/ CITY OF BOULDER
Z/‘ PLANNING BOARD MEETING AGENDA
DATE: March 17, 2016

‘l“ TIME: 6 p.m.

PLACE: 1777 Broadway, Council Chambers

\‘§

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The February 18, 2016 and March 3, 2016 minutes are scheduled for review.

3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/CONTINUATIONS
A. Call Up Item: USE REVIEW (LUR2016-00015): Use Review for a 2,500 square foot meeting/event
space comprised of a 2,000 square foot meeting room and a 500 square foot pre-function area within a
7,000 square foot retail building currently under construction within the Gunbarrel Gateway property
located at 6315 Lookout Road. The call-up period expires on March 15, 2016.

B. Call-Up Item: SITE REVIEW AND NONCONFORMING USE REVIEW for the reconfiguration of 96
existing apartment units at the Cavalier Apartments at 2900 E. Aurora Ave. and an associated 16 percent
parking reduction (case nos. LUR2015-00107 and LUR2016-00009). The project site is zoned
Residential - High 5 (RH-5). The call-up period expires on March 21, 2016.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A. AGENDA TITLE: Reconsideration of Initial Screening of a Map Change Request at 2801 Jay Road
(Request #29) as part of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan Major Update. This is a continuation
of the initial screening of public requests and that the public hearing was held on February 2, 2016.

B. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing to consider a recommendation to City Council on an ordinance
amending Title 9, “Land Use Code,” B.R.C. 1981, to allow for changes to the city’s sign code related
to lettering heights in the Boulder Valley Regional Center and compliance with a recent United States
Supreme Court ruling regarding content based signage regulations.

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY

A. Form-Based Code Update

B. Planning Board 2016 Retreat Agenda

C. Planning Board Rep to Attend City Council Study Trip to Portland in April 2016

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK

8. ADJOURNMENT

For more information call (303) 441-1880. Board packets are available after 4 p.m. Friday prior to the meeting, online at www.bouldercolorado.gov, at the Boulder
Public Main Library’s Reference Desk, or at the Planning and Development Services Center, located at 1739 Broadway, third floor.



http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING BOARD
MEETING GUIDELINES

CALL TO ORDER
The Board must have a quorum (four members present) before the meeting can be called to order.

AGENDA
The Board may rearrange the order of the Agenda or delete items for good cause. The Board may not add items requiring public notice.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public is welcome to address the Board (3 minutes* maximum per speaker) during the Public Participation portion of the meeting regarding any item not
scheduled for a public hearing. The only items scheduled for a public hearing are those listed under the category PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS on the
Agenda. Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board
and admission into the record.

DISCUSSION AND STUDY SESSION ITEMS
Discussion and study session items do not require motions of approval or recommendation.

PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A Public Hearing item requires a motion and a vote. The general format for hearing of an action item is as follows:

1. Presentations
a. Staff presentation (10 minutes maximum¥)
b. Applicant presentation (10 minute maximum*). Any exhibits introduced into the record at this time must be provided in quantities of ten
(10) to the Board Secretary for distribution to the Board and admission into the record.
C. Planning Board questioning of staff or applicant for information only.

2. Public Hearing
Each speaker will be allowed an oral presentation (3 minutes maximum®*). All speakers wishing to pool their time must be present, and
time allotted will be determined by the Chair. No pooled time presentation will be permitted to exceed ten minutes total.
e Time remaining is presented by a Green blinking light that means one minute remains, a Yellow light means 30 seconds remain, and a
Red light and beep means time has expired.
e  Speakers should introduce themselves, giving name and address. If officially representing a group, homeowners' association, etc., please
state that for the record as well.
e  Speakers are requested not to repeat items addressed by previous speakers other than to express points of agreement or disagreement.
Refrain from reading long documents, and summarize comments wherever possible. Long documents may be submitted and will become
a part of the official record.
e  Speakers should address the Land Use Regulation criteria and, if possible, reference the rules that the Board uses to decide a case.
e Any exhibits introduced into the record at the hearing must be provided in quantities of ten (10) to the Secretary for distribution to the
Board and admission into the record.
e  Citizens can send a letter to the Planning staff at 1739 Broadway, Boulder, CO 80302, two weeks before the Planning Board meeting, to
be included in the Board packet. Correspondence received after this time will be distributed at the Board meeting.

3. Board Action

d. Board motion. Motions may take any number of forms. With regard to a specific development proposal, the motion generally is to either
approve the project (with or without conditions), to deny it, or to continue the matter to a date certain (generally in order to obtain
additional information).

e. Board discussion. This is undertaken entirely by members of the Board. The applicant, members of the public or city staff participate
only if called upon by the Chair.

f.  Board action (the vote). An affirmative vote of at least four members of the Board is required to pass a motion approving any action. If
the vote taken results in either a tie, a vote of three to two, or a vote of three to one in favor of approval, the applicant shall be
automatically allowed a rehearing upon requesting the same in writing within seven days.

MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, DIRECTOR, AND CITY ATTORNEY
Any Planning Board member, the Planning Director, or the City Attorney may introduce before the Board matters which are not included in the formal
agenda.

ADJOURNMENT
The Board's goal is that regular meetings adjourn by 10:30 p.m. and that study sessions adjourn by 10:00 p.m. Agenda items will not be commenced after
10:00 p.m. except by majority vote of Board members present.

*The Chair may lengthen or shorten the time allotted as appropriate. If the allotted time is exceeded, the Chair may request that the speaker conclude his or her comments.



CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
February 18, 2016
1777 Broadway, Council Chambers

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years)
are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also
available on the web at: https://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Bryan Bowen, Chair

John Putnam

John Gerstle

Leonard May

Liz Payton

Crystal Gray

STAFF PRESENT:

Susan Richstone, Deputy Director of Planning, Housing & Sustainability
Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager

Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney

Cindy Spence, Administrative Specialist 111

Sloane Walbert, Planner |

Crystal Launder, Housing Planner

Jeff Yegian, Housing Division Manager

1.CALL TO ORDER
Chair, B. Bowen, declared a quorum at 6:09 p.m. and the following business was conducted.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
On a motion by C. Gray and seconded by J. Putnam the Planning Board voted 6-0 to
approve the January 28, 2016 minutes as amended,

3.PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
e Kate Remley, as a member of the working group for the Downtown Urban Design
Guidelines (DUDG) and chair of the Landmarks Board, suggested a few
modifications to the vision statement of the revised DUDG. She will email the
revisions to staff and the Planning Board.
e David Biek, in regards to item 4B (1710 and 1750 29th Street) on tonight’s agenda,
spoke in support of the project.

4.DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/
CONTINUATIONS
A. AGENDA TITLE: Continuation of a Public Hearing to consider a motion to approve
findings of fact and conclusions of law for the denial of the application for a
Nonconforming Use Review, application no. LUR2015-00073, for the addition of two
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bedrooms in the basement of an existing nonconforming duplex at 940 14th St.

Applicant: Lani King, Michael J Hirsch Companies
Owner: 20" Street Apartments 1 LLC and 20" Street Apartments 2 LLC

Motion:

On a motion by L. Payton, seconded by C. Gray, the Planning Board voted 4-2 (B. Bowen, J.
Putnam opposed) to approve findings of fact and conclusions of law for the denial of the
application for a Nonconforming Use Review, application no. LUR2015-00073, for the addition
of two bedrooms and in the basement of an existing nonconforming duplex at 940 14" St.

B. CALL UP ITEM: Approval of a Minor Amendment to an Approved Site Plan to install
two vendor kiosks and a walk-in cooler made from repurposed shipping containers in the
public plaza between 1710 and 1750 29th St. within the Twenty Ninth Street shopping
center. The kiosks will be for alcohol service and will include fenced areas with
controlled points of entry. The project includes railings, outdoor seating, umbrellas,
planters and other landscaping and furniture elements, including a public turf area
adjacent to the new vendors. Approval includes an amendment to the Twenty Ninth
Street Signage Program to include the central portion of the plaza in the sign program as
a Type 4 Storefront type. The project site is zoned Business — Regional 1 (BR-1). Case
No. LUR2015-001109.

This item was not called up.

5. DISCUSSION ITEM
A. Middle Income Housing Strategy — in preparation for a February 23, 2016 Council Study
Session, staff requests feedback from the Planning Board on a recently completed Middle
Income Housing Study and the proposed steps to create a middle income housing
strategy.

Staff Presentation:

S. Richstone introduced the discussion item regarding Middle Income Housing Strategy.

L. Ellis discussed opportunities to integrate Middle Income Housing Strategy work items into
the BVCP update effort.

C. Launder presented the Middle Income Housing Study, recently completed by BBC Research
and Consulting.

Board Questions:
C. Launder, S. Richstone, L. Ellis and J. Yegian answered questions from the board.

Board Comments:

e The board made comments regarding the areas of focus for the Middle Income Housing
Strategy.
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C. Gray and B. Bowen suggested reviewing more information regarding small, detached
homes, small lots and tiny home neighborhoods and the benefits surrounding
affordability and future benefits.

C. Gray would like to see mobile home parks and the preservation of mobile home parks
added to the areas of focus. In addition, she added that partnering with neighborhoods
and neighborhood plans would be necessary to obtain these solutions.

B. Bowen added that looking at land use and using it as a template for development, if
the land use pattern is followed explicitly, is inefficient. It is low density and resource
intensive. However if community oriented spaces would be created, and let go of micro-
suburban patterns of mobile home parks, then the outcome could be highly beneficial and
a good solution. A new design tool would need to be created for certain areas.

J. Putnam echoed the earlier board comments that the document was well done and
added that it would be important to better understand the generational effects and how
senior housing would fit into this strategy. He emphasized that we should make the
transition for older Boulder residents easier to move from one affordable category to
another for example by changing zoning codes if needed. The city needs to think about
how people throughout different stages of life transition from one type of house or
situation to another and be able to stay in the city.

L. May added that perhaps the city could play a role in a reverse mortgage structure
whereby the ownership reverts back to the city at a more reasonable cost. The tradeoff
could be that a person could pull the equity from the property to cover the increased
aging needs.

C. Gray added that she would like to see more emphasis/focus on Accessory Dwelling
Units (ADU) and Owners Accessory Units (OAU) in regards to community benefit for
allowing them in zones where they are not now allowed.

B. Bowen mentioned that housing for seniors in the middle could benefit from age
diverse neighborhoods. He suggested by working through the site review criteria or
building into the design requirements, placing in writing the design aspects or
requirements that would retain families.

J. Gerstle agreed with the prior board comments. He also expressed his opinion that the
city should not regard pure ownership as the only desirable relationship for a resident
should have with their home, and that other arrangements, such as rentals and
cooperatives, could also be acceptable.

L. May, by quoting the following article (“The Mortgage Mistake”, The New Yorker,
dated January 12, 2015), agreed that there is no universal benefit of renting over
ownership. The article was forwarded to the board. He stated that the presumption should
not be on homeownership, but to look at the broader economic implications.

J. Putnam suggested ensuring that there are both rentals and ownership opportunities for
middle income households.

L. Payton added that the missing middle is about homeownership and that there is not
enough available within Boulder, but plenty available in surrounding areas. There are
rentals available, but not homeownership opportunities. She stated that she supports the
focus on homeownership. She added that Colorado University (CU) is a large entity but
many of their faculty does not live in Boulder. She questioned staff regarding the housing
of CU’s staff. Staff informed the board that CU is concerned regarding this issue and
evaluating what role they might have in providing housing for employees. If it were done,
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it would be more of a rental product rather than homeownership. She suggested that
through annexation requests that middle income ownership housing be required. In
regards to the implementation of an anti-demolition ordinance, similar to San Francisco,
she stated it would be useful in preserving existing affordable housing and should be
reviewed. She suggested a survey to developers to determine how height would work
with this kind of middle income housing. Finally she reminded the board that Boulder
does have an example of small homes on small lots with seniors at Chautauqua.

Staff Presentation:
L. Ellis presented the Range of Potential Land Use Interventions related to the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan (BVCP).

Public Hearing:
1. David Adamson stated that often there is a concern that with density comes traffic.

Middle class housing needs could be met by creating a person that is able to get around
without the use of a car. He stated that within his neighborhood they are working together
by doing car share, bike share and NPP around their site and think about how to add
density without adding traffic.

Board Questions:
L. Ellis, S. Richstone and J. Yegian answered questions from the board.

Board Comments:

The board made comments regarding the range of potential land use interventions related
to the BVCP for potential housing.

L. Payton stated that the character should be refined in areas. Change or adding land use
categories to facilitate the types of housing that is needed is important. The tradeoffs
between housing and jobs and addressing them through land use changes should be
considered. She stated that if staff were looking for a metric for the goal of a better
balance of incomes then it might be to get back to a distribution of incomes that were
present twenty years ago, for example.

J. Gerstle stated that recent discussions have focused on tradeoffs between jobs and
housing. He believes, however, that there are many other factors to consider, including
streets and parking issues, and that the discussion should not be limited to housing alone.
B. Bowen clarified that figuring out what the overall goal is should be the goal and how
do we create a community and Boulder that we envision. Land use code can be beneficial
but some can be evasive for us to advance.

J. Putnam suggested exploring community industrial as something that is still needed
when looking at areas to put housing. Areas of art could be a tradeoff as well. He stated
that there is currently focus on areas of potential change. To help shape discussions
regarding OAU and ADUs, it would be beneficial to shape what that would mean and
create scenarios to show what it would do for affordability. It would beneficial to look at
what will be affordable in Boulder in 10 yrs.

C. Gray agreed with L. Payton’s comments. If OAU’s, or ADU’s, are incentivized in
zones were they are not now allowed they should not be allowed to have short term
rentals if the goal of expanding OAU’s or ADU’s is to add to long term rentals. The city
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code had incentivized housing in the DT zones by an increased FAR. Several years ago
the FAR was also increased for commercial uses in the DT zones. Has this evening the
playing field for housing and commercial in DT zones acted as a disincentive for housing
downtown? It would be worth analyzing. C. Gray also suggested subcommunity
planning and outreach to neighborhoods on housing strategy for middle income solutions.
L. May agreed with staff’s recommendations. He explained that we need to focus on
where is the greatest good on limited resources that we have. The issue of in-commuting
should not be confused with the housing issue. Medium and higher density housing
should be analyzed. The focus cannot be solely on lower density. Focus on multi-family
housing so there is less impact on zoning. He agreed with J. Putnam’s comments
regarding maintaining the light industrial community.

Additional Next Steps:

J. Putnam mentioned that the zoning code needs to be reviewed especially where the
types of housing desired are being discouraged.

C. Gray suggested the Planning Board recommend to City Council to focus on creative
housing types including smaller homes for the Middle Income Housing Strategy.

All Board members agreed.

C. Gray suggested adding, under “Range of Potential Interventions”, to add the wording
to partnership with neighborhoods on housing solutions as outlined in the Boulder
Housing Strategy.

L. May, under “Regulatory Interventions”, there is a section pertaining to middle income
housing bonuses. He pointed out that as long as incentives do not guarantee to be a one-
time windfall, they are critical to maintain. The “compatible development” language
should be explored and better defined. Occupancy and height limits make sure not to just
a bonus to the property owner. A sales tax for affordable housing would be a regressive
tax and would ultimately hurt the ones that we are trying to benefit through an affordable
housing program.

. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY
A. BVCP Update

Staff Presentation:
L. Ellis presented the item to the board and the 3-D mapping that is currently accessed from the
website.

Board Questions:
L. Ellis answered questions from the board

Board Comments:

J. Gerstle agreed that the potential value of the mapping tool is very high for the BVCP.
As long as people are aware of the limitations and errors that may be incorporated within,
we should move ahead.

