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PARTINTRODUCTION
BACKR®UNDSUMMARY

he City o f Or | a&Condnuditg
TPIanning Studio has teamed with the

Edgewater Drive Vision Task Force to
shape a vision for the Edgewater Drive
corridor in Downtown College Park. The
Task Force was appointed by Mayor Buddy
Dyer in consultation with District 3
Commissioner Robert Stuart. The Task
Force held meetings twice a month open to
the public and sponsored several
wor kshops, including
December 2007.

The work of the Task Force is an outgrowth
of the Neighborhood Horizon 2000 Plan for
College Park. The Horizon Plan indentified
the need to prepare an urban design plan
for the Edgewater Drive corridor and set in
motion incremental changes and policies to
improve the area. The focus of the Task
Force has been to develop appropriate
guidelines for private development and
public improvements in the corridor. The
guidelines are meant to promote better

decisions regarding master plans,
conditional use permits, planned
developments, re-zonings, and

density/intensity bonuses. These guidelines
will also help minimize commercial intrusion
into surrounding neighborhoods.

this
Plan

In addition to the guidelines in
document, Growth Management
subarea policy changes and Land
Development Code amendments are
proposed. It is hoped that this work will
result in greater predictability for both
residents and future developers alike by
establishing regulatory authority over all
future development proposals.

a

The Task Force evaluated conditions and
made recommendations in five categories:

e Urban Foftdrban form recommendations
are intended to protect existing property
rights by allowing existing intensity and
density standards to remain, while
guiding the massing of new buildings to
ensure  appropriate  transitions to
surrounding areas. The result is a profile
for the maximum height, bulk and mass
of structures that may be proposed
throughout the core of College Park.

*x Agc/r/z‘ic%/rg/ %e{axgwerel Hrbag Frorfny
\getermmes t%e overall mass o? new
structures, architectural detail
recommendations describe how
buildings are to be articulated.

o TransportatéRarking\ proposed median
system is envisioned to provide traffic
calming through the core, reduce cut-
through traffic on side streets, and
reduce congestion at certain
intersections by restricting turning
movements. An alleyway system is
proposed to provide a way for traffic to
gain ingress and egress to sites along
the corridor. Cross-access easements
will be required.

e Pedestrian Friend/iasignizing vehicular
curb cuts along Edgewater Drive will
improve the pedestrian experience.
Awnings, arcades and streetscape
improvements should be incorporated
into new development and retrofits to
create shade and a comfortable walking
environment.

o /mplementati@aff will work with the
newly formed Main Street program in
order to explore financing options for
implementing public improvements.

Edgewater Drive VisRupptanh Docldivenrtch 2009

DRAFT V1.1 3/ 4| Page



City staff will continue to work with the
Urban Design committee of the College
Park Main Street program to implement
short-term improvements, including the
expansion of 2-hour on-street parking time
limits south to Harvard Street, replacing
rose bushes in tree wells with new trees,
and expanding area sidewalks through city
services/sidewalk easements.

The Community Planning Studio staff
presented the recommendations of the
Edgewater Drive Vision Task Force at the
December 2008 Municipal Planning Board
meeting. Task Force recommendations
were created after 18 public meetings to set
out a vision that would shape the future
development of the corridor.

As part of its duties as the Local Planning
Agency, the Municipal Planning Board in
January 2009 directed staff to draft this
Vision Plan taking into consideration the
recommendations of the Task Force, and
draft amendments to the GMP and Land
Development Code. These amendments,
referenced in this document and if adopted,
will allow the vision established by the Task
Force to be implemented as future
development is proposed.

COLLEGE PARK HISTORY

oll ege Park is one of O
traditional neighborhoods. Centered

two miles northwest of downtown
Orlando, College Park, with its cozy
bungalows, tree lined brick streets, parks
and many | akes is
desirable places to live.

Citrus growers and farmers first settled the
College Park area before the turn of the
century. The arrival of the railroad in 1880
solidified Orlandods
center where crops could be transported
easily to market. However, the prosperity
temporarily ended when the devastating
freezes of 1894-95 wiped out the citrus
industry and slowed tourism and
development.

