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STUDENT HOUSING TASK FORCE
REPORT TO LFUCG COUNCIL
PLANNING COMMITTEE

SEPTEMBER 8§, 2009
INTRODUCTION
QVERVIEW OF THE ISSUE

This report is submitted by the Student Housing Task Force and examines the
issue of university student rentals, including singlé family homes, in certain
geographically defined areas within residential neighborhoods in Lexington. Some
aspects of this report can also be applied to other rental housing in Lexington that is not
utilized by students. Most, but not all of the student rental houses which were considered
in preparing this report are in neighborhoods very near the central campus of the
University of Kentucky and Bluegrass Corhmunity and Technical College, This report
includes a history of the issutes associated with the student housing in these
neighborhoods, relevant information gathered by the Student Housing Task Force and a
number of possible sirategies for addressing the problems associated with student
housing in these neighborhoods. The Task Force also considers that these issues may
impact other neighborhoods in the future, particularly those in close proximity to the

HISTORY OF ISSUES RE
TO STUDENT HOUSING IN LEXINGTON

The issue of the impact of student rental housing on résidential neighborhoods in
Lexington is not new and has surfaced in a variety of contexts during the past 25 years as
enrollment at the University of Kentucky has increased. In 1981, then Councilmember
Ann Gabbard sought an opinion from the LFUCG Department of Law concerning the
limits of the rumber of persons who could reside in a property zoned for single family
residential use. A writter opinion from then Assistant Commissioner of Law Richard
Murphy concluded that based upon the fact that the single family zoning classification
defined family as “two or more persons customarily living together as a “single
housekeering unit and using comman caoking facilities...” there was no legal



impediment to any number of petsons occupying a stucture zoned single family.
[Appendix 1]

In 1998, in response to complaints about problems with conversion of single
family houses ta student homes in his district, Councilmember Richard DeCamp
proposed a text amendment to define “family” in residential zones based upon
relationships of blood or marriage. As 4 result of opposition to that proposal by students
and landlords, the text amendment was not adopted, but the controversy led the Urban
County Council to create a UK Neighborhoods Committes which met for several months.
In 1999 the Committee issued a report calling for the creation of a permanent Town and
Gown Commission. The Council accepted this recommendation and the Town and Gown
Commission was created by Article 34 of the Code of Ordinances. The Commission is
composed of landlords, students, neighbors, UK and Transylvania officials and several
Councilmembers. [Appendix 2]

In 2001, in direct response to growing complaints about large party disturbances
in neighborhoods near the University of Kentucky fallowing the adoption of a “no
alcohol on campus™ policy, the Urban County Council passéd the Lexington Area Party
Plan, thereby giving the local government the authority to designate a property with
multiple defined violations by its residents a “no party” property. The plan is now
generally known to students and appears in its entirery on the UK Student Government
website. [Appendix 3]

In recent years, various members of the Town and Gown Commission have
traveled to other universities and cities to see first hand how laws and programs in those
locations have been used to attempt to conrol problems related to student housing, In
May, 2007, Councilmember David Stevens, UK Assistant Vice President for Community
Engagement Lisa Higgins-Hord and UK Vice President for Facilities Management Bob
Wiseman, traveled to the Borough of State College (Penn State) to discuss with local
officials their home buy-back program and student home ordinance.

On November 20, 2007, Dr. Stevens presented a written report fo the
Planning Committee of the Urban County Council. [Appendix 4] The report contained
his findings from Pennsylvania on the Borough of State College measures as well as
information concerning measures taken by other communities (o address student housing
issues,

A memo from Paul Schoninger, Council staff méiber, was alse included in Dr.
Stevens réport. Mr: Schoninger’s memo referred to a 2002 article in Zoning News
entitled Coping with Colleges: How Communities Address the Problem of Students
Living Off Campus and listed the suggested solutions from that article,

Also included in Dr. Stevens report was a memo from the University Area
Housing Association (UAHA) dated Novembet 12, 2007.

After hearing from neighborhood association representatives, landlords and students, the
Planning Committee directed the creation of this Student Housing Task Force to examine
the issues and report to the Planning Committes.

In February of 2008, representative landlords from the University Area Housing
Association (UAHA) traveled to Columbus, Ohio and met with city and Ohio State
University officials about the University Distriet and Off Campus Student Services
Program there. A report from UAHA was thereafter presented o the Town and Gown
Cominission int April, 2008, [Appendix 5]



TASK FORCE MEMBERS

The Student Housing Task Force was composed of the following members
and respective constituencies:

Mike Meuser, Chair, Attorney, Aylesford resident
Vice Mayor Jim Gray
Council At-Large Member Linda Gorton
5™ Distriet Councilmember Dr. David Stevens
3% District Councilmember Dick DeCamp
Lisa Higgins-Hord, UK Assistant Vice President for University Engagement
Tony Blanton, UK Dean of Students
Robert Brown, Transylvania Director of Residence Life
Joe Manroe, UK Chief of Police
W. Tylet Montell, UK Student Government President
Craig Hardin, Landlozd, President of University Area Housing Association
Bob Boote, Landlord
Debra Hensley, former 3™ District Councilrmember and Aylesford resident
Nick Stamatiadis, UK Engineering Professor, Barberry Lane resident
David Buitor, Landiord
Bob Kelly, Architecture Professor, North Elizabeth Street resident
Robert Kesten, Property Manager

Following the November, 2008 Council elections, Cheryl Feigel was
added to the Task Force as 5% District Couricil Member and Diane Lawless was
added to the Task Force as 3™ District Council Member. Dr. Stevens and Mr.
DeCamp were asked to remain as Task Force Members because of their long
history of work and involvement on the issues.

