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1.0  TOD Purpose Statement     
 
Issue 
The purpose statement and development standards for the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
districts do not explicitly incorporate policy statements regarding neighborhood compatibility such as 
those found in the City’s General Development Policies and other related districts.  
 
Discussion/Explanation 
While the TOD ordinance language accomplishes many of the principles embodied in the GDP’s Transit 
Station Area Principles, the text should more explicitly include in the purpose statement and throughout 
the text the very good and specific policy language from the Principles (and to some extent the language 
from the GDP’s Residential Location and Design standards) regarding transitioning to lower density 
residential areas. 
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider using language from the Pedestrian Overlay District (PED):  “. . .development, which 

complements adjacent neighborhoods;” or the Transit Supportive Overlay District (TSO) “. . . 
transit supportive mix of uses that complement adjacent neighborhoods” in the TOD purpose 
statement. 

 
2. Consider incorporating language from “Transit Station Area Principles” and/or the “Residential 

Location & Design” standards of the GDPs such as: 
 

 “Preserve and protect existing and stable neighborhoods” 
 “lower densities adjacent to single family neighborhoods” 
 “In some cases, station area plans will recommend lesser intensities or densities for new 

development. . .to preserve existing structures. . .protect existing neighborhoods. . .mitigate 
traffic.” 

 “Limit building heights. . .buildings adjacent to established neighborhoods limited to low-rise 
structures.” 

 Protect/enhance the character of existing neighborhoods; new development should provide 
transition to neighborhood 

 Encourage a range of housing types and densities that will meet the needs of different types of 
households 

 Develop multifamily housing as part of the fabric of a larger neighborhood 
 
 
 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment 

PED and TSO ordinance language 
 
General Development Policies Transit Station Area Principles 
and Residential Location and Design standards 
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2.0 Non-Residential Use Restrictions 
 
Issue    
Current TOD requirements do not limit nonresidential uses adjacent to or across from low density 
residential uses.  
 
Discussion 
Currently, uses in TOD are restricted through the sub-districts, TOD-E (Employment), TOD-R 
(Residential), TOD-M (Mixed-Use).  While the mix of uses allowed in these districts may be appropriate 
on an area-wide scale, the use restrictions leave the determination of what uses may be appropriate on 
a parcel-by-parcel level completely up to the market.  In the heart of transit station areas, this approach 
will probably be reasonably effective.  However, when it comes to transitioning from a transit station 
area to a surrounding neighborhood, as well as concentrating the most pedestrian-oriented uses (i.e. 
consumer retail) to the most appropriate “main street” locations, a more fine-grained approach to 
regulating uses may be in order.   
 
Today, the most appropriate TOD district adjacent to an existing residential neighborhood is TOD-R.  
However, this district allows a density credit for non-residential uses.  While the density credit is limited 
to 20% of the gross square footage, the total amount of non-residential uses is not technically capped.  
This means that retail and office uses could front single family residential uses along the same street.  
This condition may not occur frequently since TOD districts will generally back up to residential 
neighborhoods rather than front them.  However, in cases where it does occur (Euclid Avenue, at the 
Dilworth edge of the South End Transit Station Area Plan area, is a good example of this condition), the 
current text language provides no recourse for limiting the amount or type of non-residential uses.   
 
The other side of this issue is that transit station areas will be most successful as pedestrian-oriented 
districts when retail and other pedestrian-generating uses are concentrated in walkable nodes (and 
especially in the core of the districts) rather than scattered throughout the area.  While the market may 
take care of this issue over time, Charlotte and most American cities have seen the effects of over-
zoning for retail, which leads to a de-concentrating of commercial uses.  Therefore, it may be in the best 
interest of the transit station areas to both encourage pedestrian attractors (such as ground floor retail) 
in some areas and restrict them in others.  
 
Recommendations 
Consider use restrictions based on block frontage (see Figure 1 and Figure 2):   
 
1. Restrict developments fronting low density residential areas, along local/minor streets, to residential 

and related uses (leasing offices, tenant amenity spaces – lounges, private cyber cafes, etc. – only). 
 
2. Require ground floor retail uses along block frontages where it is most appropriate, such as along 

thoroughfares and other locations identified in station area plans. 
 
3. Provide incentives for non-residential uses (e.g, density bonuses for office uses) in specific locations 

within transit station areas where they will have the most impact.  
Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment  
 
With area plans 

Columbia Pike Special Revitalization District – Form-based 
Code 
 
Farmer’s Branch Form-based Station Area Code 
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Figure 1:  The Farmer’s Branch, TX Form-based Station Area Code restricts building design and allowed uses 
based on frontage-type.  
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3.0 Residentially-compatible Design Standards 
   
Issue   
Although TOD and PED have basic urban design standards (height, placement of windows and doors, 
etc.), other design requirements may be needed to ensure that development fronting low-density 
residential is architecturally compatible. 
 