As the 1920s approached, developers
started to purchase and subdivide land in
the area now known as College Park.
Walter Rose, who would become a
prominent developer and state Senator,
named the first group
1921. Carl Dann started developing the
Dubsdread Golf Course and surrounding
neighborhoods in 1923. The Cooper-Atha-
Barr Company platted a number of
subdivisions during this booming period.
Although much of the land that comprises
the College Park neighborhood was
subdivided in the 1920s, many lots
remained vacant for years due to a land
boom collapse around 1926 and the later
effects of the Great Depression.

The development pattern in College Park
includes many of the positive design
elements typically found i n Or |
Traditional City, those areas generally
developed or platted prior to World War 1.
Most of the development in College Park
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consists of single-family homes. Some of
the first homes to be constructed were
Craftsman style bungalows with open front
porches, low-pitched roofs with wide
overhanging eaves and decorative windows
and doors. In addition, a large number of
stucco Mediterranean Revival, Colonial
Revival, and Tudor Revival houses were
built during the 1920s. The single story
Minimal Traditional style home was popular
during the 1930s and 1940s, detailed with
Colonial motifs, narrow roof overhangs,
multi-paned windows, and small entry
porches.

The College Park neighborhood covers
approximately 1,886 acres. Existing
development includes approximately 4,318
single-family homes, 1,104 multifamily units,
numerous churches, two elementary
schools, one middle school, and one high
school. Approximately 656 businesses are
also located in the neighborhood, mostly
along Edgewater Drive. The business
community has an employment population
of 3,500 persons. The College Park
neighborhood has a service population
(maximum daytime population) of
approximately 12,195 (Growth Management
Projections, 2006).

Col |l ege Par k 6 s Edgewaiten
Drive, is home to unique retailers, assorted
restaurants, and locally-based businesses.
It hosts distinct annual events that bring the
community together, including the famous
College Park Jazz Festival in the fall.

Downtown College Park offers a unique,
convenient location and a wide selection of
services. These services create a true
neighborhood center where residents can
carry out their daily errands within the
comfort of their own neighborhood.

--------

Fig. Bome on Clouser Avenue wherdabk Katboac
lived at the t@nethe Raaas released to worldwide 4§

NEIGHBQOGIDRIZONS PLAN

neighborhood volunteers participated in

workshops with the City of Orlando to
formulate an official plan for the entire
neighborhood. The plan was intended to be
used as a ibl ueprinto frer
neighborhood improvement projects. The
plan was accepted by the Orlando City
Council in January 2000.

In 1999, over forty College Park

The Horizon Plan articulated existing
policies in the Growth

Management  Plan COLLEGE PARK

NEIGHEONNOOD MORIZON FLAN

ang ether Edgewater
Drive Special Plan

overlay. The Horizon
Plan also provided an
Action Plan to guide
capital improvements

and activities of the
;
City. —

The Special Plan overlay had been adopted
earlier in June 1988 and requires
appearance review, specified standards for
signage and awnings, and has mandatory
active ground floor retail areas.
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The intent of the Special Plan was to
achieve cohesiveness in the appearance of
structures along Edgewater Drive, while
allowing a variety of architectural
approaches. The existing Special Plan
regulations reflect the typical existing
conditions found on Edgewater Drive, but
are silent on the larger and more urban
developments allowed within the existing
AC-1/T zoning in the core area.

The Horizons Plan also foresaw the need to
transfer responsibility and control of
Edgewater Drive south of Par Avenue from
the State of Florida to the City of Orlando.
This action allowed the transformation of
Edgewater Drive to a 3-lane road with
bicycle lanes from 4-lanes as part of a
resurfacing and restriping project in 2001-02
prior to the transfer to the City (see Figure
2).

The reconfiguration of Edgewater Drive
resulted in several conclusions:

e 349% decrease in auto crash rates;

e 68% decrease in traffic injury rates; _ p— W
e 12% decrease in daily traffic volumes; FigZz:Before and after phetteskafgewater Drive ¢

e 4% decrease in side street traffic resulting from the resurface/restriping prOct in
volumes;

e 23% increase in pedestrian activity
(accentuated by a 53% increase in east-
west pedestrian movements across the
corridor).

e 30% increase in bicycling activity;

e 50 second increase in peak hour travel

time;
e 12% increase in on-street parking
utilization.

