CHERRY HILLS VILLAGE

COLORADO
2450 E. Quincy Avenue Village Center
Cherry Hills Village, CO 80113 Telephone 303-789-2541
www.cherryhillsvillage.com FAX 303-761-9386
ITEM:
MEMORANDUM
TO: HONORABLE MAYOR CHRISTMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: EMILY KROPF, SPECIAL PROJECTS COORDINATOR

SUBJECT: STUDY SESSION FOR BULK PLANE AND FLOOR AREA RATIO STUDY
COMMITTEE'S FINAL REPORT

DATE: AUGUST 4, 2015

INTRODUCTION:

In October 2014, the City Council established the Bulk Plane and Floor Area Ratio Study
Committee to evaluate the residential development standards that were adopted in 2011
(Exhibit A). The Committee was asked to determine whether the standards have met the
original intent of the Residential Development Standards Committee (RDSC) to address the
development trend of looming, massive new homes in traditional neighborhoods that
negatively impact character and privacy. The scope of work for the study established the
following tasks for the Committee:

e Discuss the project scope, community/stakeholders participation plans and review of
initial project data and photographs;

e Conduct a visual evaluation of computer model images of pre- and post-ordinance
construction and consider improvements to ordinance standards; and

e Consider a range of potential updates or improvements to the residential development
standards.

The Committee was to consist of two City Council advisors, two members of the Planning and
Zoning Commission and all available members of the RDSC. The Committee was comprised of
the following members:
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e Mark Griffin, City Council Advisor

¢ Klasina VanderWerf, City Council Advisor

e Al Blum, Planning and Zoning Commission Member

¢ Peter Savoie, Planning and Zoning Commission Member/RDSC Member

e Steve Szymanski, Planning and Zoning Commission Member/RDSC Member
e David Wyman, Planning and Zoning Commission Member

e Linda Behr, RDSC Member

e Tracy James, RDSC Member

e Andrew Nielsen, RDSC Member

STUDY:

City Council approved a contract with urban design firm Winter and Company for the
evaluation. This was the same company that the City hired to complete a study and make
recommendations on implementing the RDSC proposal for the bulk plane and floor area ratio
regulations. The Committee held a kickoff meeting in November 2014 and met several times
throughout the past six months to review recent construction trends and conduct a visual
evaluation of computer model images of pre-and post-ordinance construction.

Staff held a stakeholders meeting with architects and builders in February and posted an online
visual survey on the City’s website in March. 32 residents responded to the survey. A
community open house was also held in March in which there were two residents in
attendance. The Committee’s report includes final recommendations for building height, floor
area ratio and bulk plane (Exhibit B). The Committee’s findings are to be presented by Winter
and Company Consultant Cheney Bostic.

ATTACHMENTS:
Exhibit A: August 19, 2014 and September 2, 2014 City Council Minutes
Exhibit B: Residential Development Standards Evaluation



Councilor VanderWerf reported that the Public Art Commission would meet on August
25" and review the three finalist artists for a loaned sculpture to place in front of the
Joint Public Safety Facility. She noted that they were Colorado artists and that two were
well known — Emmett Culligan and Yoshi Saito.

Councilor A. Brown had no report,
City Manager & Staff

City Manager Patterson reported that staff was working on the 2015 budget; the new
fuel tank had been installed; construction was underway at the Cherry Hills Country
Club for the BMW Golf Tournament; the Police Department had participated in a “table
top" exercise for the BMW Tournament; the open space meeting on August 12" had
been productive and he thanked Council for their leadership with this meeting; the City
had received $84,000 in use tax revenue and Director Proctor was estimating that
revenues would exceed expenditures by $400,000 for 2014; Commander Weathers was
doing well post-surgery; the lot drawing for placing candidate names on the November
4, 2014 ballot would be held at the September 2™ Council meeting; bank stabilization
was underway at Woodie Hollow Park; crime was down by 23% in 2014 from 2013;
Community Development revenue was exceeding the 2014 budget by $140,000.

Councilor Roswell commended the Police Department for their participation in the ice
bucket challenge and noted the camaraderie between the Police Department and South
Metro Fire Rescue.

Bulk Plane and Floor Area Ratio Evaluation Study

Director Zuccaro indicated that staff recommended a study be done to evaluate the
effectiveness of the bulk plane and floor area ratio ordinance which had been in effect
since September 2011. He reminded Council that adoption of these regulations had
been a recommendation of the Residential Development Standards Committee (RDSC)
and were intended to address larger new homes and their negative impact on
community character and privacy. He noted that since the ordinance became effective
36 new homes had been built in the City. He indicated that this was a sufficient sample
size on which to evaluate the ordinance. He noted that $20,000 was included in the
2014 budget for a study and that staff recommended contracting with the urban design
firm Winter and Company for the study. This was the same company that the City had
hired to complete a study and make recommendations on implementing the RDSC
proposal for a bulk plane standard, and was then hired again to draft the ordinance that
was ultimately adopted by Council. He noted the evaluation study would include a
review of the construction projects since adoption of the ordinance, involvement of
stakeholders, public input, and both data and visual analysis. He estimated that the
study would take three to five months to complete, and recommended a committee be
formed including City Council members, Planning and Zoning Commissioners, and
RDSC members.

Councilor A. Brown asked how the 36 homes were spread over the various zone
districts in the City.

Director Zuccaro replied that staff had not broken out the 36 homes by zone district but
could do so and return with that information to Council.

Mayor Pro Tem Stewart agreed that the metrics should be estimated prior to beginning
the study.
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BRADFORD PUBLISHING CO, RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Councilor Griffin noted that the bulk plane and FAR regulations came up frequently
before the Board of Adjustment and Appeals and indicated his support of an evaluation
study.

Mayor Tisdale asked Director Zuccaro to return at the September 2™ meeting with
information on how the 36 homes were spread among the zone districts before
proceeding with the study.

City Attorney
City Attorney Michow had no report.
ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Pro Tem Stewart moved, seconded by Councilor K. Brown to proceed into
Executive Session pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-6-402(4)(b) and Section 24-6-
402(4)(e) for purposes of receiving legal advice and determining positions relative to
matters subject to negotiations regarding City of Cherry Hills Village v. Cooper pending
currently in Municipal Court and further upon completion of the Executive Session to
stand adjourned.

The following votes were recorded:

Russell Stewart yes
Scott Roswell yes
Klasina VanderWerf yes
Alex Brown yes
Katy Brown yes
Mark Griffin yes

Vote on Executive Session: 6 ayes. 0 nays. The motion carried.
The regular meeting adjourned at 7:26 p.m.

The executive session adjourned at 7;

Laufa Smith, Cit}f Clerk

August 19, 2014 7
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past 2 years on the BMW Championship. He reported that the Public Works Department
would have their on-site accreditation visit next week; Commander Weathers was
making a slow recovery; Urban Drainage was doing an impressive job on the bank
stabilization project of Little Dry Creek at Woodie Hollow Park; schools are back in
session; a noise monitor from the Centennial Airport Noise Roundtable would be
installed in the City later this month.

Bulk Piane and Floor Area Ratio Evaluation Study

Director Zuccaro explained that staff had presented a proposal at the August 19, 2014
meeting for a formal evaluation of the City’s Bulk Plane and FAR ordinances. Council
had asked staff to provide a breakdown of permits issued by zone district since adoption
of the ordinance in September of 2011 in order to determine if there was an adequate
sample size for the study. Director Zuccaro presented the breakdown and a proposed
scope of service provided by Winter and Company.

Councilor A. Brown noted that Councilor Griffin had remarked that the issue of bulk
plane regulations was involved in many of the recent variance applications that had
come before the Board of Adjustment and Appeals. He asked if the proposed study
would examine those variance requests.

