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Introduction 
Task Force Meeting #3 will finalize the problem statement and criteria based off of public open house 

feedback; identify and explore zoning tools to address the problem statement; and explore the 

advantages and disadvantages of different zoning tools. The meeting will include a staff presentation 

along with task force discussions integrated throughout the meeting. The meeting discussion will 

focus on zoning tools to address the problem statement.  Please review all of the following documents 

prior to the meeting on March 16, 2017. 

  Packet Contents 

Item Notes 

Draft Meeting 
Agenda 

This provides draft summary of topics to be addressed at the March 16th Meeting. 

Draft Revised 
Problem 
Statement 
(post task force 
meeting) 

City staff have reviewed all of the comments received during the past task force 
meeting and made revisions to the problem statement responding to the 
comments received.  
Additional refinements will be made based on and community dialog. Following 
these discussions, the revised problem statement will be integrated into the final 
Problem Identification report.  
 The refined problem statement will then guide remaining steps in the project, 
including a recommended strategy to address slot homes, and a proposed 
Denver Zoning Code text amendment. 

Draft Criteria for 
Successful 
Solutions 
(post task force 
meeting) 

City staff have reviewed all of the comments received during the past task force 
meeting and made revisions to the criteria for successful solutions, responding to 
the comments received.  
Additional refinements will be made based on and community dialog. Following 
these discussions, the revised criteria will be integrated into the final Problem 
Identification report.  
The refined criteria will guide remaining steps in the project, to evaluate 
strategies and tools to address slot homes, and a proposed Denver Zoning Code 
text amendment. 

Additional 
development 
standards 

City Staff have added a new subsection to 1.0 Existing Slot Home Conditions 
called Additional Development Standards.  This section is intended to provide 
information regarding additional development standards that impact slot home 
development outside of the Denver Zoning Code.   
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Tools to Address 
Slot Homes 

City Staff have developed the next segment of the Problem Identification Report, 
Tools to Address Slot Homes. This section outlines a range of zoning 
tools/standards that could be used to address the Problem Statement. Each of the 
tools is currently used in some part of the Denver Zoning Code. Many of the tools, 
however, do not currently apply to Denver Zoning Code building forms that are 
commonly used to develop slot homes, or could be calibrated to more directly 
address future slot home development.  

The description of each tool includes a summary of potential advantages and 
disadvantages, as well as initial ideas on use of the tool to address the Problem 
Statement. These initial ideas are not specific recommendations. They are 
intended to provide a starting point for Task Force and community discussion. 

Task Force 
Meeting #2 Tour 
Results 

This provides a summary of comments provided on the Slot Home tour during 
Task Force Meeting #2.  

 

A high resolution version of these documents are available in the Task Force Drop Box folder.  



All Task Force meetings are open to the public. 
 

 SLOT HOME N 
T A S K  F O R C E  M E E T I N G  # 3  A G E N D A -  D R A F T  
Thursday March 16, 2017 --- 2:00-5:00pm 
Webb Building 4.F.6 
 

Meeting Objectives 
 Finalize problem statement and criteria based off of public open house feedback 

 Identify zoning tools that can be used to address the problem statement 

 Evaluate the advantages and disadvantages of zoning tools 

 Introduce the application of zoning tools to slot home development 
 

I. Meeting Kick-Off and Objectives     2:00-2:05pm.  
 

II. Overview of Public Comments              2:05-3:25pm. 
 Staff presentation 

 Task Force discussion 

 

III. Introduction to Zoning Tools                3:25-3:50pm. 
 Staff presentation 

 

- - Break - -         3:50-4:00pm.  

 

IV. Discussion on Zoning Tools      4:00- 4:30pm.  
 Task Force discussion in small groups 

 

V. Report Back        4:30-4:55pm.  

 

VI. House Keeping        4:55-5:00pm.  
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2.2 PROBLEM STATEMENT & CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS
The following initial problem statement is based on Task force and City staff evaluation of the existing slot home 
characteristics and trends summarized in Chapter 1.0:

The problem is new slot home construction that does not promote neighborhood 
objectives in five key respects:

1. Public Realm Engagement. Many slot homes do not 
engage the street, sidewalk and semi-public frontages 
with street level building activities, porches, or pedestrian 
entrances and transparency (windows) that are connected 
to habitable building areas (i.e., doors that lead directly 
into dwelling units rather than garages or utility areas).

2. Neighborhood Design.  The siting, setbacks and uses 
(residential, commercial, etc.) contained within slot 
homes sometimes do not reflect the existing character 
or desired future conditions of the street, block and 
neighborhood.*

3. Building Mass & Scale. Many slot homes do not 
incorporate Human Scale proportions, heights and design 
elements that could promote compatible mass and scale 
relationships among buildings, such as coordinated 
facade widths, heights in stories, window patterns or 
distinctions between building floors.

4. Vehicle-oriented Design.  Slot homes often incorporate 
visible driveways, parking areas and garage doors that 
negatively impact the pedestrian-oriented character of 
the street, sidewalk, and neighborhood.

5. Impacts on Neighbors.  Slot homes often orient their 
most active facade areas towards adjacent properties, 
rather than the street and sidewalk,or include other 
elements, such as rooftop decks, which may have 
negative visual or privacy impacts on neighbors.

*Note that desired future conditions may be more relevant than existing character in a Blueprint Denver Area of 
Change.

Note: Red text indicates edits 
and additions based on feedback 
received at the January 2017 task 
force meeting.  Green text indicates 
edits based on feedback received 
at the Feburary 2017 task force 
meeting. 

Note: The “impacts on Neighbors” 
element of the problem statement 
received relatively little discussion 
and feedback at the January task 
force meeting. Staff will continue 
to review whether this element 
of the statement is necessary or 
whether it should be revised to 
better reflect community concerns.

This draft problem statement document 
is annotated with notes for the Slot Home 
Evaluation Task Force. Notes appearing in 
these red boxes will not appear in final ver-
sions of the document.

The previous “Building Placement” 
element has been removed and 
“Building Mass & Scale” has been 
added.
The previous “contextual deisgn” 
elemant has been revised to 
“Neighborhood Design”  to better 
differentate a differenc between 
Mass & Scale. 
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DRAFT CRITERIA FOR SUCCESSFUL SOLUTIONS
Solutions to identified issues with slot home development should balance multiple community objectives. The Task Force 
and City staff will use the draft criteria outlined below to ensure that the recommended strategy (to be proposed in Phase 
3 of the Slot Home Evaluation project) successfully balances multiple objectives. Note that the criteria will be refined to 
reflect community feedback and Task Force discussion.

