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I. INTRODUCTION 

Project Overview and Purpose 
The City of Englewood (the City) Unified Development Code (UDC), currently housed in Title 16 of the 

city's Municipal Code, is the primary regulatory document used to ensure quality development. The 

UDC includes regulations and design standards that address zoning, land uses, building setbacks, 

building height, parking, landscaping, neighborhood character, application procedures, and various 

other regulations related to development in Englewood. The current UDC was primarily developed in 

2004 and although numerous amendments have been made since its inception, it has not seen a 

comprehensive update since 2004. 

In 2017, the city adopted a new Comprehensive Plan (Englewood Forward), which identifies and 

articulates the community’s vision and objectives to set up Englewood’s preferred development 

patterns. A key priority of the assessment process was to review the UDC with regards to 

implementation of the long-range planning policies detailed within Englewood Forward. Other 

priorities included modernization of zoning regulations and improving usability for the general public, 

applicants, and decision-makers.  

This report focuses on the initial phase of the UDC update process—the 2020 Unified Development 

Code Assessment, and summarizes feedback from City Council, Planning and Zoning Commission, 

city staff, several city boards and commissions, the Englewood Chamber of Commerce, and the 

public; provides an analysis of Englewood’s current UDC; and puts forth suggested options to 

consider for phase two – the UDC update. Additionally, there is an appendix section, which provides 

an annotated outline, detailed public outreach results, and best practice resources.  

Overall Process 

The assessment of the UDC took place in three steps: 

Review of the UDC and core policy documents 

Listening to the community’s goals and values 

Provide suggestions for the update that ensure the 

UDC reflects Englewood’s vision for the future 

Listening to the community was the most important step in the process as it gave the review team 

the opportunity to hear from the community what was working and what was not with regards to 

development patterns. Comments from the public were tracked and compared throughout the 

process to help narrow down specific topics for detailed review within the existing UDC. The full UDC 

was reviewed with staff in sequence and the comments heard from the community were discussed 

in more detail as they related to specific Chapters of the UDC. Optional approaches to each of the key 

topics, based on peer community case studies, were presented to and discussed with the Steering 
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Committee, staff, and the public to gauge the right direction for the suggestions enclosed within this 

report. 

Guiding Principles  
In addition to the project goal of ensuring that Englewood’s core policy documents and land use 

regulations are congruent with the community goals and values for a sustainable city, the following 

principles should guide the UDC update process: 

1. Provide a Comprehensive Framework for Development. Englewood is a diverse 

community with development ranging from the transit-oriented CityCenter and historic 

Downtown to a strategically planned network of early-mid 20th Century bungalow-style 

neighborhoods. The UDC must cover all development contexts in a way that is appropriate to 

different neighborhood, market, and environmental settings. 

2. Ensure That the UDC is User-Friendly. The UDC should be easy to use for the general public, 

applicants, and administrators. Information should be logically arranged, easy to find, and 

include language and graphics that are attractive and clear. 

3. The UDC Should Have Community Support. A code is not just a document—it is a process. 

It should reflect the input of a broad range of stakeholders—from neighborhoods to the 

development and business community. This will ensure that the processes and metrics are 

understood and provide sustainable, long-term support. 

4. The UDC Should Make the Right Things Easy. Development that reflects the long-term 

planning policies of Englewood Forward should have a streamlined approval process with 

standards that align with the desired development patterns.  

5. The UDC Should Reflect Best Practices. The current zoning regulations blend conventional 

zoning districts with mixed-use development principles. There are elements of conventional 

zoning that remain viable—such as sensible use regulations that protect neighborhoods and 

landscaping depending on development intensity. The UDC should reflect best practices but 

avoid making unnecessary changes simply to be trendy. 

6. Right-Size the Standards and Procedures. The UDC should not over- or under-deliver. 

Englewood expects a given level of design, and the zoning standards should ensure that 

development reflects those expectations. The standards should reflect the needs and market 

conditions of Englewood rather than national trends. 

7. The UDC Should Balance Flexibility and Certainty. While options such as form-based codes 

tie design to precise standards, excessively tight standards can discourage design creativity 

and preferred development patterns. The updated UDC should balance the benefits of clear, 

objective standards with common sense flexibility that preserves consistency with Englewood 

Forward. 
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8. Provide a Clear, Fluid Administrative Process. The updated UDC should provide 

entitlement processes that are efficient and expand opportunities for administrative review. 

9. Avoid Nonconformities. Any substantive change to the zoning district or development 

standards will likely create nonconformities. This approach should explore regulations that 

minimize nonconformities by exploring standards that reflect the best aspects of current 

development patterns and eliminating unnecessary and outdated standards.  

10. Provide Enforcement Tools. At its core, the UDC is a legal document. It provides Englewood 

the authority to regulate and condition development. However, it must be enforceable to 

serve its intended purpose. The approach should explore tools to improve enforceability such 

as reporting requirements, compliance plans, and improved notification procedures. These 

processes will align with Colorado land use law. 

  



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 7 

II. CODE STRUCTURES OVERVIEW 

Existing Code Structure 

The “Code Structure” refers to Englewood’s approach to regulating development. Englewood’s 

current UDC uses components from different zoning approaches to provide development outcomes. 

There are several different approaches to zoning commonly used by communities throughout the 

United States.  

The oldest and most basic approach is conventional, use-based (also known as “Euclidean”) zoning. 

This divides the community into districts where different uses are allowed, and different setbacks, 

building height, lot coverage, and other metrics apply. Although some of Englewood’s commercial 

zoning districts allow for mixed-use development, 15 of the 16 zone districts are classified by a 

conventional zoning structure.  

The remaining zone district is a “special purpose” district called “planned unit development” or PUD. 

This special purpose district uses the PUD concept to allow design flexibility in exchange for applied 

conditions as part of the rezoning process. This allows an applicant to negotiate a master planned 

development and gives Englewood case-by-case review. However, approaches that codify the 

conditions that are typically negotiated through PUD approval, coupled with administrative approval, 

could streamline the process and allow developers to devote more of their budget to improving 

design rather than permitting costs. 

Alternative Code Structures  
Communities that deviate from conventional zoning often refer to zoning regulations that blend 

conventional and form-based or design-based code as “hybrid” codes. While there are a few Colorado 

communities (such as Denver, Buckley AFB, Dillon, and Cripple Creek) that have adopted form-based 

codes, most communities update their codes with a hybrid approach that incorporates elements 

from all code types. 

The variety of code structures available are summarized in Table 1. One approach to note is 

composite zoning which establishes classes of building types based on design standards and site 

design types to structure zoning districts. For example, regulations could identify a building type “C” 

for urban type buildings and type “D” for suburban type buildings, along with site design standards 

such as “3” for urban sites and “4” for suburban sites. Some parts of the community could be 

designated for urban buildings and sites, while others could blend an urban building type with a 

suburban site layout. This is an alternative to imposing design standards either through separate 

guidelines, form-based codes, or overlay zones. It also allows the community to customize the 

districts to site context without having to impose site-specific conditions (as with planned zoning) or 

through very lengthy and detailed design regulations (as with form-based codes).  
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Table 1: Alternate Code Structures Summary 

Approach What is it? Advantages Limitations 

How does this 

apply to 

Englewood? 

Conventional 

Zoning 

This divides the city 

into districts that 

establish uniform 

use and dimensional 

standards, such as 

setbacks, height, and 

density. 

Familiar to zoning 

administrators and 

applicants.   

Controls scale. 

Reducing setbacks 

can accommodate 

development that is 

compliant with 

Englewood Forward. 

Does not 

comprehensively 

regulate design. 

Segregating uses 

and excessive 

building setback or 

height regulations 

can pose barriers to 

the development 

preferences 

described in 

Englewood 

Forward. 

Some conventional 

zoning techniques 

will probably 

continue to form the 

cornerstone of the 

zoning regulations. 

Overlay 

Zoning 

These are zoning 

districts that overlap 

the base residential, 

commercial, and 

industrial districts to 

establish additional 

standards or 

incentives. 

Allows the city to 

supplement existing 

districts with 

additional design 

standards.    

Familiar to code 

users.    

Complicated 

because it involves 

several layers of 

regulations.    

The city has 2 

overlay districts. The 

Medical Overlay (M-

O-2) addresses land 

use impacts covering 

parts of R-2-B zoned 

properties. The 

Neighborhood 

Preservation Overlay 

(NPO) overlay is 

intended to protect 

the existing 

character and land 

use balance within a 

small area of the 

MU-R-3-B district. 
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Approach What is it? Advantages Limitations 

How does this 

apply to 

Englewood? 

Planned Unit 

Development 

(PUD) 

This allows the 

modification of 

development 

standards for master 

planned 

developments to 

provide more 

creative approaches 

to development. 

Familiar to code 

users.    

It is flexible and 

allows standards to 

be negotiated on a 

case-by-case basis.   

The lack of 

standards can 

produce 

unpredictable and 

undesirable 

development 

outcomes. 

Requires an 

unpredictable and 

potentially lengthy 

approval process. 

The city uses this 

approach for more 

than 10 planned unit 

development (PUD) 

districts.  

More than 130 acres 

is PUD zoned 

property.  

Composite 

Zoning 

Rather than having 

zoning districts of 

just one component 

(a list of use 

districts), composite 

districts provide 

separate and 

independent zoning 

components such as 

use, site, and 

architectural 

characteristics. One 

of each of these 

components then 

can be combined to 

create a "composite" 

zoning district. 

This provides a very 

flexible approach to 

zoning, while 

preserving the basic 

standards that code 

users are familiar 

with.    

This has the effect 

of a series of 

overlay districts, so 

it is more 

complicated than 

conventional 

districts. 

This approach could 

apply well to districts 

that accommodate 

higher density 

housing and mixed-

use development. 

The revised zoning 

map would 

designate areas for 

use, building and 

site design 

classifications.   
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Approach What is it? Advantages Limitations 

How does this 

apply to 

Englewood? 

Use Patterns This establishes a 

series of design 

templates that can 

be permitted either 

by right or through 

discretionary 

procedures. For 

example, a master 

planned 

development that 

would normally 

require PUD 

approval could be 

listed as a permitted 

use in the district, 

along with the 

building, site design 

and street standards 

that apply to it. 

Streamlines the 

approval of 

development 

patterns that the 

community wants to 

encourage. 

Provides 

predicatable design 

standards.    

The concept is 

effective in 

communities with 

large tracts of land 

suitable for master 

planned 

development.   

This could work for 

conservation 

subdivisions and 

small, mixed-use 

neighborhood 

designations.   

Design-Based 

Zoning 

(Form-Based 

or Transect-

Based) 

Divides the city into 

zones where the 

regulations vary by 

physical design 

characteristics, 

rather than by use.   

Directly addresses 

design and gives 

landowners flexibility 

as to permitted uses.    

Applies well to urban 

situations, such as 

Downtown, urban 

districts and 

corridors. 

Tends to be 

complex and 

unfamiliar to 

existing code users 

Limited in scope - 

they do not 

generally address 

issues like 

congestion, 

suburban corridors, 

stream corridors, 

and related issues. 

Englewood Forward 

provides policy 

support for design 

regulations, and the 

city has tested this 

concept to a certain 

extent in several 

PUD approvals and 

the overlays. 
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Approach What is it? Advantages Limitations 

How does this 

apply to 

Englewood? 

Design 

guidelines 

Separate documents 

that contain flexibly 

written, and typically 

nonbinding, 

considerations for 

design. The 

guidelines are 

usually administered 

by a board, such as 

the planning 

commission or a 

separately created 

design review board. 

Flexible - the city and 

applicants retain 

more discretion in 

negotiating design 

solutions and can 

better customize 

design objectives to 

specific projects than 

through specific 

standards.   

Can be amended 

more readily than 

the zoning 

regulations.   

Scatters design 

considerations 

among separate 

documents, which 

can lead to 

confusion and 

complexity. 

Sometimes unclear 

to applicants and 

administrators 

whether a guideline 

is binding. 

Compliance 

negotiation can lead 

to delays in 

development 

approval or 

unpredictable 

results. 

Design guidelines 

are applied on a 

case-by-case basis.  

For example, design 

guidelines could 

apply as part of a 

neighborhood 

preservation district 

that follows an area 

plan. 
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Approach What is it? Advantages Limitations 

How does this 

apply to 

Englewood? 

Performance-

Based Zoning 

Like form-based 

zoning, 

performance-based 

zoning divides 

districts by 

prescriptive ratio-

based metrics to 

control development 

impacts.  

For example, the 

regulations could 

prescribe minimum 

ratios for 

landscaping and 

open space, along 

with maximum 

impervious surface, 

building coverage, or 

floor area metrics by 

district. 

More flexible than 

conventional, one-

dimensional zoning.   

Standards, such as 

impervious surface, 

limits effectiveness in 

controlling 

development within 

natural features. 

Can be complicated 

with the various 

metrics and 

calculations. 

Development ratios 

tend to have a very 

weak relationship to 

design and are 

largely limited to 

restricting the scale 

and footprint of 

development. 

Effective where 

there are persistent 

environmental or 

topographical issues, 

such as floodplains, 

riparian corridors, or 

steep slopes. 

However, 

performance zoning 

is not limited to 

these issues, but 

also include 

character-based 

regulations that 

blend building and 

site design with 

performance 

metrics. 
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III. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT OVERVIEW  

Phase One Outreach Overview 

The 2020 Unified Development Code Assessment kicked off with a virtual joint study session meeting 

between City Council and the Planning and Zoning Commission. Council Members and 

Commissioners weighed in on the following series of questions: 

 What is your overall goal for this project? 

 What is working well with the existing code? 

 What is not working well with the existing code? 

 Are the application processes meeting the needs of staff and the development community? 

 Are there any specific design standards that need to be tuned up? 

 Are there any standards, topics, or innovations missing from the current code? 

Following the joint work session, a Steering Committee was created with City Council input to serve 

as a sounding board for discussions during the six-month assessment process. A series of meetings 

were held through the months of August and September 2020 which focused on the same questions 

asked of City Council and the Planning and Zoning Commission. Those meetings included the 

following: 

 Two (2) meetings with the Steering Committee;   

 One (1) Telephone Townhall; 

 Five (5) in-person open house events at Duncan Park, Jason Park, Bates-Logan Park, Baker Park 

and Centennial Park; 

 Ten (10) virtual focus group meetings; and 

 One (1) meeting with each of the Historic Preservation Commission, Transportation Advisory 

Committee, Alliance for Commerce, and Board of Adjustment. 

On September 1, 2020 a project webpage was launched on the City of Englewood website designed 

to house links to questionnaires, relevant documents and upcoming events. A series of videos were 

prepared featuring the Mayor and City Staff to highlight relevant topics for informational purposes. 

The first online questionnaire was live through the month of September and focused on the same 

general questions as above regarding what’s working and what needs improvement with the current 

UDC.  
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As a result of the questionnaire and meetings outlined above, the following five topics emerged:  

1. Residential Dimensional & Design Standards; 

2. Neighborhood Character; 

3. Housing Affordability; 

4. Parking & Walkability; and 

5. Sustainability & Green Infrastructure. 

Phase Two Outreach Overview 

Through the months of October and November 2020, a series of five quick poll questionnaires were 

available on Englewood’s webpage to further explore each of the five topics listed above. Additionally 

a series of meetings were held to present information regarding the importance of each topic, how 

each tied to Englewood Forward, best practices from other communities, and potential options for 

how Englewood could address each topic within the UDC update. The following meetings were held 

during this stage of the process: 

 One Planning Commission check-in meeting in early October to present what was heard 

during initial engagement in September; 

 Three (3) meetings with the Steering Committee; 

 One (1) virtual public open house; and 

 The offer of drop-in public comment sessions hosted by City Staff. 

Advertising for All Outreach Opportunities 

All events were advertised on the 2020 Unified Development Code webpage. Additionally, all Board 

and Commission meeting agendas were posted on iCompass and emailed to subscribers and the 

meetings themselves were livestreamed and recorded. Individuals who participated in the focus 

groups were notified by email through Chamber of Commerce Membership and an interested citizen 

list. 

The in-person park open house events and Questionnaire #1 were advertised a number of ways—

from posting in the News on the City of Englewood’s homepage, to direct emails to city News 

subscribers and via MyEmma, and posting on Facebook, Twitter, and Next Door. The events were 

promoted at a city movie night and during the Telephone Townhall. 
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Additionally, yard signs and posters were placed at the following locations around town:

 Nixons 

 Liquor Barn 

 Brewability 

 Frame de Art 

 King Soopers at Trolley Square 

 King Soopers at Kent Place, Safeway 

 Barnhouse Tap 

 Duncan Park 

 Jason Park 

 Bates-Logan Park 

 Baker Park, Romans Park 

 Cushing Park 

 Centennial Park 

 Cornerstone Park 

 CityCenter 

 Little Dry Creek Open Space

On November 30, a mass mailing of postcards went all Englewood addresses directing community 

members and business owners to various methods of contact to enable them to provide feedback, 

contact staff with questions, or request a zoom meeting on specific topics. 

Appendices B-E include detailed accounts of all advertising, questionnaire results, and meeting 

summaries as well as the number of participants at each event. 
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IV. DISCUSSION OF THE FIVE HIGH PRIORITY TOPICS 

As stated previously, five main topics surfaced through the public outreach process. Following phase 

one outreach, all of the comments that were heard were organized and categorized into the five 

topics discussed below. Each of these topics was further explored with the public through quick poll 

questionnaires and the December virtual open house. Additionally, detailed discussions were held 

with the Steering Committee to present the results of public input on each topic as well as relevant 

best practices and suggested options to address each topic. The Steering Committee served as a 

sounding board to narrow down the potential approaches to each topic. Included below are 

discussions on each topic which summarize all comments heard as well as Steering Committee and 

Planning Commission feedback. 

Residential Dimensional & Design Standards 

Topic Overview. Residential dimensional standards refer to the standards in the UDC which dictate 

the buildable area on a lot including the bulk plane, building setbacks, building height, and maximum 

lot coverage allowances. Residential design standards refer to the architectural design requirements 

and allowances for residential buildings such as building materials, building orientation, and building 

façade.  

What We Heard. Through the community engagement process, the review team heard concerns 

over the dimensional standards, especially in the R-2-B zone district that is seeing considerable infill 

development. Issues or questions were expressed regarding bulk plane, building setbacks and lot 

coverage maximums. A number of community members were very concerned about the overall mass 

of infill development in relation to the existing, single story, residential building types. Other 

community members liked the variety provided by the new building types. There was some 

discussion on building height in relation to three-story buildings next to single-story buildings with 

regards to solar access. 

 

Figure 1: Residential Dimensional Illustration 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 17 

The phase one questionnaire asked the community to provide feedback on their height preference 

for residential buildings in the context of existing neighborhood character. Of the 391 respondents, 

47% preferred one-story, 39% felt the two-story height was acceptable, and 14% felt the three-story 

height was acceptable.  

 

Neighborhood Character 

Topic Overview. Neighborhood character can be described as the 

look and feel of individual areas. Neighborhood character is primarily 

comprised of the design and dimensions of existing architecture, 

streetscape treatments, and overall aesthetic of an area block by 

block. 

What We Heard. The review team heard that neighborhood 

character is particularly important to many community members. 

Many commented that they wanted to see increased efforts to 

preserve existing neighborhoods, including revitalizing, and repairing 

older homes rather than demolition and scraping lots. According to 

the community, the biggest factor in determining neighborhood 

character is height—most community members feel that 

neighborhoods with predominately one-story homes should remain 

as one-story neighborhoods. It does not appear that building 

materials are a deciding factor in neighborhood character. 

The neighborhood quick poll distributed during phase two of public 

engagement asked the community to identify which neighborhoods, 

per Englewood Forward, should be considered for possible 

neighborhood preservation overlays or specific design guidelines. We 

heard that the Downtown, Bates-Logan Park, and Cushing Park 

neighborhoods should be considered for neighborhood preservation 

overlays with regulations for architectural style and form. 

 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Adjust bulk plane requirements and tailor them to specific neighborhoods identified in 

Englewood Forward and/or zoning districts to encourage building separation, foster better 

lighting, and protect privacy.   

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Live-4: Improve 

community quality of life 

through enhanced 

neighborhood design and 

neighborhood identity. 

Objective Live-4.4. 

Encourage development 

that is compatible with 

existing neighborhood 

character in established 

residential areas in order 

to foster neighborhood 

identity. 

Objective Live-4.5. Ensure a 

range of desirable 

amenities, such as 

recreation, retail, and 

quality housing, in all 

neighborhoods, through 

zoning reforms, if and 

when appropriate. 
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Housing Attainability.  

Topic Overview. The ability of Englewood community members to 

purchase homes in Englewood was also a major topic of concern 

during this first outreach phase. As a first-ring suburb of Denver, 

Englewood is continually experiencing growth pressure and the 

region on the whole is dealing with inflated home prices. The Live 

section of Englewood Forward states: “current and future Englewood 

residents will have opportunities to choose from a variety of high 

quality housing stock that incorporates a range of housing types and 

densities that appeal to the needs and desires of families, singles, and 

seniors, within desirable neighborhoods.” Providing attainable 

housing options to the community of Englewood is a tenet of the 

Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan and is crucial to the success 

of the community.  

What We Heard. In both the online questionnaires and the in-person 

meetings the review team heard concerns about housing being too 

expensive for Englewood community members to afford, especially 

new residential construction. We also heard concerns that the new 

attached housing units being developed are not fitting the attainable 

price point that was expected by the product.  

During the second phase of engagement, the review team heard that 

community members want the updated UDC to provide incentives for 

preserving existing single-family homes and allowing additions, 

including development of accessory dwelling units (ADUs). A 

subsequent quick poll asked the community what they would change 

about ADU regulations and the top two choices included allowing 

them in a broader range of zone districts and adjusting the maximum 

size to be proportionate to the lot and principal residence. 

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Live 1.1 Promote a 

balanced mix of housing 

opportunities serving the 

needs of current and 

future Englewood citizens. 

Objective Live-1.1. Allow for 

housing that meets the 

needs of all income 

groups, including 

appropriate type and 

location of housing. 

Objective Live-1.2. Allow for 

housing investments that 

improve the housing mix 

and serve different 

lifecycle stages and 

groups with special needs 

in appropriate locations, 

including both smaller 

and larger unit sizes and a 

wider range of housing 

types, including single-

family, duplex, townhome, 

condominium, multi-

family, and accessory 

dwelling units. 

 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Apply and expand Neighborhood Preservation standards to other neighborhoods and 

zoning districts outside of the MU-R-3-B. This could include neighborhood conservation 

districts and regulations that are tailored to specific residential areas. 
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In addition, community members would like the definition of “household” to be revised to clarify 

multi-generational living situations (i.e. parents, grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, etc.) and to 

allow more than two unrelated individuals to live together. In addition, community members 

expressed a desire to increase the allowed size of accessory dwelling units and allow them in 

additional zoning districts. 

 

  

Figure 2: Expression of Potential Missing Middle Housing Options 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Simplify the ADU Dimensional table while also including new ADU types and appropriate 

regulations. 

2. Consider expanding zoning districts allowed for ADUs to include zones R-1-A and R-1-B.  

3. Update “household” definition to be more inclusive. 
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Parking & Walkability 

Topic Overview. Englewood community members are passionate 

about ensuring adequate and safe parking in neighborhoods and 

Downtown. The most recent research shows that conventional one-

size-fits-all parking approach promotes over-parking and automobile 

reliance, which is counter to what the community of Englewood wants 

and what the Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan prioritizes. As 

the city continues to grow and more transit options become available, 

the city should seek appropriate parking solutions for new 

development.  

Tied to parking concerns is walkability. Walkability is generally defined 

as the ability for community members to navigate their community 

without using automobiles. Walkability also requires provisions for 

quality pedestrian amenities—such as sidewalks and bike paths, 

shade trees, and safe crossings—and access to public transportation. 

When considering updates to the Englewood parking regulations, it is 

important to keep neighborhood walkability and public transit in 

mind. 

What We Heard. Reponses from the phase one questionnaire 

illustrate a 45-55% split between the current UDC favoring too much 

parking and favoring too little parking. In both the online 

questionnaire and the in-person meetings, the community noted a 

lack of parking on residential streets in Downtown, but an 

overabundance of parking in other areas of town. During Steering 

Committee discussions it became apparent that parking might be 

more of a perceived issue since the majority of existing parking lots 

were installed per previous code regulations and are not an accurate 

reflection of the existing UDC requirements. 