All Board members agreed.
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B. Reve Project Call Up — City Council Update
B. Bowen presented the item to the board.

Board Comments:
e No one had any comments.

C. DUDG Adoption Process — City Council Update
B. Bowen presented the item to the board.

Board Comments:
e J. Gerstle recommended that when the Planning Board revisits this item that there is a
full agreement on the matter.
e The board proposed to have the Planning Board revisit the DUDG and add revisions at
the March 3, 2016 Planning Board meeting and to begin the meeting at 5:00p.m.
e Any board members that have proposed revisions should submit them to Planning Board,
Sam Assefa and Kalani Pahoa prior to the meeting.

7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
A. Planning Board 2016 Retreat Date and Calendar Items

Planning Board will meet on April 14, 2016 to discuss Form-Based Code at 6:00p.m.
On this date, Planning Board would be asked to make a recommendation to City
Council on the draft code.
On March 17, 2016, Form-Based Code will appear under “Matters” as an update for
Planning Board.
The EAB joint meeting regarding climate commitment updates original date of April
6, 2016 is not working out. The EAB board secretary will poll the Planning Board to
find an alternate date in April.
Planning Board will meet on April 28, 2016 to discuss Hogan-Pancost at 6:00p.m. On
this date, the annexation will be reviewed.
The May 19, 2016 Planning Board meeting was canceled. All items were moved to
May 26, 2016.
The board agreed that the retreat would be held on May 6, 2016 at Wild Sage
Community House, 12:00-4:00p.m.

> Subject items will be sent to C. Spence to be compiled.

» The board will discuss the agenda at the March 3, 2016 meeting.

» Heidi Brinkman, with Brinkman Consulting, will facilitate.
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8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 9:09 p.m.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE
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CITY OF BOULDER
PLANNING BOARD ACTION MINUTES
March 3, 2016
1777 Broadway, Council Chambers

A permanent set of these minutes and a tape recording (maintained for a period of seven years)
are retained in Central Records (telephone: 303-441-3043). Minutes and streaming audio are also
available on the web at: http://www.bouldercolorado.gov/

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Bryan Bowen, Chair

John Gerstle

Leonard May

Liz Payton

Crystal Gray

PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT:
John Putnam

STAFF PRESENT:

Charles Ferro, Development Review Manager
Hella Pannewig, Assistant City Attorney

Cindy Spence, Administrative Specialist 111

Jessica Stevens, Civil Engineer Il

David Thompson, Civil Engineer Il, Transportation
Kalani Pahoa, Urban Designer

Sam Assefa, Senior Urban Designer

Chandler Van Schaack, Planner 11

1.CALL TO ORDER
Chair, B. Bowen, declared a quorum at 5:03 p.m. and the following business was conducted.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
On a motion by J. Gerstle and seconded by L. Payton the Planning Board voted 5-0 (J.
Putnam absent) to approve the February 2 and February 4, 2016 minutes as amended,

3.PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
No one spoke.

4. DISCUSSION OF DISPOSITIONS, PLANNING BOARD CALL-UPS/
CONTINUATIONS
A. Call Up Item: Wetland Map Revision (LUR2016-00005). Boulder Creek Path at 30"
Street. This decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before February 24,
2016.
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B. Call Up Item: Boulder Creek Path Improvements at 30" Street Underpass, Floodplain
Development Permit (LUR2015-00120), Wetland Permit (LUR2015-00116). This
decision may be called up before Planning Board on or before March 11, 2016.

C. Call Up Item: Approval of a Use Review to establish an animal kennel (cat boarding
area) within a cat only veterinary clinic at 1915 28" St. in the Business — Regional 1
(BR-1) zone district. Case No. LUR2016-00011

None of the items were called up.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS
A. AGENDA TITLE: Consideration of a motion to adopt the 2016 Update to the
Downtown Urban Design Guidelines (Guidelines) incorporating revisions recommended
by the Planning Board at its February 4, 2016 hearing. Adoption of the Guidelines will
result in inclusion of the DT-4 and DT-5 downtown zone districts in the identified areas
where height modifications may be considered through the city’s Site Review process,
per the height modifications ordinance approved by Council on March 31, 2015.

Staff Presentation:
S. Assefa introduced the item.
K. Pahoa presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
K. Pahoa answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing:

1. Jamison Brown, chair of the Design Advisory Board and member of the working group,
spoke in support of adopting the DUDG as submitted and explained that there was a
consensus of the final version and it was a consensus driven process. He urged the
Planning Board to adopt the version of the DUDG as adopted by City Council.

2. Kate Remley, chair of the Landmarks Board and member of the working group, stated
that she did not feel the introductory material had been fully vetted by the working group.
She asked the Planning Board to change the language in the introductory section. She
stated the working group did not see the final document. She asked to restore some of the
original language stating it would assist the Landmarks Board in dealing projects that
they see on a regular basis.

Board Comments:

e L. May, in regards to the staff time involved to make the proposed edits, stated that he
appreciates the burden it may impose upon them, but it is the board’s job to vet these
items and he felt that had not been done properly.

e C. Gray stated that that she did not feel pressure from the staff to push the document
through. She stated that the committee should take some of the responsibility if
discussions did not cover all areas or a final wrap up.

e B. Bowen agreed with C. Gray.
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L. Payton stated that significant language had been removed and the motions to be
offered will restore that missing language and that was in the original set of DUDG.
J. Gerstle agreed and added that it is more than wordsmithing that is being proposed.

Motion:
On a motion by B. Bowen that the Planning Board adopt the updated Downtown Urban Design

Guidelines dated February 16, 2016, as attached to the staff memo dated March 3, 2016. Motion

failed. No second.

On a motion by L. May, seconded by L. Payton, the Planning Board voted 5-0 (J. Putnam

absent) to make the following modifications to the Downtown Vision Section, Section 2 — The

Non-Historic and Interface Areas and Section 3 — Public Realm:

ADD 2.1.B (inserted before the currently proposed 2.1.B) “Views: Downtown Boulder is
blessed with exceptional mountain views and projects should be designed to preserve
access to this extraordinary asset from the surrounding area. The south and west edges
of downtown offer the most spectacular views.”

ADD 2.1.C (inserted before the currently proposed 2.1.B) “Sun and Shade: In
Boulder’s climate, sun and shade are important design considerations for providing
natural light in buildings, and creating appealing pedestrian areas that are ice free and
sunny in the winter and shady in the summer.”

Renumber clauses following these insertions

DELETE 2.2.B.3

ADD 3.2.B (inserted before the currently proposed 3.2.B) “Views: Downtown Boulder is
blessed with exceptional mountain views and projects should be designed to preserve
access to this extraordinary asset from the public realm and surrounding area. The south
and west edges of downtown offer the most spectacular views.”

ADD 3.2.C (inserted before the currently proposed 3.2.B) “Sun and Shade: In
Boulder’s climate, sun and shade are important design considerations for creating
appealing public realm areas that are ice free and sunny in the winter and shady in the
summer.”

Renumber clauses following these insertions

CHANGE Downtown Vision (gray bar on the left) bullet point 3 to “Human scale
buildings and spaces;”

ADD Downtown Vision (gray bar on the left) bullet point 4 “The preservation and
celebration of Boulder’s mountain views from the public realm and surrounding area.’

)
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CHANGE 3.2.C.1, third bullet point Railings: “Railing designs should reflect an open,
transparent feeling. Visually closed-in railings that “box-in” the extension area are not
appropriate. No signage, advertising, goods or merchandise may be placed on railings.
Railing design in the Historic District shall be simple.”

ADD "2.1.H Rhythm: “Maintain the rhythm established by the repetition of the
traditional approximately 25° facade widths for projects that extend over several lots by
changing the materials, patterns, reveals, or building setbacks in uniform intervals or by
using design elements such as columns or pilasters."

ADD 2.1.1 Floor Height: “Distinguish ground floor height from upper floor heights.
Ground level floor to floor height is encouraged to be taller than upper stories.”

ADD 2.1.J Shade: ‘“Shade storefront glass by appropriate means such as awnings or
recesses."

ADD to 2.1.E.2 Parking Lots: “Surface parking is discouraged.”

MOVE 2.1. (H, I and J) to the 2.2 section that is “Commercial Buildings in the Non-
Historic.”

Board Comments to the Motion:

B. Bowen stated for the record this action damages the integrity of the work process.
Specifically some of the points being added were discussed as a group and now are going
to be undone as a result of this motion. This is unfortunate and this process should be
discussed in the future. He stated that there is a difference of opinion that some felt that
the existing DUDG gave a protection of views from the public realm. Others felt that the
views from the buildings were to be maximized. We are making a substantive change
without public input. In addition, the changing of materials at 25 foot widths, this was
discussed at length and it was decided not to be done but now that will be undone. The
working group agreed that if views from the public realm are important, then there should
be a process to define which ones would be discussed. All buildings impact views. The
working group decided that the place in the land use code to discuss height of buildings
would be in the zoning. He stated that this motion will be a mistake.

C. Gray, as a member of the working group, stated that they did spend a lot of time
discussing the preamble and the document. There was never total agreement on a few
items in the preamble and the two landmark representatives expressed this. She was
under the impression that there would be final review and approval by the Planning
Board and all items that had consensus by the working group would still be reviewed and
commented on by the two reviewing bodies - Planning Board and Landmarks. She also
suggested that we discuss, at the retreat, PB participation in working groups and the
expectation of the delegated PB members to those groups.

L. May stated that the motion is meant to be restorative. Regarding the interpretation of
the intent with regard to views, it is about the general access to views from the public
realm, the surrounding area of a new building. Not to pertain to the views of people in the
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building. He stated that he is attempting to make it more about the public realm. He
added that he is not being critical of the process, but the Planning Board needed to have
its own review.
e L. Payton stated that with the proposed motion, important language is being restored.
e J. Gerstle stated that he supports L. May’s motion.

On a motion by L. May, seconded by B. Bowen, the Planning Board voted 5-0 (J. Putnam
absent) to adopt the revised Downtown Urban Design Guidelines dated February 16, 2016
subject to the following additional information:

e CHANGE 2.1.B.1 Solar Panels: — DELETE final sentence and REPLACE with
“Skylights and solar panels should have low profiles. Skylights should not be visible
from the public right-of-way. Solar panels should be as unobtrusive as possible.”

Friendly Amendment by B. Bowen, accepted by L. May, the Planning Board passed 5-0 (J.
Putnam absent) to delete the second sentence currently reading: “Skylights should not be visible
from the public right-of-way.”

B. AGENDA TITLE: Public hearing and consideration of a Site and Use Review
(LUR2011-00071) to redevelop the site located at 4403 Broadway Ave. with a new
mixed use development. The western portion of the site, zoned RM-1 (Residential —
Medium 1) would include twelve 3-story townhome units divided between two buildings.
The eastern portion of the site, zoned MU-2 (Mixed Use — 2), would include three new
mixed use buildings containing an additional 16 attached residential units above 9,207 sg.
ft. of commercial and restaurant space. The proposal includes a request for a height
modification to allow for both townhome buildings and two of the mixed use buildings to
exceed the 35 foot height limit for the zone (requested heights range from 36°3” to 43°6”)
as well as a request for a 5% parking reduction to allow for 57 parking spaces where 60
are required. The proposal also includes a Use Review request to allow for three
restaurants which close after 11:00 p.m., two of which are over 1,000 sq. ft. in floor area.
The applicant is seeking to create vested property rights as provided for in section 9-2-19,
B.R.C. 1981.

Applicant:  Jeff Dawson
Owner: Emerald Investments I, LLC

Staff Presentation:
C. Ferro introduced the item.
C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board.

Board Discussion Regarding Public Process and Notification:
¢ A minor defect in notification (the sign was only posted on the property for seven days
rather than ten days leading up to the hearing as required by the land use code) that does
not impair the surrounding property owners’ ability to participate in the public review
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process occurred. The board had the ability to stay the hearing if they felt adequate
public notice was not provided.

e Board opened it up to the public to see if they felt that proper public notification had or
had not been met.

1. Eric Ponslet spoke in support to stay the hearing stating that proper notification was
not made to the public in the surrounding area because most of the residents who
occupy the residents are not owners, but renters.

e The board discussed the continuation of this item to a later date.

Motion:

On a motion by C. Gray, seconded by J. Gerstle, the Planning Board voted 2-3 (J. Putham
absent) to move forward with the public hearing, to allow public and input and to continue board
deliberations at another date after which proper notification could take place and to reopen public
input at the March 17, 2016 Planning Board meeting. Motion failed.

On a motion by B. Bowen, seconded by L. May, the Planning Board voted 4-1 (J. Putnam
absent) that adequate notification was satisfied and agreed with staff’s recommendation. Motion

passes.

Staff Presentation:
C. Ferro introduced the item.
C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
C. Van Schaack answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
Jeff Dawson, with Studio Architecture, the applicant, presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
Jeff Dawson, the applicant, and Nader Ghadimi with Emerald Investments, the owner,
answered questions from the board.

Public Hearing:
1. Catherine Canlin expressed concern regarding the new height requirement and
asked the board to give consideration in terms of noise and height.
2. Eric Ponslet (pooling time with Lucie Parietti, Liesel Ritchie, Anupam Barlow
and Zak Keirn) spoke in opposition to the project. His focus was the proposed
height modifications and spoke in opposition to them.

Board Comments:

Key Issue #1: Is the proposed project consistent with the vision for the area as established
in the adopted 1997 North Boulder Subcommunity Plan (NBSP)?
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L. Payton, C. Gray and L. May agreed that most of the NBSP guidelines are met except
for height.

L. Payton added that the proposed building design does not seem compatible with Violet
Crossing across the street to the east. The proposed design seems to be battling with the
topography language in the NBSP. In addition, while the plan would be providing
housing, it would in fact increase the demand for housing by adding jobs. She stated she
could not grant the height modification as there is no public support and that Buildings A,
B, #1 and #2 are taller than provided for in the zoning that was established with the
NBSP. The transition between the project and the residential neighborhoods is not
effective.

C. Gray agreed regarding the issue of height and the transition of height. The internal
sidewalks should be more defined.

L. May added that this plan is targeting affluent people and that a diversity of housing
and affordability should be provided. In regards to the height proposals, the MU-2 zoning
states a clear maximum of two stories and there should be no reason to give an exception.
In the residential zone, there is no limit to number of stories; however the proposed third
stories on the townhome units would be considered gratuitous space which would
increase the cost. He felt that by removing floor area from the third floor of the
townhouse units, the units would become more affordable. He added that the project site
is a transit rich site and that the amount of parking should be reduced. Driving should not
be encouraged therefore parking should be constrained and unbundled.

J. Gerstle stated he has the same concerns regarding the proposed height but he agrees
with the vision of the project. He agreed that the commercial space proposed for the
ground floors in the MU-2 zone would be reasonable. The project does not have
sufficient transition in intensity between Uptown Broadway and the residential area on
the south side of Violet. In regards to parking, he agreed with fellow board members
regarding unbundling declaring that it would encourage people to not have vehicles and
make residences more affordable. He stated this would be necessary.

B. Bowen felt that the project fit the NBSP and he did not have an issue with the
proposed height given the site constraints related to grade and floodplain. He mentioned
that many of the buildings in Uptown Broadway are 44 to 48 feet in height and that at a
maximum height of 43°6” the proposed buildings would still accomplish the desired
transition. Street frontage and setbacks make sense. He supports the idea of having mixed
uses extending down to the corner of Violet and Broadway. He pointed out that in terms
of context, the project would transition to a school (35 foot height limit) and not into
residences, and that amore urban edge was therefore appropriate. Regarding the site
design and housing diversity, this zoning is disappointing in that it does not provide for
outdoor communal space but rather surface parking. In terms of unbundled parking, he
suggested behind Building A as a location.

