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City of Flagstaff High Occupancy Housing Policy Workshop - May 22, 2017
MEETING SUMMARY

Meeting Objectives:
•
•
•

To Involve the public in developing proposed HOH policies and code updates
To fully understand areas without consensus for further refinement
To ensure that the policies proposed in the draft HOH Plan are implementable and
complete

Executive Summary
The Policy Workshop was the fourth phase of the High Occupancy Housing Plan. The presented
policies were informed by focus groups held in April 2017. The workshop solicited feedback on
policies around the following topics: Support Small-and Medium-scale buildings, HOH as part of
Complete Activity Centers, Efficient and Equitable transportation, HOH and Public Spaces and
Reduce Waste and Increase Energy Efficiency.
There was consensus amongst workshop attendees that the proposed HOH policies were
generally good ideas and, furthermore, constructive feedback was provided on how
participants would refine policies. However, there was some pushback related to collecting fees
from citizens, the need for incremental revenue to achieve select policy objectives and
requiring/mandating regulations. In order to address comments and concerns, City Staff will
provide more information on the following subjects:
•

•
•
•

The scale of viewsheds and its proposed analysis should be further detailed. Workshop
attendees noted the importance of viewsheds to the City of Flagstaff and individual
neighborhood character. However, there was some concern that viewshed analyses
would require additional City funding and further hinder the development of much
needed housing.
More delineation is needed between high occupancy and high density.
Further clarification and differentiation between regional scale activity centers and
neighborhood scale activity centers.
Prop 207 risks and potential implications.
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•
•

The feasibility of rainwater catchment as well as requiring reclaimed water for irrigation
and toilets.
The likelihood that City Council can repeal State legislation related to Arizona’s
inclusionary zoning ban and historic preservation obstacles.
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High Occupancy Housing (HOH) presentation
•
•
•

How did we get here?
What do we do now?
Roadmap for giving feedback tonight

Questions asked and answered during presentation:
Question: What about neighborhood character? TDM sounds like something that is trying to
move people away from their cars.
Answer: Character is important but difficult to define. We have fewer regulatory tools we can
use to manage for it in Arizona due to State laws. Each neighborhood has a character, which is
valuable but is not easy to regulate. We cannot regulate who lives where, because it violates
the law and principles of fair housing, but we can help the built environment including streets
form the character.
Question: Can student housing be a use in the zoning code, like by being rented by room? What
has staff discussed about prop 207?
Answer: 207 is a 2006 voter initiative, which prohibits the government from taking away
existing property rights. There is now a process that the property owner must follow to be
compensated for changes in zoning they perceive as reducing their property’s value. This
opened a new area of legal and financial risk for cities. Downzoning large areas of Flagstaff will
be cost prohibitive. Staff is not limiting proposed policies that have some legal risk but
ultimately the amount of risk the City takes on is a City Council decision. Council could be willing
to take some legal risk but that is not up to staff to decide.
Answer: Rent by room: At this time, we require a CUP for rent by the room multifamily housing.
One CUP has been granted, since that policy in code was added. Other ways to regulate renting
by room are tricky. It is difficult to enforce. At this time, staff has not found a better way to
manage this issue and is not proposing changes at this time.
Question: To calibrate what we are looking at, why are the Woodlands Village apartments not
on the projects map?
Answer: There are new multi-family housing projects in Woodlands Village but they are below
29 units per acre, they cannot get above that density because they are not mixed use.
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Dot Exercise Instructions
Exercise Purpose: To identify areas of agreement, disagreement and further work in developing
possible HOH policies for the City of Flagstaff.
You can have as many dots as you would like but we ask that you please use only one dot per
potential policy. The purpose of the exercise is not voting or prioritizing. It is about getting a
sense of different responses and the reasons why. Therefore, it is important that if you use a
red or yellow dot that you take a moment to write “why” in the margin of the poster or on the
blank sheets next to the policies.
Staff will be standing near the posters to help answer questions and guide you through the
exercise.
•

Red Dot – This is a terrible idea. Drop it.
Comment prompt: Do you have an alternative to suggest?

•

Yellow Dot – Not a bad idea but it needs some work.
Comment prompt: How can we make it work better?

•

Green Dot – This is a good idea.
Comment prompt: Keep refining it or is it good as it is?
I am done with my dots – What do I do now?