During the second phase of engagement, community members were 

asked if the UDC should include a minimum required number of 

parking spaces for a non-residential property development as well as 

a maximum required number of parking spaces. Response were split 

45-55% in favor of adding parking maximums to the UDC. Parking 

requirements were compared to adjacent and peer communities to 

further assess the issue and provide guidance on possible solutions. 

Most of the concerns the review team heard regarding walkability 

were about existing sidewalks. According to community members, 

many areas of the city suffer from both disconnected and incomplete 

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Move-1: Enhance 

multi-modal mobility and 

accessibility for all 

residents through 

maintenance and 

improvement of all 

transportation corridors. 

 

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Move-4: Develop 

shared transportation 

options.  

Objective Move-1.2. 

Develop a timeline and 

seek funding for 

implementing Complete 

Streets on identified 

corridors to ensure 

vehicular, transit, bicycle, 

and pedestrian mobility. 

Objective Move-1.4.  

Increase bicycle and 

pedestrian access 

between neighborhoods 

and activity centers. 

Objective Move-3.1. Provide 

safe and comfortable 

pedestrian facilities that 

are ADA compliant to 

connect public places and 

encourage pedestrian 

activity & active daily 

living. 

Objective Move-4.2. 

Examine the feasibility of 

shared automobile 

programs and related 

parking regulations. 
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sidewalks as well as sidewalks that are cracked and broken. In 

addition, community members brought up concerns of sidewalks not 

being ADA compliant and generally dangerous due to street parking. 

The common tie between parking and walkability surfaced in the 

phase one questionnaire where the community members indicated 

that they would favor less parking for a more walkable community.  

Our review team also heard that Downtown is generally walkable, but 

people feel there is a lack of connections from Downtown to 

neighborhoods and a lack of bike lanes and non-automobile options. 

In Englewood Forward’s desired future character charts for each 

neighborhood, bike lanes and bike facilities were indicated as 

currently only partially present. The desired future character for each 

neighborhood is to enhance residential connections to Downtown.  

 

 

  

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Live-3: Recognize 

and enhance the 

relationships between 

land use and the 

transportation system. 

Objective Live-3.3. 

Encourage land use 

patterns and urban 

designs that reduce 

dependency on 

automobiles.  

Objective Live-4.3. 

Strengthen pedestrian 

and bicycle access and 

connectivity in urban 

designs for new 

developments and in 

neighborhood 

revitalization plans. 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Revise current parking standards as parking maximums with the addition of parking 

minimums.  

2. Establish a “soft” parking maximum that triggers additional requirements when spaces 

increase.  

3. Right-size parking regulations by identifying different parking areas and matching them 

within certain development contexts. 

4. Reduce over parking by using site-specific parking demand analysis.  

5. Tie the location and size of parking areas to landscaping or shading requirements. 

6. Update sidewalk terminology and provide right-sized sidewalk standards that fit different 

zone districts and development contexts. This may include cross-referencing, revising, and 

aligning requirements expressed in (§16-8-7 Streets).  

7. Up planting strip requirements from 6’ to 10’ to encourage more greenery in planting 

spaces. 

8.  
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Sustainability & Green Infrastructure 

Topic Overview. Sustainability is intertwined with multiple goals of 

the Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan. Sustainability is multi-

faceted and includes everything from walkability and open space to 

green infrastructure and energy efficient buildings. Green 

infrastructure and energy efficiency can be either incentivized or 

required in a variety of ways, depending on the goals and desires of 

the community.  

What We Heard. Steering Committee members and many members 

of the public expressed a desire for the UDC to reflect the 

sustainability initiatives that Englewood Forward posits. Community 

members also expressed a desire for new development to include 

sustainability and green infrastructure. We also heard concerns 

about solar access due to new development and protecting 

neighbor’s ability to utilize solar panels on their homes for electricity 

generation. 

In the second phase of engagement, Englewood community 

members expressed a desire for the UDC to include low impact 

design (LID) standards and incentives, tree replacement standards, 

shade requirements for parking lots, and requirements for new 

development to be zero-energy or solar ready. In addition, 

respondents indicated an interest in developing a sustainability 

menu for new development to incentivize sustainability initiatives. 

  

Englewood Forward 

Comprehensive Plan 

Selected Goals & 

Objectives 

Goal Learn-4: Promote 

recycling and adaptive 

reuse of waste materials 

and structures.  

Goal Learn-5: Promote 

conservation of energy 

and improve air quality 

for city operations and 

residences and business 

in Englewood. 

Goal Play-3: Provide an 

accessible and connected 

system of open space, 

natural areas, parks, 

recreation facilities, trails, 

and greenbelts. 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Promote green infrastructure by defining and creating standards for each green 

infrastructure item as it relates to landscaping. (i.e. size, design, and locational 

requirements for planters, bioswales, rain gardens, etc.) 

2. Expand the existing Water Conservation (Xeriscape) Principles and create standards where 

xeriscaping is practical and preferable.  

3. Provide additional pervious area standards for specific development types within certain 

zoning districts. 

4. Develop sustainability menu approach similar to the Golden, CO example to support 

residential and nonresidential design standards. 
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V. GENERAL UDC OVERVIEW 

Organization and General Updates 

The Unified Development Code is codified within the city’s Municipal Code (Title 16) housed on the 

Municode website and is organized into eleven (11) chapters.  

 Chapter 1: General Provisions  

o Describes the purpose and applicability of the UDC 

o Addresses the city’s zoning map, and  

o Discloses the UDC’s relationship to other regulations 

 Chapter 2: Development Review and Approval Procedures  

o Summarizes administrative responsibilities for different zoning applications  

o States the zoning application types 

o Details application procedures  

 Chapter 3: Zone Districts  

o Establishes different zoning districts  

o Summarizes each district’s development characteristics 

 Chapter 4: Floodplain Regulations  

o Establishes standards that meet FEMA requirements for development in flood prone 

areas 

 Chapter 5: Use Regulations  

o Indicates allowed uses in relation to zoning districts (establishes the Use Matrix) 

o Provides specific use standards, often referred to as supplemental use regulations  

o Details requirements for accessory and temporary uses  

 Chapter 6: Development Standards  

o Establishes and provides dimensional, parking, landscaping, screening, drainage, and 

access regulations 

o Also holds regulations for signs, utilities, performance standards, design guidelines, 

and historic preservation  

 Chapter 7: Telecommunications  

o Addresses special requirements for telecommunications including: use, location, 

design, and permitting 

o Provides compliance to federal telecommunications regulations  

 Chapter 8: Subdivision Design, Improvements, and Dedication Standards 

o Establishes subdivision review procedures 

o Describes dedication requirements for new development 

o Houses open space regulations  

o Provides the city’s street classification system 

 Chapter 9: Nonconformities  

o Encompasses general provisions that apply to nonconformities 
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o Classifies the different nonconformity types 

 Chapter 10: Enforcement and Penalties  

o Establishes the city’s ability to enforce the UDC 

o Allows the city to penalize those who violate the UDC 

 Chapter 11: Use Classifications and Definitions of Terms  

o Describes the UDC’s land uses 

o Defines all the pertinent terms used in the UDC 

The UDC is a legal document that implements various city master plan policies. While it should be 

legally enforceable, it should also communicate effectively to a variety of audiences including citizens, 

applicants, business owners, elected officials, and professional staff. Therefore, improving readability 

and ease of use will serve to: 

 Improve administration by making information easier to find and understand; 

 Enhance public input by making complex, technical information accessible to casual users; and 

 Encourage economic development by making development standards and procedures clearer 

to applicants. 

Rewriting the UDC is not a simple matter of convenience. Well-written regulations can save time and 

money for both public and private investments and potentially create new opportunities for 

economic development and community design. The following general updates can improve the UDC’s 

readability and provide readers an easier way to find information. 

Graphic Enhancements 

Modern development codes typically include graphics that are integrated with related code 

provisions. Graphics should illustrate dimensional relationships and building and site planning 

concepts and can help to explain or amplify material that is sometimes difficult for casual or non-

technical users to understand. 

  

Assessment: 

Other than the Chapter 6: Development Regulations, the current regulations are largely devoid of 

graphics. 
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Better Sequence 

Development codes should create a flow that puts technical provisions to the back of the document, 

and more substantive provisions to the front. While development codes are not intended to be read 

from beginning to end, placing the more commonly used material near the front makes those 

provisions more accessible for a wider audience. 

 

Integration of Terms 

The UDC is not always integrated with related provisions of the Municipal Code, Colorado State Law, 

or the Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan. This is often due to changes to the city’s Municipal 

Code, state statutes, or related items that occurred since the Unified Development Code was 

adopted. Cross-references and the integration of terms assists both applicants and administrators 

with the entire development process and minimizes confusion that results when provisions are 

inconsistent. 

  

Assessment: 

The current UDC generally does a good job of placing the commonly used material (i.e., the zoning 

districts) to the front of the document, with technical material (such as definitions) to the back. 

However, Chapter 2: Development Review and Approval Procedures is long and filled with 

technical material that could be moved to the rear of the UDC. Language speaking to how the UDC 

is interpreted (§ 16-1-9) and the technicalities of the zoning map (§ 16-1-8) could move towards 

the back of the UDC. The first chapter should provide an executive summary that tells the reader 

why the UDC exists and how to find the information they need. 

 

Assessment: 

A useful technique to incorporate the Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan is to add italicized 

purpose statement at the beginning of each section. The purpose statement would explain how the 

provisions tie to Englewood Forward or related plans or studies. This highlights those provisions, 

allows for useful cross-references, and offsets them from the substantive standards and 

requirements. 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 26 

VI. UDC UPDATE SUGGESTIONS BY CHAPTER  

Chapter 1: General Provisions 

Modern zoning regulations have an introductory chapter which typically describe zoning and how the 

UDC works. The city’s current introductory chapter does that but also discusses interpretation, the 

zoning map, and its relationship to the city’s Code of Ordinances. This chapter should retain its 

current information but remove the zoning map (Section 16-1-8) and rules of construction and 

interpretation (Section 16-1-9) sections. These sections will fit better in the rear of the UDC or in an 

appendix. The revised chapter should also reference the city’s comprehensive plan, Englewood 

Forward, and exhibit relevance to the UDC regulations. This minor addition will ensure users that the 

UDC maintains consistency with the city’s long-term planning policies.  

 

Chapter 2: Development Review and Approval Procedures 

This chapter details the city’s development review procedures, application 

types, and approval authorities. The chapter provides tables to summarize 

dense material which help users focus on the critical information on hand. 

For instance, the UDC provides Table 16-2-2.1: Summary of Development 

Review and Decision-Making Procedures to condense pertinent 

information into one simple figure. Figures like these increase the UDC’s 

readability and usability.  

Additionally, the UDC relays application processes through text and 

flowcharts. These flowcharts divert the user’s attention from the text and 

helps capture the focal points of the different application processes. While 

organized well, this chapter could be relocated to a later chapter to allow 

for the more critical provisions such as zoning districts and development 

standards to be highlighted at the beginning of the document. 

Chapter 2 could be further improved by shortening and simplifying 

language that describes certain development processes and applications. It 

is equally important to revise and clarify broad, and underutilized parts of 

Figure 3: Sample flowchart 

from current UDC 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Retain the chapter’s current information but remove the zoning map and rules of 

construction and interpretation to a later chapter of the UDC.  

2. Add content to chapter and section headers that aligns the UDC to Englewood Forward.  

3. Remove “and/or” conjunctions from the UDC to reduce interpretation conflicts.  
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the chapter to ensure UDC users clearly understand the chapter’s intent to reduce questions from 

the public, the development community, and city staff. 

For instance, the chapter’s PUD standards could benefit from revised, specific, and clear language as 

it pertains to the Englewood Forward. Currently, the PUD process is lacking in standards and does 

not incentivize applicants to exceed base zoning requirements. The city could prescribe PUD 

standards and criteria that exceed base zoning requirements. This could include language that 

requires PUD proposals to benefit the public’s interests.  

 

  

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Relocate this chapter towards the rear of the UDC so critical components like zoning 

districts and development standards are user’s main focus.  

2. Create a process and standards for interpretations.  

3. Revise hyper-technical information with simpler language or through communicative 

graphics.  

4. Rename Administrative Land Review Permit to Administrative Subdivision.  

5. Update platting terminology and create processes that mirror the requirements of state 

law (i.e. right-of-way vacation, major subdivision plat, etc.).  

6. Reduce the “Render Decision Within 35 Days” to 30 days so that it is consistent with the 

appeal period.  

7. Add interpretations to the “Summary Table of Administrative Review and Decision-Making 

Procedures” table.  

8. Add a two to three year lapsing period for PUD and TSA rezonings.  

9. Revise PUD language to include stringent standards that exceed development from base 

zoning districts (this could include density bonuses, flexibility incentives, and affordable 

housing). 

10. Consider simplifying public hearing components to provide opportunities for applicants to 

respond to public comments.  

11. Remove limited use permit section as land uses are updated and redefined.  

12. Clarify DRT responsibilities regarding application referrals. 

13. Update Site Improvement Plan review. 
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Chapter 3: Zone Districts 

The chapter establishes sixteen (16) zone districts. Additionally, there are two (2) overlay districts. The 

current zone district regulations work well and have fostered generally favorable development 

outcomes. Therefore, large-scale changes to the zone districts are not recommended. Instead, minor 

revisions to the zone district regulations are suggested. 

Table 2: Zoning District Summaries 

Zoning Category  Zone 

District  

Description Summary 

Residential One 

Dwelling Unit 

R-1-A  A large lot size, one 

dwelling unit residential 

district 

Primarily consist of one dwelling unit 

residential neighborhoods. Multi-unit 

dwellings are not allowed in these 

districts. 
R-1-B A medium lot size, one 

dwelling unit residential 

district 

R-1-C A small lot size, one 

dwelling unit residential 

district 

Residential One and 

Multi-Dwelling Unit  

R-2-A A low-density one and 

multi-dwelling unit 

residential zone district 

Provides a range of housing types 

between the low-density one-unit areas 

and the high-density multi-unit areas. The 

two zone districts allow for a mixture of 

one-unit development with low and 

medium density multi-unit housing 

developments. 

R-2-B A medium-density one 

and multi-dwelling unit 

residential zone district 

Mixed-Use 

Residential/Limited 

Office-Retail  

MU-R-3-

A  

A low-density residential 

and limited office zone 

district 

The MU-R-3 districts are composed of 

those areas that are conducive to low, 

medium, and high-density residential and 

limited office development of a character 

unlikely to develop a concentration of 

traffic and people. These districts are 

protected against the encroachment of 

industrial uses and certain commercial 

uses. 

MU-R-3-

B 

A medium to high density 

residential and limited 

office zone district 

MU-R-3-

C 

A high density residential 

and limited office zone 

district 

Mixed-Use Medical M-1 A mixed-use medical, 

office, and high-density 

residential zone district 

This district allows hospitals and medical 

uses, as well as general office, high 

density residential, and hotels as primary 

land uses. 
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Zoning Category  Zone 

District  

Description Summary 

M-2 A mixed-use medical, 

office, high density 

residential and limited 

retail zone district 

This district allows hospitals and medical 

uses as well as general office, high 

density residential, hotels, and limited 

retail as primary land uses. 

Mixed-Use 

Commercial 

MU-B-1 A mixed-use central 

business zone district 

This district is a mixed-use district that is 

applied to the central business section of 

Englewood. The district is designed to 

create an environment having urban 

characteristics within a relatively small 

area of land through the close proximity 

of activities and increased social and 

cultural opportunities. The uses within 

this district are those that provide 

retailing and personal services to 

residents of the city and the surrounding 

area and are compatible with adjacent 

development. In order to make the 

central business district viable twenty-

four (24) hours a day, and not just during 

the traditional business hours, medium 

and high-density residential units are 

permitted. 

MU-B-2 A general arterial 

business zone district 

This district is composed of certain land 

and structures used primarily to provide 

retailing and personal services to the 

residents of the city and surrounding 

area and urban residential uses. The MU-

B-2 district is usually located on major 

access routes and is easily accessible 

from the surrounding residential area 

which it serves. 

TSA A mixed-use district 

intended for land uses 

adjacent to light rail 

transit stations 

This district is a mixed-use district 

intended to ensure a diverse mix of uses 

within convenient walking distance to 

Regional Transportation District (RTD) 

light rail stations in the City of Englewood. 

The district encourages appropriate 

residential development patterns with 

sufficient density to support transit use 

and neighborhoods for residents, as well 
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Zoning Category  Zone 

District  

Description Summary 

as commercial retail uses to serve the 

shopping and service needs of district 

residents, employees, and commuters. 

Industrial  I-1 A light industrial zone 

district 

This district is intended to provide for 

light manufacturing and industrial uses, 

and for warehousing and wholesaling 

uses of a limited nature and size that do 

not create appreciable nuisances or 

hazards. 

 I-2 A general industrial zone 

district 

This district is intended to provide for 

industrial and manufacturing uses that 

are more intense in nature than those in 

the light industrial district. 

Special Purpose PUD Planned Unit 

Development  

The PUD district is intended as an 

alternative to conventional land use 

regulations. The PUD district combines 

use, density, design, and Site 

Improvement Plan considerations into a 

single process, and substitutes 

procedural protections for many of the 

substantive requirements of this Title.  
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Zoning Analysis 

Englewood is a built-out, geographically small city that covers nearly 6.65 square miles (4,256 acres) 

of land. This component of the Assessment Report reviews the city’s zone districts by identifying 

zoning district acreage from the city’s online mapping tool in Table 3. The table shows the general 

zoning category (zone), the specific zone district (district), the total district acreage (district total), and 

the total zone acreage (zone total).  

Table 3: Zone District Analysis 

Zone District District Total (Acre) Zone Total (Acre) 

Industrial 
I-1 735.03 

1013.76 
I-2 278.73 

  

Commercial 

M-1 59.37 

500.19 
M-2 46.36 

MU-B-1 113.85 

MU-B-2 280.61 

  

Residential 

MU-R-3-A 32 

2598.35 

MU-R-3-B 216.26 

MU-R-3-C 9.99 

R-1-A 673.1 

R-1-B 142.9 

R-1-C 1079.06 

R-2-A 142.46 

R-2-B 302.58 

  

PUD PUD 135.61 135.61 
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Figure 4: Zoning Analysis Pie Chart 

 

Residential Zone Districts 

Residential zone districts make up 61% of zoned acres in the city. The residential district with the most 

acreage is the R-1-C district at 1,079.06 acres, comprising 42% of the total residentially zoned land. 

The second and third residential districts with the most acreage are the R-1-A and R-2-B districts with 

637.1 acres and 302.58 acres, respectively. R-1-A zoning amounts to nearly 25% of residentially zoned 

acreage while R-2-B zoning represents about 12% of residentially zoned acreage. R-1-C and R-1-A 

districts amount to 67% of the total residential acreage. These two districts are low density, one-unit 

dwelling districts showing that the city’s residential zoning is dominated by single family homes.  

Figure 5: Residential Zoning Pie Chart 
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Industrial Zoning Districts 

Industrial zoning districts make up approximately 24% of zoned acres in Englewood. Most of the city’s 

industrial land is zoned for I-1, light industrial uses, which amounts to nearly 73% of the city’s total 

industrial zoned land.  

Figure 6: Industrial Zoning Pie Chart 

 

Commercial Zoning Districts 

Commercial zoning districts make up nearly 12% of the city’s zoned acres. Most commercial uses 

occur in the MU-B-2 district totaling 280.61 acres or 56% of commercially zoned land. The MU-B-1 

district totals 113.85 acres or approximately 23% of commercially zoned land. Combined, MU-B-1 and 

MU-B-2 districts total to 79% ofthe commercially zoned land in the city.  

Figure 7: Commercial Zoning Pie Chart 
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In summary, this zoning analysis shows the city’s zoning breakdown by the numbers. Residential 

zoning, primarily one-unit dwelling single family zoning, dominates the city’s zoning uses. Commercial 

zoning favors MU-B-1 and MU-B-2 districts while light industrial zoning is significantly more favorable 

than more intensive, general industrial activity.  

  

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Retain zone district structure while adding and omitting land uses that area consistent with 

the city’s vision and goals within each zone district.  

2. Provide revised zone district introductory statements/summaries that corresponds with 

the goals identified in Englewood Forward. 

3. Cross-reference the TSA zoning district with CityCenter updates. The city is currently 

working on a separate update to the CityCenter area and looking at the TSA standards. 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 35 

Chapter 4: Floodplain Regulations 

This chapter houses the city’s regulations to meet FEMA requirements for development in flood prone 

areas. This chapter is well-organized and follows a typical structure when compared to other 

jurisdictions. The city will need to update the section, Floodplain Regulations (Section 16-4-8-H) to 

reflect revised land uses from Chapter 5: Use Regulations. Aside from aligning uses, there are no 

pressing issues with the city’s existing floodplain regulations.  

 

Chapter 5: Use Regulations 

Chapter 5 maintains land uses that correspond to the UDC’s zone districts. This chapter also provides 

specific use regulations called use-specific standards, and regulations for adaptive reuse, accessory, 

and temporary uses. This chapter is important as it implements a zone district’s intent and establishes 

permitted uses.  

Chapter 5 includes a use table (Table 16-5-1.1: Table of Allowed Uses) that identifies land uses and 

prescribes them to different zone districts. This table lists zoning districts across the top and land 

uses along the side. Land uses are grouped by a use category which complies with most modern 

codes. Additionally, there is a key at the top of the table that assigns the type of use allowance by 

letters. For instance, a “permitted use” is marked as a “P”. Each zoning district indicates whether a use 

is permitted by-right, conditional, accessory, temporary, limited, or prohibited. Also, the table shows 

accessory uses approved conditionally and accessory uses approved with limited use procedures for 

each zoning districts. The table’s current format is easy to follow but the contents within the table 

could benefit from revision.  

A clean, clear, and concise use table is important for everyone involved in the development process. 

Readers can quickly scan categories of uses to determine where a particular use is allowed. The use 

table facilitates the process of maintaining and updating the list of uses. Visual aids can also facilitate 

reading and understanding the use table. For example, a color-coded use table that aligns with the 

zoning map, like Sparks (NV) in Table 4, could further increase readability and understanding among 

staff and code users. 

Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Retain the chapter’s content but simplify the language. Also, relocate the chapter to the 

rear of the UDC.  

2. Revise the uses identified in Floodplain Regulations (Section 16-4-8-H) to match with the 

revised land uses from Chapter 5: Use Regulations.  

3. Consider removing the definitions section from the chapter and adding to Chapter 11. 

4. Ensure this chapter is flexible and easy to amend as FEMA regulations change over time.  
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Table 4: Sparks (NV) Use Matrix 

 

The current use table lists more than 150 uses. Repealing, revising, and adding uses that are specific 

to development in Englewood should increase readability and ensure interpretation consistency. 

Additionally, clear use-specific standards will minimize the need for use interpretations and 

misunderstandings with applicants, staff, and the public. These standards could include 

manufactured homes, automotive service and repair, breweries, ADUs, solar panels, and home 

occupations. 

Specific Uses: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)  

Englewood’s current UDC provides regulations for ADUs but very few applications have been 

processed since the inception of the provisions. The city defines ADUs as a smaller, secondary 

residential dwelling unit on the same lot as a principal one-unit dwelling. These structures are 

independently habitable and provide the basic requirements of living, sleeping, cooking, and 

sanitation. There are two ADU types: (1) garden cottages, which are detached residential structures 

on the same lot as the principal detached one-unit dwelling; and (2) carriage houses, which are 

dwelling units above or attached to a detached garage or other permitted detached accessory 

structure on the same lot as the principal detached one-unit dwelling. ADUs must resemble the 

architectural style of the principal dwelling and cannot exceed 650 square feet. Englewood restricts 

ADUs to the rear part of a residential lot. For instance, ADU placement is limited to the rear thirty-five 

percent (35%) of the lot.  

ADUs come in all shapes, sizes, and contexts. It is important that Englewood find the appropriate ADU 

standards that fit specific neighborhood contexts. Cities like Durango, CO provide numerous ADU 

development opportunities by allowing multiple attached and detached ADU types. Englewood could 

take a similar approach and identify a variety of ADU types that are specific to different 
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neighborhoods within a certain zoning district. For instance, the city could expand their current ADU 

types to allow them to be attached to the primary residence. 

Figure 8: Durango, CO Integrated ADU Graphic 

 

In addition to ADU variety, the city should determine what dimensional and design standards are 

most suitable for different neighborhoods and zoning districts in the city. If the city opts for varying 

lot size requirements, then ADU type and size could vary depending on prospective lot size. One 

example would be to allow larger ADU sizes on larger lots. Englewood could use a similar approach 

for neighborhoods with certain dimensional or aesthetic characteristics.  