L. Payton added that if the proposed buildings were limited to 35 ft in height, then the
parking requirements could change. Height, the missing middle income housing and
parking are all tied together. She would be in support of a parking reduction as requested
by other board members and unbundling that section that is not tied to the individual
townhomes.
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Key Issue #2: Is the proposed Site Review consistent with the Site Review criteria as set
forth in section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 19817

J. Gerstle, in regards to setback issues, disagreed that a diminished setback would be
appropriate. He did not see a valid reason to change.

B. Bowen explained that the 20 foot setback would be too much for townhomes. He
referred to townhomes in the Holiday development as examples of successful setbacks
under 20 feet. He stated that he agrees with proposed plan and that at tight urban
streetscape would work well. In terms of height, he referred to various successful
townhome projects that are three-stories along Broadway.

C. Gray agreed with B. Bowen regarding setbacks. L. Payton did not want to make the
setbacks an issue.

B. Bowen suggested a compromise regarding the height issue. Perhaps Buildings 1 and 2
are at issue and Buildings A, B and C are appropriate as planned.

L. May explained that the height exception takes away from the units being affordable. It
is less of an issue in the MU zone due to the apartments that would be provided; however,
he still feels that the height limit for the MU-2 zone should be respected.

C. Gray stated that she would like to see all buildings conform to the height limit without
modifications. Buildings A and B have such a large presence on Broadway.

B. Bowen explained to fellow board members that a good reason to have a one to two
foot height exception for Buildings 1 and 2 would be the ability to access a roof deck
with a stair. He stated that these would be great amenities for future residents. Head room
over a stair cannot exist without violating the height exception. The NBSP does call for
building mass along Broadway as a sound mitigation for what lies behind it and should
be a consideration in terms of height.

Applicant Rebuttal:

Jeff Dawson, with Studio Architecture, the applicant, responded to some of the items brought up
by the board regarding Key Issues 1 and 2. He offered to remove the third story lofts from the
end units of each of the townhome buildings to reduce the apparent massing and remove floor
area, to reduce the extent of the requested height modification for Building B in order to make it
less than or equal to the height of Building A (39 feet), and to unbundle the parking for the
apartment units.

Board Questions:
Jeff Dawson, the applicant, answered questions from the board

Board Comments:

C. Gray and L. Payton both stated that they would not be inclined to give the height
modifications as it would violate the NoBo Plans and does not meet the site review
criteria. They would ask the applicants to come back with plans within guidelines. In
addition, the project does not transition into the surrounding residential area effectively.
They are okay with three stories but only if the buildings are kept within the 35 foot
height limit.

B. Bowen mentioned that there would be a strong benefit of having rooftop access in
Buildings 1 and 2 for future residents, and that at a minimum there should be a height
modification granted to allow for stair landings to provide rooftop access.
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L. May agreed with B. Bowen’s proposal for Buildings 1 and 2. In regards to the
residential zone (Buildings 1 and 2), he would be willing to do the height exception to the
extent that a rooftop access is provided. He stated that he would not support a height
modification for Buildings A, B and C.

e J. Gerstle agreed that the suggestion for Buildings A, B and C to meet the height
restrictions but have three stories is reasonable. Regarding Buildings 1 and 2, to allow
access to the roof and allow an exception to the height requirement for that purpose
would be acceptable. Finally he encouraged the applicant to include basements on
Building 1.

e L. Payton restated that she did not feel there was an adequate transition from the project
to residential.

e The board was not open to a 38 foot height limit to Buildings A, B and C although it is

available in the BMS zone to the north.

Key Issue #3: Does the proposed project meet the Use Review criteria as set forth in section
9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 19817
e C. Gray requested that the hours of the proposed restaurant be changed to close at
11:00p.m. rather than 12:00a.m.
e No other board members had issue with the closing time of 12:00a.m. therefore the
closing time remained at 11:00p.m.

Architectural Issues:

e L. May stated that the street facades were well done, but appeared jumbled on the
following elevations: Building A (west and north sides) and Building B (west and east
sides).

e B. Bowen approved of the back side elevations. He suggested an improvement on
Buildings A and B, on the third story of the Broadway side, to wrap with brick rather
than use stucco specifically grids 4 through 7 of Building A and grids 1 through 5 on
Building B on the east elevations, such brick shall wrap around the corners of those
buildings as follows: on Building A including grids A through D on the south elevation,
and on Building B including grid B-through E on the north elevation. All board members
agreed.

e The board agreed that the overall designs are well done.

Motion:

On a motion by B. Bowen seconded by L. Payton the Planning Board voted 5-0 (J. Putnam
absent) to approve the Site and Use Review application LUR2011-00071, adopting the staff
memorandum as findings of fact, including the attached analysis of review criteria, and subject to
the recommended conditions of approval, with the following modifications:

Add to Site Review Condition 3.a.: The final site plans shall be revised to show the following:

e Buildings A, B, and C shall not exceed the 35 ft height limit; only Buildings A and B, but
not C, may have three stories;
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o Buildings 1 and 2 shall not exceed the zoning district’s maximum height, the only
elements that may exceed that height limit shall be stairway access from each unit to the
roof tops;

e The garages behind Building A shall be unbundled parking;

e From the proposed concrete path at the north east corner of Building 1, extend a five
foot wide pervious path west to 10" Street with a public access easement;

e All buildings shall have conduit for future photo voltaic systems from the house panel of
each unit to the roof;

e One dual cord electrical vehicle charging station to serve unbundled surface spots; and

e The brick on the east elevation of Buildings A and B shall extend up to the third floor and
replace the stucco, including grids 4 through 7 of Building A and grids 1 through 5 on
Building B on the east elevations, such brick shall wrap around the corners of those
buildings as follows: on Building A including grids A through D on the south elevation,
and on Building B including grid B-through E on the north elevation.

C. AGENDA TITLE: Concept Plan (case no. LUR2015-00106) proposal to redevelop the
properties located at 4801, 4855, 4865 and 4885 Riverbend Rd. within the Riverbend
Office Park with a new 76,000 sq. ft., 55 foot hospital building and a 5-story, 467-stall
parking structure with accessory office and retail space. The new facility would house
BCH’s relocated inpatient behavioral health, inpatient rehab and neurology department.
The proposal includes consolidating the existing properties into one 2.55-acre project site
and rezoning the site from BT-2 (Business — Transitional 2) to P (Public). Changes to the
existing access and circulation are also proposed

Applicant: Darryl Brown for Boulder Community Health
Property Owner: Boulder Community Health

Staff Presentation:
C. Van Schaack presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:
C. Van Schaack answered questions from the board.

Applicant Presentation:
Jackie Attlesey-Pries with Boulder Community Health, and Mary Fiore with Boulder
Associates Architects, the owner’s representative, presented the item to the board.

Board Questions:

Jackie Attlesey-Pries with Boulder Community Health, Mary Fiore with Boulder Associates
Architects, and Vince Porreca, a consultant for BCH, answered questions from the board.
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Public Hearing:
No one spoke.

Board Comments:
Key Issue #1: Is the Concept Plan proposal compatible with the goals, objectives and
recommendations of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP)?

Key Issue #2: Are the proposed Rezoning and amendment to the BVCP Land Use
Designation appropriate for the surrounding context?

e The board gave comments regarding the two key issues in terms of compatibility with the
BVCP and if the proposed rezoning and amendment to the BVVCP Land Use Designation
would be appropriate.

e C. Gray stated that the zoning and height would be appropriate and supports the parking
garage. She supports the parking garage materials. She suggested that some of the design
elements be simplified. She also suggested looking at an additional access from 48"
Street.

e L. May agreed with the community cycles comments sent to the board. A larger area
plan should be thought about and not piecemealed. He suggested that the parking should
be thought through even more and that the hospital should work harder toward diverting
employees and visitors away from parking at the facility. In terms of the architecture, he
stated that the garage design is more successful than care facility. He suggested that the
design be more organized.

e B. Bowen supports the rezoning. He urged the continuation of the maximization of the
sight so the hospital can thrive in this location. He suggested that the applicant pursue
uses that can be expanded in the public zone and to ask for a setback variance to create an
urban medical campus. He asked the applicants to look at how to conserve their energy
usage by both sharing and becoming an eco-district or look at renewables. Finally, he
suggested looking at resiliency.

e L. Payton stated that it does meet the BVCP policies. She does support the height
modification request due to the context and approves of the architecture. She offered to
the applicant to put an emphasis on the landscaping.

e J. Gerstle agrees with the other board members that the project should move forward. He
offered that BCH needs to gain more credibility with respect to transportation demand
management with its employees. In his opinion, the most effective way to do this would
be to stop providing free parking.

Board Summary:

B. Bowen gave a summary of the board’s recommendations. Since this is a Concept Review, no
action is required on behalf of the Planning Board. Overall, the board was in unanimous support
for rezoning for the public and for City Council to allow building to 55 feet in height. The board
supported the idea of an ordinance to allow additional commercial uses beyond merely
““accessory” uses to create more of a rich, urban village that would support employees, neighbors
and guests. The board asked to carefully consider parking and to get more serious about a
transportation demand management plan. This can start with monitoring and collecting data. The
board expressed a strong interest in renewable energy, EV parking, PV shading on the garage at
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the time of construction. They urged to look at eco-districts and to have a plan for resiliency and
to have clear goals for sustainability. The architecture needs to be reviewed. There were mixed
comments on the design of the hospital building. The materials for both the parking garage and
the facility were acceptable. There was clear inertest in extending the vision beyond and to a
master plan by asking what your future growth plans are. The board suggested that the
landscaping should be over and above the standards. L. May add that the architecture be more
organized. The board supported evolving the architecture in a more organized and refined
composition.

6. MATTERS FROM THE PLANNING BOARD, PLANNING DIRECTOR, AND CITY
ATTORNEY
A. Planning Board 2016 Retreat
e The board agreed to table this matter to the March 17, 2016 meeting.
7. DEBRIEF MEETING/CALENDAR CHECK
8. ADJOURNMENT
The Planning Board adjourned the meeting at 10:46 p.m.

APPROVED BY

Board Chair

DATE

03.03.2016 PB Draft Minutes Page 12 of 12



MEMORANDUM

TO: Planning Board

FROM: Elaine McLaughlin, Case Manager

DATE: March 3, 2016

SUBJECT: Call Up Item: USE REVIEW (LUR2016-00015): Use Review for a 2,500 square foot meeting/event

space comprised of a 2,000 square foot meeting room and a 500 square foot pre-function area
within a 7,000 square foot retail building currently under construction within the Gunbarrel Gateway
property located at 6315 Lookout Road. The call-up period expires on March 15, 2016.

Process Summary. The owner of 6315 Lookout Rd. (near the
intersection of 63 Street and Lookout Road) would like to add a
meeting/event space within a retail building that would serve both .
the existing adjacent hotel and the restaurant recently permitted 7

and under construction within the same retail building. While a
meeting space is considered to be compatible with a hotel use and
a restaurant, the building is located on a separate lot from the hotel
and the meeting space (defined as a “conference center” use is
therefore considered a primary use which requires a use review
under the Business Community -2 (BC-2) zoning district.

L |LookoutRd—

Background. The planned meeting/event space is intended to be Y 74
located within a building currently under construction. The building | /(' | J‘ . %ﬂ
was approved through a Site Review (LUR2008-00022) for the \ ;
Gunbarrel Gateway site, currently built out with a Hampton Inn
Hotel. During the permitting process for the tenant finish, it was N —
found that the planned use as a meeting space (conference space) required the Use Review. The site’s zoning of BC-1 is
business areas containing retail centers serving a number of neighborhoods, where retail-type stores predominate.” The
project site is also within the boundaries of the Gunbarrel Community Center Plan which designates the site as
“Community Business.” The plan defines this as,

“a focal point for commercial activity serving a subcommunity. These areas are designated to serve the daily
convenience shopping and service needs of the local population, and are generally less than 150,000 to
2000,000 square feet in area.” Example uses within the plan are noted as, “restaurants, personal services, large
or small retail, banks, hotels, motels, medical or dental offices, recreational facilities, schools, day care, art
studios and professional offices.”

As a part of the retail building’s construction, where the meeting space will be located, a tenant finish for a restaurant was
issued that includes a roof top patio. Additional improvements also include landscaping and buildout of a parking area to
serve the building.

Project Proposal. The 2,500 square foot meeting space is planned as banquet space for the adjacent restaurant as well
as conference space for the adjacent hotel. The applicant indicated that on weekends it can be used as a wedding venue
or party facility and on weekdays it can serve as a meeting space for nearby businesses and community organizations as
well as hotel guests. The hours of operation planned are from 7:30AM to 12:00 AM. It will have no dedicated employees
but will utilize employees already at the adjacent hotel and/or restaurant, with management of the space operated by the
hotel.

Public Comment. Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property owners within
600 feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. All notice requirements of section
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9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. There were no comments received regarding the
application.

Analysis. The proposal was found to be consistent with the Use Review criteria pursuant to subsection 9-2-15(e),
“Criteria for Review,” B.R.C. 1981. Refer to Attachment B for the complete Use Review analysis.

Conclusion. Staff finds that the proposed project meets the relevant criteria of section 9-2-15, “Use Review,” B.R.C.
1981. The proposal was approved by staff on March 3, 2016 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board
on or before March 17, 2016. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager, Elaine
McLaughlin at (303) 441-4130 or at mclaughline@bouldercolorado.gov

Attachments:
A. Signed Disposition
B. Analysis of Use Review Criteria
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ATTACHMENT A: SIGNEDDISPOSITION

CITY OF BOULDER
Planning and Development Services

1739 Broadway, Third Floor « P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO 80306-0791
‘“ phone 303-441-1880 ¢ fax 303-441-3241 « email plandevelop@bouldercolorado.gov
www.houlderolandevelon.net
CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION

L
3

1

You are hereby advised that the following action was taken by the Planning Department based on the
standards and criteria of the Land Use Regulations as set forth in Chapter 9-2, B.R.C. 1981, as applied to
the proposed development.

DECISION: Approved with conditions

PROJECT NAME: GUNBARREL GATEWAY CONFERENCE SPACE
DESCRIPTION: USE REVIEW to install a 2,500 s.f. conference center.
LOCATION: 6315 LOOKOUT RD

COOR: N10E03

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 2, Gunbarrel Business Park Replat B,
City of Boulder, County of Boulder, State of Colorado

APPLICANT: BILL MCDERMID

OWNER: Boulder Hospitality, LLC
APPLICATION: Use Review, LUR2016-00015
ZONING: BC-2

CASE MANAGER; Elaine McLaughlin

VESTED PROPERTY RIGHT:  NO; the owner has waived the opportunity to create such right under
Section 9-2-19, B.R.C. 1981.

FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, SEE THE FOLLOWING PAGES OF THIS DISPOSITION.

Approved on: MaReH 8,201k

David Bfiskéll, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability

This decision may be appealed to the Planning Board by filing an appeal letter with the Planning
Department within two weeks of the decision date. If no such appeal is filed, the decision shall be deemed
final fourteen days after the date above mentioned.

Appeal to Planning Board expires: _MARLH 17 > 20)

IN ORDER FOR A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION TO BE PROCESSED FOR THIS PROJECT, A
SIGNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND FINAL PLANS FOR CITY SIGNATURE MUST BE
SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT WITH DISPOSITION CONDITIONS AS APPROVED
SHOWN ON THE FINAL PLANS, IF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IS NOT SIGNED WITHIN
NINETY (90) DAYS OF THE FINAL DECISION DATE, THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL
AUTOMATICALLY EXPIRES.

