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COMMENTS ON PHILADELPHIA’S WATERFRONT REDEVELOPMENT DISTRICT ZONING  
 
Review commissioned by the Pennsylvania Environmental Council: Patrick Starr, Regional Vice-President 
Reviewers: George Claflen, FAIA team leader, Craig Schelter, Peta Raabe ASLA, Nancy Trainer AIA, Edwin 
Bronstein AIA, and James Templeton AIA. Commentator: Alan Greenberger AIA 
 
BACKGROUND 
City Council approved the Waterfront Redevelopment District (WRD) residential zone classification in 
2005. This provision was developed to foster the development of waterfront sites, and, although it was 
motivated substantially by the opportunities and conditions then prevailing in the North Delaware 
Waterfront, from Bridesburg to the city line, it is a broadly applicable zone.  This is indicated in the 
statement of purpose of the ordinance: 

This district is intended to encourage the orderly redevelopment of large parcels of formerly 
industrial, utility and port related land located along or near rivers, streams or canals into new 
mixed-use communities. All types of residential uses and commercial facilities in support of 
these new communities and existing neighborhoods as well as certain non-residential uses shall 
be permitted in accordance with an approved Master Plan of development. The Master Plan 
shall be approved and from time to time may be amended as necessary and is subject to 
restrictions on the type of use and certain other development controls. 

 
Unlike the more prescriptive zones, the WRD permits an owner of more than an acre of property to 
propose a master plan that meets the general criteria of the zone. The plan must be then approved by 
the Planning Commission, and after this approval, be accepted by City Council.  
 
The intention of the zone is to give more flexibility to the planning and development of larger sites. It 
also removes the planning process from the Zoning Board of Adjustment process, since the zone, plan, 
and subsequent modifications all involve only the Planning Commission and City Council.  For example, 
the zone waives most of the setbacks and general area requirements of the prescriptive zones in favor of 
the plan.   Specific requirements under paragraph 3(b) include: 

(.1) Plans for the development of the entire district, or for a separate lot, parcel, or block within 
the district; 
(.2) The height, and use of all buildings and structures; 
(.3) All proposed setbacks, open space, recreational and play areas; 
(.4) The gross floor area of all buildings; 
(.5) Any proposed change to the existing confirmed street layout within or surrounding the 
boundaries of the district; 
(.6) The total occupied area of the district, expressed in square feet and percentages; 
(.7) A landscaping plan;  
(.8) A parking plan, including all driveways leading thereto and the size and location of all 
private drives or public streets intended to be used for automobile traffic. All proposed plans for 
off-street parking lots shall be approved by the Department of Streets; 
(.9) The size and location of all off-street loading facilities; 
(.10) The size and location of any signs. 
 

The WRD requires both graphic plans and a written narrative. The Planning Commission staff, however, 
have consistently noted the supremacy of the written narrative. The WRD sets out regulations for use, 
area, parking, loading and signage.  The zone supports the incremental development of a continuous 
river front recreational right of way, by requiring the dedication of a waterfront setback including a 
minimum 30’ wide public open space and a 20’ minimum wide right-of-way dedicated for pedestrian, 
bicycle an/or vehicular traffic. (Note: sites “near” the river are eligible for this zoning, and this has been 
applied already to a site that is separated from the river by a Pennsylvania Fish and Boat Commission 
boat ramp facility.) 
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The Pennsylvania Environmental Council (PEC) obtained funding to support reviews of the initial 
projects that have applied for WRD status, and to develop from these reviews commentary on the 
WRD itself.  PEC invited the Design Advocacy Group of Philadelphia (DAG) to conduct these reviews. 
DAG is known for both its strong support for redevelopment that can reconnect Philadelphia to its 
waterfront, and responsible design review. Alan Greenberger, chair of DAG, asked one of its vice-
chairs, George Claflen, to organize the reviews, and asked his firm; Claflen Associates Architects + 
Planners, to provide administrative support for the project. Most of the reviewers are affiliated with 
DAG and have participated in other reviews of large projects. 
 