(Source: i #gewater Drive Before and After Re-
Striping Resultso prepared by the City of Orlando,
Transportation Planning Bureau, November 2001)
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THESION TASK FORCE PROCESS 7ASK FORCE ORBANIZAT

he call for architectural design
standards in the Horizons Plan was
never fully implemented. Increasing

development pressures experienced by the
College Park neighborhood during the

development boom of the mid-2 000 6 s

particularly a proposal in 2005 for a mixed
use project called the Ivy, lead to renewed
interest in developing design standards.

Thus, the Edgewater Vision Task Force was
created to address the following concerns:

e Further the vision first set forth in the
College Park Horizon Plan 2000;

e Respond to the needs and desires of
citizens residing, working, owning
businesses, and otherwise enjoying
College Park;

e Preserve and improve the attributes of
Edgewater Drive  which  promote
economic prosperity while protecting the
quality of life currently enjoyed by the
residents, business owners, and other
citizens of Orlando; and

e Provide efficient, predictable and cost-
effective service to citizens, including
applicants for future development,
College Park residents and area
businesses.

The Neighborhood Horizon Plan called for
the creation of architectural design
standards for the Edgewater Drive corridor
as a medium range task. This Vision Plan
seeks to fulfill that need and identify other
actions needed to create and implement a
vi sion for Downtown

Based on feedback from elected officials
and residents, the City looked to form a
Vision Task Force comprised of citizens
willing to work intensively on developing a
vision for this very important corridor. Other
citizens, while not appointed to the Task
' Force, were invited to attend and participate
in the Task Force meetings as their time
allowed.

The City requested that citizens apply to
become members of the Task Force
appointed by Mayor Dyer. A goal in
selecting members for the Vision Task
Force was to achieve a balance of interests
and to involve people who might not
otherwise have been actively engaged in
the process. The intended result was a
citizen driven process with assistance and
guidance by City staff.

The Task Force members included:

Claramargaret Groover, Chair. Former
Municipal Planning Board Chair and former
President of the College Park Neighborhood
Association (CPNA). Also a construction
and real-estate attorney and certified
mediator.

Eric Apen.
Gardens on Edgewater Drive with wife
Lisa. College Park resident for 15+ years.
Trained as an
includes outdoor landscape design.

Greg Bryla. Landscape Architect and
Principal at Glatting Jackson Kercher
Anglin, an_international community design

Col 14809 Easel " Bobritowh 'Ohaldo.€ Greg

specializes in hospitality, mixed-use and
parks projects around the world. Greg is a
former Chair of the Historic Preservation
Board for the City of Orlando.

Edgewater Drive VisRupptanh Docldivenrtch 2009
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Robert Carr, Jr. A lifelong resident of
Orlando with 26 years in College Park,
educator and current president of the
College Park Neighborhood Association.

Tom Cook. Realtor and resident of College
Park for over 25 years. Tom feels that it is
important to keep College Park's character
while enhancing Edgewater Drive as a
destination.

Mary Dees. Former Police Officer,
graduate of FSU (Criminology), MBA
Graduate of Rollins College and Edgewater
High School, lifelong resident of College
Park.

Eric Shawn Houston. Architect, member
of Edgewat er Hi gh
Task Force and a member of the
foundation's Board of Directors, founding
Board member of CPNA and previous chair
of City of Orl andod
Committee.

Jim Pruett. College Park Neighborhood
Association Board Member and area
Realtor, also serves as a Neighborhood
Crime Watch Block Captain.

Karen Schimpf. A Director for Florida
Hospital and Board Member of the
Downtown College Park Partnership, Karen
has been a resident of College Park for over
30 years.

Phyllis Tuell. Second generation owner of
t he vener abl e icon
Edgewater Drive and life-long resident of
College Park.

Robert Ward. Former Senior Vice
President for Universal Studios Parks &
Resorts - Design & Planning, international
urban designer specializing in mixed-use
and resort development.

The Task Force met twice each month;
once to hear ideas and principles from staff,
the second to give feedback on the issues.
This process provided a structure for
moderating input, thought and reaction.

The Task Force reviewed planning
fundamentals and principles needed to
understand a common vocabulary for the
task at hand. The members explored
Traditional Neighborhood Development,
form-based zoning, streetscapes, mixed-
use development and traffic access
management principles for a pedestrian-
friendly environment.