Discussion 
The City has developed good policy language in the GDPs and neighborhood plans regarding how new 
development can be designed to complement existing low density single family areas.   
 
The following design guidelines are from the draft Dilworth Land Use and Streetscape Plan: 
 “Relating the scale of new development to the scale of the surrounding community.” 
 “Using the scale of adjacent existing development to determine the appropriate scale of new infill.” 
 “Locating taller buildings closer to street corridors and taper building height as they approach lower 

density residential development.” 
 “Designing porches and balconies to be usable space.” 
 “Using porches, balconies, or other architectural elements to generate visual interest. . .in higher 

density residential development.” 
 “Raising the first floor of [higher density residential development] at least two feet above the street 

level to protect privacy. . .” 
 
This policy language can be translated into regulatory requirements in urban zoning districts where 
sensitive transitions to surrounding single-family neighborhoods are necessary. 
 
Recommendations 
Additional design standards for new development that fronts on low density residential areas (especially 
along minor streets) could be added to TOD and PED.  For example, form-based design standards 
requiring residential architectural features such as porches, raised entries, and separate entries at grade 
may be appropriate.   
 
1. Consider form-based design standards based on block frontage:  Require consistent building types 

(residential, commercial/mixed-use) fronting one another across streets. (See Figure 1) 
2. Consider requiring residential architectural features for new development, especially development 

fronting existing low density residential development (See Figure 2 and Figure 6): 
a. Require first floor elevation to be 18-60 inches above grade for all residential uses 
b. Require (usable:  6-10 feet deep) porches along a certain percentage (30-50%, for example) of 

building frontages for residential uses fronting low density residential development 
c. Require lower level residential units to have separate entries to the street 
d. Consider roof type(s) to be allowed:  pitched, flat/parapet; define roof pitches to be allowed; 

also, consider requirements for overhangs (eaves, soffits, brackets, etc.) 
3. Consider additional requirements for parking structures fronting low density residential areas 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment  
 
With area plans 

Columbia Pike Special Revitalization District – Form-based 
Code 

Farmer’s Branch Form-based Station Area Code 

Knightdale, NC Unified Development Ordinance 
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Figure 2:  Residential building (“local frontage”) design standards from the Farmer’s Branch, TX Form-based 
Station Area Code.
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4.0 Maximum Building Height  
   
Issues   
 PED and TOD height-limit formulas, based on maximum height only and not stories, may not 

adequately protect existing development.   
 Current maximum building height in PED may not be appropriate in all wedge areas. 

 
Discussion 
The current height limit ratio used in TOD and PED is a straightforward means to determine the 
appropriate building height in relation to adjacent single-family residential areas:  For each 10 feet away 
from existing residential areas, an additional foot of building height is allowed.  However, there are some 
limitations associated with using this formula alone. 
 
Using maximum number of stories versus (or in addition to) maximum height has advantages: 

 Reduces incentive to create small story heights 
 Allows greater variation in floor-floor heights 
 Provides more flexibility in achieving sustainability and green building goals: allows deeper 

daylight penetration & use of under-floor ventilation 
 Increases distinctiveness and variation of buildings 

 
Further, it may be difficult to strictly apply the height formula since the distance from residential areas 
will vary in odd patterns across lots, potentially resulting in odd building configurations and difficult 
enforcement.  For example, the height gradient for the South End Station Area Plan is perpendicular to 
South Boulevard at one point meaning that buildings would have to step down along the street rather 
than simply toward the neighborhood behind.  Furthermore, there may be specific locations where 
shorter or taller buildings are more appropriate than the formula would provide for.  For example, 
changes in topography may make certain buildings higher than others; or surrounding buildings that 
provide context and precedents for new buildings may be taller than the formula would allow.   
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider using maximum number of stories with a maximum height limit/range. (See Figure 3) 
2. Consider appropriate building heights on a block-block basis in each area plan based on the context 

of the area including topography, existing buildings, street type, etc.  This may require testing 
building heights elevations/street cross-sections, especially at neighborhood edge areas. 
a. Use the height gradient as a guide, but base maximum building stories/height on a series of 

logical steps for each block frontage/depth rather than requiring building design to conform to a 
strict gradient.  

b. Step-backs may be recommended on certain blocks to protect/respect historic or otherwise 
significant buildings and facades.  