Director Zuccaro replied that the scope of work did not envision an examination of
variance requests. He clarified that many of the requests involved setbacks more
specifically than bulk plane regulations.

Mayor Pro Tem Stewart indicated that he believed there was a good sample size and
distribution. He stated that it made sense to move forward with the study.

Councilor K. Brown asked about a home currently under construction that was not
included in the map of homes.

Director Zuccaro suggested that construction at that property may have begun prior to
the bulk plane and FAR standards and therefore would not be included in this study. He
noted that the breakdown included permits for any construction involving new square
footage issued since adoption of the bulk plane and FAR ordinance.

Mayor Pro Tem Stewart asked about the timeline of the study.

Director Zuccaro replied that staff would present the contract for Council's consideration
at the September 16™ meeting; begin the study within a month; the study would take 3-5
months; staff would present reports to Council throughout the process and present a
final report with findings after completion of the study.

Councilor Roswell noted that the bulk plane and FAR standards arose in part from
issues in the R3 zone district of Old Cherry Hills. He indicated that it was a good time to
evaluate the regulations and he was in favor of the study.

Mayor Tisdale directed staff to move forward with the contract with Winter and
Company.

Outdoor Emergency Warning System Report

Special Projects Coordinator Kropf presented information on an outdoor emergency
warning system for the City. She explained that the City does not currently have

emergency sirens located within its boundaries to notify residents of severe weather
conditions. She noted that the City had been partially covered by two warning sirens

September 2, 2014 5
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EXHIBIT B

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

INTRODUCTION

In September 2011, Cherry Hills Village adopted new residential bulk plane and floor area ratio (FAR) stan-
dards to address new residential construction and additions that may have a negative impact on the neigh-
boring properties and community. The goal of the new standards is to protect the semi-rural character of the
community, views, solar access, privacy and open space. The new standards apply in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4
and R-5 zone districts.

In 2014, Cherry Hills Village embarked on a project
to evaluate the impact of the bulk plane, FAR stan-
dards, and associated increase in the permitted
maximum overall height. This evaluation will help
determine whether the new standards have prop-
erly address identified issues with new construction
while allowing sufficient flexibility for property own-
ers, architects and builders.

This evaluation report includes:

* A comparison of new construction trends before and after adoption of

the bulk plane and FAR standards.

* Avisual evaluation of new construction and additions, using examples
of homes constructed under new ordinance standards.

- Feedback from architects and builders regarding their experience with
using the standards (online survey and focus group meeting).

+ Feedback from the community regarding the impacts of new construc-
tion trends in comparison to pre-ordinance issues expressed prior to
bulk plane and FAR standards (online survey and public open house).

* Recommendations for improvements to the existing design standards
and/or administrative process as found by the evaluation process.

The following pages of the Introduction include:

* Existing Zoning Standards by Zone District - a summary of existing
zone standards, including 2011 ordinance amendments.

* lllustrated Summary of Bulk Plane & FAR Standards - a graphic
explanation of what a bulk plane and FAR is.

* Bulk Plane & Floor Area Trends by Zone District - a comparison of

pre- and post-ordinance building heights, bulk planes, and floor area
ratios.

INTENT OF BULK PLANE & FAR
STANDARDS

By pushing taller building elements
towards the center of a lot and
ensuring buildings are proportional
to the size of the lot, the bulk plane
and FAR standards are intended
to reduce massing impacts on
neighboring properties and promote
privacy and solar access.

See page 3 for more information on
bulk plane and FAR standards.

ExAMPLE SCENARIO;

This structure on a small, narrow lot in the R-3 district is

To conform with the bulk plane and FAR standards,

much larger than surrounding structures and has long,
tall walls located near the minimum side setbacks. The
illustrated structure is 10,650 square feet on a 36,545
square foot lot and has an FAR of 0.29.

structures would have to be sized proportionally to their
lots and could not have long tall walls near the minimum
side setbacks. The illustrated structure is 8,405 square
feet on a 36,545 square foot lot and has a FAR of 0.23.

Cherry Hills Village July 2, 2015



ExisTING ZONING STANDARDS BY ZONE DISTRICT

Chapter 16 of the Cherry Hills Municipal Code provides zoning standards that apply to building projects
throughout Cherry Hills Village. The table below summarizes the key zoning standards that shape the
design of new homes and additions in residential zone districts. New or adjusted zoning standards adopted
in September 2011 are highlighted (note that no new or adjusted zoning standards were adopted in the R-3A
zone district).

ZONE DISTRICT

SITE STANDARDS , R-3A
LOT SIZE AND COVERAGE
Lot Size (min sq. feet)" 108,900 | 54,450 | 43,560 | 16,000 | 21,780 | 43,560 | 54,450 | 108,900 | 21,780 | 16,000

Lot Coverage (max lot % covered | by
primary structure)
Footprint (min lot sq. feet covered by

- s S 30% | 30% | 20% | 20% 20% - -

S P —t N (I S

1,800 | 1,800 | 1,600 - - - & S 1,400 | 1,400

primary structure)?

DENSITY ] | | 11 I | _
Densny (max units per acre) e - - 15 1.5 15 15 1.5 - -
PRIMARY STRUCTURE SETBACKS | | I B R R R B |
Front Yard Setback (min) 75’ 75’ 50’ 25’ 25’ 50' 75’ 75 25’ 25'
Side Yard Setback (min eitherside) | 50° | 40 | 25 | 0 | 15 | 25 | 40 | 50 | 10 [ 75

Cumulative Side Yard Setback (min total 100° 80’ 50" 15 30 50° 80’ 100° a3’ 15

of both sides) ) B B ) R I | ) o |
Rear Yard Setback (m|n) 50’ 40 25’ 25' 25’ 25' 4 50’ 25’ 25'
ACCESSORY STRUCTURE SETBACKS | o o | o i I
Front Yard Setback (min) o 7 | 75 | 80 | 28 | 28 | 50 | 758 | 75 25 | 25
Slde Yard Setback (min) - 28 | 28 | 25 (o785 | 18 | 25' | 25 | 28 | 18 | 78
Rear Yard Setback (min) 25 25 25' 7.8 15’ 25 25' 25' 15’ 75
BUILDING STANDARDS | | | | | | |

HEIGHT X —_— s | - 4 S GRS W—— e e} — SE— —
Pﬂmaﬁtrwe Helght (max)“ ( ' 3;5_ 35’ r_ 3 | 30 | 3 | 30 30 | 3 | 3 | 30
Accessory Structure Height (max)® 35 35 35’ a0 30 30’ 30 | 30 30 30
BULK PLANE '

Front Area Depth 50’ 50’ 42’ - - - - - 42' 42
Starting Height (front area) 21 27 21 - - - - - 21" | 125
Starting Height (rear area) 125 125’ | 125 - - - - - 125" | 125
_Angle (front and rear areas) 40° 40° 40° . . . S 40° | 40°
FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) |

FAR (max) 23 23 | 25 . . - S 30 | 30

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES BY LOT SIZE |
Accessory Structures Permitted (max total
perlot) —
Accessory Struct. Floor Area (max total sq.

feet per lot)

1,100 | 750 650 500 500 | 650 | 750 1,100 | 500 | 500

'May include up to 30’ of adjacent public right-of-way

2May inciude up to 200 sq. feet of an attached garage or accessory structure

3As measured from the natural grade at the midpoint of the structure to the highest point of the roof surface

“Additional accessory structures and increased accessory structure floor area are permitted on lots larger than 217,800
square feet in the R-1 Zone District.

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



|LLUSTRATED SUMMARY OF BuiLk PiLaNE & FAR STANDARDS

Bulk plane and floor area ratio (FAR) standards apply to all residential zone districts in Cherry Hills Village
with the exception of the R-3A district, as illustrated below.

