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A method of regulating A method of regulating 
urban development to 
achieve a specific form.p

- Form Based Code Institute

Use-Based

Form-Based

What is a Form Based Code?What is a Form Based Code?
Credit: Chris Brewster, Dan Jarrell, Scott Allen (MARC Roundable, March 5, 2009)
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Traditional Zoning Form Based Codes

Emphasis on use Emphasis on community

Maps are of zone districts Maps are of neighborhoods/streets

Emphasis on individual uses of 
property, rigid use of lot size, &
building placement

Emphasis on building relationships & 
on fitting building to its use & 
surroundings

Segregation of land uses Mixed usesSegregation of land uses Mixed uses

Uniformity in neighborhoods Diversity in neighborhoods

Limited ability to effect change Ability to transform or preserve

D i  t d d   dd D i  t d d  f d t lDesign standards are add-ons Design standards are fundamental

Setbacks Build-to lines

Often hard to understand requires Easier to understand and therefore 

Key DifferencesKey Differences
Adapted from: Form Based Codes, a Practical Guide, LSL Planning, Inc.

Often hard to understand – requires 
lots of interpretations

Easier to understand and therefore 
support
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Form Based Codes are:

1. Vision-Centered
2. Priority-Driven
3. Place-Based3. Place Based
4. Regionally Diverse
5. Consequential
6. Precise
7. Integrated
8. Predictable
9. Comprehensible
10 Adjustable10. Adjustable

Adapted from: Form-Based Codes, Parolek et al, 2008, 
foreword by Stefanos Polyzoides

Principles of FBCsPrinciples of FBCs
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 The Regulating Plan The Regulating Plan

 Public Space Standards

 Building Form Standards

 Frontage Type StandardsFrontage Type Standards

 Block Standards

 Building Type Standards

 Architectural Standards 

Components of FBCComponents of FBC

Architectural Standards 
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 Street-BasedS as d

The Regulating PlanThe Regulating Plan
Farmers Branch, TX
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 Building Type-Basedu d g yp as d

The Regulating PlanThe Regulating Plan
(BART Pleasant Hill, CA)
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 Transect-Baseda s as d

The Regulating PlanThe Regulating Plan
(Smart Code)
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 Frontage-Basedo ag as d

The Regulating PlanThe Regulating Plan
Columbia Pike Code, Arlington County, VA
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 Building Formu d g o

StandardsStandards
Woodford County, KY

Redmond Public OutreachRedmond Public Outreach

StandardsStandards



 Frontage Typeo ag yp

StandardsStandards So ce  Sma t Code
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StandardsStandards Source: Smart Code



 Blocko

StandardsStandards

Uptown Whittier, CA
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 Public Spacesub Spa s

StandardsStandards
Santa Ana Renaissance, CA
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 Street TypesS yp s

StandardsStandards
Source: Sarasota County FBC for Mixed-use Infill Development, by Kohl & Partners and Spikowski Planning Assoc.
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 Building Type (Optional)u d g yp (Op o a )

StandardsStandards
Sarasota County, FL
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 Architectural (Optional)u a (Op o a )

StandardsStandards
Source: Form Based Codes, a Practical Guide, LSL Planning, Inc.
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StandardsStandards



h Comprehensive 
rewrite  to create 
city-wide FBC

 Integrate a FBC 
chapter for specific p p
areas or zones

 “Floating” FBCoat g C

 Place-based Code

OptionsOptions
Redmond Public OutreachRedmond Public Outreach

pp



Examples:a p s

 Asuza, CA,
 Miami, FL
 Livermore, CA
 Leander, TX
 Post Falls, ID
 Taos, NM
 Flagstaff, AR (pending)

Comprehensive RewriteComprehensive Rewrite
Redmond Public OutreachRedmond Public Outreach

Comprehensive RewriteComprehensive Rewrite



 Requires strong policy basis in q g p y
Comprehensive Plan

 Active community engagement process

 Complicated and lengthy (but no more 
than conventional code rewrite)

 Is both a code and mapping exercisepp g

 Key issue: minimizing non-conformities  
resulting  from  new form based  zones 
in developed areas

Code during re-write

p

 Full time staff commitment for 1  
planner minimum

Comprehensive RewriteComprehensive Rewrite

 Experienced FBC consultant typical

Code after re-write
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Examples:

 Walnut Station (Eugene, OR)
 Hwy 99 Subarea Plan (Clark Co, WA, in 

progress, hybrid)
 23rd Street Corridor (Richman, CA)