EFFECTIVENESS

Proposed solutions should promote outcomes that promote the established vi-
sion for the neighborhood or area and directly address one or more elements 
of the problem statement outlined on page 24, by promoting development 
that activates the public realm, reflects neighborhood context, incorporates 
pedestrian-scale elements, emphasizes pedestrian orientation and protects the 
privacy of adjacent properties. Where multiple solutions could address the prob-
lem statement, the tool that is the least complex and most directly addresses an 
identified issue will be preferred over a tool that may have wider effects.

Effective solutions will promote development that acti-
vates the public realm.

EQUITY

Proposed solutions should incorporate feedback from a wide range of stake-
holders, including residents, property owners, builders and design profession-
als. They should also apply equally to similar properties in a variety of neigh-
borhoods across the city and promote the construction and maintenance of 
housing options for a variety of demographics, including low income residents, 
singles, families and seniors. Equitable solutions will incorporate feedback from a 

wide range of stakeholders.

FLEXIBILITY

Proposed solutions should allow property owners and builders to adapt to 
changing market conditions and maintain flexibility to promote creative 
designs that can relate to a variety of neighborhood contexts. The desire for 
flexible solutions should be carefully balanced with a need for predictable out-
comes as described below.

Flexible solutions will promote creative designs.

PREDICTABILITY

Proposed solutions should result in predictable, clear, outcomes for all stake-
holders. This means that property owners should be able to predict the likely 
outcome of an approval process if they follow the regulations, City staff should 
be able to consistently interpret regulations and neighborhoods should have 
a reasonable understanding of the character of development that can occur. 
Requirements that clearly implement Denver Zoning Code intent statements, 
building forms and zone districts, support predictable development outcomes. Clear connections between zoning code intent state-

ments and requirements will promote predictable 
development outcomes.

Note: Green text indicates edits based on 
feedback received at the Feburary 2017 
task force meeting. 
A revised (based on public and task force 
feedback) version of the criteria will help 
us review potential zoning tools to address 
the problem statement in the project’s next 
phases.
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1.4 ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Slot Home Development is not only subject to Denver Zoning Code Stan-
dards, but other standards such as Building Code and Fire Code shape the 
built form, site layout and the public realm. Through the Site Development 
Plan (SDP) review process and subsequent development permits, various 
agencies review the development proposal to ensure compliance with city 
and other applicable regulations. The following is a summary of standards 
required by other agencies within the city that are most applicable to slot 
home development.

The Parks & Recreation Forestry Office
The Parks & Recreation Forestry Office is the City agency responsible for 
trees in public parks, parkways and other public property. The city forester 
must approve through a permit the removal or planting of any street trees. 

• Denver’s street trees are under regulation of the City Forester, but their 
maintenance is a responsibility shared by adjacent property owners. 

• Permits are required prior to the removal or planting of any street trees. 
Once a tree has been permitted for removal, there is no requirement to 
replace the tree. 

• If the conditions will not lead to the success of the tree, street trees will 
not be required by the City forester. However, the forester will work with 
applicants to develop creative solutions for trees to thrive in a variety of 
conditions. 

• Public Works ROW Inspection Services currently conducts the inspection 
of street trees as shown on the approved Site Development Plan. 

• Currently, there are no rules that mandate the planning of trees for new 
developments. 

Per conversations with the Forestry Office, the following development im-
pacts have shown to be problematic with regard to maintaining and pro-
moting Denver’s street trees:

• Often, when transitioning from an attached to detached sidewalk, 
existing street trees are at jeopardy of being lost. 

• Permitted encroachments into the build-to or districts with 0-foot front 
setbacks can result in trees being  removed on the property. Often these 
buildings impact to the root system of trees located within the ROW.

• Often, taller buildings (3-stories and above) that are built at the front 
setback can have impacts on the street trees and the building occupies 
space that the tree canopy would have previously occupied. 

DENVER ZONING CODE TREE 
PRESERVATION

The owner of the zone lot shall be 
required to preserve any established 
tree within the primary and side 
street setback areas of the zone lot. 
(Denver Zoning Code  10.5.3.1)
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Public Works
Public Works manages most the use of the City's right-of-way. The public 
right-of-way (ROW) is an area of land owned or controlled by the city for the 
purposes of constructing, operating and maintaining public facilities such as 
streets, alleys, sidewalks, bike paths for the needs of transportation, utilities 
and other public infrastructure. 

Public Works Development Services is responsible for determining the re-
quired improvements and reviewing plans for regulatory compliance in the 
areas of transportation, survey and right-of-way management. 

Public Works also operates other city services such as solid waste manage-
ment, parking operations, wastewater management, and street mainte-
nance. 

Each site and development is reviewed on a case by case basis; however, the 
following points are some standards that relate to slot home development: 

• To determine whether attached sidewalks or detached sidewalks are 
required, the staff reviewer will analyze the existing context and make 
a determination of the character. Exceptions are: arterials and RTD bus 
routes are always detached sidewalks. 

• The typical standard in residential areas is a 5-foot sidewalk with an 
8-foot tree lawn; however, this often varies based on the context of the 
surrounding properties. 

• Public Works does not have any landscaping requirements that are 
applied to the ROW. However, some materials are prohibited for use in 
the ROW. 

• The property owner is responsible for the care and maintenance of their 
property frontage. For slot homes, this most commonly means that the 
units “fronting” the street are required to maintain the sidewalk and 
“tree lawn.” 

• Public Works will review all alley vacations (per policy Street and Alley 
Vacation Number 5 Effective November 15, 2006) which evaluates the 
alley's need to support the street grid system and to ensure maintained 
or improved existing condition. 

• Developments located on the corner of the property, often required a 
pedestrian sight triangle at the corner of the alley. 

• Public Works will defer to the Zoning Code on Vehicular Access which 
typically requires access to be from the alley when present and from the 
street when no alley is present. 
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Denver Building Code (Building & Fire)
The building and fire department is responsible for the enforcement and 
inspections of the city’s building and fire codes through the review of Site 
Development Plans and issuance of  building permits. 

