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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are a small-footprint housing supply strategy that can add units 
within built-out residential neighborhoods. They are a meaningful mechanism to add to the housing 
stock while limiting infrastructure development needs and avoiding urban sprawl. Their primary use 
cases often include affordable rentals, in-law units or multi-generational living. However, regulatory 
structures and zoning practices have frequently prohibited additional living units on single-family 
zoned lots, thereby historically limiting ADU development. As the U.S. housing stock faces increasing 
pressure to build more homes while managing sprawl, development costs and environmental impacts, 
ADUs have emerged as an important tool to build small-footprint homes in dense neighborhoods. This 
playbook provides policymakers with background on ADUs, offers approaches to support their broader 
deployment, and identifies the regulatory and implementation conditions that make them practical, 
while evaluating how industrialized off-site construction (IC) technologies can help deliver ADUs at 
scale.

In jurisdictions where ADUs are feasible, not just “allowed,” the most effective regulatory approaches to 
increase their development and utilization tend to be procedural: 

1.	 Replacing discretionary entitlements (overlays, rezonings, conditional use) with objective, by-right 
entitlements. 

2.	 Simplifying permitting workflows.

3.	 Aligning zoning, building, fire and utility requirements to prevent late-stage conflicts. 

Jurisdictions that move ADUs from discretionary, fragmented and unpredictable processes into routine, 
objective and coordinated approval pathways tend to see stronger uptake. This “feasibility-first” logic is 
mirrored in national middle-housing and zoning reform guidance, which distinguishes first-generation 
zoning barriers (what is allowed) from second-generation barriers (how projects actually get delivered—
financing, process, capacity and cost). The clearest lesson learned from the jurisdictions reviewed in 
this playbook is that legalizing ADUs is only the first step; the bigger challenge is creating a delivery 
environment in which ADUs are efficiently permitted, financed and built.

Industrialized off-site construction (IC)—including volumetric modular and panelized systems—can, 
in the right context, materially shorten schedules and reduce cost, but it is not a standalone solution. 
IC is an accelerator of ADU delivery and works most effectively once the underlying entitlement, 
permitting, and inspection process is already clear and predictable. In existing resources, the 
International Code Council (ICC) summarizes commonly cited performance ranges (e.g., 20–50 percent 
schedule acceleration and >20 percent cost savings potential) while emphasizing that these outcomes 
depend on market conditions and regulatory/inspection pathways that can effectively verify closed 
construction.1  Where IC is used for ADUs, as with all other off-site construction, the key regulatory 
questions pertain to how the approval and inspection responsibilities are split between factory and 
site, and whether a formalized approval process exists at the state level or, where it does not, how local 
authorities will approve IC. Standards developed by ICC and the Modular Building Institute (ICC/MBI 
1200, 1205 and 1210) provide a best-practice approach that has been adopted in whole or in part in six 
states to date (see Figure 5).2  For jurisdictions seeking to expand off-site ADU delivery, these standards 
offer a practical framework for clarifying factory-versus-site responsibilities, improving consistency and 
reducing uncertainty for local approval authorities.

ADUs are a proven small-scale infill strategy, and industrialized off-site construction can strengthen 
that strategy when paired with the right regulatory, permitting and inspection pathways. This 
playbook captures successful pathways that jurisdictions of varying sizes have used to advance ADU 
1 ICC, Primer on Off-Site Construction, Codes, Standards and Compliance. https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction.
2 ICC/MBI 1200, Standard for Off-site Construction: Planning, Design, Fabrication and Assembly (https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/

ICC12002021P1); ICC/MBI 1205, Standard for Off-site Construction: Inspection and Regulatory Compliance (https://codes.iccsafe.org/
content/ICC12052021P1); and ICC/MBI 1210 Standard for Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing Systems, Energy Efficiency and Water 
Conservation in Off-site Construction (https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12102023P1).

https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12002021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12002021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12052021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12052021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12102023P1


Unlocking Accessory Dwelling Units and Industrialized Off-Site Construction: A Playbook	 3

deployment, and how off-site construction can further accelerate deployment while limiting community 
disruption. Across the examples reviewed, the most replicable sequence is to first remove procedural 
barriers to ADU delivery, then layer in tools such as pre-reviewed plans, permitting streamlining and off-
site-ready approval pathways. See Figure 1.

The Most Effective Reform Sequence Is Allow, Streamline, Finance, 
Standardize, and Measure

—Figure 1. Pathway to Effectively Scaling ADU Deployment

Two documented municipal pathways illustrate distinct but complementary models for advancing 
ADUs: one centered on feasibility reform and streamlined approvals, and the other on standardization 
and off-site readiness. In Raleigh, North Carolina an early overlay approach was largely unused. 
However, adoption increased after shifting to by-right authorization with basic dimensional standards 
and launching a Fast Track program with pre-reviewed plans.3  In Los Angeles, California state-aligned 
ADU regulation, alongside an ADU Approved Standard Plans Program explicitly designed to shorten 
plan check time, and city guidance addressing issues such as parking, proximity to transit, sprinklers, 
and solar for newly built detached ADUs have supported rapid scaling.4 

The scale of impact from these combined reforms is evident in California’s statewide data: following 
a series of legislative changes beginning in 2016, ADU permits across California’s largest metro areas 
grew from 654 in 2016 to over 15,500 in 2019, and completions more than tripled from approximately 
2,000 to nearly 7,000 between 2018 and 2019 alone—with Los Angeles producing the largest share of 
units.5  Together, these examples show that ADU production increases most rapidly when jurisdictions 
combine clear by-right rules, faster and more predictable permitting, and implementation tools that 
make standardized and off-site delivery easier to approve.

Research Scope and Methodological Notes
This playbook draws on:

1.	 Primary government sources (city code/ordinances, state statutes, official municipal program 
pages).

2.	 ICC code development and standards resources.

3.	 Publicly available policy briefs and sector reports relevant to ADU deployment, zoning reform and 
industrialized off-site construction. 

Across the jurisdictions reviewed, one of the largest evidence gaps is comparable, standardized 
outcome data for off-site ADUs (installed cost, permit-to-occupancy time, change orders, inspection 
cycle times). Therefore, a minimum municipal reporting dataset is recommended to enable 
benchmarking and an “IC readiness” assessment.6 

3 Interview notes: Keegan McDonald, AICP, Land Development Manager, City of Raleigh Municipal Government, Raleigh, NC, 2026-02-10.
4 Interview notes: Celeste Nguyen, Structural Engineer Associate IV, Government & Community Relations Division, Los Angeles Department of 

Building and Safety, Los Angeles, 2025-11-19.
5 Chapple, K., Garcia, D., Valchuis, E., & Tucker, J. (2020). “Reaching California’s ADU Potential: Progress to Date and the Need for ADU Finance.” 

Terner Center for Housing Innovation and Center for Community Innovation, UC Berkeley.
6 Chapple, K., Garcia, D., Valchuis, E., & Tucker, J. (2020). “Reaching California’s ADU Potential: Progress to Date and the Need for ADU Finance.” 

Terner Center for Housing Innovation and Center for Community Innovation, UC Berkeley.
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First-hand insights on ADUs and IC were derived from 12 interviews with city and state policy leaders 
as direct quotes and clearly attributed to interview notes to distinguish practitioner testimony from 
statutory or code requirements (e.g., Raleigh, Los Angeles, Miami, Memphis, Arkansas, Montana). 
These quotes are treated as primary, qualitative input rather than generalizable, quantitative findings.