MEETINGS AND SITE VISITS

The Task Force met on May £3, June 11, July 30, Avgust 13, October 29,
November 26, December 10, 2008, Jannary 14, Febreary 25, March 4, March 25,
April 22, May 13, July 22 and August 26, 2009 Minutes or sumiaries from the
meetings are attached to this report [Appendix 6] In addition to its meetings, the
Task Force Meinbers made site visits by bus to three Lexington neighborhoods on
September 24, 2008. This included Big Bear Lane off Tates Creek Road,
Aylesford in the area bordered by Euclid Avenue, Maxwell Street, Rose Street
and Woodland Avenue and most of the North Elizabeth Street neighborhood.



PRIMARY AREAS OF CONCERN

In its initial meeting, the Task Force attempted to focus on defining the
problems associated with student housing in Lexington and accountability for
those problems. Neighborhood representatives expressed frustration with a lack of
“respect” for their neighborboads, citing issues related to parking, trash, poorly
maintained properties and related nuisances as well as the perceived inability of
the government agencies responsible for enforeing such laws to manage the day to
day volume of complaints, Landlords expressed frustration with being held
accountable for the behavior of their tenants and for the failures of those landlords
who do noi care about theit properties. As a result of these initial discussions, the
following questions of concern and study were addressed by the Task Force:

* Are the current laws regarding parking, trash, property maintenance, property
modifications, fire and life safety, nuisances, disturbances, building inspection
and zoning being enforced and are these laws presently adequate to deal with
the issuss of student housing?

s To what extent are any present problems with student housing simply
associated with a greater density of people?

» To what extent do conversions of formerly single family dwellings to student
rental units contribute to the present problems?

+ What roles should the University, students, residents and landlords
respectively take in attempting to resolve student housing issues?

+  What possible actions can be taken to address the issues?

CHARACTER OF LAND USE

The business of creating student rental units in neighborhoods near the
universities is not complex. In a typica!l scenario, a building constructed and formerly
used as a single family home is rented to a group of students who divide the available
rooms in the structure among themselves as bedrooms. According to some of the Task
Force members, the current typical cost for each student in such a house is 3200 to $350
in rent per month. It is undisputed that the conversion of formerly owner occupied homes
to rental houses where there is no change to the building occurs now without trggering
any government intervention or rezoning. This is because, as noted earlier in this report,
the Law Departinent has historically talken the position that the underlying use of the
property is not changing with such cofiversiors-a traditional family has been replaced by
a group of students who qualify as a “family” under the current definition in the Zoning
Ordinance.

DEMAND FOR STUDENT HOUSING

Cbviously, the demand for student housing around the universities has a direct
impact on student housing issues in adjacent neighborhoods. The Task Force recognizes
that students have lived in the neighborhoods around the Uriversity of Kentucky and
Transylvania University for many decades. Transylvania’s enroliment has remained small



and 75% of its student population lives on campus. In contrast, the University of
Kentucky has seen a steady growth in its enrollment for a period of years and presently
has in excess of 26,000 students enrolled, with 18,000 of those being undergraduate
students. According to 4 presentation made to the Town and Gown Commission in the
spring of 2007 by the UK Facilities Management office, it is the goal of University to
increase its undergraduate enrollment to almost 25,000 students by 2020, In that same
period, the University anticipates adding only 1500 beds to its campus housing stock.
Presently, 24% of students are housed on campus while 76% of UK students live off
campus and 43% reported a residence address within one mile of the center of campus.
The power point presentation of the UK report is attached to this report. [Appendix 7]
During its work, the Task Force members also generally observed that the new apartment
housing in the South Broadway and Red Mile corridors has seemed to soften the demand
somewhat for rental units in the older residential neighborhoods, but there has been no
ohservable trend toward conversion of former rental umits back to single family
residences. Moreover, the demand for student bousing will increase with any future
growth in undergraduate enrcllment.

ENFORCEMENT OF EXISITING LAWS

From a reading of applicable [aws and ordinances, it is apparent thaf student
housing is subject to the same variety of regulations as any residential dwelling unit.
These include all of the following:

o Lond Use Regulotions: This tncludes zoning lows related to the vnderlying
use of the progerty, maqured off stree: parking, sign regulations, parkieg lot
constrocsion and other site development, inchiding additions and new
construction. These reguiations are enforced by the: Division of Building
Imspection.

o Code Enforcement; Tius includes regulations related 1o trash, debris, fimsimme
om parches, weeds, junked cars and all bailding roafimensnce issies, These
regulations are enforeed by the Division of Code Enforcement.

v Fire Inopectiors: Thus inclndes. all Iife safety requirements related to fire safety
mnder state and local law. These regubations are enfireed by the Divigion of
Fire Prevention.

o Parking and Crimined Wiolanens: This inclndes all eriminal offerses and
parking viclations on fiomt znd sde vards, enforced by the Division of Polie.
Lexpark is now responsible for on street and meter violations as well as
enforcezment of violations in vesidential permiit parking areas.

In addition, the following laws and ordinances are enforced in
student areas:

= Leéxington Area Party Plan. As discussed above, this ordinance has
resulted in fewer party complaints in student areas.

