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The study area includes the Neighborhood Conservation Low Density (N-C-L) and Neigh-
borhood Conservation Medium Density (N-C-M) zoning districts, which encompass the core
area neighborhoods near Downtown Fort Collins.




Executive Summary

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character study seeks to evaluate neigh-
borhood character and change in the core area neighborhoods near Downtown and
identify strategies to retain and enhance their unique character and context. The
study was initiated primarily in response to resident concerns about changes to the
character of the neighborhoods as a result of demolition and new construction.

The community has struggled with issues
related to the compatibility of new infill
development in its older neighborhoods
for many vyears. Although there have
been incremental changes to regulations
and programs, the community has not
implemented a comprehensive system
to address neighborhood compatibility
since the 1991 adoption of the N-C-L and
N-C-M zone districts that encompass the
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods.

Previous strategies and programs con-
sidered by City Council have included:

e 1995 Design Guidelines

e 2010 FAR Adjustments (rescinded)

e 2011 Landmark Preservation Com-
mission Design Assistance Program

Some past strategies and programs have
been criticized as too restrictive or as responding to a
problem that does not exist, or is very limited in scope.
Prior to moving forward with future strategies, the City
has sought to better understand the issues and evaluate
the potential impact of any proposed solutions.

This report documents the study process to date, provides
background information on the character and context of
the neighborhoods, summarizes community comments
and presents strategy options for City Council consid-
eration. The first draft of the report was published on
November 1, 2012. This draft incorporates updates
based on community comment received at the November
5 neighborhood workshop and through an online visual
survey.

Strategy Report 1
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Study Process Overview
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Strategies

In early 2011, a City Council Ad Hoc Committee established the following overall
goal for the Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character Study:

“Retain and enhance the unique character and context of the neighborhoods
as they continue to change with renovations, additions, and new housing
construction, with a well-supported and effective public process resulting in
appropriate and mutually agreeable solutions.”

Using Council’s overall goal as a starting point, the study includes identification
of the existing unique character and context of the neighborhoods as a basis
for evaluation of neighborhood issues and objectives. This process has identi-
fied overall neighborhood features, as well as a series of distinct character areas
within the neighborhoods.

The existing character and context of the neighborhoods is summarized in Part
1: "Neighborhood Profile" on page 7.

Community comment generated by the public process for the Eastside and
Westside Neighborhood Character Study has helped identify and clarify overall
objectives for the neighborhoods. They are:
. Promote awareness of what makes the neighborhoods great
. Promote compatible redevelopment
. Maintain a sense of community
. Encourage communication among neighbors
. Preserve flexibility for change and reinvestment
. Acknowledge economic impacts
The public process has also identified a number of issues with ongoing changes
that may negatively impact existing residents and the unique character and
context of the neighborhoods. They are:
. New construction that appears to be overly large in relation to its context
Building walls that appear to loom over neighbors
. Reduced solar access/shading issues
. Incompatible design features
Loss of older/more affordable houses
Loss of green space and mature trees

The public process is summarized in Part 2: "Community Comments" on page 55.
The neighborhood objectives and issues listed above inform an evaluation of the
potential tools described in Part 3: "Potential Tools" on page 85 and provide

a foundation for the strategy options described in Part 4: "Strategy Options" on
page 111. The strategy options are also briefly summarized on the next page.

Strategy Report
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Overview of Strategy Options

As described in Part 4: "Strategy Options" on page 111, five strategy options have
been developed to address the neighborhood objectives and issues summarized on the
previous page. A sixth strategy option, "Take No Action" acknowledges feedback from
some participants that there is not an issue, or that new tools and strategies should not
be considered. See page 131 for information on strategies that were not selected.

The strategy options are briefly summarized below. City Council will provide direction
on which options to pursue at a work session on November 27, 2012.

‘ 1. Promote Design Assistance. This would promote access to, and use of the City’s
current design assistance program. Additional detail is provided on page 117.

‘ 2. Expand Notification. This would extend notification of requested variances

&y, exceeding a certain project size or other thresholds, to be determined, to allow
for comment on pending changes in the neighborhoods. Additional detail is
provided on page 118.

‘/ 3. Create Design Handbooks/Guidelines. This would include development of voluntary
design handbooks or guidelines to promote compatible development in unique character
areas throughout the neighborhoods. Additional detail is provided on page 119.

t/ 4. Adjust Measurement. This would adjust the method for measuring building
height at the minimum side yard setback and FAR to better account for the impact
of tall walls on raised grade and high volume spaces. Additional detail is provided
on page 121.

5. Address Building Massing and Scale. This would apply new or adjusted design
standards (zoning requirements) to address the scale and solar access impacts
of larger new construction and additions. One of the following options would be
considered per direction from City Council:

x 5a. Address Scale Directly (not suggested). This would use revisions to existing
maximum FAR standards to directly address building scale. Additional detail
is provided on page 122.

x 5b. Address Solar Access Directly (not suggested). This would introduce a standard
limiting the amount of shadow that new construction/additions could cast on a
neighboring property based on an equivalent "solar fence." Note that this is not a
suggested strategy option. Additional detail is provided on page 125.

t/ 5c. Address Massing and Solar Impacts with Design Tools. This would

2, provide a menu of options for shaping the mass of new construction/
additions exceeding a specific FAR threshold to address both massing and
solar access. Additional detail is provided on page 125.

6. Take No Action. This would not introduce new regulatory tools or strategies.
Additional detail is provided on page 131.

‘ = Strategy option suggested for early implementation.

© . .
c V = Strategy option suggested for further evaluation and development.

%\= Strategy option that would apply only to targeted properties/projects
(o) (would not apply to most new construction/additions)

—l
x = Strategy option that is not suggested at this time, but may be considered by City
Council as an alternative.

Executive Summary 3
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Process Objectives

The Eastside and Westside
Neighborhood Character
Study seeks to:

Define and understand a
complete range of character-
istics of the neighborhoods,
as a basis for any new initia-
tives. Recognize differences
in the characteristics of the
neighborhoods.

Use data to define the char-
acteristics of the neighbor-
hoods.

Conduct a community in-
volvement process for resi-
dents and other stakehold-
ers to evaluate whether any
characteristics warrant new
solutions to help retain and
enhance them.

Continue the process noted
above to derive solutions
from the desires of residents,
the Planning and Zoning
Board, and the Landmark
Preservation Commission,
resulting in buy-in and in-
formed consent.

Include necessary funding
or staffing resources in any
solutions.

Include testing and monitor-

ing of any actions to evaluate
objective results for effective-
ness and consequences.

Project Phases

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character Study
is organized into four key phases that will be shaped
by ideas that emerge along the way. At the end of each
phase, City Council will determine how to proceed to the
next phase.

Each phase of the study is briefly summarized below,
and a schedule overview is provided on the next page.
The study is currently near the conclusion of Phase 2.

Phase 1: Understand the Character
and Context of the Neighborhoods

In this phase, the City gathered information from
residents and other stakeholders about neighbor-
hood attributes, objectives and issues using a variety
of outreach strategies. Phase 1 was completed in July,
2012. The results are summarized in the Phase 1
Report, and in the Neighborhood Profile and Community
Comments sections of this report.

Phase 2: Develop a Strategy

With Council direction, the City began this phase in
August, 2012. It focuses on development of a strategy to
address the neighborhood objectives and issues identi-
fied in Phase 1. This report summarizes the results of
Phase 1 and 2, and presents strategy options for City
Council consideration.

Phase 3: Develop Tools and
Systems to Implement the Strategy

At a work session on November 27, 2012, City Council
will determine whether to proceed to Phase 3. They
will also provide direction on which strategy options
described in this report should be further evaluated for
potential development and implementation in Phase 4.

Phase 4: Place the Tools into Action

If this phase is authorized, City Council will hold public
hearings to consider adoption of tools to enhance the
unique character and context of the neighborhoods
while addressing identified neighborhood objectives
and issues.

Strategy Report
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City o

Project Schedule Chart

,_u_Ul [@e!lI[gf] Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Stud
N

2012

2013

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

December

January

February

Phase 1: Evaluate Context,
Concerns and Objectives

Project Kickoff

Stakeholder Working Groups

Neighborhood Questionnaire

@ R Community Participation Opportunity

Neighborhood Workshops

Phase 1 Summary Report

City Council Work Session

> R Receive Direction from

City Council

Phase 2: Develop Strategy

Review and Update Process

Neigh. Character Evaluation

Initial Phase 2 Working Groups

Develop Preliminary Strategy

Economic Analysis

Follow-up Phase 2 Working Groups

Visual Survey

Neighborhood Workshop

Peer Panel (if needed)

Final Strategy

City Council Work Session

Phase 3: Develop Tools to
Implement Strategy

Draft Early Implementation Tools

Assess Additional Tools

Draft Additional Tools

Phase 3 Working Groups

Public Open House (if needed)

A)

Phase 4: Adoption

Adoption Hearing #1
(early implementation tools)

Adoption Hearing #2
(additional tools)

SIS

Executive Summary
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Next Steps

This report will be presented to City Council at a work
session on November 27, 2012. Based on City Council
direction, some strategy options may be developed for
early implementation in January or February, 2013. City
Council may also select additional strategy options for
further evaluation and development after February,
2013. See "Project Phases" on page 4 for more in-
formation.

6 Strategy Report



Part 1

Neighborhood Profile

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods are diverse, with a range of existing
character and contexts. These conditions help shape development and may influence
its perceived compatibility. Understanding neighborhood characteristics, including
physical conditions and dynamic aspects such as past and future changes, is an
important part of this study.

This part of the report outlines existing
conditions in the neighborhoods. It
begins with a summary of features identi-
fied by participants in the public process,
followed by a statistical description of
overall development patterns and unique
subareas, or "character areas" within
the neighborhoods. It concludes with a
description of existing regulations and
information about recent trends in the
neighborhoods.

|
Communit

|dent|f|ed %eatures Community Identified Features............ 7

Neighborhood Development Patterns... 9
As part of the project’s community en- Using this Information ...........cccceeevvevvvinnnnnnnne. 9
gagement process, members of the

. : . About the Maps Used in This Section ............ 10
community were asked to identify and
describe a series of features which make  The Eastside Neighborhood .......................... 10
the neighborhood unique and desirable  The Westside Neighborhood .............c............ 19
to live in. Character Areas ....cccceeveeeeeneiennennnns 28
Feedback from residents was largely Character Area L.......ccooeeccerriirieiieeeeeeeeeeee, 32
conS|sten_t and |nc|ud_ed_ both physical Character Area 2.....oeeeevueeeeeeeeeiieeeeceenieeeeeens 34
and social characteristics. The most
common traits participants described Character Area 4 ....ccceeeeeeeeieeeeieeeeeee e, 38
include friendly neighbors, diversity in  Character Area 5........cccccooeiiiiiciiniciiicinene 40
people and buildings, and walkability. Character Area 6 .......ccueeeeueeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeree e 42
The following sections summarize the . .
most commonly identified qualitative Existing Regulations Summary........... 46
and thSicaI neighborhood features of NN G I B 1 o [ 46
value to residents. NG Y I o 117 T S 47
Recent TrendsS....ccveuveieniiiiiiiieneenne. 51
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Valued qualitative aspects of neighborhood character
include:

e Old charm and character of houses

e Friendly/neighborly sense of community

e Family/kid-friendly

e Modest homes

e Socioeconomic diversity

e Evident pride of ownership

e Diversity in ownership patterns

¢ One of a limited number of neighborhoods in town
that does not have an HOA

Valued physical aspects of neighborhood character
include:
o Walkability and bikability

e Proximity to amenities (including parks, schools,
playgrounds, Old Town, trolley, CSU, etc.)

e Historic character and homes
e Integrity within blocks

e Wide streets

e Detached sidewalks

e Variety in lot types

o Alleys

e Front porches

e Views through lots

e Not all fenced

e Trees

¢ Relative low density

e Diversity of house style, age and scale

e Uniqueness of character among Fort Collins neigh-
borhoods

e Less car-oriented design
e Orientation towards neighbors

e Houses designed with sustainability aspects
already built into them (prior to car and air condi-
tioning design)

8 Strategy Report
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Neighborhood Development
Patterns

As a part of the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods
Character Study, a range of variables related to devel-
opment patterns were analyzed in order to gain an un-
derstanding of the degree of consistency and the range
of diversity that exists. When these variables are con-
sidered at a neighborhood-wide level, they yield an un-
derstanding of the general characteristics of the neigh-
borhood. Then, when these variables are examined at a
finer-grained degree, they suggest a series of smaller
character areas, with shared characteristics.

Using this Information

The description of neighborhood development patterns
and the features of the subordinate character areas is
information that may be applied in these ways:

1. To inform an understanding of
“context” for property owners
planning improvements

This information may be included in a design
handbook or guidelines, which could be provided
for voluntary use. It would help property owners
plan a project that takes the immediate setting
into consideration.

2. To inform considerations of
variances

The compatibility of a proposed improvement that
requires a variance could be considered using the
descriptions of key features from this analysis.

3. As a basis for applying revised
development standards that are
limited to certain contexts or
subareas.

An individual tool might be focused on one or more
specific character areas where this variable is par-
ticularly important to the sense of compatibility.

Part 1: Neighborhood Profile 9
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10

About the Maps Used in This
Section

The maps included in this report cover a large area,
and may be difficult to read at the size of the report
page. In some cases, a detail of a portion of a map is
provided to help convey the character of the develop-
ment patterns. Large-scale copies of the maps can be
found in "Appendix A: GIS Mapping Data".

The Eastside Neighborhood

Overall Development Patterns

The information that follows is derived from a series
of maps illustrating the development patterns of the
Eastside Neighborhood as a whole. They map informa-
tion related to residential structures within the study
area boundary. The information is extracted from the
City’s GIS system. (Data is as of June, 2012.)

Eastside General Observations

In general, while there is diversity throughout the neigh-
borhood, there are narrow ranges of variation for some
variables. Others occur as subarea contexts, which are
discussed in the next section.

Strategy Report



Fastside Neighborhood: Building Age

The Building Age map shows a pattern of development
that begins in the northern portions of the neighbor-
hood, and then builds out to the south and east. Note
that building age in the GIS system tends to reflect
the original building date, but may at times mean an
“effective” building date, if, at a later stage, the property
was significantly altered.

The oldest portions of the Eastside Neighborhood lie
north of E. Myrtle Street and along Peterson, Whedbee
and Smith Streets. The majority of the buildings in this
area date from before 1930, with approximately 50%
dating from before 1910. These areas filled in slowly
between the 1890s and 1920s. Many block faces have
a high degree of similarity in building age in this area.

The south and east portions of the neighborhood, near
Circle and Eastdale Drives, developed in a much shorter
period of time, in the 1950s and 1960s. These areas
tend to have a higher degree of similarity in building
features. Recent construction in the Eastside Neighbor-
hood (the darkest blue color) is relatively sparse and
is scattered throughout the neighborhood, but west of
Stover Street.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Total Homes Built by Year Data
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In the Eastside Neighborhood, the number of new buildings con-

structed has remained relatively low after construction peaked

between 1941 and 1960.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Building Age Map Detail
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The largest number of houses in
the Eastside Neighborhood were
built between 1941 and 1960
(shown in light green and teal).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Building Remodels Map
Detail
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Building remodels in the Eastside
Neighborhood are predomi-
nantly from between 2000-2009
(shown in dark blue). See the
Appendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood. Building
Remodels

The Building Remodels map indicates when remodeling
projects occurred, by decade increments. This informa-
tion is from construction permit records, and therefore
may not capture all alterations that property owners
have made. A few remodels are documented from
before 1980 through 1989, more remodels occurred
during the mid-90s, and the majority of remodels were
done after 2000. They are generally evenly distributed
throughout the neighborhood.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Total Building Remodels by Year Data
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In the Eastside Neighborhood, the number of building remodels
drastically increased over the last decade.
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Eastside Neighborhood: House Size

House size, measured in square footage of floor area,
appears in 500 square foot increments in this map. In
the Eastside, the homes are predominantly 1,500 square
feet or less. Of these, many are less than 1,000 square
feet. However, there are several homes that are in the
2,000 square foot range. Only a few are 2,500 square
feet or more. One noticeable concentration of these
larger homes is along Elizabeth Street, east of Stover
Street.

Eastside Neighborhood:
House Size Data
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The majority of houses in the Eastside Neighborhood are 500 to
1,500 square feet, with relatively few homes over 2,000 square feet.

Part 1: Neighborhood Profile

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Neighborhood:
House Size Map Detail
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The majority of houses in the
Eastside Neighborhood are 500
to 1,500 square feet (shown in
green, light green and yellow).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Floor Area Ratio Map
Detail
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The majority of homes in the
Eastside Neighborhood have a
floor area ratio (FAR) of between
0.11 and 0.2 (shown in medium
green). Very few houses have an
FAR of 0.31 or greater (shown
in orange and red). See the Ap-
pendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood: Floor Area
Ratio

The proportion of house size to lot size is expressed as a
Floor Area Ratio (FAR). On the Eastside, homes generally
have an FAR of 0.25 or less. That is, a typical home has
a floor area that is less than 25% of the land area of its
lot. The next most frequently occurring FAR grouping is
in the 0.26 - 0.30 range. These are scattered through-
out the neighborhood, but occur less frequently along
Elizabeth Street and in the southernmost portions of
Stover Street.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Floor Area Ratio Data
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The majority of homes in the Eastside Neighborhood have a floor
area ratio (FAR) of between 0.11 and 0.2. Relatively few homes
have an FAR greater than 0.3.
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Fastside Neighborhood: Building Height

The Building Height map shows the patterns of distri-
bution of heights throughout the neighborhood. These
are classified in full story and half-story increments. (A
half-story is one in which the floor is partially contained
within the roof form.) Throughout the neighborhood
at large, the vast majority of homes are one story in
height. However, there are several one-and-a-half story
homes, as well as two-story homes, which are distrib-
uted rather widely throughout the area. Buildings above
two stories are very rare.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Building Height Data
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Building height in the Eastside Neighborhood is predominantly one
story with relatively few one-and-a-half and two-story homes.

Part 1: Neighborhood Profile

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Neighborhood:
Building Height Map
Detall
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Building height in the Eastside
Neighborhood is predominantly
one-story (shown in dark blue).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Lot Size Map Detail
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25%of lots inthe Eastside Neigh-
borhood are between 9,000 and
9,999 square feetin size (shown
inorange). See the Appendix for
a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood: Lot Size

The Lot Size map shows a distinct pattern in the dis-
tribution of lot sizes. Lot sizes are expressed in in-
crements of 1,000 square feet. The largest group of
properties are between 9,000 and 9,999 square feet.
However, there are a substantial number of smaller lots
in this area, often located at corners. Two concentra-
tions of smaller lots are noteworthy: One lies between
Smith and Mathews Streets, from Locust to Pitkin.
Another is the Circle Drive area. There are other smaller
concentrations, sometimes as only an individual block
face, which exist along the eastern and western edges
of the neighborhood.

Larger lots, those of 11,000 square feet or more, appear
scattered in the northern parts of the neighborhood,
and there are concentrations of these sizes along the
southern boundaries.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Percentage Distribution of Lot Size Data
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Lotsizeinthe Eastside Neighborhood is fairly evenly distributed, with
the majority of lots lower than 9,000 square feet and the greatest
concentration of lots being between 9,000 and 9,999 square feet.
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Fastside Neighborhood: Lot Frontage

The Lot Frontage map shows patterns in width of lots
throughout the Eastside Neighborhood, in 50-foot
increments. Combined with lot size, the frontage
dimension determines the potential to be sub-divided.
On the Eastside, the typical lot front width is 75 feet or
less. Exceptions occur on corner lots, along curvilinear
streets, and near E. Elizabeth Drive and Mathews Street,
where larger lot width patterns occur.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Lot Frontage Data
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Lot frontages in the Eastside Neighborhood are predominantly less
than 75 feet wide. A moderate number of lots are between 76 and
100 feet wide at the frontage, and relatively few are greater than
101 feet wide.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Lot Frontage Map Detail
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Lot frontages in the Eastside
Neighborhood are predomi-
nantly less than 75 feet wide
(shown in dark and light green).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood:
Lot Coverage Map Detail
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Lot coverage in the Eastside
Neighborhood is predominantly
between 11% and 30% (shown
in green, light green and light
yellow). See the Appendix for a
full map.
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Eastside Neighborhood: Lot Coverage

The Lot Coverage map shows patterns in percentage of
covered lot throughout the neighborhood. Lot coverage
typically varies throughout each block on the Eastside.
Most lots are between 11% and 30% covered.