INTRODUCTION TO ADUS AND INDUSTRIALIZED OFF-SITE 
CONSTRUCTION
ADU Definitions and Typologies 
An Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) is a secondary, self-contained dwelling on the same lot as a primary 
dwelling. Common typologies include internal conversions (e.g., basement or attic), attached additions, 
over-garage units, and detached backyard cottages/converted accessory structures.7  These typologies 
are consistently reflected across municipal guidance and state-level ADU frameworks, which generally 
treat ADUs as subordinate in size and function to the principal dwelling while still requiring independent 
living facilities (sleeping, cooking, sanitation).8  See Figure 2. 

Figure 2. Variations in Types of Accessory Dwelling Units (AARP, 2019)

Common Regulatory Size Parameters
While ADU sizing is not standardized on a national level, regulatory frameworks across the jurisdictions 
reviewed cluster around several recognizable thresholds. The 2024 International Residential Code (IRC) 
Appendix BC defines ADUs as no smaller than 190 square feet and no larger than 1,200 square feet (or 
50% of the primary dwelling’s gross floor area, whichever is less), with a maximum of two bedrooms.9  
The IRC’s tiny house appendix (Appendix BB,) covers dwelling units of 400 square feet or less, excluding 
lofts—a scale that overlaps with many ADU programs.10 

Massachusetts caps by-right ADUs at 900 square feet (or 50% of the principal dwelling).11  Iowa 
restricts ADUs to less than 1,000 square feet or half of the primary dwelling unit.12  North Carolina’s 
proposed HB 627 sets an 800-square-foot floor below which local governments cannot restrict ADU 
size.13  Memphis and Shelby County’s UDC amendment uses a threshold of 700 square feet or one-third 
of the primary dwelling’s gross floor area on qualifying lots.14 
7 AARP Public Policy Institute. (2019). Accessory Dwelling Units: A Step-by-Step Guide to Design and Development. Accessed February 18, 

2026.
8 Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. “Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).” Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. (n.d.). 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).
9 International Code Council (ICC). (2024). International Residential Code (IRC) 2024 Digital Codes: “Appendix BC — Accessory Dwelling Units 

(ADU).” https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bc-accessory-dwelling-units-adu
10 ICC. International Code Council. (2024). International Residential Code (IRC) 2024 Digital Codes: “Appendix BB — Tiny Houses.” https://codes.

iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses.
11 Massachusetts Legislature. Massachusetts General Laws: Chapter 40A, Section 1A (Accessory dwelling units)
12 Iowa SF 592 bill page and text; https://www.legis.iowa.gov/legislation/BillBook?ba=SF592&ga=91 
13 North Carolina General Assembly. House Bill 627 (2025–2026 Session), version 2 (PDF/HTML).
14 Shelby County Government. “Memphis and Shelby County Joint Housing Policy Plan — Final Draft” (PDF); Shelby County Unified 

Development Code (PDF; ADU provisions).

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bc-accessory-dwelling-units-adu
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/legislation/BillBook?ba=SF592&ga=91
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In practice, most ADU regulatory programs operate within a 400–1,200-square-foot envelope, with the 
lower bound shaped by habitability minimums and loft/efficiency thresholds, and the upper bound 
by zoning caps designed to maintain the ADU’s subordinate scale relative to the primary dwelling. 
Construction cost data reinforces the relevance of this range; reported costs for detached ADUs 
vary widely by region—from an average of approximately $148,000 in Los Angeles, California to over 
$250,000 in Massachusetts and as high as $350 per square foot in high-cost resort markets like 
Whitefish, Montana—making size thresholds a critical variable in both feasibility and financing.15 

A key operational distinction in implementing ADUs is between conversion and new construction:

1.	 ADU Conversions: An ADU conversion transforms existing yet underutilized spaces into fully 
functional, independent living units. These projects typically include transforming a basement, 
garage or attic by creating a kitchen, bathroom and living area.

2.	 ADU New Construction: New construction of an ADU involves building a detached, attached or 
converted secondary unit on a single-family lot.

Conversions often face building-code and egress constraints, but may reduce exterior impacts 
and sitework; new detached ADUs can simplify separation from the main structure but may require 
full utility runs, foundations and, in some jurisdictions, solar or other performance requirements. 
Industrialized construction is particularly well-suited to new-construction ADUs because it allows 
significant portions of the unit to be prefabricated off site, then transported for final assembly or 
installation on the final site.16  The primary focus of the playbook is on new-construction ADUs.

National and State Trend Signals
Recent policy changes are increasingly state-driven; statewide ADU laws and regulations are setting 
minimum thresholds for local permitting and limiting discretionary barriers. For example, Arizona HB 
2720 requires Arizona cities with at least 75,000 residents to adopt regulations legalizing ADUs on 
residential parcels, and the Morrison Institute brief notes that (as of that publication) thirteen states 
had enacted ADU legislation preempting local ADU regulation (listing examples such as California and 
Colorado).17 

Exemplar state actions relevant to near-term playbook implementation include:

1.	 Massachusetts: State guidance following the 2024 Affordable Homes Act provides that ADUs 
(≤900 sq ft, and subject to additional constraints) are permitted by-right in single-family zoning 
districts statewide, with explicit limits on local discretion (e.g., municipalities cannot require 
owner-occupancy or discretionary special permits for use/rental of an ADU).18  Early reported 
uptake includes 844 applications in the first half of 2025 and at least 550 approvals as of July 
2025 (as reported by the state). A subsequent state update reports 1,224 ADUs permitted or 
approved to date in 217 communities (as of early February 2026).19 

2.	 Arizona: Arizona’s passage of HB 2720 in 2024 requires cities over 75,000 in population to allow 
at least one ADU on single family lots and limits the parking and design restrictions that localities 
can place on ADUs.20 

15 Chapple, K., Garcia, D., Valchuis, E., & Tucker, J. (2020). “Reaching California’s ADU Potential: Progress to Date and the Need for ADU 
Finance.” Terner Center for Housing Innovation and Center for Community Innovation, UC Berkeley. Interview notes: Nathan Dugan, Executive 
Director, Livable Flathead (Northwest Arkansas Council), Springdale, 2026-02-19. Interview notes: Claire Morehouse, ADU Coordinator at 
Massachusetts, Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities (EOHLC), Massachusetts, 2026-02-25.

16 ICC, Primer on Off-Site Construction, Codes, Standards and Compliance. https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-
construction.

17 Morrison Institute for Public Policy (Arizona State University). “Accessory Dwelling Unit HB 2720 Brief” (PDF). Morrison Institute for Public 
Policy (Arizona State University). (n.d.). Accessory Dwelling Unit HB 2720 Brief [PDF].

18 Massachusetts Legislature. Massachusetts General Laws: Chapter 40A, Section 1A (Accessory dwelling units). Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Housing and Livable Communities. “Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).” Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).