» Keg Licensing Ordinance. This ordinance is intended to prevent
under-age drinking by fracing responsibility for keg rentals.



» Concentrated code enforcement. Student areas are subject to
periodic concentrated code enforcement, “game day” code
enforcement, and end-of-semester code enforcement.

The Task Force met collectively with all of the heads of the agencies
responsible for enforcement of these existing laws. A primary focus of inquiry
was whether the agencies fee! they are able to enforce the existing laws which are
within their charge, particularly those related to life safety issues for the tenants
whao live in these houses, The Task Force learned from the Divisions of Code
Enforcement, Fire Prevention and Building Inspection that they have no legal
power to enier the interior of any structure without the permission of the landlord
or the tenants of that structure.

David Jarvis, Director of the Division of Code Enforcement, told the Task
Force that his ageney has periodically conducted comprehensive inspections of
the rental housing near the UK caropus and that it was his estimate that his
inspectors had been able to inspect the interior of more than 85% of those
strictirres by obtaining the consent of the landlords or tenants. According to Mr.
Jarvis, his office attempts to do the comprehensive inspections every four years,
the last one conducted around UK having been completed in 2004. The ability of
his office 10 conduct the comprehensive inspections on this schedule is dependent
on staffing and the next comprehensive inspection for the UK area is now
overdue. He also reported, and the Task Force agreed, that the “game day” sweeps
by Code Enforcement along with the beginning and end of semester sweeps, had
been helpful in curbing code enforcement violations. In response to an inquiry
from one member of the Task Force, Mr. Jarvis also sent an e-mail summarizing
these mattérs and his thoughts on the ability ofhis agency to deal with
enforcement issues in these neighborhoods. That e-mail is included as Appendix 8
to this report.

Dewey Crowe, Director of the Division of Building Inspection, stated that
with regard to interior remodeling of rental housing, his inspectors are only able
to pursue requiring permits for such work if they actually observe the remodeling
activities taking place. Even when such activity is observed through a window, for
exaniple, his office must still obtain the consent of the owner to enter the building
to confirm the need for permits for the work. The Task Force has been advised by
the Division of Building Inspection that such interior modifications of rental
housing have occurred without permits from the Division of Building Inspection.

the use of gravel is subject to enforcement by his office and that recent advances
in satellite imagery had helped that effort. However, there is currently no
prohibition against parking in rear yards, only front ard side yards. He also stated
that it was cften difficult to prove when a gravel lot was created. However, it was
the view of several neighborhood members of the Task Force that a number of
illegal gravel parking lots have not been abated.

The Task Force also examined the underlying problem of forcing property
owners to “abate™ what they have been denied or failed to obtain a permit to
undeitake and several exarmples of ordinance violations which have never been



corrected were cited. One example was the graveling of yards after that material
was banned as an acceptable parking surface in 1998 and the failure of the
government to take any action to require the offending owners to remove the
material. The Task Foree also discussed the fact that some existing laws,
particularly some of the provisions of the Code Enforcement ordinance relating to
trash and debris, may not be effective in their curent form. Specifically, the Task
Force discussed a rental property which had been cited on three occasions for
trash and debris and thereafter fined by the Division of Code Enforcement. The
property awner sirnply passed the fines on to the tenants as a cost of doing
business without abating the trash and debris nuisance. According to David Jarvis,
the property in this example is owned by a landlord with hundreds of rental
properties. Even thotigh the fines can reach the $1000 level, Mr. Jarvis stated that
some landlords with this number of properties simply consider the fines a cost of
doing business. It should be noted that althotgh such cases are limited to a few
landlords, these same landlords often own large numbers of rental properties.
This these few landlords can create a severe impact on a neighborhood. This
highlighted the need to consider amending the ordinances to increase the
applicable fines. The Task Force views the foregoing issues to be a serlous
problem if the government is to effectively promote compliance with existing
laws and resolve these problems with rental properties.

administrative hearing and fine process has been much more effective in dealing
with Code Enforcement and Building Inspection violations than the District
Court.

The Division of Fire Prevention reported to the Task Force that it cannot
currently assure the public of compliance with fire arid life safety laws in rented
houses because they do not inspect single family dwellings. This only occurs if
the landlord applies for a building permit to add a kitchen or for other work or
they are asked to inspect the building by the owner or tepant. If the building
permitting process is not activated, and theré is no request by an owner or tenant
fot inspection, no inspection can or will be conducted. Fire Inspector James
Branham also provided the Task Force with statistics on student fire deaths
nationally. [Appendix 9]

The representatives of the Division of Police reported to the Task Force
that most of the difficulties they face in enforcement in student housing arcas
relate to too many people being in one place at one time. The Task Force believes
that the Lexington Party Plan has been effective in reducing the number of
problems associated with parties in the University neighborhoods. This was
largely confirnmed by the comments of neighborhood residents and the Police. It
appears this effect has been largely detertent: that is the fear of students that they
will be cited and their knowledge of the existence of the ordinance have
discouraged these activities.

The Task Force also learned that there is currently no attempt to regulate
student homes as “boarding houses™ under the zoning laws because unless the
Division of Building Inspection or Code Enforcement somehow enters the



building and confirms that there are separafe locks on the interior doots, it does
not meet the legal definition of 2 “boarding house.”