Eastside Neighborhood:
Lot Coverage Data
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Lot coverage in the Eastside Neighborhood is predominantly be-
tween 11% and 30%. A moderate number of lots also have between
31% and 40% coverage, and relatively few have coverage of 41%
or greater.
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The Westside Neighborhood

Overall Development Patterns

The information that follows is derived from a series
of maps illustrating the development patterns of the
Westside Neighborhood as a whole. These show infor-
mation related to residential structures within the study
area boundary. The information is extracted from the
City’s GIS system. (Data is as of June, 2012.)

General Observations for the Westside
Neighborhood

While variation and diversity in building and develop-
ment patterns exist throughout the Westside Neighbor-
hood, this typically occurs within a focused range of
variation. In addition, several specific areas also con-
sistently vary from each other, occurring as subarea
contexts, which are discussed in the following section.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Westside Neighborhood:
Building Age Map Detail
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In the Westside Neighborhood,
home construction was at its
highest points from 1901 to
1920 (shown in orange, light
orange and yellow), and from
1941 to 1960 (shown in light
green, teal and light blue). See
the Appendix for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood: Building Age

The Building Age map shows patterns in construction
throughout the history of the neighborhood. In the
Westside, the oldest areas spread out along W. Mountain
Avenue and the areas closest to downtown. These areas
filled in slowly between the 1890s and the 1920s. This
time period was the first of two major periods of con-
struction in the neighborhood.

The second major period of construction occurred
between the 1940s and the 1960s. During this time
areas of the edges of the neighborhood furthest from
downtown developed in shorter time periods leading to
less variety in building types in these areas.

Recent construction is scattered throughout the neigh-
borhood and most lots are within a four-block radius of
recent construction.

Westside Neighborhood:
Total Homes Built by Year Data
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In the Westside Neighborhood, home construction was at its high-
est points from 1901 to 1920, and from 1941 to 1960. Note that
between 2001 and 2011, nearly as many new homes were built as
in the previous two decades combined (1981-2000).
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Westside Neighborhood: Building
Remodels

The Building Remodels map shows the years in which
remodels of homes have occurred. This information is
from construction permit records, and therefore may
not capture all alterations that property owners have
made.

Remodels have occurred throughout the history of
the Westside Neighborhood. However, the pace of
remodels increased over the 1980s and 1990s and the
vast majority of remodels have occurred since 2000.
Recent remodels occurred throughout the neighbor-
hood, but are also heavily concentrated along and near
W. Mountain Avenue.

Westside Neighborhood:
Total Building Remodels by Year Data
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In the Westside Neighborhood, the number of building remodels
steadily grew and then significantly increased over the last decade.
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Westside Neighborhood:
Building Remodels Map
Detail
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In the Westside Neighborhood,
the number of building remodels
significantly increased over the
lastdecade (shown in dark blue).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood:
House Size Map Detail
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The majority of houses in the
Westside Neighborhood are 500
to 1,500 square feet (shown in
green and light green). See the
Appendix for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood. Single Family
House Size

The House Size map shows patterns in the size of homes
throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside, homes
are predominantly between 500 and 1,500 square feet,
with relatively few homes over 2,000 square feet. In
most areas, the size of homes tends to remain fairly
consistent across an individual block, but can vary
between blocks. However, along W. Mountain Avenue
the average house size is larger and varies more across
an individual block.

Westside Neighborhood:
House Size Data
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The majority of houses in the Westside Neighborhood are 500 to
1,500 square feet, with relatively few homes over 2,000 square feet.
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Westside Neighborhood: Floor Area
Ratio (FAR)

The Floor Area Ratio map shows patterns in the re-
lationship of home sizes to lot sizes throughout the
neighborhood. The proportion of house size to lot size
is expressed as a Floor Area Ratio (FAR). In the Westside,
homes predominantly have an FAR of 0.30 or less. That
is, a typical home has a floor area that is less than 30%
of the land area of its lot. A few houses with higher FARs
are scattered throughout the neighborhood. Along and
near W. Mountain Avenue, FARs are also larger and can
vary widely across an individual block.

Westside Neighborhood:
Floor Area Ratio Data
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The majority of homes in the Westside Neighborhood have a floor
area ratio (FAR) of between 0.11 and 0.2. Relatively few homes
have an FAR greater than 0.3.
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Westside Neighborhood:
Floor Area Ratio Map
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The majority of houses in the
Westside Neighborhood have a
floor area ratio (FAR) of between
0.11 and 0.2 (shown in green,
light green and yellow). See the
Appendix for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood:
Building Height Map
Detail
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Building heights in the Westside
Neighborhood are predomi-
nantly one story (shown in blue).
See the Appendix for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood: Building
Height

The Building Height map shows patterns of distribu-
tion of heights throughout the neighborhood. These
are classified in full-story and half-story increments. (A
half story is one in which the floor is partially contained
within the roof form.)

In the Westside Neighborhood, homes are predomi-
nantly one story. Roughly equal numbers of one-and-
a-half and two story houses can also be found dispersed
throughout the neighborhood. Concentrations of taller
homes occur along and near W. Mountain Avenue as
well as in a sub-development at the northern edge of
the neighborhood on Hanna Street.

Westside Neighborhood:
Building Height Data
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Building heights in the Westside Neighborhood are predominantly
one story with roughly equal numbers of one-and-a-half and
two-story homes.
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Westside Neighborhood: Lot Size

The Lot Size map shows patterns in square footage
of lots throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside
Neighborhood, most blocks have a predominant lot size,
but lot size varies from block to block. More variety in
lot size within a block occurs in areas with curvilinear
street patterns and where there are smaller or subdi-
vided corner lots. Areas with H-shaped alleys will also
have a large range in lot sizes, typically with several
larger lots along a block of smaller lots. More variety in
lot size also occurs along W. Mountain Avenue, though
several individual blocks remain consistent.

Westside Neighborhood:
Percentage Distribution of Lot Size Data
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Lot size in the Westside Neighborhood is fairly evenly distributed,
with greater percentages of lots sized between 6,000 and 6,999
square feet, and lower percentages of lots sized smaller than 5,000
square feet.
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Westside Neighborhood:
Lot Size Map Detail
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Lot size in the Westside Neigh-
borhood is fairly evenly distrib-
uted, with greater percentages of
lots (24%) sized between 6,000
and 6,999 square feet (shown in
light green). See the Appendix
for a full map.
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Westside Neighborhood:

Lot Frontage Map Detail
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Lot frontages in the Westside
Neighborhood are predomi-
nantly less than 75 feet wide
(shown in green, and light
green). See the Appendix for a
full map.
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Westside Neighborhood: Lot Frontage

The Lot Frontage map shows patterns in width of lots
throughout the neighborhood. Combined with lot size,
the frontage helps determine if a lot may legally be
subdivided. In the Westside Neighborhood, lot frontage
is typically 75 feet or less, with some limited areas of
slightly wider lots. Exceptions occur on corner lots,
along curvilinear streets, and where H-shaped alleys
occur. Several areas along W. Mountain Avenue also
differ, having a much narrower lot frontage than the
neighborhood's average.

Westside Neighborhood:
Lot Frontage Data
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Lot frontages in the Westside Neighborhood are predominantly
less than 75 feet wide. A limited number of lots are between 76
and 100 feet wide at the frontage, and relatively few are greater
than 101 feet wide.
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Westside Neighborhood: Lot Coverage

The Lot Coverage map shows patterns in percentage of
covered lot throughout the neighborhood. Lot coverage
typically varies throughout each block in the Westside
Neighborhood. Most lots are less than 50% covered.
Blocks along W. Mountain Avenue and those developed
in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s have a higher average
lot coverage than is typical of the rest of the neighbor-
hood.

Westside Neighborhood:
Lot Coverage Data
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Westside Neighborhood:
Lot Coverage Map Detail
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Lot coverage in the Westside Neighborhood is predominantly be-
tween 11% and 40%. A moderate number of lots also have between
41% and 50% coverage, and very few have coverage of less than
11% or greater than 50%.
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Lot coverage in the Westside
Neighborhood is predominantly
between 11%and 40% (shown in
green, light green, yellow and
orange). See the Appendix for
a full map.
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Character Areas

While the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods exhibit
many features that may be considered universal, there
are in fact distinct differences in development patterns
that exist in individual subareas. These differenc-
es contribute to the perceived sense of diversity that
is often mentioned when describing these neighbor-
hoods. These differing characteristics are important to
consider when developing a design for new construc-
tion that will be compatible with its context.

Some areas, for example, have a very consistent range of
building sizes, or a uniform range of lot coverage per-
centages. In other places, diversity exists, but nonethe-
less within a defined range. Other variables, including
building height, floor area ratio, lot size and building
age contribute to the differing contexts.

Those variables were considered in setting forth the
different character areas that are described in this
section. A total of six distinct character area types are
defined. These areas occur multiple times in both the
Eastside and the Westside Neighborhoods. Each area
has a unique combination of variables, but it also shares
several similarities with at least one (and often more) of
the other character areas.

Using The Character Areas

The character areas can help to inform discussions
about existing context, which is a key consideration in
designing improvements that will retain and enhance
the unique character and context of the neighbor-
hoods as they continue to change. They may serve as
the foundation for an informational design handbook
that property owners could use in developing design
concepts for additions and infill. They also could be
used in considering the appropriateness of allowing
variances from existing development standards, or in
determining how any potential refinements to devel-
opment regulations might be tailored to settings with
special sensitivity.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

About the Character Area Boundaries

The maps that identify the location of the character
areas uses a hard line, which follows the edges of
streets, alleys and property lines. But these boundaries
may in some cases be more “fuzzy,” where transitions
in character occur. In this sense, the boundaries help to
define general concentrations of distinctive character-
istics, but should not be considered to be definite, in
contrast to zoning boundary lines. See page 44 for
maps of the character area boundaries. Full size maps
can also be found in "Appendix B: Character Area Maps"
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Character Area Summary

Character | Character | Character Character | Character | Character
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6
Distribution of Properties Within Character Areas
Total 11% 24% 4% 36% 5% 19%
Properties
Lot Size
Typical . . 4,000 - . 4,000 - 6,000 -
Range Varies Varies 5,999 sf Varies 6,999 sf 6,999 sf
4,000 sf 7% 6% 5% 6% 4% 1%
or less
4,000- 0 0 0 0 9 0
4.999 sf 9% 10% 26% 7% 12% 1%
5,000- 0 0 0 0 9 0
5.999 sf 8% 20% 12% 12% 24% 8%
2:888_5f 15% 13% 5% 12% 17% 43%
7’000_ 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
7.999 sf 12% 14% 3% 13% 10% 14%
8,000- 0 9 0 0 9 0
8.999 sf 10% 6% 0% 15% 11% 10%
g:ggg‘sf 28% 25% 2% 17% 12% 6%
10,000 sf 11% 5% 1% 16% 10% 11%
or more
Average 8, 020 sf 7,285 sf 6,540 sf 8,590 sf 7,085 sf 7,385 sf
Lot Width
Typical 26-75' 26-75' 26-50" 26-75' 26-75' 51-75'
Range
25" or less 2% 15 3% 3% 2% 1%
26'-50" 52% 61% 75% 45% 36% 13%
51'-75' 33% 28% 17% 35% 45% 68%
76-100' 3% 6% 1% 11% 11% 14%
101" + 7% 3% 5% 6% 6% 4%
Average 57 feet 53 feet 48 feet 60 feet 60 feet 65 feet
Lot Coverage
Typical 11-40% 11-40% 11-30% 11-30% 11-30% 21-30%
Range
0-10% 1% 3% 3% 7% 7% 2%
11-20% 23% 22% 28% 31% 28% 22%
21-30% 45% 45% 53% 41% 49% 58%
31-40% 21% 23% 12% 17% 15% 16%
40% + 10% 7% 4% 5% 4% 2%
Average 27% 27% 24% 24% 25% 25%
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Character Area Summary

Character Character Character Character Character Character
Area 1 Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Area 5 Area 6
Year Built
Typical
Range 1882-1920 | 1901-1920 | 1881-1920 | 1901-1960 | 1941-1960 | 1941-1960
Average 1912 1916 1914 1934 1951 1956
Year Remodeled
Typical
Range 2000-2009 | 2000-2009 = 1980-2009 | 2000-2009 | 1990-2009 & 1970-2009
Percent 51% 39% 45% 34% 30% 24%
Remodeled
Building Size
Typical 500 - 500 - 500 - 500 - 1,000 -
Range 2,499 sf 1,499 sf 500 - 999 sf 1,499 sf 1,499 sf 1,499 sf
999 sf 14% 37% 69% 40% 43% 26%
or less
}:ggg ;f 35% 40% 27% 34% 40% 56%
1’500 - 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
1,999 sf 23% 16% 3% 13% 14% 14%
2,000 - 9 0 9 0 0 9
2499 sf 18% 5% 1% 9% 2% 3%
2,500 sf 10% 1% - 3% %3 4%
or greater
Average 1,670 sf 1,220 sf 895 sf 1,280 sf 1,148 sf 1,225 sf
Building Height
Typical 1-2 stories | 1-1.5 stories 1 story 1-2 stories 1 story 1 story
Range
1 story 48% 79% 93% 78% 90% 91%
1.5 story 25% 13% 4% 10% 5% 1%
2 story 25% 9% 2% 12% 5% 8%
2.5 story 1% - - 0% - -
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Typical 0.4 or less
Range 0.3 or less 0.11-0.2 0.3 or less 0.3 or less 0.11-0.2
0.0-0.11 8% 12% 13% 11% 11% 8%
0.11-0.2 42% 56% 72% 54% 63% 78%
0.21-0.3 32% 24% 11% 20% 24% 13%
0.31-0.4 14% 6% 5% 5% 1% 1%
0.4 + 5% 2% - 1% 1% -
Average 0.22 0.19 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.16
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Character Area 1:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1882-1920.

¢ Richly-detailed homes with
large front porches

¢ Building scale and style are
typically consistent within
individual blocks.

¢ Variety in home scales, with
largest typical building size
(height and square footage)

e 1-, 1.5- and 2-story homes
typical

e Large variety in lot sizes with
largest typical lot size overall
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Character Area 1

This character area includes portions of the neighbor-
hoods with richly-detailed homes that are somewhat
larger in scale than those found in other parts of the
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods. Much of the
portion of Mountain Avenue that is close to Old Town is
an example.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, building fronts align with uniform
front yard setbacks. This establishes a prominent street
wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences or site walls occur
infrequently, and are relatively low in scale. Lot sizes
vary between blocks, but are more consistent within an
individual block face.

Building Scale Features

Just less than half of homes are one story. Many primary
structures are also one-and-a-half stories with the
upper floors expressed with dormer windows, or are
a full two stories. A typical house has a substantial,
one-story front porch, which when aligned with others
along the block, establishes a consistent sense of scale,
even when the overall building heights vary. Building
sizes vary widely.

Architectural Features

e Most homes have sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e A combination of brick and wood siding. Many homes
include both materials.

e Front entries are defined with porches, and these are
relatively large and in proportion to the building.

e Trim details with contrasting colors add a sense of
scale and provide visual interest.

e As some of the earliest parts of the neighborhoods, a
general consistency exists in building age (typically
before 1920).
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Character Area 1 includes portions of the neighborhoods with richly-detailed homes that are some-
what larger in scale than those found in other parts of the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods.
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Character Area 2:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1901-1920.

e Home have a moderate to
high degree of architectural
details.

e Building scale and style are
typically consistent within
individual blocks.

e Front entries are defined with
large porches.

e Home and lot sizes are in a
“middle” range, with respect
to the neighborhoods as a
whole.

e 1-1.5 story homes typical
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Character Area 2

Most of the homes in this character area were built prior
to 1940, and their sizes are in a “middle” range with
respect to the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods
as a whole. Homes exhibit a moderate to high degree
of architectural details, which contribute to a sense of
scale. Building and lot characteristics can vary within
each area. However, individual blocks are more con-
sistent. Some larger-scale homes are located on corner
lots in these areas.

Character Area 2 is similar to Character Area 4, but with
a greater level of consistency in building styles and lot
and building sizes.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, building fronts align, with uniform
front yard setbacks; this establishes a prominent street
wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences or site walls occur
infrequently, and are relatively low in scale. Lot sizes
and widths are in a “middle” range, with respect to the
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods as a whole.

Building Scale Features

Many primary structures are one- to one-and-a-half
stories with the upper floors expressed with dormer
windows. A small percentage are a full two stories. A
typical house has a substantial one-story front porch,
which when aligned with others along the block, estab-
lishes a consistent sense of scale, even when the overall
building heights vary.

Architectural Features

e Most homes have sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e A combination of brick and wood siding. Many
homes include both materials.

e Front entries are defined with porches, and these are
relatively large and in proportion to the building.

e A general consistency exists in building age before
1940. (Many are between 1901 and 1920.)
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Most homes in Character Area 2 were built prior to 1945, and are in the “middle”
range of building size with respect to the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods
at large.
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Character Area 3:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1881-1920.

e Architectural details are more
limited but help establish a
sense of human scale.

e Building scale and style are
typically consistent within
individual blocks.

e Front entries are defined with
moderate porches.

e Home and lot sizes are in a
“middle” range, with respect
to the neighborhoods as a
whole.

e One story homes predomi-
nate.
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Character Area 3

This character area includes homes with the lowest
typical building scale. These are generally small pockets
of development with very distinct character. Architec-
tural details are more limited than in other areas, though
they still help establish a sense of human scale. Homes
appear consistent in character and size across one or
more block faces. The majority of homes in these areas
are predominantly one story, with a limited number of
one-and-a-half and two-story structures.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, front yards are similar in depth
and building fronts generally align. This establishes a
prominent street wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences
or site walls occur infrequently, and are relatively low
in scale. Lot sizes are small relative to the Eastside and
Westside Neighborhoods as a whole.

Building Scale Features

Many primary structures are one story. A limited
number are one-and-a-half stories with the upper
floors expressed with dormer windows. A typical house
has a moderate, one-story front porch, which when
aligned with others along the block, establishes a con-
sistent sense of scale. Home size is small relative to the
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods as a whole.

Architectural Features

e Most homes have sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e A combination of brick and wood siding. Many
homes include both materials.

e Front entries are defined with moderate porches in
proportion to the building front.

e Building age is varied within a narrow range (1881-
1920).

e There have been few remodels in this area; architec-
tural character is consistent throughout.
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Atypical house in Character Area 3 has a moderate, one-story front
porch, which when aligned with others along the block, establishes
a consistent sense of scale.
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Character Area 4:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1901-1960.

e Homes have a moderate to
high degree of architectural
details.

¢ Front entries are defined with
moderate porches

e Building scale is typically
consistent within individual
blocks.

¢ Building style varies widely
within individual blocks.

e Home and lot sizes are small
with respect to the neighbor-
hoods as a whole.

e One-story homes predomi-
nate, 1.5 and 2 story homes
are also typical
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Character Area 4

In these areas there is no dominant style, rather the
full variety of development in the neighborhoods is rep-
resented. Homes date from early development of the
neighborhood through to the mid-twentieth century.
There is a large variety in building style and form
across individual blocks in these areas. However, the
homes are all of a similar scale with a moderate level of
detailing. These areas have a greater degree of diversity,
in terms of building age, scale and architectural styles
and character that others. This character area category
includes large portions of both the Eastside and Westside
Neighborhoods.

These areas are similar in scale to those of Character
Area 2, but with a much greater diversity in lot and
building characteristics and house styles.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, building fronts align, with uniform
front yard setbacks. This establishes a prominent street
wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences or site walls occur
infrequently, and are relatively low in scale.

Building Scale Features

The majority of homes are one story. A small percent-
age of primary structures are also one-and-a-half
stories, with the upper floors expressed with dormer
windows, or they are a full two stories. Building sizes
are in a “middle” range, with respect to the Eastside and
Westside Neighborhoods as a whole.

Architectural Features

e Most homes have sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e Primarily frame construction.

e Front entries are defined with porches in proportion
to the building.

e More diversity in character; built throughout 1901-
1960.
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There is a large variety in building style and form across individual blocks in
Character Area 4.
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Character Area 5:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1941-1960.

e Architectural details are more
limited but help establish a
sense of human scale.