Slot Homes can be built under the International Building Code (IBC) or the 
International Residential Code (IRC). Most commonly, slot homes are built 
under the IRC. The following bullets are some of the standards required by 
the IRC that apply to slot home development: 

• Buildings are limited to 3 stories. For buildings with a roof-top stair 
enclosure, a maximum 6-inch roof overhang can occur for weather 
protection, however the overhang cannot exceed this dimension as to 
create additional habitable space above the third floor. 

• Buildings must be set up in a “townhouse” format, the stacking of units 
prohibited.

• Interior lot line  setbacks are 3-feet to allow for egress and openings, If 
the setback is between 3 and 5’ opening are limited to 25% of the wall. 
However, it is more common to build at a 5-foot setback which allows for 
unlimited openings and windows. 

• Buildings can typically build at a 0-foot setback on the primary street 
and rear alley lot line. 

• In most situations, buildings that are cantilevered over drive aisles must 
maintain a 6-foot separation between units (3-feet on each unit) as 
an alternative to continue the 2-hour fire wall to the ground. A greater 
separation may be required depending on the length of the cantilevered 
portion of the building. If the building is equipped with a sprinkler 
system, no separations are required. 

• Slot homes that comprise of two buildings must maintain a separation of 
10-feet between the cantilevers. 

• One entrance to each unit provide direct access into common living 
space. 

• Units that are more than 150-feet from the street are required to be 
sprinkered. 

• Egress windows from the bedrooms are required

• When required, Fire Alarm Control Panel (FACP) must be located at the 
sidewalk of the addressed side of the building, clearly labeled and easily 
accessible for emergency fire access. 

• Roof access is only required for buildings 4 stories or greater. 

• A 5-foot sidewalk or clear access is requires along the property lines to 
provide access to the bedrooms. 

These building and fire standards are in addition to zoning requirements. 
Whatever requirement is more strict, the stricter regulation applies. So even 
though the building and fire code may allow reduced setbacks, if the zoning 
code has greater setbacks, the zoning code regulations will apply. 

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES  
ACT (ADA) REQUIREMENTS

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
standards are reviewed at the Site 
Development Plan (SDP) phase by  
the Office of Disability Rights. Devel-
opments with more than 6 units are 
required to achieve a set number of 
ADA points to meet the standards of 
the Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S. 
9-5-105).  Title 9 Article 5: Standards 
for Accessibility Housing.
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3.0  TOOLS TO ADDRESS SLOT HOMES

SECTION CONTENTS

3.1 Building Design Tools ......................... 32

Transparency Standards ....................... 32
Building Height ........................................34
Upper Story Setback/Stepback .........36
Bulk Plane................................................... 37
Pedestrian Access Standards ..............38
Street Level Active Use Standards ....40
Landscaping Standards ........................ 41

3.2 Site Design Tools .................................. 42

Setback Standards ..................................44
Zone Lot Standards ................................ 47
Building Coverage Standards ...... 48

3.3 Vehicle Parking Design ......................49

Minimum Parking Standards & 
Exceptions ................................................. 49
Parking Location .....................................50
Vehicle Parking Layout, Access and 
Circulation ................................................. 51
Perimeter Surface Parking Lot 
Landscaping Standards ........................ 52

A number of potential tools could be used to address the Problem State-
ment in Section 2.2. The Slot Home Evaluation and Text Amendment project 
will focus on zoning tools (also called zoning standards) that may be imple-
mented through a text amendment to the Denver Zoning Code.

This section outlines a range of zoning tools/standards that could be used 
to address the Problem Statement. Each of the tools is currently used in 
some part of the Denver Zoning Code. Many of the tools, however, do not 
currently apply to Denver Zoning Code building forms that are commonly 
used to develop slot homes, or could be calibrated to more directly address 
future slot home development. For example, the Denver Zoning Code cur-
rently applies a "Bulk Plane" standard as summarized on page 37 only 
to lower-scale building forms such as Urban House and Duplex, but a Bulk 
Plane standard could be considered for future application to Denver Zoning 
Code building forms used to build slot home development. Charts alongside 
most of the tools outlined in this section summarize current Denver Zoning 
Code application of the tool to slot home development, but do not provide 
recommendations regarding future use of the tool.

The tools outlined in this section are organized into "Building Design Tools" 
(the vertical component of development and redevelopment), "Site Design 
Tools"  (the arrangement of buildings and spaces on a site) and "Vehicle Use 
Area Tools" (the arrangement and design of spaces used for vehicular move-
ment and parking). The description of each tool includes a summary of po-
tential advantages and disadvantages, as well as initial ideas on use of the 
tool  to address the Problem Statement. These initial ideas are not specific 
recommendations. They are intended to provide a starting point for Task 
Force and community discussion.

Task Force and community discussion will inform evaluation of the tools out-
lined in this section. The next phase of the Slot Home Evaluation and Text 
Amendment project will include recommendations for use, and calibration, 
of specific tools to address the Problem Statement. Note that specific zoning 
standards associated with each tool could vary by context, building form, 
use, lot size, etc. Additional tools that are not currently used in any part of 
the Denver Zoning Code may also be considered if the tools outlined in this 
section cannot suitably address the Problem Statement.
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3.1 BUILDING DESIGN TOOLS
Building design tools address the vertical component of development and 
redevelopment, which includes the visual and functional character of indi-
vidual buildings. The Denver Zoning Code (DZC) currently uses the building 
design tools summarized below, although some tools do not currently apply 
to slot home development.

Transparency Standards
Transparency Standards are intended to maximize the transparency through 
the use of windows at the street level to activate the street. Additionally, the 
use of doors and windows can be used to establish scale, variation, and pat-
terns on building facades that provide visual interest and reflect the uses 
within the building.

Transparency must be applied within the Zone of Transparency which is lo-
cated at the street level between 2 to 9 feet to count toward the standard. 

Transparency standards relate to public realm engagement, neighborhood 
context, and building mass and scale components of the problem statement 
as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Transparency standards: 
• Transparency provides engagement to the public realm
• Ease of administration results in predictability 
• Directly addresses the public realm portion of the problem statement 

Disadvantages of Transparency standards: 
• May be difficult to ensure that transparency meets the intent of street 

level activation when located on garages or stairwells

Potential use of this tool to address the Problem Statement: 
• Could revisit current lower standard for residential only buildings 
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Transparency Alternatives
Transparency Alternatives are intended to provide visual interest on building 
facades, to activate the public street and sidewalk, and enhance the visual 
quality of the built environment along street level facade areas where win-
dows do not provide sufficient transparency or when otherwise not feasible.