ZONE DISTRICT
R-1 |R-3

R-2 |R-4 |R-5
BULK PLANE
FRONT AREA

_Front Area Depth | 50" | 42 | 42
Starting Height | 21" | 21" | 125

Angle

BULK PLANE

REAR AREA

Starting Height 125" | 1258’ | 125
Angle 40° | 40° | 40°

FAR (max) 23 | 25 10.30 g ILLUSTRATED IN R-3 DISTRICT

WHAT IS A BULK PLANE?

A bulk plane standard lowers height limits near the edges of a lot by establishing an inclined plane over which buildings
may not protrude, as illustrated below.

1

N
Max. Bubdrg Haight

lhx.W[Ml
Heght
L +"
_ Wi Bt Yord — \-ms«}t—-\
/ - - — — p— — — —

WHAT IS FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR)?

An FAR requirement limits the size of a home relative to the size of the lot. An FAR of 0.25 (home square footage is 25%
of lot square footage) as illustrated below in one and two-story configurations

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



BurLk PLaANE & FLooR AREA TRENDS BY ZONE DIiSTRICT

The table below provides a preliminary summary of residential development trends prior-to and after adop-
tion of the 2011 bulk plane, FAR and revised overall height standards.

~ ZONE DISTRICT

HEIGHT TRENDS R1  R2 | R3 R4 [R5

POST-ORDINANCE
Post ordinance construction overall height (approx. average) 30.1 312 | 3177 | 25 21’
Post-ordinance construction > 30’ in overall height (approx. % of projects) 375% | 75% | 86% | NA NA

BULK PLANE TRENDS
PRE-ORDINANCE (2005-2011) CONSTRUCTION

Would not have conformed with bulk plane (approx. % of projects) 12% 10% | 59% | 0% 0%
POST-ORDINANCE CONSTRUCTION

Built to bulk plane front area max. (approx. % of projects) 125% | 50% | 29% | 0%° | 0%?
Built to bulk plane rear area max. (approx. % of projects)’ 25% 75% | 71% | 50%° | 0%?

Built with max. 2-story wall length in bulk plane front area (approx. % of projects) 125% | 0% 29% | 0% | 0%
FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) TREND ; ! | :

Average existing FAR (including all existing homes as of 8/2014) 07 09 13 .19 20
PRE-ORDINANCE
Average FAR of pre-ordinance construction (homes permitted 2005 to 9/2011) 09 1 21 24 27

Percentage of pre-ordinance construction (homes permitted 2005 to 9/2011) that
would not have conformed with FAR reguirements

IMMEDIATE PRE-ADOPTION

Average FAR of pre-ordinance construction (homes permitted 10/2010 to 9/2011) 06 .09 17 21 29
POST-ORDINANCE
Average FAR of post-ordinance construction .08 12 .15 21 24
Average change in FAR from pre-ordinance construction <01>| +01 |<.06>|<.03>|<.03>

'Any portion of the structure built to the max. limit.
2Sampling of projects insufficient - R-4 included 1 new construction + 1 addition; R-5 included 2 additions

A review of the preliminary data indicates that:

* A high percentage of new construction in the R-1, R-2, and R-3 zone districts takes advantage of the
increase in overall permitted height from 30’ to 35". Note that height data is based on a sample of new
construction projects.

* The average FAR of new construction in all zone districts is greater than the overall average of existing
homes (meaning that new construction is usually larger than older homes), but the amount of increase varies
greatly by zone district, with minimal change in the R-1 zone district and greater change in the R-5 district.

+ There was not a spike in applications for new homes or additions with high FARs prior to adoption of the
FAR standard. The average FAR for permit applications in the nine months leading up to adoption of the FAR
standard was lower than the post-2005 average in all zone districts except R-2. This may indicate a modest
trend towards smaller new construction projects.

+ Average FAR for new construction in the R-1, R-3, R-4 and R-5 zone districts has declined since adoption
of the 2011 FAR standard. Average FAR for new construction and additions has increased slightly in the R-2
zone district.

+ The average FAR for new construction and additions since adoption of the FAR standard remains well
below the maximum allowed in all zone districts. The average FAR for new construction in the R-3, R-4 and
R-5 zone districts comes closest to the maximum FAR adopted in 2011.

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



REsSIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

VisuaL EvaLuatioNn oF NEw CONSTRUCTION

An assortment of new construction and addition examples were studied in order to understand on-the-
ground impacts of the ordinance. New homes and additions constructed after the ordinance (post-Septem-
ber, 2011) in all zone districts were analyzed as part of this project. Information was obtained from the city,
GIS, Google Earth, and site visit photographs. Each example includes an aerial view of the property, actual
photographs, architectural drawings, and four categories of information:

* General Information (Zone District, Permit Year, Lot Size),

+ Height & Bulk Plane (overall height, bulk plane dimensions),

- Square Footage & FAR (total square footage of home and actual versus maximum allowable FAR), and
* Notes

The following examples are highlighted in this chapter:

+ 4 Vista Lane (R-1 new construction)

+ 1750 E. Stanford Ave. (R-1 new construction)
» 7 Parkway Drive (R-2 new construction)

+ 4501 E. Mansfield (R-2 new construction)

+ 21 Cherrymoor Drive (R-3 new construction)
+ 1199 E. Layton (R-3 new construction)

+ 1328 E. Layton (R-3 addition)

+ 5367 E. Oxford Ave. (R-4 new construction)

+ 4061 S. Cherry Street (R-5 addition)

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



New CoNsSTRUCTION ExamMpPLE: 4 VisTta RoAD

GENERAL INFORMATION

Zone District R
Permit Year - 2_012__ e
Lot Size 101,495

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE
Overall Height

(max.) 33
No portion of
Bulk Plane Front structure in front
Area
area

Bulk Plane Rear Near max. on both

Area sides
Two-story Walls
Near Setback huti ]

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR

Total Sq. Ft. (house

+ attached garage) 7.762
FAR .08
Permitted FAR 23

(max.)

NOTES

+ Front setback for primary structure
is greater than 125’ (75’ is the
minimum in R-1)

+ Entire primary structure is built
within the rear bulk plane area

* First story side walls are lower
than the permitted 12’ 6"

o et g Gt S - Smlien T Sam - o= SO e aD

Viewed from the west (front), the primary structure appears to have been designed to fit within the rear bulk plane
area.

n Residential Development Standards Evaluation



NEw CoNSTRUCTION ExAamPLE: 1750 E STANFORD AVENUE

GENERAL INFORMATION

.7__9;19 District R-1_
Permit Year 2013 e
Lot Size 50,965

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE
Overall Height

(max.) 314
Bulk Plane Front Near max. on both
Area sides

Bulk Plane Rear Near max. on both
Area sides

Two-story Walls
Near Setback

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sq. Ft. (house

Max. two-story wall

+ attached garage) 6595
FAR A3
Permitted FAR
23 5
{max.)
NOTES
+ Built to fit within front and rear bulk =S '-5.
plane area P i Wl abee e caseuunasnEERER
= Longest possible two-story wall il i 2t !I!HH!""'"'

along side setback in bulk plane
front area

PR RS CTISLILL LS

Plan drawings indicate that the structure appears to have been built to fit within both the front and rear bulk plane
areas. The front (south) elevation is illustrated at left and the rear (north) elevation is illustrated at right)

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



NeEw CoNSTRUCTION ExAaMPLE: 7 PARKWAY DRIVE

GENERAL INFORMATION

ZoneDistict |  R2
Permit Year i _ _2_012 -
Lot Size 41818

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE
Overall Height

(max.) %

Bulk Plane Front Near max. on
Area south side
Bulk Plane Rear Near max. on
Area south side
Two-story Walls About 25’ of wall in
Near Setback front area

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sg. Ft. (house

+ aftached garage) 8264

FAR 20

Permitted FAR 23

{max.)