The Task Force also considered the existence of certain non-conforming
uses related to the University and their impact on neighborhood conditions,
Fraternities were mentioned specifically. Tony Blanton, UK Dean of Students,
reported that under the Code of Student Conduct which was revised in 2005 by
action of the Board of Trustees, individual students can be disciplined for off
campus conduct that is prejudicial to the character and welfare of the University,
as follows: a. any activity sponsored, conducted or authorized by the University or
a registered organization; b. conduct that poses a possible serious threat to the
safety, security or well-being of any member of the University community; c.
conduet that involves academic work or the forgery, alteration, or raisuse of any
University document, record, key, electronic device or identification; and d.
conduct that is considered disorderly and/or causes substantial destruction to
propetty belonging to the University or mémbers of the University community.
While the Deari of Students office acts in direct supervision of campus groiips
with off campus facilities, including fraternities and sororities, it should be noted
that there is no definition of “fraternity or sorority house™ in current Zoning
ordinances. Until such a definition is included in the ordinances, it will be
difficult for either the University or ths local government to addiess such nan-
conforming uses. As a result, the Task Force is including among its
recommendations in this report, that an appropriate definition of “fraternity
house” and “sorority House™ be added to the zomning ordinance to atternpt fo
#ddress this issus.

CONCLUSION

During its meetings, the Task Force has developed serious concerns sbout
whether existing laws are currently being adequately enforced. Moreover, it is
appdrent that there is a serious problem related to the fact that the LFUCG does
riot appear to be effective in requiring abatement or the “undoing” of actions
taken by property ownets in violation of existing land use and zoning laws. In the
case of the Division of Code Enforcement this problem has been exacerbated in
part by “cyoling” of available funds for hiring contractors to abate code
enforcement vialations. The existing Code Enforcement ordinance allows the
Divigion to hire private contractors to temedy conditions and charge the cost to
the offending property owner, When such funds are unavailable, the existing
ordinance cannot be utilized to remedy the condition. David Jarvis reporied that
his office regularly runs out of abatement funds by April or May of each year.
Moreover, notie of the civil penalties or abatement funds recovered by his office
are returned to his office, but rather are placed in the General Fund. In 2008, for
example, his office recovered $197,600.00 in penalties and abatement costs, The
total abatement fund for the same period was less than $100,000 and those funds
were exhausted in carly May. The problem of property owners who refise to
correct violations under the applicable ordinances may be the mast serious matter
related fo enforcement of existing laws because it not only results in offending



property owners flaunting the law, it also undermines the entire legal incentive for
other property owners to comply with the same laws. While some landlord
members of the Task Force believe that existing code enforcement, building
ingpection, zoning, fire and life safety laws are adequate and that they are being
aggressively enforced with respect to student rental housing, this was the minonify
view aniong members of the Task Force. On the question of life safety, the
landlord members maintain that if Code Enforcement is inspecting the interiors of
85% of these buildings every 3 to 5 years, this is adequate to protect tenants.
Subject to the limitations of their ability to inspect the intariors of these structures,
the agencies charged with enforcement of these laws largely agree with this
conchusion. David Jarvis reported that his inspectors regularly check for life
safety compliance during the comprehensive inspections including smoke alarms,
GFI protectors near water sources, secure and operable means of egress and
adequate venting for furnaces and water heaters.

Members of the Task Force belicve that enforcement, particularly from the
Division of Building Inspsction, has not been adequate on many complaints of
law violations. The current limifations on the inspection powers of several of
these divisions can create z compromise of life safety issues for the tenants living
in these houses.

DENSITY AND ITS IMPACT

The Task Force members with the exception of three landlords believe
that there is a direct carrelation between the ratio of student homes to ownter
occupied homes in any neighborhood and that as student homes become the
predominant land use in the neighborhood, the scope and frequency of problems
related to student housing increases. This was best exemplified by the serious
situation that confronted officials in the North Elizabeth Street neighborhood after
a UK football game in 2007, an area which has had almost all its housing stock
converted to student rentals. Local historic disiricts in some university
neighborhoods and the infill ordinance have both created a measure of indirect
contro! on density by limiting the size and capacity of additions to existing
houses, However, the Task Force believes that even in these areas, the increased
demands of a large group of people living in a structure formerly used as a single
family residence, often pushes the cupacity of these properties beyond their limits.
The direct impacts include high demand for additional parking and an increase in
trash and other nuisance related complaints.

The Task Force was repeatedly reminded that there is currently no
established way for students to “have a stake” in what happens in these
neighborhoods, which leaves the owrier occupants and landlords to deal with
problems, whether or niot caused by the student tenant. The Task Force recognizes
that the passing on of fines by some landlords to tenants for property violations
and the recent efforts of UK's Fusion program t6 increase positive student
involvement in the areas around the UK campus have been positive
developments. However the fewer permanent residents in any neighborhood, the
more acute the problems can become. Margover, in neigliberhoods where student
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housing is densely clustered, these conditions overburden the resources of the
Lexington Fayette Urban County Government to address legal violations and
similarly adversely impact the infrastructure. The Task Force also believes that
the conversion of farmerly owner occupied single family residences into muld
student houses is having a dramatic impact on parking problems. This is because
most students today each have their own automobile and there is simply not
adequate off street parking available on many of these properties without creating
illegal or unsightly additional parking in rear yards.

