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01. INTRODUCTION
01.01 OVERVIEW

01.01.01 The City of Charlotte is working towards the 
adoption of a new Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO).  In the process of producing the new regulations, 
the City has asked Perkins&Will, in collaboration 
with EPS, to provide an analysis of the impact and 
outcomes associated with adoption and implementation 
of the UDO. The Report that follows outlines a series 
of analyses that illustrate the potential physical 
development outcomes resulting from the UDO.  The 
Report provides insight into general prototypical 
site development utilizing the UDO.  It also provides 
prototypical site development under the current 
Ordinance, allowing for evaluation of the differential 
impact between the two. In addition, a series of 
representative actual sites/projects were selected to 
demonstrate the extent to which those projects could 
be developed under the UDO, as well as demonstrating 
scenarios in which the projects may be redesigned 
under the UDO, and the development impacts on 
each project.  Finally, the Report provides a detailed 
evaluation and recommendations for specific issues that 
have emerged throughout the process.  The intention of 
the Report is to provide a framework for understanding 
the impact the UDO has on the development process 
and the built environment in the City of Charlotte, and to 
help mitigate unintended consequences of the adoption 
of the UDO.

01.01.02 Charlotte’s UDO intends to simplify, 
consolidate, and update the regulations that guide 
Charlotte’s development into a single document. In 
addition, the draft UDO aligns these standards with the 
vision of the Charlotte Future 2040 Comprehensive Plan 
and other adopted City policies. This project also intends 
to make development standards easier to understand 
through the increased use of common language and 
graphics. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
will be a critical tool in implementing the community’s 
vision for growth set forth in the Charlotte 2040 
Comprehensive Plan. This is a city-wide effort to update 
and combine the regulations that guide growth and 
development in Charlotte into one document.

01.01.03 Charlotte’s development regulations are currently 
found in eight separate ordinances, each one written 
at different times over the last 30 years. These include 
the: Zoning Ordinance, Subdivision Ordinance, Tree 
Ordinance, Chapter 19 (Streets and Sidewalks), Floodplain 
Regulations, Soil Erosion & Sedimentation Control 
Regulations, Post Construction Stormwater Regulations, 
and Driveway/Access Standards. 

01.01.04 Many of the standards in these ordinances 
are outdated and no longer support Charlotte’s current 
development vision. The development of Charlotte’s first 
UDO provides an opportunity to update and align the 
standards from these different ordinances to implement 
the vision and policies from the recently adopted Charlotte 
Future 2040 Comprehensive Plan, as well as other City 
Council adopted development policies. 

01.01.05 This report, and the work supporting it, is 
intended to provide an analytical assessment of the 
UDO as it pertains to functional operations of the 
UDO, alignment of development outcomes with actual 
project implementation and clarification of language and 
regulations.  

01.01.06 The process was built on an inclusive stakeholder 
engagement program, which includes multiple interactive 
workshops addressing a wide range of issues, from 
specific to broad. These workshops produced a series 
of issues that emerged during the workshops. Each of 
these is addressed through a process of investigation to 
understand the particular, potential challenges, analysis of 
each situation to demonstrate unintended outcomes, and 
recommendations to address inconsistencies.  

01.01.07 This report intends to provide a detailed outline 
of the process and results of the analysis to help guide 
edits and modifications to the UDO as it moves through the 
adoption process. 

01.01.08 This report is an update to the original report 
based on revisions in the second draft. 

CITY OF CHARLOTTE

PUBLIC HEARING DRAFT

* Redline strikethrough and underlined blue text indicate changes from 

the October 2021 First Draft UDO. Non-substantive changes, such as 

grammatical corrections, correction of misspellings, numbering within 

sections and of articles, updates to cross-references and illustrations, and 

formatting changes, may not be shown.  
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01.01 OVERVIEW

01.01.01 We understand the proposed UDO will 
influence development depending on site context, 
intensity and uses, and these set baseline criteria for the 
evaluation process.  This is further expanded, working 
with City Staff and stakeholder groups, to identify the 
key data points for the evaluation process.  These 
include, among other data sets, those that respond 
directly to the items outlined in the Purpose and Intent 
in Section 1.3 of the UDO.  Each of these intended 
outcomes is measured against the outcomes of the 
current ordinance (to evaluate betterment), against 
current conditions of the built environment, and against 
stated specific goals; are we getting more of the 
beneficial outcomes, and if so, how much more in each 
Category for each project type.  In addition, each set 
of indicators is evaluated across the entire data set, to 
provide relative success of each of the categories and 
sub-categories, relative to both existing benchmarks and 
goals. The outcomes are quantitatively and qualitatively 
measured and demonstrated to provide a clear, 
comprehensible framework for discussion and resolution 
of undesirable and/or unintended outcomes.

01.01.02 The general structure for the review 
and analysis is outlined in the figures to the right, 
demonstrating the three-part process that includes 
modelling the potential development across a series of 
prototype sites, across actual sites and providing a list of 
issues that affect the performance of the UDO.  

01.01.03 The prototype sites are set up to provide a 
series of data points that include overall density, for 
residential, non-residential, and mixed-use development.  
Since the UDO doesn’t rely on FAR or Dwelling Units 
per Acre to regulate density, instead relying on height 
limits, it is not possible to determine the limits of 
density, or yield, without modelling the projects.  The 
modelling process provides a general quantitative set of 
development yields across the selected, representative 

categories.  Each categorical analysis uses two key 
variables to provide guidance in the modelling process.  
Generally, these are variables in residential and non-
residential development and variables on parking.  There 
are several categories that use alternate variables due 
to restrictions on use (residential or non-residential) and 
differing parameters related to maximum and minimum 
parking standards.

01.01.04 The actual site analyses are set up to provide 
a series of data points that evaluate three main criteria 
related to in site projects that were recommended by the 
stakeholder group and are representative of the UDO 
categories as well as the stakeholder groups.  Each actual 
site analysis measures the existing (or planned, approved) 
yields for the subject projects, the possible development 
of the existing project under the UDO (essentially, can it 
be built as-is under the new Ordinance), and the possible 
development using the existing program but planning the 
project utilizing the UDO standards.  This process provides 
a baseline data set, analyses indicating reduction or 
increase in yield, and issues that have specific, meaningful 
impact on the project’s yield. 

01.01.05 The list of issues is set up to provide a database 
of issues that have emerged from the analysis process and 
that impact the project yield in terms of cost and intensity 
of development.  The issues are tracked and evaluated 
against both the variation in impact between the Current 
Ordinance and the UDO, as well as against the baseline 
benefit of issues, regardless of delta between the two 
ordinances. 

01.01.06 The overall analysis provides a broad 
understanding of the possible yields in the current 
ordinance and UDO, a detailed understanding of the 
specific impact of the UDO, as well as a running catalog of 
issues that should be addressed either in the proposed 2nd 
Draft, or in the future as the UDO is implemented.
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figure 001. figure 002.

figure 003.

figure 004. figure 005.