RESEARCH 
On Saturday, February 17, 2007, the reviewers conducted an intensive site visit to the district that 
included visits to all four active sites and many neighborhoods and important elements of the North 
Delaware riverfront communities. Subsequently the team met with the developers of four critical sites: 
Northern Shipping and Tacony Army Warehouse (Kamps), Dodge Steel (Diemer) and Philadelphia Coke 
(Westrum Company).  Each of these meetings was for the purpose of conducting an intense design 
review of the plans that the developers provided. The Kamps projects have already received WRD 
approval, and the Diemer project was approved as RC6 zoning before the WRD zone was available. 
Westrum is currently seeking WRD status for the Philadelphia Coke site.  Additionally, members of the 
team met with two of the authors of the WRD zoning, both former Executive Directors of the Planning 
Commission, Thomas Chapman, and Richard Lombardo.  
 
COMMENTS 
The sites currently approved or under discussion for WRD status range from thirteen to 77 acres. The 
smaller sites are almost exclusively residential in character, and the larger ones have primarily residential 
uses with a great variety of unit types, and significant mixed use commercial, primarily retail and human 
services.  
 
The reviewers commented frequently during the four reviews on their hopes for more detailed 
documentation for certain elements of the site plan, as for example, the open space system, and the 
street rights of way. Additionally, the reviewers found the written narratives to be very general and 
limited in light of the large size of the projects. (Narratives were about a page and half.) 
 
At the same time the review team felt that the WRD represents a new mechanism (not unlike a Planned 
Unit Development) that provides flexibility over time for large and complex sites. This approach crates a 
natural tension between the necessity for developers to lock in density (and therefore value) and the 
reciprocal community objective of defining the beneficial characteristics of a public infrastructure that 
will be in place for as much as a century. These comments are thus geared to improving an important 
process of city-building.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS THAT WOULD NOT REQUIRE CHANGES TO THE WRD 
After discussion with the authors, we are convinced that the Planning Commission has substantial 
discretion in the approvals process and “rule making” function, and that implementing the following 
recommendations would not require amending the WRD ordinance at the City Council level:  
 
1.  
The Planning Commission should establish specific guidelines for the WRD approval process and 
communicate these to both developers and community organizations.   

• The Planning Commission has several options for organizing its contact with applicants for WRD 
zoning. Ultimately many projects will likely involve the cooperative efforts of the Development 
Planning, Community Planning, and Urban Design divisions, as well as, in some cases, 
consultants.  Coordinated effort is necessary for the WRD to fulfill its promise.   

• The Planning Commission should establish a transparent process for public input and 
participation, including public meetings.  There ought to be a typical schedule where the 
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developer goes to planning commission first and to the public later.   In some cases developers 
have gone to the community long before going to the Planning Commission, short-circuiting 
good planning process.  There should be an advisory to all interested parties establishing a 
standard schedule that brings the developer to the community through the area planners or 
other Planning Commission managed mechanism.  

• Clear procedures for public participation should be promulgated.  These might include early site 
visits, public meetings convened with the participation of the Planning Commission staff, as well 
as solicitation of civic association input in writing and public meetings.  At the public meeting of 
the Planning Commission when a site is approved, comments from the appropriate civic groups 
should be solicited. The Planning Commission approval process is the best level to vet the pros 
and cons of a plan. Every effort should be made to bring the results of a complete planning and 
community process to City Council for adoption.  

 
2. 
The Planning Commission should issue more specific rules and guidelines for documentation 
specific to each application. We feel that the Planning Commission should provide site-specific 
guidance to each applicant. There is nothing in the WRD that prohibits this. The WRD, in fact, requires a 
Master Plan for the site, and the Planning Commission is charged with verifying conformance of 
subsequent building applications with that plan.  This clearly implies a planning process, which should 
always include investigation of site-specific issues and an update of the Comprehensive Plan in the larger 
district of which the site is a part.  

• The Planning Commission should require substantially more documentation than has been 
submitted previously, including three-dimensional drawings that show the massing (zoning and 
height envelope).  

• Required documentation should also include enough information to evaluate the pedestrian 
experience through and around the site; this should include plans showing a system of open 
spaces and the paths between them and sections through typical streets showing the relation of 
street, sidewalk, and building front, including dimensions.  

• The role of the narrative should be clarified. The narratives should be much more detailed about 
the plan and its elements; yet, in our opinion, the graphic plans should be primary, and the 
written narrative, secondary, or interpretive of the graphic plan.  

