
Staff disagrees with the applicant’s parking analysis where they indicate that there are no parking 
problems for the occupancy proposed. The applicant assumes that four unrelated individuals will 
park two vehicles in the two-car garages and two cars immediately behind the garages in the 
driveway. This would effectively block two cars in the garage. In reality with four unrelated adults 
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living in these units it is unlikely that cars will be parked in the garages on a regular basis resulting 
in two cars for every dwelling having to park elsewhere at various times during the day or night 
as noted above. With a total of 80 dwellings in this area approximately 160 off-street parking 
spaces are needed and only approximately 75 are provided on Wordsworth Lane. This is a 
substantial parking deficit that could negatively affect the safety and welfare of the immediate and 
surrounding neighborhood. 
 
An additional negative aspect of this proposal is that allowing up to four unrelated people in each 
dwelling would likely push this street and other surrounding homes permanently into the rental 
market where dwellings are rented by up to four unrelated people. This is not in line with the intent 
of the original PZD and may be counter to the public neighborhood interest in the long-term 
viability of this neighborhood. It is staff’s opinion that this is not an appropriate location for a large 
section of student housing rentals, or general rentals with four unrelated people in each dwelling. 
This type of land use pattern is more appropriate closer to the University of Arkansas and the core 
of the city, not in this suburban neighborhood in west Fayetteville with inadequate parking 
infrastructure. The original intent of this neighborhood, consistent with current city policy, was to 
allow a variety of individual owner occupancy and price points within the neighborhood. This 
proposal is inconsistent with that policy. 
 
The Planning Commission voted 7-1-0 (Commissioner Brown voted ‘no’) at the July 27, 2015 
meeting to recommend approval of the request as proposed. 
 
BUDGET/STAFF IMPACT: 
None 
 
Attachments: 

• Ordinance  
• Planning Commission staff report ADM 15-5135 
• Applicant’s Planning Commission presentation 

 
 



TO:  Fayetteville Planning Commission
  
FROM:  Andrew Garner, City Planning Director

MEETING DATE: July 27, 2015 

SUBJECT: ADM 15-5135: Administrative Item (RUPPLE ROW SUBDIVISION PZD
AMENDMENT, 439): Submitted by ROB KIMBEL for properties located in
the RUPPLE ROW SUBDIVISION. The properties are zoned R-PZD,
RESIDENTIAL PLANNED ZONING DISTRICT RUPPLE ROW (R-PZD 05-
1547) and contain approximately 41.70 acres.  The request is an
amendment to the PZD to modify the zoning of the duplexes and triplexes
on Wordsworth Lane to allow up to four unrelated persons to live in each
dwelling unit.     

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends denial of ADM 15-5135.
   
BACKGROUND:

Property Description and History:  The Rupple Row subdivision contains 41.70 acres located
south of Wedington Drive and west of Rupple Road. In 2004 the City Council rezoned the property
to R-PZD 04-6.00 for the Rupple Row project. This master planned neighborhood was proposed
in a Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) pattern and approved for 182 single-family
detached lots, 37 two-family lots subdivided into townhouse lots, and two three-family lots. All
homes are rear alley loaded in typical TND fashion with homes built close to the street with
prominent front porches.

DISCUSSION:

Background: Within the past year the applicant has become aware of the City’s code regulating
the number of unrelated persons being able to live in one dwelling unit. Because the Rupple Row
PZD was approved as a single family zoning district, a maximum of three unrelated persons are
allowed to live in each dwelling unit (UDC Chapter 151, definition of Family).

In zoning districts ‘other than single family’ up to four unrelated persons may live in in one dwelling
unit. The applicant discussed with staff that they thought their property (Lots 145-183) allowed up
to four unrelated people to live in each dwelling because they are two-family/townhomes.
However, the applicant’s original assumption is incorrect. The number of unrelated persons is
based on the underlying zoning district and not the dwelling unit type. In the case of the Rupple
Row PZD, it is classified as a ‘single family zoning district’ because a majority of the dwellings are
single family homes. The Rupple Row PZD was never proposed or adopted by the City Council
as a multi-family zoning district.

Updated with Planning Commission results
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For example, city code allows a two-family dwelling located in the RSF-4 zoning district to have
up to three unrelated persons because RSF-4 is a single family zoning district. City Code allows
a two-family dwelling located in the RMF-24 zoning district to have up to four unrelated persons
because RMF-24 is not a single family zoning district.

Proposal:  The applicant proposes to amend the Rupple Row R-PZD to reclassify the zoning of
lots 145-183 (both sides of Wordsworth Lane) as ‘other than single family zoning’ to allow up to
four unrelated persons to live in each dwelling unit.