Address: 6315 LOOKOUT RD
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Pursuant to Section 9-2-12 of the Land Use Regulations (Boulder Revised Code, 1981), the applicant must
begin and substantially complete the approved development within three years from the date of final
approval. Failure to "substantially complete” (as defined in Section 9-2-12) the development within three
years shall cause this development approval to expire.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all plans prepared by
the Applicant on January 27, 2016 and the written statement dated Feb. 1, 2016 on file in the City of
Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be modified by the
conditions of this approval. Further, the Applicant shall ensure that the approved use is operated in
compliance with the following restrictions:
a. Size of the approved interior use shall be limited to 2,500 square feet.
b. The approved interior use shall be closed from 12:00 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. seven days per week.

c. Trash and bottles shall not be removed to outside trash containers between the hours of 10:00 p.m.
and 8:00 a.m.

2. The Applicant shall not expand or modify the approved use, except pursuant to subsection 9-2-15(h),
B.R.C. 1981.

3. The Applicant shall comply with all previous conditions contained in any previous approvals, except to
the extent that any previous conditions may be modified by this approval, including, but not limited to, the
following:

a. the Development Agreement recorded at Reception No. 2972299 on October 9, 2008 in the records
of the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder; and

b. the Subdivision Agreement recorded at Reception No. 03214070 on April 4, 2012 in the records of
the Boulder County Clerk and Recorder.

Address: 6315 LOOKOUT RD
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ATTACHMENT B: USE REVIEW CRITERIA

(e) Criteria for Review: No use review application will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the
following:

\_(1) Consistency With Zoning and Nonconformity: The use is consistent with the purpose of the zoning district
as set forth in section 9-5-2, "Zoning Districts," B.R.C. 1981, except in the case of a nonconforming use;

The project site is zoned BC-2; the zoning district purpose for BC-2 is defined as, “business areas containing retail centers serving a
number of neighborhoods, where retail-type stores predominate.” The project site is also within the boundaries of the Gunbarrel
Community Center Plan which designates the site as “Community Business.” The plan defines this as,

“a focal point for commercial activity serving a subcommunity. These areas are designated to serve the daily convenience
shopping and service needs of the local population, and are generally less than 150,000 to 2000,000 square feet in area.”
Example uses within the plan are noted as, “restaurants, personal services, large or small retail, banks, hotels, motels,
medical or dental offices, recreational facilities, schools, day care, art studios and professional offices.”

The location of the proposed conference space in Retail Building 1 was considered as a part of the Site Review approval for
Gunbarrel Gateway, under case no. LUR2008-00022. The intent of both the zoning and the Site Review approval is to permit
active uses in this area of Gunbarrel.

\_(2) Rationale: The use either:

V_ (A) Provides direct service or convenience to or reduces adverse impacts to the surrounding uses
or neighborhood;

The intent of the small conference facility is to provide meeting space that would serve the hotel, and be
augmented by the adjacent restaurant, also within Retail Building 1. There’s a particular synergy to
having both the restaurant use (which is permitted by right in the zoning district), the conference space,
and the hotel. All of them provide services to the site and the surroundings. Similarly, not only could the
conference space be used by hotel guests, but is within close proximity to a number of offices within the
Gunbarrel Business Park.

n/a_(B) Provides a compatible transition between higher intensity and lower intensity uses;

n/a (C) Is necessary to foster a specific city policy, as expressed in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive
Plan, including, without limitation, historic preservation, moderate income housing, residential
and non-residential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group living arrangements for
special populations; or

n/a_(D) Is an existing legal non-conforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under subsection
(f) of this section;

v (3) Compatibility: The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development
or change to an existing development are such that the use will be reasonably compatible with and
have minimal negative impact on the use of nearby properties or for residential uses in industrial
zoning districts, the proposed development reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts from
nearby properties;

The conference space is compatible with the adjacent restaurant and the hotel. Because the majority of
the users of the space will be hotel guests, this compatibility will likely have a minimal negative impact
on the use of nearby properties. Residential uses are located well away from the site such that impacts
would likely not occur.
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Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted

\_(4)

\_(5)

Land Uses," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a
nonconforming use, the proposed development will not significantly adversely affect the infrastructure
of the surrounding area, including, without limitation, water, wastewater, and storm drainage utilities
and streets;

The infrastructure for the site is already integrated into the urban context of the site.

Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area;

n/a_(6)

The character of the area is that of a community business area as designated by the land use. There are
offices and industrial buildings along with banking services and other uses. The existing hotel will be
augmented with the construction of Retail Building 1 where the planned conference space will be located.

Conversion of Dwelling Units to Nonresidential Uses: There shall be a presumption against approving

the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts to nonresidential uses that are
allowed pursuant to a use review, or through the change of one nonconforming use to another
nonconforming use. The presumption against such a conversion may be overcome by a finding that
the use to be approved serves another compelling social, human services, governmental, or
recreational need in the community including, without limitation, a use for a daycare center, park,
religious assembly, social service use, benevolent organization use, art or craft studio space,
museum, or an educational use.

Not applicable to this case, this is not a proposed conversion of residential to non-residential use.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Planning Board

From: Sloane Walbert, Case Manager

DATE: March 14, 2016

SUBJECT: Call-Up Item: SITE REVIEW AND NONCONFORMING USE REVIEW for the

reconfiguration of 96 existing apartment units at the Cavalier Apartments at 2900 E. Aurora
Ave. and an associated 16 percent parking reduction (case nos. LUR2015-00107 and
LUR2016-00009). The project site is zoned Residential - High 5 (RH-5). The call-up period
expires on March 21, 2016.

Background. The 4.6-acre project site is located south of and adjacent to E. Aurora Ave., between 28t and
30t Streets. The property is located approximately a quarter mile from the University of Colorado campus with
easy access via an underpass of U.S. 36 and multi-use path at the westernmost terminus of E. Aurora Ave. The
southeast section of campus contains the law, engineering and business buildings. Refer to Figure 1 for a
Vicinity Map.

25 e N 1 v
= 24 [ 3 l“ 4 | |
University of |[§
Colorado
M ya ‘

Figure 1: Vicinity Map

The project site is located in the Residential - High 5 (RH-5) zone district, which is defined as *high density
residential areas primarily used for a variety of types of attached residential units, including, without limitation,
apartment buildings, and where complementary uses may be allowed” (section 9-5-2(c)(1)(F), B.R.C. 1981).
Refer to Figure 2 on the following page. At the time of development, the property was zoned MR-3 (Multi-Family
Residence District). Subsequently, the property was zoned HR-E (High Density Residential - Established).
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Figure 2: Zoning Map

In 2004, the area to the northwest along the 28t Street frontage road was rezoned from Transitional Business —
Developing (TB-D) to Residential - High 3 (RH-3). The RH-3 zone was established as a new zoning district in
2004 to implement strategies from Resolution 922 adopted by City Council at the culmination of the
Jobs/Population study that would permit higher housing densities on parcels adjoining the University of
Colorado. In addition, RH-3 was established to meet the city goal of providing more housing in the community,
particularly in this case for students.

The character of the area is identifiably high-density residential with a variety of multi-family, high density
residential developments surrounding the project site, including the Spanish Towers (805 29t St.) to the
southwest, Kensington Apartments (2950 Bixby Ave.) to the south, Montclair Court Condos (2850 E. Aurora
Ave.) to the west, Blue Sky Lofts (2905 E. Aurora Ave.) to the northwest and the Sterling University Peaks
Apartments (2985 E. Aurora Ave) to the northeast. Refer to Attachment E for a survey of surrounding uses.

The property consists of two developments built at separate times (refer to Figure 3). According to permit
records, a building permit was issued in 1964 for 144 units at 2900 E. Aurora Ave. Another developer took over
the project in 1965 and constructed 149 units with 148 on-site parking spaces. Subsequently, a building permit
was issued in 1971 for the property at 2898 E Aurora Ave. for a 72-unit apartment building with 108 on-site
parking spaces. Documentation from 1975 describes both properties as legal nonconforming uses. Ninety six of
the existing units are considered efficiency living units. An efficiency living unit is defined as “a dwelling unit that
contains a bathroom and kitchen and does not exceed a maximum floor area hundred seventy five square feet”
(section 9-16, B.R.C. 1981).
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Figure 3: Development Addressing

For the purposes of applying the intensity standards in the land use code, two ELUs are equivalent to one
dwelling unit per the land use code section 9-8-7, B.R.C. 1981. The existing development is considered a legal
‘nonconforming use” because the use of the site was approved and developed prior to the current zoning
standards and does not meet current residential density requirements. The property exceeds the maximum
permitted density in the RH-5 zone district with 37 dwelling units per acre where 27.2 units per acre are
permitted. Additionally, the property does not meet the minimum useable open space per dwelling unit with 433
square feet of open space per dwelling unit where 600 square feet are required. The city’s code recognizes and
allows for the continuance and expansion of legal nonconforming uses as discussed in the “Process” section
below.

g M
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Project Proposal. The applicant is proposing to renovate the existing apartment units at the Cavalier Apartments,
including the reconfiguration of 96 existing units. The following changes to the existing floor plans are part of the
proposal:

e Conversion of 36 one-bedroom units in the east building to two-bedroom, one-bath units;

e Conversion of 12 two-bedroom units in the east building to three-bedroom, two-bath units;

o Conversion of 48 one-bedroom units in the west building to two-bedroom, one-bath units.
In total, 96 bedrooms and 12 new bathrooms will be added to the buildings. All units within the development will
receive new interior finishes. All proposed conversions are internal and no additional units or floor area will be
added to the site. The units proposed for reconfiguration currently contain long galley-style rooms (refer to

Figure 6 below). Many of the subject bedrooms currently contain room separators that informally separate the
rooms. The proposal would improve the function of these units.
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Figure 6: Proposed Changes to Floor Plans

Note that the occupancy restrictions in section 9-8-5, B.R.C. 1981 are based on dwelling unit, not bedrooms.
Members of a family plus one or two roomers or up to four unrelated persons may occupy a unit in the RH-5
zone district. Up to two people may occupy an efficiency living unit (section 9-8-7, B.R.C. 1981). Since the
number of efficiency living units will not increase with the proposal, the allowable occupancy of the property will
not increase.

In order to meet the criteria for modifications to nonconforming uses and the site review criteria, the development
proposal also includes several site improvements (refer to Attachment D for the applicant’s proposed plans).
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The following is included in the proposal:

Life safety upgrades to the apartment buildings, including a new fire sprinkler system;

Conversion of two existing maintenance buildings and six internal utility/laundry rooms to provide 336
long-term, secure bike parking spaces on grid style and vertical racks. This amount of bike parking
exceeds the total requirement of 330 spaces;

Provision of 186 short-term, public bike parking spaces dispersed throughout the site on inverted “u”
racks. This amount of bike parking exceeds the total requirement of 110 spaces;

Closure of one of the five curb cuts and drive accesses onto E. Aurora Ave. Reconfiguration of the
parking lot to eliminate the western driveway and curb cut, which results in the removal of 3 parking
spaces. The area of the removed access will be converted to landscaping with 4 new trees;

Conversion of the existing leasing office structure to a clubhouse for use by residents of the property
with a small office/work space and workout area. The conversion will add 1,025 square feet of usable
interior open space meeting the requirements of section 9-9-11(f), “Special Open Space Requirements
Applicable to Residential Uses,” B.R.C. 1981;

Provision of a new trash and recycling enclosure on the northwest corner of the property with screening
that is consistent with the current code requirements pursuant to section 9-9-18, “Trash Storage and
Recycling Areas,” B.R.C. 1981. Two existing trash and recycling enclosures will be upgraded with
compatible new metal gates to provide full screening;

Replacement of the existing 4.5-foot sidewalk on E. Aurora Avenue with a 6-foot attached sidewalk,
which can accommodate the existing power line poles and is consistent with surrounding properties;

Updating the landscape to provide additional parking lot landscaping, parking lot screening, street trees
and trash screening pursuant to sections 9-9-12, “Landscaping and Screening Requirements” and 9-9-
13, “Streetscape Design Standards,” B.R.C. 1981. The proposal includes the addition of 36 new trees;

Upgrading site lighting to meet the outdoor lighting standards of section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981. A
comprehensive photometric analysis and plan were prepared to demonstrate full compliance with the
standards;

Maintenance of building exterior fagades elements, including new windows and paint; and

A robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan, which includes unbundled parking and the
provision of excess bicycle parking, Eco Passes and a transportation information center within the
community center.

Review Process. As noted above, the project site is considered a legal nonconforming use with respect to

density. The development proposal is considered an expansion of a nonconforming use as defined in chapter 9-
16, “Definitions,” B.R.C. 1981, because the proposal will increase the required parking and will add bedrooms.

“Expansion of nonconforming use" means any change or modification to a nonconforming use that
constitutes:
(1) An increase in the occupancy, floor area,_required parking, traffic generation, outdoor storage,
or visual, noise, or air pollution;
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(2) Any change in the operational characteristics which may increase the impacts or create adverse
impacts to the surrounding area including, without limitation, the hours of operation, noise, or
the number of employees;

(3) The addition of bedrooms to a dwelling unit, except a single-family detached dwelling unit; or

(4) The addition of one or more dwelling units.”

Pursuant to_section 9-10-3(c)(2), “Standards for Changes to Nonstandard Buildings, Structures and Lots, and
Nonconforming Uses,” B.R.C. 1981, applications for Nonconforming Use Review are reviewed for consistency with
the criteria set forth in subsection 9-2-15(e) and (f), B.R.C. 1981. Generally, the Nonconforming Use Review criteria
are focused on minimizing adverse impacts to surrounding properties, maintaining consistency surrounding uses as
well as area character, and improving the appearance of the property and decreasing the level of nonconformity of
the site.

The proposal increases the required parking to 288 spaces where 242 are proposed to be provided. Per section 9-9-
6(f)(2), “Residential Parking Reductions,” B.R.C. 1981, parking reductions for residential projects may only be
granted as part of a Site Review approval under section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981. The addition of
bedrooms to the nonconforming use are analyzed and documented through Use Review and the proposed parking
reduction is analyzed and documented through the Site Review.

Analysis. The proposal was found to be consistent with the Use Review criteria pursuant to subsections 9-2-
15(e) “Criteria for Review” and (f) “Additional Criteria for Modifications to Nonconforming Uses” and the Site
Review criteria pursuant to subsection 9-2-14(h) “Criteria for Review,” B.R.C. 1981. The proposed renovation of
the buildings will have minimal negative impact on the use of nearby properties and is compatible with the
surrounding area. The property is located less than a quarter mile from the University of Colorado campus. The
addition of bedrooms will not change the character of the area, a high density zoning district that currently has a
number of apartment buildings primarily rented to university students. The changes proposed to the site provide
quality bike parking, upgraded site lighting, and additional landscaping and usable open space. The site
upgrades will improve the physical appearance of the site.

In terms of the requested parking reduction, the submitted TDM Plan, parking study and traffic impact analysis
demonstrate that potential traffic increases can be accommodated within the existing transportation network and
that any additional parking demand can be accommodated on the site. Staff finds the request for a 16 percent
parking reduction to be acceptable given the nature of occupancy, the site’s proximity to the University of
Colorado and major transit corridors, and the applicant’s proposed Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
plan. The proposal is consistent with several comprehensive plan policies, in particular policy 6.10 “Managing
Parking Supply.” Refer to Attachments B and C for staff's complete criteria analysis.