Although ADU regulations vary across the nation, some are more flexible and practical than others. 

Englewood should consider the best regulations that provide housing variety, reduce high housing 

costs, and protect each neighborhood’s context.  
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Options to Consider for Code Update: 

1. Revise archaic uses by incorporating them into modern use definitions. All uses need to be 

defined, and those that are not explicitly defined should be bracketed into a general use 

definition.  

2. Update and reorganize the use chart to comply with revised uses. 

3. Modernize the specific use standards for manufactured home parks so there’s better ability 

to upgrade antiquated homes and attract newer products. 

4. Remove limited uses and accessory uses approved with limited use procedure from the 

UDC, but find ways to incorporate those uses as permitted, conditional, accessory, or 

temporary. 

5. Revise and clarify automotive uses (like sales, repair, rental, etc.). After clarifying these uses, 

then align specific use standards with zoning district regulations.  

6. Add specific use standards for recreational marijuana uses.  

7. Consider creating a “micro” category for breweries, wineries, and distilleries to encourage 

smaller scale brewing activity while discouraging large manufacturing operations. 

8. Revise ADU definitions and provide standards that are tailored to specific neighborhoods 

identified by the Englewood Forward Comprehensive Plan or zone districts.    

9. Provide graphics for specific use standards (i.e. ADUs). 

10. Relocate “Adaptive Reuse of Designated Historical Buildings” to the Historic Preservation 

chapter. 

11. Incorporate more flexibility within the home occupation use to address various types of at-

home work situations.  

12. Revise language and stipulations for food vending trucks within the Temporary Use section. 
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Chapter 6: Development Standards 

Development regulations can apply design standards to any kind of development, including single-

family, multi-family, commercial, or industrial uses. These standards are critical for effective 

placemaking. While building heights, setbacks, coverage, and related zoning metrics control the scale 

and intensity of development, related standards shape development outcomes as well. Development 

standards directly affect the cost of development and can occupy significant land area on a site. 

Therefore, it is important that the standards are carefully calibrated to each zoning district so that 

they accomplish their intended purpose without creating regulatory barriers to the design objectives 

in those areas. 

Dimensional Requirements 

Dimensional requirements are items that control lot size, setbacks, height, floor area, and lot 

coverage. The city provides dimensional requirements in Table 16-6-1.1 by assigning lot area, floor 

area ratio, setbacks, lot coverage, width, and height metrics to zoning districts and land uses. The 

table is easy to read and directs the reader to pertinent information that pertains to a certain district 

or use. While the dimensional standards are straightforward, there was public concern about setback 

effectiveness, particularly those in residential areas. These dimensional requirements tend to 

promote reasonably sized residences in the residential zoning districts but can generate separation 

and privacy issues because of small side yard setbacks.  

While larger lot one-unit dwellings apply 7-ft side setbacks, one-unit dwellings on smaller and urban 

lots apply 5-ft and 3-ft side setbacks, respectively. The 7-ft and 5-ft side setbacks are practical and 

ensure that a minimum 10-ft space exists between residences (building separation), while the 3-ft 

side setbacks allow for 6-ft of building separation. Not only is the 3-ft side setbacks problematic for 

homeowners due to privacy issues, but it can also hinder effective fire and life safety response. It is 

understood that few of these urban lots are adjacent to one another thus the building separation 

may not be an issue. However, to ensure safety, the city could add a footnote to table 16-6-1.1 to 

state that urban lots may maintain a 3-ft setback so long as they also maintain a minimum 10-ft 

separation between adjacent buildings.  

Additionally, the city should consider revisiting front setbacks for one-unit dwellings on small and 

urban lots. All one-unit dwelling front setbacks are 25-ft which can constrain development on smaller 

lots. This one-size-fits-all approach to front setbacks should change to a right-sized approach where 

setbacks are determined by a formula accounting for lot size, coverage requirements, zoning districts, 

and neighborhood character. For instance, in districts such as MU-R-3-B, MU-R-3-C, R-2-B, and R-1-C 

districts, 25-ft front setbacks for small and urban lots could be reduced to 15-ft or 20-ft setbacks. This 

adjustment would bring residences closer to the street, generate bigger backyards, and allow for 

more usable lot area. A front setback reduction would promote an urban residential development 

style that is conducive to the characteristics of higher density zoning districts.  

Other dimensional requirements such as residential bulk plane regulations are equally important in 

Englewood. Community members and developers voiced concern over bulk plane regulations to 
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address structure and floor heights, maintain privacy, and preserve light space on neighboring 

properties.  

The review team illustrated how the existing bulk plane standards work to better understand the 

existing regulations and determined that the bulk plane alone was not the issue but rather the 

combination of dimensional requirements which could use minor adjustments to achieve the desired 

character.   

Figure 9: Bulk plane and dimensional requirements in R-2-B 

 

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Simplify the ADU Dimensional table while also including new ADU types and appropriate 

regulations. 

2. Consider expanding zoning districts allowed for ADUs to include zones R-1-A and R-1-B.  

3. Adjust bulk plane, setback, and lot coverage requirements and tailor them to specific 

neighborhoods identified in Englewood Forward and/or zoning districts to encourage 

building separation, foster better lighting, and protect privacy. 
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Streets and Vehicle Access and Circulation  

This section provides regulations that accommodate efficient movement of vehicles, bicycles, transit, 

and pedestrians to, from, and within developments. This section is important because streets, access, 

and circulation components can bolster community appearance, reduce traffic congestion, and 

promote walkable, pedestrian-friendly development. While the current UDC does not have much 

substantive material for Streets, Vehicle Access, and Circulation, it does refer to requirements 

provided in the City Engineering Standards and Specifications manual. The revised UDC should 

encourage better designed streets, access, and circulation by: 1) ensuring that the UDC cross-

references the City Engineering Standards and Specifications manual, and 2) adding standards to this 

section of the UDC to join different street types with revised zoning districts and neighborhoods.  

 

 

Off-Street Parking Requirements 

Minimum parking requirements were historically designed to reduce street congestion and to avoid 

spillover parking in residential neighborhoods. These regulations establish a minimum number of 

parking spaces for new development, typically tied to use. They usually spell out the geometric design 

of parking spaces and bays, along with required surfacing. The UDC currently provides these features 

and requires a minimum number of parking spaces for listed uses identified in Table 16-6-4.1 

Minimum Off-Street Vehicle Parking Ratios. The required spaces are tied to dwelling units, gross 

square footage, employees, or other variables.  

The city’s current parking requirements yield high parking ratios for uses when compared to other 

jurisdictions. For this example, we compared a few uses from Englewood to Fort Collins, CO and 

Lakewood, CO to see how parking regulations vary per Table 6. Three general commercial uses—

office, retail, and restaurants—were compared. Although Englewood’s parking ratios are higher than 

Fort Collins and Lakewood, it is important to note the differences between the metrics. First, Fort 

Collins and Lakewood use a modern metric approach where parking is calculated per 1,000 square 

feet. This provides the UDC user with a common baseline metric for all uses within the parking table, 

instead of looking at various baseline metrics like in Englewood’s UDC. Also, Englewood uses multiple 

metrics (i.e. 1 per X amount of square feet, an area to ½ of the gross floor area, etc.) to determine 

parking regulations whereas Fort Collins and Lakewood use one. 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Revise any standards from this section that do not coordinate with Public Works 

Department standards (recently updated design manual). 

2. Encourage shared drive access for adjacent non-residential development to discourage 

unnecessary drive cuts and reduce congestion.  
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Additionally, both Fort Collins and Lakewood provide a sliding scale for parking requirements with a 

minimum and a maximum. This concept common in many other communities and is intended to 

provide a baseline minimum parking requirement that must be met to accommodate parking but 

also provides a cap to ensure properties are not providing an unnecessarily large amount of parking. 

This approach caters to both the small local business that wants to encourage other modes of 

transport and larger retailers who prefer a larger parking ratio.  

Table 5: Englewood - Fort Collins Parking Ratio Comparison 

 

It is important for Englewood to reassess the parking ratios to preserve development space and 

promote walkability. Englewood’s current ratios are automobile-oriented rather than pedestrian-

focused. The city should reduce parking in higher density areas for certain uses to achieve a more 

pedestrian-friendly environment. Fort Collins and Lakewood promote this type of environment 

because parking ratios are less automobile focused. Furthermore, Fort Collins and Lakewood build 

on walkability and prevent overparking through parking maximums for all uses. This means that a 

development cannot provide excessive parking. This is an effective way to promote walkability and 

reduce overparking for non-residential development.  

Parking and walkability will always coincide with each other during the UDC updating process. While 

developments need parking to accommodate customers and community members, overparking 

should be avoided. Overparking can disrupt land use patterns, increase the urban heat island effect, 

add extra costs to development, and promote greater reliance on the automobile by preventing 

compact, walkable development. In modern zoning regulations, conventional parking metrics like 

parking minimums are replaced with parking maximums. Additionally, shared parking arrangements, 

parking reductions, car sharing regulations, transportation demand management (TDM) plans, 

Use Englewood Fort Collins Lakewood 

 Minimum Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum 

General Office 1 space / 300 sq. ft. 
1 space / 

1000 sq. ft. 

3 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

1.5 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

5 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

General Retail 

Under 7,500 sq. ft.: an 

area equal to 1/2 of the 

gross floor area; Over 

7,500 sq. ft.: an area 

equal to the gross floor 

area 

2 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

4 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

1 space / 

1000 sq. ft. 

5 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

Restaurants, 

Bars, Taverns, 

and Nightclubs 

1 space / 100 sq. ft. 
5 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

10 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

2 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 

12 spaces / 

1000 sq. ft. 
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bicycle facility requirements, and context-sensitive parking standards responsive to different 

development patterns can reduce unnecessary parking, maximize the development footprint, and 

incentivize walkability.  

Englewood should consider modern parking regulations to minimize excessive parking standards. 

The city should avoid a conventional one-size-fits-all parking approach because it promotes 

overparking and automobile reliance. Instead, the city should examine a right-sized parking approach 

that ties together development context, neighborhood character, and the goals of Englewood 

Forward. Conventional parking regulations should not be completely abandoned because there is 

utility for standards in specific areas where the automobile is the primary mode of transportation. 

Also, conventional standards are reasonable for greenfield development opportunities. However, 

modern parking regulations based on different development and neighborhood contexts may be 

more reasonable in Englewood. As the city continues to grow and more transit options become 

available, it is critical for the city to find appropriate parking solutions for new development. In these 

areas, Englewood could incorporate progressive parking standards and practices referenced in the 

case studies to reduce overparking and promote walkability.  

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Revise current parking standards as parking maximums with the addition of parking 

minimums.  

2. Establish a “soft” parking maximum that triggers additional requirements when spaces 

increase.  

3. Right-size parking regulations by identifying different parking areas and matching them 

within certain development contexts.  

4. Incentivize shared parking for mixed-use development through a tradeoff system that 

allows for development flexibility.  

5. Address parking spillover issues in residential areas with an expanded residential parking 

permit system. This could include revising the city’s Special Parking Permit Map to restrict 

unauthorized parking in residential areas.  

6. Reduce overparking by using site-specific parking demand analysis.  

7. Tie the location and size of parking areas to landscaping or shading requirements. 

8. Create a matrix that visualizes bicycle standards. 

9. Provide graphics that illustrates various parking metrics to improve code readability. 

10. Address alternative parking regulations. 
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Pedestrian and Bicycle Access and Connectivity 

This section provides for a system of well-connected pedestrian ways and bikeways that link 

developments with retail activities, employment centers, recreational facilities, parks, transit, and 

schools. These regulations encourage convenient access to transit services, including linking transit 

access to on-site pedestrian and bicycle systems. Pedestrian and bicycle access regulations mostly 

apply to new non-residential development. These standards include features like pedestrian and 

bicycle connections, sidewalks, street crossings, and lighting to encourage connectivity. 

While these are important features, the regulatory nature of this section is limited. Language within 

this section is too open-ended and allows for a range of design variability. For instance, in Section16-

6-5-F Pedestrian Street Crossings, there is language that states “pedestrian crossings shall be well 

marked using pavement treatments, signs, striping, signals, lighting, traffic calming techniques, 

median refuge areas, and/or landscaping.” Design standards should apply to pedestrian crossings so 

there is design consistency throughout Englewood. These standards could include materials, height, 

location, number, and types of traffic calming techniques, acceptable landscaping elements, and light 

emittance. However, if the city elects to retain the section’s current regulations, then there should be 

cross-references to other city documents like design manuals to ensure there are adequate 

standards for pedestrian and bicycle access and connectivity.  

Also, within this section there are opportunities to better implement Englewood Forward’s goals of 

walkability and reducing automobile dependency. The city could utilize Englewood Forward’s 

identifiable neighborhoods/areas with zoning districts to right-size pedestrian and bicycle access and 

connectivity. This would create a scenario where each zoning district or neighborhood/area within a 

certain zoning district has customized access and connectivity requirements that fit the character of 

that area to promote development compatibility. The city currently uses a one-size-fits-all access and 

connectivity approach for all non-residential development. For example, detached sidewalks must 

have at least 6-ft of planting space between the curb and sidewalk. The right-sized approach could 

reduce or increase the 6-ft planting space requirement on an adjustable scale conducive to different 

development contexts within an area or zoning district. This requirement could be reduced in 

commercial zones near Downtown where there is limited space, less greenery, and more attention 

on pedestrian activity. Conversely, the planting space requirement could be increased for non-

residential development outside of the Downtown area where there is more usable land and 

development is more automobile dependent.  
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Fences and Retaining Walls 

Fences and retaining walls are important components of development standards that are sometimes 

overlooked in code updates. Inadequate fence and wall regulations can create issues with privacy, 

pedestrian and vehicular line of sight, maintenance, drainage, and aesthetic quality. The city’s current 

regulations are well-organized, thorough, and perform well, therefore major changes are not 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Revise non-mandatory language, like “should provide” to mandatory language like “shall, 

will, etc.” to ensure standards are required.  

2. Update sidewalk terminology and provide right-sized sidewalk standards that fit different 

zone districts and development contexts. This may include cross-referencing, revising, and 

aligning requirements expressed in (Section 16-8-7 Streets).  

3. Increase planting strip requirements from 6-ft to 10-ft and define a metric for required soil 

volume of trees in areas where planting strips aren’t feasible, to encourage more greenery 

in planting spaces. 

4. Create design standards for walkways, bus stops, transit locations (materials, amount, 

location, types, etc.) that fit a particular development context or zoning district.  

5. Provide flexibility incentives depending on less parking. 

6. Provide lighting requirements for connectivity purposes. This includes a light fixture list 

that provides maximum light for pedestrian activity while minimizing excessive light 

pollution.  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Adjust fence regulations, particularly heights, by not only zone district but by use within a 

zone district or defined neighborhood per Englewood Forward (i.e. allowing an 8-ft fence 

in R-1-A districts but a 6-ft fence in MU-R-3-B districts). 

2. Include provisions to allow for the taller fence height where a less intense use/zone district 

abuts a more intensive use/zone district. 

3. Relocate sight triangles to the beginning of Chapter 6 with Rules of Measurement.  

4. Update sight triangle illustrations with improved 2D graphics or new 3D graphics and verify 

conformance with current Public Works standards. 

5. Supplement Table 16-6-6.1 Fence Classifications and Table 16-6-6.5 Retaining Wall 

Classifications with colored images or graphics depicting the different fence and wall types. 
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recommended for this section. Most of the suggested options to consider for this section involve 

improving graphics to bolster code usability. 

Landscaping, Screening, and Green Infrastructure  

Most modern zoning or development ordinances have landscaping standards. Buffer and 

landscaping requirements mitigate environmental site conditions, minimize conflicts between 

incompatible uses, and soften the visual impacts of parking areas and intensive uses.  

The current landscaping requirements do not require much in the way of updating in general. 

However, the city seeks to encourage more compact, walkable development throughout the city. In 

dense contexts, landscaping consumes land area and can create physical barriers between uses that 

would otherwise be accessible by foot. In addition, landscaping adds to both upfront development 

costs and over time through maintenance and irrigation, although long-term savings from 

stormwater management and energy savings through shading of building and parking areas can 

offset some of these costs.  

Englewood’s landscaping requirements include two components: required landscape area and 

required materials. Required landscape areas are site percentage measurements, regulated by 

zoning district. Required materials are living plant materials like trees, shrubs, perennials, turfs, and 

groundcovers. Landscape areas may include a combination of living and non-living materials. Each 

zoning district has its own minimum landscape requirements allocated in a table format. For 

example, Tables 16-6-7.3 – 7.5 prescribe the residential, commercial, and industrial landscaping 

standards, respectively. The landscaping standards are not in poor shape but could consider further 

expansion to provide more greenery and reduce development impact.  

Additionally, Englewood community members commented about adding more trees along street 

frontages. The city could explore an additional requirement that dictates the number of trees along 

street frontages within a site’s required landscape area. This requirement entails planting a tree for 

every certain amount of linear feet. For example, one tree for every thirty linear feet of street frontage 

within a required landscape area in a MU-B-2 district could produce more trees for new development. 

The city already has a requirement for corner lots of one tree per seventy-five linear feet. However, it 

is important that this type of requirement is not applied to all zoning districts.  

The city could explore a plethora of landscaping-related elements to provide development greenery 

and promote improved sustainability practices. For instance, Englewood could consider green 

infrastructure items like planters, bioswales, rain gardens, and xeriscaping requirements to alleviate 

harsh development impacts. Green infrastructure refers to practices that mitigate the impacts 

urbanization has on the water cycle. These systems mimic larger natural systems and use vegetation, 

soils, and roots to slow and filter stormwater runoff. Benefits of green infrastructure include 

improved air and water quality, reduced flooding risks, urban heat island effect mitigation, reduced 

energy demands, climate change resiliency, and enhanced community livability.  
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Englewood could implement standards for six green infrastructure elements: vegetated roofs, 

permeable pavement, bioswales, planter boxes, rain gardens, and rainwater harvesting. These 

elements can provide enhanced greenery while reducing negative development impacts. An 

assortment of these elements should apply to different development patterns with context-sensitivity 

in mind. For instance, vegetated roofs (roofs with plant material that store stormwater and reduce 

runoff) may not be as practical in residential zoning districts, but may be more feasible in commercial 

zoning districts because flat roofs are more prevalent in commercial development. Pitched residential 

roofs struggle to effectively support the demands of vegetated roofs because the weight of soils and 

vegetation are unbalanced. Overall, there are a variety of methods the city can use to enhance 

greenery, reduce development impacts, and improve visual appeal.  

 

Design Standards and Guidelines 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Implement an approved and prohibited plant, grass, mulch list and require the planting of 

approved plants to ensure plants are conducive to the native environment.  

2. Promote green infrastructure by defining and creating standards for each green 

infrastructure item as it relates to landscaping. (i.e. size, design, and locational 

requirements for planters, bioswales, rain gardens, etc.) 

3. Expand the existing Water Conservation (Xeriscape) Principles and create standards where 

xeriscaping is practical and preferable.  

4. Expand specific buffer types and standards that can be applied as needed throughout the 

zoning districts. For example, this could allow for wider buffers with lower planting density 

for intensive commercial uses, and narrower buffers with fencing in urban contexts. 

5. Develop more uniform and specific site landscaping standards and requirements and 

consider adding a minimum open space requirement for most zoning districts. Consider 

allowing applicants to substitute usable open space for required landscaping. 

6. Develop pedestrian-oriented streetscape standards for the Mixed-Use Commercial areas 

and TSA district.  

7. Consider building foundation planting requirements for non-residential developments 

outside of the city’s traditional Downtown. 

8. Retain the existing Required Landscape Areas threshold at 40% but increase the unit count 

from 4 to 5. 

9. Simplify the 16-6-7.8 Table by reducing long text sequences to improve readability. 
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This section's regulations are intended to ensure quality development in the city that provides variety 

and visual interest in building design, compatibility with existing and preferred built patterns and 

materials, establishes scale, and contributes to pedestrian-oriented streetscapes. This part of the 

UDC is important because it directly affects development appearance. Items related to aesthetics like 

building materials, roof types, architectural articulation, and scale are considered in this section. 

These regulations should be carefully revised to ensure the city retains its unique residential areas, 

promotes sustainable development, and incentivizes aesthetically appealing development.  

Residential Design Standards  

The design standards are applied to two general categories: residential and non-residential 

development. The residential design standards apply to proposals in R-1-A, R-1-B, R-1-C, R-2-A, R-2-B, 

MU-R-3-A, and MU-R-3-B zones. These standards mostly regulate lot coverage requirements (not 

overall lot coverage but the specific amount of paving vs. front yard landscaping) and garage 

placement, with a small component directed to building design (Section16-6-10-B-7). For instance, 

there are wall surface articulation requirements that apply to street-facing building facades if wall 

exceeds 25 linear feet. This clause requires every 25 linear feet to use three techniques that create 

varied wall surface articulation. There are seven applicable techniques like the use of balconies, 

offsets, and exterior trim, but the language is vague and creates a lack of standardization. While these 

standards are beneficial for developing compatible residences in specific neighborhoods and zoning 

districts, the city should consider expanding these regulations with specific metrics and requirements 

to provide more uniformity for residential development. For example, the “incorporation of stoops 

or front porches” could require a simple square foot minimum or provide different stoop/porch sizes 

dependent on front façade length. Added specificity to design features could increase district or 

neighborhood visual cohesion, and deter misplaced architectural styles in established 

neighborhoods.  

Additionally, expanded residential design standards should promote ways to protect the 

environment. Englewood Forward emphasizes sustainability methods to lessen development impact 

on the built environment. Expanded residential design standards could include the use of solar and 

wind energy, sustainable building materials, and energy efficient practices to meet Englewood 

Forward’s sustainability goals. While Englewood lacks residential sustainability standards, 

neighboring jurisdictions do not. For example, Golden, CO applies sustainability standards to new 

and redeveloping residential development through a point-based, menu system to ensure 

development complies with the goals of their comprehensive plan. Golden requires 15 and 25 points 

for residential additions and new construction, respectively. These points are awarded to different 

sustainability techniques.   
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Table 6: Golden Residential Sustainability Menu 

Menu Item Points Documentation Required 

Water - Indoor and Outdoor 

Plant xeric landscaping. One point per 20 percent 

of lot area, exclusive of paving or built areas, shall 

be landscaped with xeric materials. 

1—5 

Show landscape areas and materials list on 

site plan. 

A high-efficiency irrigation system - Drip or sub-

surface system 
3 

Show irrigation system details on site plan. 

A high-efficiency irrigation system - Rain sensor 

system 
1 

Show irrigation system details on site plan. 

Porous surfaces: For driveway, sidewalk, or patio 

areas. Porous asphalt or cement, grass pavers. 

Three points per category, maximum ten. 

3—10 

Show material type on site plan. 

Reduce heat islands: Locate trees to provide shade 

for paved areas. One point per minimum 2½-inch 

caliper tree listed on Golden Recommended Tree 

List. 

1—5 

Show tree count and location on site plan. 

Reduce heat islands: Install heat reflective roof 

materials. Metal, high albedo (light colored) or 

minimum 29 SRI (Solar Reflective Index) roofing 

materials qualify. 

4 

List roofing materials and SRI rating on site 

plan. 

Energy Conservation 

Achieve energy star certification for new homes 

15 

Submit qualifying HERS rating with building 

permit application. Submit Energy Star 

certificate prior to issuance of certificate of 

Occupancy. 

Credit for existing home energy efficiency 

performance. Five points to achieve minimum 85 

HERS rating for existing structure. For every ten-

point reduction thereafter, one point each. 

5—10 

Submit qualifying HERS report with building 

permit application. 

Install efficient hot water system (e.g. tankless) or 

recirculating line. One point per 

system/household unit. 

1—2 

Provide product brochure and show on site 

plan drawings. 
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Englewood could use an approach like Golden’s for residential development to assure the community 

there is sustainable development. The city could expand on this approach to calibrate different 

techniques and requirements for specific residential dwelling types (including ADUs), neighborhoods, 

or zoning districts. For instance, larger lot one-unit dwelling areas could require 30 points instead of 

25 points because larger building footprints can affect the area’s drainage system. A carefully 

calibrated points-based sustainability menu approach could fare well in Englewood given the city’s 

unique residential communities. These design requirements are important and should fit each district 

or neighborhood’s context given the overwhelming public support to retain and promote the city’s 

robust and unique neighborhoods.   