¢ Building scale is typically
consistent within individual
blocks.

e Front entries are defined with
small porches or landings.

e Home and lot sizes are small
to middle range, with respect
to the neighborhoods as a
whole.

e One-story homes predomi-
nate
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Character Area 5

This character area represents the post-war home styles
built in areas with older lot and block patterns. Homes
are typically one story, with minimal detailing. Due to
older lot shapes being narrow and deep, homes tend
to be rectangular with street-facing front-gable roofs.
These areas exhibit a relatively high degree of con-
sistency in overall development patterns and building
characteristics. These are small, distinct enclaves.

These areas are similar in to scale to Areas 2 and 4, but
have distinct building patterns and styles unique to the
time period they were built.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, building fronts align, with uniform
front yard setbacks. This establishes a prominent street
wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences or site walls occur
infrequently, and are relatively low in scale.

Building Scale Features

Most primary structures are one story. A typical house
has a moderate one-story front porch or stoop. Building
fronts align with others along the block, establishing a
consistent sense of scale.

Architectural Features

e Most homes have low sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e A combination of brick and wood siding. Many
homes include both materials.

e Front entries are defined with porches or landings
which are relatively small in proportion to the
building.

e A high level of consistency exists in building age
(predominantly between 1941 and 1960).
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These homes are located in Character Area 5.

Character Area 5 includes primarily one-story post-war home styles on narrow, deep lots.

Part 1: Neighborhood Profile 41



Eastside and Westside Character Study

Character Area 6:

Key Features

e Homes typically date from
1941-1960.

¢ Architectural details are lim-
ited.

¢ Building scale is typically
consistent within individual
blocks.

e Front entries are defined with
small landings.

e Home and lot sizes are in a
“middle” range, with respect
to the neighborhoods as a
whole.

¢ Lot widths are largest rela-
tive to the neighborhoods as
a whole.

e One-story homes predomi-
nate
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Character Area 6

This character area includes the mid-century modern
subdivisions. Ranch style homes predominate, typically
with limited, simple detailing, and rectangular forms
with shallow roofs running parallel to the street. Houses
are predominately one story in height, with a few split-
level homes, and are low to medium scale. Street
patterns include cul-de-sacs and curvilinear layouts,
with no alleys and wide, shallow lots.

Site Plan Features

In many of these areas, building fronts align, with uniform
front yard setbacks. This establishes a prominent street
wall. Lawns are predominant. Fences or site walls occur
infrequently, and are relatively low in scale.

Building Scale Features

Many primary structures are one story, others are split-
level or a full two-story height. A typical house has a
moderate stoop but typically does not have a porch.
Building fronts align with others along the block, es-
tablishing a consistent sense of scale. Many buildings
in these areas have been remodeled.

Architectural Features:

e Most homes have low sloping roof forms, in a mix of
gable and hip shapes.

e A combination of brick and wood siding. Many
homes include both materials.

e Front entries are defined with landings, and these
are relatively small in proportion to the building.

e Very consistent in building age (typically between
1950 and 1970).
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Ranch style homes predominate in Character Area 6, typically having limited, simple detailing, and
rectangular forms with shallow roofs running parallel to the street.
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Existing Reqgulations Summary

The zoning code establishes the basic use and dimensional requirements for additions
and new construction in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods. There are two zone
districts within the study area, the Neighborhood Conservation Low Density (N-C-L)
and the Neighborhood Conservation Medium Density (N-C-M). Maps illustrating zoning
district boundaries in the neighborhoods are provided on pages 50 and 51.

N-C-L District
Buildable Area

The transparent blue “building envelope,” illustrated on the example lot below, is the
area of a lot in which it is permissible to build. Additional regulations will then limit
the size and type of structures allowed within the envelope.

Existing regulations that shape the
building envelope in the N-C-L zone
district include:

®) Min. front setback: 15’ (20’ for a
garage)

Min. side setback: 5’ plus 1’ for
every 2’ of height over 18’

© Min. rear setback: 5’ (15’ if no alley)

The size and form of a building within the N-C-L building envelope is regulated by
the following tools:

Max. FAR: 0.40 (Expressed as a standard requiring a lot area of 2.5 times the aggregate
floor area of building situated on the lot)

Max. rear FAR: Square footage in rear half of the lot limited to 12.5% of total lot area
(D) Required entry feature: Porch, landing or portico

() Max. roof pitch: 12:12 (shown), min. 2:12

() Max. height: 2 stories

Accessory Buildings

There is no limit on the number of accessory buildings allowed in the N-C-L district
beyond the total allowable FAR. Accessory dwellings are allowed by administrative
review in the N-C-L district, and are also not limited in number.

(© Max. accessory building height: 1.5 stories or 24' (20" if not habitable), with a
max. roof eave height 13’
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Sample One-Story N-C-L Building Form

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Sample Two-Story N-C-L Building Form

This basic two-story form illustrates one possible
configuration for a house that maximizes the
building area permitted within the N-C-L build-
ing envelope on the sample lot.

N-C-M District
Buildable Area

This basic one-story form, with accessory struc-
ture, illustrates another possible configuration
for a house that maximizes the building area
permitted within the N-C-L building envelope
on the sample lot.

The transparent blue “building envelope,” illustrated on the example lot below, is the
area of a lot in which it is permissible to build. Additional regulations will then limit
the size and type of structures allowed within the envelope.

Part 1: Neighborhood Profile

Existing regulations that shape the
building envelope in the N-C-M zone
district include:

® Min. front setback: 15’ (20’ for a
garage)

®) Min. side setback: 5’ plus 1’ for
every 2’ of height over 18’

© Min. rear setback: 5’ (15’ if no alley)
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Building Mass and Form

The size and form of a building within the N-C-M building envelope is regulated by
the following tools:

Max. FAR: 0.50 (Expressed as a standard requiring a lot area of 2 times the aggregate
floor area of building situated on the lot)

Max. rear FAR: Square footage in rear half of the lot limited to 16.7% of total lot area
(D) Required entry feature: Porch, landing or portico

@ Max. roof pitch: 12:12 (shown), min. 2:12

() Max. height: 2 stories

Accessory Buildings

There is no limit on the number of accessory buildings allowed in the N-C-M district
beyond the total allowable FAR. Accessory dwellings are allowed by administrative
review in the N-C-M district, and are also not limited in number.

(© Max. accessory building height: 1.5 stories or 24' (20" if not habitable), with a
max. roof eave height 13’

Sample Two-Story N-C-M Building Form Sample One-Story N-C-M Building Form

This basic two-story form illustrates one pos- This basic one-story form, with accessory struc-

sible configuration for a house that maximizes ture, illustrates another possible configuration

the building area permitted within the N-C-M for a house that maximizes the building area

building envelope on the sample lot. permitted within the N-C-M building envelope
on the sample lot.
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Recent Trends

Across the country many established residential neighborhoods have been experi-
encing significant changes after years of relative stability. Over the last fifteen years
residents began to notice changes in their neighborhoods, such as increased house
size and height on additions and new construction. Such changes are indicative
of current market trends in which established neighborhoods are becoming more
desirable places to live. In some cases, such changes were seen as exciting oppor-
tunities. In other cases, residents worried that inappropriate changes could ruin the
character of their neighborhood.

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods have experienced changes similar to
those occurring in many other established residential neighborhoods nationwide.
Most activity in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods have been additions, which
are often of substantial size relative to the existing structure. Both neighborhoods
are also experiencing demolition and new construction, with replacement structures
generally being significantly larger than the demolished homes.

Trends by Neighborhood

Both the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods are experiencing significant con-
struction activity. However, the majority of activity (72% of all projects) is occurring
in the Westside neighborhood. The Westside also has a higher percentage of new
construction by comparison with the Eastside. 7% of recent activity in the Westside is
new home construction and 93% is remodels, while only 3% of activity on the Eastside
is new home construction and 97% is remodels.
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Recent new construction projects in the Westside have generally been larger than
those on the Eastside. New homes built recently on the Westside range from 1,465
to 3,653 square feet with an average square footage of 2,376 and an average floor
area ratio (FAR) of 0.32. New homes built recently on the Eastside range from 780
to 2,340 square feet with an average square footage of 1,530, and an average FAR
of 0.22.

Recent new construction projects in the Westside have generally been larger than those on the Eastside.

Trends by Development Pattern and Lot Type

Within each neighborhood, development trends may vary by different existing de-
velopment patterns (see "Neighborhood Development Patterns” on page 9 for
more information) or on different lot types. Such differing circumstances may also
influence how new construction is perceived (i.e., concerns may be greater when a
lot is subdivided to allow for the construction of two new homes, or when new con-
struction occurs on an especially large or small lot). Additional evaluation will be
necessary to determine the relationship between different development patterns and
lot types. Two initial areas of evaluation will include:

e Lots Large Enough to Subdivide. The subdivision of lots was mentioned during
community feedback as a potential area of concern. Based on the minimum lot
frontage and parcel sizes required, approximately 5% of lots on the Eastside and
3% of lots of the Westside could be subdivided.

e Large Lots in Predominantly Small-Lot Blocks. Due to the variety of lot and
alley forms in the neighborhoods, there are several areas where significantly
larger lots occur on a block of predominately smaller lots. About 3% of the lots
in both the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods are significantly larger (at least
3,000 square feet greater) than most others on their block.
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Building Permit Trends

GIS data on building permits granted since 1997 show recent increases in construction

activity

in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods. Construction activity in the Eastside

and Westside Neighborhoods makes up just under 7% of the total citywide building permits.
See "Appendix C: Building Permits" for maps that visually convey this data.
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Variance Trends

GIS data on variances since 1997 show steady numbers of variances being granted
in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods since 2007. See "Appendix D: Variances"
for maps that visually convey this data. Variances in the neighborhoods make up nearly
38% of all variances granted citywide. This is significantly greater than the 6.6% of
total major building permits the neighborhoods represent.
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Part 2

Community Comments

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods are highly valued. However, for many
years, residents have expressed concern about the compatibility of some new con-
struction and additions. Previous efforts to address these concerns have ended in
controversy. To set the stage for a more inclusive and deliberative consideration of
potential solutions, City Council has sought to more clearly define neighborhood ob-
jectives and issues through a well-supported and effective public process.

To date, the public process for the
Eastside and Westside Neighborhood
Character Study has provided a range
of outreach venues for community
comment, including:

e Neighborhood Workshops
e Working Groups
e Questionnaires and Surveys

This part of the report includes a
summary of community comments from
each of the outreach venues, followed by
observations on the overall themes and
preliminary identification of neighbor-
hood objectives and issues that led to
the strategy options described in Part 4:
"Strategy Options" on page 111.
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Neighborhood Workshops

Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study

Neighborhood Workshop Neighborhood workshops provide an opportunity for
« diverse residents and stakeholders to learn about the
Agenda project, engage in interactive activities to work through

Project Introduction 6:00

o issues and options, and provide feedback. They are
widely advertised and open to all citizens who wish to

participate.

N X " The Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character
Team Aty 12, pesin Feaures .0 | Study includes two primary neighborhood workshops.
Team ey 05 e aremaves 220 £ The first occurred in July 2012 and was divided into
e s | separate sessions for the Eastside and Westside. The
s | second workshop was held on November 5, 2012 and
combined residents and stakeholders from both neigh-

borhoods.

July Workshops

On July 10 and 12, the City hosted neighborhood
workshops to introduce the project, explore neighbor-
hood character, explore aspects of design that affect
compatibility of new construction, and consider current
regulations. A workshop was conducted in each of the
neighborhoods, with a total attendance of about 95 par-
ticipants. An invitation letter was mailed to all owners
and residents in the study area. Participants were also
invited via email and the City's website.

Each neighborhood workshop began with a visual pre-
sentation by the project consultants. The presentation
addressed:

e The planning process

e Existing context

e Development trends

e Existing regulations

e Potential tools to address neighborhood character

e Design alternatives

e Aspects of design
Workshop participants then completed four activities in
teams of four to eight participants. At the conclusion of

the workshops, participants from each team presented
their activity results.

Key comments and themes from the July workshops are
summarized on the next page, followed by a summary
of the results from each of the workshop activities.
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Fastside Workshop Themes

About 30 participants attended the Eastside workshop
at Laurel Elementary School on July 10. Many partici-
pants expressed a desire to find tools to protect specific
elements of neighborhood character while also preserv-
ing design flexibility for owners and promoting neigh-
borhood affordability. Additional themes in the discus-
sion included:

¢ Participants often cited the mature tree canopy as a
key neighborhood asset

e Participants generally agreed on the key features
of new development that influence neighborhood
character and compatibility.

e Participants generally agreed that compatible
building massing would help new construction fit
into the neighborhood.

e Some participants stated that even though the
activities identified aspects of design that help
buildings fit in, they felt that the potential for in-
compatible development was exaggerated.

Westside Workshop Themes

About 65 participants attended the Westside workshop
at Putnam Elementary School on July 12. Many partici-
pants expressed an interest in preserving the design
diversity of the neighborhood while ensuring that new
construction does not have negative impacts on neigh-
borhood character. Additional themes in the discussion
included:

e Participants often cited City Park, historic homes,
alleys and Beaver's Market as key neighborhood
assets.

e Some participants expressed interest in tools to
support neighborhood consultation and dialogue.

e Some participants indicated that any tools to
address neighborhood character should be highly
context sensitive (including consideration of
adjacent properties).

Additional participant feedback is provided in "Workshop
Activities" beginning on page 58.

Part 2: Community Comments

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Many workshop participants
expressed general agree-
ment on neighborhood as-
sets, objectives and potential
concerns. However, they often
expressed a diversity of opin-
ion on possible future strate-
gies or actions.
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Participants marked neighbor-
hood contexts, unique subareas
and specific concerns on an
aerial map of the Eastside or
Westside neighborhood.
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Workshop Activities

Participants at each neighborhood workshop completed
four team activities designed to stimulate discussion and
generate feedback on neighborhood assets, existing context,
compatible design features, and existing regulations. Teams
spent about 30 minutes completing each activity. An individ-
ual worksheet was also available for participants to provide
comments apart from the team activities.

Activity #1: Existing Conditions

This was a two-part activity. Participants first identi-
fied and listed existing neighborhood assets. They then
identified different subareas or "contexts" within their
neighborhood.

In the first part of the activity, commonly cited assets
included:
e Diversity of house size, design and resident income
e Lack of architectural or other HOA-type restrictions
¢ Proximity to Downtown
e Walkability and bicycle access
e Wide streets
e Mature tree canopy and landscaping
In the second part of the activity, participants marked
neighborhood contexts, unique subareas and specific

concerns on a poster map of the Eastside or Westside.
Common map themes included:

¢ Identification of subareas anchored by community
resources such as schools and parks

¢ Identification of neighborhood contexts differentiat-
ed by street layout, building age, ownership patterns
or level of renovation and new construction

Map feedback provided by workshop participants informed
development of the character areas described on page
9.
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Activity #2: Design Features

In this activity, participants cut, pasted and captioned
photographs of neighborhood houses and streetscapes
to identify design features of homes that fit with their
neighborhoods.

Participants identified features that are characteristic of
a compatible "Old Town" home, including:

e Front porches and general street presence

e Front yard trees

e Small scale

e Larger structures with varied massing

Participants identified features that are generally out of
character with the Eastside and Westside, including:

e Facades dominated by garage doors or parking
areas

e Houses that appear to be significantly more
massive than the structures around them

In many cases, participants also indicated that context
influences the appropriateness of design features. They
identified features that could be appropriate in some,
but not all, areas of the neighborhoods, including:

e Visible garage doors or parking areas

e Very large homes

e Ultramodern designs using contemporary materials

e Especially large or small front yard areas

Part 2: Community Comments

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Participants used photographs
of traditional neighborhoods
and new construction to identify
design features that help make
properties compatible with their
neighborhoods.
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Photographs illustrating gener-
ous front porches and exist-
ing small scale character were
among those most often selected
as illustrating appropriate de-
sign features.
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Participants reviewed a variety
of hypothetical new construction
designs on a sample lot in one
of five neighborhood contexts.

Participants identified a number
ofdesign features that could help
reduce the perceived mass and
scale of new construction and
help it fit in with its surrounding
context, including front porches,
dormers, varied rooflines, one-
story elements and side wall
offsets.
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Activity #3: Design Alternatives

In this activity, participants reviewed a variety of hy-
pothetical new construction designs on a sample lot in
one of five neighborhood contexts. Participants indicated
whether they felt that each design was compatible with its
surrounding context and identified any illustrated design
features that helped promote compatibility.

Each context was illustrated with a three-dimensional
computer model of existing conditions in a three- to four-
block area of the Eastside or Westside neighborhoods. New
construction designs on the sample lot in each context il-
lustrated a number of variables, including height, lot
coverage (the percent of the lot covered by buildings),
building square footage and wall length/articulation.
Understanding which design variables contribute most
to neighborhood compatibility will help determine how
new construction can best fit into a variety of neighbor-
hood contexts.

Participants identified a number of design features
that could help reduce the perceived mass and scale of
new construction and help it fit in with its surrounding
context. Identified features included:

e One-story elements along the side of a two-story
house where the context is one story

e One-story elements on the front of a two-story
house

o Side wall offsets
e Traditional roof pitch
e Roof ridge offsets
e Consistent spacing and rhythm of buildings along
the block
Participants also identified concerns, including:

e The proportion of a building to the size of its lot

e lLarge, boxy building masses that are out of
character with their surrounding context

e Wall height, in relation to closeness of side yard
set back

e Loss of solar access for properties to the north

Strategy Report



Eastside and

Activity #4: Existing Regulations

In this activity, participants reviewed and provided
comments on the zoning regulations that currently apply
to new construction in the Eastside and Westside.

Existing zoning regulations in the Neighborhood Conser-
vation Low Density (N-C-L) and Neighborhood Con-
servation Medium Density (N-C-M) zone districts were
illustrated on a graphic poster.

Participants identified a number of concerns, including:

e Concern that additional regulations could limit
design flexibility and produce higher costs

e Concern that existing regulations do not adequately
address context or promote neighborhood dialogue

e Concern that structures built on raised grade may
tower over neighbors based on the existing height
measurement system

e Concern with ease of obtaining height and setback
variances

Individual Worksheet

In addition to the four formal team activities, an in-
dividual worksheet was provided for workshop partici-
pants to submit optional comments and feedback.

About a third of participants at each workshop completed
an individual worksheet. All indicated that they were
property owners in the neighborhoods.

Key themes in the worksheet responses include:

e Many participants indicated that there are both
benefits and concerns associated with changes in
the neighborhoods, including benefits associated
with larger houses for new families and concerns
with loss of green space and solar access.

e Most participants (74%) felt that there is an issue
with some new construction in the neighborhoods,
although many felt that issues were limited to
certain areas of the neighborhoods, or to a small
number of projects.

e Few participants (11%) specifically indicated that
they thought there was no issue with new con-
struction in the neighborhoods.

Part 2: Community Comments

Westside Character Study

Participants reviewed and pro-
vided comments on the zoning
regulations that currently shape
new construction in the Eastside
and Westside Neighborhoods.
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Based on workshop partici-
pant responses, addressing
potential new construction
issues in focused ways (i.e.,
only addressing the largest
structures or particular types
of lots) could satisfy many
concerns.
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City staff hosted the November
neighborhood workshop at the
Lincoln Center.

Live Polling

A live polling system was

used to collect immediate
feedback from workshop
participants on alternative

strategies to address identi-
fied neighborhood objectives
and issues. Participants an-
swered questions individu-
ally using handheld polling
devices, then all results were
shown on screen for group
discussion.
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November Workshop

On November 5, the City hosted a neighborhood
workshop to review the character and context of the
neighborhoods, summarize identified neighborhood
objectives and issues and introduce options for City
Council consideration. The workshop brought about
60 Eastside and Westside residents together with other
stakeholders to facilitate an informed dialogue with
multiple viewpoints. Postcard invitations were mailed to
all owners and residents in the study area. Participants
were also invited via email and the City's website.

The workshop began with a visual presentation by
project consultants. The presentation addressed:

e Study goal and process

e The character and context of the neighborhoods
e What was heard from the community in Phase 1

e ldentified objectives and issues

e Introduction to the character areas (Activity #1)

e Potential tools and design variables (Activity #2)
e Draft strategy options (Activity #3)

o Next steps

Workshop participants then completed three activi-
ties. Key comments and themes are summarized below,
followed by a summary of the results from each of the
workshop activities.