ENFORCEMENT AND POLICY OPTIONS FOR LEXINGTON

This Section outlines possible policy and enforcement action aptions that
have been identified or proposed by various members of the Task Force and
which may be viable choices for the Planning Committee to consider
recommending to the Urban County Council. In presenting these options, it is
important to note that Lexington has initiated several measures, including the
Town and Gown Commission and the Lexington Party Plan to atterpt to address
sorne of the issues in this report. As this report indicates, however, these measures
have not been adequate to address the problems. The site visits by the Task Force
confirmed that student housing clusters are now also appearing ir suburban
locations as well which may well mecan the issues in this report are causing
concern i new areas of the community. The Task Force enforcement options are
lsted below and first, separate from the policy options. It was the consensus of
the Task Force members that all of the enforcement options can and should be
undertaken immediately by the LFUCG and that an immediate positive impact on
the problems cited in this report would result from these actions.

The Task For¢e ranked the policy aptions in order based upon the amount
of support expressed by Task Force nembers for each policy option. The final
ranking was determined by allowing each Task Force member to vote for three of
the policy options using weighted votes of three (3), two (2) and one (1) points,
respectively. The ranking which appears below represents the final ranking
assigned to all the policy options based upon the votes collected from members of
the Task Force at its July and August, 2009 meetings. The total number of points
assigned by the Task Force to each policy option also appears below.

The details of most of the policy options are referenced by materials
included in the appendix to this report. This includes the Preferred Student
Housing Pilot Program drafied by Officer Keith Gaines of the LFUCG Divisicn
of Police which is inciuded here as Appendix 14, but was not ranked by the Task
Force because it was received after the votes had been collected. The final section
of this report sets forth the special recommendation of the Task Force to the
University of Kentucky, Blue Grass Community and Technical College and other
stakeholders which the Task Force believes is fimdamental to insuring the success
of any of the policy options.

10
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Student Housing Issues

M._BEJ_WMM CI X', Iﬂﬂ !ﬂ!! EERI TIES. TﬂE LAM)LQRDS AND
THE NEIGHEORHOODS, INCLUDING [HE EXPECTATION OF FINANCIAL
CONTRIBUTIONS FROM EACH FOR ANY SUCH INITIATIVE




APPENDIX 10

13



Zoning Definitions: Fraternity/Sorority House
/ Greenville County, SC

“Fraternity/Sorority House — A house or structure occupied by & collége or university
fraternity or sorority containing sleeping rooms, bathrooms,common rooms and a central
kitchen and dining area maintained exclusively for members of the fraternity or sorority

and their guests or visitors.”
Centre County, PA (Penn State)

“A building designed for use as a residence of students or members of a Pennsylvania
State Umiversity-affiliated fraternity or sorority.”

Dallas, TX

“College Dormitory, Fraternity, or Sorority House — A college resident hall or a facility
for housing 2 social or service organizatior of college students.”

J Burlington, IA

“Lodging House - A building that contains lodging rooms or rooming units, which
accommodate persons and where lodging or meals, or both, are provided for
compensation. The tetm "lodging house" shall be construed to include: boarding house,
rooming house, fraternity house, sorority house, dormitories and other similar uses not
otherwise defined as a bed and breakfast.”
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Stwdent Homes

Thes siratesy would dimimish the collective effects off dense sindent housing and its
agsociated problens of litter, nofse, parking demolition by meglect of housing stock
and aleokol abuse. Seadent hoases would need & permit from the LEUCG with a
small amowsl fee that wonld pay the costs of periodic nspections ewery two or three
yrears for life safety codes. This wonuld identify the stwdent homes and allow
revocation of Hue permit if repeated viokations of the: law should oreur. Also it would
abow o density siandard to be estabiished. Maost mniversity commmomitics have fouod
thhatt i S0% or less of howses in 3 neighbarhosd are occupied by undergriuduate
studends, the problems cited abwove are ameliorated sufficientty t actract single
family home omwners dopurchase property amd Fyve in the ares. This wookd sostain
n¢ighborhoods for both the stuidents and dhe permaneat residents. Permifs would he
grandfathered so that bomes conld remsin as o student use unless the permit lxpses.

Associated with this is 2 lhonee buy back program when student use ceases. The: ety
wotald by dhe home, rebabilitage it for RE or B2 wse, retain dhe Biod ima and beok
and yell Khe structmre with fhe stipuliation. that the boyer eecupy the structure. This
wonld ereate properties atan affordable level amd fior the Live Where You Weork
Proiramm,
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OFFICE OF OFF-CAMPUS STUDENT SERVICES

This Proposal is modéled after a suceassiul program currently being used at the Ohio State University
{OSU). The details are listed in Appendix 4 specifically as Roman numeral one only. OSU had been
down this road many years before Lexington due to the size of its university and the success of its
athletics programs which included many afumni returning to campus to visit their chiidren living in off
campuys housing. OSU developed this program to help give better service to the 80% of students that
live off campus and to build better relationships with the entire community. Ohio State established an
office of “Off Campus Student Services” and hired a director to coordinate the services. This director,
through his authority over the students and his relationship to community leaders, has been the key to
the success of this office.

Primary aspects of the program include; 1} Commuter Student Services; 2) Housing Services; 3)
Rideshare & Carpool Listings; 4} Community Ambassadors Program {like RA’s in the dorm); 5)
CampusTrades.osu Buy, Sell, Trade; 5} A newslattér ("CONNECTION”} for communication to off-campus
students.

Lexington's role would be to assist UK officials in recognizing that they already perform approximately
75% of these services and in récognizing the need to have them re-organized into ane program that
would be a “win-win” for the entire community. The focus would be primarily on 2) Housing Services
that:

+ Conducts a voluntary program for campus area landlords, property managers and reaitors with
ethics standards and safety requirements for all student housing.

