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PROBLEM 

Trailer Residences Outside Trailer Parks 

REFERENCES 

Reference is made to memo of R. W. Burr, dated September 10, 1964 (See Exhibit A) . 

I have reviewed about twenty Zoning Ordinances from other cities (all we have) 
and studied all of our Zoning Digests in an effort to find out how other cities are 
handling the single trailer residence problem. 

FACTS 

1. Only three of the cities allowed trailers as residences outside trailer park s 
and none of the cities allowed them on a permanent basis in the residential 
zones. 

2. Norfolk, Virginia allows them in some commercial and in all industrial zones. 

3. Fremont, California allows them, likewise, provided that the wheels are not 
removed and that sanitary requirements of the City are complied with. 

4. Austin, Texas allows them in any "C" or Manufacturing and Industrial District. 

5. Abilene, Texas allows them as a Zoning Board of Adjustment 90 day Conditional 
Use in any "R" or ltC_lIt District (Hardship Cases), provided that no rent is 
paid, that a house exists 'on the same lot, that trailer is set a minimum of 
10' from any lot line, and that the wheels are not removed. 

6. Corpus Christi, Texas does not permit them in any District. 

7. Other ordinances reviewed were "silent" on the matter. 

8. The City Council has approved five trailercoach locations on a permanent 
basis and six on a conditional basis. The City Manager has approved one on 
a permanent basis (See Exhibit B). 

9. It has been determined that 17 Trailercoach sites are legal nonconforming 
uses (See Exhibit C). 

OTHER FACTORS BEARING ON THE PROBLEM 

10. We do not have a trailercoach park for negroes. 

11. We have a very limited number of trailercoach parks that w'ill acc.ept Mexicans. 



12. Apparently it has been a policy in the past to allow trailercoaches at con
struction sites for offices and living quarters (See Exhibit D, and trailer 
approved by City Council January 23, 1964, listed in Exhibit B). 

~ C-..:t J;cl 
DISCUSSION Y 

13 Since the City Council and City Manager have expressed a desire to not be 
bothered with exceptions to the Trailercoach problem but, at the same time, 
feel as if relief should be granted in certain situations, it is apparent 
that Section 15.1-1-4 of ,the Zoning Ordinance must be amended (See Exhibit E). 

14. The Trailercoach mentioned in Exhibit A, located in Tech Memorial Park is an 
isolated case that probably will never arise again. Cemetaries are not allowed 
in the City limits. We do have tw'o that got in the City limits by annexations. 
I feel sure that w'e' w'ould not want to allow a trailercoach in the City Cemetary. 

15. Based on above it would seem that we would not be concerned about the "rela
tively few isolated requests'.' but that w'e should have some administrative pro-
cedure for handling the more often requested cases. I do not believe we can , ~ 
write an ordinance to cover all the "relatively few isolated requests." When ~/Dt 
they do arise I believe the Zoning Board of Adjustment pre sently has the !~ r./~ 
authori ty to interpret the ordinance and that this board should do so - not ~ br', 
the City Council. I don't believe the City Council has this authority even ~ 
though they have, in the past, approved trailercoach sites contrary to the IJ 
Ordinance. 

16. Trailercoaches have been allow'ed (or nothing has been said about them) as re-
sidences, other than in licensed trailer parks, in the old Negro portion of 7' 
town. This area is predominantly "M-l" and "M-2" Zoned, however some of the 
area is residentially zoned. This has p!,obably been allowed or ignored over 
the past years because so many of the "shack s" being lived in were so much 
worse than the trailers as residences. Also probably because there were so 
many other zoning violations existing that had become nonconforming uses. 

17. To my knowledge there are ,no trailercoaches as residences in Manhatten Heights. 
I caused one to be moved out of this addition about 18 months ago. It was 
being rented for a residence. 

18. Based on some of the "legal authority" I have copied from some of the Zoning 
Digests, it appears as if we can write a valid Ordinance with any restrictions 
that we deem desireable. Some question might arise as to whether or not the 
wheels should be removed, and whether or not the trailers are connected to City 
water and sewer when used for residential purposes, whether or not a trailer should 
be allowed on a vacant lot or unplatted property. 

19. Our present Zoning Ordinance does not indicate whether or not a trailercoach 
may be used, for example , as an off ice - or grocery store, if parked in a 
"C-ZA" District or lower restricted district. (See Exhibit E). I don't 
believe this is the inten~, however. 



20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

CONCLUSIONS 

We have a Trailer Park Ordinance, but I believe it should be kept separate 
and apart from the "single residence" trailer discussed herein. 

I believe that the Zoning Ordinance should be amended to allow a trailer coach 
as a single residence on platted property in the !1M_lIt or lower Zoning Districts. 

I conclude that trailer coaches should not be allowed as offices, except tem
porarily at construction sites, and that they should never otherwise be used 
except for their intended structure - temporary mobile residences. 

L-
RECOMMENDATIONS l;tP I. ~ I, 

, .{"'" (1-(1> ~ , I :/" 
.~:.'v ' .~ ....... ~, , ,- IIJ-"" ·r 

That Section 15.1-1-4 of the Zoning Ordinance be amended: V 1fC
" J.,wY" , 

'~ ,-" P 
A. To allow a trailer coach as a single residence on a platted,' ~vd·~f'cY I" (y ~/' 

lot with a minimum frontage of 50 feet in ~Ee "M-l" ~!,~er )JP J> ~ ~ ~ _ _ . 
Zoning District, provided that the wheeIS are not rems>vea and , ~"...f t,( ' .. " C, '" 
that it is located a minimum of 10' from any property line; ~~" .• y-"'J, ~\! /-,:" 
and provided further that only one trailer coach is iocated ~.,d fJ!. . ..J. ~ J.. ..... v ... ~) 
on a lot. !q..r-I~ 

B. 1bprohibit the use of a trailer coach as an office, except tem~ 
porarily at constructions sites, and that they otherwise be used 
for tempor~ry mobile residences. 

C. To provide that no trailer coach shall be parked or stored within 
the required front or side yard in any district. 

That Section 6.1.:5 ~'<aden~'~r\~ ~pe~ifi~~il;-';Gt~"~hat a trailer coach 
may be permitted as a field office, tool shed, construction shed, or as 
temporary living or sleeping quarters for a guard, foreman or worker; ' 
provided further that only one such trailer coach shall be permitted at 
a building site • 

.-- (2cu.." ('f ~ .~\' c... ., '-. ~ 
That Section 16.1-2-1 be amended to specifically exclude trailer coaches. 
(It could be construed to mean that they are allowed - as noted in Exhibit F). 