NOTES

+ Existing lot smaller than minimum
lot size in R-2

» Irregular lot creates a more com-
plex bulk plane

+ Southeast corner of primary struc-
ture is near bulk plane max

* Flat roof

MABTER BEDROOM, LIBRARY -
EAST ELEVATION VIEN PARALELL !
TO B PLAKE ’

~ =E )
IA \‘\\_\ u/l PR -|
L—::‘:i\—* :::::________:__':-73.-3" -
n-|,=:§muaarmmummg /./“-\__.

At

& - SOUTH SIDE - REAR AREA BULK PLANE 7- SOUTH BIDE - FRONT AREA BULK PLANE

Plan drawings indicate that the southern portion of the structure appears to have been built to fit within the bulk
plane.

n Residential Development Standards Evaluation



NEw CONSTRUCTION EXAMPLE:

GENERAL INFORMATION

__Zone District

_ Perr_nit Ye_ar
Lot Size

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE

Overall Height a5
{max.)

Bulk Plane Front | Does not maximize
Area front area
Bulk Plane Rear Does not maximize
Area rear area
Two-story Walls None

Near Setback

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sq. Ft. (house

+ attached garage) 6,583
FAR A1
Permitted FAR 23
(max.)

Across the street from R-5 zone
district with one-story homes on
much smaller lots

Adjacent to one-story home to the
rear (north)
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A plan drawing identifies the building fitting within the bulk plane with an off axis orientation.
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NeEw CONSTRUCTION EXAMPLE:

GENERAL INFORMATION

Zone Distric_t_
Permit Year
Lot Size

R-3
2012
41,077

21 CHERRYMOOR DRIVE

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE

Overall Height ,
(max.) Approx. 31
Bulk Plane Front | Does not maximize
Area front area

Bulk Plane Rear
Area

Near max. on east
side

Two-story Walls
Near Setback

SQUARE FOOTA
Total Sq. Ft. (house

None

GE & FAR

+ attached garage) 5819
FAR 14
Permitted FAR 25
(max.)

NOTES

Existing lot smaller than minimum

lot size in R-3

+ Lot slopes downward to the west

and south

* Slope makes bulk plane more

restrictive on the
the lot

south (rear) of
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ulk plane area limits wall height on the east (right) side of the lot. A greater

than 75’ setback on the west (left) side of the lot allows for the approx. 26’ tall wall to fit within the bulk plane.

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



New CONSTRUCTION

GENERAL INEFORMATION

Zone Distri_ct_
_Permit iea(_

Lot Size

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE

Overall Height

ki — _—

(max.) 32
Butk Plane Front | Does not maximize
Area front area

Bulk Plane Rear
Area

Near max. on north
side (rear setback)

Two-story Walls
Near Setback

None

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sq. Ft. (house

+ attached garage) 4916
FAR A7
Permitted FAR 23
(max.)

NOTES

+ Small, shallow corner lot
+ Designed to fit within the bulk

plane at the rear

setback

+ Uses bulk plane exception for
dormers facing rear setback

- BIWTRE N emccama=

ExXAMPLE:

1199 EasT

ORIGINAL STRUCTURE ON LOT

1
‘
]
1
[
)
|
i
]
1
T

Viewed from the side, the primary structure slopes down towards the rear setback to fit within the bulk plane. An

existing one-story house is located on the lot to the north (right).
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GENERAL INFORMATION

ADDITION ExaMPLE: 1328 EasT LaYyTON AVENUE
| GENERAL INFORMATION |

Eone Estrict R-3
Pe_rmit ﬁaar ) iF 2014
Lot Size 40,903

HEIGHT & BULK
Overall Height

PLANE

(max.) 28.5
Bulk Plane Front | Does not maximize
Area bulk plane

Bulk Plane Rear
Area

Does not maximize
bulk plane

Two-story Walls i

Near Setback ficne
SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sq. A. (house |

+ attached garage) 1 10347
FAR 25
Permitted FAR 25
(max.)

NOTES

+ Small, shallow corner lot

* One story at side setback on west
side

» Maximum FAR

E. LAYTON AVENUE
D iy b v

Addition(s) since 2010 have added almost 4,000 square feet of living
space and attached garage. Because 1328 Layton is a small/shallow
lot that is smaller than the current minimum lot size in the R-3 district,
options for future construction are limited (FAR is currently at the maxi-
mum).
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NEw CoONSTRUCTION ExXAMPLE: 5367 EAasT OXFORD AVENUE

GENERAL INFORMATION

Zone Distric R4
Permit Year e 2013
Lot Size 24,089

HEIGHT & BULK PLANE
Overall Height

(max.) ¥

Bulk Plane Front | Does not maximize
Area front area
Bulk Plane Rear Near max. on both
Area sides
Two-story Walls None (increased
Near Setback setback)

SQUARE FOOTAGE & FAR
Total Sq. Ft. (house

+ aftached garage) Gig07
FAR 26
Permitted FAR a0
(max.)

NOTES

* Approx. 33’ front setback (25’ is
the minimum in R-4)

= Approx. 20’ side setback on west
side (10’ is the minimum)

» Structure built in both front and
rear bulk plane area but appears to
have been designed to fit entirely
within rear area

* Roof slope is about 40°
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-
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ol E 13 I e — -
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3
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Viewed from the front, the primary structure appears to have been designed to fit within the rear bulk plane area.
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ADDITION ExAMPLE: 406 1

GENERAL INFORMATION

Zone Distric_:t R5 -
Permit Year i | 2013
Lot Size 15,812

HEIGHT & BULK

PLANE

Overall Height
(max.)

21’

Bulk Plane Front Not applicable in
Area R-5

Bulk Plane Rear Addftion does not
Area maximize bulk plane

Two-story Walls
Near Setback

None

I

SQUARE FOOTA
Total Sg. Ft. (house

GE & FAR

+ attached garage) 4070
FAR 26
Permitted FAR a0
(max.)

* Lot slopes downward to the south

which lowers the
ing height on the

bulk plane start-
south side.

S CHERRY STREET

Clermaont St

4

Viewed from the rear, the 1,073 square foot addition is located on the north (left) side and does not maximize the
bulk plane area. The existing roof gable on the south (right side} fits within the permitted bulk plane exception.
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REesIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

ONLINE SuRVEY REsuLTs:

An online community survey was developed to allow community members to provide input on their own
time. The survey included broad introductory questions, while the basis of the survey included an interactive
visual exercise asking people to respond to hypothetical development scenarios. Each development sce-
nario was developed with varying lot and building configurations based on pre- and post-ordinance develop-
ment trends. A synopsis of the survey results are listed below and the detailed survey results can be found
in Appendix A. There were a total of 32 respondents for this survey.

INTRODUCTORY QUESTION RESPONSES:
+ The majority (96%) of respondents were residents of Cherry Hills Village.
+ The majority (67%) of respondents owned property in R1 and R3 zone districts.
+ The majority (58%) of respondents felt that some recent construction is too large.
+ The majority (43%) of respondents have not applied for a construction permit in the last ten years.
+ The majority (50%) of respondents who have applied for a permit, received their permit in a timely manner.
+ The majority (67%) of respondents felt the FAR standard allowed sufficient design flexibility.

+ The majority (88%) of respondents felt the bulk plane standard was easy to understand and provided sufficient
design flexibility.

INTERACTIVE EXERCISE RESPONSES:

DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO A DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO B DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO C
» The majority agreed that + The majority agreed that « The majority agreed that the

Scenario A is compatible with its
neighbors.

) > Qﬁ".
- ] '

2 —
£l s ° ,
- ——

Scenario A
(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-1
home)

Scenario B is compatible with
its neighbors.

& -

& 1

'

- — A
o

Scenario B

(modeled after a post-ordinance
R-1 home)

building height of Scenario C is
compatible with its neighbors,
and it does not loom over neigh-
boring residences.