The Task Force then conducted the first
major activity (see Walkabout) and were

S ¢ h o0 lgncofirfydd™d Bxpidre® B $he principles

might actually be applied to the
neighborhood to enhance the environment

and sense of place. _
Appear ance Revi ew

WALKABOUT ACTIVITY:

On Saturday, December 1, 2007, residents
and property owners near the corridor were
invited to join Task Force members in small
groups on a walking tour. The comments of
each group were documented with the
assistance of City staff members who
captured each group®& comments and took

Fig 3. Task Force members followed ce
during the Walkabout, in order to gather in

Edgewater Drive Visgupptah Docudiventch 2009
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Ten groups walked along pre-designated
routes. When the groups returned, they
combined into slightly larger groups to
discuss commonalities between the routes i
positive elements and areas of weakness
that needed improvement.

Each combined group identified its Top 5
conclusions along with the top three photos

from the smaller groups fora | ar ge fs
and-t el | 0 . sThe feadlmack from the
Workshop was used to focus the work of the

Task Force in subsequent months based on

the information and issues identified by the
workshop participants.

Fig4: Commissioner Stuart presenting hisgoraliamity
at the Walkabout on Saturday, December 1, 2007

Staff debriefed each Task Force member to
garner individual insights learned on the
tour and to further identify desirable
elements and needs for the corridor. The
documentation of these interviews and the
walkabout activity isfoundi n Ex hi bi t

Primary common issues identified by the
groups were concerns about the
streetscape,  comparisons to  more
successful business districts, the mix of
neighborhood-serving uses in the area, and
the need for transitions between the existing
residential neighborhood and the emerging
activity center.

TWIGEONTHLY MEETINGS: Fig. Fask Force members Eric Apen and Phyllis

The Task Force held meetings twice a issues prior to going on the Walkabout.
month on in-depth subjects. Further

information was gathered with presentations

from the major stakeholders in the area, TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS
including: Edgewater High, College Park

Neighborhood Association in written form, The following briefly summarize the

and Downtown College Park Partnership. recommendations developed by the Task
Force following in-depth meetings regarding
each of the general subjects studied. These
recommendations have been taken into
consideration and form the basis the
drafting of policies in this document.

Edgewater Drive VisgupPtaih Dociivanich 2009 RAFTDV1.1 3/25/09 10 Page



Urban Form

Preserve property rights of businesses and
land-owners along Edgewater Drive and
adjacent neighborhood environs based on
existi-ngghiftbdy zoni ng

densities.

Manage future growth (master plans,
conditional uses, Planned Development
rezoning, density bonuses, and other such
methods) within the long-term vision by
considering each individual development as
it relates to the other components within the
area and the larger vision for Edgewater
Drive.

Incorporate appropriate transitions between
the residential neighborhood and activities
along Edgewater Drive to protect the
residential character of the neighborhood,
reduce monotony of commercial
development & provide opportunities for
compatible development.

Respect and protect the residential
neighborhoods, especially those zoned
exclusively for single family uses, to reduce
the possibilities of commercial intrusion into
the neighborhood.

Encourage a mix of uses along the corridor
to create an environment conducive to living
all stages of life (retirement, empty nesters,
families, singles, students, and children)
and provide short trips to offices, services,
restaurants and shopping.

Reinforce existing housing stock of College
Park, which has retained value due to its
proximity and access to Downtown Orlando,
such that new commercial development
adds value to the surrounding
neighborhood.

Recognize schools as major anchors of the
neighborhood; the maintenance of their
guality creates value in the surrounding
housing stock of the neighborhood.

Encourage a rich diversity of uses and
businesses to flourish in the area.

Architectural Details

Encourage an eclectic mix of architectural
styles that are true to their own style and
are products of their time, but not as to
ticate |ny stylee s and

Require adequate transparency at ground
levels adjacent to streets to activate the
streetscape and support activity.

Preserve historically significant buildings
and sites.

Modulate building masses and materials to
reduce visual monotony and create a
human-scale architecture that reflects the
rhythm and scale of

Discourage buildings elements that are
individually of strong scale; break building
masses at 200-240 feet to reflect the lot

pattern that is the neighborho od A DNAO .

Create architectural details that are
indicative of typical
lighting, knee walls, canopies, and variety of
materials and architectural treatments.

Edgewater Drive VisRupptanh Docldivenrtch 2009
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Transportation & Parking

Support parking turnover to benefit pass-by e

customers and businesses by returning and
expanding time-limited parking restrictions
on Edgewater Drive, yet reduce any
potential parking spillover into surrounding
neighborhoods.