----~~ That Section 2.117 be amended to better define a trailer coach and to state 
' that the various names used are one and the same. (Trailers, Trailer coaches, 
Trailerhouse, Mobile homes, Home-on-wheels, etc.). 

See Exhibit G for proposed amendments. 

//~' 
A./ I p~im 
Zoning Administrator 



TO: 

CJTY OF LUBBOCK 
MEMORANDUM. Inter Office 

A. J. Prim, Zoning Administrator 

FROM: R. W. Burr, Director of Planning & Traffic 

SUBJECT: Trailer Residences Outside Trailer Parks 

Date September 10, 1964 

Last Friday in reviewing the agenda for this week's meeting of the City Council 
we had the request of Tech Memorial Park Cemetery for permission to allow a trailer 
to be used for residential purposes on the corner of their property. 

The M~nager suggested that these r~latively few isolated requests might be subject 
to some sort of administrative procedure rather than Council action both for the purpose 
of reducing their agenda and expediting -action. Certainly the use of t!:,ailers on construction 
si~ under proper safeguards might be permitted; likewise the cemetery request might 
be entirely workable. This procedure or review would not, as I see it, apply to violations 
of the Zoning Ordinance with a trailer on a residential lot: -

. I would like you to consider this question and sugge st a proper p~ocedure to be fol-
_lowed so that some of the more obvious cases at le~st might be handled administratively. 
Your re~ s.h9uld include recommendations regarding the necessar~ces to be 
written or amended as well as the procedure and office or offices to handle the matter. 
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CITY OF LUBBOC~ 

A. P. Kasch fI 50118 

P.O. Box 1472 
Big Springs, Texas 

TEXAS 

February 8, 1962 

Attn: Paul L. Shaffer 

Dear Sirs: 

Rc: Application for Special 
Trailer House Permit 

If I can answer any further questicns for you pertaining to this 
matter, please COIltact me. 

Yours truly, 

J. R. Smith 
Zoning Administrator 

JRS/gm 

Incl.-J 

EX~/L?;T D 



/ I / / / 
/ 

EXCmPTs,;FU ~JNG O~~CE ~O l~ 
Qf THi CITY ot LUBPOCX A:iNJ1liICTO AUWS",,; . 

' I I . 
I ./ 

Sec. 2.32 J'tYsrOMARX HOME 0eATIONS: t' /: 
( Occupations cu.t~Uy carried on/ ill the home by a .,.ber of the OCCUPallt's 

1/ f-.ily without ! tructural alterat/ oa.s in the buUdin~~ or ally of its ro~.~ 
, without the ~tallatioo of machjhery or additiClllal/ equipaeat other t~· , 

./ that custom.aq to normal ~ousehtfid operatiQll~ with9ht stocks ~ trade ¥in& 
l kept and oSoJ,d on the preJll.ses, lwithout exter10r syorage of equ1paent qt 

/ JU.terials ~ed in the OCCUpat101l, and prOTided tt;at the entrance to tfte area I where sucli occupation erlsts{"be within the dvel,l'!ng unit and that 8Df signs 
/ , or exte~rr displays COD£07 to the requirem~r:S of the zoning o~ce. 

Sec. 17.1-1 One w1lighted Q.8IIle plat; or sign for each dwelling unit, not exf. .• eeding one 
squar¢'foot in area, indfcating the name of"the occupant or cust,om&ry home 

j occuRitiOll. Any sign iQiiU,c&ting the cust~ home occupation .8t be attached 
/ to t,lie dvel.l.i.ng unit ~ be parallel with ~the vall to which it , is attached 

,i aDd, no part of it ext.Fin& out into t he ,;required set-back area of the 
residence. ,; , 

,,"-,. " .. :" ' .... "J'i"~,,:'-':'.-f-r.:~'I( ..... ,.i'1',.n.~\.~-...-• ..,~~:)'O'::i",v""fl~~:~~~~l.~ .. J.tlQq'~~~~~ .. -r-: ....... ..I·,~~" ... ~~~~IIr~-.p'·"'-/'!'~.'·'·.-...--tr~ 

Sec. 15.1-1-4 TRAp,m PARKING: 

15.1-1-4-1 The park1D:, of a trailer co&ch for dvelliug purposes in any distriCt 
", 

shall be prohibited a:cept ... -hen such trailer coach is located in a 
tra.1ler coach park licensed by the City of Lubbock. 

15.1-1-4-2 The parkin, or storing of a trailer coach in ally district not in a 
licensed trailer coach park shall be pemitted, provided, that no 
living quarters ahall be m.&iJ:Ltaiued while such trailer is parked 
or stored. 

t~~~~;.~,.*."ur .• jjl_l~~"'AJiII'b.''''_J~~;':.;:-i'''i ... ·'.t:'-~1-:. ",~;.~-~.,. . .y..,.,~· ... ,~_~;t#~,- •. ""~.·'h'''--l'f.::)\':'::t~~~ .... ~:....,.r~·r.J'.-,._.,..,~·f!II'.~.\j1ij:t""_, ~-_ •. ~.';Wl.~ 

\ 
Sec. 15.1-1-5 E PARKING: 

'the storace of a CODIIler al vehicle in a reaid tial district is hereby 
prohibited except that one c cial vehicle may be arked or stored on 
my lotC?r plot, proTlded such\ storage is not prohibi ed. by other ordinances 
of the Ci~ of Lubbock. \. . \ 

Sec. 15.1-1-7 SlRU OREs }NG WITH SURROUNDING PROP : 
\. No tent, oxcar, shack or othe ,.structure shall. be COD: ~ructed, erected, 

\. or lIOYed in o~ OIlto any locatlC1l in 'pe City of Lubbock, i!~.uch teDt, 
\. boxcar, shack Clr other structure does\-J.lot conform with the s'ap.itary aIld 
\\ health regulati~ of such location or \is not iD, keeping with the average 

"I value and CCIlstni ion of established p~perty in any such locatiOll. 
".' "'-. 

Sec. 15.1~1.-8 HOUSl!BlLD PETS. ,ANIMALS & FOWLS: \ \\ 
; '\ ';L 

~, . : , ~) ''":. 
15.1~,1-8-1 Household pe~ which are normally ~ custcaarlly kept as &mse-

\, hold pets (a:Cluding rabbits, poultI7, fowl, pheasants, cova, 
~;., liT_oa, ~a pigs, chi»cbil1as( ~s. ' goats, sheep, .~ey. s 

\. and other sll1fl a% animals and fowls" be allowed in 'any Dis-
"-:." trict, prori.ded h~er, no retail or 1esale business will be 

'~ conducted in cClljuitptiCll with the keeping ' ,of such household pets 
\, in any District hi~r than the "C-2" Dist'!;ict. '.\ 
\. ' \l '\ \ 
...." ", . ~ , , , ~ ~ 

~ \ 
\. ':, \. 

