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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Project to make user-friendly improvements to the UDO

Part of a multi-pronged effort (text/layout, graphics, digital 
version improvements)

Prepare a Code Assessment of the current UDO

Focus on non-substantive 
improvements

Organization
Layout
Appearance
Operation

3



TASKS COMPLETED TO DATE

Project Kickoff 11.29.17

Project Webpage 12.11.17

Stakeholder Interviews (29) 12.13 & 12.19.17

Meeting with Planning/ 
Inspections Staff

1.9.18

Webinar with Staff on Examples 1.18.18

Update with Planning Board 1.25.18
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INPUT SUMMARY

• Confusing structure / Easy to “get lost” in the document

• Lots of repetition; some of it inconsistent

• Inconsistent terminology/ “document voice”

• Often necessary to get Staff to interpret requirements

• Lack of graphics & charts

• Hard to differentiate between City & County-only standards

• Numerous challenges with using digital versions

• Perception of “right hand/left hand” issue between Planning & 
Inspections

• Desire for a more formal TRC review process

• Several code sections are overly complicated; need for 
simplification
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TOP 10 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT
1. Reconfigure the UDO into 10 topic-based chapters

2. Use MS Word to create a new page layout  with better 
navigational tools (typeface styles, dynamic headers, x-ref)

3. Build the document for use on the screen first & paper second

4. Use graphics, tables, and flowcharts to aid comprehension

5. Remove/Replace obsolete provisions

6. Simplify language construction (plain English, not “legalese”)

7. Embed non-binding commentary into the text

8. Add “Rules” sections: conflict, measurement, interpretation, etc.

9. Create a path of procedural least resistance

10. Undertake a campaign to simplify the development standards
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TOP 10 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

11. Decide who will serve the digital version of the document and 
build to that platform
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SUBSTANTIVE VS. NON-SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES
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Non-Substantive 
Change

Substantive 
Change



SUBSTANTIVE VS. NON-SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES
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Substantive 
Change

Non-
Substantive 

Change

THE “GRAY AREA”



HOW FAR INTO THE “GRAY AREA” WILL WE GO?
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• Removal/reconfiguration of definitions

• Revisions to establish a “common voice”

• Inclusion of purpose and intent statements

• Revisions to comply with changing state statutes

• Sharpening review criteria

• Simplification



NEXT STEPS

Code Assessment Initial Draft Feb. & March

Staff Review & Comment April

Code Assessment Public Draft Early May

Presentation to Planning Board 5.24.18

Code Revision
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User-friendly Examples



PAGE LAYOUT
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ILLUSTRATIONS
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FLOWCHARTS



TABLES
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PROCEDURES
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ILLUSTRATIONS (NEXT SLIDES)
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ILLUSTRATIONS
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