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CLEAR AND OBJECTIVE HOUSING AMENDMENTS - 8/01/14 

 

The Coordinating Committee of the Evergreen Neighborhood Association appointed a 

subcommittee to review the code changes proposed in the Community Development 

Code Streamlining and Updates Project.  The subcommittee's comments related to the  

Clear and Objective Housing Draft, sections 50.06.001 and 50.05.004  were approved by 

the ENA Coordinating Committee and submitted to the City on June 10.  

 

Though the new draft code (August 1, 2014) has satisfactorily addressed a number of our 

issues and questions, we continue to take issue particularly with the revised DRDD code.   

We believe that the new Clear and Objective code fails to provide adequate language to 

preserve compatibility and complementary building in the downtown area.  The code 

contains  only the current limitations of height and FAR and provides minimal 

specifications regarding building articulation.  We believe this will allow developments 

that do not meet the definition of village character.  Moreover, the current parking 

modifiers, which we previously addressed as, at best, questionable, are being carried 

unchanged into the new code.   

 

We address below our specific concerns.  We would suggest that if our concerns cannot 

be addressed in the new DRDD code, that the Clear & Objective code for the Downtown 

District be postponed until specific code changes can be addressed. 

 

SECTION I  (50.06.001)  BUILDING DESIGN 

 

7. Clear and Objective Housing Standards for Approval 

 

Page 3 Building articulation - c.i. (1) -  A two-foot change in horizontal building plane, 

as specified in the new code, is insufficient to provide articulation to a building facade, 

particularly for a tall building.  Also, balconies alone would be insufficient to break up 

the plane. 

 

Page 6  Building Facade Elements - c.i. (2) (b) (iii)  To require only one of the three 

elements listed for the "middle' seems insufficient.   

 

 

Standards For Townhouse/Rowhouse Structures:  

 

Page 7 -  c.ii.  (3) -  The recess of two feet into the front building elevation is insufficient; 

the depth should be increased. 

 

 

SECTION II.  (50.05.004)  DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT DESIGN 

DISTRICT (DRDD) 

 

13. Clear & Objective Housing Standards for Approval 

 

Page 12  - Building Siting and Massing  - e. i. (b).  We suggest that significant breaks 

should be created every 120 linear feet rather than every 150 feet.  The maximum length 
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of any existing new building along A Avenue, from State Street to Fifth Street is 120 feet.  

We also suggest the break be at least 20 feet wide which, again, would be in conformity 

with other buildings along A Avenue; currently the minimum break between buildings is 

the 20 foot break between Lake View Village buildings A and B.  Moreover, the depth of 

the break should be increased to a much greater depth.  The 555 Building, for example, 

has a much deeper recess on the street facade than the 20 feet proposed in the new code. 

 

Page 13 -  Fourth Story - e. iv. (1) (d) -  Two of the elements are ambiguous and should 

either be defined or eliminated: 'create visual interest and variety' and 'define an entry or 

define a particular building's function'.  Also, to ensure that the fourth story 'may' be 

allowed, but is not guaranteed, there should be a specific limit to how many buildings on 

a block can be four stories.  That would be in keeping with the 'small scale structures' 

specified in our code and the UDP definition of village character: a mix of two, three, and 

four stories. 

 

Page 13 - Height Limit - e. v. -  The height limit of 60 feet requires further definition.  

Only the uppermost portion of design elements such as peaks, dormers, gables, etc. 

should extend to 60 feet. The overall roof height or flat portion of the roof should be 

limited to a defined lower elevation.  The 60 foot limit was originally codified for the 

purpose of creating the village-like peaks and dormers, not to allow expansion of other 

parts of the roof to 60 feet. 

 

Page 13-14 - Entrances - e. vi. (2) and (Figure 50-05-004-B: Alley with Entrances) -  

Excluded from this code are entrances along pedestrian walkways that are neither streets 

nor alleys.  Is that exclusion purposeful?  Are there any design issues specifically related 

to pedestrian walkways? 