11 ~. .../ 

\~ J)~ \; . '. I " 



EXCERPTS FROJ.1 ZONI NG DIGEST 
SEPTEMBER, 1962 

TRAILER. Hobile home remained a prohi bited "mobile home" <!.~~pt.t.e removal of wheels and 
permanent attachment to con-cret""e-T 6Uilda:tIon. -----.---~-.-. -

.-."~'.'~" ..... , ... , .. _ .... .,. .............. " ... ..-- .. 

Aesthetics and protection of nearby property values as bases for excluding trailers from 
residence zones. 

Town of Manchester v. Phillips, Supr eme Judicial Court of Massachusetts 
(highest court), February 9, 1962 , 180 N.E. 2d 333 

Phillips bought a "mobile home ••• without the wheels," which he intended to attach 
permanently to a concrete foundation on his land. He contracted for construction of the 
foundation; had water, sewer, and electrical connections made; and arranged for extensive 
landscaping. 

The zoning by-law of t he town of Hanchester permitted use of Phillips' property for 
a "detached one-f amily dwelling." "Dwelling," according to the ordinance, means: 

"a building or a portion thereof, either designed or used as living quarters, but 
shall not include an overnight camp, trailer, or mobile home. "(Emphasis added.) 

The town brought suit t o compel removal of the mobile home from Phillips' land. The 
trial court denied relief. On appeal by the town to the Supreme Judicial Court, held: 
reversed, and removal of mobile home ordered. Opinion by Cutter, J. 

In its opinion, the Supreme Judicial Court gave some weight to aesthetics and to the 
protection of neighboring property values as bases for excluding "mobile homes" from the 
category of "dwellings." In reviewing the evidence, the court noted that pictures showed 
"what is unmistakably t he superstructure of a partly metal mobile unit, situated in an 
area in which there are modest but neat conventional frame houses." Elsewhere in the 
opinion, the court noted that the zoning power 

"may be exercised, not only to conserve t he obvious aspects of health and safety ••• 
but also ••• "to conserve the value of land and buildings; to encourage the most appro
priate use of land throughout the ••• town; and to preserve and increase its amenities." 
See ••• Berman v. Parker, 348 u.S. 26,33, ... ("It is within the power of the legislature 
to determine that the community should be beautiful as well as healthy, spacious as 
well as clean, well-balanced as well as carefully patrolled"). A town may reasonably , 
consider t hat this type of dwelling unit, frequently but not always found on wheels, 
(a) is detrimental to the values of adjacent conventional single-family houses, even 
if the body of a once mobile unit is permanently affixed to the land; and (b) tends 
to depreciate, contrary to the public interest, t he amenities and appearance of a 
residence district. The presence of trailers may also "tend to stifle development 
of the area for residential purposes." (citation) There is ample justification for 
confining trailers and mobile units to areas where they will not injure the invest
ment (perhaps representing a SUbstantial part of family resources) in conventional 
houses of other owners, hurt taxable values, and impede town development." 

The court ' concluded that the Manchester by-law's exclusion of trailers and mobile 
homes did not exclude "only units which remain mobile." 

. 
£.x 1-; I G IT F 



SEPTEI1BER, 1962 
PAGE 2 

"The words of the by-law, interpreted "according to their natural import in corrunon 
and approved usage" (citations), have equal application to this type of unit whether 
equipped with wheels or without them. They refer, we think, to this species of 
self-contained unit, which frequently is in form a mobile trailer, in contrast with 
the conventional type of house usual in, and appropriate to, a s i ngle-family residence 
district. In ordinary parlance the unit shown in the exhibits will be spoken of as 
a trailer or a mobile home, even if it has not been sold with wheels or its whoels 
have been taken away, and even if it has been affixed to the land. It looks like 
a trailer, has the qualities of a trailer superstructure, and has been built as a 
trailer •••• " 

The Supreme Judicial Court concluded that the town had effectively excluded the 
IIMobile home type of unit" from the category of permitted "dwellings." Accordingly, the 
court dire cted that Fhillips' mobile home be removed. i~ 

TRAILER. 

Town of Brewster v. Sherman, Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts (highest 
court), February 9, 1962, 180 N.E. 2d 338 

Like the defendant in the case just summarized, the defendant here intended to 
attach his trailer to a permanent foundation, connect it to utility lines, and live in 
it as a single-family dwelling. Here, the town zoning ordinance prohibited: 

"Residing in any trailer or tent on any parcel of land except in an existing commer
cial trailer park or camp." (Thlphasis added.) 

In this action, brought by the tmm, the trial court ordered removal of the trailer 
from defendant's property. On appeal, held: affirmed. Opinion by Cutter, J. 

The Supreme Judicial Court concluded that this case was governed 'by the one sum
marized above. The town had used appropriate language in its by-law to prohibit trailers 
except in established trailer parks. 'We hold that the prohibition of residence in 'any 
trailer or tent,' ••• taking the words in their most natural sense, sufficiently describes 
this type of trailer or mobile home unit whether it be still mobile or affixed with sub
stantial permanence to the land. "iH~ 

* Pages 258-259 
iHl- Page 259 



EXCERPI'S FROH ZONING DIGEST 
OCTOBER, 1961 

TRAILER permitted as single family dwelling • 
• • • . .. . 1 ,.' ", •.• , •• .•••.• '; •• ••• • ,~ ••• • •• _~ •• __ ...... ~ •• ;~,' .. . .. _ _ ...... _____ _ 

Lescault v. Zoning Board of Review of Town of Cumberland, Supreme Court of Rhode 
Island (highest court), July 11, 1960, 162 A.2d 807 

~ 
;-.p, .. ~_ ' One permitted use in Cumberland's A agricultural zone is: 

~2~~' 
~ ~ ~ "A detached building used as a dwelling (for) not more than one family or one 
~ housekeeping unit on one lot." 

.5:d- /( . 1-.:( ~~~eL--2-.~~. 
The town building inspector issued petitioner a permit to place a trailer on a 

concrete block foundation and use it as a dwelling. Petitioner then removed the wheels 
from the trailer, placed it on the foundation, made electricity and water connections, 
and installed a septic tank. 