Once you are done with the dots, you can:
1. Fill out a comment card with questions to prompt further feedback. There is a box to
collect comment sheets on the registration table. You can also take the sheets home and
send them in later.
2. You can write new or missing ideas on the flip charts towards the front of the room.
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Support Small- and Medium-scale Buildings
Elevators and Accessibility
Issue: Elevators are needed to meet ADA requirements for mixed-use buildings and
they are a difficult cost to cover in a smaller building.
1. Allow for an administrative adjustment in the Zoning Code to the minimum
commercial depth (from a 70-foot minimum to 20-foot) that can be applied to
builds that are 3 stories or less, when ADA accessible units are provided on the
1st floor.

Large-bedroom count Multifamily Units
Issue: Currently, density is calculated as the number of dwelling units per acre of property.
There have been developments with just a few units that have a large number of bedrooms
because Flagstaff’s allows up to 8 unrelated persons to live in one unit. This has exacerbated
parking issues and nuisance issues in some neighborhoods.
2. Change density calculations in the Zoning Code from dwelling units per acre to be
number of bedrooms per acre.

Stormwater Management
Issue: Flooding in Downtown and the Southside is a major concern and redevelopment
in these areas must follow federal and local floodplain and stormwater regulations.
On-site requirements for retention and detention can be difficult for projects on small
lots, and may therefore incentivize lot consolidation.
3. Complete the Rio de Flag flood control project as a top City priority.
4. Plan for regional retention and detention to support small and medium scale
urban infill and redevelopment.
Note: The Stormwater Division as part of their ongoing stakeholder process may
propose other possible solutions at the City Council Work Session in June.

Transect Zone - Commercial Block Buildings
Issue: In order to have effective commercial spaces mixed use buildings, the City’s
Form-Based Zoning Code allows for a commercial block building. Currently, this
building type does not have maximum dimensions to control its scale except for height
and the size of a parcel. This was recognized as an impediment to meeting the form
based code’s intent, and staff is already working on the following steps to correct it.
5. Create development standards that better define a small, medium and large
commercial block building (relative to T4, T5 and T6 zones).
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6. Set a maximum building width or effective lot size for commercial block
buildings in the transect zones.

Example of a large-scale commercial block building

Example of a medium-scale commercial block building

Example of a small-scale commercial block building

Alleyways and Block Structure
Issue: Alleys provide important internal access with a block for parking and trash. Alleys also
break up the mass of buildings. Some blocks in the Downtown and surrounding neighborhoods
had alleys in the past but they were abandoned, and some blocks never had them because of
their unusual configuration.
7. Develop standards for the preservation and/or creation of alley networks
throughout downtown and the surrounding neighborhoods, regardless of
zoning applied. Alleys should be designed for pedestrians and motorized
vehicles.
8. Require development of new alleys, in a traditional pattern for the
neighborhood, to provide trash pick-up and parking access, behind the
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buildings, where they do not already exist in Downtown and the surrounding
neighborhoods.
9. Do not abandon public alleys or allow them to be fully enclosed by a building.

Support Small- and Medium-scale Buildings Open-ended Comments
2. Need to know implications of student housing apartments compared to high density condo
units sold to individuals as their primary or secondary property
5. & 6. Need to know the legal risk relative to prop 207
What happened to limiting the number of lot combinations particularly in historic
neighborhoods to prevent massive bulk HOH projects?  Agree, we really need to stay on top
of this
4. Incorporate storm water into Public Space design.
3. & 4. Is there any way/plan to capture rainwater for use?
2. There are a lot of people of vast age ranges that don’t want to live with roommates.
Providing dense housing that allows people to live independently should be a priority.
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3. Incentivize rainwater catchment and harvesting for development (new & already there) that
impact the flood zone.
9. Alleys that are not linear may be unsafe (blind corners/dark Areas) and would not provide
easy trash/recycling pick up.
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HOH as part of Complete Activity Centers
Regional Plan and HOH Rezonings
Issue: The Regional Plan supports High Occupancy Housing in all 27 of the City’s
activity centers.
1. Refine the language in the Regional Plan to limit rezoning properties to allow
for HOH development in the commercial core of regional-scale activity center.
2. In order to direct HOH to locations that are acceptable to the community,
emphasize that Hoh is preferred in Regional-scale Activity Centers (Red).
Consider changing designation of some neighborhood-scale activity centers to
regional-scale (Yellow): South Milton (2), Ponderosa Parkway, Little America,
4th Street and Butler Ave, and Juniper Point.