Prototype Area Plan 
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01.02 GOALS

01.02.01 The UDO puts forward a series of goals 
that constitute its Purpose and Intent.  These broadly 
describe the desired outcomes of the UDO. They 
are clear and concise, and they indicate a series of 
outcomes that are envisioned as a result of guiding 
development in the City through the use of the UDO.  In 
this process, it is critical to test the regulations to ensure 
that the actual outcomes are as closely aligned with 
the intended outcomes.  The outcomes need to be as 
predictable as possible.  In this pursuit of predictability, 
there are two possible avenues of evaluation, the first 
is to release the UDO and evaluate projects that are 
constructed under its jurisdiction and determine how 
closely the resulting project aligns with the desired 
outcomes, and further with the intentions of the UDO.  
The challenge with this is that it captures unintended, 
detrimental consequences over long periods of time, 
after the consequences have materialized.  The second, 
and the premise of this Report, is to methodically pre-
test the UDO to understand the potential outcomes 
across a wide variety of geographic contexts and 
project types, analyzing these in representative Zoning 
Categories and sub-categories in detail, for both 
abstract, prototypical sites, as well as for actual sites 
that sit within each of the Place Types and Zoning 
Categories.  In this way, the testing process identifies 
potential inconsistencies between the application of the 
UDO and the intended outcomes as outlined. 

01.02.02 The overarching goals of the UDO are 
to simplify processes, clarify regulations and align 
development with the vision for the City.  This includes 
an understanding that the UDO will translate large-scale 
policy to specific outcomes.  The basis for this alignment 
is the alignment of the2040 Policy Map and the Draft 
Unified Development Ordinance.

01.02.03 At a more granular level, the new UDO is 
intended to consolidate all related regulations into 13 
different Parts, with each Part covering a different 

regulatory topic and containing all articles related to such 
topic. This organizational structure is designed to allow 
the user to go to a single location to find standards for a 
specific topic. 

01.02.04 Additional goals of the Unified Development 
Ordinance include consolidating all regulations related to 
a specific topic in one place, instead of in multiple places 
in different ordinances, making Charlotte’s development 
regulations more user friendly by simplifying language 
and increasing the use of graphics and tables, utilizing 
common and updated terms, with consistent definitions 
throughout the UDO, and enhancing base standards for 
by-right development.  In addition, the Charlotte Unified 
Development Ordinance First Draft Reference Guide is 
intended to incorporate current best practices and revised 
development standards, comply with new North Carolina 
160D legislation, and provide greater predictability in the 
development process.

01.02.05 The specific goals of the Report support the 
overarching goals of the UDO. The key goals for this report 
are identifying potential challenges in the current draft and 
provide recommendations for refinement of the Ordinance 
to align the desired outcomes more closely with the actual 
outcomes. 

01.02.06 This report intends to document the issues that 
have emerged through the stakeholder program as well 
as through internal review, reflect discussions with staff 
and stakeholders related to impacts the UDO may have on 
development in the City, track and evaluate the issues that 
emerged through workshops and internal reviews. Provide 
recommendations based on the findings of the process, 
and finally, provide a transparent, easily understood 
overview of the physical issues pertaining to the adoption 
of the UDO.

A.  Promote the public health, safety, and welfare of both residents and those that provide vital services to the 
community.  

B.  Promote orderly development in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and other Council adopted 
development related policies.  

C.  Assign zoning districts to land within the City according to use of land and structures, mass and height 
of structures, intensity of the use of the lot, or other classification, as deemed best suited to carry out the 
purposes of this Ordinance.  

D.  Preserve and enhance the character of structures and communities that constitute the distinct places within 
the City.  

E.  Promote economic development that balances the needs of the current and future economy with a high 
quality of life standard.  

F.  Provide for preservation, protection, and conservation of natural resources and historic resources.  
 
G.   Promote principles of sustainability.  

H.  Maintain, develop, and plan for public facilities and utilities in an economical and environmentally 
responsible manner.  

I.  Provide for the protection of public investment in transportation, water, stormwater management systems, 
sewage treatment and disposal, solid waste treatment and disposal, schools, recreation, public facilities, open 
space, and other public requirements.  

J.  Focus growth to support the principles of smart growth by preserving open space and natural areas, 
reducing traffic congestion, utilizing existing infrastructure and resources, and preserving quality of life. 

 

K.  Plan, construct, and maintain an accessible, efficient, multi-modal transportation system that meets the 
needs of the public and commerce, and creates safe and equitable mobility. 

 

L.  Provide for efficiency and economy in the process of development 

The purpose and intent of this Unified Development Ordinance is to establish regulations to serve the City of 
Charlotte, North Carolina, and its extraterritorial jurisdiction to:  

ORDINANCE PURPOSE AND INTENT 
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01.03.01 The analyses is structured around broad 
development criteria pertaining to typical development 
projects in the City.  Each is evaluated for impact 
directly tied to outcomes resulting from the proposed 
UDO zoning categories.  Each site is analysed for 
both quantitative and qualitative impacts to each of the 
evaluation criteria.   This approach provides a balance 
between quantitative and qualitative outcomes that can 
be achieved.

01.03.02 A high-level outline of analytical criteria is as 
follows:

• Site layout, design, intensity, use and massing of 
projects

• Site access, connectivity and relationship to 
adjacent sites and surrounding area

• Multimodal infrastructure requirements (sidewalks, 
bicycle facilities, transit facilities)

• Streets Map setback requirements

• Comprehensive Transportation Review (CTR) 
implications

01.03.03 The process is inclusive, with collaboration 
between City Staff and additional stakeholders, to 
identify criteria for the evaluations. In addition, the 
models are structured to provide for additional criteria 
and indicators as they emerge through the testing 
process, and beyond, to ensure that the pre-testing of 
the Ordinance is easily replicable as the adoption and 
implementation efforts proceed.

01.03.04 The testing and modelling is built from the 
criteria and indicators that result from the initial framing 
process outlined above.  From these criteria, a series of 
digital/analytical models have been created that clearly 

demonstrate the impact and outcomes of the proposed 
UDO. The models are organized around each identified 
subject type (zoning sub-category).  In varying degrees, 
each is modelled and evaluated relative to the current 
regulations (existing regulations baseline) as well as the 
proposed UDO regulations, to provide quantitative deltas in 
yields and other metrics.  

01.03.05 Each analysis will test the regulatory changes 
and provide an evaluation (data driven evaluation) and 
demonstration (physical evaluation) of the physical impact 
and site development impact of the selected series of 
site types (prototypes) and sites (actual sites) as outlined 
below:

• Prototype site under existing regulations.

• Representative (actual) site under existing regulations.

• Prototype site under proposed UDO regulations (Place 
Types).

• Representative (actual) site under proposed UDO 
regulations (Place Types).

01.03.06 This structure allows each model to be tested 
to ensure it is performing against the conceptual goals 
of the UDO as well as to test against the idiosyncratic 
nature of actual properties.  Using this approach, baseline 
performance can be evaluated in the absence of mitigating 
specific site conditions, and degree of variance from 
baseline performance can be evaluated across all criteria. 

figure 006.
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02.03.01 Each zoning category analysis is organized in 
the project standard prototypical site and neighborhood 
layout.  The layout sets out a nine-block section that 
provides nine development scenarios and two critical 
variables.  In the y-axis, the balance of uses is varied, 
from a high of use a to a high of use b, with a balanced 
mix of uses between the two extremes.  The x-axis is 
organized around parking, with a high (maximum), a low 
(minimum), and a balanced number of parking spaces 
between the two extremes.  In this way the evaluation 
provides a series of solutions for development that follow 
the requirements of the UDO, and demonstrates the 
potential development yields across the set of variables.