¢ Provides listings on a website of available off-campus housing with links.

& Hosts an annual housing fair to educate students on do's and don’ts of renting off campus.

+  Assists students with move-in and move-6ut inspections.

» Provides a ratings list of landlords, propeérty managers, and reaitors (based on on-line voting by
students}. This helps students & parents make better housing choicas and creatés competition
among [andlords 1o better serve students.

= Helps assure that units are in good repair, meet safety requirements and gives notices to
landlords of deficlencies, but dass not repert to code officials unless in the defense of a student.

¢ Provides a lease checklist, and legal clinic that offers free lease reviews for students.

+ Hoids regular meetings with landlords to keep them informed of grograms and create good will.

* Runs a Community Ambassadors program, in which student ambassadors are paid a modest
monthly stipend by the University. Duties are similar to a resident advisor {RA) in a campus
dormitory, and the office tries to Jocate at least one ambassador per block in the university
area. Conceptis to retain trustworthy RA’s that wish to leave dommitory life and create leaders
that have & positive cammunity Influence,

This program attempts tu address both behavioral lssues and maintenance issues. It emphasizes
personal responsibility as it applies pressure directly on the violators whether that is the student or the
property owner-
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finomn private sownces. {landlords, business commumitg; 3) Commrmumity neighborihoecd grants; 4) Stete
fFedierall gramtprograms; 57 UK appropriation; 6) City;  7) Coliaborative: Funding Schedile, such 2s the
Tl wimigg::

Year Landlords _____Neizhborhoods City UK
1 143 1/3 13 0
2 1/5 1/ 16 %
3 12 1/12 IE %
4 ] i) @ 1
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UNIVERSITY DISTRICT

This proposal flows from two premises: (1) that it is beneficial for the larger community
to have University of Kentucky students clustered tightly around the University; and (2} it is
necessary to imposé certain restrictions and obligations upon areas with high concentrations of
University studenis in order to ameliorate the impacts of clustering large numbers close to the
University.

The proposal would require identifying those areas that have a certain percentage (e.g.,
50%) or more of the properties devoted to student housing. Such areas would be placed within a
student housing overlay zone which would permit reduced open space, reduced side and back
yard requirements {except where student housing abuts non-student housing), and increased side
yard parking on approved surfaces.

The zone would be placed m a special housing district, with 4n appropriate increment to
the property tax from which owners of non-rental properties could claim exemption. The
proceeds of the tax would be dedicated to additional safety lighting, additional garbage/solid
waste collections at typical move-in and move-out tities, acquisition and development of permit
only off-street parking sites, stepped up police patrolling, trash and debris policing, etc. Within
the district, there would be limits on the number of full-time occupants per building based upon
the number of bedrooms, periodic fire safety inspections, and off-siréet parking requircments.
The district would also have special regulations imposing various types of liabilities and fines
directly upon tenants under appropriate circumstances, including enhanced fines for littering and
subsequent offenses of trash and debris on properties. The tenants would also be liable for fire
safety violations, including disabling or dismantling smoke detectors, blocking exits, and so
forth.

The University district also envisions a number of private sector actions, including the
establishment of a property owner’s code of conduct, property maintenance standards, and a
property certification process, and the creation of a ténant code of conduct and responsibility, as
well as other matters which could be made uniform in all student housing leases.
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Preferred student housing pilot program %y

This program is based on some ideas from the OSU model. We would start
with no more than 50 individual addresses, which should have a very
minimal cost to get started. We would have an initial inspection of the
properties and then have following inspections annually as more locations
are added that would sfart to stagger the inspections so that they are not all
due at the same time. I would like to see the program grow and incorporate
more of the OSU model in time but be modified for UK and Lexington.

Benefits:

Rental units inspected and provide a safe environment to live.
Voluntary but will economically influence other property owners to
participate.

Renters required to maintain a higher standard.

Possibly increase rent to preferred locations.

Promotes UK

Ete...

Landlords:

Student housing will be inspected for safety issues and held to a set of

standards above the current niinimum standards. Landlords/property

management will also include above minimum standards in their leases
agreements with students who rent from the preferred student-housing list.

(Current standards?)

. Provide contact information for every person on the lease (phone #,
Email, secondary address)

. Limit the amount of persons for a gathering without notice to the
property owner.

8 Beer kegs or large volume dispensers (above 1 liter) not allowed on
the premises.

. Trash and debris including cigarette butts are not allowed to be in the
yard.

. Residents and guests are prohibited from placing any furniture or
other material on the roof or accessing the roof area other than for
fire or similar type emergency.

. Residents will maintain the leased premises in a clean and sanitary
condition at all times, including disposing of garbage and all other

1



waste promptly by placing it in plastic trash bags iu the roll cart or 24
dumpster provided and making sure the same are taken to and from
the street curb at the proper times so they may be emptied.

. Property owners will have a pre-defined set of fees/fines that will be
levied against residents if federal, state, local laws and/or ordinances
are violated.

. Landlords will limit resident density.

. Property management will respond the following day to survey for
any property damage, trash and debris violations, and provide
notification to the occupants of the residence when there has been a
police call to the listed address.

University of KY:
The University wili:

. Provide a list of properties that can be accessed by parents and
students that will list the address and contact information of the
property.