Workshop Themes

Many participants expressed support for the concept
of character areas and most of the suggested strategy
options, especially those using education and process
tools such as design handbooks/guidelines and
expanded notification of variances. Tools to address
the measurement method for building height at the side
yard and floor area ratio (FAR) also received relatively
strong support. Opinions were more mixed about reg-
ulatory design tools, but most workshop participants
continued to support tools to address building massing.
Relatively strong support for addressing solar access
expressed by workshop and online survey participants
helped inform adjustments to the suggested strategy
option described in Part 4.
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Workshop Activities

Participants at the second neighborhood workshop
completed three team activities to provide feedback on al-
ternative strategies to address identified neighborhood
objectives and issues. Each activity began with several
"live polling" questions that participants answered in-
dividually using handheld polling devices and finished
with a 15 minute group discussion.

An initial live polling question asked participants to select
the three most pressing neighborhood issues that have
been identified through the public process to date. As sum-
marized below, overly large homes, looming impacts on
neighbors and reduction of solar access were seen as the
most important issues.

Which of the following do you perceive as
30%

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Participants at the second neigh-
borhood workshop completed
three team activities to provide
feedback on alternative strategies
to address identified neighbor-
hood objectives and issues.

the greatest issues?

25%

25%
20%

19%

15% 1% 14%
0

10%

11T%

5%

4%

I I I I 5

a

o% .
Construction Looming Reduction of Incompatible Loss of trees Loss of older/ Other None of these
that appears  impacts on solar design and green more are a problem
to be overly neighbors features space affordable

large in houses
relation to

surroundings.

Part 2: Community Comments
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Activity #1: Draft Character Areas

In this activity, participants were given a poster mapping
and describing the six identified draft character areas
in the Eastside and Westside neighborhoods as sum-
marized on page 28. They were then asked what ad-
ditional features should be considered in the character
area descriptions. Common features identified include:

e Owner occupancy vs. rental rates

e Building size/massing/FAR

o Setbacks/relationships between buildings

e Preservation/designation

e Good character area descriptions

e Streetscape/landscape

As summarized in the chart below, a live polling
guestion also generated feedback on how the character
areas should be used.

How should the character areas be used?

25%

21%

20% -

18% 18% 18% 18%

15% -

10% -

5% -

0% -

To create tools to To help educate To assist with To inform the To support the use of
promote compatible residents about the neighborhood application of zoning  pattern books or
new construction and  diversity of the planning standards guidelines
additions neighborhoods
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Activity #2: Design Variables

In this activity, participants reviewed four models on the
same lot representing varied combinations of the al-
ternative tools to address building mass and scale, and
provided feedback on their effectiveness. Participants
were not told specifics on what each model showed, and
were asked to respond only to the images presented.
Information on the models is provided here to facilitate
analysis of participant feedback.

Common elements identified which contribute to neigh-
borhood compatibility include:

e Front porch

e Dormers

o Sidewall notch

e Stepped down side wall height

e Height step down on the north side to provide
better solar access

e Variety of roof lines

e Hip roof

e Low to moderate roof angle

e Keeping a lower scale at street
e Variation of wall planes

e Interesting front facade

e Front overhang/porch at same height as existing
buildings
e Narrow front facade width

Common themes for how neighborhood compatibility
could be improved include:

e Reduce overall building size

e Reduce building height

e Reduce looming

e Do not block solar access

e Decrease back to front length

e Change gable face to hip roof to increase compat-

ibility
e Reduce building impacts neighbor’s privacy.
e Less ‘blocky’

Part 2: Community Comments
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Scenario D. Aerial View
x___H‘.

New.Building ™
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Participants identified models
with lower side wall heights
that maintain solar access to
neighbors as having a high level
of compatibility with the neigh-
borhood context.
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As summarized in the charts below, live polling question also asked which neigh-
borhood tools should be used, and which design variables should be addressed to
promote compatibility.

Which neighborhood tools should be used, if any?

30%
25%
25%
21%
° 20%
20% 18%
15%
15%
10%
5% 4%
0% T T T T T _ T
Promotion of Voluntary Standards to Extended Notification to Other None
design design address building notification of neighbors when
assistance guidelines or  massing and variance larger projects
program pattern books  relation to requests are proposed.
neighboring
house

Which deign variables should be addressed to promote compatibility, if any?
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Activity #3: Draft Strategy Options

In this activity, participants were given a poster outlining
the draft strategy options to date for consideration.
Common strategy options participants expressed
support for include:

e Promote design assistance

e Expand notification of variances
e Address solar access

As summarized in the chart below, a series of live
polling questions also asked about how beneficial each
strategy option would be (Note that not all percentages
add to 100% because some participants selected "don't
know.")

How beneficial do you think the following strategy options would be for

addressing the identified neighborhood objectives and issues? (Part 1)

Eastside and Westside Character Study

90%

80% 79% 79%
(o]

70%
70%
61%
60%
50%
40%
30% 28%
21% 21%
20%
10%
0% -

|

Very or  |Not beneficiall Veryor |Not beneficiall Veryor |Not beneficiall Veryor |Not beneficial

somewhat or do not somewhat or do not somewhat or do not somewhat or do not
beneficial support beneficial support beneficial support beneficial support
Promote design assistance Expand notification of Create pattern books or |Adjust measurment method
variances guidelines for height at side yard
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How beneficial do you think the following strategy options would be for
addressing the identified neighborhood objectives and issues? (Part 2)

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
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70%

58%

57%

58%

49% 48%

44%

38%

32%

28%

Very or Not
somewhat | beneficial
beneficial | or do not

support

Adjust measurement
method for FAR

Very or Not
somewhat | beneficial
beneficial | or do not

support

Address mass and
scale directly with
revised FAR

Very or Not
somewhat| beneficial
beneficial | or do not

support

Address perceived
mass and scale with a
menu of side wall
options

Very or Not
somewhat| beneficial
beneficial | or do not

support

Address perceived
mass and scale with a
menu of front facade

options

Very or Not
somewhat| beneficial
beneficial | or do not

support

Address solar access

Individual Comments/Questions

In addition to the formal team activities and polling
guestions, an individual comments form was provided
for workshop participants to submit optional comments
and feedback. Key themes in the individual worksheet
responses include:

e "Solar access has to be protected. This is where
additions/remodel/new construction actually harm
neighbors, not just offend their aesthetics."

e Address issues with FAR and Solar access protec-

tion, "these are the strategies that directly address
the problems"

"I think this committee has listened, taken
feedback seriously, and shaped the discussion in a
meaningful, thoughtful, and non-confrontational
manner."

"The existing regulations are sufficient and no ad-
ditional action is necessary." Focus on enforcement
and the ease of obtaining a variance rather than
additional regulations."
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Fort Collins

e
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study

W O r k i n g G rO u p S B“ulilders‘& Realtors Focus Group

Working group sessions provide opportunities for

Agenda

community members with diverse interests to discuss
objectives, refine issues and outline potential strategies Question & Answer
in a small group setting. The sessions were advertised

on the City's web site and invitations were sent to the
City's email list of interested residents and stakehold-
ers.

Wrap Up & Next Steps 10 Minutes

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character
Study includes several sets of working group meetings.
The first were held in June 2012 and included sessions
for Eastside residents, Westside residents and real estate
industry professionals. Subsequent sessions brought
these diverse stakeholders together to discuss strategy
options and provide feedback on the public participa-
tion process.

June Working Groups

On June 14, 2012, the City hosted three prelimi-
nary working group meetings for Eastside residents,
Westside residents and real estate industry profession-
als. There was no deliberation, and the outcome was
simply for the study team to gain additional perspective
as the project was being launched publicly.

At each session, City staff provided a general introduc-
tion and project consultants facilitated meeting discus-
sion. Many working group participants indicated that
the meeting format supported useful dialogue, and
expressed desire to participate in future meetings with
a similar format. However, some participants requested
that future sessions include a wider range of viewpoints
to begin a process of deliberation and conflict resolu-
tion.
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Fort Collins
Neighborhood Focus Group

e the project, discuss differences with previous planning
od concerns and identify the best ways to engage

Agenda

Project Introduction 10 Minutes

Question & Answer

10 Minutes

1 Hour

Wrap Up & Next Steps 10 Minutes

Market Trends

and Preferences

Real estate industry profes-
sionals provided insight into
current market trends and
home buyer preferences. Ob-
servations included:

e Old Town neighborhoods
are highly desirable.

e The market for Old Town
properties has significantly
outperformed the market
in more suburban areas.

* Buyers seek pedestrian-
friendly neighborhoods
with a sense of community
and architectural diversity.

e Buyers most often seek
1,500 to 2,200 square foot
homes with two to three
bedrooms.

e Most buyers do not want
to be subject to restrictive
homeowner's association
rules.
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June Neighborhood Working Groups

Two meetings of residents were held for Eastside and
Westside areas respectively. Fifteen Eastside residents
and fourteen Westside residents attended. Participants
answered four key questions:

e What are some key assets of your neighborhood?

e Do you have any concerns, or do you see specific
benefits, with the types of changes occurring in
your neighborhood?

e What information do you need to make informed
decisions about the future of your neighborhood?

e How can we ensure active community engagement?

Key discussion themes revolved around the neighbor-
hoods as great places to live with a strong sense of
community. While many participants were concerned
with some large new construction negatively impacting
neighborhood character and quality of life, questions also
arose regarding the appropriateness of limiting owners'
choices, given the degree of subjectivity in what is com-
patible. Some participants also expressed frustration that
the 2011 ordinance had been rescinded and noted that
they felt organized economic interests were inherently
more powerful than residents.

June Real Estate Working Group

This meeting included a total of nine builders, realtors,
and architects. Participants answered four key questions:

e What types of neighborhoods are your customers
looking for, and why?

e What features are your customers looking for in a
new or existing home?

e Have you encountered issues when working in the
city’s established neighborhoods?

e How can we ensure active participation from a
variety of stakeholders?

A key discussion theme was that the neighborhoods
are highly successful in the market, with some of the
highest values and shortest times on the market. This is
related to concern that any new regulations would neg-
atively affect the market and unduly limit owners’ flex-
ibility. Several real estate professionals also noted the
entire community should be engaged in the dialogue
rather than just Eastside and Westside residents.

More detailed information on discussion results is
provided in the separate Phase 1 Report.
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September Working Groups
On September 12 and 13, 2012, the City hosted two September Working Group

working group meetings to discuss issues identified S ——
in the study’s first phase and explore potential tools agenda

and strategies to address those issues. The meetings
included a mixed group of Eastside and Westside
residents as well as industry professionals in real estate,
construction and architecture who have worked in the S
neighborhoods. Bscusion s v e k) 1o

identified in the project’s first phase and explore
hose issues.

At each session, City staff and project consultants gave
a presentation on the results of the study's first phase
and introduced potential tools for discussion in Phase
2. Participants then worked together to discuss these
tools, recording key points of their discussion on a
poster in the following categories:

Wrap Up & Next Steps 5 Minutes

¢ Education and Communication Tools
e Process and Administration Tools
e Design Standards

Although working group participants expressed a
diversity of opinions, a number of general themes
emerged from the discussion, including:

e Strong support for educational tools such as non-
mandatory design guidelines

e Strong support for evaluating changes to the way
that building height is measured to better account
for the impact of grade changes on adjacent prop-
erties

e Strong support for tools that encourage diversity in
building design

e Support for process tools such as neighborhood
notification requirements

e Support for basing the application of tools on
specific thresholds such as project size or new
construction vs. additions

e Interest in examining tools that would address the
compatibility of large additions or new construc-
tion

¢ Interest in maintaining a “no change” option as
that would keep existing processes and regulations
in place without revisions

More detailed information on discussion results is
provided in the separate Summary of October Working
Groups document.
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Fort Collins
p
Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study

October Working Group

Agenda
Introduction 5 Minutes

Prese

Question & Answer

Wrap Up & Next Steps 5 Minutes
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October Working Groups

On October 3 and 8, 2012, the City hosted three working
group meetings to review preliminary strategy options
for addressing identified objectives and issues in the
neighborhoods. The meetings included a mixed group
of Eastside and Westside residents as well as industry
professionals in real estate, construction and archi-
tecture who have worked in the neighborhoods. There
were about 45 total working group participants.

At each session, City staff and project consultants gave
a presentation on tools suggested for further consid-
eration based on overall community comments and
September working group discussion. Participants then
worked together to discuss and comment on strategy
options for using the tools.

Key themes in the October working group discussion
included:

e Process and education tools received the broadest
support. Most participants supported tools to raise
awareness and promote compatible design through
education and process tools such as:

» Increasing awareness of design assistance
available from the City

» Developing design guidelines or a pattern book

» Extending neighborhood notification of new
construction

e Many participants felt that new or adjusted
design standards may be necessary. Many (but
not all) participants felt that one or more design
standards would also be necessary to fully address
identified issues. They are:

» Adjust measurement of building height at the
side yard setback.

» Consider adjusting FAR standards and/or FAR

measurement (if solar access is not specifically
addressed).

» Consider building wall articulation/building
massing standards (if FAR is not addressed).

» Consider addressing solar access (if FAR
standards are not addressed).

e Some participants continue to feel that no
action is necessary. It is also important to note
that several participants felt that a "no change”
option would be most appropriate.
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Questionnaires and Surveys

Questionnaires and surveys provide avenue for feedback
on study concepts by the widest variety of participants,
including residents and stakeholders who are unable
to attend workshops or working groups. They are ad-
vertised online and via mailings, and are conducted
primarily online, with the option to complete a printed
version.

The Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character
Study included a preliminary online questionnaire in
July 2012 and a more detailed follow up visual survey in
November 2012.

July Neighborhood Questionnaire

An online questionnaire was posted from July 2 to 15,
2012, to collect information on valued neighborhood
qualities, clarify objectives and identify potential issues
and concerns. Separate (but identical) questionnaires
were targeted to property owners, tenants and the
general public (interested citizens), allowing separate
response tabulations for each group of participants.

City staff mailed 5,579 notices to owners and residents
living within either the Eastside or Westside Neighbor-
hoods requesting they take the questionnaire. Partici-
pants submitted 288 completed questionnaires.

Key themes in the questionnaire responses are summa-
rized on the following pages.

Part 2: Community Comments

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Ci

£ {Colins

Eastside & Westside Neighborhoods Character Study -
Interested Citizens

Questionnaire

Response Rates

Participant Number of
Category Responses

Property

Owners 115

Residents or

Tenants 15

Interested

Citizens 158

Total | 288
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There is an issue, but it is limited.

When asked to mark statements with which they
agree regarding demolitions, new houses and
additions, most property owners in both the
Eastside and Westside selected options indicating
that they feel there is an issue, as illustrated in
the charts below. However, they also indicate that
issues generally occur only in certain areas or situ-
ations within the neighborhoods, or are limited to
a small number of construction projects.

Level of Concern Among Property Owners! Regarding
Demolitions, New Construction and Additions

Some issue or
concern

No issue or
concern

No response/
other

!Responses from tenants and interested citizens indicate a
similar pattern although interested citizens express a some-
what higher level of concern (only 15% indicate that they have
no issue or concern with new construction).
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Distribution of Property Owners with Concerns by
Neighborhood

90%

79%

80%
70%

60%

I 33%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

20%

10%

0%

Owners with Owners with Owners with no Owners with no
concerns on the concerns on the concerns on the concerns on the
Westside Eastside Eastside Westside

Property Owner Agreement with Statements About
Demolitions, New Construction or Additions?

45%
’ 41% 40%
40%
35%
30%
26% 25%

25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0% T T T 1

Limited to a Limited to Widespread No issue or
small number of certain issues concern
proiects areas/situations

2Responses total to more than 100% because some partic—
ipants indicated agreement with more than one statement
(i.e., many property owners stated that their concerns with
new construction were both "limited to certain areas/situa-
tions" and "limited to a small number of projects"). Property
owners also cited diminished solar access, decreased socio-
economic diversity, fewer "funky" properties and a number of
other potentially negative aspects of neighborhood change in
write-in responses.
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2. Many participants feel that some
new construction is positive for the
neighborhoods.

Although most participants feel that there is some
issue with new construction, many also indicated
that some new construction and additions can
benefit the neighborhoods. When asked to select
potential reasons why new construction is positive,
many property owners indicated that new con-
struction can add to the eclectic evolution of the
neighborhood and support families and home-
ownership, as illustrated in the chart below.

Property Owner Response on Potential Positive
Aspects of Demolitions, New Construction or
Additions?

60%

50%

50% -

46%

40% -

36%

30% -

20%

10% -

0% -
"New construction mixed "Larger new construction "Residential rebuilding has
with older homes adds to supports families and been positive and a good
the eclectic evolution of homeownership." fit for the neighborhoods."

the neighborhoods."

!Responses total to more than 100% because some partici-
pants indicated agreement with more than one statement.
Property owners also cited improved landscaping, increas-
ing property values, higher rates of homeownership and a
number of other potentially positive aspects of neighborhood
change in write-in responses.
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3. Participants expressed significant
agreement on key neighborhood
assets.

When asked about the five most important qualities
that define the positive character of the neighbor-
hoods, property owners most often cited walk-
ability and proximity to Downtown as the most
important neighborhood assets, as illustrated in
the table below. These responses are consistent
with feedback received from participants in the
workshops and working groups.

Property Owner!Response on the Five Most Important
Qualities that Define the Positive Character of the
Neighborhoods

100%

90%

87%
80% 74%
70%
61% 60%
60%
50%
40%
31%
30%
20%
10%
0% T T T T

"Close to "Walkable streets "Trees" "Historic "Architecture"
Downtown" and blocks" character"

IResponses from tenants and interested citizens indicate a
similar pattern. Responses total more than 100% because
participants were asked to select five positive qualities from
a list of 17 potential positive qualities.

Part 2: Community Comments 77



Eastside and Westside Character Study

Write-in Comments

Survey participants provided
a number of "write-in" com-
ments, including:

e "This survey appears to have
a built in bias toward en-
abling large construction

and less toward fostering
community and preserving
neighbor character."

"Good that it is so visual,
makes it easier to think about
what is being proposed."
"This is a serious issue and
much of the new construc-
tion in the last 10 years has
had a very negative impact
on not only the character of
neighborhoods, but housing
availability in these areas."
"The design examples make it
clear that many of the current
criticisms to new buildings
and additions in the East and
West Side Neighborhoods can
be alleviated through good
architectural design.”

"I do not want any further
regulations implemented.”

November Visual Survey

An online visual survey was posted from November 1 to
11, 2012, to collect information on the effectiveness of
a variety of tools that could be used to address identi-
fied issues and promote compatible development in the
neighborhoods.

City staff mailed postcard survey invitations to all
owners and residents in the study area. Participants
were also invited via email and the City's website. Par-
ticipants submitted 125 surveys.

Key themes in the visual survey responses are summa-
rized below. Note that many of the charts add to more
than 100% because participants were able to select
more than one option (multiple choice).

1. There is a high level of support
for education, communication and
process tools.

Survey participants were generally supportive of
tools to promote education and communication
or address process and administrative issues. As
summarized in the charts below, most participants
indicated support for promoting or expanding the
City's existing design assistance program, devel-
oping voluntary design guidelines and expanding
notification.

Should the City consider education and communication tools in the

neighborhoods?

70%

60%

52%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Yes - Develop voluntary
design handbooks or

guidelines
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59%

36%

9%

No - Do not consider
education and
communication tools

Yes - Develop required
design handbooks or
guidelines (can be limited
by area or project size)

Yes - Promote or expand
the City's existing design
assistance program
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Should the City consider process and administration tools for the

neig
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

hborhoods?

64%

64%

37%

Yes - Extend notice Yes - Provide notice Yes - Establish a

when property when larger historic district
owners request projects are
variances to proposed

existing standards

50%

21%

Yes - Establish a
conservation
district

No - Do not
consider additional
process and
administration
tools

2. There is a high level of support for addressing building

massing and solar access.

Survey participants also supported design tools to address identified issues with
building massing and solar access. Providing a menu of options to promote
varied massing for larger buildings was the most commonly selected tool.
However, tools to address solar access were selected almost as often, as sum-

marized in the chart below.