02.03.02 The blocks are set at an area of five acres, or 
217,800 sf, which is generally representative of block 
sizes envisioned in the UDO.  In addition, this size 
provides a prototype which is statistically representative 
of development sites, parcels and blocks across the City.  

02.03.03 A prototypical street network is set up to 
reflect the varied street types as outlined in the Policy 
Map and Streets Map.  This provides a mechanism to 
test the impact of various types of streets as they line 
each development block.  Each block is evaluated with 
adjacency to a Main Street, Avenue/Boulevard, and a 
Local Street.  

02.03.04 A matrix outlining uses that are allowed by 
right, allowed with prescribed conditions, or allowed 
through conditional zoning provides clear indication of 
total number of uses as well as the percentage of total 
possible uses against those that are allowed.  This helps 
in understanding the flexibility of each of the particular 
zoning categories.

02.03.05 Typical building footprints have been created 
to reflect industry standards to provide the most 
accurate level of representation of project dimensions.  
This includes multi-family residential footprints that allow 
for double loaded units, residential townhome footprints, 
non-residential footprints (and floor plates) that both 

follow development parameters but also consider market 
alignment (e.g. total floor plate sizes, core locations, etc).  
Industrial uses are more specific and have been created 
in consultation with the stakeholder group specifically 
concerned with industrial and logistics project types. 

02.03.06 Parking structures have been set up to reflect 
typical development dimensions, set at widths to allow 
for 60 foot bay widths and depths of at least 240 feet to 
provide for vertical circulation at acceptable slopes.  For 
analysis purposed parking structures are set as stand 
alone.

02.03.07 Open space is indicated, to the greatest extend 
possible as at grade.  It is further designated as public 
in those categories that require public open space as a 
standard of development.  In those cases where it is not 
possible to accommodate all open space at the ground 
level it is indicated on the building roof.  

02.03.08 Green area is indicated, to the greatest extend 
possible as at grade.  In those cases where it is not 
possible to accommodate all green area at the ground level 
it is indicated on the building roof, however only after all 
open space has been located at grade.

02.03.09 Building frontage dimensions are indicated on 
each specific site to provide demonstration of building 
dimension as well as alignment with conventional 
development.

02.01 GENERAL SITE DEVELOPMENT
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02.02 SITE PARAMETERS

02.02.01 Street Types     
Each site is bounded by a series of varying street 
types as outlined by articles in the SSI. This provides 
a method for evaluating impact of the street type 
requirements on the prototype sites, particularly related 
to  back of curb location and required areas for planting 
and sidewalks, among others. This also provides a 
method for testing variance in the impact of the back of 
curb location, as outlined in the Setback Parameters.

02.02.02 Back of Curb     
The back of curb is located across all sites.  For the 
baseline evaluation the back of curb is set at the most 
impactful position in relation to the property line.  The 
Setback Parameters section evaluates variations in the 
impact of the back of curb at 0% impact, 50% impact 
and 100% impact; or from best to worst case scenario.

02.02.03 Gross Lot Area    
Resulting from the required public realm improvements, 
as outlined in the Streets Map, a general gross lot area 
is calculated This provides a general understanding 
of the impact of the standards for streetscape 
implementation on the prototype sites.  The impacts are 
outlined in the appendix for each of the prototype sites. 

02.02.04 Setbacks 
Setbacks are placed on the sites as indicated in the 
underlying zoning categories and per the specific street 
types, including addressing primary frontages. This 
provides a determination of the buildable area of each 
site.

02.02.05 Building Lengths   
Parameters for maximum building lengths are set 
for the project across all four frontages to provide a 
determination of maximum building sizes along rights-
of-way.  This provides a determination of the extent to 
which the site can be developed with buildings facing 
any frontage. This also demonstrates the maximum 
building lengths allowed depending on building use, and 
other criteria in each of the zoning categories.

02.02.06 Building Frontage     
Building frontage requirements are indicated as per the 
Streets Map as well as individual category requirements. 
This demonstrates the impact street frontage standards 
have on development capacity as well as urban form. 

02.02.07 Open Space     
Open space requirements are indicated as area upon 
which no building may be placed.  This provides a 
demonstration of the development constraints presented 
by open space standards.  In addition, it provides guidance 
on quantities of rooftop open space required to meet open 
space standards in specific models.

02.02.08 Green Area     
Green area requirements are indicated as area upon which 
no building may be placed.  This provides a demonstration 
of the development constraints presented by green area 
standards. 
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48’ Max Building Height - Nonresidential and Mixed-Use

40’ Max Building Height - Residential

02.03 HEIGHT PARAMETERS

02.03.01 Max Building Height  
The maximum building height for each building type 
is provided to demonstrate the actual number of 
stories that can reasonably be assumed to fit within 
the building height standards. In many cases buildings 
can’t be constructed to take advantage of the allowable 
heights due to misalignment with standard construction 
practices (typical building floor-to-floor dimensions).  
Note that grade issues are not addressed as a specific 
parameter in the building heights for the prototype 
analyses. 

02.03.02 Typical Floor Heights   
Typical floor heights are demonstrated as generally 
accepted constructable floor-to-floor heights, or as 
otherwise required by the UDO.  For undesignated 
floor dimensions, the analysis sets parameters that are 
based on input from stakeholders as well as alignment 
with current development practices.  Residential floors 
are set at 11 feet floor to floor, office floors are set at 14 
feet floor to floor.  Parapets and other elements above 
the top of roof structure are not considered, although 
in many cases this may have an impact on the total 
number of floors that can be developed.

02.03.03 Ground Floor Heights   
Ground floor heights are indicated as outlined per the 
typical floor heights, or as indicated in the specific 
category standards.  The standards primarily indicate 
minimum floor heights in specific categories, and these 
have been reflected in the analyses.

02.03.04 Bonus Height    
Bonus heights are not included in the baseline building 
height analysis, however the addition of floors for the 
purposes of evaluating bonus impact are calculated 
based on the typical floor heights as outlined in this 
section. 

Building Heights

Residential

2 Floors

Ground Floor

33’11’

11’

11’

Mixed-Use

Non Residential

Ground Floor

2 Floors

44’

16’

14’

14’

Ground Floor

3 Floors
48’

15’

11’

11’

11’

figure 013.

figure 014.
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figure 016.
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02.04 BACK OF CURB PARAMETERS

figure 018. figure 019.

Back of Curb Impact - 20’ Back of Curb Relocation  

02.04.01 Overview 
Back of curb parameters have an impact on the 
development intensities, or yields, for projects 
located along streets that are indicated with specific 
requirements for back of curb locations.  The impact 
varies widely depending on the existing street 
conditions, development site dimensions, particularly 
site depth, and project type.  In addition to the back of 
curb, there are also varying impacts due to setback 
standards along specific streets in specific categories.  
In order to evaluate these impacts in a way that is 
representative of the varying parameters, the analysis 
baseline evaluation is set at the worst case scenario 
for each street frontage.  In addition to worst case, full 
setback requirement, the analysis provides a scenario 
for mid-level impact and a scenario in which the back of 
curb has no impact on the buildable area. 
 