• We believe that the Planning Commission should develop criteria that will encourage developers 
to provide open space and internal recreation as a carefully designed system demonstrating 
connectivity with the mandatory public greenway at the river’s edge, rather than allowing 
residual spaces with no particular value to count for this important element of the plan.  
Provisions related to “open area” should be aligned more closely with the apparent intentions of 
the WRD.  “Open area” is defined in the Philadelphia Zoning Code as “area or space at ground 
level, transit concourse level, or any floor level which is open to the sky.”  However, Section 6.d of 
the WRD sets out its intentions for open area by requiring that 50% of the required open area 
shall be “for individual dwelling units or shared open area,” and by requiring the remainder to be 
used to provide “public open spaces such as parks or recreation areas and open space and 
screening for commercial development.”    The Planning Commission should communicate to 
developers that an important purpose of the required landscape plan is to allow the Commission 
to evaluate the quality and connectivity of the proposed open space system. 

• Additionally we believe that the Planning Commission should develop criteria and announce to 
applicants that they will be expected to meet the higher generally accepted standards of site 
planning that document the pedestrian experience and encourage characteristically urban 
mixtures of uses and building types.  

• Phasing should be clarified (1) to bring order to the long-term development process, and (2) to 
be able to assess from the public policy standpoint the desirability of approving units that cannot 
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be built for many years.  Also the phasing must articulate when the public greenway will be built, 
(in general we would expect this to be built – and publicly accessible -- in the initial phase) and 
describe how it implements the City of Philadelphia design guidelines.  

• The “top of riverbank” is the location of the public open space easement, but this is not a defined 
term – more clarification is needed. The “top of riverbank” might sometimes follow the pier head 
sometimes the bulkhead line; we do not want a situation where the public easement overlooks 
mud flats or derelict piers without some planning leverage on this.  

• Continuity of – and public access to – the Greenway should be a priority. This may require 
designation of streets perpendicular to the river and inland as part of the system. 

• Once approved, WRD site plans should be published in an appropriate format and noted on the 
zoning map. 

 
BROADER RECOMMENDATIONS THAT MAY REQUIRE CHANGES TO THE WRD 
The changes recommended below could require legislative action, yet they are an essential part of good 
planning and design practice.  
 
3. 
Consider a system of quality points for plan review that would encourage publicly desirable 
approaches to open space, views and neighborhood quality, parking, environmental sustainability, 
and infrastructure development. The Planning Commission could develop and announce a point 
scoring method for plan evaluation that would encourage appropriate provisions for these elements. 
Whether this should go further to permit density incentives for particularly good plans would be an 
additional level to be considered.  

• To encourage developers to provide a systematic approach to open space and internal 
recreation, as mentioned above, intentional and usable open spaces such as ball fields and 
similar recreational uses, amphitheaters, town squares, storm water management infrastructure, 
and green streets, should be valued more highly than generic residual setback spaces.  
Connectivity to the mandatory greenway should be a high priority. 

• Regulations and site-specific review procedures should be developed around such issues as 
public views to the river or important elements of the landscape such as the bridges and adjacent 
parks or wetlands.  Street sections should be required, with the expectation that they are varied 
appropriately.  

• Parking ratios: We believe that incentives should be given for reducing parking ratios, and for 
appropriate transportation development options. Certainly parallel parking spaces in the public 
streets should be allowed to count toward required parking where this is appropriate.  

• Incentives for LEED neighborhood design status. Where a comprehensive system of 
neighborhood design criteria has already been developed, such as the LEED neighborhood 
design certification that is under advanced development by the U. S. Green Building Council, 
consideration should be given for how to relate these criteria to those in the WRD in order to give 
developers a sound incentive for considering such an environmentally appropriate approach to 
their project.  

• Many surrounding jurisdictions require analysis of environmental, traffic, school, and 
infrastructure impacts for large new developments.  Sites over, say, five acres, or 200 units should 
be required to submit this. Our recommendation is not made from the point of view of delaying 
development, but providing the Planning Commission with the means to make an orderly plan 
for capital expenditures.  
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4. 
Floor area ratio (FAR) and open space provisions should be tested and clarified.  In many cities, 
complex provisions such as the WRD are “tested” by having theoretical designs prepared and evaluated 
to confirm that the system is logical and accommodates a wide variety of sites and intentions.  The two 
recommendations below would benefit from such investigation to calibrate the regulation to the 
realities of the sites and neighborhoods that are involved.  
 