Regional Plan and HOH Rezonings
Issue: Activity Centers, in addition to higher densities and intensities, compact development
and place-making, are intended to support a “high-degree of pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity” and “efficient multi-modal transit options” (FRP30 Chapter IX).
3. Add desired block sizes and frequency of bicycle and pedestrian connections to
Suburban Activity Centers’ Regional Plan descriptions (Plan is currently silent
on this) to increase connectivity:
o Regional Activity Center Block Size: 1,000 to 1,500 x 1,000 to 1,500
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o Neighborhood Activity Center Block Size: 600 to 1,000 x 600 to 1,000
o Lot size is variable. Across any lot or block, bicycle and pedestrian
connectivity is generally 300to 600 x 300 to 600 (Similar to desired
Urban block size, already in the Regional Plan)

HOH as part of Complete Activity Centers Open-ended Comments
3. Tie to RTP – Distance to transit line & stops?
1. Good idea as stands
4. There is a major concern about the lack of distinction and explicit rationale between
regional scale activity centers + neighborhood scale.
o Concern for vulnerable populations
All activity centers in neighborhoods, historic Flagstaff areas need to be neighborhood
activity centers – no HOH.
Change some currently designated “Regional Activity Centers” to “Neighborhood
Activity Centers.” Regionals should not overlap neighborhoods.
Make certain that bus lines & frequency of stops matches HOH developments before
moving forward. Have monthly bus passes be part of HOA fees.
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1. More density on Milton!
Limit square footage footprint of HOH building in areas North & West of downtown.
No 600-bed buildings. Require only small and or medium in the historic areas.
2. Especially Milton
Require in Downtown 1st floor activity commercial even though in flood plain and
conventional zoning. Don’t lose our small commercial stores by allowing projects like
the Marriot.
The intersection of Activity Center and Historic Core needs consideration. How to
preserve historic core as an existing activity center.
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Efficient and Equitable Transportation
Reduce Vehicle Trips generated by HOH
Issue: The Peer Cities studied are all moving towards providing active demand-sided programs
that encourage transit, bicycle and pedestrian transportation in multifamily housing. Programs
take many forms but typically fall into the category of travel demand management (TDM).
Physical Infrastructure
1. Improve transportation impact analysis (TIA) procedures to more quantitatively assess
pedestrian, bicycle and transit impacts and plan for the mitigation of impacts to these
modes and the development of their respective facilities.
2. For all infill and redevelopment projects, establish guidelines for road cross-sections
where the available right of way is not sufficient to meet new construction standards.
This is typical of Flagstaff’s historic neighborhoods.
3. Crossings of S. Milton Road, especially grade separated ones, need to be prioritized in
order to support HOH developments in the Woodlands Village area.
4. Require new HOH projects to provide enough covered, enclosed, and secured bike
parking for a certain percentage of residences in the development.
5. Require more short-term bike parking for all commercial development and multi-family
residential
6. Have NAIPTA and the City jointly create transit development standards to determine
transit stop improvements, locations and funding that proximate HOH can financially
support.
Operational Support
7. The City, NAIPTA, and other agencies work towards adopting a coordinated Travel
Demand Management (TDM) Plan that includes strategies that provide operational
supports for transit walking and biking, such as bike share, real-time transit data
displays, etc.
8. Once the overarching TDM Plan is adopted, require HOH development include a
property-specific TDM strategies in their design. This would allow them to select from a
menu of TDM options to achieve a minimum score.
9. Require that HOH projects integrate TDM strategies into their site to compensate for
parking reductions.

13

10. Hire TDM education, outreach, and enforcement specialist to monitor and run the
program for property managers and regional employers who want to participate.