19 Massachusetts Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities. “Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).” Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
20 Morrison Institute for Public Policy (Arizona State University). “Accessory Dwelling Unit HB 2720 Brief” (PDF). Morrison Institute for Public 

Policy (Arizona State University). (n.d.). Accessory Dwelling Unit HB 2720 Brief [PDF].

 https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
 https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
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3.	 Arkansas: In 2025, the Arkansas legislature passed House Bill 1503 (Act 313), requiring every 
city and town to permit at least one ADU by right on single-family zoned lots and prohibited local 
governments from imposing many common barriers to ADUs, including parking requirements, 
matching designs and owner occupancy.21  

4.	 Utah: Utah was an early adopter of ADU reform measures in 2021, requiring most cities to legalize 
one internal ADU by right in single-family zones with limited exceptions.22  

5.	 North Carolina: Proposed statewide legislation (HB 627, second edition) would require local 
governments to allow at least one ADU for each single-family detached dwelling in residential 
areas allowing such dwellings, and would prohibit several local barriers (e.g., conditional zoning 
district placement, minimum parking requirements, fees exceeding those for similar single-family 
detached dwelling permitting, and maximum size below 800 sq ft).23 

Numerous cities have also taken steps to encourage ADU deployment, moving from legalization toward 
homeowner-facing delivery support. Examples include:

1.	 Tucson, AZ: In 2021, adoption of a citywide ADU ordinance allowed ADUs on almost all residential 
lots (including smaller lots previously barred). The ordinance enables 650 to 1,000-square-foot 
units and reduces procedural barriers.24  As one of the earliest major ADU reforms in Arizona, 
the ordinance, is considered one of Tucson’s most important housing policies and has been 
credited with hundreds of unit applications. As a compliment to the regulatory changes, the city 
implemented grants for low-income homeowners to build ADUs and developed an online resource 
including model plans.25  The initial ordinance was amended in 2024 to expand ADU eligibility, 
simplify development and bring the city into compliance with Arizona’s 2024 state ADU law (HB 
2720). The law’s core function is to make ADUs easier to build, permissible on more lots and 
subject to fewer regulatory barriers.

2.	 Kalamazoo, MI: A major zoning update in 2023 legalized ADUs citywide, reduced parking 
minimums, and substantially reduced setback and minimum lot size requirements. The city 
released a portfolio of pre-approved house, duplex and ADU plans that come with bundled 
permits. This combination makes it far easier and cheaper for small builders to infill vacant lots 
with modest-scale housing.26 

3.	 Omaha, NE: A zoning code amendment adopted in March 2024 permits ADUs by right in nine 
zoning districts (including higher-density residential and key mixed-use districts) and as a 
conditional use in 12 additional districts. ADUs are now allowed, by right or conditional permit, on 
approximately 84.5 percent of land in the city, allowing construction of secondary dwelling units in  
most single-family neighborhoods while leveraging existing infrastructure.27

4.	 New York, NY: Following “City of Yes for Housing Opportunity” and related regulatory changes, 
New York City announced an “ADU for You” initiative that combines an ADU guidebook, a growing 
pre-approved plan library, site feasibility analysis and cost-estimating tools. The initiative 
also reopened financial assistance through the Plus One ADU program. The city announced a 
simplified permitting process for pre-approved plans, launching with eleven designs that have 
already undergone initial Department of Buildings review for code compliance, while still requiring 

21 HousingWire. (October 30, 2025). “Arkansas ADU Law Sets Fast-Approaching Housing Deadline.” https://www.housingwire.com/articles/
arkansas-adu-law-sets-fast-approaching-housing-deadline/.

22 Utah H.B. 82 Single-family Housing Modifications. (2021). https://le.utah.gov/~2021/bills/static/HB0082.html.
23 North Carolina General Assembly. House Bill 627 (2025–2026 Session), version 2 (PDF/HTML). Interview notes: Keegan McDonald, AICP, 

Land Development Manager, City of Raleigh Municipal Government, Raleigh, NC, 2026-02-10.
24 City of Tucson. 2021. “ADU Code Amendment.” https://www.tucsonaz.gov/Departments/Planning-Development-Services/Planning-Initia-

tives/Accessory-Dwelling-Units-Code-Amendment”
25 City of Tucson. N.d. “Casitas in Tucson.” https://casitas.tucsonaz.gov/.
26 Strong Towns. (Sept. 10, 2025)  “Kalamazoo Shows How Cities Can Make Housing Development Simple and Easy.” https://www.strong-

towns.org/journal/2025-9-10-kalamazoo-shows-how-cities-can-make-housing-development-simple-and-easy.
27 City of Omaha Planning Dept. 2025. Omaha 2025 Affordable Housing Report. https://urbanplanning.cityofomaha.org/images/Affordable_

Housing/Affordable_Housing_Report_06302025.pdf.

https://www.housingwire.com/articles/arkansas-adu-law-sets-fast-approaching-housing-deadline/
https://www.housingwire.com/articles/arkansas-adu-law-sets-fast-approaching-housing-deadline/
https://le.utah.gov/~2021/bills/static/HB0082.html
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/Departments/Planning-Development-Services/Planning-Initiatives/Accessory-Dwelling-Units-Code-Amendment
https://www.tucsonaz.gov/Departments/Planning-Development-Services/Planning-Initiatives/Accessory-Dwelling-Units-Code-Amendment
https://casitas.tucsonaz.gov/
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2025-9-10-kalamazoo-shows-how-cities-can-make-housing-development-simple-and-easy
https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2025-9-10-kalamazoo-shows-how-cities-can-make-housing-development-simple-and-easy
https://urbanplanning.cityofomaha.org/images/Affordable_Housing/Affordable_Housing_Report_06302025.pdf
https://urbanplanning.cityofomaha.org/images/Affordable_Housing/Affordable_Housing_Report_06302025.pdf
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site-specific approval through the design professional of record.28  This is a useful example of 
how jurisdictions can translate enabling policy into practical implementation tools that lower soft 
costs, reduce homeowner uncertainty and create clearer pathways from intent to delivery.

5.	 Norfolk, VA: In 2025, Norfolk updated earlier ADU reforms to include making ADUs fully permitted 
by right citywide, reducing procedural barriers and updating size, height and setback rules. 
The move was intended to accelerate small-scale infill production, complement pattern-book 
implementation and support multigenerational housing options.29

Industrialized Construction Technologies for ADUs: A Primer for Policymakers
Industrialized off-site construction (IC) refers to the application of standard, repeatable manufacturing 
and assembly processes to the delivery of building and infrastructure projects. IC aims to improve 
productivity, predictability and quality by manufacturing building components in a factory setting, where 
speed, scale, automation and robotics can be utilized in a controlled environment.30  For ADUs, the 
value of this approach is not only potential gains in quality, speed and predictability, but also the ability 
to reduce on-site disruption on small, occupied residential lots. For policymakers, the most important 
question is not simply what these technologies are, but how they interact with local permitting, 
inspections, transport, site access and utility connections.

Industrialized off-site construction includes a range of delivery methods, but two of the most relevant 
for new-construction ADUs are volumetric modular and panelized systems. Both shift a meaningful 
share of construction activity from the site to a factory or factory-like environment, where work can be 
performed under more controlled conditions and with greater repeatability than conventional site-built 
construction. In both cases, the policy relevance is not only the method of construction itself, but also 
how that method interacts with permitting, inspections, transport, site access and utility connections. 
This is particularly important for ADUs, where projects are typically delivered on small, occupied 
residential lots with limited tolerance for delay, disruption or redesign.