The high level of interest in addressing both building massing and solar access
is reflected in strategy option 5c on page 126 (Note that this strategy option
was revised to incorporate November workshop and visual survey feedback.)

Should the City consider design tools for the neighborhoods?

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

62%

38%

Yes - Provide a menu of
design options to

Yes - Revise existing

floor area ratio (FAR)

promote varied building standards to further
massing for new limit permitted floor

construction exceeding area in proportion to lot
a threshold in size size

Part 2: Community Comments

Yes - Provide solar
access standards

61%

21%

No - Do not consider
design tools
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Some potential design scenarios are considered to be
more compatible than others.

As illustrated on the next page, the visual survey tested a range of design
scenarios to explore the interaction of overall building size with the character of
the street front and a sidewall, as well as overall height.

The survey responses indicate that varying building massing significantly
improves perceptions of compatibility. This is especially true when the building
front has substantial variations in wall planes. But, it does not completely
reduce concerns about overall size. Designs that have a wide, two story front
are perceived as being less compatible than those who have a varied front, even
when the overall building size is greater.

Wall height at the side yard is also an important factor in compatibility. Even
scenarios that contain more square footage than some others were considered
more compatible with they had a lower wall height or a substantial one-story
element.

There is support for context-sensitive application
strategies.

Survey participants generally expressed support for applying tools in ways that
would acknowledge the existing character and context of the neighborhoods.
As summarized in the chart below, the two most commonly selected approach-
es were to vary application by neighborhood or character area (see "Character
Areas" on page 28), or to vary application by lot size.

Note that the strategy options described on page 111 include design handbooks
that would promote compatible design within each character area and design
tools that would vary, to some extent, based on lot size.

If neighborhood tools are used, how should the City consider applying them?

60%
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40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

80

50%

38%

25%
22% : 23%
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Take no action to Apply tools Vary their Vary their Vary their Apply tools in some

apply neighborhood uniformly application by application by application by lot  zoning districts or
tools throughout the zoning district neighborhood or type or size neighborhood
Eastside and character area subareas, but not
Westside others
neighborhoods
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Visual Survey Design Scenarios

The visual survey presented five design sce- | Scenario A
narios modeled with simple building forms
that were intentionally limited in their detail.

Note that some participants felt that all of the
models were too large.

Overall, survey participants felt that scenario
D was the most compatible.

Scenario B

Part 2: Community Comments 81



Eastside and Westside Character Study

"diver-

Residents often cite
sity" as a defining charac-
teristic of the Eastside and

Westside Neighborhoods.
The term is used in a variety
of ways, to describe people,
their beliefs and their social,
economic and cultural dif-
ferences. It also is used to
describe variety in the built
environment, such as dif-
ferences in house size, pe-
riod and style that occur in a
limited range throughout the
neighborhoods.

For some, the diversity of
buildings and people is used
as a rationale for accommo-
dating new buildings that are
different, and thereby add to
the diversity of the area. For
others, the perceived "same-
ness" of new construction is
actually diluting the diversity
of the neighborhoods.

82

Community Comment Themes

From across the spectrum of community outreach
venues, there is a consistent tone of concern that there
is an issue with changes resulting from demolitions and
new construction. However, this is not a universally held
viewpoint. Some people, in all outreach venues, have
said there is not a problem, or that no new regulatory
changes should be made. These concerns are important
to consider, and identifying ways to respond to them is
still an area of exploration.

Reviewing research related to existing conditions
and considering the comments received in neighbor-
hood workshops, working groups and questionnaires/
surveys, some general themes emerge:

1. The neighborhoods are highly
valued.

This is perhaps stating the obvious, but a strong
point of agreement is the belief that the Eastside
and Westside Neighborhoods are special. Many of
the reasons for saying so are also broadly recog-
nized, even among those who disagree about the
character and impacts of new construction. This
is reflected in the passion with which residents
and property owners engage in debates about the
future of their neighborhoods.
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2. Key features that define the
neighborhoods are broadly
recognized.

The valued characteristics of these neighborhoods
focus on convenient location, a walking-oriented
environment and diversity. The main themes of
neighborhood character can be grouped thus:

¢ Proximity to amenities. Almost universally, people
cite the convenient access to downtown, to schools
and parks, to grocery stores, CSU and other
services as “top of mind” features.

e Livable Streets. Tree-lined streets, continuity of
pedestrian and bicycle routes and a walkable scale
to each block are features people note. Homes that
face the street, and signal a connection to it with
porches and other friendly features contribute to
this aspect.

¢ Sense of Community. These broad, somewhat
intangible characteristics are those that have
attracted people to these neighborhoods for
decades.

¢ Diversity. "Diversity" is a fundamental feature of
these neighborhoods, in terms of people and the
built environment.

3. Use of key design tools can
help buildings fit into the
neighborhoods.

Although design diversity is a key feature of the
neighborhoods, it is also recognized that there are
key building design tools that designers can use to
make new buildings more compatible with existing
neighborhood character in certain contexts. Such
tools generally address basic mass and scale rela-
tionships between properties as well as preserva-
tion of open space and solar access.

4. Living with change is a challenge.

Residents are struggling to grasp the nature of
change in their neighborhoods. Most recognize
that change will occur, and believe that it should,
but many hope that this change will not completely
transform the place where they live.
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Neighborhood Objectives
and lssues

Community comment generated by the public process
for the Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character
Study has helped identify and clarify overall objectives
for the neighborhoods. They are:

1. Promote awareness of what makes the neighborhoods
great

. Promote compatible redevelopment

. Maintain a sense of community

. Encourage communication among neighbors

. Preserve flexibility for change and reinvestment

S v bW N

. Acknowledge economic impacts

The public process has also identified a number of
issues with ongoing changes that may negatively impact
existing residents and the unique character and context
of the neighborhoods. They are:

A. New construction that appears to be overly large in
relation to its context
Building walls that appear to loom over neighbors

. Reduced solar access/shading issues

. Incompatible design features
Loss of older/more affordable houses

mmognNn®w

Loss of green space and mature trees

The neighborhood objectives and issues listed above
inform an evaluation of the potential tools described
in Part 3, Potential Tools, and provide a foundation
for the strategy options described in Part 4, Strategy.
It is important to note that some participants in the
public process indicated that they do not believe there
are issues with new construction and additions in the
neighborhoods and feel that new tools should not be
considered.
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Part 3
Potential Tools

A number of potential tools could be used to address neighborhood issues

and objectives

applied as voluntary policies,
standards (zoning
categories:

1. Education and
Communication

These tools focus on providing in-
formation to strengthen skills and
build awareness of, and support for,
neighborhood character and com-
patibility.

2. Process and
Administration

These tools include neighborhood
planning processes, as well as the
procedures for review and per-
mitting of new construction and
additions in the neighborhoods.

3. Design Tools

These tools provide quantita-
tive code requirements, or "design
standards" for development such
as maximum height and minimum
setbacks.

This part of the report outlines tools
in each category that could be used to
address neighborhood issues and objec-
tives. Tools suggested for formal consid-
eration are described in Part 4: "Strategy
Options" on page 111.

Strategy Report

identified during the public process.
incentivized, or
requirements). They may be grouped

Most tools could be
implemented as design
into three primary
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Design handbooks and guide-
lines may be used to support
a design review process that
provides an additional level of
detail and allows for a high level
of context sensitivity in the de-
sign approval process.

86

Education and
Communication

These tools focus on providing information to strength-
en skills and build awareness of, and support for, neigh-
borhood character and compatibility. They may also
provide channels for communication among neighbors,
builders and the City.

Design Handbooks/Guidelines

Design handbooks and guidelines provide informa-
tion to promote compatible, context-sensitive, design.
They may cross reference information about context or
neighborhood character as described on page 88.

Design handbooks (or pattern books) typically show
how various building components, such as roof forms,
porches and architectural details, can be combined
to yield designs that will fit with the neighborhoods.
Design guidelines are similar, but often provide more
specific detail and direction and acknowledge an inter-
active dynamic between many design variables.

Some interpretation will generally be needed to consider
the interaction between guidelines and whether a
specific design solution meets the overall intent.

Design guidelines may be used in three ways:

e Voluntary: Residents, designers and builders use
design handbooks or guidelines to inform compat-
ible design, but compliance with the intent of the
handbooks or guidelines is not required.

e Advisory: Designs are reviewed by a board or
commission, but applicants are not required to
comply with board suggestions. This approach is
sometimes applied where a defined threshold is
exceeded, such as above a specific floor area ratio
(FAR).

e Mandatory: Designs are reviewed by a board or
commision to determine whether designs meet the
intent of the handbooks or guidelines. Applicants
are required to comply with board requests to
obtain approval.
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Advantages of Design Guidelines:
e Helps ensure that additions and new construction are
context-appropriate

e Allows for flexible design solutions

e May address a more detailed level of design than
regulations can

Potential Disadvantages of Design Guidelines:
e Requires interpretation

e May not provide predictable outcomes

e May not always address issues if voluntary

Existing Design Guidelines: In 1996 a voluntary Design
Guidelines document was developed but is no longer

distributed.
Sample Design Guideline
0 ' ] 3.24 Construct a new structure to reflect the
mass and scale of historic residential
structures in the area.
Appropriate
* Subdivide the mass of a larger building into smaller “modules”
. that are similar in size to buildings seen traditionally.
* Design building features to incorporate traditional dimensions.
Wall plate heights, window and door head heights and other verti-
cal proportions should match the appropriate scale of the period.

Subdividing the mass of a larger building
into smaller “modules” that are similar
in size to buildings seen traditionally is
encouraged.

Design guidelines for established residential areas in the City of Galveston encourage new
construction and additions with compatible mass and scale.
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Neighborhood Character
Descriptions

Neighborhood character descriptions establish a
clear understanding of the characteristics of an area
that residents value. This includes the basic physical
framework of a neighborhood, defines similarities of
design in terms of building and site design and a de-
scription of the degree of diversity that appears. This
analysis can help the community determine the degree
of sensitivity that each area has to change, and can assist
with the application of design handbooks or guidelines
as described on page 86.

Existing Neighborhood Character Descriptions: Infor-
mation about neighborhood character is provided in Part
1: "Neighborhood Profile" on page 7. This includes
an identification of varied subareas or "character areas"
throughout the neighborhoods as described on page
28. Older neighborhood character descriptions are
provided in the 1996 design guidelines, as well as the
1980s neighborhood plans.

Awards Programs

These are special programs for the recognition of highly
compatible projects that can stimulate investment in
properties as well as encourage owners to maintain
neighborhood compatibility.

Existing Programs: There are no existing awards
programs in the neighborhoods.

Design Assistance

These are special programs offered through the City
which give owners a certain amount of design assis-
tance, often in the form of a design professional's time.

Existing Program: In late 2011, the City started a design
assistance program that aims to enhance neighborhood
compatibility through the assistance of experienced
professionals with success in context-sensitive design.
Through October of 2012, the program has been used
to assist with 25 projects citywide. 4 of these projects
were in the Eastside neighborhood and 6 were in the
Westside neighborhood.

Participants in the public process for this study noted
that many residents are not aware of the existing design
assistance program.
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Process and Administration

These tools include neighborhood planning processes,
as well as the procedures for review and permitting of
new construction and additions in the neighborhoods.
They may also address enforcement programs.

Public Notice and Neighborhood
Comment

Requiring public notice of a proposed project may
inform neighbors of a planned demolition or new con-
struction. Such a requirement may be combined with
a neighborhood comment program that provides an
opportunity for neighbors to comment on, or discuss
plans.

Existing Requirements: The City currently requires
mailed notice to property owners within 150'of a property
where a zoning variance is requested. An existing de-
molition/alteration review process also provides notifi-
cation of potential demolition of buildings or structures
50 years old, or older (See http://www.fcgov.com/his—
toricpreservation/review.php for more information).
However,there is not a formal process for demolition of
newer structures or notification of plans for new con-
struction.

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Neighborhood Plans

Many communities use neighborhood plans to guide
development within an established context. Such plans
provide a future vision and can guide development of
other, more specific tools, such as design handbooks
and guidelines. They may also be used in reviewing
projects, and especially in considering any variances
that may be requested. In some cases, in order to issue
a variance the review body must find that the proposed
action is in compliance with the neighborhood plan. A
neighborhood plan could also provide a blueprint for
streetscape design and other improvements on the
public realm.

Advantages of a Neighborhood Plan:
e Provides specific policies, goals and objectives for
future development at the neighborhood level

e Provides a fine-tuned level of guidance for public im-
provements (parks, paths, streetscape, etc.)

e May guide development of context sensitive tools to
promote desired design and development patterns

Potential Disadvantages of Neighborhood Plans:
e May be costly and time consuming

e May not address current issues in a timely manner

e May not be as strong as other regulations

Existing Plans: In the late 1980s, the first Neighbor-
hood Plans were adopted for the Eastside and Westside
Neighborhoods, establishing a policy basis for protect-
ing the character of the neighborhoods. Updates to the
neighborhood plans for the Eastside and Westside are
currently on the City's work program for 2014.
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Historic and Conservation
Districts

Historic Districts

A historic district designation focuses on preserving the
significance of all of the historic structures that combine
to create a sense of time and place, as well as to assure
that new construction is compatible with this context.
Historic districts are established under local zoning
regulations, within the framework of appropriate state
enabling legislation.

The historic designation can be used for individual
properties of historic significance, and neighborhoods
that meet the criteria for listing as districts. This tool
may also be used to protect certain significant proper-
ties from demolition.

Advantages of Historic Districts:
e Preserves the historic character and integrity of places
of significance.

Potential Disadvantages of Historic Districts:
e Can create a regulatory burden if overly complex to
administer

Existing Historic Districts: Portions of the Laurel
School National Register Historic District are located in
the study area. However, special preservation regula-
tions apply only to locally-designated historic districts
(the Old Town commercial district is currently the only
locally-designated historic district in the city).

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Historic and

Conservation
District Goals

The following goals typically
motivate the creation of a
Historic District:

To preserve the integrity
of all historic resources
that contribute to the
district

To assure that the
sense of time and
place is maintained,
through compatible new
construction

The following goals typically
motivate the creation of a
Conservation District:

To maintain
neighborhood character

To enhance livability
To attract investment

To promote community
sustainability

To preserve historic
resources, if they exist
in the area, as individual
landmarks
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Conservation Districts

The conservation district is a specialized form of zoning
overlay which is specifically established to protect
existing character. Conservation districts use broader
criteria than historic districts, but still focus on re-
specting the established context. A typical conservation
district focuses on new construction, large additions and
site design; minor alterations are not typically reviewed.

A conservation district is used as an alternative to
historic district designation for a variety of reasons,
including:

e The area does not contain a sufficient percentage of
historic resources,

e Or, politically, support does not exist for historic district
designation,

e Or, the government is concerned about the administrative
burden of adding more historic properties to the city’s
preservation review responsibilities.

Historic buildings also can be embedded in a conser-
vation district. These are individually landmarked, and
conventional preservation protections and incentives
apply to them.

Advantages of a Conservation District:
e Less administrative burden than historic districts.

e A wider range of construction techniques may be
available, assuring economical options.

e Designguidelines are generally more broad, providing
flexibility in approaches.

e Political support may not exist for designating a
historic district, while protecting livability of neigh-
borhoods may enjoy wide support.

Potential Disadvantages of Conservation Districts:
e May not protect the historic integrity of a neighbor-
hood

e May not maintain significant character-defining
features on historic structures

Existing Conservation Districts: Conservation districts
are not currently used in the N-C-M and N-C-L districts.
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Desi gn Tools Building Coverage
These tools provide quantitative code requirements, or [AMEEIER

"design standards" for development, such as maximum
height and minimum setbacks. [

Accessoryr

Neighborhood Level Tools Structure

Tools such as streetscape design standards and lot size
standards help shape the public realm of the neighbor-
hood and the overall density of development. Principal

Structure

Streetscape Design Standards

The character of a neighborhood is substantially influ-

enced by the design of the public realm. Standards for

street trees, the use of planting strips along the curb,

and the placement and materials of sidewalks are basic .
features. Street lights and other utilities also affect (
character.

Advantages of Streetscape Design Standards:

e Can support a cohesive street character .

Potential Disadvantages of Streetscape Design
Standards:
e May limit individuality of front yard designs

Existing Regulations: No streetscape design standards
are in place in the neighborhoods.

Lot Size Standards

Lot size standards determine density and influence the

Building Coverage
Calculation Example

general character of single-family neighborhoods. They Lot Size: 6,000 SF
generally set a minimum size for lots but may also set a
maximum. Lots may not be subdivided if a resulting lot
would be smaller than the minimum standard. In addition,
existing lots that are smaller than the minimum standard Area Covered by

may be considered as “non-standard” and require variances  Accessory: 500 SF

Area Covered by
Principal: 1,300 SF

to obtain permits for additions and new construction. Total Area Covered: 1,800 SF

Advantages of Lot Size Standards:
e In combination with building size and number regula-

tions, can help maintain density 1,800 / 6,000 = 30% Total

Coverage

Potential Disadvantages of Lot Size Standards:
¢ Can limit the ability to subdivide large lots

Existing Regulations: Currently minimum lot size
standards of 5,000 s.f. in N-C-M and 6,000 s.f. in
N-C-L are in place.
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Site Level Tools

Tools such as lot coverage, building coverage, open
space and landscaping standards help preserve and
promote an existing or desired character within and
among individual lots. They may determine where
buildings are located relative to the street and sidewalk
and how much green space is visible from the street or
separates structures from each other.

Building Coverage

Building coverage standards establish the maximum
percentage of a lot surface that may be covered by
structures. Additional elements are sometimes excluded
(in part or in whole) from building coverage to provide
additional flexibility or to promote specific design
elements. These may include:

e Roof overhangs

e Accessory structures

e Roofed front porches

e Any deck or patio areas that are not roofed

e Gazebos that are not enclosed on more than two sides

Advantages of Building Coverage Standards:
e Helps maintain open space

e Helps preserve side and rear yard areas

e Mitigates privacy impacts by discouraging larger
structures from extending substantially into the rear
yard

e Can be used to provide an incentive for front porches
or detached garages/accessory structures

Potential Disadvantages of Building Coverage

Standards:

e Could encourage taller structures if not combined with
specific height or floor area ratio standards

Existing Regulations: There is no building coverage
standard currently in use.
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Lot Coverage Standards

Lot coverage standards may dictate the maximum per-
centage of a lot surface that can be covered by built
areas such as buildings or paved areas. Often, any im-
pervious surface area (that which sheds water such as
building roofs, patios, driveways and walkways) is con-
sidered as lot coverage.

Advantages of Lot Coverage or Standards:
e Helps maintain green space

Potential Disadvantages of Lot Coverage Standards:

e Could encourage taller structures (to allow for larger
driveways, patios, etc.) if not combined with specific
height or floor area ratio standards

e Limits on all hard surfaces would not have as signifi-
cant an effect on building form as building coverage
standards

Existing Regulations: A maximum hardscape area of
40% in the front of a lot is currently used in both the
N-C-M and N-C-L zone districts.

Open Space Standards

Open space standards may generally be described as
the inverse of lot coverage standards. That is, they
specify a minimum amount of open space rather than
a maximum area that may be covered by buildings or
other surfaces and structures.

Open space standards may differ from lot coverage
standards when specific standards are set for the
quality or location of the required open space. They are
also more likely to be applied at a neighborhood, or
framework, level, specifying the minimum amount of
combined open space for a larger development.

Existing Regulations: There is no open space standard
currently in use. However, where a secondary dwelling
is permitted it is required to have a separate yard of at
least 120 square feet.

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Lot Coverage

Diagram

Buildings
; —— Paved
Areas

Lot coverage standards dic-
tate a maximum percentage
of a lot surface that can be
covered, such as by buildings
or paved areas. The illustra-
tion above shows a lot cover-
age of 40%.
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Landscape Buffer
Diagram

Required
Landscape

Landscaped
Berm

Landscape buffering stan-
dards may be used to screen
certain areas from the street
or a neighboring property.
They may include a plant-
ing height requirement or
an allowance for landscaped
berms.
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Landscape Buffering Standards

Landscape buffering standards require vegetation to
screen incompatible structures and uses. Most fre-
quently used where commercial or industrial uses abut
single-family residential uses, landscape buffering may
have a role in protecting the privacy of side and rear
yards or in screening parking areas from neighbors or
the street.

Landscape buffering is usually described as a planting
area of a specified width along the property line.
Detailed requirements for the plant material ensure that
adequate buffering occurs. Some buffers also include a
requirement for walls or fences.