« However, the majority dis-
agreed with the overall mass
(size) of the new home, and
they are neutral to the building
form (shape) being compatible
with the neighboring houses.

(3141

LS g
| T
Scenario C

(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-2
home)

Residential Development Standards Evaluation



COMMUNITY.:SURVEY RESULTS, CONTINUED

SCENARIO D

+ The majority agreed that the
building height and building
form is compatible to its sur-
rounding neighbors.

« The majority disagreed that the
overall mass (size) is compat-
ible to existing homes, and that
the new house does not loom
over its neighbors.

Y
N7
Vi
&
TPy
'
Scenario D

(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-3
home)

SCENARIO G
« The majority agreed that
Scenario G is all around com-
patible with its neighbors

_c.(,ir

.‘.
B8 O s
=\ e i
il o .--; i
Scenario G

(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-4
home)

SCENARIO E

+ The majority disagreed that the
new home does not loom over
its neighbors and that the over-
all mass (size) of the new home
was compatible to neighbors.

« The majority agreed that the
building height is compatible
with its surroundlng neighbors.

+ The majority is peutral to the
building form (shape) of the new
residence.

—
““‘
>
100 r E I3
o~ l
- I i ﬁ i
SO =
8, © —
Scenario E

(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-3
home)

SCENARIOH
+ The majority that
Scenario H is compatible with
its surrounding neighbors

= “wﬂ
*/ii ]

_,.rf
,

it

Scenario H
(modeled after a post-ordinance

R-4 home)

SCENARIO F
» The majority largely agreed
that the overall mass (size) of
the new home is compatible to
existing homes.

+ The majority disagreed that the
building height of the new home
is compatible to existing homes.

+ It is also agreed that the new
home does not loom over its
neighbors, and the building form
(shape) is compatible.

it

R . ?\t:%

L 1] ""“wﬂ o 2 L
Scenario F
(modeled after a post-ordinance

R-3 home)

SCENARIO |
+ The majority largely agreed that
Scenario | is compatible with its
surrounding neighbors

————

Scenario |
(modeled after a pre-ordinance R-5
home)
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ARCHITECTS AND BUILDERS SURVEY RESULTS 3

An online survey was also developed to engage the architects and builders who have more interaction with
the code and standards. This survey included more targeted questions regarding construction trends and
their understanding and applicability of the standards from a user’s perspective. Below is a synopsis of the
survey results. There were a total of 10 respondents to this survey.

Q1 In your experience, home sizes in Cherry
Hills Village, compared to pre-2011, are
generally:

Answesat: 3 Skippad: 1

[} 1 2 3 L} L ] [ 3 F ¥ L w
The majority believed that home sizes in CHV have
stayed the same in the past 4 years.

Q2 The demands for speculative home
building in Cherry Hills Village, compared to
pre-2011, are;

Anvasretd Skipped 1

Faling

0 L] ] 3 Ll § L] 1 L] L 1w

The majority believed that demands for speculative
home building have generally stayed the same.

Q5 What has been your experience using
the new bulk plane and FAR standards?

fomwaied: ! Sxppel: 3

Only 1 out of 7 respondents had a bad overall experi-
ence using the new standards.

Q2 The costs for designing and
constructing new homes in Cherry Hills
Village, compared to pre-2011, are:

Answered: {8 Skipped §

Raing | ]

Staying the
»ms

L] ] 3 b} [} L] L T ] L] 1o

The majority believed that costs for designing and
constructing homes in CHV are rising.

24 Did you notice a difference when the
new standards were adopted?

Artaered 6 Shippedc 4

. @ :
U
[} L] ]

The majority did not notice a difference when the
new standards were adopted.

] ] ] (] t L] ] 19

Q6 Have you had to modify building
plans/elevations to comply with the new

bulk plane and FAR standards?
[y =
Yan II;_ . 5
-
R Agydixehin:
#yus, phidne
tendty-

The majority have had to modify plans/elevations
to comply with new standards.
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ARCHIT ECTS AND BUILDERS SURVEY RESULTS, CONTINUED :

Q7 Are there any improvements or changes
to the standards you would recommend?

Answered 4 Skipped 6

# Responses Date

1 The height limit is too low. Contemporary homes can generally meet this requirement if designed with flat roofs 3/3/2015 10:22 AM
Traditional homes with pitched roofs are generally compromised and the styles look unauthentic and cheapened
as a result.

2 Generally speaking these standards are fine as long as anomalous situations have broad administrative purview. 3/2/2015 9:25 AM

The RS zoning district is the most detrimentally impacted from these standards rendering (I believe) most of
these residences out of compliance.

3 Make changes in bulk plane and FAR relative to lot size. Give a greater front area for 2 story full lot width and 3/2/2015 9:00 AM
increase percentage of FAR.

4 Leave it as is! 3/2/2015 8:54 AM

Recommendations for improvement included amending the overall height limit and making the bulk plane and
FAR requirements be relative to lot size.

Q8 What has been your overall experience Q9 Compared to other communities you've

with the permitting process for new worked in, the permitting process of Cherry
residential construction in Cherry Hills Hills Village is:
Village? Amimeredté Skipped 4

Answalad: §  Skippied: 4

Cneed 4 Detliy b |
$ 4o have ) dhernl Irrve: 1
an opiniont.. s opinionn. |
[ 1 1 3 4 4 . 7 ] ] [ 1 L] 1 1 & L L] ! ] L] 1

The majority have had an overall good experience with  Half of the respondents thought the permitting pro-
the permitting process for new construction in CHV. cess in CHV is better when compared to other com-
munities.

Q10 Would you change anything about the
permitting process?

Answered 3 Skipped 7

# Responses Date

1 Much of this falls on the shoulders of the builders rather than the architects, but the amount of information 3/3/2015 10:24 AM
required from them keeps increasing and seems burdensome compared to other municipalities we've worked in.

2 Permitting process is fine. You should consider annual bonding for trade-contractors working within the public 3/2/2015 9:28 AM

right of way.

3 Make additional permits such as storm water, right of way, etc more clear at the onset. 3/2/2015 8,55 AM

Respondents expressed interest in clearer communication of additional permits at the onset of a project and
reduced information required. One respondent expressed exploring consideration of annual bonding for trade-
contractors working within the public right-of-way.
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

This evaluation report analyzes residential construction trends in Cherry Hills Village since the adoption of
the amendment to Chapter 16 of the Cherry Hills Village Municipal Code, which included floor area ratio
modifications, the addition of a bulk plane, and additional overall height allowances. The standards were
adopted in September 2011 with the goal of reducing negative impacts that new construction might have
on neighboring properties such as “looming” over neighbors, protection of views, privacy, open space, and
to maintain the semi-rural character of the community. This report seeks to determine what kind of impact
the revised ordinance and standards have had on new construction and offer any recommendations for
modification.

In the 3.5-year period between adoption and evaluation, there have been numerous construction permits.
Overall, a total of 86 new homes and additions were analyzed. The break-down per zone category and
evaluation criteria are as follows:

ZONE DISTRICT
TOTAL PERMITS ANALYZED | R2 | R-3 | R-4 | R-5

Number of new homes and additions (2011-2014) analyzed per zone district
HEIGHT & BULK PLANE EVALUATION

Number of new homes and additions (2011-2014) analyzed for height and bulk n- -
plane trends

FLOOR AREA RATIO EVALUATION

Number of new homes and additions (2011-2014) analyzed for fioor area ratio
trends

Note that a smaller number of homes were analyzed for height and bulk plane trends, because they depended
on access to architectural drawings and photographs. The square footage and lot sizes of all homes were
readily available and therefore, the FAR evaluation included every home evaluated.
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FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the analysis of new construction trends, conversations and surveys from the community and
architects/builders, and ongoing meetings with the Advisory Committee, it seems that by-and-large, the
new standards have had an overall positive impact on new construction in Cherry Hills Village. The follow-
ing pages include a synopsis of new construction trends, comments from outreach and meetings, and final
recommendations in regards to revising the standards for building height, bulk plane, and floor area ratios.