3. Consider by-right height maximums and maximums allowed under special conditions: 
a. Provide a default maximum height/stories in ordinance, but allow maximum height to be 

determined through area plans.  Maximums may be more/less than allowed by ordinance. 
b. Provide incentives/conditions under which maximum heights may be achieved/exceeded 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment  
 
With area plans 

Columbia Pike Special Revitalization District – Form-based Code 

Arlington Clarendon Sector Plan (draft) 

Farmer’s Branch Form-based Station Area Code 



 

REVIEW OF CHARLOTTE’S PED AND TOD DISTRICTS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY 
May 1, 2006  Page 7 

Figure 3:  Building height regulations from Arlington County, VA’s draft Clarendon Sector Plan Update. 
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5.0 Parking Standards 
   
Issues   
 The absence of minimum parking ratios for TOD prevents the City from leveraging more efficient 

and equitable shared parking resources in station areas. 
 PED standards do not limit the number of parking spaces that can be provided. 
 Current parking standards in PED and TOD do not provide enough options for meeting parking 

requirements based on more specific factors of development type, context, etc. 
 
Discussion 
The City has instituted progressive parking policies in PED and TOD by reducing the amount of parking 
required in both districts and instituting parking maximums in TOD.  These standards reflect the fact 
that mixed-used, transit-served, walkable areas do not require the same amount of parking as suburban 
development.  Research has shown that as density doubles in major cities, auto ownership falls by 32 to 
40 percent (Holtzclaw, et al).  Increased parking requirements also impact the overall cost of 
development, housing affordability, neighborhood walkability, and limit taxable development.   
  
On the other hand, insufficient parking for new development can create potential spillover on 
neighborhood streets.  Residential parking permits (such as are in place in 4th Ward) are valuable tools 
in neighborhoods adjacent to transit station areas and other high-density, mixed-use nodes.  This will 
need to be part of the solution.  Furthermore, the fact that almost no parking minimums are currently 
required in TOD provides an incentive for developers to make the most of existing on-street parking 
resources.  While it is good to make efficient use of existing infrastructure, the current standards allow 
the use of existing shared on-street parking without requiring any contribution to the future supply, the 
availability of which will be critical to the success of these mixed-use districts. 
 
On a related note, TOD encourages several very beneficial objectives – structured parking, shared 
parking, hidden parking lots, shared driveways/access, inter-connected parking lots – by allowing parking 
maximums to be exceeded.  However, the current parking maximums are typically more than sufficient 
for most new development in mixed-use areas, so there will be little incentive for developers to exceed 
parking maximums (especially with expensive structured parking).  There are also few reasons for the 
City to support excess parking unless it is shared, so the good objectives set forth above will likely go 
unmet unless a more attractive set of incentives or requirements are in place. 
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider parking minimums for all uses in TOD with the understanding that the minimums can be 

met in various ways or reduced.  This will allow the City to leverage the provision of shared parking 
in station areas.  
a. For example, consider a minimum ratio for residential development (perhaps 1 per 

unit/bedroom), but allow exceptions based on more nuanced factors:  number of bedrooms, 
level of affordability, presence of age restrictions, distance from station, parking plan, TDM 
measures, parking mitigation measures, and other such factors that impact parking demand 

b. Consider limiting the number of reserved spaces that may be provided (e.g. 1 space per 1000 sf 
non-residential GFA; 2 spaces per residential unit or 1 space per bedroom) 

c. If parking minimums are used, consider a sunset clause for elimination after certain community 
parking objectives are reached (see Petaluma Code) 

d. Consider requiring developers to provide parking studies to show parking demand and where 
parking will be provided if not on-site 
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e. Consider requiring no minimum on-site parking for sites under a certain size (e.g. >20,000sf).  
This will encourage the reuse of small buildings and the development of small infill sites. 

 
2. Consider requiring developers to provide some shared (unreserved parking) in PED and TOD.  This 

could be in the form of on-street parking, in-lieu fees, etc.  
 
3. Consider parking maximums in PED in order to limit the impact of parking in these areas.   
 
4. Consider other recommendations in the South End Parking Study and apply, as appropriate, to other 

station areas and PED districts: 
a. Provide flexibility in meeting minimum requirements 
b. Monitor on-street occupancy 
c. Support TDM improvements 
d. Metered parking (as demand grows) 
e. Residential parking permits (as demand grows) 
f. Shared public (or publicly available) parking 

 
5. Consider requiring any parking provided above the maximum to be shared parking, open to the 

public 
 
6. Consider requiring interconnected lots, shared driveways/access, hidden parking outright or 

incenting them through other more attractive means, such as additional density, relief from other 
requirements.  