Advantages of Landscape Buffering Standards:
e Evergreen vegetation provides a visual and functional
screen between new developmentand existing homes.

e Additional vegetation has a beneficial effect on air
quality and helps reduce the heat island effect of
paved areas.

Potential Disadvantages of Landscape Buffering

Standards:

e Landscape buffering could limit the ability to provide
adequate solar access if placed in some locations.

e Most current landscape buffering requirements do not
buffer “like from like,” meaning single-family homes
next to other single-family homes, because these are
usually considered compatible enough not to require
a buffer.

e May be difficult to enforce

Existing Regulations: There are no landscape buffering
standards currently in use.
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Landscape Volume Ratio (LVR)
Standards

LVR measures soft vegetative volume. In mature resi-
dential communities this can be as important as building
volume because lots are likely covered with mature
landscaping. In many older neighborhoods, landscape
volume may be larger than building volume. A tear
down is likely to result in a loss of mature vegetation.
The LVR provides a means of measuring this.

Advantages of Landscape Volume Ratio Standards:

e Unlike most buffer systems, LVR is sensitive to
the actual height and volume of both existing and
proposed trees and other vegetation.

e Relates amount of vegetation on the site to the size
of the lot (large lots will require more vegetation to
reach the same ratio).

Potential Disadvantages of Landscape Volume Ratio
Standards:
e Difficult to calculate and enforce

e Volume ratio does not specify placement of vegetation
to serve as a screen.

e |s not as effective in the winter when deciduous trees
lose their leaves

Existing Regulations: Landscape volume ratio standards
are not currently used.
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Setback Diagram
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Setback Standards

Setback standards limit how close buildings may be
placed to the front, sides or rear of a lot. The setback
is usually calculated as the distance from the property
line to the edge of the nearest building. Taken together,
front, side and rear setback standards define the area of
the lot where structures may be built.

Advantages of Setback Standards:
e Front setbacks help maintain a continuous pattern of
open space along a block.

e Side and rear setback standards can protect privacy
(especiallywhen new constructioninvolves atwo-story
building) by ensuring that buildings on adjoining lots
are separated by a minimum distance.

e Incentives can also be included in setback standards
to promote desirable design elements such as front
porches or buildings that step down towards their
neighbors (i.e. allowing front porches to encroach
into the setback or providing different side setback
standards for one and two-story building elements).

Potential Disadvantages of Setback Standards:

e In areas with varied setbacks, increased setback
standards could cause some structures to become
non-standard.

Existing Regulations: Front, side and rear setback
standards for both the primary and accessory structures
are currently used within both the N-C-M and N-C-L
districts.
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Building Level Tools

“Building level” tools govern the mass, scale and general
design characteristics of buildings on individual lots.

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Standard's

Floor area ratio standards limit the total square footage
of all structures on a lot. FAR is generally expressed
as two decimal digits, calculated by dividing the total
building square footage by the total lot square footage.

FAR standards do not alter the three-dimensional
building envelope in which structures may be built, but
will generally make it difficult or impossible to build a
structure that fills the entire envelope. When the FAR is
set at a level that is less than what otherwise could be
constructed within setback, heightand building coverage
limits, then there is the opportunity for variation in
building form. That is, different design solutions, with
different massing arrangements, can occur.

Additional elements are sometimes excluded (in part or
in whole) from FAR to provide additional flexibility or to
promote specific design elements. These may include:

e Attic space

e Accessory structures

e Roofed porches
Advantages of FAR Standards:

e Directly relates the size of structures to the size of
the lot

e Relatively easy to understand and calculate

e Can be combined with lot coverage and height limits
to break down the overall scale of structures

e Can be used to provide an incentive for front porches
or detached garages and accessory structures

Part 3: Potential Tools
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FAR Diagrams

When the FAR is set at a level
that is less than what oth-
erwise could be constructed
within setback, height and
building coverage limits,
then there is the opportu-
nity for variation in building
form. That is, different de-
sign solutions with different
massing arrangements can
occur. All of the structures
illustrated above have a floor
area ratio of 0.40.
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FAR Diagram

Second
Floor

First Floor

Accessory Principal

Structure Structure
Lot Size: 6,000 SF
Principal 1st Floor
Area: 1,300 SF
Principal 2nd Floor
Area: 900 SF
Accessory Floor
Area: 500 SF

Total Floor Area: 2,700 SF

2,700 / 6,000 = 0.45 FAR
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Potential Disadvantages of FAR Standards:

e Could permit inappropriately tall or box-like struc-
tures when not combined with other standards and
guidelines

e Could permitinappropriately large structures on large
lots

e Could constrain the building potential of small lots

Existing Standards: The City currently specifies a
minimum lot area in relation to the total floor area of
buildings on the lot. This standard creates a de facto
maximum FAR for the lot (0.40 in the N-C-L district and
0.5 inthe N-C-Mdistrict). In addition, there is a separate
FAR for the rear half of a lot (0.33 in the N-C-M district
and 0.25 in the N-C-L district). Existing FAR standards
include the floor area of the primary structure as well as
the floor area of any accessory structures that are larger
than 120 square feet.
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Overall Height

Overall building height standards dictate the maximum
height a building may reach.

Advantages of Height Standards:
e Helps ensure that structures do not loom over their
neighbors

e Relatively easy to understand and calculate

e Can be used to provide an incentive for specific roof
forms that are consistent with a specific neighborhood
character or tradition (i.e., height may be calculated to
the mid-point of a sloped roof to encourage pitched
roof forms).

Potential Disadvantages of Height Standards:
e Could permit inappropriately tall structures near
neighbors unless combined with other standards

e Can create confusion if methods of measurements are
inconsistent

Existing Regulations: The current maximum allowable
building height is determined by side setbacks, sidewall
height, a two-story maximum, and a maximum roof
pitch of 12:12. There is no maximum number for height
measured in feet for primary structures. However, there
is @ maximum height for accessory structures of 24
feet. The maximum sidewall height currently does not
include any alterations to grade, which can result in a
higher relative height for projects using a raised grade
as compared to those which do not.
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Bulk Plane
Diagram

o ""\'x;'\-;q_
e T |
~1H B H o .
] hf'ﬁh"\._h T

Bulk planes primarily serve to
shape the three dimensional
"envelope" in which a build-
ing can be built.
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Bulk Plane Standards

Bulk plane standards shape the maximum permitted
three-dimensional building envelope by limiting the
height and mass of building elements on different parts
of a lot. A bulk plane generally rises at a defined angle
from the front, side or rear property line(s) or from the
front, side or rear setback(s). It can begin at ground
level, or at a predetermined point above ground level,
and continue to rise toward the center of the lot until it
meets the overall height limit or intersects a bulk plane
rising from another side of the lot. Bulk planes ensure
that taller portions of a structure are positioned in the
center of the lot, rather than immediately adjacent to
neighbors.

Building elements often exempted from bulk plane
standards:

e Chimneys

e Dormers (often limited in size)

e Solar panels

Advantages of Bulk Plane Standards:
e Restricts taller or more massive building elements to
certain portions of a lot

e Helps reduce the potential of tall walls or massive
structures to adversely affect their neighbors

e Can be combined with lot coverage, FAR and/or CCR
standards to mitigate mass and scale impacts while
encouraging creative design solutions

Potential Disadvantages of Bulk Plane Standards:
e May not support existing conditions in areas where
some traditional structures have tall exterior walls

e Can be difficult to visualize or understand

e May encourage longer buildings where very narrow
lots occur

Existing Regulations: Bulk plane standards are not ex-
plicitly used in the project area. However, a de facto
bulk plane is used which specifies a maximum building
wall height based on distance from the side setback.
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Solar Access Standards

Solar access standards limit the amount of shadow a
building can cast on a neighboring property. The areas
for which solar access is protected can vary by applica-
tion, and include:

e Yards,
e Rooftops, and/or

e South-facing walls, or portions thereof.

Typically a certain amount of solar access is designated
for protection for a certain time period on the winter
solstice. Often this is defined by the amount of shadow
that would be cast by a hypothetical fence of a certain
height on that area.

Advantages of Solar Access Standards:
e Supports the use of both active and passive strategies
for lighting, heating and energy generation

e Helps maintain the ability to garden in a yard

e Can be combined with other standards to mitigate
mass and scale impacts while encouraging creative
design solutions

Potential Disadvantages of Solar Access Standards:
e May be more restrictive on certain lot conditions than
on others

e Can sometimes be difficult to visualize or understand

e May encourage a stepped building form depending on
application of standards

e May encourage larger building mass along a southern
property line

Existing Standards: The City does not currently have
solar access standards that apply in established residen-
tial neighborhoods such as the Eastside and Westside.
Solar access standards are, however, applied to new
residential developments. Such standards prohibit
casting shadow onto structures on adjacent properties
greater than the shadow which would be cast by a 25'
hypothetical wall located along the property lines of the
project between the hours of 9:00 am and 3:00 pm,
MST, on December 21.

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Solar Access
Diagram
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Solar access standards limit
the amount of shadow that a
building can cast on a neigh-
boring property. In this ex-
ample the building mass is
pushed to the south side of
the property to maintain so-
lar access for the neighbor to
the north.
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Articulation and Wall Sculpting

Articulation standards further refine the perception of
building scale by “sculpting” the exterior of buildings.
The primary objective is to reduce the perceived mass
of a building by dividing it into smaller components,
or “modules.” Articulation can be required in several
different ways or can be required to include a certain
number of methods.

One Story Element

A one-story porch or other element can be required
along one or more building facades. Typically this would
be required on the street front of a building in order to
help reduce the apparent mass of the structure from
the street. As an alternative to requiring a one-story
element, an incentive can also be included in FAR or
building coverage standards to encourage one-story
front porch elements.

Roof Ridge Articulation

A maximum length can be established for the ridge line
of a roof before an offset must occur. This can help
minimize the perceived mass of the roof area.

Wall Sculpting/Wall Height and Length

Wall length and height standards may be combined
to help sculpt building forms and discourage overly
large or box-like shapes. Wall length standards set a
maximum length for the wall planes of exterior building
walls before they must jog or incorporate an offset. Wall
height standards set a maximum permitted height for
exterior building walls before they must step back. Wall
heights are usually measured from either grade or the
first finished floor to the highest horizontal framing
member, or wall plate, that intersects the wall. This is
usually the point at which the roof eave meets the wall.

Wall height standards are often tied to setbacks to help
ensure that taller or more massive building elements are
located away from the edges of a lot. Such wall height
standards can shape the permitted building envelope
in a way that is similar to a bulk plane standard. Wall
length standards may be tied to wall height to restrict
the length of two-story walls while allowing longer walls
if they are one story in height.
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Advantages of Articulation and Wall Sculpting
Standards:
e Reduces the perceived mass and scale of structures

e Helps ensure that the mass of larger infill structures is
broken up to reflect the size of traditional structures

e Encourages division of building mass into modules

e Facilitates varying the setbacks of building walls along
the sides of properties

e Helps mitigatetheimpacts oflarge sidewalls “looming”
over neighbors

Potential Disadvantages of Articulation and Wall

Sculpting Standards:

e May not support existing conditions in areas where
traditional structures have tall or long walls

e May not support some desired interior floor plan
layouts

Existing Regulations: Specific articulation and wall
sculpting standards are not currently used within the
neighborhoods.

Articulation and Wall Sculpting

Diagram

Roof Ridge Articulation

|

Wall Plane Articulation/

Sculpting

One-Story Element
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Alternative Wall Articulation Options

Front wall with one story element Front wall with offset

Side wall offset No side wall offset

Maximum front wall plane No maximum front wall plane

Some articulation standards provide a "menu" of choices to achieve variety in massing.
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Cubic Content Ratio (CCR) Standards

Cubic Content Ratio standards limit the total volume of
all structures on a lot. CCR is generally expressed as a
whole number with two decimal digits. It is calculat-
ed by multiplying the maximum exterior height, width
and depth of a structure and dividing the result by the
total square footage of the lot. If a CCR standard of
7.50 was applied to a 10,000 square foot lot, a 15 foot
tall (1-story) house could be about 70 feet wide and 71
feet deep. Both floors of a 30 foot tall (two-story) house
could be approximately 50 feet wide and 50 feet deep.
CCR standards do not directly alter the dimensions of
the three-dimensional envelope in which buildings may
be built. A CCR standard, however, will generally make
it difficult or impossible to build a structure that fills the
entire envelope. Accessory structures and porches are
sometimes excluded from CCR calculations.

Advantages of CCR Standards:
e Directly relates the scale of structures to the size of
the lot

e May encourage lower floor-to-floor heights

e Can be combined with lot coverage and height limits
to break down the overall scale of structures

e Can be used to provide an incentive for front porches
or detached garages and accessory structures

Potential Disadvantages of CCR Standards:
e Could encourage overly box-like structures when not
combined with other standards and guidelines

e Could discourage wall sculpting and articulation
e Could permit overly large structures on large lots
e Could constrain the building potential of small lots

e Very difficult to calculate and understand

Existing Regulations: CCR standards are not currently
used.

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Cubic Content
Ratio Standards

The primary structure illus-
trated above is on a 7,500
square foot lot and is 35
feet wide (A), 50 feet deep
(B) and 23 feet high (C). The
resulting CCR is 5.37. A box
shaped structure filling the
entire area would have the
same CCR.
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Potential Application Strategies

Each potential tool discussed in the previous sections
could be applied in different ways. Several approaches
are discussed below, including:

e ApplyTools Uniformly Throughoutthe Neighborhoods

e Vary Their Application by Neighborhood or by a
Smaller Character Area

e Vary Their Application by Lot Size
e Vary Their Application by Zoning District

e Apply Tools Only in Certain Zoning Districts, Neigh-
borhoods or Character Areas

e Combined Application

Option: Apply Tools Uniformly
Throughout the Neighborhoods

Those tools selected to be used could be applied in a
uniform manner across the neighborhoods. That is, their
application would not vary based on zoning district, lot
size or other criteria. For example, a new maximum
building coverage limit of 30% could be applied to all
properties in the project area.

Advantage of Uniform Application:
e Simple to administer and enforce

Potential Disadvantage of Citywide Application:
e “One Size Fits All” - may have unintended conse-
quences due to its broad application in all situations
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Option: Vary Application by
Neighborhood or Area

The selected tools could be applied differently
depending on specific neighborhoods or areas (such
as the character areas described on page 28). For
example, a certain building coverage standard could be
applied in the Eastside and a different building coverage
standard could be applied in the Westside, both of which
are currently within the two project zoning districts.

Advantages of Varying Application by Neighborhood

or Area:

e Avoids the “one size fits all” issues of a uniform
approach

¢ Allows specific numeric standards to be developed for
each neighborhood or area

¢ Sensitive to context

Disadvantages of Varying Application by Neighbor-

hood or Area:

e May be difficult to determine where these areas should
be mapped

e Multiple standards in different areas may be harder
to enforce

e May depend on time-consuming neighborhood
planning efforts

Option: Vary Application by Lot Size
One possible approach to matching homes to their un-
derlying lot size is to establish standards that vary by

the lot size itself. When the standards were applied to
smaller lots, the result would be a smaller house.

Advantages:
e Avoids the “one size fits all” issues of a citywide
approach.

e Allows specific numeric standards to be developed for
each lot size. Matches house size to underlying lot.

Disadvantages:
e Multiple standards in a given zoning district may be
harder to administer and enforce.

Part 3: Potential Tools
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Option. Vary Application by Zoning District

Much like varying the standards by neighborhood or
area, varying them by zoning district is possible. This
approach assumes that areas zoned similarly have similar
problems and should be treated in similar fashion.

Advantages:
e Avoids the “one size fits all” issues of a citywide
approach

e Allows specific numeric standards to be developed for
each district

Disadvantages:
e Zoning districts may not be similar in character.

e Multiple standards in different areas may be harder
to enforce.

Option: Apply Selected Tools Using
Thresholds

Another option is to “trigger” the use of a tool when a
certain threshold is exceeded. For example, the existing
FAR standard could be used as a filter for applying an
additional requirement to articulate building form. In
such a system, any new development that would result
in a project exceeding an FAR of .35, for instance, would
then be required to provide articulation, perhaps from a
menu of choices, to break up the perceived mass of the
building. Any project below that threshold would not be
required to do so. Such a threshold system could also be
used for public notice, or other process requirements.

Option: Apply Tools Only in Certain
Zoning Districts, Neighborhoods or Areas

The recommended tools could be applied only to certain
zoning districts, neighborhoods or areas. For example,
they could be applied only in the N-C-L zoning district
with no changes made in any other district.

Option: Combined Application

The final option worth considering is using a combina-
tion of the approaches. Some tools may be implemented
on a neighborhood-wide basis, while others relate to a
specific area, and still others to small or large lots. This
fine-grained combination would likely yield the best
result.
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Strategy Options

City Council's overall goal for the study is to retain and enhance the unique character
and context of the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods as they continue to change
with renovations, additions and new housing construction.

Based on community comments to date,
five strategy options have been identified
to promote Council's goal. A sixth option,
"Take no Action" acknowledges feedback
from some participants that there is not
an issue, or that new tools and strate-
gies should not be considered. Strategy
options 1-5 include the tools described
in Part 3 that would best address the
identified neighborhood objectives and
issues while meeting criteria for fairness,
predictability and effectiveness.

An early version of the strategy options
was presented in a working paper dated
October 2, 2012. Based on feedback from
the October working group, they were
then revised for inclusion in the Prelimi-
nary Strategy Report dated November 1,
2012. The strategy options included in
this draft of the report have been further
updated and refined based on feedback
received at the November workshop and
on the online visual survey. See "Selection
Criteria" on page 112 for more infor-
mation.

This part of the report begins with a de-
scription of selection criteria and ap-
plication considerations for the strategy
options, followed by a summary of the
options, details on each option and its
associated tools, and information about
next steps.

City Council may provide direction to
move forward with all of the suggested
strategy options, or may select a smaller
number of options for early implementa-
tion or additional evaluation and devel-
opment.

Strategy Report
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Objectives and Issues

As described in Part 2:
"Community Comments"
on page 55, the study's
public process identified a
range of neighborhood ob-
jectives and issues.

Objectives include:

1. Promote awareness of
what makes the neigh-
borhoods great

2. Promote compatible re-
development

3. Maintain a sense of
community

4. Encourage communica-
tion among neighbors

5. Preserve flexibility for
change and reinvest-
ment

6. Acknowledge economic
impacts

Issues include:

A. New construction that
appears to be overly
large in relation to its
context

B. Building walls that
appear to loom over
neighbors

C. Reduced solar access/
shading issues

D. Incompatible design
features

E. Loss of older/more af-
fordable houses

F. Loss of green space and
mature trees
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Selection Criteria

The strategy options are intended to address the
neighborhood objectives and issues identified in the
study's public process, as well as an initial evaluation
of potential tools and preliminary strategy options in
working group sessions and in the November workshop.
These strategy options also include the following eval-
uation criteria:

1.

Effectiveness

The tool should directly address one or more
specific objectives or issues identified within the
neighborhoods. For example, adjusting the way
that building height is measured at the side yard
setback to account for grade changes directly
addresses the issue of new construction and
additions that appear to be overly large and tall in
relation to their neighbors.

Fairness

The tool should apply equally to all similar prop-
erties and should not create undue hardships on
unique properties. For example, the maximum
wall height at the side yard setback should be the
same for all similarly sized lots located within the
same zone district, and should allow for sufficient
flexibility under unique conditions such as espe-
cially narrow or steeply sloping lots.

Predictability

The tool should be understandable by property
owners, neighbors, architects and builders. It
should also produce predictable results by clearly
defining what is permitted and what is not. For
example, an FAR standard should support a rea-
sonable understanding of the total volume/mass
and scale of construction that could occur on a
particular lot.

Efficiency

The tool should be part of an easily adminis-
tered process that is cost effective and sets clearly
defined expectations for property owners, builders
and architects. For example, a height measurement
system that does not require extensive site surveys
would be preferred.
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“Scope and Application

Although most participants in the public outreach
process felt that there is an issue with demolitions, new
construction and additions in the neighborhoods, they
also indicated that they felt the issues were limited to
certain areas or situations within the neighborhoods, or
to a small number of construction projects. Therefore,
some of the tools included in the strategy options,
such as expanded notification, or standards to address
perceived scale, would only apply to the largest new
construction or additions based on thresholds to be
determined. See page 74 for more information on
community comments.