Remove barriers to providing off-street
parking where it is needed the most, and at
critical times of the day, for customers,
employees and residents.

Encourage the establishment of a limited
system of alleyways with new development
and cross-access easements in existing
development to allow local traffic operations

to access development, without providing e

regional cut through traffic impacts.

Support the creation of a system of medians
to calm traffic, control access, discourage
cut through traffic, provide landscaping
opportunities and create a Main Street
ifeel 0, f gh radpeoportianater fairu
share program for either existing and/or new
development.

Support the creation of a parking wayfinding

system to advise patrons of parking options.  ®

Support Transportati
to create solutions to the Vassar Street
intersection to reduce traffic time delays and
protect the pedestrian environment.

on

Allow shared between

complementary uses.

parking

Support the creation of a driver education
program targeted towards changing
persistent driver behavior problems; such as
red-light running, stop sign violations,
speeding, pedestrian zone safety and
school zone violations.

Pedestrian Friendliness

Create a system of arcades in the center
core, and/or a system of awnings inside and
outside the core, to provide shade and
protection from the elements and encourage
walking.

Support installing shade trees where
possible along the corridor to calm traffic
and create a more inviting environment.

Support expanding the sidewalk in the
short-term in critical areas where the
sidewalk is substandard, by collecting
easements from property owners.

Create an ideal 13-foot streetscape for new
projects consisting of a 5-foot furniture
zone, a 7-foot pedestrian through zone and
a 1-foot shy zone and similar standards for
arcades.

Reduce pedestrian conflicts with autos by
minimizing curb cuts along Edgewater Drive
to create a continuous pedestrian
experience.

Create mid-block crossings where the
interval to cross is greater than 600-feet.
Engineeringés effort
Promote a recognizable transit stop system
that minimizes impacts to on-street parking,
creates identifiable places to board the bus,
and may potentially provide protection from
the elements.
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Implementation

Task Force vision area becomes sub-area
policy referenced in the  Growth
Management Plan, with implementation

features included in the Land Development
Code amendments to the existing Special
Plan overlay as guidelines for development.

Support extending the existing Special Plan
overlay to areas covered by the Task
Forceds vision plan.

Potentially streamline review of projects that
conform to the Task
inform  neighborhood and  business
community of projects.

Explore and support creation of a financing
structure to create public improvements
through either fair-share contributions, a
business/neighborhood improvement
district, tax increment financing, seeking

available grants, property tax
abatements/rebates or a combination
thereof to extend public realm

improvements consistent with the Task
Forceds vision.

Develop appropriate financing structure in
order to extend buried utilities from
Edgewater Drive beyond the Core Area
where utilities are already buried.

Allow staff to create a support document
that embodies all of the above
recommendations for Growth Management
Plan sub-area policy amendments, Land
Development Code amendments and
Special Plan overlay extension.

CONCLUSION:

City staff and elected officials believe that
the broadest statement of citizen desires
comes through an open dialogue with
residents and business owners.

Visioning is about creating greater
predictability and certainty, not only for the
City, but also for the residents, businesses
and development community. The result is
a level of stability and understanding of

what can be expected from new
development.
rceds Vvision; better

The Task Force recommendations express
concepts that would preserve and improve
the attributes of Edgewater Drive, promote
economic prosperity and protect the quality
of life currently enjoyed by the residents,
business owners, and the citizens of
Orlando.

The process employed here required that
the Task Force reach a consensus on a
strategy and vision prior to City staff drafting
revised  regulations. Where  the
recommendations above guide the new
practices to be put into place, the following
Parts of this document detail the new
policies and strategies proposed to reach
t he nei ghboa ha olaghg-rm
sustainability of the Edgewater Drive
corridor.
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PARI‘B U R BAN FORM The subarea policy vyould appIyI to thg areas

shown on the following page, including the
Activity Center in the core area of College
Park, the Activity Center on the northern
end of the corridor near Par Street and
Maury Road, and intervening areas.