On appeal by neighboring property owners, the board of review overruled the build in g 
inspector's decision and ordered the trailer removed. In the present case, held: board's 
decision quashed. The trailer, set on a foundation of concrete blocks, was a one-family 
dwelling permitted by the ordinance; the bqard's contrary ~etermination was an abuse of 
discretion. Opinion by Frost, J. 

The Cumberland ordinance contains these definitions: 

Building--Any structure having a roof supported by columns or walls for the housing 
or enclosure of persons, animals or chattels. 

Dwelling, One Family-- A detached building designed exclusively for occupancy by 
one family. 

Structure-- Anything constructed or erected above ground vmich required location 
on the ground or attached to something having a location on the ground. 

Referring to these definitions, the court concluded that petitioner's trailer was 'a 
"building, II a "dl"l'elling, II and a "structure. II Each of these words, the court noted, is 
in common use and has a well-defined meaning. IIIf it was in contemplation that these 
words were used with other than their usual connotation such meaning should have been 
given. " 

TRAILER. Permanently installed trailer was not "parked" in violation of ordinance. 

Trailer remained trailer despite removal of wheels. 
~-"-';'<>'~~_A ______ _ 

City of Astoria v. Nothwang, Supreme Court of Oregon (highest court), April 27, 
1960, 351 P.2d 688 

Though Astoria has no zoning ordinance, it does have an ordinance regulating the 
"parking" of trailers. The ordinance defines IItrailer house, auto home, or camp car" as 



OCTOBER, 1961 
PAGE 2 

"any unit for living or sleeping quarters which is equipped with wheels or similar 
devices and use (sic) in transporting said unit from place to place whether by 
motor power or other means. II 

After prohibiting the parking of trailers on the streets, the ordinance provides: 

"It shall be unlawful ••• to park any such trailer, auto home, or camp car upon 
private property in the City of Astoria, except when the same is not in use and 
except at overnight camps ••. (Emphasis added ) 

Defendant bought a "prefabricated dwelling 45 feet long and. 10 feet wide described 
by the City as a trailer and by the defendant as a mobile home. II She placed it on her lot 
and had it connected to public sewer, water, and electrical systems. After the present 
suit was filed, she removed the wheels lvith which it had been equipped at the factory. 

In the present action, the city sought an injunction against defendant's alleged 
violation of the ordinance. The trial court entered judgment for defendant. On appeal, 
held: affirmed. Opinion by Goodwin, J. 

After referring to statutory and dictionary definitions, the Supreme Court concluded 
that defendant's structure was a "trailer" within the meaning of the ordinance. The trial 
court had decided that it ceased to be a trailer when the wheels were removed. The 
Supreme Court disagreed: "The removal of the wheels, according to the evidence, ,was a 
simple operation no more complicated than the changing of a tire on a self-propelled 
vehicle. " 

The trial court was correct, however, when it decided that defendant's permanently
installed trailer "las not "parked II and thus not in violation of the ordinance. Both 
courts agreed that the word "park ll in the ordinance referred only to the transient use 
of trailers for residential purposes. Although courts in other states have reached the 
opposite result, this interpretation followed the dictionary definition. 

The court pointed out that Astoria could enact a zoning ordinance "to prevent the 
placement of various structures on freeholds within the city's borders •••• Such ordinances 
have been applied to mobile homes and have been upheld by numerous decisions •••• II Alterna
tively, the city could amend the existing ordinance to make it unlawful to 'maintain, 
keep, or inhabit" a trailer as well as merely to "park" it. __ -----J~--

Pages 288-290 



EXCERPT FROH ZONING DIGEST 

TRAILER. Zoning ordinance validly p:r:ohibikUng,:i.vidval. t..r.s.1le.~ey:e.r.nm.~e , in town, 
while permitting trailer "parks" in one zone by special permit. ."'--
---___ ------ -------.. --~..,c.t-.-,.,,~ ~.JlJ •• --"Wright v. ~1ichaud, Supreme Judicial Court of Maine (highest court), May 22, 

1964, 200 A.2d 543" 

The zoning ordinance of the Town of Orono did not permit individual trailers 
on separate lots anym1ere in town: 

No individual trailer or mobile-home shall be allo,'/ed' to locate in 
any zone in the Town of Orono and no trailer or mobilehome shall 
constitute a single resident (sic) use, whether on foundation or not. 
(Sec. 1803) 

The ordinance did permit trailer "parks" in the "residence and farming" zone by special 
permit of the board of appeals. The ordinance defined a trailer park as a "plot of 
ground on which two or more mobilehomes occupied for dwelling or sleeping purposes are 
located. " ' 

Plaintiff proposed to locate a trailer on a one-acre lot in the residence 
and farming zone. The lot was a mile from the center of town. The trailer was to be 
placed on a foundation, with the wheels removed. The trailer would be connected to a 
well and septic tank. 

The building inspector denied plaintiff's application for a permit to "park',' 
his trailer, and the board of appeals denied a variance. 

Plaintiff then brought this action apparently to review the board's decision. 
The trial court reported the Case to the Supreme Judicial Court, which held: plaintiff's 
appeal denied. Opinion by Siddall, J. 

Statutory validity. Plaintiff contended that section 1803, the quoted ordi
nance provision prohibiting individual trailers, exceeded the authority granted to the 
town by the state zoning enabling act. The Supreme Judicial Court disagreed~ The. act 
"places no limitation upon the legislative action of a municipality in the enactment 
of zoning ordinances seeking to accomplish the intended purposes of the act, except 
those dictated by constitutional limitations." Subject to those limitations, the total · 
prohibition was not in excess of the authority granted b.Y statute. 

Removal of vmeels. The court next ruled that section 1803 prohibited a trailer 
even when the wheels were removed and the trailer was attached to a foundation. The 
court distinguished this case from seemingly contradictory cases in other states by 
noting that the Orono ordinance "specifically stated that no individual trailer or mobile
home shall be allowed to locate in any zone in the Town of Orono and that neither shall 
constitute a single residence use, whether on a foundation or not." 