The general impact of the back of curb variances 
demonstrates a potential reduction in net buildable area 
for the prototype site ranging from 75% buildable area for 
minimum impact, 66% buildable area for middle impact, 
and 55% buildable area for maximum impact.  This results 
in a 9.4% reduction from zero to mid, and a 9.2% impact 
from mid to maximum impact.  However, in all cases 
outlined in the prototype sites, the reductions do not affect 
the general findings regarding development intensity 
evaluation between the current ordinance and the UDO.

figure 022. figure 023.

Back of Curb Impact - 0’ Back of Curb Relocation  
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03.01 CATEGORY SCENARIO MODELLING

Parking Structure

Commercial

Public Open Space
Green Area

Residential

Open Space

Retail

Minimum Parking

Residential

Commercial

Mixed-Use

Balanced Parking

Avenue

Main Street

Main Street

Local Street

Maximum Parking

NC:  Neighborhood Center

Site Information
 Square Footage Acres Setback Length  Net SF Number Type Frontage

Site Area 217,800.00            5.00                    
Setback Area 45,216.00              1.04                    24 330 7,920.00                  1 Avenue 330

24 330 7,920.00                  2 Local 330
24 612 14,688.00                3 Main 660
24 612 14,688.00                4 Main 660

Percent 45,216.00                
Gross Buildable Site Area 172,584.00            
Open Space 21,780.00              10%
Green Area 32,670.00              15%
Tree Save Area

Net Buildable Site Area 118,134.00            54%

 Feet Allowable Floors
Gross Max Floor 
Area  FAR/Units per Acre 

Maximum Height 60.00                      
Commercial Flr to Flr 14.00                      4.0 472536 2.17                          
Residential Flr to Flr 11.00                      5.0 590670 118.13                      
Ground Flr 16.00                      

Minimum Balanced Maximum
Residential Parking Ratios 1.0 1.35 1.70                          
Commercial Parking Ratios 750.0 500 250.00                      

Minimum Parking

Residential

Commercial

Mixed-Use

Balanced Parking

A
ven

u
e

Main Street

Main Street

1-A

1-B

1-C 2-C

2-B

2-A

Lo
ca

l Street

Maximum Parking

3-C

3-B

3-A

NC

1-A 320,400.00              2-A 320,400.00              3-A 320,400.00              
1-B 344,160.00              2-B 283,500.00              3-B 121,320.00              
1-C 324,840.00              3-C 324,600.00              3-C 226,080.00              
Total 989,400.00              Total 928,500.00              Total 667,800.00              

1-A 338.40                      2-A 451.20                      3-A 564.00                      
1-B 564.00                      2-B 564.00                      3-B 451.20                      
1-C 451.20                      2-C 564.00                      3-C 564.00                      
Total 1,353.60                  Total 1,579.20                  Total 1,579.20                  

Total Building SF Total Building SF Total Building SF

Total Parking SF Total Parking SF Total Parking SF

NC

1-A 320,400.00              2-A 320,400.00              3-A 320,400.00              
1-B 344,160.00              2-B 283,500.00              3-B 121,320.00              
1-C 324,840.00              3-C 324,600.00              3-C 226,080.00              
Total 989,400.00              Total 928,500.00              Total 667,800.00              

1-A 338.40                      2-A 451.20                      3-A 564.00                      
1-B 564.00                      2-B 564.00                      3-B 451.20                      
1-C 451.20                      2-C 564.00                      3-C 564.00                      
Total 1,353.60                  Total 1,579.20                  Total 1,579.20                  

Total Building SF Total Building SF Total Building SF

Total Parking SF Total Parking SF Total Parking SF

NC

1-A 320,400.00              2-A 320,400.00              3-A 320,400.00              
1-B 344,160.00              2-B 283,500.00              3-B 121,320.00              
1-C 324,840.00              3-C 324,600.00              3-C 226,080.00              
Total 989,400.00              Total 928,500.00              Total 667,800.00              

1-A 338.40                      2-A 451.20                      3-A 564.00                      
1-B 564.00                      2-B 564.00                      3-B 451.20                      
1-C 451.20                      2-C 564.00                      3-C 564.00                      
Total 1,353.60                  Total 1,579.20                  Total 1,579.20                  

Total Building SF Total Building SF Total Building SF

Total Parking SF Total Parking SF Total Parking SF

03.01.01 The prototype sites are modelled across nine 
sets of parameters to provide a more accurate depiction 
of the development outcomes. In each, a series of 
data sets are produced that demonstrate the scenario 
outcomes across the development criteria. 

03.01.02 The table below outlines the basis site 
assumptions across the analysis, including site area, 
setback areas, gross buildable site area, open space 
area, green area, the resultant net buildable site area.  
The net buildable site area is the initial area (ownership 
parcel) less the setback, open space and green area 
reductions. 

03.01.03 Buildings are planned into the net buildable 
site area, keeping in alignment with the specific 
standards, as well as projecting industry standard 
footprints and building heights, specifically in terms of 
floor heights. Each indicates the maximum number of 
conventional floors accommodated within the maximum 
height standard.  This provides the total gross square 
footage of building that is projected for the site.  Note 
that to project the residential unit count, an average 
gross sf/unit is indicated.  In this analysis the gross is set 

at 1000 sf, which was set based on industry standards as 
well as input from the stakeholder group.

03.01.04  FAR is calculated from the resulting gross floor 
area divided by the site area. Units per acre are calculated 
from the resulting number of total units divided by the total 
number of acres in the site area.

03.01.05 Total gross buildable areas for each of the nine 
scenarios are rolled up to provide a demonstration of 
the impact the various parameters have on development 
yields with respect to each of the criteria.  This provides a 
reference as well, in most cases, to understand the impact 
in terms of potential program criteria, for instance, a project 
that proposed a higher number of parking spaces will see 
a commensurate reduction in gross square footage of 
development.  

03.01.06 This series also demonstrates the impact open 
space and green area have on limiting development, 
those projects with extra open space indicating additional 
potential development while those that show significant 
open space on building roofs, indicating less potential 
additional development.

figure 024.

figure 025.

figure 026.
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03.02.01 From the scenario matrix, data for each site is 
available for analysis.  This includes overall development 
numbers for gross building areas, parking and required 
open space and green area.

03.02.02 The residential densities are determined by 
the number of floors in the projected development model 
multiplied by the typical building footprint.  The product, 
divided by the site area gives the projected FAR for the 
development scenario.  To determine the units per acre, 
the total gross building square footage is divided by the 
proposed gross sf per unit.

03.02.03 The commercial densities are determined by 
the number of floors in the projected development model 
multiplied by the typical building footprint.  The product, 
divided by the site area gives the projected FAR for the 
development scenario. 

03.02.04 Individual site analyses provide dimensional 

indications of the required setbacks, back of curb locations, 
building frontage requirements, projected building 
frontages and dimensions for open space and green area.

03.02.05 Individual site analyses provide graphic 
indications of the location and extent of areas in the public 
realm and/or in areas of required setbacks from rights-
of-way to demonstrate the impact of curb relocations and 
setback on each scenario.