. Promote these locations as preferred properties that have met more
than minimum standards when inspected. This list will be maintained
and updated periodically. (Determine how often to update; who will

provide information). _

. At some point in the firture, the University will take over the role of
Program Coordinator.

Residents:

Residents will be held to higher standards. Residents will be expected to
follow all federal, state, and local laws and ordinances mandated by the city
of Lexington, KY and obey all provisions of the apartment lease/contract. In
the event residents break any of these laws, ordinances or provisions, the
owner may issue a fee/fine to the residents for each occurrence depending
upon the nature of the offense and considering the owner’s administrative
costs. Residents may also be required to pay any civil penalty along with any
legal costs the owner may incur as a result of the residents infraction.

Residents will be required to adhere to the following:

. Residents will abide by all lease agreements.

. Provide contact information for every person on the lease (phone #,
Email, secondary address)

. Limit the amount of persons for a gathering without notice to the
property owner.

» Beer kegs or large volume dispensers (above 1 liter) not aliowed on
the premises.



¢ Trash and debris including cigarette butts are not aliowed fo be in the
vard.

. Residents and guests are prohibited from placing any furniture or
other material on the roof or accessing the roof area other than for fire
or similar type emergency.

* Residents will maintain the leased premises in a clean and sanitary
condition at all times, including disposing of garbage and ali other
waste prompily by placing it in plastic trash bags in the roli cart or
dumpster provided and making sure the same are taken to and from
the street curb at the proper times so they may be emptied.

City:
The City will provide resources for inspections such as Code Enforcement,
Building Inspection, Fire Marshal, etc.

Neighborhoed knvolvement:

Neighborhoods will provide volunteers to personally meet students at their
residences. They will provide a positive contact and give each student a
welcome packet containing information such 4s the Student Source Book,
neighborhood association materials, contact information and other resource
material. They will continue to outreach to student residents for ongoing
communication. They may possibly have neighborhood events such as
Seven Parks. Efforts should be directed at involving students so that they
will cultivate responsibility, ownership, and pride in where they are living.

Program Coordinator:

The Program Coordinator

Will work with landlords, the University, students, the City and the

neighbothoods.

The Program Coordinator will:

. Pull a list of daily police calls for service to monitor any calls
involving preferred property addresses.

. Natify the property management of those addresses. Property
management will respond the following day to survey for any

property damage, trash and debris violations, and provide notification

to the occupants of the residence.

Maintain files on landlords who want to participate in the program.
Provide safety tips.

Follow up to determine the nature of the call and its disposition.
Assist with mediating disputes.

* * * L]

3
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. Coordinate a housing fair with the University in the fall.
¢ Develop Community Ambassador Program {like RA's in the dorm)

Notes

Cooperation from Code Enforcement to write up tenants and not property
OWners

Properties will be stickered or have some type of designation placed on the
door/window. If an officer responds to this address, he/she will know to
contact the Program Coordinator. The PC would then follow up with the
landlord/property management.

Fines/administrative costs - initially fines would go to the Neighborhood
Association that the property is found within or could go towards the
program to assist with being self-sustaining or at least partially fund it.
Initially the majority of properties that participate in the pilot project would
need to be in a geographically diverse area

What is above current standards?

= smoke detectors in every room, although they wouldn't have to be
hardwired

- CO2 detectors

- fire extinguishers

- Safe by design project

- ete({ Minimal cost impact)
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ADMINISTRATIVE FEES LIST FOR THE LANDLORD. THERE WOULD BE
AN ADDITIONL FINE THAT WOULD GO TO THE NEIGHBORHCOD

~ ASSOCIATION/ PROGRAM (not listed at this time in the chart)

oF Lot i - 7o Gl I 7 -—-'f-'b; VIS R TYT O T s S

'
:
1

" $20/occurence  damages

Mo B =
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STUDENT HOUSING in PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM (SHIPP)

This program is based on various models and practical experience. The
current market offers an ideal time to provide a financial incentive to build
property owner participation in a voluntary program called the Student
Housing in Partnership Program, or SHIPP. SHIPP would start with a pilot
program of no more than 50 individual addresses with more properties to be
added within 3-6 months. SHIPP should have a very minimal cost to start
and operate.

Two levels of SHIPP participation would be offered to property owners who
rent to students, either BASIC or PREFERRED. Additional requirements as
well as additional benefits would be part of PREFERRED participation.

1. BASIC Program Participation
a. Primary contact petson established for each property.
b. Contact phone number and email required (kept currént by
participant).

Benefits:
e Informal timely notification of issues on property
e Silver identification sticker for property as “BASIC SHIPP
MEMBER”

2. PREFERRED Program Participation
a. Primary contact person established for each property.
b. Contact phone number and email required (kept current by
participant).
¢. Make available contact information for every person on the lease
(phone number, email, secondary address).
d. Participation in voluntary inspection process to exceed basic
housing safety codes.
e. Agreement to include required language in all student leases.
f. Agree to Quick response action requirements.
g. Agree to collect and distribute tenant fines mandated by the SHIPP
program coordinatoer
h. Agree to property owner code of ethics,
i. Agree to one-year time participation.
j- Premature drop or ejection from program makes property ineligible
for a minimum of one year.
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Benefits:

¢ Informal timely notification of issues on property.

» Identification Sticker for property as “PREFERRED SHIPP
MEMBER”

* Promotion as “Preferred Housing Provider” having exceeded safety
inspection requirements.

* Recognition by Code Enforcement & Fire Marshall for possible Opt-
out capability for sweeps .