Alternatives can be applied singularly or in combination to meet the re-
quired transparency standard, however alternatives cannot be used to meet 
the entirety of the transparency standard. Permitted alternatives are: 

• Display cases
• Automated Teller Machines (ATM)
• Wall Design
• Permanent Outdoor Eating/Serving Areas
• Permanent Art

Transparency alternatives can contribute to a portion or percent of the trans-
parency requirement when placed within the Zone of Transparency. 

Transparency alternatives relate to public realm engagement component of 
the problem statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of  Transparency Alternatives:
• Provides flexibility for areas where windows are not possible with the 

building design 

Disadvantages of  Transparency Alternatives: 
• Reduces predictability
• May not sufficiently activate the public realm

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Explore appropriateness of alternatives for residential only buildings
• Consider providing a different range of alternatives
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Building Height
Building height maximum is measured in stories as well as feet. The intent 
of the building height maximum in stores is to provide a simple reference 
for visualizing building height and to provide a consistency of building sale 
to maintain the neighborhood context. In some districts, an additional Half 
Story is permitted to allow for additional floor area while minimizing addi-
tional bulk. Additionally, Mezzanines are intended to read as a part of the 
single story and extend into the space below. The rule of measurement for 
building height can enable for an additional story when on a sloping lot. 
What might be perceived as a garden level or basement, might not be con-
sidered a story if it meets the criteria. In addition to the maximum building 
height in stories, there is a maximum building height in feet with the in-
tent to ensure a maximum vertical distance to ensure consistency of build-
ing scale within the district. 

Building height standards relate to neighborhood context, building mass 
and scale, and impacts to neighbors components of the problem statement 
as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Building Height in Stories and Feet
• Provide a consistent way of visualizing building scale
• Maintain a consistent sale and maximum height throughout the 

district 

Disadvantages of Building Height in Stories and Feet
• The rule of measurement can result in buildings that appear to be 

more stories than identified in the zone district

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could revisit height in feet to better align with exiting context and 

typical floor to floor heights
• Could consider appropriateness of allowing mezzanines in residential 

uses 
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Building Height Exceptions
Building height exceptions standards are intended to allow for building fea-
tures to exceed the maximum height for utility purposes or building ameni-
ties.

Dependent upon the encroachment, certain architectural, site and service/
utility elements may encroach into the setback as specified in the Denver 
Zoning Code Setback Design Standards Exceptions. Examples of allowable 
encroachments are unoccupied elevator pent houses, stair enclosures,  eaves 
and elevator lobbies. 

Building height exceptions vary by feature enabling for some exceptions 
greater allowances or requiring the feature to be set back from the building 
perimeter. 

Building height exceptions relate to neighborhood context, building mass 
and scale, and impacts to neighbors components of the problem statement 
as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Building Height Exceptions
• Provides flexibility 
• Provides opportunity for additional amenities 

Disadvantages of Building Height Exceptions:
• Some exceptions can cause for the building encroachment to appear 

as a story

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Explore appropriateness of exceptions
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Upper Story Setback/Stepback
Upper Story Setbacks and Stepback standards are intended to provide an 
appropriate height and massing transition to the adjacent protect district or 
when required on the primary street, to provide an appropriate pedestrian 
scale height and massing along the primary street. 

Upper Story Setbacks are measured from the primary street zone lot line.  

Upper story Stepback is measured from the building face and then extends 
horizontally.

Upper story setback/stepback standards relate to neighborhood context, 
building mass and scale, and impacts to neighbors components of the prob-
lem statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Upper Story Setback standards: 
• Provide appropriate height transition to adjacent properties
• Provide a pedestrian scaling element

Disadvantages of Upper Story Setback standards: 
• Reduce flexibility
• Might not be consistent with the existing character of the street

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could introduce a a setback standard to the primary street
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Bulk Plane
Bulk Plane standards are intended to shape the building forms and reduce 
the effective massing to the adjoining properties. Bulk plans include a verti-
cal height at the side zone lot line and then an angle that determines the 
slope of the plane. 

Bulk plane standards relate to neighborhood context, building mass and 
scale, and impacts to neighbors components of the problem statement as 
described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Bulk Plane standards: 
• Restricts the taller portions of the building to the interior portions of 

the lot
• Helps reduce the potential for taller walls immediately adjacent to the 

neighboring property
• Can be used to mitigate mass and scale while allowing for creative 

design solutions

Disadvantages of Bulk Plane standards: 
• Might reduce flexibility
• May not be appropriate for the existing context

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could create a new standard that is better calibrated to context and 

form
• Could create a bulk plane standard that is measured from the street
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Pedestrian Access Standards
Pedestrian Access Standards are intended to give prominence to the pe-
destrian realm as a defining element of the neighborhood character. They 
should also provide convenient access to the building and create a visual 
hierarchy to aid in way-finding while creating interesting human-scaled fa-
cades. 

Pedestrian access standards have different requirements based off of the 
building form standards. The different Pedestrian Access Standards are: 

• Entrance: a door, recessed entrance, or corner entrance 
• Entry Feature: door, gate, front porch, front stoop, front terrace, 

canopy, and/or arcade
• Pedestrian Connection: paved surface connecting through drive aisle 

or parking lot 
Pedestrian access standards relate to the public realm engagement,  neigh-
borhood context, and building mass and scale components of the problem 
statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Entrance Requirements: 
• Entry features can further define the pedestrian realm and provide a 

hierarchy to the building facade

Disadvantages of Entrance Requirements: 
• Entry features such as a front porch or terrace might be more 

compatible with some architectural styles than others

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could increase the requirements to better promote activation of the 

public realm and establish human scale
• Could combine requirements to create different standard
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Pedestrian Access (entrance) Alternatives
Pedestrian Access (entrance) Alternatives are intended to provide a clear and 
obvious, publicly accessible rote connecting the primary street to the pri-
mary uses within the building. The use of these alternatives are only allowed 
in when an Entrance is required. 