• The current FAR limit is 2.5 on an across-the-board basis. A more sophisticated approach would 
allow FAR to vary by site size. A small site will need higher FAR, (say 3 or 4?)  to pay for the initial 
infrastructure and development costs, while a larger site will not be able to sustain a density 
higher than about 2.5 over a larger area, although specific parts might be quite dense.  We 
recommend that the Planning Commission investigate this.  

• In general the whole treatment of open space criteria is inadequate. We recommend that the 
Planning Commission issue specific criteria that distinguish “open space” from “habitable 
outdoor space,” require both to be calculated, and establish minimums for each. It is highly 
misleading, for example, for parking to be included in open space.  It may also add unnecessary 
confusion to mix private and public open space as mentioned in section 2 above. One of our 
reviewers commented that if William Penn and Thomas Holme were writing this code, they 
would want to guarantee some interval of public open space within each increment of 
development. Many communities have very precise standards for open space that would vary 
with the size of the development. A two-acre site will not support the complexity of open space 
that is essential for the successful development of a 60-acre site.  As we mentioned above, the 
goal should be to obtain a planned, and carefully programmed sequence of public open space 
appropriate to the site and program for development.   

 

5. 
Acknowledge, and provide guidelines for the mixed-use nature of quality urban environments. 
Mixed use is an important issue. It would not help Philadelphia’s future to build at urban densities, but 
without an urban diversity of uses. The WRD was developed as a residential zone, although Section 4 
allows some non-residential uses, including commercial uses but limits leasable area.  There may be sites 
where non-residential mixed use is a significant component of a desirable development. The Planning 
Commission should evaluate whether additional provisions or a new zone are required. (Much of the 
central waterfront is C4 and C5 zoning that already covers this problem, but the South Delaware and 
Schuylkill waterfronts will need attention, as well as the creeks if they are deemed part of the process.)  

• If the Zoning Commission is created, and rewrites the zoning code, a new edition of the WRD 
might reference other zoning classifications where appropriate. (This assumes that the new 
zoning classifications might be more contextual and design oriented than the present highly 
prescriptive zones.) 

• Consider and coordinate regulations for development along the new and proposed arteries such 
as the extension of Delaware Avenue in Bridesburg. 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
We hope that these comments will develop into a more complete public discussion of this very 
interesting and forward-looking zoning provision. As the points made here are evaluated, some may 
become lower priorities, while others may be seen as immediate action items. In some cases 
implementation may require Council action. In general we recommend a strategy of keeping the 
legislation simple, and with it the requests to Council, by placing functional responsibility for 
professional oversight with the Planning Commission.  



§14-216. Waterfront Redevelopment District. [68.1] 