Constitutionality. The court also ruled that section 1803 was constitutional. 
The court noted a "tendency to broaden the scope of the meaning of the term 'general 
welfare' in determining the purposes for which zoning ordinances may be enacted." And 
it said that a community could consider the impact of trailers on community development: 

"In considering the provisions of a comprehensive zoning ordinance the legislative body 
may take into consideration the nature and character of the community and of its pro
posed zone districts the nature and trend of the growth of the community and that of 
surrounding m~icip~it~es, the areas of undeveloped property and such other factors 
that necessarily enter Lnto a reasonable and well-balanced zoning ordin~ce. We do not 
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feel that aesthetic considerations alone will warrant zoning restrictions against 
individual mobilehomes. However, we are satisfied that with the development of zoning 
in this state, a municipality in determining whether there should be a prohibi tion of 
individual mobilehomes throughout the municipality, may properly consider, among ot her 
factors, the impact of the use of that type of structure upon the development of the 
community. " 

The court went on to suggest that the effect of trailers on surrounding pro
perty was often adverse: 

" There has been a complete revolution in t he construction of mobilehomes during the 
last twenty-five years. Today the modern mobilehome is equipped with all the neces
sities and conveniences of comfortable living, compressed into an area of sufficient 
size to meet the needs of an increasing number of people. Such a structure, however 
elaborately it may be constructed or equipped does not lose its appearance as a mobile
home by becoming affixed to the realty. Due to the necessity of travel upon the high
w~s to its point of destination it will necessarily have a limited width. As expressed 
by the Hassachusetts Court ••• : "It looks like a trailer, has the qualities of a trailer 
superstructure, and has been built as a trailer." It is common knowledge that such a 
structure, however elaborately built or landscaped, is often detrimental to surrounding 
property. " 

In considering t he constitutional question here, the court noted that the 
record contained "no info rrnat ion with reference to the nature or character of the community, 
or the zone districts, t he trend of grov~h of the community, the areas of undeveloped 
property, or any other factual information. II Therefore, the court could only determine 
whether the ordinance was reasonable on its face. The court concluded that it was. In 
reaching this conclusion, the court noted that it was not dealing with an ordinance that 
prohibited trailer "parksll as well as individual trailers throughout the community: 

"In the instant case there was no prohibition of mobilehomes throughout the municipality. 
The use of mobilehomes in Mobilehome Parks was permitted as an exception in the Residence 
and Farming Zone, upon approval of the Board of Appeals. We are not called upon to deter
mine whether a municipality may constitutionally prohibit the use of mobilehomes through
out its territory. The zoning ordinance is presumed to be valid. No evidence was pre
sented, and we find nothing in the stipulation filed or in the ordinance itself which 
would give us reason to find that Section 1803, taken as a part of the entire ordinance, 
is unreasonable, arbitrary or discriminatory. 

Vari ance. Finally, the court ruled that the board of appeals had acted correctly 
when it denied plaintiff a variance. The tOvm zoning ordinance specifically denied the 
board power to grant use variances, so the boar.d had had no jurisdiction to grant the 
requested variance. 

Editorial note: In reaching its decision on the constitutional question, the 
Haine court quoted from Napier-kowski v. Gloucester Tovmship. 150 A.2d 481, 11 ZD 257 
(N.J. 1959), in which the New Jersey court reached the same result on similar facts. The 
Maine court declined to follow a Michigan decision that invalidated a total exclusion of 
trailer 'Iparks ll • The Hichigan court had applied its unfortunate rule that only present, 
not future, conditions are relevant in determining the validity of zoning regulations. 
The Haine court, rejecting this view said: 

' 'VIe believe it was the intention of our legislature in enacting the Enabling Act to allow 
municipalities to plan for the future. The test is whether the prohibition is unreason
able, arbitrary, or discriminatory based upon the reasonably foreseeable future develop
ment of the community •••• II 
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wheels. The court rejected this contention . 

"The modern trailer or mobile home, both vehicle and residence, does not fit neatly 
into conventional categories of land u:";c . (Citation) Some municipalities have r c[;tl.1Yied 
the trailer as less than a dwelling , .. :";-1 [-lave excluded it from r esidence zor: ']s . ( C-:.t.J.
tion) Others have viewed the trailer ;.s a r esidence and have required compliance ·.-:ith the 
standards laid down for other dwell :1";'"'i"s as to lot area , (Citations) and as to mininw;;1 
floor area. (Citations ) The necessity for special treatment of trailer parks, partaki ng 
both of commercial and residential use , has been universally recognized. (Citations) 

In dealing ,iLth these problems the village of Riverside has chosen to recognize the 
special character of trailers and has exempted them, when transient and temporarily 
located in trailer parks, from t he r equirements imposed on conventional residence 
buildings . The exception is strictly confined, however. So that the regulations gen
erally applicable to dwellings are not evaded, the ordinance limits the period of 

, occupancy to not more t han two consecutive da~Ts or more than thirty days per year. The 
ordinance treats removal of the wheels or permanent attachment of the trailer to the 
ground as a conversion of the trailer into an ordinary residence building, vmich must 
comply with applicable building and zoning codes •••• " 

After examining cases from other jurisdictions, the court concluded that the legislative 
approach taken by the village here was reasonable . Removal of wheels, the court said, could 
reasonably be viewed as "signifying a use of the trailer that is more than transient and 
temporary." And trailers in plaintiff's park were customarily occupied for periods extending 
into years. 

"A legislative body may conclude without arbitrariness that conditions which are adequate 
for brief occupancy, in terms of health, safety and sanitation, may be inadequate 1men persons 
are subjected to those conditions for an extended time. The responsibility of the municipality 
is inevitably enlarged as the period of occupancy lengthens. As the occupants approach the 
status of village residents, their health, education, and welfare increasingly become village 
concerns. II 

IIRere the trailers 1vere occupied and used in the same manner as conventional dwellings •• 
•. It is admitted that the plaintiff's trailer park does not conform to the minimums of area, 
and of front, side, and rear yards which apply to other dwellings. No constitutional pro
vision requires that trailers, vmen used as permanent dwellings, be placed in a privileged 
class, exempt from requirement s generally imposed." 

The removal of wheels and the extended stays at plaintiff's trailer park were substantial 
violations of the ordinance. In vie,·r of these violations, the village was within its rights 
when it refused to issue plaintiff another license. The trial court thus properly enjoined 
operation of the trailer park. 

TRAILEP.. Prohibition of trailer on individual lot in residence zone held unreasonable as 
applied. 

Ordinance held arbitrary in distinguishing trailer, when rendered immobile, from other single
family dwellings. 
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No presumption that trailer would depreciate property values or injure aesthetics of neighbor
. hood. 

Anstine v. Zoning Ed . of Adjustment of York T01-Jl1ship, Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
(highest court), April 30, 1963, 190 A.2d 712 

In December 1959, applicants bought a 2-acr8 tract improved with a 2-story block 
building formerly used as a chicken house and log l)<3n . In February 19110, the township 
adopted a zoning ordinance which put applicants' land in a residence zone. The ordinance 
prohibited trailers in residence zones except in authorized trailer parks. Nevertheless, 
applicants thereafter placed a trailer on .their property and used it as a dwelling. 

