A2D2 Community Workshop Summary

May 30, 2007

On May 30, 2007 over 80 people attended the first of three community workshops to establish urban
design concepts and design guidelines for downtown Ann Arbor. The workshop provided an opportunity
for participants to discuss design objectives for downtown’s various commercial, mixed-use and
neighborhood areas.

Workshop Assignments
Workshop participants worked as members of eight teams. Each team completed four assignments.

Assignment #1: Defining Character Districts
Review the edges and centers of downtown’s character districts and:
* Identify design characteristics for shopping street, residential, industrial and university areas.
e Identify areas where you would modify the boundaries of proposed character districts.
* Circle streets or blocks you feel best represent design characteristics in each district.
* Identify two or three important existing design features in each character district.

Assignment #2: Urban Design Framework

Identify overall urban design concepts including:
* Design characteristics for open space, gateways, landmarks and focal points
* Primary travel routes into downtown
* Important gateway locations and types (land use, scale, character, etc.)
e Existing and future open spaces
e Landmarks

Assignment #3: Character District Design Objectives
Identify three important design objectives for each character district including:
* Shape and massing of buildings
* Roof and building form
e Street edge and orientation
e Dominant materials and colors
* Character of landscaping/streetscaping
e Other important features




Assignment #4: Design Review Approach

Identify the best way to provide design guidance for each objective and whether the tools should be
voluntary and advisory, codified with mandatory development standards, and/or supported by qualitative
design guidelines.

Workshop Summary
The eight teams presented a brief summary of their efforts. They were asked to:

* Provide one example on how they modified character district boundaries.
* Describe gateways and open space added by their group.
* Present design objectives for one character district.

The following are highlights from the teams’ verbal presentations. Complete summaries of their maps and
written efforts can be found on the final pages of this summary.

Character District Boundaries
All the teams made some modifications to character areas. They expanded, contracted and created new
character districts.

Kerrytown: Three teams either expanded the character area to include adjacent residential uses
or recommended that the traditional single-family areas be preserved as an extension of the
neighborhoods to the north. Also, a team expanded the commercial area to include Zingerman'’s.

Midtown or Liberty District: The Division Street area was viewed by two teams as an important
transitional area that responded to a variety on contexts and enhanced connections between
shopping areas and neighborhoods. The area was referred to as Midtown or Liberty District.

University District: One team proposed expanding the University Character District outside the
DDA boundary to include areas to the west and south.

West of Main: One team recommended a new character district west of Main Street (to the depot
area) that includes the traditional brick building stock. They called the area Bricktown.

Historic Center: One team reduced the size of the Historic Center area to be bounded by Main
Street, 5" Street and Huron.

Huron: A team proposed a new character district on Huron between Division and State Street. A
design objective for the new character district would be to preserve the front yard setbacks
present in the existing buildings.



Gateways and Open Space
Each team identified additional open space and changes in the location and scope of the “downtown
gateway features” recommended in the Downtown Vision and Policy Framework.

The teams noted that:

* Some gateways are linear entry zones, not a single intersection.

* Activity areas, such as artist districts, can act as gateways into downtown.

* Entries are different depending on their location, sequence in the travel experience and the mode
of travel. Some may be internal transition gateways or focal points.

Gateway locations presented by the teams included:

North Gateways

* North Main at Depot/River

e Fuller Parkway at Huron (some at Miller)
West Gateways

*  Huron Gateway Zone

* Madison at RR

* Liberty at RR (some teams removed this)
South Gateways

* Packard commercial area

*  South Main Zone from Madison/RR to Williams

* Madison at State

e State at Williams (some teams moved this to Division at Williams)
East Gateways

* South University at Washtenaw

Open space ideas presented by teams included:

e Greenway along Allen Creek/floodway
* Bikeway along railroad tracks
e Library parking lot




Design Objectives
Each team presented design objective for one of their character districts. The design objectives presented
often reflected their desire to modify or create new character districts.