Volumetric modular construction refers to the production of fully enclosed, three-dimensional building 
modules in an off-site factory, which are then transported to the final site and assembled into a 
complete structure. Modular units are built to the same state and local codes that govern site-built 
homes. This is distinct from manufactured housing, which is built to the federal HUD Code. A defining 
regulatory feature of volumetric modular construction is that a substantial portion of the work is 
“closed construction,” meaning assemblies are finished before arriving on site and, therefore, require an 
alternative inspection and compliance pathway, such as a state industrialized buildings program, third-
party in-plant inspection or other accepted factory review process.31 

For ADUs, volumetric modular construction is generally the best fit where jurisdictions or project 
sponsors are pursuing detached, repeatable backyard cottages with relatively standardized floor plans 
and where the site can accommodate transport and crane access. The method is particularly well-
suited to contexts where minimizing neighborhood disruption is a priority, since factory prefabrication 
can occur in parallel with site preparation and installation can be completed quickly once foundations 
and utility connections are ready. The volumetric modular method tends to perform best when the 
local approval pathway is already clear, the product can be repeated across multiple projects, and site 
conditions do not force extensive customization of the unit or its structural system.

28 New York City Mayor’s Office. “Mayor Mamdani Unveils New Tools and Financing to Help Homeowners Add Ancillary Dwelling Units.” New 
York City Mayor’s Office. (March 18, 2026).

29 Norfolk. October 2025. “Zoning Ordinance Update: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). https://www.norfolk.gov/DocumentCenter/
View/106263/Zoning-Amendment-Summary--Accessory-Dwelling-Units-ADU-?bidId=.

30 Construction Leadership Council. (2025). Industrialised Construction: Definition and Narrative (April 2025) [PDF]. Accessed February 18, 
2026.

31 ICC, Primer on Off-Site Construction, Codes, Standards and Compliance. https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construc-
tion.

https://www.norfolk.gov/DocumentCenter/View/106263/Zoning-Amendment-Summary--Accessory-Dwelling-Units-ADU-?bidId=
https://www.norfolk.gov/DocumentCenter/View/106263/Zoning-Amendment-Summary--Accessory-Dwelling-Units-ADU-?bidId=
https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
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Panelized construction refers to the off-site fabrication of flat building elements—most commonly wall, 
roof and floor panels—that are transported to the site and assembled there into a three-dimensional 
structure. The key distinction from volumetric modular construction is that panels are manufactured off 
site but are erected on site to form rooms and complete buildings. Panelized systems can range from 
relatively open assemblies to more closed systems with insulation, windows, cladding or rough-in work 
already integrated. Because more of the final assembly occurs on site, panelized delivery can provide 
a middle ground between conventional construction and volumetric modular; it preserves some of the 
benefits of factory production while allowing more flexibility in layout, openings and site adaptation.
For ADUs, panelized systems are often the best fit where jurisdictions or builders want more design 
flexibility than volumetric modular construction can easily provide, or where lots are too constrained 
for large-module delivery and crane placement. Panelized systems can be especially effective for 
detached ADUs on tight urban or suburban lots, for attached new-construction ADUs that need to align 
with an existing house geometry, or for small product lines that seek some standardization without 
fully locking in a single six-sided module. Panelized ADUs may also reduce shipping costs because 
they can be transported in flat packs and assembled without the same crane requirements associated 
with volumetric modules. At the same time, panelized systems generally rely more heavily on local 
field assembly and finishing labor, so their performance depends on the quality of the local installation 
network and the extent to which the system has been standardized. In practice, panelized approaches 
tend to be most attractive where projects need to balance repeatability with modest customization—
such as variation in windows, doors, façades or interior layout—without redesigning the entire structural 
system for each site.
From a policy perspective, neither method should be understood as categorically “better” for ADUs. 
The better fit depends on a small number of practical variables: whether the project is detached new 
construction rather than a conversion; whether the lot can accommodate transport, staging and 
crane access; whether local approvals accept factory review and closed-construction inspection 
pathways; and whether the jurisdiction or market is set up to support repeated use of standard plans 
or productized models. Broadly, volumetric modular construction is the better fit where the goal is 
to deliver highly standardized, quickly installed detached units with minimal site disruption, while 
panelized systems are often the better fit where access is constrained, moderate customization is 
needed, or local conditions favor more on-site assembly. In both cases, the largest gains tend to come 
not from the technology alone, but from pairing it with by-right entitlements, pre-reviewed plans, stable 
utility requirements, and a clearly defined factory-versus-site approval split. 

Industrialized Off-site Construction and ADUs: Expected Advantages and Constraints
Specifically for industrialized off-site construction, ICC/MBI Standards 1200 and 1205 provide a 
process framework across planning, design, fabrication, transport, assembly (1200), and inspection 
and regulatory compliance (1205). ICC’s off-site standards address in-plant and on-site inspection 
roles, third-party inspection, state modular/industrialized building programs, and the authority having 
jurisdiction (AHJ), while explicitly distinguishing off-site construction from HUD manufactured housing.32 
Two additional ICC code-context elements are particularly relevant to small unit delivery:

1.	 IRC Appendix BC (Accessory Dwelling Units): Appendix BC of ICC’s 2024 IRC specifies conditions 
under which ADUs can be permitted within the IRC scope without triggering a change to two- or 
multifamily occupancy classifications, including prescriptive limits on size (≥190 sq ft; ≤50% of 
the primary unit; ≤1,200 sq ft), maximum bedrooms (two), and defined requirements for egress 
and utilities (e.g., independent egress path, separate HVAC system/ducting/controls, electrical 
access, gas shutoff access and water shutoff separation where sharing). Notably, Appendix BC 
includes an owner-occupancy condition “as of the date of permit approval,” which can conflict 
with state policy trends that prohibit owner-occupancy mandates (e.g., Massachusetts).33 

32 ICC/MBI 1200, Standard for Off-site Construction: Planning, Design, Fabrication and Assembly (https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IC-
C12002021P1); ICC/MBI 1205, Standard for Off-site Construction: Inspection and Regulatory Compliance (https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/
ICC12052021P1);

33 International Code Council (ICC). (2024). International Residential Code (IRC) 2024 Digital Codes: “Appendix BC — Accessory Dwelling Units 

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12002021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12002021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12052021P1
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/ICC12052021P1
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2.	 Tiny houses: ICC’s tiny homes guidance (2024 IRC Appendix BB) defines tiny houses as dwelling 
units not greater than 400 square feet, excluding lofts, and notes that communities often treat 
many ADUs as tiny houses.34 

ICC Tools Standardize ADU Definitions and Delivery Pathways

●

●

●

●
●

●

●

●

Figure 3. Leveraging ICC Tools to Support Consistency

Advantages Of Industrialized Off-Site Construction For ADUs
ADUs are relatively small and repeatable, which supports standardization and factory workflows. The 
industrialized off-site construction value proposition is schedule compression (parallelizing site prep 
with factory fabrication), reduced weather exposure, tighter QA/QC, and potential cost savings through 
repetition and reduced waste. Where accessible, off-site-constructed ADUs also limit construction 
disturbances in existing neighborhoods, including reducing construction noise and traffic. ICC’s off-site 
toolkit summarizes commonly cited ranges: 20–50% faster timelines and >20% potential cost savings, 
with additional qualitative benefits such as improved quality and lower waste.35  These benefits are 
most likely to be realized where jurisdictions have already reduced entitlement uncertainty and clarified 
the approval pathway for off-site delivery.