03.02.06 Parking space calculations are provided to 
indicate total parking required, or proposed, depending on 
the particular scenario. 

03.02.07 The databases and digital models are structured 
to allow for additional scenarios, both in terms of pre-
development parameters, such as sf per unit, area of 
parking spaces, floor to floor heights, among others.  This 
provides for additional opportunities to text and evaluate 
scenarios beyond the scope of this effort.

03.02 SITE SCENARIO MODELLING
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figure 027.

figure 028.

figure 029.

figure 030.

Site Information Building Information Scenario 1-C

Square Footage Acres Setback Length Net SF Footprint SF Levels Gross SF
Site Area 217800 5 Residential 38,040.00          5 190,200.00                
Setback Area 45216 1.03802 24 330 7920 Commercial-Office L 33,660.00           4 134,640.00                 

24 330 7920 Commercial-Office R
24 612 14688 Commercial-Office Total 33,660.00           134,640.00                 
24 612 14688 Subtotal Program SF 324,840.00                

Percent 45216 Parking 33840 4 135,360.00                 
Gross Buildable Site Area 172584
Open Space 21780 0.1 Split Site Areas Square Feet Acres
Green Area 32670 0.15 Residential 124,740.00          2.86
Tree Save Area Commercial 93,060.00          2.14

Average Residential Unit SF 1000
Net Buildable Site Area 118134 0.5424 Total Residential Units 190

% of Possible
Feet Allowable Floors Gross Max Floor Area FAR/Units per Acre Residential Units/Acre 66.4 56%

Maximum Height 60 Commercial FAR 1.446808511 0.67                             
Commercial Flr to Flr 14 4 472536 2.169586777
Residential Flr to Flr 11 5 590670 118.134 Parking Per Unit/1000 SF Spaces Required Percent Parking Type
Ground Flr 16 Residential 1.00                      190 51%

Minimum Balanced Maximum Commercial 750 180 0.49                             
Residential Parking Ratios 1 1.35 1.7 Total 369.72
Commercial Parking Ratios 750 500 250 SF Per Space Spaces Provided

Provided Spaces 300 451.20                      
Delta 81.48
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03.03 OVERALL FINDINGS

03.03.01 Overview 
Through the modelling process, a significant amount 
of development data is made available to analyze the 
relative performance of the current ordinance and the 
proposed UDO.  The baseline comparison is between 
the specific categories in the current ordinance and 
those categories in the UDO that are proposed as the 
translating categories.   
 
The UDO provides a translation table that indicates 
which new zoning category aligns with which existing 
category.  In the general analysis these categories 
were evaluated against each other.  While there are 
differences across the current and proposed ordinances 
that make this analysis imperfect, it is the most viable 
method to understand the impact the code change will 
have on development yields and intensities. 
 
Several of the current categories do not have 
corresponding categories in the proposed UDO.  These 
categories are analysed separately, against the current 
ordinance categories that are most similar and most 
likely to translate.  These include N1-F, IC-2, IMU, NC, 
CAC-1, RAC, and UE. 
 
The analyses include mixed residential and commercial 
density, height, open space, bonus density and bonus 
height. 
 
UMUD and UC are not included in the analysis as they 
are both essentially unlimited in development intensity, 
density, and height. 
 
In general there is no substantive difference between 
the TOD categories in the current ordinance and the 
UDO, so they have not been included in the modelling 
analysis, although they are included in the overall 
analysis.

figure 032.
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03.03.02 Residential Density     
The current ordinance generally regulates residential 
density through an upper limit on dwelling units per acre. 
This ranges from a low of 3 units per acre in R-3 to a 
high of 43 units per acre in R43-MF. In addition there 
are several categories in which the residential density 
is determined through height limitations, most notably 
the MUDD category.  The UDO generally regulates 
residential development density through either minimum 
lot sizes (typical in the N1 categories used to regulate 
single-family through quadraplex types) or through 
height limitations.  The dwelling units per acre indicated 
in the analysis are the result of modelling development 
scenarios under the UDO.

03.03.03 Findings 
The UDO allows for greater residential density across 
those categories that are primarily indicated for 
residential development.  There is significantly greater 
density allowed in the N1 Place Types, while the current 
ordinance provides greater density in several of the 
mixed-use and urban categories.  This is primarily true 

of the UR-3 and UR-C district, with significant density 
increases in UR-C.  There is also significant density 
increase in MUDD over the CAC-2 category.  Note that 
MUDD and UR districts are typically part of a conditional 
rezoning plan, and generally the allowed conditional 
development is considerably less than the absolute 
maximum allowed. The updated UDO draft slightly 
increases residential density due to height increases in 
several categories. 
 
The current ordinance allows for residential development, 
within certain constraints, in primarily business and office 
districts, including B-1, B-2, O-1, O-2, and O-3. The 
UDO does not allow residential in any of the translating 
districts including CG, CR and OFC.  Residential in these 
categories is not consistent with the comprehensive plan, 
which calls for the prohibited uses to be located in the 
more walkable place types and categories. This represents 
a significant reduction in residential development in these 
categories, however the overall impact is dependent upon 
the extent to which these particular UDO categories are 
adopted.

figure 031.
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03.04.03 Bonus Density     
With minor exceptions, the current ordinance does 
not offer significant opportunities for density bonuses.  
The exception is the 50% increase in density (FAR) 
resulting from use of structure parking decks.  The UDO 
offers a significant and wide-ranging series of bonus 
opportunities, generally up to a bonus height limit.  The 
UDO bonus quantities were calculated using non-bonus 
height limit and calculating for additional FAR resulting 
from height increase to maximum bonus height limits.  
Neither ordinance offers bonuses for Industrial project 
types, with the exception of BD in the current ordinance.

Findings 
Generally the UDO provides greater bonus opportunity 
than the current ordinance, however with the exception 
of primarily residential categories, and the MUDD 
district, the differences are minimal.  For residential 
project types, however, the bonuses are significant, 
particularly since baseline development densities in 
these categories are already higher than the current 
ordinance baselines.  Also, the increase will be greater 
due to reductions typically seen in conditional zonings 
for several of these categories. Taken together this 

demonstrates a significant increase in density potential 
from the current ordnance categories, including R, R-MF, 
and UR-1 and 2. The current ordinance only provides 
higher density bonuses in three categories, B-1, B-2 
and BD against CG and CR, and ML-1.  CG provides 
substantially more density than B-1 at the baseline so 
the bonus doesn’t put the overall development density 
above CG.  B-2 and BD do, however, provide significantly 
higher density, especially after bonus, than CR and ML-1 
respectively. It should be noted that through alignment 
zoning the ultimate district designations may not be the 
translated districts for many sites, depending on the final 
place type designation. The updated UDO draft slightly 
increases density bonus due to height increases in several 
categories.  
 
Overall, considering baseline density and bonus densities 
taken together, the UDO provides a much greater overall 
development density across almost all categories.