Other tools, such as voluntary design guidelines or
adjusted measurement methods would apply to all new
construction and additions in the N-C-L and N-C-M
zone districts. If selected for further evaluation, any
revisions to FAR standards could vary by zone district.

"Potential Application Strategies" on page 108 of the
Potential Tools section describes other possible appli-
cation considerations, such as varying application by
neighborhood, character area or lot size. These applica-
tion strategies may be considered based on additional
community comment or City Council direction. However,
they are not currently suggested because:

e Some participants from both neighborhoods
indicated issues or concerns with demolition and
new construction.

e |t is not clear that issues or concerns occur most
often on particular sizes or types of lots.

e Although issues or concerns may be more pro-
nounced in some neighborhood areas, participants
in other areas also have concerns. (See "Character
Areas" on page 28 for more information)

Part 4: Strategy Options
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Options Suggested

> forEarly

Implementation

Management staff requested
identification of options that
could be adopted and imple-
mented relatively quickly to
address identified objectives
and issues while additional
options are evaluated.

Promoting the City's existing
design assistance program
and expanding variance no-
tification are suggested as
potential early implementa-
tion options. They are indi-
cated with diamond symbols
in the following pages.

Options
o/ Suggested for

Further Evaluation

Management staff also re-
quested identification of ad-
ditional options for further
evaluation to address identi-
fied issues and objectives.

Creating design handbooks,
adjusting measurement meth-
ods and addressing building
massing are suggested for
further evaluation. They are
indicated with check marks
in the following pages.
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Overview of Strategy Options

The key strategy options are briefly summarized below,
and in the table on the next page. The tools included
within each option are also described in greater detail in
"Tools Used in the Strategy Options" starting on page 116.
City Council will provide direction on which options to
pursue at a work session on November 27, 2012.

’ 1. Promote Design Assistance. This would promote access to, and use of the City’s
current design assistance program. Additional detail is provided on page 117.

‘ 2. Expand Notification. This would extend notification of requested variances

Qy exceeding a certain project size or other thresholds as determined for comment
on pending changes in the neighborhoods. Additional detail is provided on page
118.

(/ 3. Create Design Handbooks /Guidelines. This would include development of voluntary
design handbooks or guidelines to promote compatible development in unique character
areas throughout the neighborhoods. Additional detail is provided on page 119.

V 4. Adjust Measurement. This would adjust the method for measuring building
height at the minimum side yard setback and FAR to better account for the impact
of tall walls on raised grade and high volume spaces. Additional detail is provided
on page 121.

5. Address Building Massing and Solar Access. This would apply new or adjusted
design standards (zoning requirements) to address the scale and solar access
impacts of larger new construction and additions. One of the following options
would be considered per direction from City Council:

x 5a. Address Scale Directly (not suggested). This would use revisions to existing
maximum FAR standards to directly address building scale. Additional detail
is provided on page 122.

x 5b. Address Solar Access Directly (not suggested). This would introduce a standard
limiting the amount of shadow that new construction/additions could cast on a
neighboring property based on an equivalent "solar fence." Note that this is not a
suggested strategy option. Additional detail is provided on page 125.

‘/ 5c. Address Massing and Solar Impacts with Design Tools. This would

ay provide a menu of options for shaping the mass of new construction/
additions exceeding a specific FAR threshold to address both massing and
solar access. Additional detail is provided on page 125.

6. Take No Action. This would not introduce new regulatory tools or strategies.
Additional detail is provided on page 131.

‘ = Strategy option suggested for early implementation.

© . .
c V = Strategy option suggested for further evaluation and development.

y, = Strategy option that would apply only to targeted properties/projects
(<)) (would not apply to most new construction/additions)

—
x = Strategy option that is not suggested at this time, but may be considered by City
Council as an alternative.
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Summary of Strategy Options

Process and Education Tools

Design Standards

Notification of Variances

small or unusual lots

4. Communica-
tion

C. Solar Access

. Relationship to Objectives |Issues Potential Potential
Strategy Options Character/Context Addressed | Addressed |Advantages |Disadvantages
€@ 1. Promote Design Assistance
Market existing design e Promotes context-sensitive |1. Awareness  |D. Design )
assistance program design 2. Compatibility |Features « High level of ¢ Does not directly
9 ddress k d
2, 4@ 2. Expand Notification agreement scale concerns.
3.C i * Relatively fast « Requires administra-
e May have greater impact on - Community g Looming implementation qu

tion by the City

¢/ 3. Create Design Handbooks/

Guidelines

Voluntary Design
Handbooks or Guidelines

e Promotes context-sensitive
design

1. Awareness
2. Compeatibility
5. Flexibility

D. Design
Features

« High level of
agreement

e Context sensitivity

e Time/$ to develop

e Voluntary guidelines
may not address key
mass and scale concerns

¢/ 4. Adjust Measurement

Height Measurement at the

Side Yard

e Primarily impacts existing
low-scale character areas

2. Compeatibility

FAR Measurement

e Primarily impacts character
areas with larger construction
on small lots

2. Compatibility

A. Mass and Scale
C. Solar Access
F. Green Space

e Directly addresses
key issues

e Relative ease of
implementation

¢ Diversity of opinions
(there is a relatively high
level of support - espe-
cially for height)

5. Address Building Massing/

Solar Access
Select one alternative:

¥ Sa. Address Scale Directly

Maximum FAR

e Primarily impacts character
areas with larger construction
on small lots

2. Compatibility

A. Mass and Scale
C. Solar Access
F. Green Space

e Directly addresses
key mass and scale
issues

¢ Diversity of opinions

¥ 5b. Address Solar Access Directly

Solar Access Standards

o Primarily impacts character
areas with taller new construction
o Greater impact on east-west
oriented lots

6. Economic
Impacts

C. Solar Access

e Directly addresses
key issue

e Does not limit
house size

« Diversity of opinions
e Complex implemen-
tation

[y S

with Design Tools

Front Facade Massing

Address Massing and Solar Impacts

e Primarily impacts character
areas with larger construction

2. Compatibility
3. Community

A. Mass and Scale

Side Facade Massing and
Solar Access

e Primarily impacts character
areas with larger construction

2. Compatibility
5. Flexibility

A. Mass and Scale
B. Looming
C. Solar Access

¢ Does not limit
house size

« Diversity of opinions
e May not address
issues as directly as FAR

6. Take No Action

5. Flexibility

e Diversity of opinions
e Does not address
issues
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The strategy options presented
in this report were refined based
on community comments re-
ceived during the November
neighborhood workshop.

116

Strategy Options Detail

With the exception of option 6, each strategy option
described in the following pages would implement one
or more education, process or design tools to address
the neighborhood objectives and issues summarized on
page 112.

As described on page 113, strategy options 1 and 2
include voluntary or process tools that are suggested
for early implementation. Option 3 includes a voluntary
tool that is suggested for later evaluation and develop-
ment, and options 4 and 5 include regulatory tools that
are suggested for further evaluation and development.
Option 6 is not suggested.

Each strategy option would be implemented with one
or more tools. For example, strategy option 4 would
use height measurement at the side yard and floor area
ratio measurement tools. Strategy option 5 presents a
choice of three alternative sets of tools that could be
implemented to address building massing and solar
access. One alternative is suggested, but City Council
may provide direction to pursue other alternatives.
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1. Promote Design Assistance

This strategy option would promote access to, and use of the City’s current program
that provides free or reduced cost architectural services to applicants seeking assis-
tance with compatible design. Details on the specific tool are provided below.

Education Tool: Market the Design Assistance Program

In late 2011, the City started a design assistance program that aims to enhance
neighborhood compatibility through the assistance of experienced profession-
als with success in context-sensitive historic design. Participants in the public
process for this study noted that many residents are not aware of the existing
design assistance program.

A design assistance program can take into account information about the char-
acter of the neighborhoods to promote context-sensitive design. For example,
design professionals that are part of the program would be familiar with any
design guidelines, character areas or other information available about design-
ing new construction or additions to be compatible with existing conditions.

Character
/ Context

Many residents indicated that a program to provide design assistance could
help promote compatible additions and new construction in the neighborhoods.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

1. Promote awareness D. Incompatible design features
2. Promote compatible redevelopment

E
]
&
=
(@)
@)

Community

Design assistance programs received a high level of support in the public pro-
cess and could be implemented relatively quickly. There were no disadvan-
tages recognized with promotion of the programs.

Expanded marketing of the design assistance program would apply to all
qualifying properties Citywide.

This tool is suggested for early implementation as part of Strategy Option
1. It may be combined with later development and implementation of ad-
ditional strategy options.
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2. Expand Notification

This strategy option would extend notification of requested variances exceeding a certain
project size or other thresholds, to be determined, to allow for comment on pending
changes in the neighborhoods. Details on the specific tool are provided below.

Administrative Tool: Notification of Variances

The City currently requires mailed notice to property owners within 150" of a prop-
erty where a zoning variance is requested. There is no requirement to post a sign.
Notification is addressed in land use code section 2.10.2(F).

Character /

Variances may be requested on any property citywide, and are reviewed using
a process that determines if the particular conditions of the property present a
hardship that requires a variance, or satisfies the "nominal, inconsequential" or
the "equal to or better than" standard. In practice, the conditions for granting a
variance may occur more often on small or unusual lots. This may be why variance
requests in the Eastside and Westside neighborhoods account for almost 38% of
variances citywide while the neighborhoods only account for 7% of all building
permits citywide.

Community
Comment

Many residents indicated that the current notification program for variances was
not sufficient, and that mailed notice should be provided to more property owners,
and/or a sign should be posted.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

3. Maintain a sense of community B. Looming building walls
4. Encourage communication C. Reduced solar access

Most participants in the public process supported the concept of expanding no-
tification of variance requests (which occur significantly more often in the East-
side and Westside than in other neighborhoods). While such a tool could promote
communication about changes in the neighborhood and be implemented relatively
quickly, it would not directly address resident concerns about the mass and scale
of some new construction and additions in the neighborhoods.

Extended notification would apply only to new construction and additions that
exceed a certain project size or other thresholds, to be determined.

This tool is suggested for early implementation as part of Strategy Option 2.
It may be combined with later development and implementation of additional
strategy options.

Suggested extension of notification is to 500' or 800', with a posted sign on
the subject property.

Many residents also indicated that notice should be provided for larger new
construction and additions in the neighborhoods. However, because such a
program would apply to new construction that meets existing zoning standards,
it could imply that neighborhood agreement is necessary before such a project
could proceed. However, City Council may determine that notification of new con-
struction should be evaluated further.
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3. Create Design Handbooks/Guidelines

This strategy option would provide direction to pursue development of design handbooks,
or guidelines to assist property owners, designers and builders with compatible, context-
sensitive design. Details on the specific tool are provided below.

Education Tool: Voluntary Design Handbook or Guidelines

Existing

In 1996 a voluntary Design Guidelines document was developed for the Eastside
and Westside neighborhoods. However, this document is considered outdated and
as a result, is used infrequently.

Character
/ Context

Design handbooks can work closely with information about the existing character
and context of the neighborhoods, such as that summarized in Part 1: "Neighbor-
hood Profile" on page 7. They may also provide customized guidance for dif-
ferent character areas in the neighborhoods, such as those summarized on page
28.

Community
Comment

Many residents expressed a strong interest in providing design handbooks or
guidelines to educate property owners, architects and builders about compatible,
context-sensitive design in the neighborhoods. Interest was primarily in applying
design guidelines as voluntary or linked to incentives rather than as requirements.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

1. Promote awareness D. Incompatible design features
2. Promote compatible redevelopment
5. Preserve flexibility

Most participants in the public process supported development of design hand-
books or guidelines. While such tools provide context-sensitive guidance and are
highly flexible, their voluntary nature may not directly address resident concerns
about the mass and scale of some new construction and additions in the neigh-
borhoods.

Design handbooks or guidelines would provide guidance for all properties
in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods (N-C-L and N-C-M zoning dis-
tricts).

This tool is suggested for further evaluation and later development as part of
Strategy Option 3. It may be combined with development and implementation
of additional strategy options.

Design handbooks or guidelines should illustrate compatible projects that
comply with all standards and regulations to assist with an understanding
of what can be built in the neighborhoods. Although they are suggested to
be voluntary, design guidelines and handbooks could be linked to incentives
such as the design assistance program.

This tool would require additional staff or consultant resources to implement.
If selected, future work programs may need to be adjusted to accommodate
design handbook or guidelines development.
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4. Adjust Measurement

This strategy option would provide for further evaluation and development of adjustments
to the measurement method for building height at the minimum side yard setback and
floor area ratio (FAR). Adjustments are intended to better account for the impact of tall
walls on raised and high volume spaces. Details on each tool are provided below.

Design Tool: Height Measurement at the Side Yard

The City currently limits building height to 18" at the 5’
minimum side yard setback in the N-C-L and N-C-M
zoning districts, with 2' of additional height allowed for
each 1' of increased setback. Height is measured from
actual grade at the base of the structure, allowing for
a taller height in relation to neighbors when grade has
been raised as illustrated at bottom right. Height in re-
lation to side setback is addressed in land use code sec-
tions 4.7(E)(4) and 4.8(E)(4).

—

Current
Standard

Adjusting measurement of building height at the minimum
side yard setback is likely to have the greatest impact in
Character Areas 3, 5 and 6, where most existing buildings
are one story and there is a higher potential for taller new
construction or additions to loom over neighbors.

o

Many residents indicated that the height of new construction in relation to neighbors was
a key issue. They also noted that the current height measurement method may allow for
structures that loom over their neighbors when they are built on a natural slope, or a site
where the grade has been raised (73% of visual survey participants felt that "Measuring
wall height from original grade can help promote neighborhood compatibility").

Character
/ Context

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

Community
Comment

2. Promote compatible redevelopment A. Overly large new construction
B. Looming building walls
C. Reduced solar access

Most participants in the public process felt that this tool would directly address
key mass and scale and looming issues related to new construction and additions
built on raised grade or sloping sites. In addition, this tool could indirectly ad-
dress issues with solar access. However, some participants felt that adjusting the
measurement method would be overly restrictive on some sites, especially when
grade must be raised to address flood standards.

Adjusted measurement of height at the side yard would apply to all proper-
ties in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods (N-C-L and N-C-M zoning
districts). This tool is not relevant to other neighborhoods in the city where
building height at the side yard is not regulated.

This tool is suggested for further evaluation and development as part of Strat-
egy Option 4 (which also includes adjusting FAR measurement). It may be com-
bined with development and implementation of additional strategy options.

Height would be measured from the natural grade at the interior side lot line directly
as illustrated on the next page. Limited exceptions may be considered for dormers
and side-facing gables, as well as for situations where buildings or grade must be
raised to promote safe and satisfactory drainage or comply with flood standards.
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Design Tool: Height Measurement at the Side Yard

(comparison of measurement methods)

As illustrated below, the existing 18" height limit at the side yard setback means that a portion of any second
story built directly at the side setback must be built partly within the roof form. Adjusting the measurement
method for building height at the side yard setback would lower the height of the second floor (more would
be built within the roof form) where grade has been raised. Note that an increased side setback is necessary
to build a full second story under either the existing or suggested measurement methods.

Overview of Current Measurement Method
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Currently, building height at the side setback is
measured from the base of the wall.

Overview of Adjusted Method
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The adjusted method would measure height
from natural grade at the side property line.
This method would have no impact on a flat
site that has not been re-graded.

Current Method on Raised Grade
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Where grade has been raised, or a property
slopes upward from the property line, the cur-
rent method measures height from the raised
level at the base of the wall.

Adjusted Method on Raised Grade
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Because the adjusted method would measure
building height from the natural grade at the
side property line, the height of a second story
would be lower where grade has been raised.
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Design Tool: Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Measurement

Current
Standard

The City currently limits maximum FAR (or "lot ratio") in the N-C-L and N-C-M
zoning districts. FAR measurement includes the floor area of the primary struc-
ture as well as the floor area of any accessory structures that are larger than 120
square feet. However, the current measurement method for FAR does not dif-
ferentiate between interior building areas of different heights (a double height
room with a cathedral ceiling is counted the same as a room with a typical ceiling
height). FAR is addressed in land use code sections 4.7(D)(1), 4.7(D)(5), 4.8(D)(1)
and 4.8(D)(5).

Character
/ Context

Adjusting FAR measurement is likely to have the greatest impact in character areas
where new construction and additions tend to have the highest FARs.

Community
Comment

Many residents have indicated that the current measurement method for Floor
Area Ratio (FAR) may not adequately account for the total volume or perceived
mass and scale of different building or floor area configurations.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

2. Promote compatible redevelopment A. Overly large new construction
C. Reduced solar access
F. Loss of green space

Many participants in the public process felt that this tool would help "close a loop-
hole" that allows for the construction of large volume spaces that are counted
the same as rooms with a typical ceiling height. In addition, this tool could
indirectly address issues with solar access. However, some participants felt that
adjusting the FAR measurement method would be overly restrictive.

Adjusted FAR measurement would apply to all properties in the Eastside and
Westside Neighborhoods (N-C-L and N-C-M zoning districts). This tool is not
relevant to other neighborhoods in the city where FAR is not regulated.

This tool is suggested for further evaluation and development as part of
Strategy Option 4 (which also includes adjusting height measurement). It may be
combined with development and implementation of additional strategy op-
tions including potential revisions to base FAR standards.

The measurement method would be adjusted to:
e Establish a "virtual floor area” for large volume spaces with floor-to-ceiling heights

above 11', as illustrated on the next page.

¢ More clearly define basement floor area to ensure that only floor areas with external
visual impacts are counted towards maximum FAR as illustrated on the next page.

e Exempt a portion of the floor area of a detached accessory building located at least 10
behind the principal building to promote separate building masses.
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Design Tool: FAR Measurement

(virtual floor area and basement calculation)

The FAR measurement method would be adjusted to better account for external visual impacts by
recognizing the impact of high volume spaces and explicitly exempting basement square footage
that has little or no external visual impact. Potential measurement methods are illustrated below. The
measurement method used in Ordinance 003, 2011 (not currently adopted) could also be considered.

Virtual Floor Area Calculation to Account for High Volume Spaces

A virtual floor area calculation would be established to better account for the visual impacts of
large volume spaces. Any interior area with a floor-to-floor height greater than 11' (as measured
at the exterior walls) could be counted as having an additional "virtual floor." In the example il-
lustrated above, floor areas (A) and (B) have floor-to-floor heights of 11' or less. Floor area C is
a high volume space with a floor-to-floor height of 18', which creates a virtual second floor area
(D) that would also count towards maximum FAR.

Basement Floor Area Calculation

The floor area of basements with exterior walls that are not exposed above ground by more than
3" would not be counted towards maximum FAR while more exposed basement areas would be
partially counted. In the example illustrated above, exterior wall area (A) is exposed by 3' or less
while exterior wall area B is exposed by more than 3'. The percent of basement floor area counted
towards maximum FAR could be calculated as (Length of wall B)/(Length of wall A+B).
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5. Address Building Massing / Solar Access

This strategy option would provide for further evaluation and development of new or revised
design standards (zoning requirements) to address the scale and solar access impacts of
larger new construction and additions. As described below, City Council may select one of

three alternative sets of tools to implement this strategy option (alternative "c" is suggested).

5a. Address Scale Directly

This would use revisions to maximum FAR standards to directly address building
scale. Solar access would be addressed indirectly through reductions in building mass.
Details on the specific tool are provided below.

Design Tool: Maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

The City currently specifies a minimum lot area in relation to the total floor area
of buildings on the lot in the N-C-L and N-C-M zoning districts. This standard
creates a de facto maximum FAR of 0.40 in the N-C-L district and 0.50 in the N-
C-M district as described in "Existing Regulations Summary" on page 46. FAR is
addressed in land use code sections 4.7(D)(1), 4.7(D)(5), 4.8(D)(1) and 4.8(D)(5).

Standard

)
c
(V)
S
| -
>
O

Adjusting base FAR standards is likely to have the greatest impact in character areas
where new construction and additions tend to have the highest FARs.