Why Performance Varies In Practice
Industrialized off-site construction savings are sensitive to local conditions: utility connection costs, 
foundations, labor rates, crane access/transport constraints, and whether the local approvals accept 
state/third-party plan review and in-plant inspections without duplicative local plan review.36  The 
primary gap for policymakers is not the existence of these benefits in principle, but the limited 
availability of standardized municipal data that can confirm realized cost and time deltas for off-site 
ADUs relative to site-built alternatives under comparable permitting regimes.37 

Regulatory Levers that Unlock ADU Deployment
This section provides municipalities with a structured approach for ADU-aligned regulatory approaches, 
including an implementable checklist. A core analytical premise, consistent with national zoning 
reform practice, is that ADU allowance is necessary but is insufficient on its own to drive ADU 

(ADU).” https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bc-accessory-dwelling-units-adu
34 ICC. International Code Council. (2024). International Residential Code (IRC) 2024 Digital Codes: “Appendix BB — Tiny Houses.” https://codes.

iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses.
35 See iccsafe.org/offsite.
36 ICC, Primer on Off-Site Construction, Codes, Standards and Compliance. https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construc-

tion.
37 Chapple, K., Garcia, D., Valchuis, E., & Tucker, J. (2020). “Reaching California’s ADU Potential: Progress to Date and the Need for ADU Fi-

nance.” Terner Center for Housing Innovation and Center for Community Innovation, UC Berkeley.

https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bc-accessory-dwelling-units-adu
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses
https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IRC2024V2.0/appendix-bb-tiny-houses
http://iccsafe.org/offsite
https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
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growth. The most effective regulatory structures must pair ADU allowance with additional policies 
to ignite adoption. Feasibility depends on process certainty, administrative capacity and harmonized 
cross-department interpretation.38  Figure 4 illustrates the full regulatory stack from zoning through 
occupancy and highlights the point at which the construction method changes the approval pathway.

A – State Enabling Law / State Building Code Adoption
Legislative foundation for local ADU regulation

B – Local Zoning: ADU Use Allowed
Objective dimensional standards (setbacks, height, size, lot coverage)

C – Permitting Workflow
Ministerial vs. discretionary review + timelines

D – Building / Residential Code Compliance + Fire Access
IRC Appendix BC, sprinkler triggers, egress requirements

E – Utilities + Site Constraints
Water / sewer, power, stormwater, site access

F1 – Site-Built
Local plan review +

on-site inspections throughout construction

F2 – Off-Site / Factory-Built
In-plant review/inspection (state or third-party) 
+ site foundation/connection inspection (local)

G – Certificate of Occupancy
+ Ongoing compliance (rental registration / STR rules id applicable)

KEY
Steps A-E: Sequential regulatory approvals every ADU project must navigate
Step F: Decision point – construction method determines the approval pathway
Steps F1 & F2: Parallel pathways – site-built vs. off-site/factory-built inspections
Step G: Both pathways converge at certificate of occupancy

F – Construction
Method Pathway

Source: ADU and Industrialized Construction Playbook (ICC/ADL, 2026)

The Regulatory Stack: From Zoning to Occupancy

Figure 4. Regulatory pathways from zoning to occupancy of ADUs

In practice, the stack is not linear: utilities capacity, fire access and required separations can change 
design decisions early; financing and appraisal constraints can drive whether homeowners select 
standard plans or custom designs; and choosing off-site delivery can shift verification and approval 
responsibilities.39

38 Casita Coalition & Zillow. “Build the Middle — Casita Coalition/Zillow Playbook (2025 update)” Casita Coalition, & Zillow. (2025). Build the 
Middle — Casita Coalition/Zillow Playbook (2025 update) [PDF].

39 Ibid
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POLICY TOOLS AND REGULATORY LEVERS
The table below is designed for cut-and-implement use by linking typical municipal policy levers to the 
barrier they address and the expected impact on feasibility and IC readiness. Jurisdictions can use the 
table below as a practical screening tool to identify which reforms are most likely to improve both ADU 
feasibility and off-site readiness.

Policy lever Barrier targeted Expected impact on feasibility IC-specific implications

By-right ADU use with 
objective standards 
(setbacks/height/
size)

Discretionary approvals and 
entitlement risk

Shorter predevelopment time; 
reduced uncertainty

Supports standardization and 
repeated designs (enables 
catalogs)

Reduced or context-
sensitive parking 
minimums (especially 
near transit)

Infeasible site layouts; reduced 
buildability

Higher lot eligibility, especially in 
small-lot neighborhoods

Reduces site constraints for 
set/crane staging and access

Standard plan pre-
reviewed plan catalog

Soft cost and plan-check cycle 
time

Lower design cost and faster 
plan review for repeat designs

Critical complement to off-site 
productization (repeatable 
SKUs)

Clear utility 
connection rules 
(allow shared 
systems or defined 
split)

Utility conflicts late in design/
permitting

Improves predictability and 
reduces redesign churn

Enables factory MEP 
standardization if connection 
specs are stable

Defined factory vs. 
site approval split 
(state or third-party 
accepted)

Duplicative plan review/
inspection for closed 
construction

Reduces “double review” and 
enables off-site scaling

Core “IC readiness” 
prerequisite

Fee structuring and 
transparency

Unpredictable cost shocks; 
inequitable access

Helps broaden uptake; reduces 
abandonment rates

Fee caps and standardized 
schedules are especially 
important for standardized off-
site products

Fire access/hose 
reach/sprinkler 
triggers clarified early

Late-stage fire code redesign Reduces redesign and delays
Off-site modules must 
be designed to fit these 
constraints upfront

Reduce or eliminate 
the state “use tax” 
on off-site ADU 
construction

Tax treatment that penalizes 
factory-built components 
relative to site-built; “use taxes” 
apply to goods manufactured 
out of state or in a factory 
setting, adding cost that site-
built projects do not face

Lowers the effective delivered 
cost of off-site ADUs; 
removes a price distortion 
that disadvantages factory 
production relative to 
conventional stick-built methods

Directly affects manufacturer 
pricing competitiveness and is 
a key barrier to achieving the 
cost parity or even reductions 
that off-site production 
theoretically enables through 
repetition and waste reduction

Remove per-square-
foot cost maximums 
in federal, state, 
and local funding 
programs

Funding caps based on $/sq ft 
that assume conventional-scale 
construction; per-square-foot 
formulas penalize small-
footprint units where fixed costs 
(utility connections, foundations, 
permitting fees, site prep) are 
spread over fewer square feet

Broadens subsidy and loan 
eligibility for ADUs, particularly 
units under 600 sq ft, where per-
square-foot costs are inherently 
high regardless of construction 
efficiency; reduces project 
abandonment when funding caps 
are breached

Especially critical for 
standardized off-site products 
where unit cost includes 
factory overhead, transport 
and crane set regardless 
of unit size; current caps 
can make the smallest (and 
most replicable) off-site ADU 
products ineligible for support

Allow multiple 
dwelling units on 
single-family-zoned 
lots (beyond the 
traditional one-
primary-plus-one-
ADU framework)

Zoning that restricts a single-
family lot to one primary 
dwelling and one accessory 
unit, limiting density potential 
on parcels that could physically 
and infrastructurally support 
additional units

Increases the buildable unit 
count per parcel; supports 
“missing middle” infill without 
requiring rezoning; cities that do 
not define a minimum dwelling 
size may see ADUs function 
as secondary units rather than 
strictly as accessory units. 
Austin’s HOME ordinance (2023), 
for example, allows up to three 
units on single-family lots.