03.04 OVERALL FINDINGS - DENSITY

03.04.01 Non-Residential Density 
The current ordinance generally regulates non-
residential development through FAR limits.  These 
range from a low of .25 to a high of 3.0.  FAR is the main 
limiting, and absolute (notwithstanding some bonus 
opportunities) cap on development of non-residential 
development in most categories other than MUDD, 
UMUD and the TOD categories. The UDO generally 
regulates non-residential development density through 
height limitations.  The FAR numbers indicated in 
the analysis are the result of modelling development 
scenarios under the UDO.

03.04.02 Findings 
The UDO allows for relatively equivalent (not statistically 
relevant) or greater non-residential density across 
almost all categories. There are several exceptions 
to this general finding.  The first is the N1 Place Type 
categories, for which the UDO does not provide any 
non-residential development.  However, while the 
current ordinance indicates a FAR of .5 in the correlated 
categories, there are few non-residential uses allowed, 
so the comparison is relatively insignificant. 
 

The current ordinance provides greater density in only two 
categories.  The first is O-3, which provides a significantly 
higher density than OFC, 3.0 to .9 respectively.  The 
second is MUDD which provides a relatively modest higher 
density than CAC-2, 3.0 to 2.37 respectively.  These 
categories are typically limited by conditional rezoning 
plans, which generally reduce the amount of development 
below conventional development baselines. The difference 
diminishes, however, when bonuses are applied, bringing 
the potential FAR for CAC-2 to 3.05. Due to the minimal 
height increases in the updated UDO there are no 
significant increases in non-residential density.    
  
There are several other current ordinance categories that 
minimally provide greater non-residential density, but these 
differences fade when bonuses are incorporated, as well 
as when back of curb is at mid or lowest impact levels.  As 
such, any differences should be statistically insignificant. In 
addition, yields will be less in the current ordinance when 
considering conditional zoning in these categories.

figure 033. figure 034.
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03.05 OVERALL FINDINGS - HEIGHT

03.05.01 Height 
The current ordinance generally sets maximum heights 
at 40 feet across almost all zoning categories, except 
some slightly lower heights for single-family categories 
and increased heights in MUDD. The UDO generally 
follows the same pattern as the current ordinance, but it 
provides more baseline height in almost all categories. 
The one significant exception is the industrial uses, for 
which the UDO set maximum height at 80 feet, double 
the 40 foot maximum in the current ordinance.

Findings 
Generally the UDO provides greater baseline height 
across all categories, however the difference, with few 
exceptions, would allow for no more than a single story 
increase in height, and in some cases, due to floor to 
floor dimensions, it may not provide even one floor 
of additional height.  Regardless, it will provide more 
flexibility with covered appurtenances, such as parapets. 
In addition, several of the UDO categories that are not 
represented here, due to the lack of translating category, 
provide additional height, which would generally 

increase the difference between the current ordinance 
and the UDO, with the UDO providing even greater height 
opportunities than the current ordinance.   
 
The one exception is the MUDD category which has a 
baseline height of 120 feet, while the CAC-2 category only 
allows 90 feet of baseline height.  However, the bonus 
height for CAC-2 provides for a height limitation of 130 feet, 
while there is no bonus for increased height in the MUDD 
category.

03.05.02 The updated UDO draft increases allowable 
building height due to height increases in several 
categories. Note the majority of categories with increased 
height are not represented in the direct translation 
categories, so the actual height increase in the updated 
UDO has greater impact than that indicated in these 
analyses.

03.05.03 Bonus Height    
The current ordinance generally provides height 
bonuses in the form of increased height calculated 
either as an additional foot of height for an additional 
one foot or two feet of horizontal distance from setback 
lines.  In some cases this additional height is limited to 
an overall maximum, while in others there is no height 
limitation. The UDO generally provides height bonuses 
in one of two ways, either as additional floors or as part 
of a calculation for which certain actions result in points. 
The points are translated to feet (one foot per point) and 
the resulting number of points represents the additional 
height, in feet, that can be added to the project up to the 
maximum height with bonus.

03.05.04 Findings 
Generally, the UDO provides for greater height bonus, 
where a maximum height is established in the current 
ordinance.  However there are a number of categories 
in the current ordinance that have no height limitation 
when utilizing the height increase calculation. This 

provides some benefit in terms of flexibility of building  
footprint, but in general it doesn’t result in increased 
development densities due to the FAR maximums. The 
height, in these instances, is also limited by the horizontal 
dimensions of the site, such that smaller sites will have 
much less available height increase do to the reduced area 
for increased setbacks. 
 
It should be noted that the height calculation  in the current 
ordinance generally leads to a higher level of disconnected 
development, which doesn’t affect yield, but it has the 
potential to negatively affect project value in urban areas.

03.05.05 The updated UDO draft increases allowable 
bonus building height due to height increases in several 
categories. Note the majority of categories with increased 
height are not represented in the direct translation 
categories, so the actual height increase in the updated 
UDO has greater impact than that indicated in these 
analyses.

figure 035. figure 036.
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03.06 OVERALL FINDINGS - OPEN SPACE

03.06.01 Open Space 
The current ordinance generally regulates open space 
through two methods.  The first is specific open space 
requirements and the second is maximum lot coverage 
by the building(s). In addition, in MUDD, lot coverage is 
progressive, and for the purposes of this analysis the 
lowest number has been used.  The UDO generally sets 
a consistent open space requirement at 10% of the total 
site area, with exception in CG, CR, ML-1, and ML-2, 
which are 5% and no requirement respectively.  The 
UDO utilizes a menu of types of open space, designated 
as public, common and private which impact different 
categories in different ways. 

03.06.02 Findings 
Generally, the UDO requires significantly less open 
space than the current ordinance, however, this 
specific analysis doesn’t include green area, internal 
planting and landscape yard requirements, all of which 
will significantly increase the overall amount of open 
space required in the UDO. This issue only pertains to 
this specific analysis, and the overall components are 
addressed in detail in the actual site analyses. 
 

       
The open space requirements under the current ordinance 
vary significantly across categories, and the method for 
determining open space varies across categories as well.   
 
In general all UDO prototype site models accommodated 
all open space at the ground level, however this was not 
the case with the higher density non-residential examples, 
which all required open space to be located at the roof.  
This was true for NC, CAC-2, and RAC, and would also, 
most likely be true for CAC-1 and UE. This had no affect on 
the overall yields, but it does potentially have an impact on 
cost. 

03.06.03 There is no appreciable reduction in Open Space 
requirements in the updated UDO draft due to this analysis 
utilizing the maximum requirement, however the updated 
draft does provide additional overlap which can potentially 
reduce the Open Space requirement in specific instances.

03.06.04 Open Space and Green Area
The current ordinance does not require Green Area.  
Green Area, which generally replaces tree save area 
and provides alternative methods for meeting the 
standards, is a category of standards introduced into 
the UDO to provide for, primarily tree save and planting 
areas. The UDO requires green area at 15% of the 
site across all categories, while the current tree save 
requires an area of  XX% of the site..  This analysis 
combines open space and green area requirements 
and compares them to the current ordinance overall 
open space requirements.  The standards are organized 
such that the aggregate of open space and tree save is 
equivalent to open space and green area. 
 