Non-residential Design Standards 

Non-residential design standards are the second general design standards category. The city notes 

adequate non-residential development outcomes but would like to continue and expand these 

outcomes through strengthened design standards.  

The UDC currently provides sufficient design standards for retail buildings that regulate aesthetic 

character like roofs, entrances, and building materials. Although this section houses design standards 

for retail buildings, it does not prescribe standards for other non-residential building types. For 

instance, industrial and office buildings do not have their own standards. Similar standards like 

façade requirements, roof features, and building materials applied to retail buildings should also 

apply to industrial and office buildings. These regulations could be more or less stringent than the 

retail requirements but should be calibrated to match development contexts within specific zoning 

districts. This could include identifying and assigning specific building materials (masonry, stucco, 

concrete, metal, wood, etc.) and percentage requirements to office buildings in commercial zoning 

districts. A specific example could require at least 50% masonry on all building facades for all office 

buildings in MU-B-2 districts to encourage development cohesion.  

Also, the city should revise the non-residential design standards for sustainability purposes. Like the 

residential design standards, non-residential design standards should follow a similar sustainability 

model. The City of Golden accounts for sustainable non-residential development by requiring 

developers to install an on-site photovoltaic energy generation system that offsets 10% of the 

structure's modeled electrical annual consumption. If there are site-specific conditions with the 

developer’s property, like orientation, building site location, shading resulting from topography, or 

other unavoidable site-specific constraints that make it impractical for an applicant to meet these 

requirements then other options apply. If this occurs, then the developer pays the city cash-in-lieu of 

the solar requirement. Additionally, there are other requirements the developer must provide to 

ensure sustainable development. This works in concert with Golden’s non-residential sustainability 

menu that identifies standards and prescribes point values. This should not be a one-size-fits-all 

approach, but a right-sized approach that links different non-residential uses to certain zoning 

districts. For instance, a sustainability point scale that requires more points for higher intensity uses 

and lower intensity uses could work better in Englewood.   
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Table 7: Golden Non-residential Sustainability Menu 

  Menu Item Points Documentation Required 

Water Conservation Stormwater and Water Quality 

1 

Employ stormwater runoff reduction 

strategies to slow runoff and promote 

infiltration. One point is awarded for every 

20 percent of impervious area routed 

through bioswales, biobuffers, rain 

gardens and/or permeable pavement 

designed in accordance with the City of 

Golden Stormwater Standards Manual. 

1—5 

Applicant shall show both impervious areas and 

porous infiltration areas on the site plan, as well 

as calculation of percent of impervious routed 

through porous areas. Product specification 

sheet and/or maintenance plan must also be 

submitted with building plans. 

2 

Plant a vegetated roof for a portion of the 

roof area. Points awarded on a sliding 

scale, with one point for every ten percent 

of vegetated roof area. 

1—10 

A vegetated roof plan shall be submitted with 

landscape plan that shows what will be planted, 

how it will be irrigated and a roof area 

calculation. 

3 

Exceed open space requirement by 25 

percent or more. Includes both landscaped 

and xeriscaped areas, but excludes ground 

mounted solar array areas. 

2 

Site plan shall show area of open space as well 

as calculation to demonstrate how it exceeds 

requirement by 25 percent. 

Transportation 

1 

Provide double the minimum of the required 

amount of bicycle parking on site for one point. 

One additional point available for providing a 

bike repair station, and one additional point for 

providing secure and enclosed parking (e.g. 

lockers, storage room) for at least 50 percent of 

the bike parking needed for double the 

minimum amount. 

1—3 

Site plan must demonstrate locations and amount of 

bicycle parking. 

2 

Provide number of shower units for a minimum 

of 2 percent of all full time equivalent 

employees. 

2 

Building plans shall show location of shower facility, 

number of showers and calculation of showers to 

projected number of full time equivalent employees. 

3 

Build development within ¼ mile of public bus 

stop or ½ mile of light rail stop, as measured 

using a pedestrian's walking distance. Applicant 

shall also demonstrate enhanced walkability by 

establishing connections to transit and 

surrounding areas. 

2 

Applicant must provide map to scale that 

demonstrates site boundaries, identifies location of 

transit stop, and shows walking path and distance 

between them. Map shall also identify potential 

barriers for pedestrians. 

4 

Provide, maintain and install a bus shelter if a 

stop is in or adjacent to the right-of-way. 
2 

Site plan shall demonstrate location and type of 

pedestrian amenities, as well as location of bus stop 

if applicable. Product specification sheets are also 

required. 

 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 52 

 Consider for Code Update:  

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Strengthen residential design standards to ensure quality and aesthetically appealing 

homes are provided throughout the city. This could include different architectural styles 

(i.e. mid-century modern, colonial, craftsman, classical, renaissance, gothic, contemporary, 

etc.), building materials (i.e. wood, stucco, masonry, cementitious siding, etc.), and 

materials percentages (i.e. the street facing façade must contain at least 85% masonry). 

2. Strengthen residential design standards by assigning tailored standards to specific zoning 

districts or neighborhoods identified in Englewood Forward.  

3. Retain Articulation of Wall Surface Required, but reduce the length requirement from 25 to 

20 feet, and add stipulations to the techniques prescribed to encourage better residential 

architectural styles. For example, instead of “incorporation of stoops and front porches”, 

add a square footage requirement for these features. 

4. Provide additional pervious area standards for specific development types within certain 

zoning districts. 

5. Expand the nonresidential design standards to include other building types besides retail 

buildings.  

6. Apply and expand neighborhood preservation standards to other neighborhoods and 

zoning districts outside of the MU-R-3-B. This could include neighborhood conservation 

districts and regulations that are tailored to specific residential areas. 

7. Add residential sustainability standards that link Englewood Forward’s goals to new 

residential development. 

8. Remove guidelines from this section and only prescribe standards to improve readability 

and reduce confusion between standards and guidelines.  

9. Add context-sensitive sustainability standards for nonresidential development through a 

point allocated, menu-base system.  

10. Provide graphics that show the applicability of the different design standards.  
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Historic Preservation  

Historic preservation is critical in a city near build out such as Englewood. Historic community features 

provide cultural significance to an area which can increase community pride by protecting its most 

cherished parts of the community’s existing fabric. Many jurisdictions around the nation have historic 

preservation requirements to retain these significant community features.  

Englewood has a range of eclectic and historic architecture, particularly in residential areas, that the 

community would like to preserve. Although the city has a historic preservation section in the UDC, 

the section is brief with limited standards. Standards should be clear and effectively protect historic 

properties through a certificate of appropriateness process instead of vague, discretionary 

regulations. These standards should also include demolition requirements if someone wants to 

remove or repair a historic structure. The City of Golden, CO ensures historic properties are 

rehabilitated correctly and not irresponsibly destroyed by providing criteria for certificates of 

appropriateness and establishing strict demolition requirements. Englewood should build on their 

current historic preservation regulations by implementing stricter standards that adequately protect 

existing and future historic properties.  

 

Signs 

Signs are a pervasive element of the built environment. Signs serve important purposes, such as 

identifying places of business or institutions, directing traffic, and expressing opinions. Businesses 

rely on signs to create a street presence and to generate sales from motorists or pedestrians who 

might not otherwise become aware of their presence. Politicians and activists rely on signs to get the 

word out about their campaigns or matters of public interest. Institutions (such as churches and 

schools) use signs to announce events, speakers, and inspirational messages. Some signs can also 

have a negative impact on the public. Signs are often identified with clutter along roadway corridors, 

driver distraction, and—when not properly maintained—blighting influences. Excessively bright signs 

can disrupt the quiet enjoyment of residential neighborhoods or distract drivers (while, at the same 

time, making those signs more visible to motorists). The city should effectively regulate signs in a way 

that avoids potential negative impacts, while enabling freedom of expression and commerce. 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

11. Establish a certificate of appropriateness review component for historic properties. This 

would include criteria for the certificate of appropriateness as well as the process to receive 

a certificate of appropriateness.  

12. Provide regulations for the demolition of historic properties.  

13. Incorporate adaptive reuse language from Section 16-5-3 into this section.  
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Among other things, the city’s sign regulations establish: 

 sign categories such as building and ground signs, 

 the districts where the sign types are permitted,  

 dimensional standards (i.e., maximum size and height, minimum setbacks),  

 maximum number of signs per development,  

 design features such as illumination, materials, and use of LED technology, and 

 whether sign permits are required.  

Englewood identifies signs in multiple ways. The city recognizes on-premises signs as principal signs. 

This classification consists of two major sign categories: building signs and ground signs. Principal 

signs are defined as those that are “attached to a building, structure, or the ground in some manner 

that requires a Sign Permit from the city and is made of durable materials approved by the city." 

Within each principal sign category, are numerous sign types per Table 9. Although dimensional 

standards are assigned to each sign type, they are not allocated in a sign matrix.  

The city’s principal sign types are in good shape, but definitions should continue focusing on physical 

characteristics. Also, the city should incorporate sign matrixes to house all dimensional requirements 

in one location. The matrix will reduce heavy text sections that describe the various standards into a 

brief, readable graphic. Modern codes, like Westminster, CO, use sign matrixes to reduce reader 

distraction and to communicate the pertinent regulations.  

Table 8: Westminster, CO Projecting Sign Matrix 
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Englewood’s other sign categories like incidental signs, temporary signs, and miscellaneous signs 

need careful auditing to ensure signs are defined by physical elements. These signs should avoid 

regulating content to prevent Federal Law noncompliance.   

 

Development Standards for the TSA District  

This section prescribes regulations for newly developing properties in the TSA district. These 

regulations establish a mixed-use district that provides a diverse mix of uses within walking distance 

to the city’s Regional Transportation District (RTD) light rail stations. Build-to-line regulations, street 

frontage requirements, and density standards, encourage appropriate residential development 

patterns with adequate density to support transit use and neighborhoods for the community. These 

regulations allow retail uses to serve the shopping and service needs of district residents, employees, 

and commuters. 

This section needs careful consideration during the UDC writing process because of the city’s goals 

to become a more walkable, transit-opportune, and sustainable community. There are opportunities 

to strengthen standards that can promote the city’s goals within the TSA district. A specific way 

Englewood could improve standards within the TSA district is to adopt a form-based approach 

outside of the conventional zoning district regulations. The current regulations touch on form-based 

principles but could do more to tailor development in TSA districts.  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Modernize sign typologies and regulations to comply with current best practices. This 

includes realigning sign types to zoning districts or street classification and not by land use, 

as well as defining signs by their physical characteristics.  

2. Provide clear and effective graphics, matrixes, and tables to illustrate sign types and their 

associated dimensions. 

3. Incorporate sign definitions into the definitions chapter of the UDC 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Create a separate form-based ordinance for TSA districts at RTD light rail stations.  

2. Omit this section of the UDC but incorporate into an Overlays section or place the 

regulations into their respective sections in the UDC (i.e. building setbacks and build-to-

lines could be housed in the Dimensional Requirements section).  

3. Continue to implement compact, walkable and/or transit-oriented development standards 

while considering a trade-off system that allows for parking reductions, design flexibility, 

green infrastructure, and landscaping. 
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Chapter 7: Telecommunications 

This chapter houses the city’s specific regulations for telecommunications. Chapter 7 addresses 

telecommunication uses, design guidelines, and removal. Although this chapter includes important 

regulations and requirements for telecommunications, it is unnecessary for this chapter to be its own 

within the UDC. Telecommunications are specific uses which has its own chapter, Use Regulations 

(Chapter 5). The city could remove the telecommunication chapter and incorporate it into the new 

Use Regulations chapter. This will help usability and readability by placing all uses into one part of the 

UDC instead of having use regulations in multiple locations.  

 

Chapter 8: Subdivision Design, Improvements, and Dedication Standards 

This chapter focuses on components within the land subdivision process. For instance, this chapter 

houses open space, streets, easements, utilities, and lot design requirements. Although these are 

critical components of the UDC, this section is sparse on regulations. This section should add 

standards to ensure new subdivisions align with zone districts, neighborhood character, and 

Englewood Forward.  

 

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Revise the chapter’s content to reflect current telecommunication standards, including 

small cell facilities.  

2. Omit this section but incorporate the content into Chapter 5: Use Regulations or a separate 

appendix in the back of the UDC. 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Revise Land Dedication Amount Required subsection to reflect the type of improvement 

through a menu of park/open space options.  

2. Align the street classification system with Englewood Forward by reducing street lengths, 

adding traffic calming devices, expanding sidewalk widths, and requiring enhanced 

streetscaping standards. 
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Chapter 9: Nonconformities 

When the UDC is revised, there will be instances where existing development does not conform to 

the new standards. These “nonconformities” can arise with permitted uses, lot dimensions, building 

design, and development standards such as parking, screening, and landscaping. In addition, 

applications that are currently proceeding through the process may or may not have achieved “vested 

rights” status that precludes the imposition of subsequent regulations. Resolving these issues in a 

way that protects the integrity of the new regulations, prevents barriers to redevelopment, and 

respects property rights is a delicate balance that needs careful attention. 

The city’s nonconformity regulations address land uses, lots, signs, and structures that do not comply 

with current setback, height, bulk plane, parking, and other site improvement requirements. While 

most outdated codes lack various nonconforming situations like signs and lots, the city’s current 

regulations does not. 

Generally, nonconformities can continue operating but cannot become more nonconforming. The 

existing regulations accommodates nonconformity operation, but regulations are vague and at the 

bequest of the city. For instance, redeveloping nonconforming buildings “shall be brought into 

compliance as much as practicable with existing zoning standards of this Code,” while the 

“practicable” threshold is determined by the City Manager. The city’s nonconformity regulations 

should omit discretionary terms and areas by incorporating specific standards for each 

nonconformity situation. This will provide applicants with more certainty on how to move through 

the process and what to expect, while reducing development delays. In certain nonconformity 

redevelopment situations, infill standards may alleviate these problems. Infill standards that account 

for lot size, setbacks, parking, and landscaping can resolve compatibility issues associated with 

existing developments seeking redevelopment.  

 

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Retain existing nonconformities regulations.  

2. Consider clarifying C Redevelopment of Nonconforming Buildings or Structures with infill 

standards to reduce newly rehabilitated nonconformities.  

3. Revise discontinuance time periods to reduce nonconformity burdens on property owners 

(i.e. change from 180 days to one calendar year). 
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Chapter 10: Enforcement and Penalties 

When the UDC is finalized, enforcement and penalties must be included to apply the UDC. Without 

enforcement and penalty regulations, the UDC is useless. The city’s existing regulations establish 

enforcement measures and penalties for UDC violators. This section of the UDC performs well and 

warrants only minor revisions. The revised UDC should make sure new standards are protected by 

clear enforcement and penalty regulations.  

 

Chapter 11: Use Classifications and Definition of Terms 

The definitions chapter of the UDC is critical because it gives meaning to terms of art and legal 

provisions in the UDC. Definitions should never include standards, because readers will normally 

search the body of the UDC for substantive requirements. Definitions should only explain 

terminology that lacks a generally understood meaning. In addition, the definitions chapter should 

include all rules of interpretation. This includes the methodology for zoning district boundary 

determinations. 

The UDC should also define every listed land use and provide cites to state law if applicable. The 

definitions chapter can break into separate chapters for general definitions, and definitions specific 

to uses. The UDC currently uses this format to tame the length of the definitions section, which 

creates a handy companion document for the use table of permitted uses. Antiquated uses that are 

not frequently used can be bracketed into general use classifications to ease usability and reduce 

staff interpretations.  

  

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Retain the chapter’s structure but include new and revised definitions as needed.  

2. Modernize antiquated use classifications and definitions  

3. Verify revised definitions comply with state law and are sufficiently cross-referenced. 

4. Match new uses with new definitions to provide consistency and prevent interpretation 

queries. 

Options to Consider for Code Update:  

1. Retain existing enforcement and penalties regulations but simplify the language and verify 

cross-references to the city’s Municipal Code and Colorado State Statutes. 
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VII. CONCLUSION 

In summary, the current Englewood UDC has some excellent and effective provisions and is generally 

organized well. Some sections will require significant updates or additions to realize the city’s 

planning goals and objectives thoroughly and other sections will remain largely untouched. Further 

reorganizing, rewriting, and illustrating existing and revised zoning requirements will make the 

document easier to read, and potentially create a higher quality of public discourse and design 

quality. 

Throughout the process, five major themes emerged as needing deeper review, discussion and 

analysis as per the section IV. Discussion on the Five Topics. The community was engaged throughout 

the process by way of in-person and digital outreach methods and described in section III. Public 

Engagement Overview and the appendices. In light of a global pandemic, much of the outreach was 

required to be virtual, and all in-person events were held outdoors following CDC safety protocols of 

requiring social distancing and the wearing of facial coverings.  

This report is the first, and very important step in a lengthy process as it sets the road map for the 

full UDC update. The next step in the process includes the release of a request for proposal (RFP) to 

begin the process of selecting a consultant to update the UDC per the direction provided herein. The 

UDC update process is likely to take once year from contracting of the consultant. The process will 

include additional public workshops and input sessions to further refine the UDC language and 

ensure the new regulations are in alignment with the community values. The update process will 

build on the work completed through this first phase of the process and many of the suggestions 

within this report will be further discussed to determine the best approach to each of the issues 

presented. 

The UDC update will likely be drafted in phases or modules to include reorganization and technical 

edits; updating existing language; and development of new language or chapters. The final document 

will go through the standard adoption process which includes public hearings. 

Following are appendices including details of community engagement. A separate document is 

available on the City of Englewood’s website which includes additional best practice and case study 

information for reference. 
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APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY OUTREACH EFFORTS DETAILED 

Outreach Efforts: Unified Development Code Assessment Focus Groups / Park Events / City Council 

/ Board and Commission Meetings Views, Responses, Engagements, and Impressions are as of 

December 4, 2020 

July 27  City Council and Planning & Zoning Commission Joint Study Session Project Kick-off 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass; emailed to 93 subscribers via iCompass 

 Meeting was livestreamed; meeting video was live on the July 27 City Council 

meeting page within 24 hours. 

 84 views 

August 10 Steering Committee formed with City Council input 

 Andy Schecher, resident and Citizen Planning School graduate 

 Jonathan Klinshaw, resident and Citizen Planning School graduate 

 Chad Knoth, resident  

 Colin Wattleworth, developer with Metropolitan Homes 

 Diane Poplovski, resident and Planning and Zoning Commission member 

 Kate Fuller Fischer, resident and Planning and Zoning Commission member 

 Colessia Porter, resident and Citizen Planning School graduate 

 Dagan Thomas/Jason Sakry, Englewood business owners of Barnhouse Tap 

 Pamela Beets, resident 

 Wed Medford, resident 

 Stephanie Gillman, resident 

 Keir Mathur, resident 

Fall 2020 Englewood Citizen: ½ Page Article on Project Overview 

 Mailed to all Englewood addresses 

 Posted in Spotlight on city website home page 

August 20 Steering Committee Meeting 

 Meeting notes posted on project web page 

September 1 Launched project webpage 

 1,183 views  
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September 2  Telephone Town Hall (424 attendees) 

 Automated telephone calls and texts went to 9,630 Englewood households.  Call list 

was based on voter registration records.  

 Meeting notification sent to 9,863 emails via MyEmma (an email marketing 

software) 

 Registration emailed to all city boards/commissions and trash/recycling committee 

 Registration emailed to City Council 

 Posted in Spotlight on city’s home page and project webpage 

 Posted on Facebook on August 18, August 25, and September 1; reached 2,172 

people 

 Posted on Twitter; 253 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor; 1,913 impressions 

Post Townhall Follow-up 

 17 voicemails received  

 10 emails received  

 Meeting audio posted to project web page 

 Meeting overview posted to project web page 

 

September 3 Introductory Questionnaire #1 Launched: Sept 2 – Oct 1 (697 responses) 

 Posters placed at Nixon’s, Liquor Barn, Brewability, Frame de Art, King Soopers at 

Trolley Square, King Soopers at Kent Place, King Soopers (Belleview) Safeway and 

Barnhouse Tap, CityCenter  

 Yard signs placed in Duncan Park, Jason Park, Bates-Logan Park, Baker Park, Romans 

Park, Cushing Park, Centennial Park, Cornerstone Park, City Center, and Little Dry Creek 

Open Space  

 Promoted at September 17 city’s movie night (Footloose); approximately 70 cars 

 Sent to 7,634 emails via MyEmma 

 Promoted during September 2 Telephone Townhall  

 Posted on Facebook; reached 985 people, 1,222 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 243 engagements 
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September 3 Cont’d 

 Posted on NextDoor; 677 impressions 

 Posted on project website 

 Posted in News on city website home page 

September 9 Mayor video on in-person park events goes live on YouTube and project webpage 

 35 views on YouTube 

September 13   In-Person Event at Duncan Park / 1:00 pm 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in News on city’s homepage 

 Added to city calendar 

 Emailed to 469 city News subscribers  

 Posted on Facebook; reached 4,097 people; 5,063 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 255 impressions 

 Posted on Next Door; 1,228 impressions 

September 15  Focus Groups(virtual) – Participants asked to participate via: Chamber of 

Commerce Membership email, Marcy Brown was asked to provide a list of interested citizen names, 

individual email lists were sent notification as to interest in participating. 

Businesses / Noon – 1:15 pm 

 Grant Whiteside, Cobalt 

 Erin Plumlee, Elite Roofing 

 Eliza Pfeifer, Broad Street Realty (Englewood resident)  

 Cate Townley, CDPHD 

 Hugo Weinberger, The Situs Group 

 Tristan, The Situs Group 

 Angela Forster, Tiny Studio, LLC (Englewood home business and resident) 

Development Review Team (DRT) / 1:30 – 2:30 pm 

Internal City Staff  

Residents / 3:30 – 4:45 pm 

 Claudine Burger 
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 Mike Jones 

 Cynthia Searfoss 

 Tami Williamson 

 Andrea Manion 

 Coween Dickerson 

 Marcy Brown 

 Bobby Regan 

Developers / 5:00 – 6:15 pm 

 Peter Kudla, Metropolitan Homes 

 Troy Gladwell, Medici Communities 

 Bernie Costello, BC-DC 

September 16 Focus Groups 

Businesses / 8:00 – 9:15 am 

 David Carroll, Chamber of Commerce (Englewood resident) 

 Thomas Stewart, Stewart Photography (Englewood home business and resident) 

 Heather Taylor, Impact Commercial 

 Debi Kelley, Premiere Travel 

 Lynette Nice, The Guild 

 Residents / 9:30 – 10:45 am 

 Doug Cohn 

 Pam Beets (also on steering committee) 

 Linda Irwin 

 Maureen White 

 Developers / 11:00 am – 12:15 pm 

 Dustin Jones, Ogilvie Properties  

 Aaron Foy, Blvdway Communities 

 Colin Wattleworth, Metropolitan Homes 

 Adam Berger 

 Mark Wendel, Kimco Realty 
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 Jeff Wikstrom 

Historic Preservation Commission / 6:30 pm 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass.  Emailed to 29 subscribers. 

 Video posted to iCompass meeting within 24 hours of meeting / 10 views 

September 17  Focus Groups 

Residents / 1:00 – 2:15 pm 

 Randal Friesen 

 Barbara Petersen 

 Ronnie Pickens 

 K Sue Anderson 

 Cnora Lesage 

 David Wrenson 

 Residents / 2:30 – 3:45 pm 

 Kat Skrien 

 Frank Forney 

 Colleen McGovern 

 Caley Dow 

Residents / 4:00 – 5:15 pm 

 Kevin Fasing 

 Judy Dunlop 

 Sandra Kettelhut 

In-Person Event at Jason Park / 4:00 – 6:00 pm 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in News on city’s homepage 

 Added to city calendar 

 Emailed to 469 city News subscribers  

 Posted on Facebook; reached 4,097 people; 5,063 impressions  

 Posted on Twitter; 255 impressions 

 Posted on Next Door; 1,228 impressions 
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Steering Committee Meeting / 6:00 pm 

 

September 25 Quick Poll #1 on Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) (123 responses) 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in Spotlight on city’s home page 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 625 people; 787 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 298 engagements 

September 26  In-Person Event at Logan Park / 10:00 am – Noon 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in News on city’s homepage 

 Added to city calendar 

 Emailed to 469 city News subscribers  

 Posted on Facebook; reached 4,097 people; 5,063 impressions  

 Posted on Twitter; 255 engagements 

 Posted on Next Door; 1,228 impressions 

September 29 In-Person Event at Baker Park / 4:00 – 6:00 pm 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in News on city’s homepage 

 Added to city calendar 

 Emailed to 469 city News subscribers  

 Posted on Facebook; reached 4,097 people; 5,063 impressions  

 Posted on Twitter; 255 impressions 

 Posted on Next Door; 1,228 impressions 

October 1 In-Person Event at Centennial Park / 5:00 – 7:00 pm  

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in News on city’s homepage 

 Added to city calendar 

 Emailed to 469 city News subscribers  
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 Posted on Facebook; reached 4,097 people, 5,063 impressions  

 Posted on Twitter; 255 impressions 

 Next Door; 1,228 impressions 

October 6 Planning and Zoning Commission (PZ) / 7:00 pm 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass.  Emailed to 57 subscribers 

 Video posted to iCompass meeting within 24 hours of meeting / 13 views 

October 8 Transportation Committee (ETAC) / 6:30 pm 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass.  Emailed to 117 subscribers 

 Video posted to iCompass meeting within 24 hours of meeting / 9 views 

October 14 Alliance for Commerce in Englewood (ACE) / 3:30 pm 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass. Emailed to 23 subscribers. 