Enables batch deployment 
of standardized off-site units 
on a single lot, improving 
manufacturer volume 
economics and reducing 
per-unit transport/crane 
mobilization costs; supports 
“village” or “cottage court” off-
site product configurations
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Federal reform proposals explicitly emphasize pre-reviewed housing designs/pattern books (including 
ADUs) as a streamlining mechanism, and state ADU frameworks increasingly constrain local discretion 
on parking, owner occupancy and discretionary approvals.40

Industrialized Off-Site Construction: Specific Regulatory Considerations
Approval and inspection split is the fulcrum for IC ADU deployment. Off-site components often require 
an alternative verification pathway because concealed work cannot be inspected on site. ICC/MBI 
Standards 1200 and 1205 provide a process for addressing this split based on best practices from 
programs across the country. To date, these standards have been adopted in whole or in part in six 
states, with other state programs paralleling some of the key elements of the standards (Figure 5). 

Virginia has long been considered a leader in supporting the deployment of off-site construction and 
many of the practices included in the ICC/MBI standards come from the Commonwealth’s program. 
Given the significant overlap between the state program and the standards, Virginia was the first 
state to adopt them. Virginia’s program and the ICC/MBI standards create a clear separation between 
roles and responsibilities of the state program and local officials. Any off-site-constructed element 
that is considered closed construction falls under the purview of the state program, including plan 
review and in-factory inspections. The plan review and in-factory inspections are carried out by state 
approved third-party agencies subject to state oversight. Approved components are issued a state label 
which becomes the basis for local acceptance of the components. Local officials are responsible for 
approving any construction activities on site including site work, utility hook-ups, module installation 
and any site-constructed elements. This clear separation helps avoid duplication and delays.41  Utah, 
the first state to establish a new statewide off-site construction program in decades, modeled their 
program after Virginia’s.42 

North Carolina statute provides a clear example of this split: modular components produced in a 
manufacturer facility operating under a state- or third-party-certified quality-assurance program, and 
bearing the required state label, “shall be deemed” to meet state building code requirements without 
further local inspection or fees, except for enforcement relating to connection of units/components 
and local ordinances governing zoning, utility connections and foundation permits.43  In practice, 
the certification attaches to the manufacturer’s QA process and facility, with state or third-party 
oversight used to verify ongoing compliance; local review then focuses on site-built elements and 
site-specific approvals rather than concealed factory work. The factory-built components come with 
state-approved insignia that serve as the aforementioned certification and proof of compliance for 
the local jurisdictions. This division closely matches the “factory vs. site” split described in California 
practice guidance for factory-built housing, where state design approval agencies address factory-built 
components while local departments address site-built elements and site-specific requirements.44 

Allowance for Third-Party Approvals: As noted above, regulatory approaches vary state to state for the 
review and approval of off-site construction projects. Many states (and the ICC/MBI standards) allow 
for the use of approved third-party plan review and inspection agencies. These agencies are typically 
specialized for the off-site construction industry with the same personnel certifications as required 
by the state. While state agencies may be understaffed or under resourced, third-party agencies 
can provide timely reviews and inspections, keeping projects on track. Third parties often operate in 
multiple states, allowing for consistency in the inspections process and preventing delays in waiting 
for state inspectors as factories move from project to project. For small projects like ADUs, replicability 
and factory throughput are critical, so waiting on government agency review or approval can impact 
scalability and efficiency. 

40 Bipartisan Policy Center. “What’s in the Housing for the 21st Century Act?” Bipartisan Policy Center. (n.d.). What’s in the Housing for the 21st 
Century Act?

41 Virginia DHCD. “Industrialized Buildings.” https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/ib..
42 Utah. “Modular Building Program.” https://dfcm.utah.gov/modular/.
43 North Carolina General Statutes: G.S. 143-139.1 (Modular buildings).
44 California Department of Housing and Community Development. “Factory-Built Housing” program page.

https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/ib
https://dfcm.utah.gov/modular/
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Figure 5. Map of current state approaches to review and approval of off-site construction.

State modular design constraints can shape ADU feasibility. North Carolina’s modular statute includes 
minimum standards for single-family, on-frame modular homes (e.g., minimum roof pitch and eave 
projections as listed in the statute).45  Raleigh’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) similarly 
specifies conditions for allowing a manufactured home as an ADU, including roof pitch and wall height 
requirements.46  These requirements can reduce the feasible product set for off-site ADUs and should be 
mapped early when evaluating manufacturer catalogs.

Industrialized off-site readiness varies by state program coverage. ICC’s off-site primer and toolkit 
materials describe extensive state-level involvement in off-site programs. Forty-one states have 
established programs addressing off-site construction portions of projects, while in states without 
such programs, the entire approval burden falls to local jurisdictions.47  This is a key “IC readiness” 
differentiator; the same off-site ADU product can face materially different review burdens depending on 
the state program environment.

ICC’s off-site construction toolkit defines off-site construction in terms of the “closed construction” 
inspection problem and provides a standardized typology (volumetric vs. nonvolumetric), explicitly tying 
the standards (ICC/MBI 1200/1205) to a consistent approval/inspection process across jurisdictions.48

Case Study: Raleigh, North Carolina—Policy Evolution
Overlay to By-Right: Raleigh’s current ADU framework is codified in the UDO and permits detached, 
attached and internal ADUs (including over-garage). Administrative feasibility is structured around 
objective standards. The UDO applies base zoning standards unless modified, defines dimensional limits 
and specifies where ADUs are allowed (e.g., R-1, R-2, R-4, R-6, R-10 for certain contexts).49 
45 North Carolina General Statutes: G.S. 143-139.1 (Modular buildings).
46 Raleigh Unified Development Ordinance: Section 2.6.3 “Accessory Dwelling.”
47 ICC, Primer on Off-Site Construction, Codes, Standards and Compliance. https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-

construction.
48 Ibid.
49 Raleigh Unified Development Ordinance: Section 2.6.3 “Accessory Dwelling.”

https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
https://solutions.iccsafe.org/ultimate-guide-to-off-site-construction
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Implementation details that reduce uncertainty: Raleigh explicitly warns that if two ADUs are added 
in certain configurations (e.g., a duplex or multiple internal conversions), the project may trigger a NC 
Commercial Code review rather than residential pathways—highlighting the importance of prospective 
code-path clarity for applicants.50  Raleigh also offers an ADU Fast Track program and an online gallery 
of pre-reviewed plans to lower design costs and shorten building-side review times.51 

Practitioner insight: Standards drive uptake. Raleigh’s interview emphasizes that the “overlay path” was 
underutilized, and uptake increased after adopting a by-right approach with basic standards.52  This 
aligns with the national zoning reform pattern that procedural certainty is as important as nominal 
allowance. 

Construction method note: Raleigh’s code structure provides a concrete example of how manufactured/
modular forms can be conditioned for neighborhood compatibility, which can reduce political resistance 
but also narrows the off-site product universe—especially when roof pitch/eave/wall height requirements 
are triggered.53 

Case study: Los Angeles, California—Clear Municipal Baselines Aligned with State Law
Los Angeles’ ADU framework is implemented through city ordinance (Ord. 186,481, effective Dec. 19, 
2019) and maintained through public guidance that links local standards to California state ADU law 
updates, including a city zoning administrator memo addressing state law updates effective January 1, 
2025.54 

Standard plans as a permitting accelerator: Los Angeles’ ADU guidance explicitly describes its Approved 
Standard Plans Program as a mechanism to shorten plan-check time and speed permit issuance, while 
still requiring site-specific review for zoning compliance and foundation requirements. A notable feature 
is a city-provided pre-approved ADU plan (YOU-ADU) intended to support affordability; the city page lists 
a one-story, one-bedroom plan option (455 sf) provided free to applicants (site-specific submittals still 
required).55 

Zoning/building/fire touches that affect feasibility: Los Angeles guidance states: (i) parking is not 
required for new ADUs within a half-mile walk of public transit, (ii) sprinklers are not required if not 
required for the main house, and (iii) detached ADUs built from scratch must have solar panels. These 
are the “feasibility” variables that can determine whether standard catalogs and off-site products are 
broadly deployable without site-specific redesign.