BUILDING HEIGHT

CONSTRUCTION From the sampling of projects analyzed for height, the trend seems to be that a high
TRENDS percentage of new construction in the R-1, R-2, and R-3 zone districts have taken advantage
of the increase in overall permitted height from 30’ to 35

CONSIDERATIONS The City has received complaints regarding building height of new construction. The concern
is that the increase in overall permitted height could negatively impact views and create a
looming effect for neighboring properties. While the majority of new homes in R-1, R-2, and
R-3 have taken advantage of the height increase, only a couple have actually maximized the
height allowance of 35".

One architect mentioned that the height limit is too low for traditional homes with pitched roofs
and that the styles are compromised as a result. The respondent did not specify if this was a
concern in all districts, or perhaps just in R-4 and R-5 where the height limit of 30’ was kept in

place.

Another consideration discussed was whether or not there is an issue with the height
difference when R-1, R-2 or R-3 properties are directly adjacent to R-4 or R-5 properties.
After closer examination, it was found that there are only a few properties that share a lot line
between differing height zone districts. In the majority of cases, a road bisects the two zones,
leaving ample room for transition.

ADVISORY A couple options were considered amongst the Advisory Committee, inciuding: reinstituting
COMMITTEE the 30" height limit in R-1, R-2, and R-3 districts, but allowing an increase up to 35' with special
DISCUSSION review or based on lot size; or adjusting the way height is measured on sloping sites.

FINAL LEAVE AS IS: There does not seem to be a consistent issue or trend to justify amending
RECOMMENDATION  the allowable building height at this time. Therefore, the final recommendation after

consideration of the above comments and options, is to keep the height limits in place
as they exist but monitor the height trends in R-4 and R-5.
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FLOOR AREA RATIO

CONSTRUCTION
TRENDS

CONSIDERATIONS

ADVISORY
COMMITTEE
DISCUSSION

FINAL
RECOMMENDATION

Overall, new construction is larger than existing, older homes in regards to floor area. The
average existing FAR of existing homes (as of 08/2014) ranged from .07 FAR (R-1 district) to
.20 (R-5 district) whereas post-2011 homes range from .08 (R-1) to .24 (R-5).

When analyzing post-ordinance (2011-current) homes compared to pre-ordinance (2005-2011)
there seems to be a trend toward home sizes slightly decreasing. There was only one
district, R-2, that had an increase in FAR between these two periods.

The FAR maximums established in 2011 were set at .23 for R-1 and R-2; .25 for R-3: and .30
for R-4 and R-5. In all 86 post-ordinance homes analyzed as part of this evaluation, there was
only one home (R-3) that built to the maximum FAR.

One concern regarding established FAR maximums is that additions, especially on homes in
smaller lot districts (R-4 and R-5), could push a home over the maximum FAR.

Another concern, addressed by an architect, was that counting “high volume spaces”
(interior spaces over 16’ high) and stairways with footprints over 100 square feet, is
onerous.

The Advisory Committee discussion regarding additions was that it has not occurred enough to
substantiate changing it. The FAR limits were established to protect the semi-rural character of
the community and to promote retention of open space and reduce the impact of larger homes
and additions on existing residents and that purpose remains. Furthermore, in the R-4 and R-5
districts since the adoption of the ordinance, new homes and additions have not maximized
the .30 FAR yet anyway.

In regards to the measurement of FAR, and counting high volume spaces and stairways
with footprints over 100 square feet, the discussion again was that it has not been deemed
a substantial problem to-date. The high volume spaces do contribute to the mass and bulk
of a building, and therefore should remain to be counted. The 100 square feet footprint for
stairways is quite generous and most stairways are less than 100 square feet to begin with
unless the “rise” is substantially high or the width of the stairs is substantially oversized.

LEAVE AS IS: The committee recommends leaving the FAR maximums in place as they
are. The above considerations were discussed, but overall, there have not been enough
problems associated with the FAR calculations to justify changing it. Furthermore, the

detailed analysis of new construction shows that the FAR maximums are very rarely
being met to begin with.
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BULK PLANE

CONSTRUCTION From the sampling of projects analyzed for bulk plane, it does appear that a few building
TRENDS elevations and floor plans may have been modified to follow the bulk plane slope or to
comply with the front and rear bulk plane area depths. However, very few properties maximized
building area or wall plate heights within the front and rear bulk plane areas.

CONSIDERATIONS A few residents have questioned the two-part bulk plane areas, stating that not everyone
wants to site their house at the front of a lot, but that this standard incentivizes it. While this
observation is valid, the objective of the two-part bulk plane is to try to maintain consistency
and fairness in building scale amongst the community. This objective is most important in
smaller lot zone districts (R-3, R-4 and R-5) in order to protect the sense of community and
scale along established neighborhood streets. In larger lot zone districts (R-1 and R-2), the
street presence and character is more “rural®, and there is more room to modify building plans
and elevations in these districts. Construction trends have shown that in some cases, the
building does not occupy the front bulk plane area at all in these districts.

Another concern regarding bulk plane is how measurements are taken. Currently, the

“starting height”, or wall plate height, is measured as follows:

* For a relatively flat lot (natural grade is less than 7 percent within minimum setback areas),
the starting height is measured from the points at each minimum side yard line where the
front and rear bulk plane areas intersect. In other words, there are only 2 points of measure-
ment for the starting height for these cases.

* For a sloping lot (natural grade is more than 7 percent within minimum setback areas), the
starting height is measured at the same intersection as a relatively flat lot, as well as at the
minimum front yard and rear yard lines. In other words, there are 6 points of measurement
for the starting height for these cases.

The concern is that topography can vary quite drastically, even on "relatively flat lots", and

especially in larger lot zone districts where there is more land within the setback areas.

ADVISORY Regarding the two-part butk plane and the concern that not everyone wants to site their
COMMITTEE home to the front of a lot, there was discussion about modifying the front bulk plane in R-1
DISCUSSION and R-2 to be a “floating” bulk plane. This would allow for greater flexibility on the siting

of a home in more rural locations by allowing the front bulk plane to be placed within a set
dimension, rather than starting at the front setback line.

There was discussion amongst the Advisory Committee regarding the measurement of the
bulk planes including only changing it for larger lot zone districts or by meeting a certain lot
depth threshold.

FINAL INSTITUTE FLOATING FRONT BULK PLANE: To allow for more flexible home design and

RECOMMENDATIONS siting on larger lots with a more rural context, we recommend instituting a “floating”
front bulk plane for zones R-1 and R-2. The minimum setbacks would remain in place,
and the front bulk plane would remain to be 50’ deep, however the location of the front
bulk plane could slide further into the lot, if desired. We recommend the floating front
bulk plane area begin within an area starting at the front setback line (or 50’ from the
front lot line) and end at 100 feet from the rear setback line (or 150’ from the rear lot line
in R-1 and 140’ from the rear lot line in R-2).

INSTITUTE 8-POINT MEASUREMENT OF BULK PLANE: For the purposes of remaining
consistent, the recommendation is to change the measurement of the bulk plane for
every condition to be measured at 8 points as is currently done for sloping lot sites:

*+ At each point where the front area bulk plane begins.

At each point where the front area bulk plane ends.

+ At each point where the rear area bulk plane begins.

+ At each point where the rear area bulk plane ends.