 Video posted to iCompass meeting within 24 hours of meeting / 9 views 

 Board of Adjustment and Appeals (BOA) / 7:00 pm 

 Meeting agenda posted on iCompass.  Emailed to 27 subscribers. 

 Video posted to iCompass meeting within 24 hours of meeting / 4 views 

October 23 Quick Poll # 2 on Attainable Housing (200 responses) 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in Spotlight on city’s home page 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 588 people, 730 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor; 457 impressions 

October 29 Steering Committee Meeting 

 Meeting notes posted to project web page 

November 2 Quick Poll #3 on Parking (99 responses) 

 Posted on project web page 

 Posted in Spotlight on city’s home page 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 2,621 people, 3,299 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 303 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor; 450 impressions 
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November 13   Quick Polls #1, #2 and # 3 

 Emailed to 1,255 people via MyEmma 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 668 people; 769 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor; 461 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 311 impressions 

November 19  Steering Committee Meeting 

November 30   Mailing 

 Postcards mailed to all Englewood addresses directing residents and businesses 

owners to various methods of contact to enable them to provide feedback, contact staff 

with questions, or request a Zoom meeting on specific topics.  

 

Quick Poll #4 – Green Infrastructure Launched (with City Council input) (126 responses) 

 Posted on project webpage 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 470 people; 567 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor; 311 impressions 

 Emailed to 1,052 people via MyEmma 

December 1 Videos 

 9 informational videos by planning staff uploaded to project website on following 

topics: 

 Introduction; 17 views  

 Attainable Housing; 8 views  

 Neighborhood Character; 14 views 
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 Fences; 16 views  

 Solar; 8 views 

 Parking; 15 views 

 Sustainability; 11 views 

 Zoning; 20 views 

 Walkability; 13 views 

December 2 Virtual Open House (25 participants) 

 Emailed to 731 people via MyEmma 

 Posted on Facebook; reached 326 people, 365 impressions 

 Posted on Twitter; 311 impressions 

 Posted on NextDoor 

 Posted in Spotlight on city’s home web page 
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APPENDIX B: PHASE 1 PUBLIC OUTREACH RESULTS 

Included below are the results of the phase 1 questionnaire, open house events at local parks and 

telephone Town Hall.  

Questionnaire #1 

Responses: 697 

Question 1: How familiar are you with the current UDC? 
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Question 2. What works best currently with the UDC? Select all that apply.  

 

Question 3.What does not work well with the UDC? Select all that apply. 

 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 71 

Question 4. What is the current Code missing? Select all that apply. 

 

Question 5.If you have taken a building or development application through the city 

process how was your experience? 
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Question 6.Do Englewood Parking requirements –  

 

Question 7.Would you favor less parking for a more walkable friendly community? 
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Question 8.How do you typically get Downtown? 
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Question 9.What do you typically go Downtown for? 

 

Question 10. What do you feel Downtown is currently missing? 
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Question 11. Do you feel the basic concepts illustrated in the image below depicting a 

vibrant main street in the Medical District from the Downtown Plan are appropriate to all of 

Downtown? (widened sidewalk, new lighting, landscaping and seating)  
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Question 12. Which of the following options would you prefer with regards to residential building 

height in the context of the existing residential neighborhood character? Select all that apply. 

 

Question 13. Which of the following options would you prefer with regards to acceptable building 

materials within the context of the existing residential neighborhood character? Select all that apply. 
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Question 14. Should there be specific design standards for development in each different 

neighborhood to represent its distinct character? 

 

Question 15. Should there be specific historic preservation standards for registered historic 

buildings or historic districts? 
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Question 17. What is your relationship with Englewood? 
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Question 18. Where is your primary residence? 
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Question 19. How long have you lived in Englewood? 

 

Question 20. What is your age? 
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Question 21. What is the best way to reach the Englewood community during the planning process? 
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Focus Group Meetings 

Over the course of three days, from September 15-17, eleven separate small group/focus group 

meetings were held via MS Teams with a total of 55 community members. Several of the attendees 

were also at the open house park events. Included on the following pages are the comments that 

were heard: 
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Open House Park Event Boards 

The following are the boards displayed during the five open house events at Duncan Park, Jason Park, 

Logan Park, Baker Park, and Centennial Park which drew a total of 40 attendees. Stickers were 

available to vote on some of the boards, as well as a QR code to answer the question digitally. Staff 

and the consultant were present to answer questions regarding the UDC and the assessment 

process. 
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Open House Park Event Comments 

Included below are the comments gathered from community members during the park events. A 

handful of community members attended four out of five of the events and discussed similar topics 

to those represented at the first open house event at Duncan Park. One Planning Commission 

representative was at all five events to observe the discussions and was the only attendee at the 

Baker Park event, therefore there are no comments from that event. 
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Telephone Town Hall  

Event was held on September 2, 2020 from 6-7:30 and drew 424 attendees. Below is a summary of 

the comments heard at the meeting: 

Poll results 

1. How long have you lived in the City of Englewood 

 15+ year: 58% 

 10-15: 7% 

 7-10: 15% 

 3-5: 16% 

 0-2: 12% 

2. How do you typically get to Downtown Englewood? 

 Car- 75% 

 Bike- 7% 

 Walk- 10% 

 Transit- 2% 

 Other- 5% 

3. Are you familiar with the Unified Development Code? 

 Yes- 39% 

 No- 61% 

4. What do you believe works best with the existing development code? 

 Fosters good development- 5% 

 Comprehensive & easy- 10% 

 Regs implement community goals– 17% 

 Flexible for many building types- 3% 

 Other -65% 

5. What do you believe is the biggest disadvantage of the existing development code? 
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 Confusing and outdated- 9% 

 Regulations don’t support community values- 39% 

 Not enforceable- 2% 

 Regs put Englewood at a disadvantage in the region- 11% 

 Need better design guidelines- 39% 

 

Q&A Session 

1. What is the mission or purpose for UDC and values for anchoring discussion (affordability, 

equality, equal access, walkability) 

 Mission is to guide staff and elected officials to how the growth and development of 

Englewood is proceeding. Focus on affordability and walkability which plays into 

parking regulations. Walkability on paths and trails 

 What we are doing is evaluating core policy documents against public comment to 

make sure they are congruent and reflect community’s current desire  

2. Is the city going to allow 10ft high fence? Without permits? 

 Fence height is less than 10ft, we can look at this if it’s the appropriate height moving 

through this process 

3. Citizen lives in IR zone down the street from MF housing, could his property be rezoned? 

 Property can only be rezoned at request of prop owner and need minimum sf and 

requesting adjacent zone district 

4. What are we doing about homeless situation? What is old building (sports Authority) doing? 

 Not a zoning question, we will follow up 

5. Does code regulate parking? 

 Yes, but requirements for parking vary by use. Eg, Single family are different from 

commercial or office use 

6. What is the relationship between the Comp Plan and the UDC 

 Comp Plan, Englewood Forward, lays out vision for community, best uses 

o Policies regarding livability, workplace and areas of town considered more 

suitable for residential development 

o Lays out vision for 20+ years 

o Speaks to walkable streets, increased landscaping, etc. 

o It is a guiding document for the city 

o UDC implements comp plan 
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 The UDC implements the Comp Plan  

7. District 1 has experienced more construction than any other district (agree or no)? Is city 

going to take into consideration what people who live next to big buildings are going 

through (new code allows higher wider and longer buildings)? 

 Need to look at building permits. I know we’ve seen a lot of duplexes in the area but 

can’t say for sure if they have experienced most but they have experienced lots of 

growth  

 Yes this first phase is to listen to what the values and goals are of the community and 

what regulations need to change to address certain problems  

8. Live in R1A (larger lots), why is there a 6ft high fence ordinance, can we go to 7-8 ft for 

privacy? 

 Yes this is something we will take note of and will assess ability to change 

9. Missing middle housing, is Englewood considering modifying? It affects things between SF 

and more expensive 

 Yes we are listening to what community thinks we are missing  

10. What is the status of the potential project on Gallapego and Dartmouth? Heard of 250 

apartment complex? 

 We’ll follow-up with you offline on community projects  

11. Bulk Plane, with addition of ADU the restrictions for setback and bulk plane are more 

restrictive than SF. Seem to be driving people to scrape existing homes and build max 

extent. Can we adjust bulk planes to be more feasible? 

 Yes we will be looking at that 

12. Height – where is building height measured from? 

 M=Measured from average on all 4 corners, maximum of <32’ typical. 

 Add on Q - So slope and elevation figures into average, but comparable to neighbor if 

lot is lower or higher? 

 Could be higher or lower 

13. Can you operate hair salon out of the home? If not could I change my zone to be allowed to 

operate out of the home? 

 That type of home occupation is not permitted in any zone district in Englewood, but 

we will note that and look into home occupations regulations  

14. If a neighbor tries to re-zone and subdivide do their neighbors have any input on those 

types of decisions? 
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 Yes if a property is set for rezone there is a public hearing and everyone within 1000 ft 

of property get notice of rezone and hearing date at P&Z and CC. Subdivisions are 

administrative so don’t require public notice 

15. To what extend does current code promote car ownership and how can new code reduce 

automobile dependency 

 Interested in your thoughts to discourage car ownership 

 Current code has parking districts for permit parking only, certain # of off street parking 

spots required  

 Reduce parking requirements, don’t widen roads 

16. Property side setbacks (3’ and 5’ setbacks). Property owner can excavate to property line 

and citizen’s fence is leaning. City should require builders to stabilize. 

 Would be covered in building procedures 

 Can look at different side setbacks for privacy 

17. District 1 zoned R2B is being drastically developed. Would it be protected if it was zoned R1. 

 Value judgement can’t answer right no 

 R1A is 9k sf but R1 is 6k 

18. Regarding access to renewable energy, especially solar. What is the coding for solar in CO? 

Bulk plane, pockets of energy ghettos throughout city, original home overshadowed by new 

home, loses passive solar. Anything for renewable energy equity. 

 New UDC will be taking a hard look at incorporating those requirements. 

 Current code treats solar panels as accessory structures  

19. Is there any way to add permit parking for residential? Citizen owns home between two 

rentals and never has street parking. 

 Yes, please contact the city 

20. In contrast to the comments regarding lowering car reliance, in situations where we 

(citizens) are in direct opposition, how would issues like that be dealt with in regards to 

changes to the UDC? Lowering parking requirements? 

 Trying to strike the right balance and meet demands we have currently 

 Don’t want to reduce parking to the extent it creates other problems 

21. Affordable housing (3400 on S Grant with preservation overlay). Taking out small homes 

and putting in big duplexes, how do we get more affordable housing when we put duplex 

in?  

 Goal is to allow multiple types of residential development and balance types of uses 
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22. How can the city utilize, economic social science research to improve the UDC? Middle 

housing, reason housing so expensive is the land use regulations. All the 25’ setback does 

is take up land. Need people to make decisions based on info not complaints 

 We listen to community but we do a ton of best practices research and have attorney 

on team 

Main Concerns: 

 Fence heights 

 Parking 

 ADU regulations 

 Building height with regards to compatibility and solar access  

 Setbacks 

 Home affordability 

 Home occupation allowance 
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APPENDIX C: PHASE 2 PUBLIC OUTREACH RESULTS  

ADU Quick Poll 
Responses: 148 

Question 1: Should there be any changes to the ADU regulations? If so, what?  
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Green Infrastructure Quick Poll 
Responses: 198 

Question 1: Should Englewood integrate Low Impact Development (LID) standards into the UDC 

update?  

 

Question 2: Should the tree preservation standards in the UDC be updated to a model similar to the 

City of Fort Collins with replacement requirements for mature trees that are removed during 

construction?  
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Question 3: Should parking lot standards be revised to require more shade trees throughout (i.e. 1 

shade tree every 15 stalls for parking lots over 100 stalls?)  
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Question 4: Is this type of “sustainability menu” option appropriate for Englewood?  
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Question 5: Which initiatives should be included in the menu? Choose as many as applicable.  
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Question 7: Should new Englewood developments be required to be zero-energy or solar “ready”?  
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Housing Quick Poll 
Responses: 231 

Question 1: Small home communities – such as Cottages on Greene, East Greenwich, RI – are growing 

in popularity nationwide as one solution to the lack of affordable housing. The pictures below show 

one possible small home community of 15 1,000 square foot deed restricted and market rate units 

on 0.85 acres which would complement the existing character of Englewood.  

 

If a parcel of this size (~ 0.6 to 0.85 acres) were to become available in Englewood, would this type of 

development be acceptable?  
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Question 3: The current minimum lot size in Englewood is 3,000 square feet (0.07 ac). Is it appropriate 

to reduce the minimum lot size for small home development (homes 1,000 square feet and under)?  

 

Question 5: Would you support incentives for preserving existing single family homes and converting 

them into multi-unit or additions rather than redevelopment? (i.e. density bonuses, floor areas 

bonuses) 
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Question 8: Along those lines, the existing code defines a household as: a household includes 1 or 

more persons related by blood, marriage, adoption, or legal guardianship, including foster children, 

together in a dwelling unit; or 2 unrelated persons and their children living together in a dwelling unit. 

Should this definition be revised to include clarify multigenerational living situations (i.e. parents, 

grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, etc.)?  

 

Question 10: Should the household definition allow for more than 2 unrelated persons?  
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Question 11: What should the number be increased to?  

 

  



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 117 

Neighborhoods Quick poll (Arcgis story map) 

Responses: 93 

Question 1: Which neighborhood do you live in? 
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Question 2: Baker Park and South Platte – are there specific design and architectural elements which 

should be preserved or encouraged in the Baker Park and/or South Platte neighborhoods (i.e. 

architectural styles, streetscapes, tree protection, building materials, colors, and decorative details, 

etc.)? 

 

Question 4: Cushing Park, Bate-Logan Park, and Roman Park – are there specific design and 

architectural elements which should be preserved or encouraged in the Cushing Park, Bate-Logan 

Park, and/or Roman Park neighborhoods (i.e. architectural styles, streetscapes, tree protection, 

building materials, colors, and decorative details, etc.)? 

 



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 119 

Question 6: Medical District, Downtown, and Oxford Station – are there specific design and 

architectural elements which should be preserved or encouraged in the Medical District, Downtown, 

and/or Oxford Station neighborhoods (i.e. architectural styles, streetscapes, tree protection, building 

materials, colors, and decorative details, etc.)? 
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Question 8: Maddox/Jason Park, Centennial Park, Belleview/Brookridge, Duncan Park, and South 

Broadway Heights – are there specific design and architectural elements which should be preserved 

or encouraged in the Maddox/Jason Park, Centennial Park, Belleview/Brookridge, Duncan Park, 

and/or South Broadway Heights neighborhoods (i.e. architectural styles, streetscapes, tree 

protection, building materials, colors, and decorative details, etc.)? 
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Question 10: Are there specific neighborhoods which should be considered for an NPO? 
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Question 11: Should the City regulate the architectural style and architectural form/elements within 

the NPOs? 
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Parking Quick Poll 

Responses: 125 

Question 1: Which of the following statements is most true about where you live/work in Englewood? 

 

Question 2: Would your family/friends consider riding the Englewood Trolley if off street parking 

regulations were eliminated in the Broadway/Hampden/Englewood Parkway corridors in Englewood?  
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Question 3: In the last year how often have you decided not to go to a restaurant, shop or bar in 

Englewood because you thought parking would be a problem?  

 

Question 4: Is paid parking appropriate Downtown?  
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Question 5: Several neighborhoods in Englewood currently participate in a residential parking permit 

program. Should this program be expanded in the city?  
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Question 6: Which neighborhoods would benefit from on street permit parking only? 
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Question 7: Fill in the blank: Should new construction projects require ______ parking. 
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Question 8: Which of the following scenarios could warrant a reductio in the required parking 

minimum for new residential and commercial development?  
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Question 9: Englewood’s current parking regulations state minimum parking requirements for 

development based upon use. Although parking minimums are an important component of parking 

regulations, parking maximums are becoming increasingly effective in modern parking codes. 

Parking maximums cap the amount of required parking spaces for a development. Instead of 

requiring a baseline minimum for parking spaces, maximum curb developers from excessively 

parking developments. Parking maximums are used in various places throughout the nation and 

locally in Fort Collins and Lakewood (as shown in the table below) to prevent overparking and 

promote use of alternative transportation and use-specific development.  

 

Are parking maximums appropriate for Englewood? 

 

  



 

2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report Page 130 

Question 11: Should the City of Englewood focus on a policy requiring parking structures instead of 

minimum/maximum parking space requirements? 

 

Phase 2 Virtual Open House 
Event was held on December 2, 2020 from 6-8:00 and drew 25 attendees. Staff and the Consultant 

team gave a presentation to summarize potential options to issues raised during Phase 1 and 2 

outreach, including regional and national best practices to support options. Below is a summary of 

the comments heard at the meeting as well as Menti (text poll) results 

General Discussion Comments 

 Many felt that the meeting was not advertised well enough and that outreach has been too 

minimal, not transparent enough 

o Neighborhood community letters would be a great way to advertise events in the 

future 

 Parking - household allowance being raised helps housing but impacts parking, especially 

where single family homes are transitioning to multi-plexes 

 Location relative to grocery stores is important. Food deserts lead to more vehicular travel and 

reduced walkability  

 Already have enough permitted parking 

 Would like to see less regulation to ADUs (lot of great small/tiny home options but regulations 

don’t allow) 

 Question about residency restrictions on ADUs - reduce restrictions on occupancy 

 Housing affordability is a big issue 

 Slot homes do not reflect neighborhood they are in (near hospital) 
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 Would like to see more on neighborhood character. Neighborhood character doesn't always 

take into account the historic character of the homes in the neighborhood. Historic character 

is being destroyed by large box-type homes that don't fit in. Some amount of design standards 

would prevent the further deterioration of "neighborhood character." 

 

Menti Poll Results 

On the following pages 
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APPENDIX D: STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING SUMMARIES 

Steering Committee Meeting #1 
20 August 2020, 6:00-7:30 PM 

 

Agenda 

I. Introductions 

A. Logan Simpson Team Introductions 

B. Steering Committee Introductions 

1. How long have you lived/worked in Englewood? 

2. What is your level of interaction/comfort with the Title 16-Unified Development 

Code 

II. Project Overview Presentation 

C. Project goals 

D. Process  

E. Schedule 

F. Steering Committee Expectations 

III. Exercise  

A. What is working well with the existing code? 

B. What is not working well with the existing code? 

C. Are the application processes meeting the needs of staff and the development 

community? 

D. Are there any specific design standards that need to be tuned up? 

E. Are there any standards, topics or innovations missing from the current code? 

F. What should be our primary outcome of the assessment? 

G. What three questions would you ask the community to kick off the assessment and 

outreach? 

IV. Next Steps and Closing 

 

Meeting Notes 

I. INTRODUCTIONS  
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 Wade welcomed everyone to the meeting and introduced the consultant team of Logan 

Simpson and White & Smith.  

 Each committee member weighed in on how long they have lived in Englewood and 

their current understanding of the UDC. 

II. PROJECT OVERVIEW PRESENTATION 

 Logan Simpson presented an overview of the project purpose and process as well as 

anticipated schedule and expectations/roles of the Steering Committee 

III. EXERCISE 

Each member weighed in on the questions listed in the agenda above. Those conversations 

and general comments were captured as follows: 

General Notes & Overall Comments  

 Lots of car accidents in neighborhoods, currently no curb markings to prohibit cars 

from parking right up to the intersections 

 Gridded neighborhood structure, irrespective of building type, makes neighborhoods 

feels good 

 Broadway: lots of car dealers, hoping that turnover will result in those businesses 

moving out to promote local businesses  

 "Small town surrounded by the big city"  

 Preserve historic small town feel  

 City is "Generational" and we want to keep that 

 Code is suffering an identity crisis - developed during Cinderella City but now right up 

against Denver and there is a high demand for higher density 

 Slow down traffic on Broadway to help it become a destination (ULI report) 

 Landscaping - how to make sure appearance of old are brought up to new 

 Main light rail station at Oxford - lot of vacancies, could have more places to gather 

breweries also near miller field vacant offices 

o Staff looking into ways of incorporating some more residential in industrial 

areas 

 Englewood survives heavily on sales tax; 2/3 City revenue is from businesses  

 Would like to know: other than cars what type of transport do people use and want to 

see 

 Broadway thoughts: what could be done to make it more inviting 

 Love idea of green space in four lane roads and getting to DTC from Englewood 
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 Need to grow responsibly, address needs of lower income, and protect community 

 We have to decide how we want to change or let others decide for us 

 

Primary outcomes of the Process: 

 Looking at the things that are holding Englewood back; house sizes; edging industrial into 

city 

 Is code helping or hurting? 

 Create a stronger community 

 

What is Working: 

 Englewood has always done a good job of keeping on top of what other communities were 

doing  

 Diversity in neighborhood, families and generations 

 Industrial vs residential, size of houses 

 People come from different backgrounds and Englewood is friendly 

 

What is Not Working:  

 Need more incentives for small business  

 Application process: sports authority building application for apartments turned down and 

then turned into RV lot, missed opportunity - housing could have provided more people to 

walk to Broadway and Hampden businesses 

 Application process is EXPENSIVE and doesn’t get passed on (if market says we need to do 

something we should be looking at it) 

 

Design Standards: 

 Lot of design standards that need to be updated due to unique marketing opportunity with 

historic homes 

 Design standards, hard with older cities - justify new standards against existing non-

conforming properties 

 Design standards should bring out the best in neighborhoods 

 How do we bring older developments up to the new standards? 
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Downtown: 

 Downtown historical feel (look at Downtown Littleton for walkability) 

 Need opportunities and restaurants Downtown (Barnhouse Tap was first) 

 Create small business and restaurant opportunities 

 Include landscaping in walkability for Downtown 

 Would like to know: How do you get Downtown? 

 

Housing: 

 Like the idea of one or two buildings changing - need to find a good mix 

 Rather than restrict, preserve historic homes 

 Don’t regulate colors 

 Could have more modern aspects but keep the historic feel  

 Smaller duplexes and apartments are good and meet needs of diversity 

 Incentive to buy bungalows and redevelop as affordable 

 Tiny home villages - or good, affordable spaces for families to live in 

 Not a lot to offer for affordable housing 

 Need to cater more to moderate income homes  

 Balance of luxury homes and Section 8 

o There should be a space for everyone 

 Need to be looking at affordable housing regs and having good and meaningful spaces 

o People need safe spaces to live and need to expand 

 Like idea of a couple houses changing and a mix of high density and old homes 

 There is value in promoting integrated housing and upward mobility for wealth and 

equality 

 Need bigger homes for young families 

 Not in favor of three-story homes in primarily single story residential areas 

o Logan westward: every block has 1-2 of those homes 

o Don’t want views blocked 

o Could add modern aspects but still keep historic architecture 

o Owning a home is great financial security asset 
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o Need to be able to age in place 

 Pretty good mix of duplexes and little homes (bungalows) 

o Look into Private/Public Partnership for city to buy rundown homes and fix up 

instead of scraping all of them  

 Need more affordable housing options 

 Backyards are huge asset! 