  

Page 15 -  Street Corners - vii. (2).  The design elements listed here are meant to define 

how corners will complement and be compatible with other buildings at the same corner.  

Missing from the list of elements, however, is any reference to size.  We believe that 

height at the corner, particularly number of stories, should be addressed here.  If one 

corner building differs greatly in height from others at the same corner, that would seem 

incompatible.  We would add to the code that there be no more than one story difference 

or some specific difference in height at the corner. 

 

Page 20 - Storefront Appearance Required ii  This requirement refers to buildings 

fronting on streets or alleys.   Shouldn't pedestrian walkways be included also? 

 

Page 25 -  Style and Design - h. iii.  (1)  Original code (c.iii) implied that courtyards 

were required.  The new wording related to courtyards is ambiguous.  We believe 

courtyards are necessary for breaking up building mass and should continue to be 

included in the DRDD design elements.    

 

Missing from all the DRDD design elements is any reference to pedestrian walkways.  

There are no requirements for facade treatments or for width of walkways.  We would 

suggest that the width should be relative to the height of buildings on either side (e.g. a 

minimum of 20 feet, but more if adjacent buildings exceed two stories.) 
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Page 29 -  Parking Requirements -  We have written and testified on earlier 

occasions that the parking requirements for downtown should be changed.  We have 

been advised that changes will be considered at a later date.  However, because 

current requirements are included in this document, we have not deleted our earlier 

comments. 

 

Number of Spaces - i. -  As currently written it is difficult to understand exactly which 

parking modifiers are applicable in the DRDD, particularly when the DRDD code is read 

in conjunction with the LO Parking standards - LOC 50.06.002.    The Parking 

Requirements Modifiers Table, number 50.06.002-4, indicates that some of the modifiers 

are  mutually exclusive.  Using that table, it appears that in the DRDD neither the retail 

uses/pedestrian modifier (PA) nor the transit modifier (TA) can  be used.  Yet the DRDD 

parking code number 2 specifies that the retail uses (PA) can be used.   

 

Furthermore, number 3 of the DRDD list appears to indicate that the Development Size 

modifier may also be used.  Using this DRDD code, it appears that three modifiers can be 

applied to a development in this district.  Using the three would result in parking 

requirements being reduced by more than 40%.  (Example: if retail required parking were 

100, applying the modifiers of  .75, .9 and .85  would result in only 57 required parking 

places.)  In addition, parking spaces on the property frontage can be included in the 

parking calculation, thus further reducing the spaces required.  In a current example, the 

proposed Wizer Block was allowed 3 modifiers and 27 on-street spaces  that together 

could be used to reduce the required on-site retail parking from 230 to 105 spaces.     

 

The parking modifiers should themselves be modified to reflect realistic usage figures 

(more parking required) as well as language allowing for periodic review of usage and 

updating of modifiers (less parking required)).  Moreover, as suggested by the Planning 

Commission, the Parking Code for downtown should be reviewed and compared to the 

proposals of the Downtown Parking Task Force.   

 

Page  31 -  Parking Lot Design  - j. i.  - The following wording from the May 15 

document has been deleted: 'off-site, signal or signage improvements may be required if 

needed to direct traffic away from residential zones.'   We stated then that the word 'may' 

should be changed to 'shall'; if it is needed, it should be required, not discretionary.  We 

believe the requirement should be reworded and reinstated in the code. 

 

Page 33 -  Sidewalks - k. - The discretionary code describing sidewalk design, with room 

for outdoor cafes, etc. (12 d. in current DRDD code) has been removed.  Is there a way to 

specify it objectively and include it in the C&O code? 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

To conclude, we believe that by eliminating discretionary language and not replacing it 

with adequately strong objective code, there is no way to ensure the preservation of 

village character in our downtown area.  



 