Later, applicants applied for a variance so that they could continue the residential use 
of the trailer and could improve it by placing it on a concrete foundation and adding a patio, 
an awning, and other decorative features. The variance was refused on the ground that appli
cants had failed to show unnecessary hardship. 

Applicants, aided by the Mobilehome Dealers National Association and the Pennsylvania 
Mobilehome Association, appealed unsuccessfully to the court of common pleas. On further 
appeal, to the Supreme Court, held: reversed. Opinion by Jones, J. Cohen, J., Dissented. 

The"sole issue" before the Supreme Court was whether the ordinance "ras so arbitrary 
that it unconstitutionally deprived applicants of the use of their property. The court 
concluded that it ''las. The ordinance provided: 

(W)ithin an R- Residential District, a trailer shall be considered as a particular type 
of dwelling house, and shall be located only within a permitted trailer camp. In all 
other districts, a trailer shall be considered as a single family detached dwelling, 
and it shall conform to all regulations applicable to a single family dwelling for the 
district in which it is located. 

The court pointed out that under this ordinance a trailer could be located on a single lot 
anywhere in the township except in a residence zone. In a residence zone, a trailer could 
be located only in a trailer park. Trailer parks were permitted anywhere in the township 
subject to certain conditions. 

A housing construction expert testifying for applicants stated that from a structural 
standpoint applicants' dwelling was similar to a conventional tome. He classified applicants' 
dwelling as a "small home, but not an extremely small one. II The trailer was 8 feet wide and 
41 feet long with 328 square feet of living space. It was equipped with all usual modern 
conveniences. If placed on a concrete block foundation, as applicants proposed, . the trailer 
would be rendered as immobile as an ordinary single-family house. 

The Supreme Court concluded that the ordinance insofar as it drew a distinction between 
a trailer so immobilized and other single-family homes was arbitrary. 

Only single family dwellings are allowed within the R-Residential District and, if 
(applicants) are permitted to go forward with their improvements, the resulting struc
ture clearly would be a single family dwelling, albeit a small dwelling, within the 
definition of the ordinance. 

Under the ordinance, the court noted, this trailer would be considered a single-family house 
in every zone except a residence zone. 
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It is arbitrary, theref ore, to deny this status to a mobile home in an R-Residential 
area ~~ich in fact is no longer able to be draiffi by a vehicle and to a mobile-home 
rendered structurally immobile. There is i n this ordinance no restraint on the use of 
trailers or mobile-homes other than by '\"lay of definition and there is established no 
minimum square footage for all singl e family dwelling houses as has been held to be a 
valid zoning standard in this Commonwealth (citation) •••• 

In tlie case a-E bar, we deem it most arbitrary to apply the classification of If trailer" to 
a structure ~ich, when improved, v.rill not be in fact a "trailer" as defined, expressly 
or impliedly, by the ordinance or by common sense. 

The court found that the proposed home would be free from health and safety hazards. 
Any dangers inherent in the use of t he trailer as a home would most likely be found in a con
ventional home of the same dimensions. The zoning ordinance, the court said, "should apply to 
all dwellings of the same or smaller size, irrespective of any differences in basic construc
tion." 

The court also rejected the tovmship's contention that the exclusion of trailers could 
be justified as promoting the general welfare. The township argued that the trailer would 
Jlaesthetically injure the neighborhood tl and would tllower the values of adjoining properties." 
In the record before it, however, the court found tlnot a scintilla of evidence" of any un
favorable aesthetic impact. And there was some evidence that the trailer enhanced the value 
of the surrounding property. 

The Township argues that there is a presumption that t he ordinance in question was en
acted to preserve the beauty and property values of York Township. Thus, the Township 
would have us presume that the style or desien of a mobile home per se detracts from the 
aesthetic characteristics of the community and, accordingly reduces neighboring property 
values and that a conventionru. dwelling house, no matter its unattractiveness, will not 
have the saJne effect. That is clear error. Vie are bound to look no further than the 
record before us .... The absence of any evidence on this record relating to the pre
servation of aesthetic characteristics removes this element from our consideration as a 
proper exercise of the Township pOvrer to promote the general welfare. 

In a foot note the court commented that this case "in nowise determines that aesthetics is or 
is not a factor in zoning. 11 

Tne court went on to consider the ~elationship of the zoning ordinance to the comprehensivE 
plan of the tovffiship. The court found that the area surrounding applicants' property was a 
conglomeration of commercial, agricultural and residential uses. 

To the east and south of (applicants ' ) land is farm land upon which corn and wheat are 
grown. To the west are three properties: (1) land improved v.rith a single family dwelling 
and truck garage upon which a baking bus iness is conducted; (2) land upon which a dwell
ing is located together 1vith a parking lot for trucks and farm equipment upon which , 
ponies are r aised and a lands caping business conducted; (,3) land upon which a dwelling 
is located, two-story chicken coops housiniS 6,000 chickens, a stable for horses and ponies 
together with areas for pasturing ponies and sheep. The conclusion is inescapable that 
the Township ordinance as it affects (applicants') property and environs is attempting 
to develop an agricultural and residential area of ,~~at is presently a commercial, 
agricultural and residential area. To argue that the improvement of (applicants') mobile 
home will lower the character of the neighborhood by its nonconformance with adjoining 
properties is to argue against the physical facts revealed by this record. 
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The court concluded that lithe record does not show t hat this ordinance as it relates t o 
this specific property is a proper exercise .1I of the zoning power. 

JUSTICE COHEN dissented . He said that t1:e JT:.'3.jorit:r had IIheld that insufficient evidence 
was presented to demonstrate that the ZOi',': '" ('.:I~ .. :;:..;~~·:~cation herein involved bears a substan-
tial relationship t o the Pll:JJ.-Lc heal~~>, s.;;.:' ;'~ .;rJ :"o':'~;:_3 , or r;er,uY'aJ. welfare of the cO;;-Lllunity." 
He was fearful that the court I s 1,010':.:1..'": ,,': ·;.t be ;r:-:'. ·:);--]::;trued to mean that under no circum
stances could a communi'~,v r·; 'T1.iLli·,c tr,e <]. ':"':>::;:-;';:',:; LC':( ·~x: : .. f-,rm ce of trailers . He ",ould h.:J.vo 
remanded the case for f~the; evidence ~n the possible effect of~he trailer onlthe aesthe
tics of the community and on nearby property values. 

VESTED HIGHT. Ordinance prohi biting trailers outside licensed parks did not app.ly to pro
perty owner who, before effective date of ordinance, had tried unsuccessfully to obtain 
a trailer permit and had placad trailer on his property. 

Trailer park licensing ordinance was not valid as a zoning ordinance: not in accordance with 
a comprehensive plan. 