 

Neighborhood Character: 

 Love historic homes but love eclectic look of neighborhoods that look like they’re built 

in different times 

 Uplift and connect neighborhoods 

 Rather than restricting future builds; protect existing homes 

o Don’t want to restrict people’s home colors or rights 

 

Walkability: 

 The city is walkable but there is no place to walk to 

 Connect Downtown neighborhoods  

 More bike lanes and non-auto options 

 Lots of inconsistency of whether sidewalks are available 

 Bike paths are hard to find 

 No good way to get to Medical Campus via public transit 

 Not great walkability Downtown (sidewalks and lighting don’t exist) 

 Connectivity to DTC should be improved 

o Commute on Hampden is not great and disconnects from Denver 

 

Parking: 

 Parking is one of the greatest concerns as well as opportunities to attract the right kind 

of businesses - restaurants are lacking in the area, they are one of the things that bring 

people together in the community 

o Gallow has excellent parking and Zelmo (parking behind) 

o RTD not very accommodating - some light rail stations not parked well 
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 One-barrel has shared parking agreement with residential above  

o Used to be public parking behind One Barrel but now it’s an apartment building 

o People found parking very confusing and businesses left because the shared 

parking system didn’t work for them 

 We still drive cars and Denver is car-oriented; parking is key 

 In the process of trying to fill spots on Broadway and parking is biggest concern 

o Restaurants need parking 

 Broadway a scary place to park with kids so they tend to go to places where they can 

park safely  

 

Commercial Development: 

 Lots of businesses along S Broadway don’t exist anymore 

 Walmart was built against desire of community and promised lots of green space that 

didn’t occur 

 Want and need more green space 

 Applications result in a lot of resident and homeowner input because it has been 

lacking in previous zoning changes 

 Have code enforcement to address unsightly or dangerous problems 

 (South of Ithaca) Offices behind Millard field are also empty 

 (Harmonic Media) Oxford light rail has weird parking and area of town has lots of 

potential but is sleepy 

o Mini section of business district 

 Slow down traffic to make Englewood a destination 

Steering Committee Meeting #2 
17 September 2020, 6:00-7:30 PM 

Agenda 

I. Project Overview 

A. Our Process 

B. Steering Committee Expectations 

C. Who we have Heard From 

D. What We Have Heard So Far 
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II. Exercise 

A. Bulk Plane and Existing Code Allowances  

III. Next Steps 

Meeting Notes 

IV. PROJECT OVERVIEW 

 Logan Simpson presented an overview of the project purpose and process and 

reviewed the expectations/roles of the Steering Committee.  

 Logan Simpson provided a brief summary of the comments received to date and the 

number of responses to the online survey. 

o Who we’ve heard from  

 Telephone town hall 

 Online questionnaire (618 responses) 

 9 focus groups/60 attendees 

 Open houses in park 

 Joint Planning Commission / CC work session 

 Historic Preservation Commission (last night) 

 Steering Committee 

o What We’ve heard 

 50% familiar less parking 

 Less parking for walkability 

 45% prefer 1 story, 55% prefer 2 story 

 Specific design standards for different neighborhoods (53%) 

 HP standards favored (84%) 

 Not much on landscaping 

 ADUs 

 RV parking 

 District 1 duplexes 

V. EXERCISE 

Logan Simpson provided brief background on zone districts and the dimensional standards in 

the current Code and each Steering Committee member weighed in on concerns and possible 

solutions. Those conversations and general comments were captured as follows: 
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 General Comments and Q & A 

 Fencing – city requires fence permits, 6’ maximum height. There has to be documented 

hardship that requires a variance, which are usually not to heights.  

 BOA hears a lot of setback variances, not many fence.  

 More affordable to add square footage than to build new, but as general rule is it cheaper to 

build out or pop the top? 

 Q: Solar access – was bulk plane to address that? 

o A: Bulk plane addressed things like taller ceilings, etc to accommodate that construction 

while keeping height not as an obstruction to neighboring property. Incorporated 2015. 

 Support for building more intensely to support population growth 

 Q: curious about best practices for walkability, green building, sustainability especially that 

doesn’t preclude affordable housing. Measures and levers to promote that kind of building? 

o A: Westminister example to elevate sustainability- require homes to be solar ready 

through conduits to capture solar; EV ready charging stations in homes 

 Q: many things don’t seem meaningful for one house, but on cumulative basis it helps with 

environmental efficiency, etc.  

o No tree preservation standards, they do ask for replacement if remove if new build but 

not expansion. 

 Q: a lot of cities have tons of requirements, eg in Aurora there are all kinds of requirements if 

take down and rebuild home – eg garage width / %, materials, etc., fencing, commercial 

developer on Broadway if had new rules on landscaping have extra treatment for exterior to 

meet community standards. 

Setbacks 

 How busy the road is should play into the setbacks 

 Reduce front yard setback 

o Reduce front yard adds to backyard 

o Drawback to reducing front yard setback is that it looks more urban 

o Is there an ADA benefit to reducing front setback? 

o Reducing front setback encourages a new build, you don’t usually have addition to front 

of house. If we accommodate additions to existing house it will be more affordable to 

add sf than to sell and move. 
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Design Standards In General 

 Should not be dictating aesthetics such as pitches vs flat roof 

 Like stormwater mitigation 

 Logan Bates neighborhood - to preserve character, 40% lot coverage might be too limiting 

 Preserving existing trees should be a priority for shade 

o Would like to see more trees (many more trees), narrow attached walks and not much 

shade in existing condition 

o Enhance pedestrian quality and reduce the urban heat island effect 

 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)  

 Think it is more affordable to add to house rather than move - is there a cost difference 

between attached and detached? 

 Like the idea of ADUs 

 

Other Comparable Communities  

 Really interested in walkability, sustainability in comp plan - how other communities might 

handle that, that we can learn from  

 Would like information on things other communities are doing 

 

Potential solutions for R-1-B scale 

 Design Standards 

o Prefer a performance based requirement 

o Address light and air with bulk plane. 

o Don’t dictate aesthetics. 

 Stormwater mitigation if > 50-60% coverage.  

o Determines soil moisture, city burden for treating. If reduce soil permeability, 

from sustainability make sure rainwater infiltrates into ground. 

o Important for lot coverage, moisture important. Curious on thinking on density 

with open space, what mean when not as many options for parks. 

 Decrease height, bulk plane.  

 Reduce front setbacks 
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Steering Committee Meeting #3 

29 October 2020, 6:00-7:30 PM 

 

Agenda 

IV. Attainable Housing 

E. Why is Attainable Housing Important 

F. Existing Housing Statistics 

G. National Best Practices 

H. Discussion on pros and cons of possible solutions 

V. Neighborhood Preservation 

A. What We’ve Been Hearing 

B. Overview of Neighborhoods from Comp Plan 

C. National Best Practices 

D. Discussion on pros and cons of possible solutions 

VI. Next Steps 

Summary 

 Given that there is not a lot of housing stock that would fit the requirements for conversion, 

that option was a lower priority 

 There was a lot of support for the cottage court concept 

 Household definition is outdated and needs to be updated 

 In favor of developing architectural design guidelines per neighborhood/character areas but 

want to ensure that they are reasonable/tempered to avoid unintended consequences 

 Work with the Historic Preservation Commission to define areas and characteristics for 

preservation 

 

Meeting Notes 

I. Attainable Housing 

A. Solution #1- Incentivize Expansion/Conversion of Existing Homes 

 The applicability in Englewood may be limited because there aren’t many large homes  

 In favor of more types of housing if a feasible option 

 Interest in investment community opinion of this concept 
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 People are generally worried about changing character of neighborhood 

B. Solution #2 – Cottage Courts 

 Like aesthetic and character 

 Like the concept and it will serve the need but may receive pushback from public 

o Had a few applications go through P & Z a while ago in area near industrial zone 

o Quincy Place was PUD duplexes and fought by neighbors 

o Currently would be a PUD application 

 Want to maintain single-family character 

 Prefer this idea over S #1 

 Example of development in Fort Collins (integrated, walkable, community gardens, 

orchards, etc) would like to see something like this at Sports Authority redevelopment 

site (Pam will get name of community to LS) 

 Broadway and industrial districts seem to be the most logical districts but would like 

to see this option in other areas as well 

o Higher density zones need more density to pencil 

 Might be more palatable if all SF instead of allowing attached 

  

C. Solution #3 – Expand ADU Allowance 

 Not a solution for everything but take burden off market 

 ADUs work well for young adults in service sector 

 Need to allow in R-1A where there are large lots and excess parking 

  

D. Solution #4 – Redefine Household 

 Look at comparable city’s - Denver just changed their numbers 

 Definitions outdated - need to look into constitutional 

 Would likely create more affordable rent, but would it increase home prices? 

  

II. Neighborhood 

A. Solution #1 – Architectural Design Standards 

 Used to have step backs that were removed - found it was too expensive 

 Lot of people like neighborhood cause they can do anything, but want to stay the same 
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 Paved driveway requirements removed unanimously 

 Like the idea per neighborhood - more modern near Downtown, traditional elsewhere 

 Reasonable makes sense but the existing variety makes is hard to determine the 

features to highlight 

o Bates Logan - east side 1 acre lots, west side duplexes 

o Neighborhoods closer to Broadway and Downtown more urban neighborhood 

whereas centennial park is a little less urban 

 Really basic like no blob/box with no windows on the front 

 New home at Grant and Bates integrates perfectly 

 Like it per neighborhood rather than by zone 

 Allow more two story homes as those are what the market is driving 

 Average Denver house 2200-2400 SF whereas Englewood is smaller 

 Affordability plays in by allowing expansion to homes 

 Work with historic society to define areas for preservation  

 How do we encourage the type of growth we want 

 Worried about unintended consequences 

B. Solution #2 – Neighborhood Conservation Districts 

 Maybe offering the vehicle to develop a NCO rather than define them in the UDC 

Steering Committee Meeting #4 

19 November 2020, 6:00-7:30 PM 

 

Agenda 

I. Parking 

I. Why are we discussing this topic 

J. National best practices 

K. Potential options 

II. Green Infrastructure 

A. Why are we discussing this topic 

B. National best practices 

C. Potential options 
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III. Next Steps 

Summary 

 A closer look at more site specific issues will help guide the final recommendations on parking 

ratios but it was generally agreed that providing a range of ratios (min/max) 

 Optional approaches tied to green infrastructure and walkability to allow for a reduction in 

parking are favorable 

 All green infrastructure components were desired and it was suggested to incorporate them 

into the menu approach. 

Meeting Notes 

I. Parking 

E. General: 

 Intrigued by McKinney example of tailored parking requirements 

 Balance parking with walkable environment 

 Parking needs to integrate with landscape 

 Parking is demand driven at the end of the day, provide flexibility 

F. Solution #1- Parking Minimums and Maximums 

 Agree that parking requirement in Englewood is not consistent with peer communities 

 National guys have trouble with parking maximums 

 Light rail station areas under-parked and vacant 

 This solution provides flexibility for both the large-scale, national builders who want 

more parking and the smaller-scale local businesses that feel encumbered by such a 

high parking requirement  

G. Solution #2 – Street Permit Parking 

 Good solution for streets adjacent to Broadway where residents back to businesses  

H. Solution #3 – Parking Reduction Incentives 

 Structured/shared parking - incentivize structured parking and promote shared 

 PZ was amenable to Incentives in the past if showed how it worked 

 Incentives for bike/ped, compact cars, EV charging or shared parking to allow the 

sustainable opportunities if that is priority of the business 

  

II. Green Infrastructure 

A. General: 
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 Dark sky idea good 

 Englewood means "wooded nook" 

 How to address bldg height on solar panel 

 Cinderella City should incorporate a new park - link nature into the urban center 

B. Solution #1 – Low Impact Development 

 LID wonderful idea to make things more enjoyable 

C. Solution #2 – Urban Tree Canopy Protection 

 Tree preservation needs to be a priority 

 Urban tree canopy tough with urban environment but everyone likes the idea 

D. Solution #3 – Sustainability Menus (top choice to incorporate all of this section) 

 All really like idea of menu idea due to the flexibility of options 

 Solar panel cover in parking lots could be added to menu 

 Incentives to create awesome greenspaces 

 Developers love incentives for value added elements*** 

 Promote and celebrate businesses that are doing new innovative things 

 Incentivize land for shared park 

E. Solution #4 – Renewable Energy Ready Infrastructure 

 Work into the menu approach 
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Steering Committee Meeting #5 

6 January 2020, 6:00-7:30 PM 

Agenda 

IV. Outline of Assessment Report 

V. General Suggestions 

VI. Suggested Options by Chapter 

VII. Next Steps 

General Comments Heard 

 UDC is short term – Comp plan is long term  

 UDC needs to be modular and ever changing  

 Don’t let PUDs dominate poor planning 

 Changing intent of some of the zoning districts  

 CH 5 will need a lot of the initial updating  

 Want to see ADUs expanded to additional zoning districts  

 Bulk plane probably needs a really deep analysis to assess further  

 Permeable surfaces are desirable 

 Sidewalk maintenance seems to be more of an issue instead of the width and connectivity of 

sidewalks  

 In thinking about park strip widths, might want to look more to soil volume metric for plants 

 Consider urban plant strips and tree requirements along urban streets 

 Establish a catch all provision for hybrid trees with regards to an approved plant list 

 Incentivize using low water plants 

 Less vague points -more specificity  

 Need to address new telecom tech advancements – might need a professional in the topic 

 Signs need to deal with physical structure  

 Check out Tarantula for 5G towers in Denver 
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APPENDIX E: PROPOSED OUTLINE 

 

New Section Topic  

Chapter 1 General Provisions 

1.01 Purpose 

1.02 Authority 

1.03 Effective Date 

1.04 Applicability 

1.05 Relationship to Other Ordinances 

1.06 Relationship to Comprehensive Plan 

1.07 Interpretation and Conflicting Provisions 

1.08 Transition from Prior Regulations 

Chapter 2 Zone Districts 

2.01 General Provisions 

2.02 Residential Zone Districts 

2.03 Commercial and Mixed-Use Zone Districts 

2.04 Other Non-Residential Zone Districts 

2.05 Planned Unit Developments 

2.06 Summary of Dimensional Standards 

2.07 Measurements and Exceptions 

Chapter 3 Use Regulations 

3.01 Purpose and Organization 

3.02 Table of Allowable Uses 

3.03 Use-Specific Standards (including Telecommunications, mobile home 

parks, and RV parks) 

3.04 Accessory Uses and Structures 

3.05 Temporary Uses and Structures 
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Chapter 4 Development Standards 

4.01 General Provisions 

4.02 Parks & Open Space 

4.03 Exactions 

4.04 Landscaping, Screening, LID (green infrastructure) 

4.05 Fences and Walls 

4.06 Transportation, Vehicular Access, and Connectivity 

4.07 Residential Site and Building Design (including residential 

sustainability) 

4.08 Commercial Site and Building Design (including non-residential 

sustainability) 

4.09 Off-Street Parking and Loading 

4.10 Signs 

4.11 Exterior Lighting 

4.12 Refuse/trash disposal 

4.13 Historic Preservation 

Chapter 5 Subdivisions 

5.01 General Provisions 

5.02 Design and Improvement Standards 

5.03 Stormwater and sewer 

5.04 Roads, streets sections 

5.05 Dedications 

Chapter 6 Floodplain  

6.01 General Provisions 

6.01 Applicability 

6.03 Design Standards 

Chapter 7 Nonconformities  
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7.01 Nonconforming Uses, Lots, Signs, Buildings, and Structures 

Chapter 8 Enforcement and Penalties 

8.01 General Provisions 

8.02 Enforcement  

8.03 Penalties 

Chapter 9 Administration 

9.01 Purpose and Organization 

9.02 Public Notice 

9.03 Procedures Table 

9.04 General Application Procedures: All Applications 

9.05 General Application Procedures: Land Development Code Amendment 

9.06 General Application Procedures: Lot Line Adjustment 

9.07 General Application Procedures: Easement Adjustment 

9.08 General Application Procedures: Rezone 

9.09 General Application Procedures: Planned Unit Development 

9.10 General Application Procedures: Site Plan 

9.11 General Application Procedures: Major Subdivisions  

9.12 General Application Procedures: Minor Subdivisions  

9.13 General Application Procedures: Condominium/Townhouse Plat 

9.14 General Application Procedures: Revised Final Plat 

9.15 General Application Procedures: Annexation 

9.16 General Application Procedures: Administrative Adjustment 

9.17 General Application Procedures: Minor Deviation 

9.18 General Application Procedures: Variance 

9.19 Vested Property Rights 

9.20 Application Fees 

9.21 Review and Decision Making Bodies 
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Chapter 10 Definitions 

10.01 Use Classifications 

10.02 Definitions 
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BEST PRACTICES & CASE STUDIES  

Although some of the case studies represented herein highlight cities larger or more urbanized than 

Englewood, the principles, ideas, and techniques can be applied to the Englewood UDC. Some of the 

studies may not be applicable on a macro-scale, but could be applicable on a micro-scale. For 

instance, San Francisco transit development parking regulations could be applied to light rail transit 

locations in Englewood.  

Alternate Code Structures 

Colorado Form Based Codes 

Title State Largest Scale Implementation Strategy  Adoption Date 

Berthoud CO Neighborhood   

Boulder CO Neighborhood Boulder Junction  

Buckley AFB CO City   

Castle Rock: 

Southwest 

Quadrant; 

Interchange 

District 

CO Neighborhood Implements the Southwest 

Quadrant and the 

Interchange District plans 

 

Colorado 

Springs: The 

Imagine 

Downtown 

Plan 

CO Neighborhood FBC in final stages of 

adoption to implement The 

Imagine Downtown Plan 

2009 

Criple Creek 

FBC 

CO City Covers the whole city, and a 
sizeable portion is a National 
Historic Landmark District 

 

Denver CO City New zoning code based on a 
series of contexts. Form-based 
elements regulate all building 
types. 

2010 

Dillon CO City   

Durango: 

Three Springs 

CO Neighborhood FBC for Three Springs 
Development 

2003 

South Fork CO Neighborhood Mandatory for Town Center 2009 

Steamboat 700 CO City Steamboat 700  

  

Denver, CO 

The City of Denver adopted a form-based code in 2010. Denver abandoned their conventional, land 

use-based zoning model for a zoning approach with emphasis on context and form. With an approach 
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like this, Denver has been able to preserve community character consistently while encouraging 

form-based development.   

In the Denver model, traditional zoning classifications are encompassed into neighborhood context 

classifications. There are only 6 neighborhood context classifications with additional context for 

special districts. The 6 contexts are Suburban, Urban Edge, Urban, General Urban, Urban Center, and 

Downtown. Each classification is explicit to development based on the community’s context (uses, 

features, streets, etc.) and its development form (site standards). An example of neighborhood 

context is seen below.  

 Urban Edge neighborhood context  
o Defined as small-scale multi-unit residential uses and commercial areas that are typically 

embedded in residential areas. Single-unit residential structures are typically the Urban House and 
Suburban House building forms. Multi-unit building forms are typically the Row House, Garden 
Court, Town House or Apartment building forms embedded with other residential uses. 
Commercial buildings are typically the Shopfront and General building forms that typically contain 
a single type of use. Single and two-unit residential uses are primarily located along local and 
residential arterial streets. Multi-unit residential and commercial uses are located along local 
streets, arterials, and main streets.    
 

Although there are only 6 neighborhood contexts, each context has underlying districts. For instance, 

in the Urban Edge neighborhood context there are 25 districts. Each district is defined and indicates 

its relationship with the Urban Edge neighborhood context. Development associated with the 25 

districts are permitted within the Urban Edge neighborhood context. Below is a use matrix for Urban 

Edge neighborhood context.  

 

Permitted districts within 

neighborhood contexts must meet 

design specific requirements to 

ensure neighborhood form is 

maintained. Below is a graphic from 

the Denver Ordinance that shows 

design requirements for a drive thru 

services building in the Urban Edge 

neighborhood context.  
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The main issues with Denver’s zoning 

code are that it is highly involved, lengthy, 

and constantly being amended. Since the 

ordinance’s adoption in 2010, hundreds 

of pages and numerous amendments 

have been added. In addition to these 

changes, the number of regulations can 

be burdensome and cause friction with 

staff and the development community.  
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Carrollton 

Carrollton’s use of form-based principles for transit locations yield positive development outcomes. 

These regulations generated more pedestrian paths, high-density housing, and supportive retail uses 

within close walking proximity to Carrollton’s main transit station.  
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Mckinney 

McKinney (TX) uses a similar form-based approach to transit-oriented development by identifying two 

different transit zones (Transit Village Core and Transit Village Edge). Within these two transit zones 

are different design and development standards that align with preferred development patterns in 

transit locations. Although McKinney does not currently have transit locations, they do anticipate 

transit locations within the decade. Because McKinney is aware of uncertain transit locations, there 

are flexibility measures called minor modifications to ensure new development meets the area’s 

intent. Minor modifications provide developers with additional flexibility by allowing deviations from 

the transit area’s standards. These modifications are listed and have criteria to ensure developers do 

not abuse the clause to circumvent the transit area’s standards. This flexibility measure is an 

important feature that works for McKinney when standards do not work for an innovative 

development proposal.  

Aurora 

Aurora uses a hybrid zoning approach with conventional zoning techniques and context-sensitive 

regulations. The City prescribes different dimensional and development standards for each zoning 

district. This includes streetscape, outdoor space, landscape, and building design standards for 

different development types in each zoning district. The Code uses 3-dimensional graphics to 

communicate the differences between each zoning district’s development standards.  

 

  



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 9 

 

Loveland  

Like Aurora, Loveland uses a combination zoning approach derived from conventional zoning 

practices and development-sensitive standards. Loveland prescribes different dimensional and 

development standards for each zoning district. This includes landscape and building design 

standards for different development types in each zoning district. The Code uses 3-dimensional 

graphics to communicate the differences between each zoning district’s development standards. The 

City also uses zoning district summary sheets to show the reader the highlights of each zoning district.  

 

Parking and Walkability 

This section expands on parking and walkability by analyzing case studies and parking regulations. 

Although some of the case studies are larger, more urbanized cities, principles and techniques can 

be applied to Englewood’s revised parking regulations.  

San Antonio 

 San Antonio utilizes a traditional parking approach throughout the city except for in select 

urbanized areas.  

 There are no minimum parking requirements in Downtown to encourage walkability, transit 

use, and pedestrian-oriented development.  
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 Although there are no parking minimums in Downtown San Antonio, developments are 

required to provide bicycle spaces to promote alternative modes of transportation.  

 Additionally, the San Antonio Downtown Design Guide supplements the parking regulations 

expressed in the Zoning Ordinance.  

 This guide primarily aims to minimize off-street parking visibility by:  

o Locating off-street parking behind or below buildings; 

o Hiding ground floor parking by building façades; and 

o Providing on-street parking for visitors and customers.  

 Most of the parking regulations follow an approach where parking ratios are allocated by land 

use. 

 These ratios tend to favor automobile-oriented development patterns seen in suburban areas 

instead of vibrant, walkable patterns noticed in the city’s core areas.  

San Diego  

 Right-sized parking requirements for developments within the core of the city. 

 Commercial parking requirements are determined by the level of commercial use and 

proximity to transit.  

 The amount of spaces required varies between 4 different districts: basic, low-income, transit 

area, and parking impact areas.  

 Fewer parking spaces are required in transit area overlay zones, where there is a reduced 

demand for parking.  

 A commercial use outside a transit area is required to provide a minimum of 2.5 spaces for 

every 1,000 square feet and a maximum of 6.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  

 A commercial use in a transit area is required to provide a minimum of 2.1 spaces per 1,000 

square feet and a maximum of 6.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet.  

 The city defines a parking impact area as a zone with high parking demand (i.e. colleges).  

 Parking requirements are higher in these areas. 

San Francisco  

 Uses parking maximums in the Central Business District and Downtown areas.  

 Moved towards eliminating parking minimums throughout the city.  

 Most of the districts are well-served by mass transit. 

 Minimum parking requirements for all uses outside the Central Business District.  
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 Parking requirements can vary in districts that are well-served by public transportation. 

 Mitigates for congestion in Downtown mixed-use districts through a transportation demand 

management program.  

 These programs are submitted to the Planning Department and approved by the planning 

director for all new buildings and conversions of existing buildings greater than 100,000 

square feet of floor area.  

 Developers are required to provide a strategy for minimizing adverse transportation impacts 

in the area.  

 Often accomplished by discouraging single-occupancy vehicle commuter trips and creating 

incentives to encourage people to commute by public transportation, carpool, or bicycle. 

Portland 

 Utilizes parking minimums, maximums, and reductions to effectively park different 

development styles.  