 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment  

 

 
Arlington Clarendon Sector Plan (draft) 
 
Historic South End Parking Study 

 
EPA Parking Spaces/Community Places 

 
Parking Management:  Strategies, Evaluation, and Planning 
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6.0 Historic Resources 
   
Issues   
While the development standards of PED and TOD make it easier to re-use a historic building, the 
additional intensity that the districts allow may encourage redevelopment rather than preservation of 
historic resources. 
 
Discussion 
Currently, TOD and PED encourage the conservation of existing buildings by providing relief from 
parking requirements for the reuse of existing buildings and setback requirements for new development 
that incorporates existing buildings.  These are good incentives and should be continued.  However, 
they may not be enough to prevent the removal of buildings and other historic resources (such as 
facades, cemeteries, monuments, historic trees, etc.) that reflect the history and character of certain 
neighborhoods, especially where land costs are increasing faster than the value of the buildings and much 
greater development potential is permitted through the new zoning districts.  Additional incentives and 
tools will be necessary if the City and neighborhoods want to protect specific buildings and established 
building forms in certain planning areas. 
 
Recommendations 
1. Identify historic resources (including building facades, building types/development types, and even 

significant trees) through the area planning process that need to be protected.  (See Figure 4)    
 
2. Consider additional development incentives/requirements for building preservation including: 

a. Density credits for preserved buildings/facades 
b. Transfer of development density rights within plan areas 
c. Height limitations to preserve historic buildings, facades, and neighborhood fabric 

 
3. Also, consider the use of other preservation tools such as the County’s Landmark Revolving Fund. 
 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
With area plans 
 
Text amendment  
 
Meck Co. Landmark Revolving Fund 
 

 
Arlington Clarendon Sector Plan (draft) 
 
Columbia Pike Special Revitalization District – Form-based Code 
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Figure 4:  Map of building preservation locations from Arlington County, VA’s draft Clarendon Sector Plan 
Update.
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7.0 Open Space 
   
Issues   
 PED does not include open space requirements.  
 Although TOD standards require private open space to be provided for large developments, they 

not require or adequately incent development of or contributions toward publicly-accessible open 
space for all development. 

 
Discussion 
Public spaces for active and passive recreation and gathering are critical to the success of the kind of 
mixed-use districts that are envisioned for Charlotte’s station areas and mixed-use commercial districts.  
Currently, TOD zoning includes requirements for the provision of open space with new development, 
including density credit for publicly accessible open space.  (PED includes no such provisions.)  
Unfortunately, the TOD incentive for publicly accessible open space will only be attractive to projects 
that cannot or do not meet the minimum density requirements.   
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider establishing open space requirements in PED. 
 
2. Consider requiring all TOD projects to provide or contribute to open space in the district. 
 
3. Consider requiring some portion of open space dedication be public for projects of a certain size. 
 
4. Consider allowing in-lieu fees to meet open space requirements off-site to contribute to publicly 

identified open spaces in area plans.   

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
With area plans 
 
Text amendment  
 
Fees-in-lieu program for open space 
 

 
Arlington Clarendon Sector Plan (draft) 
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Figure 5:  Map of public open spaces from Arlington County, VA’s draft Clarendon Sector Plan Update.
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8.0 Development Incentives 
   
Issue   
TOD and PED could go farther in leveraging the significant development rights allowed by these districts 
to encourage private participation in meeting public policy goals such as: public art, open space, 
affordable housing, undergrounding utilities, tree preservation, etc. 
 
Discussion 
TOD and PED provide a significant increase in development potential over conventional zoning districts 
through increased maximum heights, reduced setbacks, and reduced parking requirements.  While these 
new districts do also increase the design standards and streetscape requirements (and open space 
requirements in TOD) for new development, the apparent demand for maximizing density in certain 
transit station areas and PED districts means that the City may be in a position to leverage contributions 
to meet certain public policy objectives in exchange for additional density/development allowances.    
 
This may require reducing the allowable densities/heights in certain plan areas below what is currently 
allowed in the TOD and PED text currently and allowing the current ordinance maximums to be 
achievable only when certain conditions are met.  Reducing densities in certain plan areas below what is 
allowed in the ordinance is supported by the following policy statement from the Transit Station Area 
Principles:    
 

“In some cases, station area plans will recommend lesser intensities or densities for new 
development. These lesser intensities might be necessary to preserve existing structures, to 
insure that new development is consistent with the character of existing transit supportive 
development, to protect existing neighborhoods, or to mitigate traffic impacts.” (General 
Development Policies, p. 13)  
 