This provides fairness and consistency, and is more accurate than only measuring at 2
points.
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FLOATING FRONT AREA BULK PLANE

For zones R-1 and R-2, the following diagram shall be used to explain how the floating front area bulk plane
may be applied:

Min. 100

Bulk Plane Front
Area Depth
Floating Front Bulk Plane
Start Area
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8-POINT MEASUREMENT OF BULK PLANE

For all zones and lot conditions, the measurement of the bulk plane shall be taken at the following points:

+ At each point where the front area bulk plane begins (A & B)
+ At each point where the front area bulk plane ends (C & D)
+ At each point where the rear area bulk plane begins (E & F)
+ At each point where the rear area bulk plane ends (G & H)
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REsSIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY SURVEY

REsuLTs

INFRODUCTORY QUESTIONS

Q1 What is your interest in the residential
development standards? {check all that

apply)

Answetad; 17 Sidppedt 8

ttvain |
Chwery Mate.. |

]
=

Jeman 1
mehiest B |

[} ol
w2

) da na haww
animorent

s 0% % % MR % ®% R BMR f0% 00%

Q3 Please check any of the following
statements with which you agree, regarding
recent construction (within the last four
years).

Answeret: 31 Shipped 1

I
Some recent
Some recent

comelrioctinst.. _ m
Sore feect

eenstruction.. I

o 1 2% X We % 0% 0% 0% SO% 100%

Q2 tf you own, or have worked on
residential property, what is the zone
district? (check all that apply)

Answesedt: 3t Skipperk 1

RS 25010l |

BRI (L2 sTo)

e [ =
Ty
1

% % ] e we S e s LY e 100w

Q4 Have you undertaken a construction
project in the last ten years? (check all that

apply)

Answered: W Skipped ¥

o™ e o = as w0 e s o s o
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INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS

Q5 1f you applied for a construction permit Q6 If you applied for a construction permit
after October 4, 2011, what was your after October 1, 2011, what was your
experience with the process? (check all that experience with the floor area ratio (FAR)
apply) standard? (check all that apply)

Anawnarat: 14 Shippea 18

Tho precess | R —
wan afficlemt

50.00% TherAR |
5 | atandad was I 37.50%
3 E
1recaived my
pamh b 6. _ o

Tho precses
was nat tima..

Othes issuzs
(pheasa.

Tha fAR
-
The squate !
; 12.50%
of g
AW ot e
o 0o s xre as kLY e e ws 0% 100%.
& The FAR
staniterd dist . Y156

% 1% TN Py s 5% @ T K% N 100w

Q7 If you applied for a construction permit
after October 1, 2011, what was your
experience with the bulk plane standard?
(check all that apply)

Ansatied:t  Shlpped: 2}

O 1% 0% XA A% M% S0% TON A% 0% 100%
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SCENARIO A

Legend:

i ! Strongly Disagree

(28 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q9 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
Anwwered: 20 Shippel: 4 Amsweored: 28 Shippet: 3
I 1799% ' 17.56%

|
§
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3
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Vsl I
I:.sn I).sn

moWwE N W W% S A L T - S ST Ly T, 0% o e e e e A% 0% 100N

@10 The new house does not loom over its Q11 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors. home is compatible to existing homes.
Amswrred: 28 Shippod: 4 Arrsweree 78 Shippedk 4
{ -4 | 10.71% ]E IS5TR
o - -
[ [ o

il e [T
. 11an l p Ly}

Lo ST ne oL e 5 e s oL 0% 1% m s by S - oy s o X MR 0% 100
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SceENARIO B

;/__, Legenda:

[  Strongly Disagree

BRO'S BYE

Q12 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q13 Building height of the new hame is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
Answeiel: 76 g § Answmo 7] Skipiped &

[ Y b Y o aun E i N = b ] % LW [ S Y - 3 .Y we e [ 3 e s o% .

Q14 The new house does NOT loom over its Q15 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes.
Amawerel: 78 Shigpat & Anuwerut M Shinpwet: §

- S b -3 kY 40% e s e e we e 1o S xm e 4% e [ s [ [
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ScenNnaARIO C

S g TN e
EEEEEEE : ' : ' Strongly Disagree
e - - g g | gly Disag

J ﬁ f ‘ﬂi FRONT ViEW

PLAR VIEW

¢ S ViEW

Q16 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q17 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
Arzwered: If St 8 Answetse ¢ Shippet: &

3 20.83%
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[ e =

i IRTTY E 2T0m
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I 1200 - 11114
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Q18 The new house does NOT loom over its Q19 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes.
Answmeted: 1 Thippac § Ancwarnd: 18 Shipped i

[
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SceENARIO D

NEW HOQUSE

PLAN IEW

Q20 Overall mass (size) of the new home is
compatible to existing homes.

Arswere!: 76 SAgppak &

|

= It s 0% o st Lo o o [

Q22 The new house does NOT loom over its
neighbors

Amawated: 78 Sippad A

B -
-
I!.l!l

o S Y - o o st U o we R I0%

Q21 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes.

Answwimt 77 Xnipped.
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€23 The building form (shape) of the new
home is compatible to existing homes,
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SCENARIO E

Legend:

~ strongly Disagree

_— i

HEW HOUSE

oy T

;
PLAM VIEW { @

Q24 Overall mass (size} of the new home is Q25 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
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Q26 The new hause does NOT loom over its Q27 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes.
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SceENARIO F

W - : Legend:

N | |

' Strongly Disagree
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Q28 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q29 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
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Q30 The new house does NOT loom over its Q31 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes.
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SceNARIO G

Legend:

e ~ Strongly Disagree

|

PLAN VIEW

Q32 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q33 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
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Q34 The new house does NOT loom over its Q35 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes.
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SCENARIO H

Q36 Overall mass (size) of the new home is
compatible to existing homes.
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Q38 The new house does NOT loom over its
neighbors

Arcweset: 3% Sugipm §

;Iun

i.,.i

. -

luu
R
-

- SR Y o 0% o% son e o e wE 10w
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Q37 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes.
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Q39 The building form (shape) of the new
home is compatible to existing homes.
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ScENARIO |

Legend:

Strongly Disagree

Q40 Overall mass (size) of the new home is Q41 Building height of the new home is
compatible to existing homes. compatible to existing homes.
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Q42 The new house does NOT loom over its Q43 The building form (shape) of the new
neighbors home is compatible to existing homes,
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RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS EVALUATION

APPENDIX B: ANaLYsis oOF NEw

ConsTRUCTION TRENDS

Constiction | evatuation Status HelghUBulk Piane Evaluaton FAR Evaluaton
T Bulttto | Bulitta | 2story wa 201aFAR-| 0 2010 Tota | 2010 | 2010 Iﬁbimhi-
Full Address Year| Zone | Eval | Photos Bulkdin Max. | Height | Taller | Front | Rear Max | max In front Living Atca, Total 8q Total Lot Living Area ttached | FAR - Area +
Bullt |District| Done | Taken 9 Height| Note [Than3aiArcaMax| Arca | areaatside + Attached SqFt Garage | Living
Plan setback Garage Ft (sq.ft) (sq. 1) | Area Attached
¥ rag) 3q. Garage
3800 S GILPIN ST 2012] R
4650 § FOREST ST 2011)_R-1
4789 5 DAHLIA ST 2012[ R
4801 S DAHLIA ST 2012] R
5097 § HOLLY ST 2012) R-1
From 1st
2012) Rt 1 - X 3 |Eiev 0 1 0 a [
rom 15t
2013] Rt 1 X 25 |Elev . 0 9 [
rom 15t
2012] R-1 1 % ] T [ ] ] [
rom 15t F
2013 R4 1 x Elev 0' 0 ) 0
Bulk
2012| R-1 1 X % 33 |Plang bass| 1 ] 1 o
201l R
2011] Rt
st
2012| R-1 1 x 29 o a 0 ] 0
2013 R-t
2013 R4 1 X X 314 | = 1 1
2012] R-1
From st
2013 R-1 1 X X 30 |Etev 0 a0 0 [
o e
R-1 [] Avg|  28.8[Pct: a7.5% | 125% | 250% 125% | Avg 1,101