Image from mobilitylab.org

Better performance from parking reductions (Conventional Zones)
Issue: The Zoning Code currently allows up to a maximum 20% parking reduction
provided in the Conventional Zones (such as Highway Commercial) based on criteria
such as being located within ¼ mile of a transit stop. There has been some concern
that the criteria is so broad that the reduction may be applied where there is no real
transit, bike, or pedestrian benefit.
11. Change the criteria for applying parking reductions in the Conventional Zones
to require a clearer contribution to multi-modal transportation before
receiving the incentive.
a. Only apply the parking reduction allowed in the Zoning Code for
proximity to transit stops (in both direction), and when there are
“complete”, ADA accessible bicycle, and pedestrian paths between the
location and the stop. Complete is defined by continuity of an improved
path, crossing, or sidewalk between the project location and the bus
stop. (Currently, any development within ¼ mile of a transit stop can
request this parking reduction, regardless of the connecting
infrastructure’s condition).
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b. Offer an incentive for providing more than the minimum amount of
covered, enclosed and secured bicycle parking within a multifamily
development in addition to a short-term bicycle parking. (Currently, a
development can receive an incentive for installing a standard bike
rack)
c. Explore providing a parking reduction or other incentives for proving

car share service and parking.

Efficient and Equitable Transportation Open-ended Comments
1. Its’s difficult for lay people to visualize traffic impacts of projects like the HUB.
11(c) This would have to include ways to reduce traffic circling  more clear
incentives. I feel like developers could get away with low-effort attempts here.
11(b) Require a bike parking spot so that racks actually meet demand (or potential
demand).
11(b) For developments with HOA fees, add monthly bus pass as part of HOA.
11(b) Have a few designated prime spots for care share service cars.
6. Tie to Activity Centers & Tie to Design Templates for aesthetic characteristics
I would like to see lesser parking incentives for immature parking/cycling/ped
environments
3. Biking on Milton is already a dangerous prospect. At least paint more lines for bikes
to specifically have their own space. Ped crosswalk at Phoenix & Milton.
11(b) Covered/secured bike parking is trending huge nationwide with renters. Its cost
is high so typically only the highest end projects put it in. If there were incentives
more developers would use it. Consider offering to existing community owners too.
11(c) One-time proof? How do you ensure it for the life of the project?
4. Encourage not only new but existing properties.
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HOH and Public Spaces
Viewsheds
Issue: The community is concerned that taller and bigger buildings will eliminate iconic
views that are important to the community.
1. HOH developments should provide a visual analysis of its impacts to the San

Francisco Peaks, Mt. Elden and/or Observatory Mesa from major intersections on
Great Streets and public parks and open space. Allow neighborhood plans to
identify smaller scale views to be preserved.
2. The City should fund a viewshed analysis for public spaces within the City and

identify priority views to preserve and enhance (funding and consultant would be
needed).

Civic Space
Issue: There is a concern that on-site civic space for large HOH projects seems minimal
and does not benefit the overall community enough.
3. Civic and pedestrian spaces on-site should be oriented to provide public accessible and

welcoming spaces with views of the San Francisco Peaks, Mt. Elden and/or Observatory
Mesa.
4. Develop a civic space/park plan, as permitted in the Downtown Regulating Plan, which

would allow the City to collect fees to purchase property for consolidated parks and
gathering spaces in the Downtown and surrounding neighborhoods.
5. Identify locations in West Flagstaff that would be desirable for a parks and civic spaces,

since this is the area of greatest need according to the Master Parks Plan.

Design the Street as a Public Space
Issue: Street design, such as street trees, benches, sidewalks, parking, etc. can improve the
appearance of a large building and improve the quality of life for pedestrians in an activity
center.
6. Encourage complete streets with a “main street” character throughout activity centers.
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Urban Design in Floodplains
Issue: New buildings, like the Marriott and the Hub, must raise residential spaces above the
flood level because of federal requirements. This can create an unattractive space along the
sidewalk and increase the instances of visible graffiti in town.
7. Establish design standards to beautify buildings that are elevated above in the Rio

de Flag and Clay Avenue floodplains. For example:
• No blank walls
• Murals and Mosaics
• Sloped berms and large foundation landscaping
• Stoops
• Street Furnishings and planters
• Enhanced architectural details and materials at the street level