Central Hercules Plan (Hercules  CA) Central Hercules Plan (Hercules, CA)
 Hercules Bayfront (Hercules, CA)
 Downtown Renaissance Plan (Santa Ana, 

CA)
 Downtown Specific Plan (Ventura, CA)
 Midtown Corridors Code (Ventura, CA)
 Columbia Park Plan and Code (Arlington, 

VA)
 Downtown Plan (Benicia, CA)
 Heart of Peoria Code (Peoria  IL) Heart of Peoria Code (Peoria, IL)
 Beach and Edinger Specific Plan 

(Huntington Beach, CA) 
 Central Petaluma Smart Code (Petaluma, 

CA)
Pleasant Hill Bart Station (Pleasant Hill  CA)

Integrate FBC for Specific AreasIntegrate FBC for Specific Areas

 Pleasant Hill Bart Station (Pleasant Hill, CA)
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 A combined master plan and FBC  A combined master plan and FBC 
process

 Focused on the vision for an area 
and innovative FBC to achieve itand innovative FBC to achieve it.

 Requires a land use program 

 Consultant typical.  Less staff time 
required than a city-wide update

 Allows experience with FBC before  Allows experience with FBC before 
further use

 Can be “pure” FBC or hybrid with 
i i  d

Integrate FBC for Specific AreasIntegrate FBC for Specific Areas

existing code
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Example:a p

 Sarasota Mixed Use and 
Infill Code (Sarasota 
County, Florida)

Optional Floating FBC ZoneOptional Floating FBC Zone
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 Exists in Code as optionp

 Is mapped at initiation of rezoning in 
targeted areas  (e.g. new 
neighborhoods in the urban fringe)

 Enabling policy and code chapter is 
prepared through public planning 
process, but then developer-initiated 
l tlater.

 Charrette process can be required

 Is mostly a code and procedural 
focus, with specific application later

 Requires similar staff commitment to 
“N  h  f  ifi  ” i

Optional Floating FBC ZoneOptional Floating FBC Zone

“New chapter for specific area” option
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Optional Floating FBC ZoneOptional Floating FBC Zone



H b id h  Hybrid approach –
traditional format, FBC 
standards, no regulating 
plan

 FBC graphics used for  FBC graphics used for 
development standards

 Pictures and graphics used 
for design guidelines

PlacePlace Based CodeBased Code
Redmond Public OutreachRedmond Public Outreach

PlacePlace--Based CodeBased Code



Logan  Utah Land Development CodeLogan  Utah Land Development Code
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Logan, Utah Land Development CodeLogan, Utah Land Development Code



 Hwy 99 Sub-Area, Clark County, WAy 99 Sub a, C a Cou y,

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Clark County WA Hwy 99 Subarea, by Makers
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 Hwy 99 Sub-Area, Clark County, WAy 99 Sub a, C a Cou y,

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Clark County WA Hwy 99 Subarea, by Makers
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 Lawrence SmartCode, KSa S a Cod , S

23rd & Louisiana 
Regulating Plan

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Lawrence Smart Code Infill PlanSource: Lawrence Smart Code Plan
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 Huntington Beach, CAu g o a , C

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Beach & Edinger Corridors Specific Plan, Huntington Beach, CA by Freedman Tung + Sasaki
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 Huntington Beach, CAu g o a , C

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Beach & Edinger Corridors Specific Plan, Huntington Beach, CA by Freedman Tung + Sasaki
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 Ventura, CAu a, C

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Midtown Corridors Development Code, by Rangwala Associates
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 Sarasota County, FLSa aso a Cou y,

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Sarasota County FBC for Mixed-use Infill Development, by Kohl & Partners and Spikowski Planning Assoc.
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 Sarasota County, FLSa aso a Cou y,

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: Sarasota County FBC for Mixed-use Infill Development, by Kohl & Partners and Spikowski Planning Assoc.
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 Eugene, ORug , O

FBC ExamplesFBC Examples
Source: S-SW Walnut Station Special Area Zone, Eugene, OR
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 Integrated Public and Private Development – connects public 
realm planning (e g  streets) with private realm (e g  buildings)realm planning (e.g. streets) with private realm (e.g. buildings)

 Design-Based – created to support livable, pedestrian-oriented 
communities

 Predictable provides clearer picture of what will be built Predictable – provides clearer picture of what will be built