City of Milford v. Schmidt, Supreme Court of Nebraska (highest court), March 8, 1963, 
120 N. W. 2d 262 

Defendant lived in a trailer next to his restaurant. In this action, the city alleged 
that he was violating a 1961 trailer park licensing ordinance, which prohibited trailers out
side licensed trailer parks. The city also alleged that the trailer was a nuisance. 

Rejecting both allegations, the trial court denied the city's request for an injunction 
against maintenance of the trailer. On appeal by the City, held: affirmed. Opinion by 
Spencer, J. 

The Supreme Court first determined that the trailer was not a nuisance. The "good 
looking I! trailer was in a commercial area, within 200 feet of a licensed trailer park, and 
appeared to be compatible with the area. Without some further showing, the court ruled, the 
trailer could not be held a nuisance. 

The court next ruled that the 1961 licensing ordinance did not apply to defendant. 
Shortly before the ordinance had become effective, defendant had applied for a trailer per
mit, but the city council had denied his application; city ordinances at that time had author
ized issuance of such permits, but the city .... 'as just "not issuing them. II Unable to obtain a 
permit, defendant had nevertheless put his trailer on hi's property before the ordinance became 
effective. The trial court had lIessentially determined that (defendant's) application was 
timely made and the refusal to issue a permit was an abuse of discretion or an arbitrary 
action on the part of the city council. II The Supreme Court saw no reason to disturb t his 
finding. Accordingly, the Supreme Court ruled that the 1961 ordinance was inapplicable to 
defendant, since it "cannot be construed to operate retroactively to divest (defendant) of 
his interest under the previous code provision. II 

Defendant also contended t hat the 1961 licensing ordinance was" not valid as a zoning 
ordinance. (The city argued that the ordinance was not intended to be a zoning ordinance, 
but the court said: lithe ordinance purports to be an exercise of the zoning power and not an 
exercise of the police power. II) Having already decided that the ordinance did not apply to 
defendant, the court found it unnecessary to pass on the validity of the ordinance as a 
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zoning ordinance. The court did note, though, that the city did not appear to have a com
prehensive zoning plan as required by the enabling statute. 

The municipal code divided the city into three districts (residential, business, and 
railroad), but the code provisions were apparently rudimentary. The business district was 
defined to include only the areas devoted to business when the ordinance was passed, and there 
were no r egulations specifying the activities permitted in the business district. And the 
1961 trailer ordinance, the . ;court noted, Tldoes not restrict trailer courts to any particular 
part of the city or set up standards as to their locations, nor does it prevent their location 
in any of the three districts. As l-Te view the code and (the 19(1) ordinance, we do not 
believe that they constitute the comprehensive zoning plan contemplated by section 19-903, 
R.R.S. 194.3. TI 

Pages 290, 292, 295-296. 



EXCERPI'S FROM ZONI NG DIGEST 
JUNE, 1963 

TRAILER PARK. Although ordinance could be construed to allow trailer in residence zone, 
it did not permit trailer park, a "commercial activity." 

Definitions should not be applied to defeat i ntent of ordinance. 

(State ex. reI. Smith v. City of Nashville, Court of Appeals of Tennessee, 
Nashville (intermediate court), JlG..y 27, 1962 certiorari denied by Supreme 
Court, December 7, 1962 ), 364 S. ':!. 2d 106 

Mrs. Smith wanted to build facilities for four trailers on vacant lots in a resi
dence A zone. She proposed to rent the facilities to "such transient and other trailer 
occupiers as might require them." The city issued certificates of occupancy for the 
trailer facilities but then revoked them and refused to issue new ones. 

In this action, brought by l1rs. Smith, the trial court ordered the city to issue 
the needed certificates of occupancy. On appeal by the city to the court of appeals, 
held: reversed. Opinion by Humphreys, J. 

Mrs. Smith contended that the zoning ordinance permitted the proposed trailer 
rental sites in the residence A zone. Tne ordinance permitted a detached "dwelling" 
in a residence zone. It defined "dwelling" as a "building" occupied as a residence, 
either permanently or transiently. And it defined "building" to include "fences, tents, 
and lunch wagons, dining cars, camp cars, or other structures on wheels or other supports 
and used for business or living purposes. 11 The court acknowledged that this language 
"might warrant the location of a trailer used for residential purposes in a Residence A 
District. 11 

However, the court continued, IIwe do not think it follows from this that a trailer 
camp or park can be constructed in a purely residential district and operated therein 
as a commercial enterprise as l1rs. Srnith proposes." The ordinance did not permit any 
commercial activities (except small boarding houses and railroad rights of way) in resi
dence A zones. It did expressly permit trailer parks in the commercial A zone. The 
"inescapable conclusion" was that this "commercial activity" could not be carried on in 
residence zones. 

"While zoning ordinances are to be strictly construed in favor of property O1mers 
(citation), they must be applied so as to achieve their obvious and intended 
purposes •••• 

It is our opinion that while the word IIbuildingli is defined to include fences, tents, 
lunchwagons, dining cars, camp cars, etc., the word must necessarily be so defined 
only when the context of the regulation in which it is used will permit of such a 
definition. In other words, we do not ·"think that a regulation providing for a 
purely residential, noncommercial use and occupancy can be broadened so as to de
feat its purpose by resort to definitions which are clearly not intended to apply." 

Page 155 
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. . COURT PROCEDtJRE. Mandamus unavailable: city's denial of trailer permits not shown to be 
arbitral"J. 

Trailers subject to zoning despite failure of ordinance to mention them specifically? 

State ex rel. Morris v. City of Nashville, Supreme Court of Tennessee (highest 
court), March 10, 1961, 343 S. vL 2d S/r 7 

By its terms, the Nashville zoning ordinance applies to buildings · and structures, 
but it does not mention trailers. The building official denied a permit to install 24 
trailers on the ground that they would violate the ordinance. The board of appeals 
affirrned his decision. 

The applicant then sought a writ of mand&uus. Since the ordinance does not 
specifically mention trailers, she argued, it does not apply to them; therefore, denial of 
the permit was arbitrary. Apparently accepting this argument, the trial court granted 
the writ. On appeal, held: reversed. Opinion by Burnett, J. 

v.1hen a zoning ordinance fails to mention trailers specifically, does it apply to 
them? Cases from other states appeared to be in "hopeless disaccord" on the question. 
Ordinarily, though, the court concluded, the ordinance does apply when the result is to 
prohibit trailers that would clearly violate its spirit. The court cited "a number of 
cases pro and con ••• primarily to show the fact t hat the authorities in }!ashville in 
denying this permit had a legal basis back of their denial ••• and that such a denial was 
not an unreasonable and arbitrary action on their part." 