The subject area of Wordsworth Lane is developed with two-family attached townhomes on either
side of the street that are located approximately 10 feet from the street, rear alley loaded with
two-car garages and driveways off of the alley. There are also two three-family homes located on
the cul-de-sac at the north end of the street. To staff’s knowledge these homes have been
developed with four bedrooms in each unit.

Public Comment: Staff received two letters in favor of the applicant’s request (attached).

Discussion: The Rupple Row subdivision was approved and developed as a TND with single
family detached homes and one internal street of townhomes in the central portion of the
neighborhood. Consistent with TND and adopted City policy, this neighborhood was intended to
serve a variety of home owners within walking distance of a school, community center and future
commercial corridor along Wedington Drive.

The Rupple Row neighborhood was developed with infrastructure including streets, driveways,
alleys, and garages for individual owner occupancy, not rentals with occupancy for up to four
unrelated people in each dwelling. A greater density of individuals living together can pose safety
and nuisance issues if the neighborhood was not designed to accommodate that density, as in
this case.

For instance, there is not enough parking for each dwelling on the subject properties to
accommodate four cars with individual occupancy. This will result in residents parking on the
street. However, Wordsworth Lane was not built to accommodate the number of vehicles
associated with residency of four unrelated people per dwelling. Wordsworth Lane is a 28-foot
wide street and only allows parking on one side. Because both sides of the street are developed
with two-family townhomes, continuous parking on both sides of the street is needed to
accommodate the number of vehicles generated by the proposed occupancy. Continuous parking
on both sides of the street leaves only a 12-foot travel lane that would be in violation of the fire
code that requires a 20-foot clear unobstructed fire access road. A lack of adequate on-site and
on-street parking can result in other violation issues such as parking in the grass or in alleys.

An additional negative aspect of this proposal is that allowing up to four unrelated people in each
dwelling would likely push this street and other surrounding homes permanently into the rental
market where dwellings are rented by up to four unrelated people. This is not in line with the intent
of the original PZD and may be counter the public neighborhood interest in the long-term viability
of this neighborhood. It is staff’s opinion that this is not an appropriate location for a large section
of student housing rentals, or general rentals with four unrelated people in each dwelling. This
type of land use pattern is more appropriate closer to the University of Arkansas and the core of
the city, not in this suburban neighborhood in west Fayetteville with inadequate infrastructure. The
original intent of this neighborhood, consistent with current city policy, was to allow a variety of
individual owner occupancy and price points within the neighborhood. This proposal is
inconsistent with that policy.
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends denial of ADM 15-5135 based on the findings that
the streets, alleys, and parking in this neighborhood were not designed or built to safely
or efficiently support up to four unrelated persons in each dwelling. The proposal would
also be counter to the original intent of the PZD adopted by City Council for a variety of
individual home ownerships within the neighborhood.

Planning Commission Action: ❒ Approved  ❒ Forwarded  ❒ Denied

 
Meeting Date: July 27, 2015
Motion: ________
Second: _______
Vote: __________  

BUDGET/STAFF IMPACT:
None.

Attachments:

• UDC Chapter 151 definition of ‘family’

• Applicant’s letter

• Public comment

• Example two-family townhome plan

• Rupple Row Subdivision final plat

• Close up map

• Current land use map

• Future land use map

• One mile map
 

x

Autry 
Selby 

7-1-0 (Commissioner Brown voted 'no')


(recommend approval)
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Fayetteville UDC Chapter 151

Family.   (Zoning) In R-A, Neighborhood Conservation and all single family districts including
single family Planned Zoning Districts, a “family” is no more than three (3) persons unless all are
related and occupy the dwelling as a single housekeeping unit.  In all other zoning districts where
residential uses are permitted, a “family” is no more than four (4) persons unless all are related
and occupy the dwelling as a single housekeeping unit with the exception that the City Council
may permit a definition of “family” as no more than five (5) persons unless all are related and
occupy the dwelling as a single housekeeping unit in a specific Planned Zoning District with proper
safeguards for the surrounding neighborhood such as applying the parking requirements of
§172.11 (even though this is a multifamily PZD), requiring that each five person unit must be
placed within a freestanding structure of not more than two stories and be buffered from other
residential districts outside the Planned Zoning District.   The City Council shall consider whether
an applicant’s PZD with one or more five unrelated person structures would cause unreasonable
traffic into an adjoining residential neighborhood before approving any such PZD.  Persons are
“related” for purposes of this definition if they are related by blood, marriage, adoption,
guardianship, or other duly-authorized custodial relationship.  The definition of “family” does not
include fraternities, sororities, clubs or institutional groups.
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