Public Comment. Required public notice was given in the form of written notification mailed to all property
owners within 600 feet of the subject property and a sign posted on the property for at least 10 days. Separate
notices were mailed for the Nonconforming Use Review, on Nov. 4, 2015, and the Site Review, on Jan. 20,
2016. All notice requirements of section 9-4-3, “Public Notice Requirements,” B.R.C. 1981 have been met. In
response to the required public notice, numerous comments have been received (refer to Attachment F).
Generally, the comments express concerns regarding:

¢ Area is already overcrowded and overburdened by student rental units. Density should not be
increased;

¢ Increased traffic in an area that is already congested;
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e Street parking is already limited. A parking reduction would put pressure on the street parking, making
the current situation worse.

e Proposal would have detrimental effect on the neighborhood's quality of life with increased traffic,
crime, parking problems, trash and noise issues.

The applicant held a meeting with the Spanish Towers Home Owner’s Association on Feb. 10, 2016 to discuss
their concerns. After the applicant presented their proposal, members of the HOA in attendance expressed
enthusiasm about the proposed investment in the property but voiced concerns about the lack of on-street
parking, crime and trash management.

Conclusion. Staff finds that the proposed project meets the relevant criteria of section 9-2-15, “Use Review”
and section 9-2-14(h)(2), “Site Review,” B.R.C. 1981, specifically subsection K, “Additional Criteria for Parking
Reductions.” Refer to Attachments B and C for a complete analysis of the Use Review and Site Review criteria.

Parking reductions under 50 percent do not require Planning Board review. Thus, the applications are subject to
a staff level decision and 14-day Planning Board call-up period. The proposal was approved by Planning and
Development Services staff on March 7, 2016 and the decision may be called up before Planning Board on or
before March 21, 2016. There is one Planning Board hearing scheduled during the required 14-day call-up
period on March 17, 2016. Questions about the project or decision should be directed to the Case Manager,
Sloane Walbert at (303) 441-4231 or at walberts@bouldercolorado.gov.

Attachments:

Disposition of Approval
Analysis of Use Review Criteria
Analysis of Site Review Criteria
Applicant’s Proposed Plans
Surrounding Uses

Public Comment

mmoow >
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ATTACHMENT A

1739 Broadway, Third Floor = P.O. Box 791, Boulder, CO 80308-0791
u phone 303-441-1880 - fax 303-441-3241 « email plandevelop@bouldercolorado.gov
www.boulderplandevelop.net

ﬁ/ﬁ CITY OF BOULDER
[) Planning and Development Services
P

CITY OF BOULDER PLANNING DEPARTMENT
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION

You are hereby advised that the following action was taken by the Planning Department based on the
standards and criteria of the Land Use Regulations as set forth in Chapter 9-2, B.R.C. 1981, as applied to
the proposed development.

DECISION: APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS
PROJECT NAME: CAVALIER APARTMENTS
DESCRIPTION: SITE REVIEW AND NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW for the

reconfiguration of 96 existing apartment units at the Cavalier Apartments
and an associated 16 percent parking reduction. Included in this approval
is the conversion of 84 one-bedroom units to two-bedroom units and the
conversion of 12 two-bedroom units to three-bedroom units. In total, 96
bedrooms and 12 new bathrooms will be added to the buildings. No
additional units or floor area will be added to the site. Also included in
this approval is the conversion of the current leasing office structure into
community center for the use of the residents and conversion of existing
maintenance buildings into long-term hike storage.

LOCATION: 2898 AND 2900 E AURORA AVE

COOR: NO1WO04

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: See Exhibit A

APPLICANT: Jeff Dawson, Trestle Strategy

OWNER: 2900 Boulder LLC, a Colorado limited liability company

APPLICATION: NONCONFORMING USE REVIEW, LUR2015-00107
SITE REVIEW, LUR2016-00009

ZONING: Residential - High 5 (RH-5)

CASE MANAGER: Sloane Walbert

VESTED PROPERTY RIGHT: NO; the owner has waived the opportunity to create such right under
Section 9-2-19, B.R.C. 1981.

APPROVED MODIFICATIONS FROM THE LAND USE REGULATIONS:
Section 9-9-6, “Parking Standards,” B.R.C. 1981:
e Parking reduction of 16% (241 spaces provided where 288 are required).

FOR CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, SEE THE FOLLOWING PAGES OF THIS DISPOSITION.
Approved On: 3/'1/67$DI(O

Date )
By: % ﬁ/]"

David Driskell, Executive Director of Community Planning and Sustainability

This decision may be appealed to the Planning Board by filing an appeal letter with the Planning
Department within two weeks of the decision date. If no such appeal is filed, the decision shall be
deemed final fourteen days after the date above mentioned.

Address: 2900 E AURORA AV 1
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Appeal to Planning Board expires: 3/3 ‘/3 ol

Final Approval Date:

IN ORDER FOR A BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION TO BE PROCESSED FOR THIS PROJECT, A
SIGNED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND FINAL PLANS FOR CITY SIGNATURE MUST BE
SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT WITH DISPOSITION CONDITIONS AS APPROVED
SHOWN ON THE FINAL PLANS. IF THE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IS NOT SIGNED WITHIN
NINETY (90) DAYS OF THE FINAL DECISION DATE, THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVAL

AUTOMATICALLY EXPIRES.

Pursuant to Section 9-2-12 of the Land Use Regulations (Boulder Revised Code, 1981), the applicant
must begin and substantially complete the approved development within three years from the date of final
approval. Failure to "substantially complete” (as defined in Section 9-2-12) the development within three
years shall cause this development approval to expire.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

SITE REVIEW

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all plans prepared
by the Applicant on March 3, 2016 and the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan dated
March 1, 2016, on file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the
development may be modified by the conditions of this approval.

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall dedicate to the City, at no cost, the following
easements meeting the City of Boulder Design and Construction Standards, as part of Technical
Document Review applications, the form and final location of which shall be subject to the approval of

the City Manager:

a. A utility easement for a new 3-inch water meter vault along E. Aurora Avenue; and

b. A public access easement for the sidewalk/driveway ramps providing access to the site along E.
Aurora Avenue.

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall submit a financial guarantee, in a form
acceptable to the Director of Public Works, in an amount equal to the cost of providing seventeen (17)
non-student residents of the development local transit passes for three years after the issuance of a
certificate of occupancy for each dwelling unit as proposed in the Applicant’'s Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan.

4. Prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy for any dwelling unit, the Applicant shall construct
and complete, subject to acceptance by the City, an 6-foot wide attached sidewalk along E. Aurora
Ave. serving the site in conformance with the approved engineering plans and meeting the City of
Boulder Design and Construction Standards.

USE REVIEW

1. The Applicant shall ensure that the development shall be in compliance with all plans prepared
by the Applicant on March 3, 2016 and the Applicant’'s written statement dated October 29, 2015, on
file in the City of Boulder Planning Department, except to the extent that the development may be
modified by the conditions of this approval.

Address: 2900 E AURORA AV 2
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2. The Applicant shall not expand or modify the approved use, except pursuant to subsection
9-2-15(h), B.R.C. 1981,

Address: 2900 E AURORA AV 3
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Exhibit A

Legal Description: 2900 E Aurora Ave Boulder, CO 80303

Parcel One:

The north % NE % SE %4 SW 4 of section 32, township 1 north, range 70 west of the
6 p.m., except the east 425 feet and except the north 30 feet for East Aurora
Avenue,

County of Boulder,

State of Colorado.

Parcel Two:

The east 425 feet of the N ¥ NE ¥4 SE % SW %4 of section 32, township 1 north,
range 70 west of the 6t p.m.,, except the north 30 feet for East Aurora Avenue,
County of Boulder,

State of Colorado.

Parcel Three:

Apart of the NE % of the SE % of the SW % of section 32, township 1 north, range 70
west of the 6 p.m., County of Boulder, State of Colorado, being more particularly
described as follows:

Commencing at the northeast corner of the NE % of the SE % of the SW 14 of said
section 32; thence southerly along the east line of the SW % of said section 32, a
distance of 331.44 feet to the southeast corner of the N % of the NE 4 of the SE 1 of
the SW % of said section 32 which point is the true point of beginning; thence
westerly along the south line of the N % of the NE %4 of the SE %4 of the SW %4 of said
section 32, a distance of 660.36 feet to the southwest corner of the N 1 of the NE %
of the SE % of the SW 4 of said section 32, thence southerly along the west line of
the NE %4 of the SE % of the SW %4 of said section 32, a distance of 4.94 feet to a point
on the north line of the south 15 acres of the E % of the SE %4 of the SW 14 of said
section 32; thence easterly along said north line a distance of 660.36 feet to a point
on the east line of the SW %4 of said section 32; thence northerly along said east line
a distance of 4.92 feet to the true point of beginning;

County of Boulder,

State of Colorado.

Full Legal Description:
TRACTS 1186 A& B & 1792 & 179 2A 32-1N-70

Subdivision:
TR, NBR120,122,830-CENT/MOORES

Section, Township, Range:
32-1N-70

County Assessor Parcel [D #:
146332300026

Address: 2900 E AURORA AV 4
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ATTACHMENT B: Analysis of Use Review Criteria

Overall, the project was found to be consistent with the criteria for Use Review set forth in subsections 9-2-15(e)
and (f), B.R.C. 1981.

Section 9-10-3. Changes to Nonstandard Buildings, Structures, and Lots and Nonconforming Uses:

(c) Nonconforming Uses:

(1)

(2)

Nonconforming Changes to Conforming Use Prohibited: No conforming use may be changed to a
nonconforming use, notwithstanding the fact that some of the features of the lot or building are
nonstandard or the parking is nonconforming.

Standards for Changes to Nonconforming Uses: The city manager will grant a request for a change of use,
which is the replacement of one nonconforming use with another, if the modified or new use does not
constitute an expansion of a nonconforming use. Any other change of use that constitutes expansion of a
nonconforming use must be reviewed under procedures of section 9-2-15, "Use Review," B.R.C. 1981.

Nonconforming Only as to Parking: The city manager will grant a request to change a use that is
nonconforming only because of an inadequate amount of parking to any conforming use allowed in the
underlying zoning district upon a finding that the new use will have an equivalent or less parking
requirement than the use being replaced.

Section 9-2-15(e), B.R.C. 1981, “Use Review”
No use review application will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the following:

v (1) Consistency with Zoning and Non-Conformity: The use is consistent with the purpose of the zoning

district as set forth in section 9-5-2(c), "Zoning Districts Purposes," B.R.C. 1981, except in the case of a
nonconforming use;

The project site is zoned Residential - High 5 (RH-5), which is defined as “high density residential areas
primarily used for a variety of types of attached residential units, including without limitation, apartment
buildings, and where complementary uses may be allowed” (section 9-5-2)(c)(1)(F), B.R.C. 1981). The
use is nonconforming due to density, as described below under (2)(D).

v_ (2) Rationale: The use either:

N/A  (A) Provides direct service or convenience to or reduces adverse impacts to the surrounding
uses or neighborhood;

N/A  (B) Provides a compatible transition between higher intensity and lower intensity uses;

N/A  (C) Is necessary to foster a specific city policy, as expressed in the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan, including, without limitation, historic preservation, moderate income
housing, residential and non-residential mixed uses in appropriate locations, and group
living arrangements for special populations; or

v_ (D) Is an existing legal nonconforming use or a change thereto that is permitted under
subsection (f) of this section;
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v (3)

The existing development is considered a “nonconforming use” due to the density, which
was established prior to the current zoning standards. The property exceeds the maximum
permitted density in the RH-5 zone district with 37 dwelling units per acre where 27.2 units
per acre are permitted. Additionally, the property does not meet the minimum useable open
space per dwelling unit with 433 square feet of open space per dwelling unit where 600
square feet is required. The proposed renovation constitutes an expansion of a
nonconforming use, since it will add bedrooms.

This application for an expansion of an existing legal nonconforming use is permitted under
subsection (e). Please see nonconforming use review criteria below for analysis of criteria.

Compatibility: The location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development

or change to an existing development are such that the use will be reasonably compatible with and
have minimal negative impact on the use of nearby properties or for residential uses in industrial
zoning districts, the proposed development reasonably mitigates the potential negative impacts from
nearby properties;

The proposed renovation of the buildings is reasonably compatible with, and has minimal negative
impact on, the use of nearby properties. The proposed reconfiguration of units will improve the
function of the units and formalize space that is commonly used for two occupants. The allowable
occupancy will not increase with the addition of bedrooms. The addition of landscaping, elimination of
a curb-cut and addition of dedicated short- and long-term bike parking will reduce impacts.

The proposed addition of bedrooms is compatible with the surrounding area. The property is located
approximately a quarter mile from the University of Colorado campus. The character of the area is
identifiably residential with a variety of multi-family, high density residential development surrounding
the project site. Given that the nonconforming density will remain on the site as is, and that the site is
located within an RH-5 zoning district where there are a number of university student rentals, the
expansion of the nonconforming use in terms of number of bedrooms with equivalent occupancy will
be compatible in the context.

Infrastructure: As compared to development permitted under section 9-6-1, "Schedule of Permitted

Land Uses," B.R.C. 1981, in the zone, or as compared to the existing level of impact of a
nonconforming use, the proposed development will not significantly adversely affect the infrastructure
of the surrounding area, including, without limitation, water, wastewater, and storm drainage utilities
and streets;

The proposed expansion will not affect the existing infrastructure compared to the existing level of
impact of the nonconforming use. The occupancy on the site will remain the same and the proposed
expansion would have a negligible impact on existing infrastructure.

Character of Area: The use will not change the predominant character of the surrounding area;

The development proposal will not change the predominant character of the area. The character of the
area Is identifiably residential with a variety of multi-family, high density residential development
surrounding the project site, including the Spanish Towers (805 29th St.) to the southwest, Kensington
Apartments (2950 Bixby Ave.) to the south, Montclair Court Condos (2850 E. Aurora Ave.) to the west,
Blue Sky Lofts (2905 E. Aurora Ave.) to the northwest and the Sterling University Peaks Apartments
(2985 E. Aurora Ave) to the northeast. In addition, the project site is in proximity to the redevelopment
of the Outlook Hotel located at 800 28th St., the Lotus Building located at 900 28th Street, the
Province located at 950 28th St., and Landmarks Lofts Il located at 970 28th St., all of which are
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N/A (6)

student oriented developments ranging in density from 22 dwelling units per acre to 64 dwelling units
per acre.

The addition of bedrooms will not change the character of the area, a high density zoning district that
currently has a number of apartment buildings primarily rented to university students.

Conversion of Dwelling Units to Non-Residential Uses: There shall be a presumption against

approving the conversion of dwelling units in the residential zoning districts set forth in subsection 9-5-
2(c)(1)(a), B.R.C. 1981, to non-residential uses that are allowed pursuant to a use review, or through
the change of one nonconforming use to another nonconforming use. The presumption against such a
conversion may be overcome by a finding that the use to be approved serves another compelling
social, human services, governmental, or recreational need in the community including, without
limitation, a use for a day care center, park, religious assembly, social service use, benevolent
organization use, art or craft studio space, museum, or an educational use.

Not applicable, the proposal does not include the conversion of dwelling units.

(f) “Additional Criteria for Modifications to Nonconforming Uses”: No application for a change to a
nonconforming use shall be granted unless all of the following criteria are met in addition to the criteria set forth

above:
(1

Reasonable Measures Required: The applicant has undertaken all reasonable measures to reduce or
alleviate the effects of the nonconformity upon the surrounding area, including, without limitation,
objectionable conditions, glare, adverse visual impacts, noise pollution, air emissions, vehicular traffic,
storage of equipment, materials, and refuse, and on-street parking, so that the change will not
adversely affect the surrounding area.