ZONE DISTRICT R-2

Construction | Evaluation status Helght/Bulk Plane Evaiuaton FAR Evaluaton
T FAR -
Builtto | Builtto | 2-story wal 2014 FAR - 2010 | 2010
Fuiliidress Year | Zone | Eval [ Photos Bm.:" wax. || Hoignt [ Tuber || Front || Raar Max!| max tr et Living Area .,:;:‘“ Total Lot | {*40 TOR! | attached | FAR- | Mo
Bullt | District] Done | Yaken Plan Height| Note {Than 30° Area Max Area area at side + Attached Ft 8q Ft (s4. ft) Garage | Living Attached
y y setback Garage (s5. 1t} | Area
9 5 BIRCH ST 2013] A2 0. 4439 9320 40 7] Y Y
21 CHERRY LANE DR 2013] R2 0. 4 7 3724 o o 0,
CARRIAGE LN 2013 R2 0. 5248 83 781 974 0. 011
3850 S ALBION ST 2013| R2 0. 7.5 8.42 5 1o o 0,
PARKWAY DR 2012] R2 | 1 X x | = 1 [ 010] sapel 6534 2471 0.0 0.0
501 E MANSFIELD AVE 2013] R2 | 1 X x 1 o o 0 onl 8 58 0, X
5 SEDGWICK DR 21| R2 on] 5128 a 0, 019
34_SEDGWICK DR 2013 R2 o1z{ serr  east 44 72l o 011
30 SEDGMCK DR 20| R2 o1 228 & 4,08 30 Y 0.3
3777 5 DAHUA ST 2012| r2 01y suas  ase7y 1a] o X
2013| R-2 1 X X M | o 1 [ 013 8 438 2,747, 504 0. 0.
2013] Ra 017] 8100 4835 242 007 X
2014 Rz 0171 1 874 0.1 01
2012] R2 | 1 X X 2 7 1 0 0200 8. 41,01 2.537] 0, o,
2 — . 2. I
R2 | 4 Avg| 299(Pct 75.0% | 50.0% | 75.0% 00% | Avg] 012 6480 so03% 4234 891 0.07] .0

l:l indicates properties in which there was access to building plans to evaluate height and bulk plane

esidential Developmen

andards Evalu




NE DISTRICT R-3

Constiction|  Evatuation staws Helght/Bulk Plane Evaluaton FAR Evaluaton
ulitto | Bulitto | 2-story wal R- 2010 | 2010
Full Address Year| Zono | Eval | Photos | HNE Max | Height | Tater | Front. | RearMax | maxvont| |uiving Area Tor 5 | Tota Lot | Z040 To Attached | FAR- Lo
Bulit| District] Done | Taken Plan Height| Note |Than 30 Area Max Arsa aroa at side + Attached Ft 8qFt (s, 1) Garage | Living Attached
Y sethack Garage {sq.ft) | Area Gai
4785 S OGDEN ST 2012| R3 [ 2470 318 1 440 0. o
105 GLENMOOR LN 2012] r3 [ 5 61,81, 4 Q. 0,
2280 CHERRY HILLS FARMDR |2012| R-3 Q. 8270 T 0.04 [
2850 CHERRYRIDGE RD 2013| Ra 0 4 a9 97 X [
3238 CHERRYRIDGE RD 2013| R3 [ 4221 0. .
22 SOUTHLN 2014} R3 0.1 5, 0. 8.1
8 SOUTH LN 2014} R-3 0.9 38,33 31 4 0.0 a
2751 E STANFORD DR 2012| R3 011 4 4281 [ 0.9 [
E STANFORD DR 2012] R — 012 4 42,25 2481 0. ']
Tom
4545 8 LAFAYETTE ST 2012) g3 | 1 X % 31 i | Y 1 0 013 s 85,34
77 CHARLOU CIR 2012{ R3 013 511 4181 851 09 [AE
31 CHARLOU CIR 2013} R3 013 458 1 31 7 0.0: 11,
3121 CHERRYRIDGE RD 2013] R [RF I 42,1 3,541 065 0. 1
2681 E STANFORD DR 2012{ R3 014 8 45, 2,733 816/ 0. [
18 VIKING DR 2012| R3 014 4712 3441 2,441 4 00 [
4850 S LAFAVETTE LN 2012} R 04l 5 2,84 5721 00| ]
2093 g3 | v x x et 1 1 1 1 [ [
1148 E TUFTS AVE 2013} w3 4,884 484 00 0.
2012 iz
21 CHERRYMOOR R-3 1 % % N 1|t g 1 9 3,267} &21 i o
4740 5 LAFAYETTE ST 2012| R 4,570 0.y 01
2013 Rem
4720 8 OGDEN 8T R-3 1 - X 3358 |Grada {1 @ 1 2, o 007 00
15 LAYTON LN 2012| Ra 1 X x 3433 1 0 1 a 0. 0.
4575 S LAFAYETTE ST 2013) Ra 4 1, 0.1 0.1
2275 E GRAND AVE 2014] R 5, 1 0.t 01
||5 MOCKINGBIRD LN 2014] R s, [] 14 04
26 MARTIN LN 2011 R 0
4595 S FRANKLIN ST 2013| Ra 3,14 [ [
4500 S LAFAYETTE LN 2012 Ra 2 0. .0
3 CHERRYMOOR DR 2014) R 5, [ 0.1 0.1
1108 E LAYTON AVE 2013| R3 1 X x 2 | o 1 [ 1,4 5! 0.04 o
3 VIKING DR 2013| R3 1,551 [ [
|5 SOUTH LN 2014| R3 4 0.1 0.1
4550 5 UNIVERSITY BLVD 2014] R.3 . 1 0.3
11_SOUTH LN 2013| R3 0. 7, 2,513, 4 o [}
1010 E STANFORD AVE 2012| R3 x 0. g, 40, 1,075 1,571 0.47] 0.29)
1328 € LAYTON AVE [2014] R3 1 X % 285 ] [ [ 0. 10,347]  40.80; 5384 t017] 043 0.1
7 Avg] MN.73Pct: 85.7% | 286% | 71.4% 28.8% | Avg) 0.45|  6,130] 4276 3,483 892]  0.08 0.
ZONE DISTRICT R-4
Consiruction | Evaluation Status HelghUBulk Plane Evaluaton FAR Evatuaton
= Buitto | Bulitto | 2-story waht 2014 FAR -
Full Address Year| Zone | Eval | Photos | p o Max. | Height | Tatter | Front | RearMax | max in front Living Area
Bulit Done | Taken |~'po Helght| Note |Than30{ArsaMax| Area | areaatside + Attached
setback Garage
4234 S HUDSON PiCY 2012| R4
4216 S HUDSON PKY 2012] R4
2013| Ry
2012| R.4
2011| R.4
2012| R.4
2014| R4 1 X 20 [+ 0l a o
2012 R4
2013 Ry
2011 R4
2013] Ry
2012| R4 X
2013] Ra | 1 X X o) o 9 1 L]
2013| Ra %
2 Avg|_25.00/Pet 00% | oo% | soow 0.0% | Avg
ZONE DISTRICT R-5
Constuction]  evatuation Status HelghtBulk Plane Evaluaton FAR Evaluaton
ey : Buiitto | Buitto | 2-story wall
Full Address Year| Zone | Eval | Photos Bulding Max. | Height | Tader Front | Rear Max | max k front
Bulit| District| Done | Taken Pian Height| Note |Than 38| Area Max Aros aroa at skie
y satback
4100 S BIRCH ST 2012| R
2013| R
2013 s
2013| Ry 1 X X 21 ] ] 9
2013| RS 1 X * 21 0 [ g
2 Ava| 21.00[Pet NA NA_ | oo% NA
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