TRANSITIONS

The urban  form recommendations
described herein would protect existing
property rights by allowing existing TRANSEONCEPT
allowable intensity and density to remain,

t guide the m ing of new buildings t » .
but guide the massing of new buildings to transition between the activity center and

create .an appropriate t.ransmon 0 the surrounding neighborhoods, there must
surrounding areas. The result is a proposed be gradations in the intensity of

profile that would determine maximum development from high to low. These

In order to create a logical and appropriate

height, bulk and mass of structures that may changes occur best at mid-block as they
be proposed and built throughout the transition into sensitive areas, in order to
Edgewater Drive corridor. create a building envelope that is not jarring

to the surroundings. The figure below

Without understanding how multiple pieces conceptually demonstrates a gradual

fit together into a larger context, the City is increase of mass, scale and building types

left without guidance for a rational system to from the fAyell owdotheesi dent
evaluate new development. Therefore, this mo st i Nt enses dijaced d0 zone
section proposes a new  Growth Princeton and Smith Streets.

Management subarea policy transition goal
defnesaiPreci se Pl ano

incorporated into the Special Plan overlay, L___’:__:j
and creates acceptable conceptual future D /j
land use designations where needed r —
transitions do not  exist. These < ,_J E:J
considerations would form the basis for staff j
analysis of future development approvals. —

NEW GROWRKEAGEMENT ARBPARM ICIES

I n order to memorial i z:
aspirations to have development fit within a
context, the following is proposed as a
subarea policy in the Growth Management

Plan for the Activity Centers along
Edgewater Drive and surrounding areas to

form a transition:

NEW Shlbea Policy S.4.&(8)2.4 (b)

(b) Development within the activity cestarridoeanasoff
areas shall provide a logical transition in mass, scale § | Fig6:T h e  o-Barly tosceptuabdrawing to create
existing residential neighborhoods and proposed deve | systematic approach to trgristiosity.
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Growth Management Plan: New Subarea Policies S.4.6 and S.2.4.
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When making decisions on development,
the Municipal Planning Board considers
how the allowable Floor to Area Ratio
(FAR), residential density, height, parking
facilities and other elements are arranged
on the site in order to ensure harmonious
devel opment wi t h
surroundings. This is the essence of any
Master Plan or Planned Development
review - the MPB may limit the height, size
or location of buildings in order to integrate
proposed developments with adjacent off-
site uses and the surrounding
neighborhood. However, these decisions
are currently made on a site-by-site basis
without the benefit of guidance from an
area-wide review method that examines
logical transitions of building mass.

>4
//i/

4 stories cover
1/4 of the lot

2 stories cover
1/2 of the lot

1 story covers
whole lot

FAR: 2

8 stories cover
1/4 of the lot

4 stories cover
1/2 of the lot

2 stories cover
whole lot

t he

Fig9: An example how Floor to Area Ration (FAR)
constructed in radically different masses on a dey

Planning for transitions can make good
business sense, too. Larger buildings of six
to seven stories on small parcels near the
edge of the activity center are impractical;
ownership patterns and depth of the parcels
preclude adequate parking, lack dimensions
to provide adequate core services for larger
buildings, and are less appropriate as the
activity tapers off into the neighborhood.
This was clearly evident during review of
previous developments considered on the
corridor, such as the Wellesley.

The development standards for the affected
Traditional City zoning districts within the
corridor include the following:

AC-1. 0.35-0.70 non-residential FAR
20-40 residential units/acre
TR e

MU-1: up to 0.50 non-residential FAR

15-30 residential units/acre

35-feet maximum height

75-feet maximum height with CUP

O-1  upto 0.30 non-residential FAR
up to 21 residential units/acre
30-feet maximum height

EFFECT ON CUBRERTYRIGHTS

The FAR ratios and residential unit/acre
densities shown above do not allow enough
intensity to yield development that reaches
the maximum height of 75-feet in an Activity
Center; taller buildings require a
density/intensity bonus, as well as a Master
Plan to determine the size and placement of
buildings on a development site. As
previously discussed, Master Plan review
helps ensure compatible development is
situated into the surroundings.

Additionally, through the Special Plan
process, the City may prescribe urban
design plans, guidelines and standards
which guide the
structur eso [ Sedrresserma)
the creation of transitions in College Park
would be promulgating maximum
dimensions and placement of intensity of
development on a site in advance of the
Master Plan process, in order to achieve
greater predictability for existing residents,
potential development, businesses and
property owners.

This can be achieved without further limiting
the densities and intensities allowed by the
zoning district.
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TRANSECT

In order to create the desired transitions and
intermediate areas that provide a
appropriate buffer between commercial
uses and the residential neighborhood, the
Special Plan overlay is proposed to be
amended to create firansectdo areas that
would create development standards to
guide the overall massing and location of
structures (see following pages for the
development standards and maps).