The court also noted that the use of trailers can be detrimental to the public 
interests that zoning is designed to promote. 

The court stressed that mandamus is available only when municipal officials have 
acted arbitrarily. Here, although the officials' stated reasons for denying the permit 
were unsound, the denial was not arbitrary. 

(Yne officials) were not denying these things arbitrarily or capriciously but out 
of a feeling somevmere back in their minds that they knew under the circumstances 
here this was a violation of some regulation and was wrong and should not be per
mitted and they were not going to lend their official act to permitting such 
action. vie base this opinion entirelJr on the proposit ion that mandamus would not 
lie because the city officers did not act arbitrarily, unreasonably or capriciously 
in their denial of this permit. 

VIOLATION E}TJOINED. 

Harry v. Bidwell, Supreme Court of Errors of Connecticut (highest court), November 
2l, 1961, 175 A.2d 704 

Defendants owned trailers located in a Glastonbury residence zone, where trailers 
are not permitted. In this action, brought by the town to enforce the zoning ordinance, 
the trial court issued an injunction against defendants. On appeal, held: affir.med. 
Opinion by Alcorn, J. 
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The facts supported the trial court's conclusion that defendants were violating 
the ordinance. The Supreme Court of Errors also concluded that the zoning regulations 
had been validly adopted. 

Pages 176-177 



PRESENT WORDING 

2.117 - TRAILER COACH 
Any vehicle used as sleeping or 
living quarters mounted on, wheels 
or designed to be mounted on wheel 
for transportation. 

6.1-5 - Tool house and/or construction shed 
to be used for construction pur
poses only, and field offices for 
the sale of real estate, such uses 
to be considered as a temporary 
permissive licertse only, and pro
vided, further, that the Building 
Inspector is hereby authorized to 
revoke such license and order the 
removal of such tool house and/or 
construction shed, and/or field 
office for the sale of real estate 
at any time after ten days written 
notice to the person, firm or cor
poration owning, using, operating 
out of, or possessing or having an 
interest in such tool house and/or 
construction shed, and/or field 
office for the sale of real estate. 
Failure of any person-; firm~r I 
corporation to remove such tool 
house and/or construction shed, 
and/or field office for the sale 
of real estate after said notice 
and order for removal is received 
from the Btulding Inspector by such 
person, firm or corporation shall 
constitute a violation of this 
Ordinance. ------_. 

5.1-1-4-1 The parking of a trailer coach for 
dwelling purposes in any district 
shall be prohibited except when suc 
trailer coach is located in a trai
ler coach park licensed by the City 
of Lubbock. 

PROPOSED WORDING 

2.117 - TRAILER COACH (or Housetrailer, 
Trailer house , mobile home) 
Any vehicle customarily used as 
sleeping or living quarters moun
ted on wheels or designed to be 
mounted on wheels for transportation. 

6.1-5 - Tool house and/or construction shed 
to be used for construction pur
poses only, and field offices for 
the sale of real estate, such uses 
to be considered as a temporary 
permissive license only, and pro
vided, further, that the Building 
Inspector is hereby authorized to 
revoke such license and order the 
removal of such tool house and/or 
construction shed, and/or field 
office for the sale of real estate 
at any time after ten days written 
notice to the person, firm or cor
poration owning, using, operating 
out of, or possessing or having an 
interest in such tool house and/or 
construction shed, and/or field 
office for the sale of real estate. 
A trailer coach may be used lJu:-thi s 
purpose or as living or sle~ping 
~~~~~E~,_~9E_§:~~:~?-rd, _ X()re~an, or 
worker; provided further that only 
one such -trafler-T sloc ated on the 

"'"'-.., ------- ...... -.. ,.- .... -----
, site. 

-~~~~, 
Se.e. c,~es;,J C<:vrt- C 4Jse ~, 

~~. U~. 0" wo(d "lr."~ ': 
15.1-1-4-1 ' Th , park~ a trailer coach 

for dwelling-purposes shall be pro
hibited except in the "M-l" District 
or when such trailer coach is located 
in a trailer coach park licensed by 
the City of Lubbock; provided, i f lQ,- ,' 
cated ,otper t~::m in a Q~ lige~d !' 

trailer park, that the wheels are not 
removed ~and that the traIler ' coach ' is 
located a minimum of ,le)" 'irom 'any pro
I?~:rty Tine; ana proVided -further that 
,\:-he sanitary facilities are, approved 
by ~he Ci~x.:9.o5~_~ty_"Healt]1Departmel}t 
a129..J:.h~ __ C}_Q~rJ!ir;i..G.a tfL.oL_Occ.upanc~~j, s 
obtained from the/Building Inspector. 

_ n _~~ ...... ..-'"' -. . c',. 

//~ 

C ... ,,~ ''it/11M.)! Ult of W()r'clJ:"n'}il,Y)-I"ll'r7~ keep, or I()habl'f 



PRESE,l~.L WORDING 
---~==":";';~~=;;';"';;;;"-----------'r-----~~:...>..L.,;u:.u..i~..m..!~- ... ---------____ _ 

NONE 

NONE 

! 
a:6;':1-2-1 - On a lot in any "G" District, ac- j 

cessory buildings including ! 
structures designed for living I 
quarters may be permitted. Ac- : 
cessory buildings designed for i 
living quarters shall comply j 
with all the area requirements Of , 
the "R-3" District. 

15.1-1-4-3 - A trailer coach shall not be 
used as an office or business of any 
type, except temporarily at construction 
sites as authorized by Section 6.1-5 
of this ordinance. 

15.1-1-4-4 - No trailer coach shall be parked 
or stored within the required front or' 
side yard in any district. 

16.1-2-1- On a lot in any "G" District, ac
cessory buildings including structures 
designed for living quarters may be 
permitted. Accessory buildings de
signed for living quarters shall com
ply with all the area requirements of 
the "R-3" District. . Trailer Goach~s 
are excluded from the prOvisions of 
this sub-sectro-n~--'-'-"-- -__ '_h_ 


	Output_0001
	Output_0002
	Output_0003
	Output_0004
	Output_0005
	Output_0006
	Output_0007
	Output_0008
	Output_0009
	Output_0010
	Output_0011
	Output_0012
	Output_0013
	Output_0014
	Output_0015
	Output_0016
	Output_0017
	Output_0018
	Output_0019
	Output_0020
	Output_0021
	Output_0022
	Output_0023
	Output_0024
	Output_0025
	Output_0026