Character
/ Context

Many residents expressed concern with some new construction that is seen as
inappropriately large in relation to its neighbors or the traditional scale of the
neighborhood, noting that adjustments to the City's current maximum FAR stan-
dards could help address mass and scale issues in the neighborhoods.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

Comment

2. Promote compatible redevelopment A. Overly large new construction
C. Reduced solar access
F. Loss of green space

Community

Many participants in the public process felt that FAR adjustments could most di-
rectly address issues with the mass and scale of some new construction. In ad-
dition, this tool could indirectly address issues with solar access. However, some
participants felt that FAR adjustments would be overly restrictive.

Pro /
Con

If selected for revision, maximum FAR would differ by N-C-L and N-C-M zone
districts and could also use a sliding scale to differ by lot size as described on
the next page.

Scope

This tool is not suggested for further development. However, it provides a po-
tential alternative tool for addressing building massing as part of Strategy Op-
tion 5. Although it directly addresses key issues, many residents and other stake-
holders feel that it is an overly restrictive tool that limits flexibility for expansion.
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5b. Address Solar Access Directly

This would implement a solar access standard to regulate the amount of shadow that
new construction or additions may cause on neighboring properties. Building massing
would be addressed indirectly through changes in building form necessary to meet the
solar access standard. Details on the specific tool are provided below.

Design Tool: Solar Access Standards

The City does not currently apply solar access standards in the N-C-L and N-C-M
zoning districts, or in other zoning districts that apply to established neighbor-
hoods. Solar access standards are, however, applied to new residential devel-
opments. Such standards prohibit casting shadow onto structures on adjacent
properties greater than the shadow which would be cast by a 25" hypothetical wall
located along the property lines of the project between the hours of 9:00 am and
3:00 pm, MST, on December 21.

Although the City does not have solar access standards for existing neighbor-
hoods, related standards, such as the height limit at the side yard setback, en-
courage solar access on neighboring properties.
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I=a Addressing solar access is likely to have the greatest impact on narrow lots with an
~Sell cast/west orientation.
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> Many residents indicated that maintenance of solar access is an important consid-
= <l eration as the Eastside and Westside neighborhoods continue to change and de-
=i velop. Some have noted that, unlike other issues with neighborhood compatibility,
& E solar access is also an economic issue.

g @ Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

@) O 6. Acknowledge economic impacts C. Reduced solar access

Solar access tools would directly address a key issue without limiting floor area.
However, they would not address mass and scale issues directly and may be com-
plex to create and administer. In addition, some have noted that solar access
regulation can result in looming impacts on the south side of a lot because the
north side must step down to preserve solar access as illustrated on the next page.

Any tools to address solar access would likely apply uniformly to both the N-
C-L and N-C-M zone districts.

This tool is not suggested for further development. However, it provides a po-
tential alternative tool for addressing solar access as part of Strategy Option 5.
Although they directly addresses key issues, solar access standards can be complex
to administer. Their impact also differs by lot size and orientation, which could cre-
ate restrictive conditions on some lots. In addition, other suggested tools to address
building massing, such as adjusting measurement of height at the side yard and ad-
dressing the character of side walls would help address concerns with solar access.

Not
Suggested
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5¢. Address Massing and Solar Impacts

This would provide a menu of options for shaping the mass of new construction and
additions exceeding a specific FAR threshold. The menu options would use design
tools to address building massing by shaping the character of front and side building
facades, and address solar access by applying additional standards to north-facing
side building facades. Details on each specific tool are provided below.

Design Tool: Front Facade Massing

The City does not currently address the character of the front facade in the N-C-L
and N-C-M zoning districts. However, the City does require that the primary en-
trance to a dwelling be located along the front wall of the building and include an
architectural entry feature unless an alternative is required for handicap access.

Current
Standard

Addressing the character of side walls is likely to
have the greatest impact in character areas where
larger or taller new construction and additions are
being built on relatively small lots.

Character
/ Context

As illustrated at right, community workshop partici-
pants selected design features that they felt would
promote compatible new construction in the East-
side and Westside neighborhoods. Lower-scale ele-
ments at the street, and covered front porches were
among the most commonly selected elements.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

Comment

>
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2. Promote compatible A. Overly large new
redevelopment construction

3. Maintain a sense of

community

Tools to address the character of the front fa-
cade may promote compatible buildings and help . i
maintain a sense of community without limiting & tastced Eopet pocch
floor area. However, they do not address mass and
scale issues as directly as FAR.

e ——

This tool would apply only to new construction and additions that exceed an FAR
of 0.35 on lots wider than 40'. This would impact about 7% of all projects (new
construction/remodels/additions) and 29% of new construction projects (new infill
homes), based on the project FARs over the last 10 years in the neighborhoods.

While this tool would not address scale as directly as revisions the maximum FAR
standard, the threshold would provide an incentive to remain below an FAR of 0.35.

This tool is suggested for further evaluation and development as part of Strat-
egy Option 5c (which also includes a menu of side facade options). It may be com-
bined with development and implementation of additional strategy options.

A menu of options would be provided to encourage compatible, pedestrian-
friendly facades. Such options would include wall offsets, front porches and
one-story elements as illustrated on the next page.
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Design Tool: Front Facade Massing

(menu of design options)

A menu of options to address the character of the front facade to promote compatible mass
and scale could include the design features illustrated below (incorporating at least one menu
option could be required).

Wall Offsets Front Porch

One-Story Element Limited Facade Width
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Design Tool: Side Facade Massing and Solar Access

Current
Standard

As described on page 121, the City currently limits building height at the mini-
mum side yard setback in the N-C-L and N-C-M zoning districts, which partially
addresses the massing and potential solar access impacts of side facades. The City
does not, however, address the length of taller side facades or provide specific
standards for facades that may have solar impacts on neighboring properties.

Character
/ Context

Addressing the massing and potential solar access impacts of side facades is likely
to have the greatest impact in character areas where larger or taller new construc-
tion and additions are being built. As described on page 130, special standards to
promote solar access would primarily impact lots with an east-west orientation (lots
facing north-south streets).

Community
Comment

Community workshop participants reviewed alternative designs for new construc-
tion in a variety of contexts throughout the Eastside and Westside neighborhoods
and identified which designs they felt were most compatible. The new construction
that was most often identified as compatible featured articulated building masses
that reduced the appearance of long walls and did not appear to loom over, or
block sunlight to, neighboring properties.

Objectives Addressed: Issues Addressed:

2. Promote compatible redevelopment A. Overly large new construction
5. Preserve flexibility B. Looming building walls

6. Acknowledge economic impacts C. Reduced solar access

Tools to address the massing of side walls and promote solar access may address
the perceived mass and scale of a building without limiting its floor area. However,
they do not address mass and scale issues as directly as FAR or solar access issues
as directly as a solar access standard.

This tool would apply only to new construction and additions that exceed an
FAR of 0.35 on lots wider than 40'. This would impact about 7% of all projects
(new construction/remodels/additions) and 29% of new construction projects
(new infill homes), based on the project FARs over the last 10 years in the
neighborhoods.

This tool is suggested for further evaluation and development as part of
Strategy Option 5c (which also includes a menu of front facade options). It may
be combined with development and implementation of additional strategy op-
tions.

A menu of options would be provided to break down the mass and scale of long,
tall side building walls on the side facades of the largest new construction and
additions (see "Scope" above). Such options would include wall offsets, varied
rooflines and one-story elements as illustrated on the next page. Special height
standards would apply to north-facing side facades to address solar access to
neighboring properties as illustrated on page 130.
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Design Tool: Side Facade Massing and Solar Access

(menu of design options for non north-facing facades)

Non north-facing side facades, or north-facing side facades that do not face a neighbor (corner
lot), generally do produce significantly reduced solar access for their neighbors. However, such
facades may contribute to identified issues with the appearance of overly large new construc-
tion and looming building walls.

To implement strategy option 5c, a menu of options would be provided to break down the
mass and scale of long, tall building walls on the side facade. An initial assumption is that this
standard would apply only to projects/properties meeting all of the following conditions:

e Overall FAR over 0.35 e Two-story side facade greater than 42" in length
e Lot width greater than 40" e Side facade located within 10' of the minimum side yard setback

Thus, the standards would not apply to narrow lots, buildings with an FAR of 0.35 or less,
one-story buildings, or buildings with an increased side setback. A menu of options to ad-
dress the character of the side facade could include the design features illustrated below (in-
corporating at least one menu option could be required).

Wall Offset Step Down in Height

erff"‘;\ l
N\ D
el Y

| F

A wall offset to add interest and reduce the | A step down in height to one story. The il-
perceived mass and scale of a two-story | lustrated example steps down to one-story
building wall greater than 42' in length. at the maximum two-story wall length of 42'

One-Story Element Wall Notch

A one-story element to add interest and re- | A notch to add interest and reduce the per-
duce the perceived mass and scale of a two- | ceived mass and scale of a two-story build-
story building wall greater than 42" in length. | ing wall greater than 42" in length
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Design Tool: Side Facade Massing and Solar Access

(standards for facades facing a neighbor to the north)

Tall side facades may produce reduced solar access on a neighboring property to the north.

To implement strategy option 5c, and preserve solar access, maximum height at the side yard
setback could be lowered for north-facing side facades, and the angle of potential wall height
increase could be reduced to better align with the angle of the winter sun. An initial assumption is
that this standard would apply only to projects/properties meeting all of the following conditions:

e Overall FAR over 0.35 o Side facade facing a property to the north
e Lot width greater than 40" e Side facade located within 10" of the minimum side yard setback

Thus, the standards would not apply to non north-facing side facades, narrow lots, average/mod-
est projects, one-story buildings, or buildings with an increased side setback (note that this nar-
rows the scope of application to about 5% of all projects and 17% of new construction projects).
The standard illustrated below would apply in lieu of the menu of options illustrated on page 129.

Lower Wall Height and Reduced Angle to Promote Solar Access

Maximum wall height raises
at an angle to maintain solar
access for northern neighbor

Lower maximum wall
height at the minimum
side setback

Property Neighboring
Line Property to
New building with FAR over 0.35 l the North

A lower maximum wall height and reduced angle of height increase help maintain solar access on
a neighboring property to the north.

Impact on Building Form

e

o

@on

Lowering maximum wall height to protect solar access promotes building forms that step down to the
north. Note that the house illustrated at right steps down more than necessary to preserve solar access.
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6. Take No Action

This strategy option would not introduce any new tools for early implementation or further
evaluation in development. Some residents indicated that they do not feel there is an
issue and would like to ensure that City Council continues to consider taking no action,
or only limited action to implement voluntary educational or administrative tools.

Any new strategies and tools that are developed for Council review should also consider
that not all residents feel there is an issue, and that many residents would like to
preserve a high level of flexibility for new construction in the neighborhoods.

Annual Review

Any ordinance for adoption of one or more of the strategies and tools described
in this report should include a provision requiring annual review of the impact of
adopted tools. City staff would prepare an annual report with details on the use of
the tools and possible recommendations to the Planning and Zoning Board and City
Council for changes or revisions to streamline tools or promote more effective ap-
plication. This annual review provision should apply for a period of three to five years
with any additional future review occurring at longer intervals.

Other Strategies and Tools (not selected)

Part 3: "Potential Tools" on page 85 summarizes a wide range of tools that were con-
sidered to address the identified neighborhood issues and objectives. The suggested
strategy options described above were selected by City staff and the consultant team
in consultation with working group and community workshop participants because
they:

e Best balance identified neighborhood objectives and issues (i.e., balancing the
issue of new construction that appears to be overly large in relation to its context
with the objective to preserve flexibility for change and reinvestment) as summa-
rized in the table on page 119.

e Best meet criteria for fairness, predictability and effectiveness as described on
page 112.

e Could be successfully implemented in the Eastside and Westside neighborhoods
based on the consulting team's experience in peer communities.

Tools described in Part 3: "Potential Tools" on page 85 that were not included
in the suggested strategy options could be reconsidered for further evaluation per
direction from City Council.
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132

Potential Future Strategies

As described below, other tools and strategies that are
beyond the scope of the current Eastside and Westside
Neighborhood character study, or would apply to prop-
erties outside of the project area, may also be consid-
ered to address neighborhood objectives and issues.

Address N-C-B Zoning

Some residents have expressed concern regarding
the possibility of larger, higher density, construction
replacing existing single-family structures in portions
of the Laurel School National Register Historic District
that are within the Neighborhood Conservation Buffer
(N-C-B) zoning district.

The N-C-B district lies outside the scope of this study,
but the City should continue to evaluate possible zoning
adjustments to remove all or part of the historic district
from the N-C-B zone to encourage more compatible
redevelopment. Such adjustments may be best consid-
ered as part of a neighborhood planning process.

Address Other Zoning Boundaries

Some residents have indicated that neighborhood areas
outside of the N-C-L and N-C-M zoning district expe-
rience similar issues and could benefit from the tools
developed for this study.

The City should continue to evaluate zoning boundaries
to ensure they are properly applied to address objec-
tives and issues in centrally-located traditional neigh-
borhoods. Such adjustments may be best considered as
part of a neighborhood planning process. Updates to
the neighborhood plans for the Eastside and Westside
are currently on the City's work program for 2014.

Consider Citywide Application

Some residents indicated that the Eastside and Westside
should not receive special consideration, and that any
tools and strategies developed for the neighborhoods
should be considered for other neighborhoods.

Once the Eastside and Westside Neighborhood Character
study is complete, and selected strategies have been in
place for a year or more, the City should review each
tool for possible application in other neighborhoods
and zone districts throughout the city.
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Appendix A: GIS Mapping Data

GIS data was collected to visually portray the physical characteristics of the Eastside and Westside
neighborhoods. This data helps to define the character of the neighborhoods as a whole, as well as
to identify sub-areas with unique features. Eight maps for each of the neighborhoods are attached.
The maps include:

e Building Age

e Building Remodels

e House Size

e Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

e Building Height

e Lot Size

e Lot Frontage

e Lot Coverage
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Eastside Neighborhood: Building Age
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Printed: May 23, 2012

The Building Age map shows patterns in construction throughout the history of the neighborhood. In the Eastside the oldest areas are north
of E. Mulberry Street and then moving south along Peterson, Whedbee and Smith Streets. These areas filled in slowly between the 1890s
and the 1920s. The south and east portions of the neighborhood, near Circle Drive and Eastdale Drive, developed in a much shorter period
of time in the 1950s and '60s, leading to less variety in building types in these areas. Recent construction (the darkest blue) is relatively
sparse and scattered throughout the area.
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Eastside Nelghborhood BU|Id|ng Remodels

Eastside and Westside Character Study
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The Building Remodels map shows the years in which remodels of homes have occurred. This map shows that remodels have occurred
throughout the history of the Eastside. However, the vast majority of them have occurred since 2000 (the darker shades of blue).
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Neighborhood: House Siz
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The House Size map shows patterns in the size of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Eastside, the homes are predominantly 1,500
s.f. or less, with a few larger homes scattered throughout the area.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Nelghborhood FIoor Area Ratlo (FAR)
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The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) map shows patterns in the FAR of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Eastside, the homes predomi-
nantly have an FAR of 0.25 or less, with a few homes with larger FARs scattered throughout the area.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Nelghborhood BU|Id|ng Helght
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The Building Height map shows patterns in the height of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Eastside, the homes are predominantly
one story. Several more are one-and-a-half and two story, and only two are taller than two stories.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Neighborhood: Lot Size
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The Lot Size map shows patterns in square-footage of lots throughout the neighborhood. In the Eastside, most blocks have a predominant
lot size, with the exception of curvilinear street patterns and smaller or subdivided corner lots.

Appendix A: GIS Mapping Data

vii



Eastside and Westside Character Study

East5|de Nelghborhood Lot Frontage
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The Lot Frontage map shows patterns in width of lots throughout the neighborhood. Combined with lot size, the frontage will help de-
termine if a lot may legally be subdivided. In the Eastside, lot frontage is typically 75 feet or less. Exceptions occur on corner lots, along
curvilinear streets, and near E. Elizabeth Drive and Mathews Street where larger lot patterns occur.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Neighborhood: Lot Coverage
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The Lot Coverage map shows patterns in percentage of covered lot throughout the neighborhood. Lot coverage typically varies throughout
each block in the Eastside. Most lots are less than 50% covered.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Westside Neighborhood: Building Age
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The Building Age map shows patterns in construction throughout the history of the neighborhood. In the Westside, the oldest areas spread
out along W. Mountain Avenue and the areas closest to downtown. These areas filled in slowly between the 1890s and the 1920s. The edges
of the neighborhood furthest from downtown developed in much shorter periods of time between the 1940s and the 1960s, leading to less
variety in building types in these areas. Recent construction (the darkest blue) is scattered throughout the area and most lots are within a

four-block radius of recent construction.
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Westside Neighborhood: Building Remodels
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Printed: July 05, 2012

The Building Remodels map shows the years in which remodels of homes have occurred. This map shows that remodels have occurred
throughout the history of the Westside. However, the vast majority of them have occurred since 2000 (the darker shades of blue). Recent
remodels are also heavily concentrated along or near W. Mountain Avenue.

Appendix A: GIS Mapping Data
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Westside Nelghborhood House Size
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The House Size map shows patterns in the size of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside, homes are predominantly similar
in size along a block and 1,500 s.f. or less. However, along W. Mountain Avenue the average house size is larger and varies more across

an individual block.
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Westside Nelghborhood Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
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The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) map shows patterns in the FAR of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside, homes predominantly
have an FAR of 0.25 or less, with a few homes of larger FARs scattered throughout the area. Along and near W. Mountain Avenue average
FARs are larger and vary more across an individual block.
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Westside Nelghborhood Building Helght
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The Building Height map shows patterns in the height of homes throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside, homes are typically one
story, with scattered one-and-a-half and two story as well. Along and near W. Mountain Avenue average heights are taller, typically at
one-and-a-half stories with several two-story homes as well.
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Westside Nelghborhood Lot Size
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The Lot Size map shows patterns in square footage of lots throughout the neighborhood. In the Westside, most blocks have a predomi-
nant lot size, with the exception of curvilinear street patterns and smaller or subdivided corner lots. Areas with "H"-shaped alleys will also
have a large range in lot sizes, typically with several larger lots along a block of smaller lots. More variety in lot size also occurs along W.
Mountain Avenue, though several individual blocks remain consistent.

Appendix A: GIS Mapping Data XV



Eastside and Westside Character Study

Westside Neighborhood: Lot Frontage
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The Lot Frontage map shows patterns in width of lots throughout the neighborhood. Combined with lot size, the frontage helps determine
if a lot may legally be subdivided. In the Westside, lot frontage is typically 75 feet or less, with some areas of slightly wider lots. Exceptions
occur on corner lots, along curvilinear streets, and where "H"-shaped alleys occur. Several areas along W. Mountain Avenue also differ,
having much narrower lot frontage than the neighborhood's average.
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Westside Neighborhood: Lot Coverage
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The Lot Coverage map shows patterns in percentage of covered lot throughout the neighborhood. Lot coverage typically varies throughout
each block in the Westside. Most lots are less than 50% covered. Blocks along W. Mountain Avenue have a higher average lot coverage than
is typical of the rest of the neighborhood.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Appendix B: Character Area Maps

See Part 1: Neighborhood Profile for full descriptions of the Character Areas.

(Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\

Draft Character Areas - Eastside Neighborhood
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‘Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\
Draft Character Areas - Westside Neighborhood
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Appendix C: Building Permits

GIS data was collected to visually portray building permits granted since 1997.
See Part 1: Neighborhood Profile for further information.

Eastside and Westside Character Study

Eastside Building Permit

‘Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\
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GIS data on building permits granted since 1997 show recent increases in construction activity in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods.
A lesser percentage of this activity is concentrated in the Eastside Neighborhood.
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Eastside and Westside Character Study

Westside B

‘Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\
uilding Permits: 1997-2012 (YTD)
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GIS data on building permits granted since 1997 show recent increases in construction activity in the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods.
A greater percentage of this activity is concentrated in the Westside Neighborhood.

XXii

Strategy Report



Eastside and Westside Character Study

Appendix D: Variances

GIS data was collected to visually portray variances granted since 1997.
See Part 1: Neighborhood Profile for further information.

‘Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\
Eastside Variances: 1997-2012 (YTD)
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On average, the number of variances granted within the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods has remained steady since 1997, with a
lesser percentage being located in the Eastside Neighborhood.
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‘Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods Character Study\
Westside Variances: 1997-2012 (YTD)
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On average, the number of variances granted within the Eastside and Westside Neighborhoods has remained steady since 1997, with a
greater percentage being located in the Westside Neighborhood.
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