HOH and Public Spaces Open-ended Comments
Somebody needs to address Rio River hasn’t been maintained in last 20-30 years. Especially
South Side.
1. Also built landmarks – Monte Vista sign, church steeples, etc.
1. “identify smaller scales views to be preserved”  Important
2. Is funding and consultant really necessary?
1. & 2. I would rather look at a taller building that is extraordinary than a smaller one that is
nothing special.
4. Where do fees come from? The answer determines what color dot I would add.
7. The public space design guide to definition of overall activity center aesthetic (i.e. “Historic”,
“Rustic”, “Modern”) YES!
1. & 2. Why does a public funded consultant need to be hired? Why not just include in
development design proposal how said structure will affect views & aesthetics of surrounding
structures, neighbors, and the overall neighborhood character. Don’t regulate by
height/width/depth etc. but its overall impact of immediate area.
7. Careful not to over-retail an area so you end up with unsightly vacancies.
3. From a property management view, who manages this space? Who patrols for crime or pays
for basic ongoing upkeep?
5. What indicated west as area of most need? Have people asked for it or is it just there aren’t
any?
7. Require ground floor commercial in T-5 T-6 even in a floodplain like downtown?
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4. Developers should provide open space, civic areas by regulations – not with City fees.
1. Identify Technology/Design Tools to visualize viewspace in elevation during submittals.
6. Incorporate new design templates into Activity Center definitions.
1. People are obsessed with having to constantly view the peaks and Mt. Elden. This limits our
ability to provide necessary housing for NAU students and others who so desperately need it.
1. These views are the character of Flagstaff when we lose these important places behind
buildings for the purpose of profit, how does that change the character of our neighborhoods
and frankly the best part of Flagstaff. This community prioritizes the aspects of Flagstaff that
make us unique. Students do not take priority over the character of Flagstaff.
1. & 2. Prop 207 needs to be included in this discussion. Also many viewsheds have already
been changed by 1 & 2 story buildings. Taller buildings behind then would do little to make it
any worse. Viewsheds need to be studied relative to whose view is being obstructed.
6. & 7. Should be tied together
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Reduce Waste and Increase Energy Efficiency
Materials Management
Issue: About 50% of all residential units in Flagstaff are in multifamily housing. With
the growth in HOH, the need to have appropriate facilities for recycling is essential to
meeting the City’s waste diversion objectives and extending the life of our landfill.
1. Require that structures for multifamily buildings include chutes, signage and

enclosures for recycling in initial construction.
2. Create engineering and public works standards for new recycling technology

including compactors and enclosures, so developers do not have to go through a
special approval process to construct a custom enclosure.
3. Require HOH projects to divert at least 50% of the total construction and

demolition material, so it does not end up at the landfill.

Alternative Energy and Energy Efficiency
Issue: Larger buildings are easier and cheaper to make energy efficient on a per square
foot basis. Changing our energy policies can ensure that HOH is moving the City
towards its energy and resiliency goals.
4. Require new HOH construction to perform at a certain percentage (such as 20%)

over the current City of Flagstaff Energy Code.
5. Adopt the most up to date (2015 or 2018) International Energy Conservation Code

for all new construction in the City of Flagstaff.
6. Create a financing mechanism or incentive system to increase solar energy

production on HOH sites (i.e. grant or PACE-style program).

Reduce Waste and Increase Energy Efficiency Open-ended Comments
Is there a way to look ahead with some of this HOH development and set them up
with using recycled water for irrigation and toilets? Is there a minimum on water
conservation [Low Flow] for instance?
3. Is 50% possibly too high and will turn off developers?
Consider Reclaimed Water for toilets as requirement for HOH.
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Materials #1: Consider who monitors and who gets penalized if it doesn’t happen. Some
multifamily projects have recycling now and residents don’t use it correctly. Must include a
public awareness campaign.
50% is good, is there a possibility for more locally-sourced materials (perhaps buying recycled
materials incentives)?
Materials #3: Consider what this will do to construction costs. If diversion creates a need to
transport demo material too far could become cost prohibitive. If required, city should provide
local places to take the materials.
Consider the cost of developers to comply…what can the city do to make this easier for them?
6. Yes! Start a PACE program.
Consider how City can incentivize existing projects to retrofit to save energy and be more
sustainable?
#1 is great – keep in mind safety concerns, too, of having such in homes w/children, etc.
Therefore, prioritize #2.
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Other Goals
Safety
Issue: Expanding the ability to address safety and nuisance issues at HOH buildings.
There is a Crime Free Multi-Housing Program run by the Police Department but the
staff is only committed to the program part time.
1. Hire a full time program manager for Crime Free Multi-Housing program

Affordability and Sustainability Incentives
Issue: In Flagstaff’s Zoning Code, affordable housing and sustainable building practices are
incentivized using density bonuses. Mixed -use developments (often High Occupancy Housing)
do not have a maximum density and their residential space is not counted towards their
maximum building intensity. As a result, HOH projects and the City cannot negotiate for more
affordable housing or increased sustainability based on these incentives.
2. Set a maximum residential density for mixed-use development in all or certain commercial

zones (such as Community Commercial and Commercial Services) in order to allow density
based incentives to be applied effectively in commercial zones.