• Courtyard or Plaza
• Covered Walkway

Pedestrian access alternatives relate to the public realm engagement,  neigh-
borhood context, and building mass and scale components of the problem 
statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Entrance Alternatives: 
• Provide flexibility
• The use of courtyards or plaza can increase the semi-private space

Disadvantages of Entrance Alternatives: 
• Covered walkways might not provide the same level of public realm 

engagement

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could create new alternatives
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Street Level Active Use Standards
Street Level Active Uses are intended to promote activity on the street and 
sidewalk, enhance safety and encourage a vibrant urban environment. 

Street Level Active Uses include all permitted uses within the zone district 
with the exception of mini-storage, wholesale trade or light storage, parking 
spaces or aisles. The standard must apply for a depth of 15-feet of the Street 
Level floor area. 

Street level access standards relate to the public realm engagement,  neigh-
borhood context, and vehicle-oriented design components of the problem 
statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Street Level Active Use Standards: 
• Ensures that uses contribute to the public realm are at the street level

Disadvantages of Street Level Active Use Standards: 
• Reduces flexibility, especially on small lots for parking layouts
• Permitted active uses may not contribute to activation of the public 

realm
• Non active areas such as stairwells and closets are considered 

building components independent of use and might not meet the 
intent

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could revisit the list of active uses to better promote the public realm
• Could revisit the dimensions required 
• Could consider the range of building forms to which the 

requirements apply 
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Landscaping Standards
Landscaping standards are intended to provide an attractive landscaped 
edge and screening adjacent to the street right-of-way, promote the com-
munity appearance of the public realm, improve site permeability and miti-
gate visual impacts on surrounding properties. Landscaping standards apply 
to all developments in all zone districts with the exception of Single Unit (SU) 
and Two Unit (TU) zone districts. Landscaping standards currently require 
a minimum of 50% of the open areas within the required build-to range or 
setbacks be landscaped with live planting material. 

Tree preservation is required for residential districts for trees located within 
the front or side setback in Single Unit (SU) and Two Unit (TU) zone districts.

Landscaping standards relate to the public realm engagement and neigh-
borhood context components of the problem statement as described in 
Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Landscaping Standards: 
• Provide an attractive edge to enhance the public realm 

Disadvantages of Landscaping Standards: 
• Landscaping standards are only applied when there are open areas

Potential revisions to existing standards for slot homes: 
• Consider revising standards to better align with the existing and 

future character
For Landscaping standards related to off-street parking standards see Sec-
tion 3.3 Vehicular Parking. 
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For landscaping standards within 
the Right-of-way (ROW) please see 
page 21 for Forestry and Public 
Works standards. 
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3.2 SITE DESIGN TOOLS
Site design tools address the arrangement of buildings and spaces on a site, 
as well as the visual and functional character of those spaces and how they 
shape the public realm. The Denver Zoning Code currently uses the site de-
sign tools summarized below, although some tools do not currently apply to 
slot home development.

Build To Standards

Build-To standards are intended to provide a consistent street edge to en-
hance the character of the context, define street to promote pedestrian ac-
tivity and provide consistent siting and pedestrian orientation to the street. 
Build-to standards require for a percentage of the building frontage to be 
located within the build-to range (depth) of the street.

Build-to standards relate to the public realm engagement and neighbor-
hood context components of the problem statement as described in Section 
2.2 on page 28. 

Advantages of Build-to standards
• Provides a consistent street edge and siting for buildings

Disadvantages to Build-to Standards:
• Build-to range is not always consistent with the existing character of 

the neighborhood
• The build-to standard does not align with the Street Level Active Use 

Standard or Transparency Standards ensuring that the most activated 
portion of the building is at the street. 

Potential revisions to existing standards for slot homes: 
• Consider revisions to calibrate build to better respond to building use 

and neighborhood context
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Build To Alternatives
Build-To Alternatives are intended to define the public realm and enhance 
the visual quality of the street when it is not possible define the street edge 
with a building façade. 

Alternatives can be applied singularly or in combination to meet the required 
build-to standard. All permitted alternatives are, however not all alternatives 
are available in each zone district: 

• Permanent outdoor seating
• Private Open Space
• Garden Wall
• Pergola
• Arcade
• Courtyard 

Build-to alternatives relate to the public realm engagement and neighbor-
hood context components of the problem statement as described in Section 
2.2 on page 28.

 Advantages of Build to Alternatives

• Provide flexibility, especially for larger sites where the building is not 
large enough to meet the standard

Disadvantages to Build-to Alternatives: 
• Does not always achieve the intent to enhance the public realm with 

a defined street edge 

Potential revisions to existing standards for slot homes: 
• Explore appropriateness of alternatives for residential buildings
• Develop new alternatives
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Setback Standards
Setbacks are the minimum distance in which a building be set back from 
the zone lot line. Setback standards are intended to site buildings consistent 
with the intended character and use buildings to create positive transition 
between districts and developments. Setback standards provide a minimum 
distance in which buildings and other features must be set-back from the 
zone lot line. 

Primary Street Setback
Primary street setbacks relate to the public realm engagement, neighbor-
hood context, and impacts to neighborhoods components of the problem 
statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Side Interior/Street Setback
Primary street setbacks relate to the neighborhood context, and impacts to 
neighborhoods components of the problem statement as described in Sec-
tion 2.2 on page 28.

Rear Setback

Rear setbacks relate to the neighborhood context and impacts to neighbor-
hoods components of the problem statement as described in Section XX.XX. 

Advantages of Setbacks: 
• Setbacks greater than 0-feet can maintain a continuous pattern of 

open space along the street and sidewalk 
• Side and rear setbacks can protect privacy 

Disadvantages of Setbacks: 
• Setbacks do not always respond to the context or use

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Develop setback standards that are more responsive to context and 

use
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BUILDING & FIRE CODE SETABCKS 

Often times, Building and Fire Code 
will place setback requirements to 
the side interior dependent on the 
uses and amount of glazing. For the 
details of standards relating the the 
Building and Fire code, please see 
page 23 for Building and Fire stan-
dards. 

Setback Encroachments 
Setback Encroachments are intended to allow minor architectural elements 
to encroach into a setback while maintaining an open and unobstructed 
minimum setback space. Dependent upon the encroachment, certain archi-
tectural, site and service/utility elements may encroach into the setback as 
specified in the Denver Zoning Code Design Standard Exceptions Section. 
Examples of allowable encroachments are porches, canopies, access ramps, 
gas and electric meters, and solar panels. 