(1) Statement of Purpose. This district is intended to encourage the orderly redevelopment 
of large parcels of formerly industrial, utility and port related land located along or near 
rivers, streams or canals into new mixed-use communities. All types of residential uses 
and commercial facilities in support of these new communities and existing neighborhoods 
as well as certain non-residential uses shall be permitted in accordance with an approved 
Master Plan of development. The Master Plan shall be approved and from time to time 
may be amended as necessary and is subject to restrictions on the type of use and certain 
other development controls. 
(2) Procedures for the Establishment of a District. 
(a) Council may establish, by amendment of the City’s Zoning Maps, a Waterfront 
Redevelopment District or Districts, only after approval by the City Planning Commission 
of any such proposed re-mapping and any accompanying required Plans. An ordinance 
establishing a Waterfront Redevelopment District shall include an Illustrative Site Plan and 
a Master Plan Narrative indicating the total gross floor area for the District, the total gross 
floor area of any proposed commercial uses in the District, the total open space by type of 
open space, the parking ratio, any required off-street loading spaces, maximum building 
height, set back lines from any street, bounding district or river and the total amount of 
signage for the proposed Waterfront Redevelopment District. 
(3) Procedure for Issuance of Permits in a Waterfront Redevelopment District. 
(a) Prior to the issuance of any zoning permits in a Waterfront Redevelopment District, the 
City Planning Commission shall review the application and accompanying plans to 
determine if they are in accord with the approved Master Plan.  
(.1) If the Commission determines that the proposed plan is in accord with the Master Plan 
Narrative, the Commission shall approve the proposal and return it to the Department of 
Licenses and Inspections for the issuance of zoning permits. 
(.2) If the Commission determines that the application for zoning permit is not in accord 
with the approved Master Plan Narrative, the Commission may nonetheless conditionally 
approve application for zoning permit as a change to the Master Plan, if the Commission 
determines that the proposal is in accord with the purposes of this Section and consistent 
with the sound development needs of the District; provided, however, that any such 
approval shall first be forwarded to the Council, and shall not be effective unless and until 
Council has conducted a public meeting in at least six separate weeks thereafter and 
failed to adopt, by ordinance, the change to the Master Plan. In the event the Council fails 
to conduct such meetings within 45 days after the change is forwarded to the Council, the 
Council President may waive the right to disapprove, if he or she determines that the 
proposal is consistent with the overall development needs of the district. 
(b) No City department shall issue any building or zoning permit for any parcel zoned 
Waterfront Redevelopment District unless the Commission shall have approved the 
applicant’s development plans as consistent with the Master Plan for the District. The 
plans shall contain, as a minimum, the following information and details: 
(.1) Plans for the development of the entire district, or for a separate lot, parcel, or block 
within the district; 
(.2) The height, and use of all buildings and structures; 
(.3) All proposed set-backs, open space, recreational and play areas; 
(.4) The gross floor area of all buildings; 
(.5) Any proposed change to the existing confirmed street layout within or surrounding the 
boundaries of the district; 
(.6) The total occupied area of the district, expressed in square feet and percentages; 
(.7) A landscaping plan;  
(.8) A parking plan, including all driveways leading thereto and the size and location of all 
private drives or public streets intended to be used for automobile traffic. All proposed 
plans for off-street parking lots shall be approved by the Department of Streets; 
(.9) The size and location of all off-street loading facilities; 
(.10) The size and location of any signs. 



(c) The Commission shall take no action on any proposed plan unless the Commission 
shall have first referred the plan to the Streets Department and the Water Department for 
their recommendation and said departments shall have had thirty days to offer their 
recommendation. If the Commission fails either to approve, disapprove, conditionally 
approve or table the proposal within 45 days after submission of complete plans to the 
Commission, the approval of the Commission shall be presumed. The Commission shall 
reply in writing informing the proponent as to the action that the Commission has taken. 
(4) Use Regulations. The specific uses permitted in this district shall be the erection, 
construction, alteration or use of one or more structures or land for: 
(a) Single family dwellings, two family dwellings, multiple family dwellings and hotels; 
private garages, private dwelling garages and private parking lots; 
(b) Places of worship; 
(c) Medical and surgical hospitals, medical centers, health centers, and any adjunct 
residential dwellings; 
(d) Nursing, rest or convalescent homes; assisted living facilities, age restricted housing; 
(e) Child care facilities, pre-schools; 
(f) Schools, colleges, universities, other institutions of learning; adjunct play and 
recreational grounds or facilities; 
(g) Art galleries, museums, libraries, community centers, recreation centers, indoor or 
outdoor swimming pools whether publicly or privately owned or operated; 
(h) Fire stations, police stations, post offices; 
(i) Public utility facilities; 
(j) Waiting rooms or shelters for public transportation passengers;  
(k) The following home occupations, subject to the conditions set forth in subsection (5), 
below: 
(.1) Family day care, as provided under Section 14-203(1)(f); 
(.2) Home offices for financial, tax investment and accounting services where customers 
and associates do not come to the premises; 
(.3) Home offices using personal computers, software, modems, telephones and computer 
hardware where customers and associates do not come to the premises; 
(.4) Sales of products using the internet or telephones where customers or products sold 
do not come to the premises; 
(.5) Instruction or tutoring of individuals or pupils in music, art, and academic subjects; 
(.6) Sewing, tailoring, dressmaking and alterations; 
(.7) Artist; 
(.8) Any use of the same general character as those listed above; 
(l) The following commercial uses, provided that, if the commercial uses are not expressly 
set forth in a Master Plan, they are nonetheless permitted so long as the total square 
footage of the net leasable area of all such uses not expressly permitted in the Plan does 
not exceed the product of 100 times the number of dwelling units approved in the Master 
Plan for the District: 
(.1) Retail sales of goods and the provision of services to the ultimate consumer except for 
any goods and services regulated under the provisions of Section 14-1605 of The 
Philadelphia Code; 
(.2) Indoor theater; bowling alley; private equestrian centers;  
(.3) Marinas, boat launches; 
(.4) Any use of the same general character as those listed above providing goods or 
services to the ultimate consumer; 
(.5) Accessory uses customarily incidental to any of the above permitted uses. 
(5) Home occupations shall be conducted in a dwelling as an incidental use and are 
subject to all of the following limitations and restrictions: 
(a) It shall be conducted solely by members of the family residing in the same dwelling 
without the employment of other persons on-site; 
(b) The home occupation shall not be permitted: 
(.1) any display sign or public advertising, exterior storage of materials or any other 
exterior indications of the home occupation; 