• Quality Development - shifts emphasis from zoning compliance to 
development quality

Cl it M  hi  d i  t  d t d Clarity – More graphic and easier to understand

 Supported – improved code, created with public, leads to better 
support

T il d R fl  i  l l d Tailored – Reflects unique local needs

 Streamlined review – Potential for more administrative review

Potential BenefitsPotential Benefits
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 Master plan and mapping – Requires a physical plan, which 
requires cooperative property ownersrequires cooperative property owners

 Perception of Less Flexibility – Property owners may desire more 
flexibility for future ideas

Incorporation of Special Overlays Not as clear how FBC’s handle  Incorporation of Special Overlays – Not as clear how FBC s handle 
overlays

 Predictability of Traffic Impacts – Development reviews may still 
be needed for traffic/access impacts / p

 Still new – Practical experience relatively small (but rapidly 
growing and innovating)

 Integration with Oregon Law – Almost no experience to dateIntegration with Oregon Law Almost no experience to date

 Some developers’ view - “planners designing our products”

Potential DrawbacksPotential Drawbacks
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Use robust public involvement  Use robust public involvement 
process to create a FBC (Goal 
1)

 Start with the Comprehensive 
Plan…FBC must be consistent 
with it (Goal 2)with it (Goal 2)

 For “Goal 5” resources, FBC 
must still meet OAR 660-023  must still meet OAR 660-023, 
and should extend one 
consistent approach locally to 
meeting state req’ts (Goal 5)

FBCs and Oregon Planning GoalsFBCs and Oregon Planning Goals

meeting state req ts (Goal 5)
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 Amount of employment lands allowed through a FBC 
must be consistent with the local Economic Opportunities must be consistent with the local Economic Opportunities 
Analysis (Goal 9)

Housing types and amounts allowed through a FBC must  Housing types and amounts allowed through a FBC must 
be consistent with the local housing analysis (Goal 10) 

Th  T t ti  Pl i  R l  till li   FBC i   The Transportation Planning Rule still applies.  FBC is 
excellent tool for implementing some TPR provisions.  
Ability to project traffic impacts of specific uses still 
needed by ODOT to evaluate impacts on state facilities  needed by ODOT to evaluate impacts on state facilities. 
(Goal 12)

FBCs and Oregon Planning GoalsFBCs and Oregon Planning Goals
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FBCs and Oregon Planning GoalsFBCs and Oregon Planning Goals



1. Diagnostic and goals 
Wh t i  th  C d  d  t  b  fi d d h t d  t?– What in the Code needs to be fixed and what does not?

- What are the goals of a potential code update?
- Are there potential changes to the Redmond Framework 
Pl ?  Plan?  

2. Coordination with State – Coordinate with DLCD/ODOT on 
l l h d h d l f hany potential policy changes, and the details of how a 

FBC can help with implementation.   

3. Continuing education – Continue process of community 
education about FBCs.  Talk to other cities who have 
experience with them.  

Potential Next Steps for RedmondPotential Next Steps for Redmond
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S t P li  Fi t  Th  I l t With th  C dSet Policy First, Then Implement With the Code.

Key Guideline for Any Code UpdateKey Guideline for Any Code Update
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4. Evaluate options – What is the best way to achieve 
the city’s goals?  If a FBC appears to be a good 
solution, what type of FBC code and regulating plan 
does the City envision?  Options to be considered:

- Comprehensive rewriteComprehensive rewrite
- New FBC chapter for specific area
- Optional floating FBC zone

Potential Next Steps for RedmondPotential Next Steps for Redmond
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5. Resources and coordination – Evaluate costs and staff 
commitments for code updates.  

5. Scoping and timeframe – Create a work program. Plan the p g p g
code update as a series of cumulative milestones (small 
successes).  Include a design workshop(s) as part of the 
process.  

6. Initiate code update process

Potential Next Steps for RedmondPotential Next Steps for Redmond
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“Cities have to move to a new system. They 
should look at the streets they like and the public 
spaces they like and then write the rules to get p y g
more of what they like and less of what they 
don’t. Conventional zoning doesn’t do that. It 
just gives a use and a density and then you hope j g y y p
for the best.”

Peter Katz

In Peter Katz’s OpinionIn Peter Katz’s Opinion
Redmond Public OutreachRedmond Public Outreach

In Peter Katz s Opinion…In Peter Katz s Opinion…



Questions and DiscussionQuestions and Discussion
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