Recommendation 
Set “by-right” maximum densities/heights and “maximums with conditions.” (See Figure 6)  Provide 
development  incentives (density and other) to achieve additional streetscape and other objectives 
beyond what is already required, such as: 
 

 Undergrounding utilities 
 Providing public art 
 Providing public open space 
 Preserving existing trees 
 Providing affordable housing 
 Preservation of historic structures 
 Consistency with adopted plans 
 Environmental standards (LEED, LID) 

 
 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
With area plans 
 
Text amendment  
 

 
Arlington Clarendon Sector Plan (draft) 
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Figure 6:  Sample development incentives from Arlington County, VA’s draft Clarendon Sector Plan Update.
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9.0 Neighborhood Input 
   
Issue   
Due to the intensity of uses allowed by-right in PED and TOD, it may be appropriate to identify 
opportunities in the planning or zoning process for additional neighborhood input. 
 
Discussion 
As noted above, TOD and PED typically provide an increase in by-right development potential over the 
zoning districts that they replace/overlay due to decreased height restrictions, reduced parking 
requirements, and reduced setbacks. To balance the by-right development potential with neighborhood 
concerns, the application of PED and TOD is preceded by an area plan process, which allows 
neighborhood input in many development standards for the area (such as setback and streetscape 
requirements).  PED and TOD have increased design standards compared to conventional zoning 
districts, which ensures a baseline for good design.  PED and TOD also require increased developer 
contribution to streetscapes and open space.  Public input is also solicited during the corrective rezoning 
process for TOD and PED.   
 
However, like all by-right zoning districts, once applied development occurs without neighborhood 
input, except when a rezoning is required.  The City may want to consider allowing neighborhood 
stakeholders to have some input in or at least be made aware of the details of specific projects, 
especially larger projects (such as over 50,000 square feet, for example).  At the same time, if additional 
development details and requirements are determined in the planning process (as recommended in this 
report), the predictability of new development will be greater for both neighborhoods and developers 
and may mitigate the need for additional public review. 
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider requiring neighborhood representation in the development review process:   
 

a. PED and TOD already require two “Preliminary Review” meetings with City staff, so this might 
be an opportunity for specific neighborhood groups to participate in the process. 

b. Alternatively or in addition, developers could be required to meet with affected neighborhood 
groups (for information purposes, at least) prior to submittal of development plans for approval. 

c. Thresholds for the size of development that might trigger such neighborhood input/review 
might be worth considering so that large projects (for example, 50,000 square feet or larger) 
would be subject to additional scrutiny, but smaller projects would be allowed to proceed as 
long as the base requirements are met. 

 
2. Also consider protections for developers’ rights by listing certain development standards/thresholds 

that are by-right and not subject to neighborhood review. 
 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Text amendment  
 
Additional neighborhood input in plan 
and/or development process 
 

 
Columbia Pike Special Revitalization District – Form-based Code 
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10.0 Text Format 
   
Issue   
Changes in formatting, including graphics and tables, would make PED and TOD text more easily 
interpreted and reader-friendly. 
 
Discussion 
TOD and PED are two of Charlotte’s most design intensive zoning districts, yet the format used to 
describe the district regulations is completely text-based.  No graphics or tables are included to 
illustrate key topics (especially those related to building design, for example) or to make the text 
provisions easier to follow.  Further, many subsection paragraphs lack headings that would make finding 
information in the text much easier.   
 
Recommendations 
1. Consider adding graphics to illustrate key design concepts in the district regulations.  Regulations 

related to the following topics could be illustrated with example graphics (See Figure 6): 
a. setbacks  
b. building projections (balconies) 
c. arcades 
d. heights 
e. FAR 
f. Screening and buffer standards 
g. Structured parking 
h. Connectivity and circulation standards 
i. Urban design standards (including streetscape standards) 

 
2. Consider tables for topics that can be more simply conveyed in this manner.  For example, the 

following topics from the TOD regulations could be described in tables 
a. Density/use requirements 
b. Applicability requirements 
c. Conditions for exceeding parking maximums 
 

3. Consider additional subsection headings for text heavy paragraphs to make information in the 
ordinance requirements easier to find and to follow.  Make these headings bold or somehow 
differentiated from the paragraph text.  (See Figure 6) 

 
 
 

Implementation 
Mechanisms Examples/Resources 

 
Changes to text formating 
 

 
Knightdale, NC Unified Development Ordinance 
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Figure 6:  Sample ordinance format from Knightdale, NC with graphics and clear heading styles
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Appendix:  Factors that Affect Parking Demand 
From Parking Management page 20.  These types of factors can be considered in setting and determining 
parking requirements in transit station areas and other mixed-use districts. 
 