(.2) the use of equipment other than hand tools, computer software and peripheral 
hardware, fax and photocopying equipment, and related office equipment, provided, any 
equipment producing offensive noise, vibration, smoke, dust, odors, heat or glare shall be 
prohibited; 
(c) The home occupation shall be limited to the use of not more than 25% of the total floor 
area of the dwelling, including basements; 
(d) No storage of a stock in trade nor the sale of products on the premises. 
(6) Area Regulations. Neither the Council nor the Commission shall approve a Master Plan 
or a proposed remapping of an area to Waterfront Redevelopment District unless the 
proposal complies with all of the following: 
(a) District Area and Boundaries. The minimum Waterfront Redevelopment District area 
shall be 1 acre of contiguous property. Boundaries shall be so designated to afford a 
reasonable line of division between the district and adjacent uses consistent to carry out 
the purposes and scope of this Title as required in §14-101. The Master Plan should also 
provide for reasonable, compatible spatial relationships between buildings that are situated 
on the periphery of the district and abutting non-Waterfront Redevelopment District areas. 
No limitation on multiple buildings on a lot shall apply in this District, unless expressly set 
forth in a Master Plan. 
(b) Gross Floor Area. The gross floor area of all buildings shall not exceed 250% of the 
total area of the Waterfront Redevelopment District, and subject to the provisions of §14-
216(7) of this Chapter. 
(c) Occupied Area. Buildings, structures, streets, shall occupy not more than 80% of the 
Waterfront Redevelopment District area. 
(d) Open Area. Not less than 40% of the Waterfront Redevelopment District area shall be 
open area provided, that at least 50% of the required open area shall be used to provide 
open area for individual dwelling units or shared open area. The remaining open area shall 
be used to provide public open areas such as, parks or recreation areas and open space 
and screening for commercial development. 
(e) Open Area Above the Ground Level. Open space that is required to be provided for 
individual dwelling units or as shared open space may be provided in the form of decks, 
patios and terraces and may be located above the ground level as part of buildings and 
structures. 
(f) Yards. No individual minimum front, side, or rear yards shall be required in this district 
except as shall be required as part of the approval of a Waterfront Redevelopment District 
Master Plan. 
(g) Waterfront Setback. All lots shall provide or allow for an unencumbered set-back from 
the top of the bank of any river to allow for unrestricted public access to the river’s edge. 
Any land located within this set-back which is dedicated to the City of Philadelphia, the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or any public entity, shall be included in the determination 
of conformance to the requirements of §14-216(3). This waterfront setback shall include as 
follows: 
(.1) A public open space which may include privately or publicly owned space at a width of 
no less than 30 feet; and 
(.2) A publicly or privately owned right-of-way dedicated for pedestrian, bicycle and/or 
vehicular traffic at a width of no less than 20 feet. 
(7) Height Regulations. 
(a) There shall be no height regulations in this district except as may be imposed as part of 
the approval of a Waterfront Redevelopment District Master Plan or by other applicable 
provisions of this Title. 
(8) Off-Street Parking. 
(a) Every residential use shall provide for off-street parking, as follows: At a minimum, one 
parking space for the first two bed rooms in any dwelling unit and one additional parking 
space for each additional two bed rooms in any dwelling unit, subject to any further parking 
requirements set forth in a Master Plan. 
(b) Auditoriums, theaters and churches: one parking space per 10 seating spaces; 