Kerrytown District
* Food, arts and nightclub activities
* Eclectic and diverse area
e Architectural variety/materials
e Preservation of the character of traditional residential neighborhoods/residential
* References to the industrial character of the floodway/industrial area

Liberty Street/Midtown District/ Huron Transitional District (5"/Huron/Division/Williams)
* Unique identity
* Enhanced links to adjacent shopping and neighborhood areas
* Higher density to “take pressure off” other areas
*  Architectural variety
* Consistent green setbacks (match existing buildings)

Summary of Team Character District Objectives

In their group session, each team competed a matrix of design objectives and potential regulatory
approaches. The full text of each team’s matrix is included later in this document. A summary of the
objectives identified for each of the original five character districts is provided below.

Character District | Objectives

*  Continue to follow historic district regulations

* Traditional scale

*  Step height back after two to three-stories (some groups felt that the maximum height
should be four-stories

Well defined street-edge

Transparency at the street level

Tall first floor storefronts

Narrow lots

Continue the pattern of flat roofs for commercial and gabled roofs for residential
Strong cornice-line

Sloped awnings

Clearly identified building entries

‘Punched’ windows

Inviting street furniture

Public art

Appropriate signage

Porous surfaces

Quantitative standards for mass and scale and qualitative guidelines for historic
materials, etc.

Historic Center

Eclectic massing

Two to three-story buildings (Over two-stories should be set back)
Development that is sensitive to the existing context
Relatively low floor area ratio

Industrial motif

Brick and wood

Street lighting

Minimal decoration

Flat and gable roofs

Mixed rooflines

Mixed setbacks

Brick

Tree canopy

Mixed-use

A mix of open and closed plaza areas

Kerry Town




Continue to follow historic district regulations
Strong line of three-story buildings along frontage
Transparency at street level

Unique storefronts

High quality glass

Narrow buildings

Transitions to residential on north and south sides
Traditional awning shapes

Corner entrances

Street plantings

Wide sidewalks

Balconies

Quantitative standards for mass and scale and qualitative guidelines for other design
elements

State Street

»  Strong line of two to three-story buildings at street level
* Transparency and design for the street level

Scaled setbacks with greenswards

Street plantings

Huge planters

Lighting in areas adjoining residential

Qualitative guidelines if possible

University Area

Strong building massing (larger buildings than in surrounding areas)

Maximum height of five-stories (some groups thought that buildings should be two to
three-stories

Retain historic industrial buildings

Interior courtyard parking

Relatively deep setbacks with green space

Non-motorized path

Large windows

Brick

Eco-friendly green roofs and roof gardens

Open space transitions

Entertainment around Ashley and First

Quantitative standards for mass and scale and qualitative guidelines for other design
elements

Industrial Area

Design Review Approach: Use Both Standards and Guidelines
At the end of the workshop the teams were asked if any one felt guidelines were not required to meet their
design objectives. All the teams assumed guidelines would be required.

On their summary matrix of design objectives, each team identified the type of development review tools
that would be necessary to implement each character district. These included quantitative development
standards, qualitative design guidelines and “no action”— leaving the existing standards in place.

All the teams identified the need for both standards and guidelines for the character areas. The only
exception was for the University character area where some teams felt the City had little or no control
over design. Some teams stressed the need for form-based standards that shape buildings and
guidelines for roof design, materials, architectural features, the street edge and open space.

Summary of Feedback by Workshop Team
A summary of all printed material received from each workshop team is provided on the following pages.




Team 1

Defining Characteristics for Streets and Urban Design Features

Shopping Streets

Industrial Areas

Residential Streets

University Campus

* Storefronts along
sidewalk edge

e 2-4 story streetwalls

*  Flat roof
forms/parapets

*  Masonry walls/
"punched” windows

e Transparent
storefronts

* Canopy/awnings

* Pedestrian-scaled
sighage

OTHER:
* Defined street edge
e Trees separate

* Simple, utilitarian
building forms

* 1-3 stories

* Brick/masonry
formal front
facades

* Metal and frame
shed additions

* Steel sash multi-
pane windows

OTHER:

* Railroad

e Topography

e More open space/
under utilized

e Front yards, side
yards

* Street-oriented
entries/porches

* Sloped roofs/gable
and hip forms

* 2-3 stories

* Raised entry levels

*  Wood siding

OTHER:

e Trees

* Landscaping within the
setback

* Slower speed of traffic

e Quadrangle
planning

* Interior block
open
space/quads

* Visual open
space

e “Brick tradition”

OTHER:
e Larger scaled
buildings

e Larger trees
e Parking structure
(non public)

sidewalk from parking | = Coarser
*  Width of sidewalks
*  Proportion of street to
sidewalk
* Slower speed of traffic
Open Space Landmarks Gateways Nodes/Focal Points

e Programmed spaces
* Visual open space

OTHER:
* Public seating
furniture

* Green open spaces

e Open spaces:
Diagnol at corner of
N. University,
Farmer’s Market, and
4" & Catherine

* Iconic forms
e Cultural symbol

* Entry, contrast in scale
and character
¢ Transition in land use

OTHER:

¢ Huron and all west
streets

e Openness/ Open
space

e Topography

e Bridge and highways

* Move gateway from
Huron to Catherine &
Glen

* Social/leconomic

focus

* Spatial
definition/enclos
ure

OTHER:




Defining

Ct

e
etaria

Detning Dotinng Dolining
C Ch [
*Birve kit By Tt pan e s+ Oeange vy
et + St arat o M o
1 e g i
. Trew o Buywd i Vo e e
it R PRt

S e 23 ey

el *Funed ey

B R T

poasey

TR Sty
. D




Character District Objectives and Design Review Approach

Materials Public Private Open
. Roof Architectural Street Edge Parks and P Zoning/ Qualitative .
Massing and . Space and Other T No Action
Shape Features Design Streetscap Standards Guide-lines
Colors e Landscape
- Transparency
Reflect Tradlt!onal at the
traditional Ornate materials edestrian Use zonin
f : parapets Ornate parapets | and colors p Use 9 Continue to honor | See individual See individual See individual
Historic scale U o level _— standards and B . . .
. se Use qualitative Use . qualitative e historic district design features to design design features
Center Use zoning — o — Use zoning - qualitative .
qualitative guidelines qualitative guidelines - regulations left features to left to left
standards - - standards and guidelines
guidelines guidelines e
qualitative
guidelines
Conti Mix zero lot A mix of open
ontinue .
) . ) lines and front and closed
Eclectic mixed Variety I Use I See individual See individual See individual
Kerry massing rooflines Use qualitative Use plaza areas - plaza areas s s s
T Use zoning Use guidelines qualitative Use zoning qualitative Use zoning design features to design design features
- - standards and guidelines standards and left features to left to left
standards qualitative guidelines e e
- qualitative qualitative
guidelines - -
guidelines guidelines
) Transparency )
Compgnble/ - Use Use zoning Use Use zoning Continue to honor | See individual See individual See individual
State Traditional Use Use qualitative - - standards and ) s s s
) - s qualitative standards and qualitative e regulations for design features to design design features
Street Use zoning qualitative guidelines - - - qualitative . SR
- guidelines qualitative guidelines - historic districts left features to left to left
standards guidelines - guidelines
guidelines
Transparency Use zoning
University ) Use' ) Use qualitative Use' ) Use zoning Use' ) standards and Seg individual Seg individual Seg individual
Use zoning qualitative s qualitative standards and qualitative e design features to design design features
Area - guidelines - - - qualitative
standards guidelines guidelines qualitative guidelines - left features to left to left
- guidelines
guidelines
Provide open Provide open
Use zoning space space
: Use - Use o transitions See individual See individual See individual
Industrial ) - Use qualitative - standards and transitions . . . .
A Use zoning qualitative uidelines qualitative ualitative Use Use zoning design features to design design features
=g standards guidelines 9 guidelines qualta - standards and left features to left to left
guidelines qualitative e
- qualitative
guidelines -
guidelines
Between
State and
Main
Along
Division
from
Huron to
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