The UDO utilizes a menu of types of green area with 
the two main types of tree save and tree planting areas, 
however there are various other possible  ways to fulfil 
the green area requirements. In addition, it is possible 
to pay fee-in-lieu to reduce the amount of on-site green 
area.  It should be noted that the alternative solutions 
and the fee-in-lieu are only applicable to Tiers 1 and 2 
which represent the highest intensity Place Types.  Tiers 
3 and 4, comprised of N1, N2, and Campus (other than 
IC-2) are excluded from these alternatives.

03.06.05 Findings 
Generally, there is less open space required under 
the UDO, however due to the variations in the current 
ordinance requirements, there is no overall trend as the 
numbers vary greatly across current ordinance categories.  
 
The UDO requires significantly more area for open space/
green area than the current ordinance for all  industrial use 
categories, for which the current ordinance currently has 
no requirement.  
 
The current ordinance requires more open space, in 
varying degree across the R-MF, Business and Office 
categories. 
 
For this analysis the UDO open space/green area 
requirements do not include internal planting and 
landscape yard requirements, however these are 
addressed in the actual site analyses.

03.06.06 There is no appreciable reduction in Open Space 
and Green Area requirements in the updated UDO draft 
due to this analysis utilizing the maximum requirement, 
however the updated draft does provide additional overlap 
which can potentially reduce the Open Space and Green 
Area requirement in specific instances.

figure 037. figure 038.
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04.01 CATEGORY FINDINGS

04.01.01 A number of representative sites from across 
the working groups have been identified and selected for 
detailed analysis to determine the impact the UDO will 
have on actual projects, either constructed or approved 
for development.  In this way it is possible to provide 
an overview of the general impact as well as provide a 
series of specific issues that are significantly increasing 
or decreasing project yield and/or cost.

04.01.02 Each project is analyzed to determine the 
baseline criteria, primarily densities, both residential 
and non-residential, as appropriate, building height, 
open space, parking, among others.  This information 
provides the target development yields for the analysis.

04.01.03 The first analysis is an examination to 
determine if the project can be constructed as originally 
approved, and if not, what are the specific areas and 
issues that are keeping precluding the project from 
being implemented in the same or similar manner to the 
original.  

04.01.04 A key component of the analysis is the 
assumption that all selected projects are examples of 
development that is qualitatively and quantitatively in 
line with the intentions of the UDO, as well as generally 
seen as successful examples of development from the 
broader community perspective.

04.01.05 The second analysis is a model of the current 
project program implemented under the UDO.  This 
provides an indication of the extent to which the project 
could be constructed under the UDO, and the impact the 
UDO has on project yields.  I this scenario, the project 
is modelled at the same diagrammatic level as the 
prototype models, utilizing the same basic criteria.

04.01.06 The third analysis, performed if there was 
concern about the quality of the second analysis, is 

a detailed model of the project under the UDO.  This 
provides a very precise indication of the extent to which 
the project can be constructed under the UDO, as well as a 
detailed demonstration of issues that impact development.

04.01.07 In these scenarios, the models are determined 
using the following criteria, which is aligned with the criteria 
used for the prototype sites.

04.01.08 The residential densities are determined by 
the number of floors in the projected development model 
multiplied by the typical building footprint.  The product, 
divided by the site area gives the projected FAR for the 
development scenario.  To determine the units per acre, 
the total gross building square footage is divided by the 
proposed gross sf per unit.

04.01.09 The commercial densities are determined by 
the number of floors in the projected development model 
multiplied by the typical building footprint.  The product, 
divided by the site area gives the projected FAR for the 
development scenario. 

04.01.10 Individual site analyses provide dimensional 
indications of the required setbacks, back of curb locations, 
building frontage requirements, projected building 
frontages and dimensions for open space and green area.

04.01.11 Individual site analyses provide graphic 
indications of the location and extent of areas in the public 
realm and/or in areas of required setbacks from rights-
of-way to demonstrate the impact of curb relocations and 
setback on each scenario.

04.01.12 Parking space calculations are provided to 
indicate total parking required, or proposed, depending on 
the particular scenario. 

04.01.13 The databases and digital models are 
structured to allow for additional scenarios, both 
in terms of pre-development parameters, such as 
sf per unit, area of parking spaces, floor to floor 
heights, among others.  This provides for additional 
opportunities to text and evaluate scenarios beyond 
the scope of this effort.

04.01.14 It should be noted that in this analysis the 
comparison is not between development that can be 
realized under either the UDO or the current ordinance, 
rather it is a comparison between development that 
can be realized under the UDO and development that 
has been set up with conditions through the project 
entitlement process.  In this instance the standard 
of equivalence is much higher because the level of 
specificity in development is much greater. 

04.01.15 It is for this reason that the projects have 
been analyzed in the three ways described here.  In 

this analysis, the ability to implement the exact same 
project under the UDO, as was negotiated under 
the current ordinance is not the ultimate goal. It is 
simply an indication of the general parity between the 
process currently in place and the process after the 
adoption of the UDO.  

04.01.16 The second and third analyses determine 
the development viability, from both a yield and cost 
perspective, for each project type under the UDO.  
The outcomes from these analyses indicate the 
extent to which a particular project can be developed 
following the standards in the UDO, which should 
result in a qualitatively better project outcome than the 
initial, negotiated project.

04.01.17 The projects analyzed are outlined in the 
table below.
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Original Site Plan

Existing Site Plan Axon Max Capacity Axon

04.01.18 Overview 
The prototype analyses were used to determine a 
broad set of data that could be used to evaluate the 
development outcomes for a series of consistent 
sites.  The analysis provided broad results indicating 
the overall performance of the current ordinance 
and the UDO.  However, many projects have unique 
characteristics, which may not be adequately covered 
in the prototype analysis.  In addition, each actual site 
analysis is structured around a three part process.  The 
initial analysis determines the baseline 

04.02 SITE SCENARIO MODELLING

figure 040.

figure 041. figure 042.

Site Plan

figure 043.
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figure 045.figure 044.

04.03 OVERALL FINDINGS - DENSITY

04.03.03 Non-Residential Density 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of non-residential density data that was taken from 
submitted plans for approval, primarily for rezonings or 
site approval. These data don’t necessarily represent the 
maximum non-residential development that is allowed 
under the current ordinance, rather they were selected 
to reflect best in class projects, or projects that carried 
a particular constraint. Each project was analyzed to 
determine the existing condition potential compliance 
with the UDO (could you build the same project under 
the UDO, and if not, why), and these data are indicated 
in Analysis One.  Each project was also analyzed to 
determine the maximum that could be developed under 
the UDO, to determine the opportunity to build, by right, 
under the UDO and meet or exceed the baseline yields.  
Specific issues that impact yields are outlined in the 
Appendix.

04.03.04 Findings 
In general, there is a close correlation between the 
baseline yield and the yield from Analysis One, which 
indicates the UDO provides for a similar, and in most 
cases very close, specific development outcome related 
to non-residential density. In general, the actual sites 
analyzed could be built substantially the same under the 
UDO. Analysis Two indicates that in general the UDO 
provides for greater non-residential density across all sites, 
with the exception of Morehead, Alleghany which weren’t 
analyzed for non-residential density. While most of the 
yield increases are modest, the two sites that analyzed 
adaptive re-use indicated significant gains. In allowable 
units per acre over proposed units per acre.  It should be 
noted that these increases are directly contingent upon a 
by-right application of the specific zoning category used in 
the analysis.