The changes proposed to the site provide quality bike parking and additional landscaping. The
conversion of two existing maintenance buildings and six internal utility/laundry rooms will provide 336
long term, secure bike parking spaces. In addition, 186 short term, public bike parking spaces will be
dispersed throughout the site on inverted “u” racks. The removal of one of the existing curb-cuts,
addition of landscaping to serve as screening and upgraded outdoor lighting will reduce impacts on
adjacent properties. Overall, landscape improvements will alleviate the effects of the nonconforming
upon the surrounding area. Additionally, the conversion of the existing leasing office structure to a
clubhouse for use by residents will provide additional quality open space for residents. A new trash
enclosure with screening should reduce refuse and/or junk on the property. These improvements are
considered reasonable measures given the constraints of the existing site layout.

Reduction in Nonconformity/Improvement of Appearance: The proposed change or expansion will
either reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use or improve the physical appearance of the
structure or the site without increasing the degree of nonconformity.

The project site is nonconforming as to density. No dwelling units are being added to the property,
there is no change to the use category (attached housing), and the allowable occupancy of the
property will not change. Hence, the degree of nonconformity is not increasing. The provision of short-
and long-term bike parking will exceed the current code requirements. Upgrades to the site lighting will
meet the outdoor lighting standards of section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981. While full compliance with the
landscape standards is not possible given the constraints of the current site design, removing the
cobble and planting appropriate low maintenance drought tolerant vegetation is a significant site
improvement. All parking lots will be screened from the street and adjacent properties and contain
additional interior lot landscaping. These measures will reduce the degree of nonconformity of the use.
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Additionally, the site upgrades will improve the physical appearance of the site. The changes will
provide additional usable outdoor space for residents, quality bike parking and additional landscaping.
The proposal includes the addition of a trash enclosure, which is compatible with the existing
enclosures, and upgraded outdoor lighting. The renovation will include exterior maintenance of the
buildings like new paint and windows.

v_ (3) Compliance With This Title/Exceptions: The proposed change in use complies with all of the
requirements of this title:

N/A (A)Except for a change of a nonconforming use to another nonconforming use; and
Not Applicable. The existing apartment use will remain.

N/A (B)Unless a variance to the setback requirements has been granted pursuant to section 9-2-3,
"Variances and Interpretations," B.R.C. 1981, or the setback has been varied through the
application of the requirements of section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981.

_ ¥ (4) Cannot Reasonably Be Made Conforming: The existing building or lot cannot reasonably be utilized or
made to conform to the requirements of chapter 9-6, "Use Standards," 9-7, "Form and Bulk
Standards," 9-8, "Intensity Standards," or 9-9, "Development Standards," B.R.C. 1981.

The existing nonconforming use cannot reasonable be made to conform to the intensity standards of
chapter 9-8. The scope and cost of demolishing the nonconforming use that has been operated in this
manner for decades is not proportional to the proposal being requested.

N/A (5) No Increase in Floor Area over Ten Percent: The change or expansion will not result in a cumulative
increase in floor area of more than ten percent of the existing floor area.

Not applicable, there is no increase in floor area as part of the proposal.

N/A (6) Approving Authority May Grant Zoning Variances: The approving authority may grant the variances
permitted by subsection 9-2-3(d), B.R.C. 1981, upon finding that the criteria set forth in subsection 9-
2-3(h), B.R.C. 1981, have been met.

Modifications are requested to the parking standards, under review through the Site Review criteria.
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ATTACHMENT C: Analysis of Site Review Criteria

Section 9-9-6(f) Motor Vehicle Parking Reductions:

(2) Residential Parking Reductions: Parking reductions for residential projects may be granted as part of a
site review approval under Section 9-2-14, "Site Review," B.R.C. 1981.

Section 9-2-14(h), B.R.C. 1981, “Site Review”
No site review application shall be approved unless the approving agency finds that:

(1) Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan:

¥__(A) The proposed site plan is consistent with the land use map and the service area map and, on balance,
the policies of the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan.

The BVCP designates this site as HR — High Density Residential. The proposal is consistent with the
land use map and service area plan and is consistent with the following policies of the BVCP:

2.03 Compact Development Pattern

2.09 Neighborhoods as Building Blocks

2.10 Preservation and Support for Residential Neighborhoods
2.16 Mixed Use and Higher Density Development

2.32 Physical Design for People

2.35 Outdoor Lighting/Light Pollution

2.37 Enhanced Design for Private Sector Projects

6.08 Transportation Impact

6.10 Managing Parking Supply

7.06 Mixture of Housing Types

7.07 Preserve Existing Housing Stock

7.09 Housing for a Full Range of Households

7.10 Balancing Housing Supply with Employment Base

Resolution 922 was adopted by the City Council in 2003 in part to "consider the potential for higher
housing densities on parcels adjoining the University of Colorado". The land use designation of
several properties to the northwest were changed in the early 2000s from Transitional Business to
High Density Residential land use to implement this policy. There is a desire on the city's part to see
additional high density housing in this area.

When assessing parking demand related to a request for a parking reduction, staff looks to the
BVCP criteria for the city’s values regarding parking, which are expressed in the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) policy 6.10, Managing Parking Supply that states, “Providing for
vehicular parking will be considered as a component of a total access system of all modes of
transportation - bicycle, pedestrian, transit and vehicular - and will be consistent with the desire to
reduce single occupant vehicle travel, limit congestion, balance the use of public spaces and
consider the needs of residential and commercial areas. Parking demand will be accommodated in
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the most efficient way possible with the minimal necessary number of new spaces. The city will
promote parking reductions through parking maximums, shared parking, unbundled parking,
parking districts and transportation demand management programs.”

N/A (B) The proposed development shall not exceed the maximum density associated with the Boulder Valley
Comprehensive Plan residential land use designation. Additionally, if the density of existing residential
development within a three-hundred-foot area surrounding the site is at or exceeds the density permitted
in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, then the maximum density permitted on the site shall not
exceed the lesser of:

The comprehensive plan designation of High Density Residential includes an intent statement of density
for “more than 14 dwelling units per acre.” The development is a legal nonconforming use that exceeds
density standards. The proposed project does not include additional dwelling units. However, since the
existing density on the site is a legal nonconforming use and this proposal does not add any additional
density to the site, this subparagraph is inapplicable.

N/A (i) The density permitted in the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, or,

N/A (ii) The maximum number of units that could be placed on the site without waiving or varying any of
the requirements of Chapter 9-8, "Intensity Standards," B.R.C. 1981.

¥__(C) The proposed development’s success in meeting the broad range of BVCP policies considers the
economic feasibility of implementation techniques require to meet other site review criteria.

The development would not be rendered infeasible in meeting the BVCP policies or the site review
criteria based upon the requirements and recommendations made within these comments.

(2) Site Design: Projects should preserve and enhance the community's unique sense of place through creative
design that respects historic character, relationship to the natural environment, multi-modal transportation
connectivity and its physical setting. Projects should utilize site design techniques which are consistent with the
purpose of site review in subsection (a) of this section and enhance the quality of the project. In determining
whether this subsection is met, the approving agency will consider the following factors:

v (A)Open Space: Open space, including, without limitation, parks, recreation areas, and playgrounds:

(i) Useable open space is arranged to be accessible and functional and incorporates quality
landscaping, a mixture of sun and shade and places to gather;

Today, the project site is limited in its open space amenities and landscape quality and quantity.
As part of the development proposal, the applicant will bring the project site closer into
compliance with the landscape standards as well as create a new functional open space in the
form of a new community center. Existing open space areas will be improved with new
landscaping.

NJ/A (ii) Private open space is provided for each detached residential unit;
Not applicable, the proposed development will not incorporate detached residential units.

Y (iii) The project provides for the preservation of or mitigation of adverse impacts to natural
features, including, without limitation, healthy long-lived trees, significant plant communities,
ground and surface water, wetlands, riparian areas, drainage areas and species on the federal
Endangered Species List, "Species of Special Concern in Boulder County" designated by
Boulder County, or prairie dogs (Cynomys ludiovicianus), which is a species of local concern,
and their habitat;
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There are no environmentally sensitive species or habitats on the site. The site is primarily
paved. The proposed landscaping will be an improvement over what exists today and will
provide for a significant increase in the amount of trees onsite.

Y (iv) The open space provides a relief to the density, both within the project and from surrounding

Y_(v)

development;

The proposed open space on-site provides a relief to the proposed project density for all
residents and will serve both active and passive recreational activities with a combination of
open areas including a dog park, picnic areas, and a swimming pool with patio. The proposal
will provide screening for the parking lots from the street and adjacent properties, which will
provide a relief to the density.

Open space designed for active recreational purposes is of a size that it will be functionally
useable and located in a safe and convenient proximity to the uses to which it is meant to
serve;

The proposed open space will serve both active and passive recreational activities with a
combination of open areas, formal and informal planting areas, as well as communal, grade
level open spaces. Additionally, the conversion of the existing leasing office structure to a
clubhouse for use by residents will provide additional quality open space for residents. A
fitness center will provide indoor recreation opportunities for the residents.

N/A (vi) The open space provides a buffer to protect sensitive environmental features and natural

areas; and

Not applicable, there are no environmentally sensitive species or habitats on the site.

N/A (vii) If possible, open space is linked to an area- or city-wide system.

Not applicable. There is no established area-wide or city-wide open space system in the area.

_N/A (B) Open Space in Mixed Use Developments (Developments that contain a mix of residential and
non-residential uses)

Y (C)Landscaping

~_ (i)

NIA {ii)

The project provides for aesthetic enhancement and a variety of plant and hard surface
materials, and the selection of materials provides for a variety of colors and contrasts and the
preservation or use of local native vegetation where appropriate;

Today the project site is limited in the quantity and quality of its existing landscape, not meeting
many of the current standards, including interior parking lot landscaping and screening
standards, and street tree requirements. As part of the development proposal, the applicant will
provide interior parking lot landscaping and screening that will also provide relief to the site
paving and soften the parking area as well as provide a buffer to the surrounding development.
The proposed landscape will provide for a variety of plant and hard surface materials.

Landscape design attempts to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts on and off site to important
native species, healthy, long lived trees, plant communities of special concern, threatened and
endangered species and habitat by integrating the existing natural environment into the
project;

Not applicable. There are no known threatened and endangered species existing on-site.
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(i) The project provides significant amounts of plant material sized in excess of the landscaping

requirements of Sections 9-9-12, "Landscaping and Screening Standards," and 9-9-13,
"Streetscape Design Standards," B.R.C. 1981; and

Overall, the proposed landscape is an improvement over the existing dilapidated site
conditions that will provide an aesthetic enhancement. The proposal will bring the site closer
into compliance with the landscape standards. To provide plantings in excess of the
landscaping requirements would require the removal of a significant amount of parking.

Y (iv) The setbacks, yards and useable open space along public rights of way are landscaped to

provide attractive streetscapes, to enhance architectural features and to contribute to the
development of an attractive site plan.

The proposed landscape and streetscape plans will be a significant improvement over what
currently exists onsite and will provide for a variety of plant and hard surface materials to
provide a pleasant pedestrian environment.

¥__ (D) Circulation: Circulation, including, without limitation, the transportation system that serves the
property, whether public or private and whether constructed by the developer or not:

<

~
v

(i)
(i)

High speeds are discouraged or a physical separation between streets and the project is
provided;

Potential conflicts with vehicles are minimized:;

(iii) Safe and convenient connections are provided that support multi-modal mobility through and

between properties, accessible to the public within the project and between the project and
the existing and proposed transportation systems, including, without limitation, streets,
bikeways, pedestrianways and trails;

Connections to transportation systems, streets, bikeways and pedestrian ways are safe,
convenient, and accessible through the site through a series of pedestrian paths as well as a
designated bike route on E. Aurora Ave. The proposal includes the replacement of the
existing attached 4.5-foot sidewalk on E. Aurora Ave. with a 6-foot wide sidewalk.

Y~ (iv) Alternatives to the automobile are promoted by incorporating site design techniques, land

<

use patterns, and supporting infrastructure that supports and encourages walking, biking,
and other alternatives to the single-occupant vehicle;

Alternatives to the automobile are being promoted through a Transportation Demand
Management Plan, installation of bike racks, covered and secure bike storage, the provision
of convenient pedestrian connections throughout the site to surrounding properties as well as
to the nearby pedestrian underpass connection undemeath 28th Street to the university.
There are a total of 522 bike parking spaces proposed to be provided on the site: 186 short-
term spaces and 336 interior long-term bike storage spaces.

Where practical and beneficial, a significant shift away from single-occupant vehicle use to
alternate modes is promoted through the use of travel demand management techniques;

The proposed TDM will provide a shift away from single-occupant vehicle use to alternate
modes with the installation of bike racks and the provision of Eco Passes to encourage
alternate modes of transit. The proposal also includes unbundled parking and a
transportation information center within the leasing office.
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¥ (vi) On-site facilities for external linkage are provided with other modes of transportation, where
applicable;

Visitor bike racks are planned on site to encourage external pedestrian and bicycle linkages.
Y (vii) The amount of land devoted to the street system is minimized; and

There is no significant street system within the project. Curb cuts have been minimized to
provide only necessary access to the existing parking areas.

Y (viii) The project is designed for the types of traffic expected, including, without limitation,
automobiles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and provides safety, separation from living areas,
and control of noise and exhaust.

The site has been well-designed for the expected traffic needs. Based on the proximity of
the site to the university and the pedestrian underpass, a great deal of bicycle and
pedestrian traffic is anticipated to continue through and around the site.

Y (E)Parking

¥ (i) The project incorporates into the design of parking areas measures to provide safety,
convenience, and separation of pedestrian movements from vehicular movements;

The parking area that serves the development is existing on the project site. Today, the
existing parking area does not meet the interior parking lot landscape or screening
standards. While the parking area is existing and its general layout will not be altered, the
development proposal does includes improvements to the existing parking area, including
eliminating a curb cut, reconfiguring one of the parking areas, and additional screening.

Y (i) The design of parking areas makes efficient use of the land and uses the minimum amount
of land necessary to meet the parking needs of the project;

¥ (iii) Parking areas and lighting are designed to reduce the visual impact on the project, adjacent
properties, and adjacent streets; and

The parking is located where existing parking is located. The reorganization of the parking
area and closure of a curb cut will reduce the visual impact that exists today.

Y (iv) Parking areas utilize landscaping materials to provide shade in excess of the requirements
in Subsection 9-9-6(d), and Section 9-9-14, "Parking Lot Landscaping Standards," B.R.C.
1981.

As described above, to provide plantings in excess of the landscaping requirements would
require the removal of a significant amount of parking.
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__(F) Building Design, Livability, and Relationship to the Existing or Proposed Surrounding Area

N/A (i)
N/A (i)
NIA - (iii)
> (i)
. (v
N/A  (vi)
~ (vii)

The building height, mass, scale, orientation, architecture and configuration are compatible
with the existing character of the area or the character established by adopted design
guidelines or plans for the area;

The building height, mass, scale, orientation is not being altered as part of the development
proposal. The existing building will remain.

The height of buildings is in general proportion to the height of existing buildings and the
proposed or projected heights of approved buildings or approved plans or design guidelines
for the immediate area;

The building height, mass, scale, orientation is not being altered as part of the development
proposal. The existing building will remain.

The orientation of buildings minimizes shadows on and blocking of views from adjacent
properties;

The building height, mass, scale, orientation is not being altered as part of the development
proposal. The existing building will remain.