Primary street setbacks relate to the public realm engagement, neighbor-
hood context, building mass and scale, and impacts to neighborhoods com-
ponents of the problem statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Setback Encroachments:
• Can provide an incentive to construct a porch or canopy to further 

define the pedestrian entry or create a transition of semi-private 
space

• Provide flexibility for placement of utility equipment that may be 
required by other agencies such as excel or the fire department

Disadvantages of Setback Encroachments:
• Enables for "less desirable" utility equipment to be placed at the front 

of the building in a way that can detract from the character of the 
public realm

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Explore appropriateness of alternatives
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Block Sensitive Setbacks
Block Sensitive Setback standards are intended to maintain an established 
context or patter by ensuring that the setback is sensitive to the existing 
block context. Block Sensitive Setbacks are applied when there are at least 
three residential structures on the same primary street frontage. Through 
the use of reference lots, a minimum setback is established which ensures 
that the development is not located any closer to the primary street than the 
closest front facade of the structure of the reference zone lot. 

Block Sensitive Setbacks relate to the public realm engagement, neighbor-
hood context, building mass and scale components of the problem state-
ment as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages to Block Sensitive Setbacks: 
• Maintains the character established by the existing block context

Disadvantages to Block Sensitive Setbacks: 
• Forces a build condition based off of an existing condition that may 

change over time as redevelopment occurs

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Develop setback standards that are more responsive to changing 

areas
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Zone Lot Standards
Zone Lot Size Minimum standards are intended to provide a minimum lot 
area required for development. This ensures that zone lots cannot be re-
duced to a size that is not compatible with the character of the district. The 
zone lot minimum the total area within the property zone lot lines excluding 
adjacent or abutting right-of-way. 

Zone Lot Width Minimum standards are intended to maintain an estab-
lished context of lot width. Often, zone lot with will be associated to a spe-
cific building form which is only available for use once the minimum stan-
dard has been met. Zone lot width is the distance between the zone lot lines 
intersecting the Primary Street zone lot line. 

Zone Lot standards relate to the neighborhood context and building mass 
and scale components of the problem statement as described in Section 2.2 
on page 28.

Advantages of Zone Lot Minimum: 
• Maintains a rhythm of the street character
• Building forms and uses can be calibrated to the size of the zone lot 

(ie. An apartment building form could not be built on a 3,000 sf zone 
lot, where as a urban house or duplex could be built)

Disadvantages of Zone Lot Minimum: 
• Might restrict lots for certain types of development 

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Consider revisions to calibrate minium standards to better respond to 

building form and neighborhood context
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Building Coverage Standards
Building Coverage standards are intended to provide a minimum area of 
openness on a lot by limiting the amount of area that buildings may occupy. 
Building coverage provided as a maximum percentage of the zone lot that 
may be occupied by the building. The building coverage measurement in-
cludes: structure completely/partially enclosed, decks and exterior balconies. 

Building coverage minimums relate to the neighborhood context and build-
ing mass and scale components of the problem statement as described in 
Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Building Coverage maximums: 
• Ensures that a minimum amount of open space is provides
• Promotes openness between structures

Disadvantages of Building Coverage maximums: 
• Reduces flexibility 

Potential revisions to standards for slot homes: 
• Could be required in some contexts or forms where in alignment with 

the character 

Building Coverage Exemptions
Building Coverage Exemptions are provided to structures such as detached 
accessory dwelling units, detached garage, and front porches. The intent of 
these exemptions is to promote street activation and building flexibility. 
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3.3 VEHICLE PARKING DESIGN
Vehicle Parking Standards and Design tools address the minimum requirements for vehicle parking. Parking design 
tools address the arrangement and design of spaces used for vehicular movement and parking.

Minimum Parking Standards & Exceptions
Minimum parking standards set a minimum number of off-street vehicle parking spaces based on the number of 
residential units or square footage of a specific use in a development. They are intended to balance vehicular park-
ing needs with city-wide pedestrian and multi-modal transportation objectives. The Denver Zoning Code provides 
limited exceptions, to minimum parking standards for small zone lots, historic structures, ground floor retail in mixed 
use projects, tree preservation and projects with affordable /senior housing, small units, bike/car share facilities or 
proximity to multi-modal transit. 

Minimum parking standards relate to neighborhood design, and vehicle impacts components of the problem state-
ment as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Minimum Parking Standards
• Reduces potential parking impacts on existing residents
• Exceptions and alternatives can provide flexibility

Disadvantages of Minimum Parking Standards 
• May promote façade designs with limited activation where parking is located behind street-facing facades
• Increases development costs and reduces housing affordability
• Does not consider site-specific on-street parking supply or demand

Potential use of this tool to address the Problem Statement: 
• Could consider standards to encourage/discourage provision of on-site vehicular parking
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Parking Location
Parking locations standards are intended to minimize the visual impacts of 
parking areas to the public realm and the adjacent properties while minimiz-
ing conflicts between pedestrians and vehicles.

Currently, parking location standards only apply to surface vehicular parking.  

The Street Level Active Use requirement also impacts the location and 
amount of structured parking located within the front 15-feet of the build-
ing meeting the primary street build-to standard. 

Parking location standards relate to the public realm engagement, neigh-
borhood context, and vehicular parking components of the problem state-
ment as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of parking location standards
• Ensures vehicular parking does not adversely impact the public realm

Disadvantages of parking location standards
• Might restrict some development configurations 

Potential revisions to  parking location standards
• Consider potential revisions on where parking is allowed on site
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Vehicle Parking Layout, Access and Circulation
The following standards apply to all off-street parking areas except for single-unit and two-unit developments. 

Parking layout standards include the parking space angles, parking aisle, garage door setbacks. These standards 
ensure that a minium 5-foot back-out space is provided at the end of parking rows along with providing a 5-foot 
setback when the public alley is used to access the garage. 

Vehicle access is commonly required from the alley, however access can be provided from the street when no alley 
is present. In General and Shopfront building forms, when there are three or more side-by-side dwelling units in one 
structure, alley access is required when present. For developments in higher intensity districts that do not have units 
side-by-side, vehicular access is determined at time of Site Development Plan Review. 