* Apartment communities can negotiate with coordinator to have
representative inspections (not every unit)

Q&A

What does “above current standards” mean?

The SHIPP-required standards will be developed with input from
stakeholders. Examples will likely include:

- Smoke detectors in every room, although they wouldn't have to be
hardwired :

- Carbon monoxide detectors

- Police residential safety survey conducted

How often will inspections be conducted?

Properties will undergo an initial safety inspection by both the LFUCG
Division of Fire and the Division of Code Enforcement (housing) and be
held to a set of standards above the current minimum standards. A
subsequent inspection would be required in a year. Thereafter, code
inspections would be conducted annually and fire inspections would be
conducted on 3-5 year schedule.

What language will be required in the leases to meet the “above-
minimum” standards?
The language would require renters to adhere to specific standards, such as:
® Beer kegs or large volume alcohol dispensers (above 2 liters) not
allowed on the premises.
 Trash and debris including cigarette butts are not allowed to be in
the yard,
® Residents and guests are prohibited from Placing any furniture or
other material on the roof or accessing the roof area other than for
fire or similar type emergency.
» Residents will maintain the leased premises in a clean and sanitary
condition at all times, including disposing of garbage and all other
2



waste promptly by placing it in plastic trash bags in the roll cart or
dumpster provided and making sure the same are taken to and from
the street curb at the proper times so they may be emptied.

e Property owners will have a pre-defined set of fees/fines that will be
levied against residents if federal, state, local laws and/or
ordinances are violated.

SHIPP requirements? .
Yes. Property owners would be held to the SHIPP standards but would be
able to make lease agreements more restrictive if they wish.

What are “quick response action requirements”?

Property owners will be required to promptly address any deficiencies or
violations noted, such as prompt abatement of trash and debris violations,
removal of improper furniture that is outdoors, etc.

What kinds of things would cause tenants to receive a fine?
The property owners and the SHIPP program coordinator will jointly
develop a list of violations and administrative fines. Some examples of
potential fines include:

o Picking up Trash, Limbs & Other Debris - $5-50/occurrence

e Picking up Cigarette Butts off ground - $5 each occurrence

e Placing Trash Containers to & from Curb - $5 each occurrence

e Placing Recycling Containers to & from Curb - 35 each occurrence
e Keeping Porches & Decks Neat and Clean - $5 each occurrence

o Issuance of a “Party Plan Property” designation or unauthorized party

- $100/Resident
Issuance of an alcohol or noise ordinance violation - $100/occurrence

+ damages
» Disconnection of any smoke detector for any reason - $20/occurrence
+ damages

Using charcoal grilis on decks or wood porches - $25/occurrence +
damages

Invoivement of Owner by Law Enforcement for any reason -
$100/occurrence

» Involvement of Owner by Code Enforcement - $25-100/occurrence &

as charged by the city

Violating any portion of the Gathering/Parties clause - $25/occurrence

30
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o Climbing on any roof or gutter - $25/occurrence + damages
o Any types of Fines, fees or civil penalty issued by the city - $5-
100/occurrence & as charged

What happens to the money collected for tenant fines?

65% of the fine will go to the property owner; 25% will go to SHIPP to
support the program; and 10% will be distributed to qualified neighborhood
associations.

SHIPP offers the following benefits:

Rental units inspected and provide a safe environment to live.
Resource database of safe student housing options

Voluntary but will economically influence other property owners to
participate.

Renters required to maintain a higher standard.

Promotes UK

Maximizes city resources.

University of KY
The University will:

¢ Provide a list of properties that can be accessed by parents and
students that will list the address and contact information of the
property.

e Promote these locations as preferred properties that have met more
than minimum standards when inspected. This list will be maintained
and updated periodically. (Determine how often to update; who will
provide information).

Residents

Residents will be held to higher standards. Residents will be expected to
follow all federal, state, and local laws and ordinances mandated by the city
of Lexington, KY and obey all provisions of the apartment lease/contract. In
the event residents break any of these laws, ordinances or provisions, the
owner may issue a fee/fine to the residents for each occurrence depending
upon the nature of the offense and considering the owner’s administrative
costs. Residents may also be required to pay any civil penalty along with any
legal costs the owner may incur as a result of the residents infraction.
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City
The City will provide resources for inspections such as Code Enforcement,
Building Inspection, Fire Marshal, etc.

Neighborheod Involvement

Neighborhoods will provide volunteers to personally meet students at their
residences. They will provide a positive contact and give each student a
welcome packet containing information such as the Student Source Book,
neighborhood association materials, contact information and other resource
material. They will continue to outreach to student residents for ongoing
communication. They may possibly have neighborhood events such as
Seven Parks. Efforts should be directed at involving students so that they
will cultivate responsibility, ownership, and pride in where they are living.
The neighborhood will have a direct point of contact (the SHIPP Program
Coordinator) to mediate or resolve issues.

SHIPP Program Coordinator

The Program Coordinator will work with landlords, the University, students,
the City and the neighborhoods. The Program Coordinator wili:

. Notify the property management of those addresses if there are issues
Property management will respond the following day to survey

for any property damage, trash and debris violations, and provide
notification to the occupants of the residence.

Maintain files on landlerds who want to participate in the program.
Provide safety tips.

Follow up to determine the nature of the call and its disposition.
Assist with mediating disputes.

Develop Community Ambassador Program (like RA's in the dorm)
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