If the character of the area is identifiable, the project is made compatible by the appropriate
use of color, materials, landscaping, signs, and lighting;

The property is located less than a quarter mile from the University of Colorado campus.
The character of the area is identifiably residential with a variety of multi-family, high density
residential development surrounding the project site. No major changes are proposed to the
building facades. The renovation will include exterior maintenance of the buildings like new
paint and windows.

Projects are designed to a human scale and promote a safe and vibrant pedestrian
experience through the location of building frontages along public streets, plazas, sidewalks
and paths, and through the use of building elements, design details and landscape
materials that include, without limitation, the location of entrances and windows, and the
creation of transparency and activity at the pedestrian level;

Although the scope of the redevelopment of the project site is limited, improvements will
occur to the building exterior, including windows and repainting, and site, including
landscape improvements. The applicant is proposing closing a curb cut along E. Aurora
Ave., upgrading the existing sidewalk on E. Aurora to a 6-foot attached sidewalk, as well as
parking lot and streetscape improvements. All of the aforementioned improvements will
create a safer, more vibrant pedestrian experience that is well connected and where
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts are minimized.

To the extent practical, the project provides public amenities and planned public facilities;

For residential projects, the project assists the community in producing a variety of housing
types, such as multifamily, townhouses and detached single family units, as well as mixed
lot sizes, number of bedrooms and sizes of units;

The project will reconfigure 96 existing units to provide 96 additional bedrooms in an area
that has a high demand for student residential. This will provide additional housing
opportunities by increasing the variety in number of bedrooms provided in each unit. The
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proposed reconfiguration of units will improve the function of the units and formalize space
that is commonly used for two occupants. The allowable occupancy will not increase with
the addition of bedrooms.

Y (viii) For residential projects, noise is minimized between units, between buildings, and from
either on-site or off-site external sources through spacing, landscaping, and building
materials;

The development proposal includes landscape improvements including along the side yards
which will provide a buffer between the adjacent properties and the project site.

¥ (ix) Alighting plan is provided which augments security, energy conservation, safety, and
aesthetics;

A lighting plan has been provided which includes upgrading the site lighting to meet the
outdoor lighting standards of section 9-9-16, B.R.C. 1981. The upgrades will augment
security, energy conservation, safety, and aesthetics on the site.

N/A (x) The project incorporates the natural environment into the design and avoids, minimizes, or
mitigates impacts to natural systems;

¥ (xi) Buildings minimize or mitigate energy use; support on-site renewable energy generation
and/or energy management systems; construction wastes are minimized; the project
mitigates urban heat island effects; and the project reasonably mitigates or minimizes water
use and impacts on water quality.

The ad(dition of landscaping will mitigate urban heat island effects.

¥ (xii) Exteriors or buildings present a sense of permanence through the use of authentic materials
such as stone, brick, wood, metal or similar products and building material detailing;

Although the development proposal includes improvements and updates to the existing
building exterior, the exterior materials will remain the same, including brick and lap siding.

NI/A (xiii) Cutand fill are minimized on the site, the design of buildings conforms to the natural
contours of the land, and the site design minimizes erosion, slope instability, landslide,
mudflow or subsidence, and minimizes the potential threat to property caused by geological
hazards;

There will be no grading as a result of the development proposal.

N/A (xiv) In the urbanizing areas along the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between
Area Il and Area IlI, the building and site design provide for a well-defined urban edge; and

The project site is not located within an urbanizing area; it is located in Area |.

N/A (xv) Inthe urbanizing areas located on the major streets shown on the map in Appendix A of this
title near the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan boundaries between Area Il and Area lll,
the buildings and site design establish a sense of entry and arrival to the City by creating a
defined urban edge and a transition between rural and urban areas.

N/A (G) Solar Siting and Construction: For the purpose of ensuring the maximum potential for utilization of
solar energy in the City, all applicants for residential site reviews shall place streets, lots, open spaces,
and buildings so as to maximize the potential for the use of solar energy in accordance with the
following solar siting criteria:
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N/A (i) Placement of Open Space and Streets: Open space areas are located wherever practical to
protect buildings from shading by other buildings within the development or from buildings
on adjacent properties. Topography and other natural features and constraints may justify
deviations from this criterion.

N/A (ii) Layout and Building Siting: Lots are oriented and buildings are sited in a way which
maximizes the solar potential of each principal building. Lots are designed to facilitate siting
a structure which is unshaded by other nearby structures. Wherever practical, buildings are
sited close to the north lot line to increase yard space to the south for better owner control
of shading.

N/A (iii) Building Form: The shapes of buildings are designed to maximize utilization of solar energy.
Buildings shall meet the solar access protection and solar siting requirements of Section 9-
9-17, "Solar Access," B.R.C. 1981.

N/A (iv) Landscaping: The shading effects of proposed landscaping on adjacent buildings are
minimized.
_N/A (H) Additional Criteria for Poles Above the Permitted Height: No site review application for a pole
above the permitted height will be approved unless the approving agency finds all of the following:

N/A (i) The light pole is required for nighttime recreation activities, which are compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood, or the light or traffic signal pole is required for safety, or the
electrical utility pole is required to serve the needs of the city; and

_NI/A (ii) The pole is at the minimum height appropriate to accomplish the purposes for which the pole
was erected and is designed and constructed so as to minimize light and electromagnetic
pollution.

N/A (I) Land Use Intensity Modifications
NJA (i) Potential Land Use Intensity Modifications:

(a) The density of a project may be increased in the BR-1 district through a reduction of the lot
area requirement or in the Downtown (DT), BR-2, or MU-3 districts through a reduction in the
open space requirements.

(b) The open space requirements in all Downtown (DT) districts may be reduced by up to one
hundred percent.

(c) The open space per lot requirements for the total amount of open space required on the lot
in the BR-2 district may be reduced by up to fifty percent.

(d) Land use intensity may be increased up to 25 percent in the BR-1 district through a
reduction of the lot area requirement.

N/A (ii) Additional Criteria for Land Use Intensity Modlifications: A land use intensity increase will be
permitted up to the maximum amount set forth below if the approving agency finds that the
criteria in paragraph (h)(1) through subparagraph (h)(2)(H) of this section and following criteria
have been met:

N/A (J) Additional Criteria for Floor Area Ratio Increase for Buildings in the BR-1 District
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v__(K) Additional Criteria for Parking Reductions: The off-street parking requirements of Section 9-7-1,
“Schedule of Form and Bulk Standards,” B.R.C. 1981, may be modified as follows:

(i) Process: The city manager may grant a parking reduction not to exceed fifty percent of the
required parking. The planning board or city council may grant a reduction exceeding fifty
percent.

The proposed parking reduction is 16 percent.

(ii) Criteria: Upon submission of documentation by the applicant of how the project meets the
following criteria, the approving agency may approve proposed modifications to the parking
requirements of Section 9-9-6, "Parking Standards," B.R.C. 1981 (see tables 9-1, 9-2, 9-3 and
9-4), if it finds that:

Y (a) For residential uses, the probable number of motor vehicles to be owned by occupants
of and visitors to dwellings in the project will be adequately accommodated;

The nature of the occupancy is primarily student renters. The nature of occupancy for
student rentals in Boulder is such that there is a known need for long-term storage of
vehicles owned by student renters rather than a need for daily-use parking. In addition,
the site is located in an area that affords numerous non -auto opportunities for travel.
The University of Colorado campus is located a quarter mile to the west of the site with
access via the Aurora Avenue underpass at US 36. The site is located in close
proximity to the 30t Street and 29t Street multimodal corridors, including the 28! Street
multi-use path, 30t Street on-street bicycle lanes, and various transit routes. Given
these non-auto travel opportunities, it is expected that many residents of this site do not
need to rely on automobiles for a significant portion of their daily trips.

The ad(dition of bedrooms will have minimal effects on parking generation. Findings of a
regularly updated student survey prepared by the University of Colorado’s
Transportation and Parking Services Department support the claim that most students
walk or bike to classes, particularly when in close proximity to campus. As summarized
in the table on the following page, which is taken from the most recent survey, 73
percent of students surveyed walked, biked or rode the bus to campus daily.

The applicant has submitted a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan
as part of the proposal, which includes unbundled parking and the provision of excess
short-term and long-term bicycle parking, Eco Passes and a transportation information
center within the community center. These measures would meet the needs of the
proposed occupants while also addressing a number of comprehensive plan policies
such as provision on higher density residential along transit corridors, ensuring a
commitment to a walkable city, and managing the parking supply. A parking study
conducted as part of the TDM indicates that all site-generated parking demand can be
accommodated on the site. Refer to the TDM and Traffic Impact Analysis in
Attachment D for more information.
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N/A (b) The parking needs of any nonresidential uses will be adequately accommodated
through on-street parking or off-street parking;
Not applicable; the development proposal is solely residential.

N/A (c) A mix of residential with either office or retail uses is proposed, and the parking needs
of all uses will be accommodated through shared parking;

Not applicable; the development proposal is solely residential.

N/A (d) If joint use of common parking areas is proposed, varying time periods of use will
accommodate proposed parking needs; and

Not applicable; the development proposal is solely residential.

¥__(e) If the number of off-street parking spaces is reduced because of the nature of the
occupancy, the applicant provides assurances that the nature of the occupancy will not
change.

The nature of occupancy is anticipated to be student rentals, which have a well
documented need for auto storage more than frequent parking turnover. As described
above, the student population has a high use of alternative modes of transit particularly
during the weekday hours when school is in session, nearly 75 percent. Similarly, it has
been found that some students do not own cars in this close proximity to campus.
Given the proximity to campus, the nature of occupancy is not likely to change.

N/A (L) Additional Criteria for Off-Site Parking: The parking required under Section 9-9-6, "Parking
Standards," B.R.C. 1981, may be located on a separate lot if the following conditions are met:

(i) The lots are held in common ownership;

(i) The separate lot is in the same zoning district and located within three hundred feet of the lot that
it serves; and
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(iii) The property used for off-site parking under this subparagraph continues under common
ownership or control.
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ATTACHMENT D 9900 AURORA - CAVALIER APTS. PARKING SUMMARY