 Incorporates standards in concert with zoning districts and uses.  

 Parking maximums are most noted for areas that are zoned for more intense development or 

are easily reached by alternative modes of transportation.  

 These areas have lower maximums than areas where less intense development is anticipated 

or where transit service is less frequent.  

 Higher maximums are appropriate in areas that are more than a 1/4 mile walk from a 

frequently served bus stop or more than a 1/2 mile walk from a frequently served Transit 

Station. 

 There is no minimum parking requirement for sites located within 500 feet of a transit street 

with frequent service.  

 Developers may also reduce parking requirements by providing a transit plaza if the site is 

located on a transit street.  

 The city further classifies parking in particular situations, which are subject to a certain review 

process.  

 The city identifies growth and preservation parking to help account for parking conflicts.  

 Growth parking is associated with all new development that is not residential or for hotel 

development.  

 Developers may build parking as-of-right up to the set parking maximums.  

 Most parking demands are met through growth parking.  
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 Preservation parking is associated with existing non-residential development.  

 This category is intended to augment parking needs for uses which did not provide enough 

parking at the time the structure was built.  

 Historic buildings must follow growth parking ratios and non-historic buildings are limited to 

0.7 spaces per 1,000 square feet. 

Seattle  

 Utilizes a hybrid parking approach. 

 Requires parking minimums according to use in most parts of the city except for select zoning 

districts.  

 In highly urbanized zoning districts, no minimum parking for non-residential uses.  

 Developments outside of these select zones have required parking minimums that align with 

traditional parking practices  

 No more than 145 spaces are permitted in all commercial zones.  

 To increase the city’s goal to provide pedestrian-friendly development patterns, the city 

applies parking waivers that reduce required parking.  

 Parking reductions apply to all non-residential uses except for drive-thru restaurants, theaters, 

offices, and institutions (see table below).  

 

Zone Type Reduction for Non-Residential Use 

Commercial  No parking required for the first 1,500 sf 

Pedestrian-Designated Areas  No parking required for the first 1,500 sf 

Other Zones  No parking required for the first 2,500 sf 

McKinney 

 A traditional parking code in most parts of the city, except for the Downtown area.  

 The Downtown area – the McKinney Town Center District (MTC) – does not calculate parking 

ratios dependent on certain uses but determines parking ratios based on specific character 

districts within the MTC.  

 7-character districts in the MTC, which all have different tailored parking requirements. 

 The districts are identified on a map of the MTC to show where certain development 

regulations, including parking, apply.  
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Character District  Existing Buildings  New Construction  

Historic Core Non-residential Uses: No off-

street parking required  

Non-residential Uses: No off-

street parking required  

Residential Uses: No off-street 

parking required  

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Downtown Core Non-residential Uses: No off-

street parking required  

Non-residential Uses: No off-

street parking required  

Residential Uses: No off-street 

parking required  

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Downtown Edge Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per 500 gross sf – the first 

2,000 gross sf of every non-

residential building is exempt  

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-

street space per 500 gross sf – 

the first 2,000 gross sf of every 

non-residential building is 

exempt  
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Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Transit Village 

Core 

Non-residential Uses: No off-

street parking required  

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-

street space per 500 gross sf  

Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street 

space per 1,000 sf  

Residential Uses: No off-street 

parking required  

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Transit Village 

Edge 

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per 500 gross sf – the first 

2,000 gross sf of every non-

residential building is exempt 

Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street 

space per 1,000 sf – the first 2,000 

gross sf of every non-residential 

building is exempt 

Non-residential Uses: 1 off-

street space per 500 gross sf – 

the first 2,000 gross sf of every 

non-residential building is 

exempt 

Light Industrial Uses: 1 off-street 

space per 1,000 sf – the first 

2,000 gross sf of every non-

residential building is exempt 

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Residential Uses: 1 off-street 

space per DU 

Cotton Mill Core traditional parking ratios applied 

by use 

traditional parking ratios 

applied by use 

Cotton Mill Edge traditional parking ratios applied 

by use 

traditional parking ratios 

applied by use 

 

 Parking requirements in the MTC are right-sized to the character districts to improve 

walkability and pedestrian-oriented development.  

 Outside of the MTC, the city promotes a traditional, automobile-oriented development pattern 

by requiring set parking minimums for all new development.  
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Montgomery County 

 A progressive parking approach that determines parking ratios by use, intensity, and zoning 

district.  

 The number of required spaces is based on a metric specific to each use.  

 If the proposed intensity of the use is less than the metric, then the baseline minimum is 

calculated using a fraction of that metric.  

 The required number of parking spaces depend if a development is located within a Parking 

Lot District or Reduced Parking Area.  

 Parking Lot Districts are designated areas that do not require parking minimums and limits 

maximum parking.  

 Reduced Parking Areas are designated areas defined by a property’s location within commercial 

and employment zones.  

 Adjustments to parking regulations mostly occur in Parking Lot Districts and Reduced Parking 

Areas.  
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St. Petersburg 

 Reduces parking minimums if a project is near high-frequency transit routes.  

 A 10% parking reduction is permitted if the development is within 1/8 mile of a high-frequency 

transit route.  

 Off-street parking reductions for tree preservation, drainage and surface water management, 

bicycle parking, and workforce/affordable housing.  

 Off-site parking is allowed within 1,000 feet in downtown center zoning districts and 300 feet 

in other zoning districts.  

Somerville  

 Conventional parking regulations are traditional with the caveat of development near transit 

or public parking.  

 Developments within 650 feet of municipal parking garages/lots are permitted a 10% 

reduction in parking.  

 Developments within 1000 feet of rapid transit stations are permitted a 20% reduction in 

parking. 

Minimum Parking  

Parking standards that apply minimums may create more parking than is needed, creating additional 

impervious surfaces and negatively affecting local water quality. Minimum parking requirements can 

result in sprawling parking lots with perpetually vacant spots.  

An unintended side effect of minimum requirements is excessively sized surface parking areas. For 

example, a 50,000 square-foot retail business would require a minimum of 50,000 square feet of 

paved parking surfaces, with additional areas required for landscaping for which the property owner 

charges rent. This creates economic waste because the property owner cannot charge rent for the 

spaces, although a certain number of spaces is certainly needed to provide access to the site. In fact, 

commercial properties often include more parking than the zoning code requires. Regardless of why 

it is provided, parking is a development cost that is ultimately capitalized into the cost of housing and 

consumer goods. 

These large surface parking areas inhibit walkability by spreading uses apart, forcing pedestrians to 

compete with cars to reach retail and employment destinations, and making vehicular travel 

convenient relative to foot travel. They also create “urban heat islands” as the summer sun hits the 

pavement and creates the need for stormwater drainage systems. The stormwater management 

systems needed to capture runoff from parking areas consumes even more land, spreading uses 

farther apart and creating barriers to pedestrian access. This, in turn, encourages businesses to 

provide larger signs to identify the buildings that are set back behind the parking. 
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This is not a new idea and many localities across the country have moved away from minimum 

parking requirements. Another option to remove minimum parking requirements is to identify cases 

where for a certain size of development, for example anything under 5,000 sq. ft., no parking is 

required.  

Parking minimums are useful but are becoming antiquated with modern zoning ordinances. Although 

parking minimums can increase the need for parking, they can also be used effectively to minimize 

excessive parking. The research shows which jurisdictions place more emphasis on car-oriented and 

pedestrian-oriented development styles. For instance, jurisdictions like Portland, San Francisco, 

Seattle, Philadelphia, and Montgomery County have similar parking minimums that require less 

parking (i.e. 1 space for 1,000 square feet of retail space), while places like San Antonio and McKinney 

have parking minimums that require substantial parking (i.e. 1 space for 250 square feet of retail 

space). When comparing these two models for a 4,000 square foot retail building there is a difference 

of 4 and 16 required spaces. The latter jurisdictions essentially require 4 times as much parking than 

the former jurisdictions.  

Although parking minimums are an important component of parking regulations, parking maximums 

play an increasing role in effective, modern parking codes. Parking maximums cap the amount of 

required parking spaces for a development. Instead of requiring a baseline minimum for parking 

spaces, maximums curb developers from excessively parking developments. Places such as Portland, 

San Francisco, Montgomery County, and San Diego use parking maximums to prevent overparking 

and promote context-sensitive development. For instance, in San Diego, the city classifies parking 

regulations into 3 metrics – minimum parking required outside of transit areas, minimum parking 

required within Transit 

Areas, and maximum 

parking permitted – to 

deliver on these goals. The 

example below shows San 

Francisco’s approach to 

parking minimums and 

maximums. Parking 

maximums are a critical 

and effective tool 

Englewood can consider to 

right-size parking within 

different contexts of the 

city.  
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Site-Specific Parking Demand Analysis  

Site-specific parking demand is becoming a popular practice in modern zoning codes. Developers are 

required to provide a study that determines adequate on-site parking. These studies typically include 

traffic counts, anticipated site capacity, peak capacity hours, land uses, and site location. Site-specific 

parking demand analysis provides a development’s true parking needs.  

A site-specific parking demand analysis requirement for large developments could benefit the city by 

saving land area and preventing overparking. This requirement could include data to support 

anticipated parking demand for the project, number of on-street and off-street parking spaces, 

shared vehicle parking arrangements, and the number of bicycle parking spaces. A site-specific 

parking demand analysis requirement should also include possible strategies that could limit single-

occupancy vehicle trips, reduce vehicle miles travelled by site users, and promote transportation 

alternatives such as walking, cycling, ridesharing, and transit.  

Most jurisdictions use parking studies and Traffic Demand Model (TDM) plans to weigh the 

advantages and disadvantages of a new development regarding its impacts on the existing and 

surrounding areas. Aside from Portland, Seattle, San Francisco, and other jurisdictions use TDM to 

promote land use efficiency, achieve comprehensive plan goals, and reduce unnecessary parking for 

new, large developments near existing or potential high transit areas. In San Francisco, TDM is 

mandatory for all developments greater than 100,000 square feet in downtown mixed-use districts 

to mitigate automobile congestion. TDM programs are submitted to the Planning Department and 

approved by the planning director. Developers are required to come up with a strategy for minimizing 

adverse transportation impacts in the area, and often accomplish this by discouraging car commuter 

trips and creating incentives to encourage people to commute by public transportation. Parking 

studies and TDM programs could be a worthwhile tool for Englewood to investigate, especially for 

existing and future transit areas.  

Shared Parking and Mixed-Use Development  

Shared parking is the use of parking spaces generated by two or more individual land uses without 

conflict or encroachment. Mixed-use development parking regulations can calculate required parking 

for more than one land use in the same development. Most conventional zoning ordinances use a 

cumulative parking requirement for both shared parking and mixed-use parking. This practice can 

result in more parking than is needed and fails to take advantage of efficient sharing of parking 

among different land uses. Shared-use parking standards should be based upon a site-specific 

demand analysis for all land uses combined. 

Shared Mobility Services  

Technology has significantly changed travel means and will continue to do so. Companies like Uber 

and Lyft, bikeshare programs, carsharing and micro transit will have a significant impact on parking 
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demands with the possibility of fewer required parking spaces. High-capacity transit lines continue to 

develop while younger people are not driving as much as older people, thus affecting parking ratios. 

While these trends affect required parking, they also create spatial needs for sufficient on-site drop-

off areas. 

Sustainability and Green Infrastructure  

This section expands on sustainability and green infrastructure techniques. This section credits 

spur.org’s (SPUR is a nonprofit public policy organization in San Francisco, CA specializing in planning 

and infrastructure issues within urban contexts) 2013 article “8 Shades of Green Infrastructure” by 

Kurt Pelzer and Laura Tam.  

Vegetated Roof 

A vegetated roof is composed of multiple layers including a waterproof membrane, sub-surface 

drainage pipes, engineered planting soils and specially selected plants. Green roofs can be installed 

on many types of roofs, from small slanting roofs to large, flat commercial roofs. There are two basic 

types of green roofs: extensive and intensive. An extensive green roof system is a thin, lighter-weight 

system (usually less than 6 inches deep) planted predominantly with drought-tolerant succulent 

plants and grasses. An intensive green roof is deeper, often 18 inches, and can support plants that 

require great root depth. 

 Where to apply 

o Commercial, multi-family, and industrial structures, as well as single-family homes, 

garages and sheds; can be used for new construction or to re-roof an existing building 

if there is sufficient structural support; roof slopes less than 5 degrees or greater than 

20 degrees are not suitable 

 Advantages 

o Reduces the volume and velocity of stormwater runoff from roofs by temporarily 

storing stormwater 

o Provides added insulation and noise reduction 

o Reduces urban heat island effect and lowers temperature of stormwater runoff 

o Increases biodiversity and habitat  

o Provides aesthetic amenities 

 Disadvantages  

o Limited to roof slopes less than 20 degrees 

o Additional structural or seismic support may be needed to bear added weight 
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o Irrigation required to establish plants and maintain them during dry periods  

o High upfront cost compared to other green infrastructure 

Rain Garden  

Rain gardens are designed to collect stormwater from impervious surfaces such as roofs, walkways 

and parking lots, then hold it in a planted, depressed area where it may be absorbed into the ground. 

Rain gardens can be connected to sewer systems through an overflow structure, but usually they are 

sized to infiltrate the collected stormwater runoff into the ground. Rain gardens contain soils high in 

organic matter and plants that tolerate wet conditions. Rain gardens are effective at removing 

pollutants from stormwater, improving stormwater quality and reducing stormwater runoff volume. 

 Where to apply: 

o Residential yards  

o Storefronts 

o Parks  

o Right-of-ways 

o Parking lots 

 Advantages: 

o Simple and inexpensive to install 

o Wide range of scales and site applicability 

o Improves water and air quality  

o Aesthetically pleasing 

o Reduces runoff volume 

 Disadvantages: 

o Flat site needed 

Planters 

Planters allow stormwater to flow and filter through vegetation, growing medium and gravel. They 

temporarily store stormwater runoff on top of the soil and filter sediment and pollutants as water 

infiltrates down through the planter. Planters do not infiltrate runoff into the ground, rather they rely 

on evapotranspiration (water uptake by plants) and short-term storage to manage stormwater. 

 Where to apply: 

o Poorly drained sites 
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o Sites with contaminated soils 

o Drainage from rooftop gutters 

o Adjacent to streets where runoff may be directed into them for treatment 

 Advantages: 

o Planted vegetation helps lessen stormwater flows 

o Traps sediments and reduces erosion 

o Reduces stormwater volume and removes pollutants 

o Provides water detention in significant rainfall events 

 Disadvantages: 

o Irrigation may be needed to maintain plats in dry seasons/climates 

Rain Harvesting 

Rain harvesting is the collection and storage of stormwater runoff from impervious surfaces for later 

use in irrigation, toilet flushing or other non-potable uses. By temporarily holding stormwater runoff 

during a heavy rain, rain barrels and cisterns functionally add capacity to the city’s sewer system. 

However, they only serve as an effective stormwater control function if the stored water is used or 

emptied between most storms so that there is free storage volume for the next storm. Rain barrels 

are designed to overflow into the sewer system through the existing downspout connection in large 

storm events. 

 Where to apply: 

o Above-ground storage must be sited in a stable, flat area 

o Rainwater storage cannot block path of travel for fire safety access  

o Overflow locations must be designed to direct flows away from building foundations 

and adjacent properties 

 Advantages: 

o Reduces volume and peak flows of stormwater entering the sewer  

o Reduces energy and chemicals needed to treat stormwater 

o Low maintenance for above ground cisterns 

o Good for sites where infiltration is not an option  

o Recycles water for non-potable reuse 

 Disadvantages: 
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o May require pumps or valves to use stored water 

o Roof surfaces should not contain copper or materials treated with fungicides and 

herbicides if storing and reusing water for irrigation 

o Prone to algal growth if placed in warm and sunny location 

o Does not remove pollutants 

Permeable Paving  

Permeable paving is designed to allow water to pass through it, preventing runoff associated with 

conventional pavement. It provides the structural support of conventional pavement, but is made up 

of a porous surface and an underlying aggregate layer. The aggregate layer provides temporary 

storage before the water infiltrates into the soil. Another type of permeable paving contains an 

aggregate layer and an underground pipe that routes stormwater to a collection system. The added 

underdrain is a “slow it” technology. There are many different types of porous surfaces including 

pervious asphalt, pervious concrete and interlocking pavers. 

 Where to apply: 

o Parking lots 

o Low-traffic streets 

o Driveways 

o Bike paths 

o Patios 

o Plaza  

o Sidewalks 

 Advantages:  

o Reduces runoff volume and attenuates peak flows 

o Improves water quality by reducing fine-grained sediment, organic matter and trace 

metals 

o Reduces heat island effect 

 Disadvantages: 

o Limited to paved areas with low traffic volumes and limited speeds 

o Limited to slopes less than 5 percent 

o Difficult in sites with compacted soils 



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 23 

 

Residential: Neighborhood Character, Dimensional and Design Standards 

The section assesses Neighborhood Conservation Districts (also known as Neighborhood 

Preservation Overlay/District, or NCD) and discusses its distinction from historic preservation. This 

section also provides a summary of different neighborhood conservation case studies. Design 

features, dimensional standards, and character requirements from the different case studies can be 

applied to distinct neighborhoods in Englewood.  

A Neighborhood Conservation District is a zoning tool used to help communities protect certain 

characteristics in a specific neighborhood. They aim to preserve, revitalize, protect, and enhance 

significant older areas within a community beyond what is specified in the standard code. NCD 

regulations are supplemental to standard zoning regulations and usually take precedence. They 

concentrate on protecting form and context.  

These districts are similar to and often compared with historic districts. While they share similar 

characteristics, the two are quite different. Historic districts look to preserve the original structure 

exactly as when it was first built. They also attempt to preserve original materials, colors, styles, and 

other elements of the original structure. Conservation districts maintain certain standards of an area. 

This means that conservation districts regulate fewer features than historic districts and focus more 

on significant character defining features, like lot size, building height, architectural styles, setbacks, 

streetscapes, and tree protection. NCDs seldomly consider specific elements, like windows, buildings 

materials, colors, and decorative details, but they do on occasion. Also, most NCDs do not include 

demolition standards, whereas historic districts frequently use them.  

Conservation districts should identify goals that: 

 Maintain and reinforce neighborhood character 

 Manage development in neighborhoods with a distinctive character  

 Accommodate change in a manner that is compatible with the area  

 Conserve and enhance existing architectural and cultural identity 

 Provide tailored guidelines and regulations to respond to the unique development 

conditions in each neighborhood district 

 Foster new construction in harmony with the scale and physical character of existing 

buildings 

Conservation districts are designated by a nomination process. This process includes neighborhood 

property owners, city departments, and general members of the public. Nominations identify design 

features significant to the district consistent with baseline development criteria such as:  

 Elements that contribute to the neighborhood’s character 

 District boundaries (refer to map) 

 Relationship to buildings and structures from an area survey 
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Sample Conservation District eligibility criteria could consist of: 

 Identifying a set number of contiguous blocks 

 Inclusion of residential and non-residential buildings 

 Cohesive and distinct design standards (architectural style, era, construction style, etc.) 

 A majority of buildings and structures that contribute to an area 

Conservation districts often establish review board or approval bodies to ensure development 

complies with the district’s regulations. These bodies can examine new construction, demolition, 

renovations, building height, building materials, and architectural features.   
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Fort Collins, CO 

Fort Collins uses 3 NCDs. These NCDs are applied to low and medium density residential zoning 

districts. The city identifies goals for the NCDs and prescribes dimensional, development, and 

architectural standards for new development in these areas. Standards are more restrictive in the 

NCDs than the underlying zoning district regulations. The city uses illustrations to depict certain 

standards like front façade design options (below).  

 

  



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 26 

 

Annapolis, MD 

Annapolis uses NCDs to control development within certain residential districts. The city regulates 

architectural style, scale, and setbacks to protect neighborhood character (snapshot of regulations 

below). Their regulations are detailed and specific to ensure the existing neighborhood fabric is not 

disturbed.  

 

Chapel Hill, NC 

Chapel Hill has a robust set of Neighborhood Conservation districts. For conservation districts, the 

city requires that an: 

 Area must include one block face (all lots on one side of a block, at a minimum) 

 Area must have been developed at least 25 years before applying for an NCD 

and 75% of the land in proposed area must be presently improved 

 Area must create a consistent setting, character, or association by possessing at least one of 

the following: 

o Scale, size, type of construction; 

o Lot layouts, setbacks, street layouts, alleys or sidewalks; 
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o Special natural or streetscape characteristics (i.e. creek beds, parks, gardens, street 

landscaping); 

o Land use patterns, including mixed or unique uses or activities; and 

o Abuts or links designated historic landmarks and/or districts. 

 Area must be mostly residential in nature and character. 

San Antonio, TX 

San Antonio uses neighborhood conservation districts to promote a unified vision. This vision 

protects high-character neighborhoods that are not designated historic. San Antonio designates 

NCDs by:  

1. Containing a minimum of one blockface (all the lots on one side of a block);  

2. Requiring at least 75% of the land area in the proposed district was improved at least 25 years 

ago, and is presently improved; and  

3. Possessing one or more of the following distinctive features that create a cohesive identifiable 

setting, character or association:  

a. Scale, size, type of construction, or distinctive building materials;  

b. Spatial relationships between buildings;  

c. Lot layouts, setbacks, street layouts, alleys or sidewalks;  

d. Special natural or streetscape characteristics, such as creek beds, parks, greenbelts, 

gardens or street landscaping;  

e. Land use patterns, including mixed or unique uses or activities; or  

f. Abuts or links designated historic landmarks and/or districts. 
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Raleigh, NC 

Raleigh uses NCDs throughout the city. The city has more than 10 NCDs, each with their own 

boundaries and standards. Raleigh’s NCD regulations mostly address lot size, building height, and 

setbacks. The city does not regulate architectural styles or elements within their NCD regulations. 

Below are specific NCD regulation examples from Raleigh’s zoning ordinance.  
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Greenville, TX 

Greenville uses NCD regulations to preserve established neighborhoods. Greenville provides 

property owners in NCD areas with significant input on development. For instance, property owners 

determine the important features of their neighborhood and work with the city to set development 

guidelines. To be considered for an NCD, the city requires an area to:  

1. Contain a minimum of one block face, meaning all the lots on one side of a block;  

2. Be platted or developed at least twenty-five (25) years ago; and  

3. possess one or more of the following distinctive features that create a cohesive identifiable 

setting, character, or association: 

a. Scale, size, type of construction, or distinctive building materials;  

b. Lot layouts, setbacks, street layouts, alleys or sidewalks;  

c. Special natural or streetscape characteristics, such as creek beds, parks, gardens or 

street landscaping; 

d. Land use patterns, including mixed or unique uses or activities; or  

e. Abuts or links designated historic landmarks or districts. 
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New Castle County, DE 

New Castle County uses neighborhood conservation districts to protect the residential character of 

existing neighborhoods. These districts recognize the lot standards in effect when the community 

was developed and avoid making older developments nonconforming as development standards 

evolve. These districts permit infill consistent with the existing character but are not used for zoning. 

There are 11 Neighborhood Conservation districts in the County, each with their own standards.  

Plano, TX 

Plano uses NCD regulations for specific established neighborhoods. The city protects established 

neighborhoods that have a distinct scale, design, character, unique physical features, or importance 

to the community while preserving an area’s overall historic, architectural, or cultural identity from 

incompatible development. Designation of these districts are driven by owners and residents to 

protect the individual characteristics of the neighborhood that they value. NCD regulations provide 

enhanced development standards and architectural requirements.  

 

Housing Affordability (ADU) 

The section addresses housing affordability through ADUs. This section summarizes multiple 

jurisdictions’ ADU regulations.  

Affordable housing is becoming a growing issue in the Denver metropolitan area, with the issue 

becoming more pressing as cities like Englewood approach buildout. The revised Code will need to 

accommodate a variety of housing types to meet future housing demands. With rapid regional 

growth, high household incomes and a housing stock traditionally dominated by single-family 

detached homes, affordable housing is an important issue in Englewood. While Millennials and Baby 

Boomers receive attention nationally, families are the most influential demographic group in 

Englewood when it comes to affecting household size and the city’s housing stock. Additionally, transit 

expansion contributes to the area’s increasing demographic diversity that will drive the need for 

housing options with easy access to services, entertainment, and transit. 

The city can encourage housing affordability by increasing the range of residential uses and densities 

selectively to augment the supply of housing permitted in the Code. Most of the city’s residential 

districts allow for low density residential development, with all of the residential districts allowing 

single-family detached dwellings. Two of the residential districts (R-2-A and R-2-B), excluding the 

mixed-use residential districts, allow multi-unit dwellings.  