Set Legislative Priorities for new tools to address HOH
Issue: The State legislature has limited Flagstaff’s ability to take action on many of the concerns
raised by the public concerning historic preservation, neighborhood character, and affordable
housing. For instance, requiring a new development to contribute to affordable housing is not a
legal option in Arizona and neither is preventing the demolition of a historic structure.
3. Recommend that the City council set legislative priorities that explicitly support giving local

governments the ability to:
a) Require affordable housing contributions from new development (inclusionary zoning)

b) Prevent demolition of historic structure of significance and integrity in Historic Districts.

Flexible Construction and Building Design
Issue: Larger scale developments can be custom-made for a specific use. Over time, habits
chance the specific stores may leave space that is difficult to reuse. Likewise, housing trends
and needs change over time and it is common to reconfigure multi-family housing to suit the
market demand. Each remodel of commercial and residential spaces would be cheaper and
would produce less waste, when designed with this purpose up front.
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4. Have HOH’s retail components be small, flexible and simple in order to promote

local business that can adapt over time.
5. Conserve resources associated with the construction and management of buildings

by designing for flexibility and ease of future adaptation and for the service life of
components and assemblies.

Other Goals Open-ended Comments
1. Relations between property management companies and Police Department is good. Issues
are because Police Departments asks for volunteers for the Crime Free Program. This program
works!
1. Incorporate into existing Code enforcement
1. Find a way for developers to have a plan to reduce crime in a non-discriminatory way
3b. Work with citizens to encourage private historic preservation registration from property
owners, provide info on process.
Advocate at state level for inclusionary zoning for affordable housing, work with developers for
affordable incentives (tax abatements, etc.) HOH are unlikely to be bought as seconds homes so
will keep prices down.
Retail spaces in HOH should be partially dedicated to items people purchase on regular basis
(grocery, drug store, etc.). Providing clothing retail, restaurants, solely do not help walkability as
much as essential services.
Greywater for toilets and landscaping, solar incentives, energy conservation maximum
efficiency.
Flexible Use Design Templates to define desirable adaptive reuse objects (e.g. fenestration
allowing for varied ceiling height)
Not all historic buildings need to be, or should be, preserved – some are just eyesores.
There are better ways to achieve affordability than requiring it from a developer.
Affordable housing – good idea, we need more incentives for affordable housing.

General Goals Open-ended Comments
•

Historic Preservation is paramount
o Without a plan to preserve neighborhoods and Downtown business structures
nothing else will matter
o The height of new structures in these areas need to be restricted to match the
scale of existing structures to keep the appropriate feel of the space
o The architecture needs to be appropriate to the location
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•

•

Areas south of Butler present a better opportunity for taller HOH buildings
o Close to campus
o Less defined neighborhoods
Almost no focus has been placed on preserving the character of Downtown.
Don’t miss this opportunity.

Our planners should tell the City Council that the public is concerned with NAU growth
and there should be a conversation with the Admin & Board of Regents about what
THEY can do to help the impacts to our community. Build more housing on their
vacant land – slow down the growth – figure out how to stop students from each
bringing a car to Flagstaff. HELP!
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5/24 Email follow up from HOH Policy Workshop Attendee
Random thoughts stimulated by Sara’s presentation but not all related to HOH:
•