(c) Nursing, rest or convalescent homes; assisted living facilities: one parking space per 10 
permanent beds; 
(d) For uses other than the uses listed in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) above, and excluding 
parking or loading structures, one space shall be provided for every 3,000 square feet of 
the cumulative gross floor area of the buildings within the Waterfront Redevelopment 
District, subject to any additional parking that may be required as part of Master Plan.  
(e) Location. Off-street parking areas shall be located within a distance of 1,000 feet from 
the building or buildings that they serve and shall not include any parking provided on any 
public street or private street within the boundaries of the Waterfront Redevelopment 
District Master Plan. 
(f) The applicable provisions of §14-1402(6)(a), (b) and (c) of this Title shall govern open-
air parking. 
(9) Off-Street Loading. 
(a) Off-street loading spaces shall be provided in accordance with the following table. Any 
individual building in excess of 100,000 square feet shall provide off-street loading. Two or 
more buildings may share a common loading area when loading spaces are required for 
said buildings. The number of required spaces for the Waterfront Redevelopment District 
shall not be determined by calculating the total gross floor area of all buildings in the 
district. 

Gross Floor Area (square feet) Spaces 
0 - 99,000 0 
100,000 - 150,000 1 
150,001 - 400,000 2 
400,001 - 660,000 3 
660,001 - 970,000 4 
970,001 - 1,300,000 5 
(10) Signs. 
(a) Signs shall be permitted in accordance with the following limitations and conditions: 
(.1) For uses specified in §14-216(2)(b) through (l):  
(.a) Each building in the Waterfront Redevelopment District shall be permitted to have 
signs, identifying the name, use or purpose of said building. Signs shall be permitted a 
total sign area of two square feet for each lineal foot of building width. This limitation shall 
not apply to traffic or directional signs; 
(.b) Each building in the Waterfront Redevelopment District shall also be permitted to have 
an additional monument sign, not to exceed 48 square feet on each face limited to the 
name and address of the building; 
(.c) Each development or community shall be permitted to have an additional monument 
sign, not to exceed 48 square feet on each face limited to the name and address of the 
development or community; 
(.2) For all permitted signs: 
(.a) Permitted signs may be illuminated by interior lighting or lighting directed toward the 
signs, provided that they do not create glare upon adjacent districts; but in no case shall 
signs be illuminated by flashing, animated or intermittent illuminations; 
(.b) Signs that revolve shall be prohibited; 
(.c) Any revolving device that causes intermittent flashes of light to be projected shall be 
prohibited; 
(.d) Signs may be attached flat against the wall of the building or marquee, but may not 
project above the roof or wall coping, nor extend beyond the building walls; 
(.e) Non-accessory or outdoor advertising signs shall not be permitted. 
 
 
 
 



DEFINITIONS FROM 14-102 
 
 
53) Floor Area Ratio. A ratio determined by dividing the gross floor area of all buildings on a lot by 
the area of that lot; 
 
 
57) Gross Floor Area. The sum, in square feet, of the gross horizontal areas of all the floors of a 
building, measured from the exterior faces of the exterior walls or center lines of walls separating 
two (2) buildings, including: (a) porches (whether enclosed or unenclosed), (b) elevator shafts 
and stairwells on each floor, and (c) attic space (whether finished or unfinished), interior 
balconies, mezzanines, basements, penthouses, and mechanical equipment areas with a 
structural headroom of seven and a half feet or more; but excluding: (a) terraces, overhangs and 
uncovered steps, (b) cellars, (c) accessory off-street parking (except in “C-4,” “C-5,” “RC-4” and 
“RC-5” Districts) or loading spaces, (d) enclosed public space (e.g., atriums, winter gardens), and 
(e) attics, basement bulkheads, and penthouses for elevators or mechanical equipment, and 
other spaces with structural headroom of less than seven and a half feet; 
 
Comment: note that parking does not count in gross floor area except in certain specified districts. 
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