Bldg. Height Bldg. Size Lot Size/Coverage Setbacks
Bldg. 

Orientation
Density

Façade 

Features

Architectural 

Style
Roofline

Bldg. 

Materials
Parking Landscaping

Fort Collins, CO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Annapolis, MD Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Chapel Hill, NC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No No No Yes Yes

San Antonio, TX Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No

Raleigh, NC No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No

Greenville, TX Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes

New Castle County, DE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No No

Plano, TX Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Jurisdiction Indentified Goals Designation Criteria

Architectural Standards Development StandardsDimensional Standards
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Englewood Forward includes several policies to encourage housing affordability, and to expand the 

supply and range of housing in the city. Notably, the housing policies aim to preserve existing housing 

options, while providing flexibility for density, building height, lot size, lot line, parking, setbacks, and 

design standards. To achieve these goals, multi-family development can be regulated by floor area 

ratio (FAR) instead of traditional density (dwelling units per acre). In addition, the city can consider 

form-based approaches for infill and redevelopment areas that facilitate the development of “missing 

middle” housing product types and affordable prices. This will require additional revisions to the use 

regulations (currently Chapter 5), establishing more flexible zoning metrics, and adding design 

standards to ensure that the additional density fits a zoning district’s context. 

The following approaches can encourage a broader portfolio of housing types that support 

Englewood’s redevelopment, housing stock, and affordability preferences: 

 Some communities have created districts or development options that describe a variety of 

housing types between single- and two-family dwellings such as apartment courts, apartment 

houses, stacked flats, live-work units, townhouses, and cottage or common green (or 

bungalow court) options. These provide a variety of “missing middle” housing options that can 

accommodate needed housing types at a scale that is more appropriate to existing, single-

family neighborhoods. 

 However, the Code should update the list of housing types, expanding the range of uses in the 

infill and redevelopment areas to include additional forms such as (see The Types Archives - 

Missing Middle Housing, at http://missingmiddlehousing.com/category/the-types/; Lafayette 

Consolidated Government, Unified Development Code (Section 89-84):  

 

Apart

ment 

House 

(or 

“Big 

House

”) 

A converted single-family 

detached dwelling, or new 

building with architectural 

features and massing that 

are compatible with single-

family dwellings, that 

consists of at least 3 

separate dwelling units. 

This use type is different 

from a boarding house in 

that the units are intended 

for occupancy as 

permanent residences, 

and each unit may have 

 

http://missingmiddlehousing.com/category/the-types/
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separate kitchens and 

bathroom facilities. 

Apart

ment 

Hotel 

A hotel in which at least 90 

percent of the hotel 

accommodations are 

available for occupancy by 

permanent guests. 

 

Fourpl

exes 

Apartments with 4 

residential units – typically 

2 on the ground floor and 2 

above, with a shared entry. 

 

Multip

lexes 

Apartments with 5-10 side-

by-side or stacked units, 

with either shared or 

individual entries. 

 

Court

yard 

apart

ments 

Side-by-side or stacked 

apartments that open to a 

shared courtyard. 

 

 

 Once the range of housing types is defined, the Code can define specific standards for them 

such as building orientation, frontage buildout, entryway spacing, access, open space, building 

materials, and the location and design of site improvements such as parking facilities.  
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 Another option is a small lot subdivision with zero-side setback. This creates a new hybrid 

housing type that has the appearance and function of rowhouses, but where each unit sits on 

an individual lot with fee-simple ownership. An example is Los Angeles, which adopted a small 

lot ordinance in 2005. 

 

 

Figure XXX Small lot subdivision  

 Requirements for building materials can facilitate the siting of multi-unit homes in 

neighborhoods that resist such building types on the grounds of quality and impact on 

property values.  
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Durango, CO 

Durango is a small town in southwestern Colorado that addressed housing variety through ADU 

regulations. Durango identifies multiple types of ADUs and prescribes different, specific standards 

for each ADU type. There are 4 ADUs: basement, integrated, detached, and detached garage. Durango 

provides illustrations to show what each ADU looks like.  

Basement  

 

Integrated  
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Detached  

 

Detached Garage 

 

Lakewood, CO  

Lakewood is a medium sized city within the Denver metropolitan area that provides ADU regulations. 

Lakewood’s regulations are not as intensive as Durango’s, but they do have dimensional and 

architectural standards for ADU developments. The Lakewood regulations address maximum 

building height, square footage, architectural relationship to the primary dwelling unit, and locational 

requirements. There are no ADU classifications.  
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Castle Rock, CO  

Castle Rock is a medium sized city south of Denver that permits ADUs throughout the city. ADU 

regulations are not as stringent as Durango’s but they do address design, occupancy, and 

dimensional standards.  

Golden, CO 

Golden is a small city on the outskirts of Denver that relies on ADUs to alleviate the area’s housing 

strain. Golden allows ADUs in most residentially zoned areas, but there are parking, dimensional, 

occupancy, and ownership requirements. Golden does not specify different ADU types.  

Plano, TX 

Plano is a large suburb north of Dallas. This city is nearly built out to capacity and sees frequent infill 

development. Because of these two factors, new housing is difficult to locate in Plano. To address 

Plano’s housing stock, the city initiated a zoning amendment to permit ADUs. Plano calls ADUs 

“backyard cottages“. These structures are small residential units located on residential lots with a 

primary dwelling unit. The city’s standards are not as flexible as other ADU regulations because the 

city does not want ADU oversaturation. Plano’s regulations address: lot layout, height, size, 

construction quality, design consistency with the primary residence, owner occupancy and permitting 

requirements, and parking standards.  

Mukilteo, WA  

Mukilteo is a small city north of Seattle. Mukilteo identifies 3 ADU types: 

 Interior – ADU is located entirely within the footprint of the principal dwelling unit. 

 Attached - ADU shares a common wall or roof line with the principal dwelling unit but some 

or all of the accessory dwelling unit is outside the footprint of the principal dwelling unit. 

 Detached – ADUs that are neither interior nor attached. 

The city prescribes different standards depending on ADU type. For instance, interior and attached 

ADUs are only allowed on lots more than 5,000 square feet.; whereas detached ADUs are permitted 

on lots greater than 10,000 square feet. Also, Mukilteo’s ADU regulations are the most intensive next 

to Durango. Their regulations address height, entrances, setbacks, design, floor area, parking, 

screening, and addressing requirements. Mukilteo incorporates illustrations (below) to demonstrate 

ADU features and requirements. Mukilteo is one of the few cities that uses illustrations to 

communicate ADU regulations.  
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West Jordan, UT 

West Jordan is a fast-growing suburban city outside of Salt Lake City. West Jordan regulates ADUs but 

labels them as accessory living quarters. The city regulates floor area, lot size, parking, setbacks, and 

ownership. Compared to other cities West Jordan ADUs are not as prevalent because they can only 

be built on lots more than 40,000 square feet. This incentivizes large lot owners to build ADUs where 

smaller lot owners are not offered that opportunity.  
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Tempe, AZ 

Tempe is a city within the Phoenix metropolitan area where ADUs are prevalent. Tempe is home to a 

large university which impacts the city’s housing portfolio. ADUs are a big part of the city’s housing 

stock and are permitted throughout residential districts. Tempe recognizes two ADU types – attached 

and detached – and regulates them with dimensional, development, and infrastructure standards.  

Eugene, OR 

Eugene is medium sized city that is home to a large university. Like Tempe, housing variety is 

paramount because of the city’s demographics. Eugene recognizes 3 ADU types (attached, detached, 

and area-specific) and provides different standards for each type. Area-specific ADUs have completely 

different standards from attached and detached ADUs because the city wants context-sensitive ADU 

development. For instance, area-specific ADUs near the University of Oregon are permitted, but the 

required lot areas differ. For lots 7,500 to 9,000 square feet, ADUs are limited to 600 square feet of 

floor area and for lots greater than 9,000 square feet, ADUs are limited to 800 square feet. 

Additionally, the city regulates maximum occupancy and bedroom requirements for area-specific 

ADUs.  
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Lot Size (square feet) Building 

Minimum Minimum Maximum Height (feet)

Colorado 

Englewood Yes Residential zoning districts
Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
N/A N/A

650 or the size of the 

principal dwelling 

(whichever is less)

26

Durango Yes

Established Neighborhood, 

Multi-family, Rural-

Agricultural, Residential 

Low, Residential Medium, 

and mixed use 

neighborhood 

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit

Depends on Zoning 

District and parcel 

location (ranges from 

5,000 sf and above)

N/A 550 20

Lakewood

The owner of the property 

on which an accessory 

dwelling unit is located shall

occupy either the primary or 

accessory dwelling unit. 

Most residential zone 

districts

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
9,000 N/A 700 30

Castle Rock

The property owner must 

occupy either the Primary 

Dwelling Unit or the 

Accessory Dwelling Unit, or 

both.

Most residential zone 

districts

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
N/A N/A

An ADU located interior 

to the main residence 

shall not exceed fifty 

percent (50%) of it’s floor 

area. The building 

footprint of a detached 

ADU shall not exceed 

800 square feet.

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations 

Golden

The property owner must 

occupy either the principal 

dwelling unit or accessory 

dwelling unit. 

Single-family residential, 

multi-family residential 

and Planned Unit 

Development (PUD)

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
7,000 N/A

For a principal dwelling 

unit of 1,000 square feet 

or more of living space, 

the ADU shall be no 

larger than 50% of the 

living space, or 800 

square feet, whichever is 

smaller. For a principal 

dwelling unit of less than 

1,000 square feet of 

living space, the ADU 

shall be no larger than 

500 square feet 

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations 

Other States 

Plano, TX

Property owner must occupy 

either the main dwelling 

unit or the backyard cottage 

as a permanent residence, 

and can't receive rent for 

the owner-occupied unit. 

Single family residential 

districts

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
6,000 400

1,100 or 50% gross 

habitable floor area of 

the primary dwelling unit 

(whichever is most 

restrictive)

Can't exceed primary 

dwelling unit height

Mukilteo, WA

The property owner must 

occupy either the principal 

dwelling unit or accessory 

dwelling unit for at least 6 

months of the calendar 

year. 

Single and Multi-family 

residential districts

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit

5,000 for interior and 

attached ADUs or 10,000 

for detached ADUs

N/A

gross floor area of no 

more than 700 or 60% of 

the floor area of the 

principal dwelling unit 

(whichever is less)

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations; can’t exceed 

primary dwelling unit height 

if detached ADU

West Jordan, UT

The property owner must 

occupy either the principal 

dwelling unit or accessory 

dwelling unit. 

Most residential districts
Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
40,000 N/A

gross floor area less than 

33% of the gross floor 

area of the principal 

dwelling unit

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations 

Tempe, AZ N/A

Multi-Family residential 

Districts when a property 

contains an existing single-

family dwelling

Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit
N/A N/A 800

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations 

Eugene, OR 

Depends on ADU type: 

specific-area ADUs have 

occupancy requirements

Residential zoning districts
Must relate to the 

primary dwelling unit

Attached & Detached 

ADUs: 12,500 for flag lots 

or 6,100 for all other lots; 

Area-Specific ADUs: 7,500

N/A

Attached & Detached 

ADUs: not exceed 10 % 

of the total lot area or 

800 (whichever is 

smaller); Area-Specific 

ADUs: 600 for lots 

between 7,500 and 9,000

Follows Zoning District 

Regulations 

Floor Area (square feet)

Jurisdiction 

Owner-Occupancy 

Requirements
Permitted Zoning Distrct(s) Architectural Design  
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Planned Unit Developments (PUDs)  

This section addresses PUDs and how they are applied in different jurisdictions across the nation.  

Intent  

A PUD is typically a development and a regulatory process. Definitions vary, but the purpose of a PUD 

is generally to allow greater development flexibility on a site than is allowed in the standard zoning 

ordinance. PUDs is often used to encourage unified plans that provide a more holistic and innovative 

package over conventional development. The traditional PUD would include a cluster of small lots in 

conjunction with a common usable open space with some recreational amenities and a protected 

natural area functioning as permanent open space. A developer receives extra flexibility in 

configuring lots and buildings and perhaps incentives, while the jurisdiction recevies permanent open 

space and other desired amenities. 

 Advantages: 

o Creates a master planned vision for an area with customizable uses and design 

guidelines 

o Alternative to the ordinance by providing development flexibility  

o Innovative projects  

o Protects the overall development integrity  

o Creates design uniformity for the individual project 

o Customizes parking specifications 

o Mitigates for undesirable uses 

o Helps with branding and establishing new development energy  

o Reinforces a centralized vision for a particular area for a sustained period of time  

 Disadvantages:  

o Excessive regulations and requirements create a rigid development atmosphere  

o Confuses all parties involved (staff, developers, and the public)  

o Becomes an administrative nightmare  

o Implementation can be controversial and time consuming which can deter developers 

from investing 

o Development community overuse and abuse 

  



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 42 

 

Austin (TX) 

Austin uses PUDs as a zoning tool to preserve the natural environment, encourage high quality 

development and innovative design, and ensure adequate public facilities and services. PUDs are 

used as a method to create unique developments that are not possible under conventional zoning 

district regulations. Austin assesses PUD applications through a 2-tier process. All PUD applications 

must meet the requirements and criteria of the tier-system. Some of the Tier 1 requirements include: 

 The objectives of the City Code; 

 Providing a total amount of open space that equals or exceeds 10 percent of the residential 

tracts, 15 percent of the industrial tracts, and 20 percent of the non-residential tracts; 

 Exceeding the minimum landscaping requirements  

 Providing appropriate transportation and mass transit connections to areas adjacent to the 

PUD district; 

 Protecting, enhancing, and preserving preserve areas that include structures or sites that are 

of architectural, historical, archaeological, or cultural significance; and 

 Providing a 2-star Austin Energy Green Building Rating.  

If a PUD meets the requirements in Tier 1, then Tier 2 requirements are examined to assess the 

proposal’s superior design. There are 12 distinct criteria categories that are reviewed for superior 

design (the PUD does not need to meet all criteria): 

 Open Space; 

 Environment/Drainage; 

 Austin Energy Green Building; 

 Art; 

 Great Streets; 

 Community Amenities; 

 Transportation; 

 Building Design; 

 Parking Structure Frontage; 

 Affordable Housing; 

 Historic Preservation; 

 Accessibility; and  
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 Local Small Business. 

Austin allows for significant development innovation and design creativity by giving developers 

discretion to create their own regulations and requirements if they meet the conditions of the tier  

system. The city also provides incentives to obtain a well-designed PUD. Bonuses are granted in 

certain instances if the developer provides affordable housing and rental units. Austin’s use of PUDs 

– tier system, development flexibility, negotiability, and ability to achieve innovative developments – 

is something Englewood could consider.  

Portland (OR) 

Portland uses Planned Developments (PDs – similar in concept to PUDs) as a master planning 

mechanism to encourage innovative and creative developments. These developments allow for 

additional housing types and uses, the transfer of density and floor area to different portions of a 

site, increased intensity, bonus floor area and increased height on large commercial/mixed use sites 

if an applicant provides features that benefit the public. Well-designed PDs:  

 Integrate into the urban fabric and complements the existing community character; 

 Are pedestrian-oriented with emphasis on transit and multi-modal transportation; 

 Incorporate design standards that ensures light and air is accessible to the public; 

 Creates a safe and vibrant realm with gathering spaces and activities; 

 Promote open space areas for passive and active recreation; 

 Accommodates affordable housing; and  

 Are energy efficient.  

An applicant must meet the intent of the PD regulations and can request additional flexibility to 

certain provisions. Depending on public benefit potential, PDs can transfer development rights and 

increase density and development intensity. Portland’s streamlined approach is something 

Englewood could consider because regulations are not too restrictive or liberal. Regulations also 

incentivize particular development patterns which could apply to different Englewood areas. 

Regulatory Incentives  

This section expands on development and regulatory incentives to foster higher intensity, mixed-use, 

and walkable development. This section provides different methods and case studies that address 

regulatory incentives.  

Intensity Bonus  

An intensity bonus is one incentive Englewood could use to create flexibility for context-sensitive, 

compact development. Intensity bonuses are used to increase the regular maximum permitted 
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intensity. This incentive is mostly utilized at locations where there is capacity for mixed-use 

development near transit facilities. The City of Orlando, FL uses intensity bonuses to achieve superior 

urban design, a greater mixture of land uses, and to encourage housing opportunities. Orlando also 

utilizes intensity bonuses to incentivize compact urban form where travel distances and reliance on 

the single-occupant vehicle is reduced, multi-modal convenience is promoted, and energy is 

conserved. Orlando aligns intensity bonuses with “Future Land Use Designations” (see table below).  

Future Land Use Designation  

District  From  To  

O-1  Office Low Intensity  Office Medium Intensity  

O-2  Office Medium Intensity  Office High Intensity  

O-3  Office High Intensity  Metropolitan Activity Center  

MU-1  
Mixed Use Corridor Medium 

Intensity  
Mixed Use Corridor High Intensity  

MU-2  
Mixed Use Corridor High 

Intensity  
Metropolitan Activity Center  

AC-N  Neighborhood Activity Center  Community Activity Center  

AC-1  Community Activity Center  Urban Activity Center  

AC-2  Urban Activity Center  Metropolitan Activity Center  

AC-3  Metropolitan Activity Center  Downtown Activity Center  

AC-3A  Downtown Activity Center  
Double the density and intensity of the future land use 

map designation  
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To use the intensity bonus provision, a development must provide design enhancements such as 

improved streetscape treatment and landscaping, environmentally sustainable building materials, 

and superior quality architectural features.  

 Advantages: 

o Allows for more efficient use of land  

o Encourages people to walk and/or use transit  

o More aesthetically appealing developments  

o New energy to areas that need development  

o Carefully considered at public hearings  

 Disadvantages: 

o Too much negotiation  

o Increased administrative work 

Density Bonus 

Density bonuses are common tools used to encourage and incentivize certain development styles. 

Density bonuses increase the maximum allowable development on a site in exchange for a particular 

incentive offered by a city. Density bonuses can allow for increases in developed square footage 

and/or increases in the number of developed units. This tool works well in areas where market 

demand is strong and land availability is scarce. It is also effective for projects that will provide an 

exceptional quality and significant benefit to the city as opposed to a permitted, alternative 

development pattern. Density bonuses regulations must have a distinct purpose, identify applicable 

areas, and carefully tend to a specific policy objective.  

In Caledonia (WI) density bonuses are used to protect and maintain quality open space through 

conservation design. Caledonia offers developers up to an additional 20% density bonus to the 

number of lots allowed if they provide additional standards (self-funding for open space 

management, trails and open space connectivity design, primary or secondary environmental 

corridor preservation, and designing 75% or more of all lots that abut open space).  

Englewood could implement a similar approach to Caledonia’s that aligns with the neighborhoods 

identified in Englewood Forward. Density bonus incentives can preserve the limited space the city has 

by building denser developments in higher intensity areas.  

 Advantages:  

o Stimulate construction of a public good without spending capital funds 

o Predicable development scenarios  
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o Preservation of natural resources  

o Works best in areas where growth is needed, and land availability is limited  

o Encourages a mixed-income community  

 Disadvantages: 

o Consistent density bonuses can create monotonous land use patterns  

o Administrative confusion can cause process complication  

o Limited to robust market environments where developers can afford subsidized 

housing costs  

Design Standard Alternatives: Dimensional Requirements 

The Code should include built in design standard alternatives for certain places to help define the 

public realm and enhance the visual quality of the built environment. Implementing a context-based 

planning approach to focus on form within a specific community can incentivize development and 

create flexibility. Design standard alternatives provide design flexibility and development patterns 

where compliance with the baseline standards is challenging. Alternatives to build-to lines, setback 

encroachments, transparency, height, and pedestrian access points aid development, avoid variance 

requests, and reinforce the surrounding area’s character.  

Flexible setbacks and floor area ratio requirements are often provided in areas where urban form is 

the focal point. Relaxed setbacks and floor area ratio regulations are reasonable incentives for 

developers because it emphasizes site design, effective use of land, and development functionality 

instead of traditional developments that meet the Code. Portland, OR uses setback and floor area 

ratio to encourage certain development patterns. In commercial/mixed-use zones, developers can 

receive floor area and height flexibility in exchange for affordable housing/commercial space. 

Constructing these spaces create dense developments, generates land use efficiency, and 

incentivizes unique site design. The city summarizes the floor area ratio and height bonuses in the 

table below.  

Additionally, Portland allows for 

alternative building setbacks for 

certain uses. The city specifically 

adjusts its maximum setback 

requirements for large retailers 

if the site provides a pedestrian 

and transit-friendly main street 

type of development. The intent 

is to encourage development 

that will form a pedestrian-
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friendly main street along the perimeter of the parking blocks and provide connectivity within the site 

and to adjacent streets and uses (see illustration below). 

 

McKinney, TX also uses similar setback regulations to 

promote dense development within the downtown area. 

The area identifies multiple districts with specific 

development regulations for each district. There are 

setback ranges dependent on street classification. For 

instance, new developments can develop within a 5 to 20 

foot setback range in the Downtown Edge district instead 

of using a traditional required setback line. This setback 

range incentivizes developers to construct pedestrian-

oriented developments as opposed to conventional 

developments. It also allows for developers to utilize more 

of the lot, thus enhancing the development’s design.  

To encourage innovative development options, Englewood 

could consider offering developers multiple frontage 

options. The City of San Marcos, TX implemented this 

component in their recently updated zoning ordinance. The 

multiple frontage approach is not applied throughout the 

city, but along major transportation corridors. The city 

offers 3 frontage types with various associated standards: 

parkway, green, and multi-way (see illustrations below). San Marcos also uses conservation frontage 

for projects within the Conservation Corridor Overlay District. The intent for this frontage type is to 

preserve sensitive environmental regions and protect scenic beauty along conservation corridors.  



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 48 

 

 

 



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 49 

 

 

 



2020 Unified Development Code Assessment Report – Supplement Page 50 

 

Although multiple frontages options are only applicable to certain areas, Englewood could apply a 

similar approach oriented to certain areas and street typologies within the city. Providing additional 

development options can increase site design, improve congestion, and generate innovative 

developments.  

 Advantages:  

o Provides design flexibility  

o Promotes place-specific developments  

o Limits need for site variances  

o Additional development options 

 Disadvantages: 

o Added administrative confusion 

o More potential red tape 

Selectively Eliminate Density Restrictions  

To attract placemaking, a simple ordinance change can establish a strong incentive for urbanism in 

regional centers. Density restrictions are unnecessary in core districts where intensive activity and 

vibrancy are goals. The City of Seattle uses a minimum density standard that has been successful to 

combat traditional development patterns. Seattle accomplishes this by applying selective density 

elimination standards to highly urbanized zoning districts in conjunction with street classification. 

Since this ordinance’s enactment in 2014, developments that under develop sites, reduce activity 

adjacent to sidewalks, encourage substantial parking, and limit development opportunities near 

transit and services have been effectively discouraged. Setting minimum densities are feasible 

alternatives to aid Englewood’s vision of compact, pedestrian-oriented development patterns.  

 

 

In anticipation of new transit and to promote revitalization of underutilized land, the City of San 

Leandro, CA established land use designations for the parcels near existing and planned transit. 
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These designations vary according to their distance from the station, existing land use adjacencies, 

and current building types. To maximize transit potential, the city requires a minimum density for 

new projects of 80 units per acre. This density requirement creates expectations for developers to 

construct a quality product that provides benefit to the city. Additionally, the city permits various 

residential density and heights (standards are below).  

 Land Use: Residential use required. Limited ground floor retail and office allowed in mixed-

use development (quantities to be determined during zoning review). Neighborhood- and 

downtown-serving retail (e.g., grocery store) allowed subject to review. 

 Minimum residential density: 80 dwelling units/acre. 

 Maximum residential density: no limit, subject to review. 

 Maximum building height: no limit. 

 Special residential parking ratio: 1.0 space/dwelling unit (maximum). 

 Design standards for transitions, to minimize impact on neighboring parcels. 

In addition to the zones, flexibility is allowed in “special policy areas”. This flexibility includes the 

location of public plazas, setbacks for transit loading areas, street closures, minimum building 

heights, and allowing office uses above ground floors. 

 Advantages: 

o Avoids lot underutilization 

o Increases lot yield 

 Disadvantages  

o Increased infrastructure demand 

o Neighborhood/property owner conflict  

 