Thesetr ansect
the basis for regulating appropriate height,
mass, bulk and scale of buildings as they
are located on development sites, also
known as a fAPrecise

Variances. Vari ations
Pl ano are allowed
Use Permit process, where additional
mitigation measures may be required [see
65.281(c)]. This allows a property owner to
bring forward a project that may not fit
entirely within the programmed transect, but
might require additional considerations to be
compatible with the neighborhood.

New Mixed-Use Areas. The transect areas
also contain properties where more
intensive mixed-use projects  were
supported as part of the Horizons Plan.
However, the current future land use
designations and zoning do not reflect this
desire.

The proposed transect Precise Plan
incorporates these changes and assigns
appropriate conceptual future land use
designations shown later in this section. The
conceptual future land use designations
provide guidance on supportable land use
changes; however, applications for change
must be contiguous to non-residential uses.

from
t hr o ofideszonifgaistrictahathliowsib&xsthdle

NAGJIEEDW,A’W@
& d
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Fig 10Proposed museldiagram from HBteron

ar eas )foarb b r dniarmediateyArgas: ¢ln addition to the call

for specific areas to allow mixed-use
projects above, some areas of College Park
have intermediate Office districts between

a ihey residential areas and the activity

centers, and some areas have no such
trahshidn.S TheBeP dred$ toft&in the fD-1

family residential and various types of multi-
family up to 21 dwelling units to the acre.
These areas also allow small scale office
buildings up to three stories.

These intermediate areas are absent in
many cases, especially near the center of
the core activity center which allows the
greatest intensity. The zoning could be
considered somewhat arbitrary; the
proposed transect incorporates these
transitions into a rational system.

FiglIThis basic transect diagram shows the trar
the most natural areas to the most urban, with
occurring at-blmtkcredit: Duany Plater-zyberk & Co.
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EDG EWATER DRIVE TRANB@EETO@REABStandardS

'

General Character:  Existing residential neighborhood
areas of College Park. Generous and various front yard
setbacks with lawns and landscaped yards surrounding
single family houses. Some duplexes in current R-2A/T
zoning districts.

Maximum building mass: Up to 2 stories typical; occasional
3-story structures, as current zoning regulations allow up to
30-foot building heights.

Bonuses: Density and Intensity bonuses prohibited.

NOTE: This transect area is not used in the Special Plan
Overlay i but describes the residential surroundings.

DiagramCredit: Duany Platefyberk & Cobhased on Smart Code 9.0

General Character: Existing single family residences and
duplexes. Mix of building types that are rear-loaded, including
townhomes, small apartments and office buildings. Some
commercial uses along Edgewater Drive and smaller Public
Benefit Use buildings are allowed. Parking provided by
garages for individual residential units and surface parking.

Maximum building mass: 3 stories office, residential or public
benefit use(s), with architectural massing and materials
articulated at least every 60-feet.  Approvals to allow
significantly more height are not allowed (example: Conditional
Use Permits that allow up to 75-ft height prohibited).

Bonuses: Density and Intensity bonuses discouraged.

General Character: Mix of larger apartment and office
buildings, scattered commercial activities on the ground level
i but required along Edgewater Drive.  Predominately
attached buildings oriented to the street and some mixed use
buildings. Some structured parking for larger buildings.
Principal structures of Civic and Public Benefit Uses allowed.

Maximum building mass i 4 stories commercial, public
benefit, or office uses; 5-stories residential uses. Architectural
massing and materials are articulated at least every 120 feet.

Bonuses: A single Density or Intensity Bonus may be allowed
to reach the maximum building mass.

General Character:  Medium to high-density mixed-use
buildings form a continuous street wall. New buildings are
typically built 2 stories or greater in height except for
remodeling/ recreation of existing buildings. Highest
pedestrian level of activity. Transit stops adjacent to Urban

Core. Structured parking.

- Maximum building mass i 6 stories commercial, public
- benefit, or office uses; 7-stories residential uses. Architectural
. massing and materials are articulated at least every 240 feet.

' Bonuses: Both Density and Intensity Bonuses are
. encouraged to be utiized simultaneously to reach the
- maximum building mass.
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