Parking access and circulation standards provide the minimum width for internal drives to ensure access and egress 
from each parking space in a standard two-turn movement. The minium width for two-way traffic is 20-feet  and 23-
feet required for 90-degree parking spaces. 

Parking layout, access and circulation standards relate to the public realm engagement, neighborhood context, and 
vehicular parking components of the problem statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of Parking Layout, Access and Circulation
• Ensures adequate accessibility and safety for parking areas 
• Ensures vehicular parking does not adversely impact the public realm

Disadvantages of  Parking Layout, Access and Circulation
• Might discourage better designs that diminish parking impacts to the public realm

Potential revisions to  parking Layout, Access and Circulation
• Consider revisions to miniumdim dimensions to better align with exsiting context and minimize impcats

VEHICLE ACCESS
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Perimeter Surface Parking Lot Landscaping Standards
Parking screening and landscaping standards are intended to minimize the 
visual impacts of parking areas to the public realm and the adjacent proper-
ties. Permieter planting strips, trees and garden walls can be required within 
the zone lot between any surface parking lot an the street. Standards for 
these vary by cotnext and/or district. 

Parking landscaping standards relate to the public realm engagement, 
neighborhood context, and vehicular parking components of the problem 
statement as described in Section 2.2 on page 28.

Advantages of parking lot landscaping standards
• Provides visual relief from vehcular use areas

Disadvantages of  parking lot landscaping standards
• Minimum landscaping requriements may not suffiecntly address the 

vehicular impactcs to the public realm

Potential revisions to parking lot landscaping standards
• Consider increasing landscape standards for parking areas



TOUR GROUP 1
Sunnyside & Highland
Tejon Street 

How is slot home development affecting the 
neighborhood you toured?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the lowest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the highest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
 Name: ________________________________

The following are questions to understand 
your overall impression of the tour. Please fill 
out after the tour. 

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

       Denotes a tour stop
       Denotes a location of a slot home that can be the optional review

Main street zoning, breaking up consistency of pe-
destrian realm on block face, overshadowing of sin-
gle unit dwelling backyards on neighboring lots or 
turning backs on neighbors

Impacts on neighbors and vehicle oriented design 
public realm engagement

Contextual design

Impacts on neighbors



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

DETACHED PARKING
4033Tejon Street
U-MS-2 
Shopfront 1

Neutral / Good - 3.66

Good / Very Good - 4.66

Poor - 2.33 

Neutral - 3

Very Poor - 1

Totals: 14.66/25 = 59% 

No, first level elevated with no 
porch

Some brick is nice to see

Mass and scale of the corner com-
mercial development, no transition 
to residential

Not really

Alley loaded!

Privacy a big issue

Street engagement is minimal

North side setback is a failure

Poor on street engagement

Good use of build-to address wall 

Alley loaded and hidden gas meters 
and in scale with neighbors, better 
than most



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

SINGLE ROW
4030 Tejon Street
U-MS-2 
Shopfront 2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.66

Poor - 2

Poor - 2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.66

Very Poor - 1.33
Gas meters in front, no front door 
at street

Looks like a 3 story, no differential 
between floors

Very tall for a 2 story district 

Close to commercial height, no set-
back” 

Poor poor bungalow

Garages easily visible from street

Totals: 8.66/25 = 35% 

Looks like a 3 story in a 2 story dis-
trict, not good. 

Zero build-to line for residential is a 
bad standard.

Really bad.

Grade change on parking helps a lit-
tle bit



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

CENTER DRIVE
3501 Tejon Street
U-MX-3
Apartment 3

Good - 4.33

Very Poor/Poor - 1.5

Neutral/Good - 3.66

Neutral/Good - 3.66

Neutral - 3.3 Main street curb cut and alley ac-
cess is unfortunate

Low gas meters

Okay on Tejon, bland and bare on 
35th

Scale is okay, slight floor level artic-
ulation

No, because neighboring devel-
opment is similar and has very few 
windows

Wide center drive is very bad

Totals: 16.5/25 = 66% 

Center drive aisle is a killer, the alley 
is one of the more attractive facades 
(includes step-backs)

Step-back at alley works well, front 
and corner address ROW, but gas me-
ters @ drive/front are bad 



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

4CENTER DRIVE
3334 Tejon St
U-MS-2
Shopfront

Neutral/Good - 3.66

Poor/Neutral - 2.16

Poor/Neutral - 2.66

Poor/Neutral - 2.66

Poor/Neutral - 2.66 Has some landscaping, well artic-
ulated, good transparency, but no 
entries and lack of utilities is good

Scale is good, does not read as too 
tall, but center drive aisle is not 
contextual

Broken up and articulated, but 
confused in horizontal and vertical 
articulation

Not bad, similar mass and setbacks 
as neighbors

Drive aisle on street kills it

Totals: 13.8./25 = 55% 

Combined vehicle and pedestrian 
access is not good, because it allows 
side facades to be back sides, invisi-
ble to owners, worse than others for 
impacts to neighbors

nice modern composition, but too 
many colors



TOUR GROUP 2
Berkeley Neighborhood
Tennyson Area 

How is slot home development affecting the 
neighborhood you toured?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the lowest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the highest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
 Name: ________________________________

The following are questions to understand 
your overall impression of the tour. Please fill 
out after the tour. 

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

       Denotes a tour stop
       Denotes a location of a slot home that can be the optional review

Changing context from single-family w/business to 
100% residential in massive forms that poorly ad-
dress the public realm, changing scale completely, 
making large areas of block inactive, erasing local 
patterns

Neighborhood impact

Contextual design and public realm

Vehicular orientation, but still scored very low,  ones 
that accessed parking from the alley helped



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

SINGLE ROW
4539 N Tennyson 
U-MX-3
Apartment 1

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor/Poor - 1.2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor/Poor - 1.5

No transparency, no pedestrian en-
try, garbage collecting in front

No mixed use, neighboring prop-
erty will be torn down

Compatible only with other like 
properties

Negative impacts, closed windows, 
no ownership of trash in front

Curb cut is dangerous, hole of 
driveway is threatening

Totals: 6.9/25 = 28% 

Awful, sad

What we want to prevent...