Factory vs. site approval split for industrialized off-site construction: Los Angeles factory-built housing 
guidance describes a division in which state-approved factory-built structures/components are reviewed 
and inspected by a state design approval agency. In contrast, site-built/assembled elements are 
reviewed and inspected by the local building department. This aligns the general structural logic of ICC/
MBI 1205 and is a core “IC readiness” element. Los Angeles maintains an ADU Standard Plan catalog 
with 87 pre-approved ADU plan options, enabling applicants to select a pre-reviewed design and proceed 
through a streamlined, site-specific review process.56  Half of Los Angeles’ standard ADU plans are 
designed for industrialized off-site construction.57  Los Angeles, therefore, illustrates how standard plans, 
state-aligned ADU reform, and a clear factory vs. site approval split can reinforce one another.

50 Interview notes: Keegan McDonald, AICP, Land Development Manager, City of Raleigh Municipal Government, Raleigh, NC, 2026-02-10.
51 City of Raleigh. “Building an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)”.
52 Interview notes: Keegan McDonald, AICP, Land Development Manager, City of Raleigh Municipal Government, Raleigh, NC, 2026-02-10.
53 Raleigh Unified Development Ordinance: Section 2.6.3 “Accessory Dwelling.”
54 Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. “Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).” Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety. (n.d.). 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).
55 Ibid.
56 Ibid.; Interview notes: Celeste Nguyen, Structural Engineer Associate IV, Government & Community Relations Division, Los Angeles Depart-

ment of Building and Safety, Los Angeles, 2025-11-19.
57 Interview notes: Celeste Nguyen, Structural Engineer Associate IV, Government & Community Relations Division, Los Angeles Department of 

Building and Safety, Los Angeles, 2025-11-19.
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Additional Case Studies:
Memphis, TN and Shelby County, TN baseline: The Memphis and Shelby County Joint Housing Policy 
Plan reports that ADUs are currently allowed by-right, but that ADU development has been slow; it 
identifies lot size eligibility as a binding constraint, stating the current land use regulations limit ADU 
development to lots over 10,000 square feet, applying to approximately 52% of residential parcels in the 
county and 42% within the City of Memphis.58  However, when the county reduced the lot-size eligibility to 
6,000 square feet, nearly 90 percent of all residential properties in the county became eligible. A separate 
Unified Development Code amendment document (ZTA) describes a standard approach, including 
administrative site plan review and size/lot thresholds (e.g., no ADUs on lots <7,000 sq ft; ≤700 sq ft or 
one-third GFA on certain lots).59 

Massachusetts baseline: Massachusetts state guidance indicates that Chapter 150 of the Acts of 2024 
allows ADUs under 900 square feet to be built by-right in single-family zoning districts, with explicit 
limits on municipal discretion; municipalities cannot require owner occupancy or require a special 
permit/discretionary approval for use or rental of an ADU; parking requirements are limited based on 
transit proximity (0.5 miles).60  A Massachusetts press releases further provides early adoption metrics 
(described previously) that can eventually be linked to municipal reporting practices and permit-to-
occupancy timelines once interview and survey updates are available.61

SYNTHESIS: WHAT IS WORKING AND WHAT THE EVIDENCE 
SUGGESTS
Across the jurisdictions reviewed—spanning large cities (Los Angeles, Memphis), state-level programs 
(Massachusetts, California, North Carolina, Montana) and small communities (Raleigh, Whitefish)—
several convergent patterns emerge from both statutory analysis and practitioner testimony.

First, by-right authorization with objective standards is the single most consistently effective lever 
for increasing ADU uptake. Raleigh’s shift from an overlay approach to by-right authorization directly 
correlated with an increase in applications. Massachusetts’ decision to make ADUs a protected use 
under existing law has led to over 1,200 approvals in the first year. Montana’s statewide mandate 
enabled Whitefish to build on prior local reforms, while neighboring cities that did not actively update 
their codes saw suppressed uptake despite identical legal authority. The pattern is clear: nominal 
allowance without procedural certainty produces little activity. This indicates that regulatory allowance 
must be paired with additional reforms to meaningfully increase the adoption of ADUs.

Second, pre-reviewed plans and standard designs accelerate deployment where they exist, but require 
local adaptation. Los Angeles’ 87 approved standard plans are explicitly designed to reduce plan-check 
time and are paired with a free city-provided option. Massachusetts is pursuing a design challenge rather 
than a pattern book because statewide variation in dimensional standards makes pre-approved plans 
impractical at the state level. This suggests a tiered model may be most effective; states can support 
design resources and templates, while municipalities with sufficient volume should invest in locally pre-
approved plan catalogs—a critical complement to off-site productization.

58 Shelby County Unified Development Code (PDF; ADU provisions).
59 Interview notes: John Zeanah, Chief of Development and Infrastructure, City of Memphis, Memphis, 2026-02-18.
60 Massachusetts Legislature. Massachusetts General Laws: Chapter 40A, Section 1A (Accessory dwelling units).
61 Massachusetts Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities. “Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).” Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs).
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Standard Plans Create the Bridge Between ADU Reform and IC Delivery
From Entitlement — to Repeatable Housing Products

Policy Foundation Delivery Outcome

Figure 6. The bridge between policy and delivery

Third, financing is emerging as the binding constraint once regulatory barriers fall. In Massachusetts, 
the minimum cost of a detached ADU is approximately $250,000, and early adopters skew toward 
homeowners with significant equity. California data confirms that ADU construction is concentrated in 
higher-home-value areas where equity-based financing is accessible. In Montana, construction costs of 
$350 per square foot make ADUs a major investment even on available land. Massachusetts’ response—
phased state programs covering feasibility studies, construction loans and homeowner education—
represents the most comprehensive state-level financing strategy observed in this research and may 
serve as a model for other states moving from “allowance” to “deployment.”

Fourth, industrialized off-site construction remains a promising but still unevenly realized advantage for 
ADUs in most markets. While the regulatory mechanics for factory/site approval splits are well-defined in 
states like Virginia, North Carolina and California, practitioner testimony indicates that the industrialized 
off-site construction ADU market is still nascent. Massachusetts reports that prefab ADU delivery can 
achieve 4- to 6-month timelines, but the market is “still building up.” Montana has no active off-site 
provider. Regulatory process updates alone will not expand the delivery of off-site-constructed ADUs. 
Many states and localities have established comprehensive strategies to support off-site construction, 
including enhancing manufacturing capacity, workforce training and pipeline certainty issues. For 
example, in addition to adopting the ICC/MBI standards, Colorado has established grants and financing 
for manufacturers to establish or increase manufacturing capacity in the state, and prioritization of 
housing projects that use off-site construction. Cleveland, OH has initiated a holistic approach, including 
identifying land for location of a factory, piloting deployment through collaborations with Habitat for 
Humanity and working to aggregate demand. Rochester, NY issued an RFP for modular solutions to 
support in-fill housing, helping to ensure a pipeline of projects.