•

•

•

These are intended to be helpful not critical comments. I am not an absolutist
and certainly acknowledge that mine is an outside perspective not privy to
staff thinking and discussions. I also am not as up on what is going on as I used
to be.
Sara gave an informative presentation. I appreciate the youth and vitality in
the planning department! I remember the ‘80’s and 90’s when John Silva and
Ursula Mantano and colleagues had the same vitality and goals for good
managed growth reflective of Flagstaff.
I believe that Flagstaff’s goal is managed growth that reflects Vision 2020
values and all the surveys that continue to support those values. Therefore,
within the constraints of Arizona law, use every requirement, current and new,
not to stop growth, but to manage it with respect to Vision 2020. My concern
is directed particularly at external corporate based large Flagstaff
developments primarily driven by corporate profit. This is not a bad thing, but
a fact that can be used as leverage to get the best for Flagstaff.
o Constraint leveraging might include place specific stricter parking
requirements, traffic impact analysis with goals of not making an
existing problem worse, public safety, pedestrian and bicycle
facilitation and improvement, view shed protection where appropriate,
architectural compatibility in style and height, and in general, minimize
all impacts to existing neighborhoods as much as possible while
preserving enough value for the developer. This approach might be
contrasted to the opposite, energetic facilitation, ‘you want it you got
it’. I observed the latter approach during the 70’s and early 80’s with
the mantra ‘grow or die’.
Location will define how the community reacts and how staff should handle an
HOH application. Example: I was not aware of much public concern about the
Saw Mill development other than conversational opinions. Tall buildings, views
blocked, traffic patterns developed, parking, all of which are some of the issues
with The Hub. The difference was location. Saw Mill provided staff the
opportunity to reflect Flagstaff as well as experiment in what is currently
planning vogue. On the other hand, The Hub should have been looked at
extremely critically with respect for existing neighborhood and traffic impacts
and applying every method available to mitigate its affect on the existing
community. (The traffic study and parking analysis seemed to me to follow
basic protocol. It seems road congestion, safety and welfare of the public could
have been used more forcefully to elicit much more infrastructure to the
benefit of Flagstaff commuters.)
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•

•
•

•

•

•

Walkable community is ill defined. It also must be place specific in Flagstaff.
Coconino Estates even out to Cheshire is a walkable bikeable community.
Groceries, doctor offices, schools, playgrounds are easily accessible by FUTS
and bike ways. Sunny Side is another walkable community. Except for
groceries, Saw Mill is a walkable community, but extraordinarily different in
style and density.
There is this tension between what some see as a walkable community not
driven by density and what others see as primarily driven by density.
Likewise Activity Centers give me concern for many reasons. Their locations in
the Regional Plan were superficially placed using very simple and not
necessarily professionally defined criteria by our citizen committee. There was
guidance from the staff and there were discussions about density
concentration. However existing building rights, neighborhoods, what could
really be built, and other impacts were not, in my memory, part of deciding the
location of activity centers. Others may have a different impression, but I think
I could pick out some specific locations and argue this point.
o From the presentation, I learned what existing property rights exist and
could define what can be built in an activity center. I would much
rather have the existing neighborhood and needs drive the design of an
activity center. Fourth Street is a great example of conflicted planning
made even more difficult by absentee ownership. On the one hand we
have an old 4th street commercial area that might become a more
functional activity center and, on the other hand, we have recent
commercial development next door on the south side of Rt 66 with
Walmart sitting on Industrial separated by arterials from residential
housing. Having incentive tools that don’t ‘rob Peter to pay Paul’ and
other compatibility and safety requirements that can encourage
development in a way that one size does not fit all.
Street setbacks, parking lots, and other placement decisions should be flexible.
Forest Meadows Ave presents a case in point. On the north side is Kohl’s
Department store built under the Land Development Code of 1991 and on the
south side is the new HOH under current codes, a high rise cement wall. Drive
down Forest Meadows and you decide what represents the values of Flagstaff
better in regards to street scape! (What a winter ice management problem in
the shade of the cement wall.)
In regards to the design of HOH student structures, I worry about their
inflexibility in regards to possible future use conversion. I also worry about fire
in tall stick built structures especially close to downtown.
I missed totally what the transect zone approach would allow when it was
being first discussed. I thought it was a method of managing transitions from
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•

one zoning area to another. For example, I thought that the new hotel on
Humphreys (ignoring the ugly frontage for all our tourists to not appreciate on
the way to the GC) would have a building height and set back that folded in
with the City complex and older neighborhood on Birch. To me, the transect
code was all about transitioning. The same thoughts apply to The Hub.
Community development is a challenging job as your puzzle slide depicted.