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

CENTER DRIVE
4533 Tennyson St
U-MX-3
General 2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor/Poor - 1.8

Very Poor/Poor - 1.6

Very Poor/Poor - 1.6

Very Poor/Poor - 1.8

Base is articulated, garden wall 
could be better

Not contextual to existing residen-
tial or commercial

Too massive, could be broken 
down in scale, facade is calmer 
which is good

Overlooks private spaces of neigh-
bors, shows it’s guts (garages) to 
public realm

At least no curb cut, but still un-
pleasant to stare at garages

Totals: 8.2/25 = 33% 

Has more windows, slightly less hos-
tile than the last

Calmer, parking still dreary, com-
pared to the warmth of yellow brick 
building across the street



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

3SINGLE ROW
4460 Tennyson St
U-MX-3
General

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor - 1

Very Poor/Poor - 1.2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Very Poor/Poor - 1.2

Terrible entry experience, irregular 
windows, chaotic

Has nothing to do with existing 
rhythm of block

Nothing to mitigate mass, nothing 
to order facade

Overlooks backyards, sad tree lawn

Dark, scary entrance

Totals: 6.2/25 = 25% 

Chaotic

Ugly



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

4SINGLE ROW
4321 N Tennyson 
U-MX-3, UO-1, UO-2
General 

Very Poor/Poor - 1.6

Neutral/Good - 3.2

Very Poor/Poor - 1.8

Very Poor/Poor - 1.4

Poor - 2

Having two entry doors is better, 
could be setup to convert to com-
mercial

Could have looked at commercial 
properties next door, ground floor 
is dead, does not match context

Completely overpowers others in 
height and lack of articulation

Oversized, shadows neighbors

Good, better to not have curb cut

Totals: 10/25 = 40% 

Ugly

A little better

How can we encourage conversion to 
business (i.e. ground floor retail)



TOUR GROUP 3
West Colfax
Sloan Lake Area

How is slot home development affecting the 
neighborhood you toured?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the lowest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
Which problem statement elements (i.e., 
“Street Engagement” and/or “Contextual De-
sign”) did you rank the highest overall?
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
_______________________________________
 Name: ________________________________

The following are questions to understand 
your overall impression of the tour. Please fill 
out after the tour. 

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

Neighborhood changing very quickly, soon this will 
be the only type of home here, overall it is negative-
ly affecting the neighborhood - many of the homes 
had ‘blank’ walls facing the street 

Street engagement, public realm engagement, ve-
hicle oriented design

Contextual design and impact on neighbors, impact 
on neighbors



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

CENTER DRIVE
1732 Lowell Blvd
G-MU-3
Apartment 1

Very Poor/Poor - 1.875

Neutral/Good - 3.5

Poor/Neutral - 2.75

Very Poor/Poor - 1.875

Poor/Neutral - 2.5

So high up, just patios 

Makes a statement...

In a changing context

Kind of bulky

Looming over original neighbor 
with a retaining wall between

Totals: 12.625/25 = 51% 

Make street trees mandatory, stor-
age of trash, block sensitive setback 
doesn’t always work

Starts so high above surrounding 
grade, feels intimidating

Materials/elements feel good

Feels out of place, very tall, materials 
don’t match neighborhood, ground 
garages are inactive

Does feel like it faces the street



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

CENTER COURT/MEWS
3476 W 17th Ave
G-MU-3
Apartment 2

Poor/Neutral - 2.5

Poor/Neutral - 2.5

Poor/Neutral - 2.5

Poor/Neutral - 2.25

Very Poor/Poor - 1.5

No porch at sidewalk, windows go 
to a dead stairwell

Project does nothing to contribute 
to changing neighborhood

Angled parking was a small posi-
tive

Totals: 11.25/25 = 45% 

Sad

Transparency is under a stairwell, 
doors angled away from street, who 
maintains the lawn? 

None of the units face the street, no 
front doors, priority for vehicles over 
people



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

3CENTER DRIVE
3433 W 16th Ave
G-MU-3
Apartment

Poor/Neutral - 2.75

Very Poor/Poor - 1.75

Poor/Neutral - 2.25

Poor/Neutral - 2.125

Very Poor/Poor - 1.5

Missing windows, looks like the side is 
the least important

Define context...old context is rap-
idly leaving

Tiny windows, no porches 

New slot homes everywhere

Area is very busy to cars/traffic, not 
a huge impact on pedestrians

Totals: 10.38/25 = 42% 

This is pretty terrible, the focus is the 
vehicles and not the public realm

Sad face, 10 units plus a building in 
the back, garage windows at front, 
front door feels fake, big yard...who 
would want to maintain it? no side 
canopy because of “activity” 

Heavy face on street, no mass break 
provided in windows / transparency 

Double sided fence, not enough 
transparency



Problem Statement
Rating

Very...Poor...Neutral...Good...Very  
 Poor                                            Good

Comments

Public Realm Engagement
Does the development positively 
engage with the street and sidewalk 
frontages with street level activities, 
pedestrian entries, transparency or 
other facade design elements?

       1        2         3         4       5

Contextual Design
Does the development reflect the 
existing character or desired future 
conditions of the adjacent proper-
ties, block and neighborhood?

       1        2         3         4       5

Building Mass & Scale
Does the development incorporate 
design elements that promote com-
patible mass and scale?

       1        2         3         4       5

Impact on Neighbors
Does the development have nega-
tive privacy or other impacts on its 
immediately adjacent neighbors?

       1        2         3         4       5

Vehicle Oriented Design
Does the development integrate 
vehicle parking and access in a way 
that minimizes pedestrian and pub-
lic realm impacts?

       1        2         3         4       5

Other Comments

What is your overall impression of 
the development? Are there specific 
design elements that work well?
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
____________________________

Task Force MeeTing Two
Phase oneSLOT HOME E VALUAT I O N  & T E X T  A M EN D M EN T

4SINGLE ROW
3323 W 17th Ave
G-MU-3
Apartment 

Very Poor/Poor - 1.875

Poor/Neutral - 2.75

Poor - 2.125

Poor - 2.125

Poor - 2

Poor porch design, little fenced 
side yards are better

No help to develop a context

Attempts to break mass in height, 
same as others

Front doors facing away from 
street

Totals: 10.875/25 = 44% 

Nice brick/wall design, window goes 
to a garage...other side could use a 
window, tree lawn is gravel. 

Materials are already falling apart, 
again...why are there so few win-
dows? Cannot actually access the 
yards. 