The overarching recommendation from this evidence is sequential. First, establish by-right authorization 
with objective standards; second, invest in pre-reviewed plans and homeowner-facing resources; 
third, develop financing programs that reach beyond high-equity homeowners; and fourth, prepare 
the regulatory stack for off-site delivery so that when manufacturing capacity arrives, it can efficiently 
navigate the approvals process with clear jurisdictional roles and responsibilities. Jurisdictions that have 
executed this sequence—even partially—are producing measurable results.
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COMPARATIVE TABLES FOR POLICY LEVERS AND IC 
READINESS
Jurisdiction Comparison Table
The table below is intentionally “decision-useful.” It emphasizes whether ADUs are feasible by-right, 
whether standard plans/pattern books exist and whether factory-built approvals are structurally 
supported.

Region Baseline ADU 
allowance structure

Key feasibility 
constraint highlighted 

in sources

Standard 
plans/pre-
reviewed 
pathway

IC/off-site pathway 
signals

Public quantitative 
signals in cited 

sources

Raleigh

UDO-based 
allowance with 
defined standards; 
ADUs can be 
detached, attached, 
or internal; up to 2 
ADUs in Frequent 
Transit Areas

Commercial code 
triggers when multiple 
ADUs are proposed in 
certain configurations; 
manufactured home 
form constraints for 
ADU eligibility.

Fast Track 
pre-reviewed 
building-code 
plans

Modular, 
manufactured 
design conditions 
in UDO and NC 
statutory modular 
standards constrain 
the product set

Text change 
adopted July 2020; 
Fast Track program 
described publicly

Los Angeles
Ordinance aligned 
with CA state law; 
extensive guidance

Site-specific review 
remains for zoning 
and foundations; 
solar requirement for 
new detached ADUs; 
parking conditions tied 
to transit.

Approved 
Standard Plans 
Program; city-
provided YOU-
ADU plan

Clear state vs. local 
split for factory-built 
housing plan review/
inspection

Standard plans 
intended to 
reduce plan check 
time; ordinance 
adoption/effective 
dates stated

Massachusetts
Statewide by-
right ADUs under 
statute/regulations

Municipal limits on 
parking, discretionary 
review, and owner-
occupancy restrictions.

State support 
tools include 
model zoning; 
municipal 
capacity varies

IC readiness 
depends on state 
modular/inspection 
programs. MA’s 
IC program has 
received mixed 
signals on 
effectiveness

844 applications 
/ ≥550 approvals 
(H1 2025); 1,224 
ADUs permitted/
approved to date 
(Feb 2026)

Memphis & 
Shelby County

ADUs are described 
as by-right, but 
limited by lot size

10,000 sq ft lot 
threshold limits 
eligibility to 42% of 
Memphis residential 
parcels (per plan).

Not specified

TN has a statewide 
off-site program that 
allows for third-party 
plan review and 
inspection.

“Slow to date” 
ADU development; 
eligibility shares 
stated.

Source basis for the table: Raleigh UDO and city guidance; Los Angeles LADBS guidance and factory-built housing plan check 
guidance; Massachusetts ADU law pages and press releases; North Carolina statute + HB 627; Memphis/Shelby County plan 
and UDC amendment excerpt.

Policy Lever Impacts and IC ReadinessTable

Lever category Expected effect on ADU 
production “IC readiness” effect Evidence anchor in sources

By-right + 
objective 
standards

Reduces entitlement risk; 
increases participation

Enables repeatable designs, 
supports catalogs and 
manufacturer offerings

“Build the Middle” emphasizes first-
generation barriers; state laws and 
municipal reforms target discretion

Pre-reviewed 
designs/pattern 
books

Reduces plan-check time 
and design costs

Enables standardized SKUs and 
repeat manufacturing

Federal proposals and municipal programs 
explicitly identify pre-reviewed plans as 
streamlining tools

Factory/site 
approval split

Reduces duplicative 
inspections for closed 
construction

Core prerequisite for off-site 
scaling

NC modular statute and LA factory-built 
guidance specify split logic; ICC/MBI 1200 
formalizes the process

Utility rules 
clarity

Reduces late-stage 
redesign and delays

Supports factory MEP 
standardization if stable

HB 627 utility connection clause; IRC 
Appendix BC utilities; municipal guidance 
on utilities triggers
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EVIDENCE GAPS AND THE MINIMUM MUNICIPAL 
REPORTING DATASET
Explicit Evidence Gaps Relevant to this Playbook

1.	 Off-site ADU outcome data is not standardized. While the analysis of off-site construction 
generally provides plausible schedule/cost ranges, ICC standards describe the regulatory 
mechanics needed to validate closed construction; jurisdictions rarely publish comparable “permit-
to-occupancy” and “installed cost” datasets that allow a controlled comparison between site-built 
and off-site ADUs under similar conditions. 

2.	 Standard plan utilization rates are often not public. Cities describe standard plans as a plan-check 
accelerator, but public reporting of (i) how often plans are selected, (ii) time savings relative to 
custom submittals, and (iii) whether standard plans disproportionately support factory-built vs. 
site-built delivery is inconsistent. 

3.	 Local capacity constraints are under-measured. Several policy documents emphasize streamlining 
and capacity-building (e.g., inspection capacity, plan review) but do not consistently quantify review 
cycle components (time in queue, correction cycles, inspection scheduling delays). 

Minimum Municipal Reporting Dataset Recommendation
To enable replication and IC benchmarking, a minimum dataset should be collected and published 
quarterly (ideally as open data). The data could be collected at the state level by the state off-site 
program or by an industry organization and should include:

	� Application funnel: applications submitted, deemed complete, withdrawn, denied; permits issued; 
certificates of occupancy issued. (Aligns with Massachusetts’ move toward surveying location/
size/type more systematically.) 

	� Time metrics (median + distribution): application-to-completeness; completeness-to-permit; 
permit-to-first inspection; permit-to-final inspection; permit-to-CO/occupancy. (This makes “permit-
to-occupancy” measurable.) 

	� Project characteristics: ADU typology (internal/attached/detached/over-garage); size; bedrooms; 
parcel characteristics (lot size; transit proximity category used for parking rules if relevant); 
whether second ADU on lot (where allowed). 

	� Construction method: site-built vs. panelized vs. modular vs. volumetric; whether state-labeled/
certified; third-party inspection used; “factory portion” vs. “site portion” inspection events. 

	� Cost and fee components (where obtainable): permit fees by category; utility connection fees; 
total reported project valuation; whether fee waivers/caps applied; financing type (HELOC, cash, 
construction loan, public incentive). (At minimum, fees + valuation are typically already captured in 
permitting systems.) 

	� Constraint flags: fire access/sprinkler trigger; utility upgrade required; stormwater/impervious area 
trigger; zoning deviation requested (if any). 

A reporting dataset is not merely evaluative; it is a deployment tool: it allows jurisdictions to identify 
which step in the stack is the bottleneck (zoning feasibility vs. plan review queue vs. inspection 
scheduling vs. utility upgrades) and to determine whether IC strategies are actually producing promised 
schedule/cost effects in that local regulatory environment. 
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CONCLUSION
ADUs and IC offer opportunities to expand the availability of housing units, but regulatory and other 
conditions must be optimized to allow scale. As outlined in the playbook, states and localities have 
numerous examples of successful approaches and potential barriers. The clearest lesson learned from 
the jurisdictions reviewed is that legalizing ADUs is only the first step; the bigger challenge is creating a 
delivery environment in which ADUs are efficiently permitted, financed and built.
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