04.03.01 Residential Density 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of residential density data that was taken from 
submitted plans for approval, primarily for rezonings or 
site approval. These data don’t necessarily represent 
the maximum residential development that is allowed 
under the current ordinance, rather they were selected 
to reflect best in class projects, or projects that carried 
a particular constraint. Each project was analyzed to 
determine the existing condition potential compliance 
with the UDO (could you build the same project under 
the UDO, and if not, why), and these data are indicated 
in Analysis One.  Each project was also analyzed to 
determine the maximum that could be developed under 
the UDO, to determine the opportunity to build, by right, 
under the UDO and meet or exceed the baseline yields.  
Specific issues that impact yields are outlined in the 
Appendix.

04.03.02 Findings 
In general, there is a close correlation between the 
baseline yield and the yield from Analysis One, which 
indicates the UDO provides for a similar, and in most 
cases very close, specific development outcome related 
to residential density. In general, the actual sites analyzed 
could be built substantially the same under the UDO. 
Analysis Two indicates that in general the UDO provides 
for greater residential density across all sites, with the 
exception of industrial sites, which prohibit residential uses.  
While most of the yield increases are modest, the two 
sites that analyzed adaptive re-use indicated significant 
gains. In allowable units per acre over proposed units per 
acre.  In the cases of Camp and South the increase was 
five and four fold respectively.  It should be noted that 
these increases are directly contingent upon a by-right 
application of the specific zoning category used in the 
analysis. 
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figure 046.

04.04 OVERALL FINDINGS - HEIGHT

figure 047.

04.04.01 Height in Stories 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of building heights, in stories, based on conventional 
floor to floor heights, that was taken from submitted 
plans for approval, primarily for rezonings or site 
approval. These data don’t necessarily represent the 
maximum height that is allowed under the current 
ordinance, rather they were selected to reflect best 
in class projects, or projects that carried a particular 
constraint. Each project was analyzed to determine the 
existing condition potential compliance with the UDO 
(could you build the same project under the UDO, and 
if not, why), and these data are indicated in Analysis 
One.  Each project was also analyzed to determine the 
maximum height that could be achieved under the UDO, 
to determine the opportunity to build, by right, under the 
UDO and meet or exceed the baseline heights.  Specific 
issues that impact heights are outlined in the Appendix.

04.04.02 Findings  
In general, there is a close correlation between the 
baseline height and the height from Analysis One, which 
indicates the UDO provides for a similar, and in most 
cases very close, specific development outcome related to 
building height. The exceptions were Selwyn for which the 
UDO only allowed five floors, one less than the constructed 
project and Camp, for which the rezoning allowed fifteen 
floors while the UDO only allowed for eleven floors. It 
should be noted that with bonuses the Camp site would 
increase substantially over the baseline height, however 
that is not the case with Selwyn due to the N-1 adjacency 
which is the height determinant in this case. Analysis Two 
indicates that in general the UDO provides for a slight 
increase in height with the exception of Jay where the 
increase was significant, but the increase is not significant 
to the analysis. It should be noted that these increases 
are directly contingent upon a by-right application of the 
specific zoning category used in the analysis. 

04.04.03 Height in Feet 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of building heights, in feet, that was taken from 
submitted plans for approval, primarily for rezonings or 
site approval. These data don’t necessarily represent 
the maximum height that is allowed under the current 
ordinance, rather they were selected to reflect best 
in class projects, or projects that carried a particular 
constraint. Each project was analyzed to determine the 
existing condition potential compliance with the UDO 
(could you build the same project under the UDO, and 
if not, why), and these data are indicated in Analysis 
One.  Each project was also analyzed to determine the 
maximum height that could be achieved under the UDO, 
to determine the opportunity to build, by right, under the 
UDO and meet or exceed the baseline heights.  Specific 
issues that impact heights are outlined in the Appendix.  
       
 

04.04.04 Findings 
In general, there is a close correlation between the 
baseline height and the height from Analysis One, which 
indicates the UDO provides for a similar, and in most 
cases very close, specific development outcome related 
to building height. The first exception was Selwyn for 
which the UDO only allowed sixty-five feet, which is less 
than the actual project height of seventy-two feet. The 
second project is Camp, for which the approved rezoning 
allowed 180 feet while the UDO only allowed for 130 feet. 
It should be noted that with bonuses the Camp site would 
increase to 250 feet, substantially over the baseline height, 
however that is not the case with Selwyn due to the N-1 
adjacency which is the height determinant in this case. 
Analysis Two indicates that in general the UDO provides 
for a slight increase in height with the exception of Jay 
where the increase was significant, but the increase is not 
significant to the actual site analysis. It should be noted 
that these increases are directly contingent upon a by-right 
application of the specific zoning category used in the 
analysis. 
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figure 048.

04.05 OVERALL FINDINGS - OPEN SPACE

figure 049.

04.05.01 Open Space 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of open space extents, in square feet and percent of 
site, that was taken from submitted plans for approval, 
primarily for rezonings or site approval. Analysis One 
provides an understanding of the extent to which 
a project could be built relative to the open space 
requirement in the UDO. The critical indicator is if the 
project open space is less than the required open space, 
which would indicate open space is the limiting factor in 
determining the potential to build the project under the 
UDO.

04.05.02 Findings 
In general, open space has a more varied impact on 
site development potential than other key determining 
criteria. There is no consistency across all subject sites. 
The subject sites with generally more open space would 
not be constrained in producing the same project with 
regards to open space requirements, however, the more 

densely planned sites would be impacted. At Caswell, the 
baseline project only provides 3.4% of the site as open 
space, at Morehead only 4.9%, while the UDO requires 
10%.  This open space would have to be relocated to a 
rooftop area, which is possible at Morehead (and in fact 
Morehead had rooftop open space), but this would require 
public access to the roof of Caswell, as it is a commercial 
use. In general, the other subject sites either provided 
more open space than is required in the UDO, or open 
space was not an issue, such as with industrial uses, which 
do not require open space. For Camp, the open space 
projected for the site was calculated using the maximum 
build out allowed under the rezoning, which is very closely 
aligned with the UDO requirement of 10%.

04.05.03 Open Space and Green Area 
The subject sites provided a pre-determined baseline 
set of open space extents, in square feet and percent of 
site, that was taken from submitted plans for approval, 
primarily for rezonings or site approval. Analysis One 
provides an understanding of the extent to which a 
project could be built relative to the open space and 
green area requirements in the UDO. The critical 
indicator is if the project open space is less than the 
required open space and green area, which would 
indicate open space is the limiting factor in determining 
the potential to build the project under the UDO.

04.05.04 Findings 
In general, the aggregation of open space and 
green area has a generally consistent impact on site 
development potential. The subject sites with generally 
less open space would be constrained in producing the 
same project with regards to open space and green 
area requirements, and this is more significant in the 

more densely planned sites. At Caswell, and Morehead it 
is not possible to provide any open area.  The only sites 
that would meet the combined open space and green 
area standards are Baalman and Alleghany, which are 
the two relatively suburban plans. In all other cases the 
green area requirement would have to be met through 
some combination of fee-in-lieu and alternative green area 
strategies. 