3/2/16
REQUIRED PARKING 288
EXISTING PARKING 245
PROVIDED PARKING: 242
(46)1-16.0%| | reduction
REQUIRED BIKE PARKING: 440
330 |long term
110 |short term
PROPOSED NEW PARKING:
TOTAL
CAR
PARKING SHORT LONG
STANDARD | COMPACT HC SPACES TERM BIKE | TERM BIKE
WEST LOT - 2898 E. Aurora Ave.
| 19 | 36 1 56 28 56
| | |
. ) ) ! ) ) _ _ e / MAIN - UPPER WEST - 2898 E Aurora Ave
- cEEEEEEEEE———0—-0 / | 17 I 97 4 48 48 56
/ | |
DRIVEWAY RAMP EASTERLY LINE OF BLANKET EASEMENT REMOVE EXISTING / MAIN - EAST 2900 E Aurora Ave.
CURBWALK CDOT // (RECEP.#103832, FILM 854) 05/23/1974 EAST AUE{%E@\)A\/ENUE WALKAND REPLACE /’_/ | 5 % 5 %8 ” >
T T TYPE 1 -TYP GjrCCCGWGV”GC\NNE\X/ LANDSCAPE AREAfi\;,\ic*77?*7\3*767*wa|\“5\)(/ PARKING LOT Q,;Tfjc*f*q*ﬁ*r*cifwT*70*7*07*7c*7*c7*T*i@i*ci*ﬁ*i*ci*T*Hcfiﬂw/ 6" ATTACHED / |
. | T w V V V V V v y v v v v W W W W " WALK : OFFICE LOT
w W—og.gmW SEMOVE PARKING \ CIRCULATION S| w w—l W W —o—/ — - - - -
—— FO—N—FoZ " Fo— FO—| HLOT ACCESS ——¢0 — FO FO FO-( . 4 FO % FO FO FO FO——90.0FO FO FO FO /|Fo FO : | | |
| - N 3 . AN 1\ | — 3 <_(' 3 i K ’ r . 900" FAR EAST LOT - 2900 E. Aurora Ave.
. ovu ovu— oV —<%] VU OV oA OVU — ey ovdi — OMU— OVUeT i=— OVU—— QVON— oVUX——— -Qb Ulas—— Ovu N 200" 1L Qv - oV > —lovu 1 ovu QYU————— OW - DVU- oVu—A— ovU — Qvu —— OVU =—-0V oV QWU OVU-—~F <20-0= 5 5o 5 ” 99 ops
A N ) o 2 K PARKING PARKING
PARKING o ?? PARKING ?) BLDG. ?_? PARKING f A% -S \ o SETBACK \ k | SETBACK % 90 145 7 186 336
NEW TRASH — SETBACK & 0 | e 2 SETBACK, > & {SETBACKPR A2 4 LR UPARKING S 2\ BLOG N = Rose S BLOG 9 5
& RECYCLE N N Lot : SETBACK \ ° SETBACK i Y L SETBACK SO . TOTAL PARKING: 242 186 336 5292
W/ GATES v & 3 e— - - L R PEISENG 3l ; —— e RN el e I N TOTAL | | SHORT TERM | LONG TERM | TOTAL
[ o) 4 BIKE RACKS seeracks—/ | | 2 WG o ~ | TG DL ¥l s s o CARS BIKE BIKE BIKES
RE: A107 & < b I & | TRASH&/ _— o s Gz S
. ! )\\2 (8 bll(es) (8 bll(es) H - %7 7? v ‘ | ‘/—|| RECYCLE W/ N H E 5-_1 ;\IO / \ évl;'éni‘] 9‘-0”7 4 > Q4I-O” 3 \
_ [a%4 1 o L4 @@ | A A ?_C) ™ - w
POTENTIAL 2 ui"j _ Jﬁ 2% | P RAME APARTMENT s B ¢ Efg ?GI ;3\/1«;55 R o w | \ 4 BIKE RACKS — ] g ‘r AL \ 3 BIKE RACKS oﬂ 3 |
FOR 8’ =1 o O Z BUILDING WITH GARDEN =L Qjﬁ;. : vo— (8 bikes) Co-ats R (6 bikes) oy 0
—8 ~ < LEVEL BASEMENT R I = L;V|/ ~ L] L i 101 AL (T N Z:0 T A ot A o Al A 9 = w |
MULTI-USE = | '[1 5.07 [ 940" E_1 g.'_o";ay_gl 46" &1 9';0”,?“ 24'.0" b 30" 641" 18-0" 5'-8"%'- " 23'-‘1 1‘” 1/_19'-0'@?;—3'- " 7'-I9” 14 PARKING ,IZ-O ' ;O;L-O . P1 7-0" ' |/§?Q4|'0" <Z> E§_1<7DOJ1751LS7,V\B*L/Q oy -O,,I/ 5 BIKE RACKS W w OPEN SPACE: 3/2/1 o
WALK | 1 by \WJ.\I A |I|< |<.' DO ki H,Ld drive il e e A 1 SPACES: walk | Is walk!ls parking%’,,% idrive DD{_|oar|<ingq“swa||< s fwalk (10 bikes) T — o o 5 :C‘I ; EXISTING TRASH Site Area 202,328 SF
4 | parking| drive isle ~parking—iwalk 5 BIKE RACKS 10 BIKE RACKS walk [iparking | drive isle parkingiLgdrive is LS access | S drive isle_parking-walk Is| walk N S H1S T < O\Mui/ ~ = = ¢3-10
ot eoe | 5] (10 bikes) (20 bikes) 1 9 ‘6 { %ﬁ" Og .| - 9 standard > el S T%\ I Q1 o "2 x e & RECYCLEW/ Open Space Required: 103,200 | SF
EXISTING | e =l 2 7 - 2 handicap (van) - O olven S| ag —4m o T | |GATES RE: A107 i
PARKING TO s )QfgéTDBiCK = ' COVERED '_\\ TN B | QE . N | é - 3 compact , > Ty 4 ﬂ * 46" 190" || 24-0" | 15-0'193 Number of Units 220
e~ 1 2 | _ dkimg V2 2 A N . H P (NG TURN 79 '&L i = — G Standard Dwelling Units: 124
REMAIN i NEW INTERIOR T o 8 R T2 2 AROUD SPACE 0 Lo ‘ —! parking '| drive isle| —parking : — :
) PARKING LOT 1— [0 7 WTH o CONCRETEWAL’K 8‘5‘ . - BR<BI Effeciency Living Units: 96
' ' L L il | - N2 || — = B - L | T Total Number of Dwelling Units: 172
4' BICYCLE PATH & 1o | SLAND lg [ = el o St e s 1k =21 & BIKE RACKS @ A otal Number of Dwelling Units:_
PEDESTRIAN | I g‘ \T o . FRAME APARTMENT ) ONE STORY - (16 bikes) e © > H I Minimum Open Space per Dwelling 600 | SF
EASEMENT (FILM I B — DOG PARK | 'Hftfvgg | “’B} gl & BUItg\I,’\,IECE EVALESQETDEN e BRICK AND B 3 i E— =T Proposed Open Space per Dwelling 4392.75 | SF
A D, | m%\ ol | - - N == | ||| __-_____t 5 G %ﬁ FRAME OFFICE 'jE \E E TWO STORY BRICK AND 5 E o 89! Q” ~ ,H
755 REC #01349) g 112 LONG TERM | '[ff?oggé\ o _oln sl L‘ ° e RACKS 1= BUILDING - 3 S RAME APARTWENT L 8 L gt | Tﬂ
12/20/1971 - E gmﬂ . ?EKE?RI\CI_‘IELDG l': [¢% 3 S E ]TH ?16 bikes) — LEVEL BASEMENT g = EIE_TDISA\CE e H J‘ “ Open Space Provided: 74,433 Sk
s} : ] OFf ey | - >\ B~ | ||4d —w < : A
PICNIC AREA ;5) g > | E P TWO STORY BRICKAND | [ 75&17'@ § ™ / g lfﬂ IR Site Landscape 45,112 | SF
W/TABLES p 5 5 3 [f8 -0 W : S & 68 PARKING 3 | “m 56 PARKING :
5 2 < s BUILDING WITH GARDEN & = ol g > B |, - grere-« Parking Landscape 1,632 | SF
B Z - - 2 7] : 8 P ’
MO NEW N S N [ 3 LEVELBASEMENT | [ &| [[[ 2 ! 0 § < ; 4 | SPACES: 20w I | l SPACES: Hord 96 664 | SF
STRUCTURES/BUILDINGS | & : S 48 PARKING | |2 [ fO oW M © E 3 AH* - 18 standard J EXIST POOL, o 4@‘%‘ i - 27 standard ke -
ARE PROPOSED WITH THIS & 2 7% T 2 5 Lo = 9 Y o0 IN-GROUND PATIO & S »1) 7 Indoor Space 1,025 | SF
USE REVIEW APPLICATION & | | e SPACES: B EEAEILE CEX: of E0T 2 H - OHC - SWIMMING 040" 3, 170"l 5" - OHC
THAT WOULD PRECLUDE | | - 17 standard v el 2 > B ]; B - 50 compact J FooL LANDSCAPE AREA = ,g,uw, 5 | - 29 compact
» - emmmmTHE CONSTRUCTION OF | o - 4 HC | Y |3 @ g o 3 ® | s 3
THE FUTURE SIDEWALKS : | ) B ‘*HL o7 t T "o 1] ¢ 9 1% > Z[M E
AND THE MULTI-MODAL | S o - 2/ compact | | U o f e 0 3 S CONVERT LAUNDRY ~ CONVERT LAUNDRY 3 BIKE RACKS S 811 W oARKNG SET BACK
IMPROVEMENTS AS s o ™ GRASS ( K z = ] ; T A 8] _ PICNIC AREA ROOMS TO ROOMS TO (6 bikes) L9
SHOWN IN THE 28TH ! rm_ﬁt o | 3 - e . A
sreeet rontaceroap 31 TS T oG OPEN SPACE || 9 o 3 R W/TABLES / ] LONGTERM BIKE _ LONGTERM BIKE ] 2]
TRANSPORTATION RS - Skl e Sonl] : L%%w o"ééﬁﬁ* o e N E//E RACKS (32 bikes) RACKS (32 bikes) i
CONNECTION PLAN R art PR - == COVERED o 0 o9 B el n,
A e e I 2l [P TIT [ 7 5in "
56 PARKING 1 uBLDG SETBACK |, -~~~ || 10 BIKE RACKS SRR o 53 s3] T2 B B Tw ]S
e 0 I =l 62 5o ), 2] . e & 1| ZAIPICNIC
SPACES: R < ol (20 bikes) 7777 2| | Sy enn w|%as gy — RN
- - s Lo — ™ QL Qi N e Rl A = )
- 19 standard —— = b e —— Nt EE %EJ Jﬁ' Al b AL L w 1
? st TS, garl o sTomy i wo = b o e ool S| converr MOSIORENGCNO  ) ER ; =l b wmasies
i < S - i BUILDING WITH GARDEN -9 s /) S-S | BUILDING WITH GARDEN EXISTING BLDGS I s/ ‘
- 36 compact | ””ahj, 5 o LEVEL BASEMENT fisoe & T D= | o srory | EXISTING BLDGS. LEVEL BASEMENT o] o %7 b | b ARKING TURN
e ] & ggﬂ 5 BIKE RACKS e L5,z B it o % | BRICK /;{ﬂ INTO LONG TERM INTO LONG TERM [ ] Msio® | | | RN Sishetil
© o™ ikes U =% N --- 9- Sl H it
/I | % %7 %EL o /(10 bikes) ;5:4_ 7 | (NL . F:S T BUILDING L BIKES (80 bikes) BIKES (80 bikes) | BUILDING 7”;”7 ‘r/ gﬂl ~
i o p———"a 7 ‘ 5 T | ~ ?D :
PARKING TURN | AR S ch_ T =T e I = = \;é;m@/%x < @%ﬁ e : = % A e SRERR — /‘ =] wug e %
AROUD SPACE NS PARKING I ¢ = FSPARKING NN N % g\\\ % \X\Q\ i AN AV SRR
i :AEESETBAQ;%\ S Q3 LASETBACK: PSAIONA T 5 NBLDG N : SiRBLDG AW \\¥‘~. 5 SETB KRR XN B -
§ NS N PICNIC AREA WITABLES N ) SV SETBACK | ERERENN e NN RN \ X@ SETBACK S T s UG e G PE B CATE s 5oL PARKING SETBACK
n Y = RN _660'_ 4“ — S—— ————— : - S © © GEE
L EXISTING SIDEWALK CONNECTION \ EXISTING SIDEWALK —— 24 BIKE RACKS (48 bikes) — ’ \\ \ \7: EXISTING SIDEWALK CONNECTION
W W W W W W WCONNECTION W / W W W W W / W W W W W W W W W W W W W0 - 0 30 60 FT
\ BIXBY AVENUE 2 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF — PICNIC AREA W/TABLES m m
¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ NEW OPENING IN PARKING LOT G NEW PARKING LOT SCREENING—¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ COLORADO EASEMENT RECEPTIONNO —© G ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6—
769529 10/30/1964
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LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS: 02/16/16

OVERALL SITE REQUIRED - PROVIDED/COMMENTS

LOTAREA™ o 02328 weree &
Existing Buildings 50,319 SF 77777
Parking Lot & Drive Isles 73,890 §SF §
Open Space |74,433 | 69810 |SF  idoes not include 4' walks behind back of curb or interior open space

* Parcels1-&2-only—Parcel #3not-part-of-thisownershipgroup- 1 3 3

STREETSCAPE: REQUIRED  PROVIDED/COMMENTS
Atached Sidewalk - East Aurora 1 tree/30' - 40": 660 LF = 17 -29 trees 9 existing + 8 proposed behind back of walk = 17 total

Attached Sidewalk - Bixby {1 tree/30' - 40" 660 LF = 17-29 trees {19 existing trees +12 along property edge where utilities permit

PARKING LOT SCREENING:
FROM ADJACENT PROPERTIES

Height & Opacity Landscape Material 42" ht. ‘
3 36' Ornamental + 10 Upright Evergreen trees provided on north side and fenced

Width 6' Buffer iwhere less than 6' (north end between garages)
1 ‘ {5 small trees provided along north buffer (existing building and fencing to screens

iremaining portions + new SS line found with new survey in NW corner eliminates

Trees 210 LF @ 1 tree/25 = 9 %trees in this area)
PARKING: e
TOTAL NUMBER OF PARKING STALLS —_— 288 REQUIRED, 245 EXISTING 249 provided - 16% PARKING REDUCTION REQUESTED
TOTAL NUMBER BIKE RACKS 1/750 SF=440 BIKE RACKS | |
] 330 LONG TERM 336 LONG TERM
110 SHORT TERM 186 [138 SHORT TERM
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 440BIKES  [822 |474TOTAL
__DRIVEWAY . — . . ——————. . ——— . ENLARGE EXISTING WALK NARROW ENTRIES === —— | NTERIOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPED AREA @ 10% 73,865 of parking area @ 10% = 7,386 sf 1,632 f (2.9% - not meeting minimum standards)
RAMP -
NEW LANDSCAPE AREA ED L 20’ - : | _ _
CURBWALK EASTERLY LINE OF BLANKET EASEMENT TO 6" ATTACHED WALK TO 20" - TYP MIMINUM PLANT SIZES: 1 tree & 5 shrubs/1 500 sf =93,892 sF §3 trees + 313 shrubs
Ornamental Trees i 1.5" ca|. i 120 existing + 18 new
1-TYP. CIRCULATION 60 ROW) D
———LG—— e ] o e e S e e e e ] 7 | < e e it i . s vl v il < _________,07,T,ic,i,ci,ic,i,ci,T,i,i,i rrrrrrrrr Bvergreen Trees S — oht 18ex'5t'"g rrrrrrrrr Ll i tiii i ii}i’
, - — W W W W W W f W W W W W W W W W Shrubs | 5 gallon container | {520 new + existing shrub beds
NEW STREET jiﬁt-\)(/SR NV—90.0"\ T— 11-WSR \ REMOVE PARKING 4.HB29-MS — — 5-ELRT 12-WSR 5-ELR — = 1 i
T = \ANHOLE > \
TREES _8-ELR FOH-~—4-ELRQ FO—| LOT ACCESS FO—\ \FO—95-LDP F12-WSR FO FO FO FO —— FO FO -
AN = N _ \ , \ \ \ ] S E: _ y [ /[ o/
ovu OVU——{— oWt [OVU— VU OVUPAAa OVO — o — OVlIJ_ - ovuy OVl e OV eese— o RN o OV Bl - kool oy INE——— oyl ovy - ovhy— ovu——1-1 oVU—— _OVU——— OVU ow ovu ——A— owy 3
: : I 5 IR NS T ISR ST € . RS J‘/ | LEGEND: _
It Ny , ' 7 s AR eewes v, MK K /ﬂ e S et SRS AAALAA Oes D o PR=2at 7 i W9 9 EXISTING TREES (to be REMAIN)
3-HB e , NN R 77 N T 13-WSR L4 1-HB
| ? \ S | \ & N H; | d 3 a
&P o H \ / |R-EKCT — -DFG ] — - 77N ' 13-WSR 11-WSR
Zn % ' ‘ Ao ﬂf ”4‘7-GLFS L | ‘/ J RS = o H )| ) 6.ELR PROPOSED SHADE TREES
. ; TWO STORY BRICK AND N0, G — | .
2 NI ,,;;,g FRAME APARTMENT 'H*u***{Q-ABS : w | 5-ELR
POTENTIAL =0T o BUILDING WITH GARDEN | 9 NSO | s
, s — H LEVEL BASEMENT H,ﬁg,,,‘ /R S ~ H 32 =
FOR 8 = ot L " = = 5 & ° EXISTING PROPOSED ORNAMENTAL TREES
MULTI-USE i o %i i R o N TRASH &
q © ORI 8
WALK o %ﬂ : S *E o | 1@RECYCLE re-eo= PROPOSED SHRUBS
- 7 BRI (% To T S I R ol
I’\IJTI,I‘ Dt/ i E _—4
COVERED - %—J | QE : // / W”\f‘”H’ o - — —  —  — STEELEDGER
16-LDP I g o 24 o | ~ R R
SWN R iy | vﬂ =l o ] = e - &%W DROUGHT TOLERANT TURF
9- T P 8 —
| L A | /|’\T p _Z ' O 8 - 8‘—"‘) -
4 BICYCLE PATH & g e ‘r, - ] == H E : - ] | & 5 | o = 7 SWN [ INVERTED-U BIKE RACKS
e S RS s TWO STORY BRICK AND 3 - Ak o0 ] e
PEDESTRIAN - = 7;7 ‘r”o\ N | o 3 FRAME APARTMENT ° - ONE STORY 5 e 0 12-TBRB
FASEVENT (FILM NEW INTERIOR | | |19 R g NI R | vt e B U (S I 1 5 I (O -1y e
755 REC #01 349) PARKING LOT ! ( - ol | 40;/» S | N H 8 - BUILDING | -9 E = FRAME APARTMENT = E O
120157 SLAND IR B S “ @ | gm0
77777777 th | B S 7 : |(ML - = H O > £ = = OfF———— 5
: : 3 et B ~7° T 3 .
o ,,,,«;,ﬂ 8 LEVEL BASEMENT [ | &| [ "D - 2 7‘ ey . 12 > g Lo | E il | 9
~_ 1 2 z L i fagds N R e R I N SN (N N R I =S i e o T R e .
E ST [ S ol e L - J D EXIST POOL,
= DOG PARK |: [ T z 5 LOUEH S ;/"’Q N z ,,,f’i,,ﬂ, o IN-GROUND PATIO & ==
| Al e B =Hd: 825 % | T2 1 SIMMING - e
< GRASS D 2 Y (oY L //O/ < m R | X POOL LANDSCAPE =
" OPENSPACE | N g ohgr B8 g s ) ° | ARea —— “hy
: (i e =7 | s
( '$ i -8 e % R PICNIC AREA .
| e I & N\ e | W/TABLES = _— T-SWN
| | 3 ‘ ~ e L ! JS CONCRETE WALL 6 ‘  10.TBRB
Covene L\sibwub 7‘ ,‘ ,,2 ) ‘:/ |§: B w "”’%’H /E/E COVERED W WS/— -
FE\) [ NUK- Lo \ /91/ ___No |
l Lol L= “‘ 771&)7 ; w= “ ‘/g ﬁ L= ‘ :: H L F,“/ |
. Lol LD I - B 1/// [e)e) R
14-TBRB — }ipd—— w i oY s NI gt | <M,
tLop 112 pieNIC o RS RN | PICNIC
| F | 5 | AREA ok TWO STORY BRICK AND I E— Nl SE =% oE | 2 T@ TWO STORY BRICK AND - AREA
EXISTING U o | FRAME APARTMENT ﬂ 0 I Q o * ******** L_\ FRAME APARTMENT
|| f [ = BUILDING WITH GARDEN ———+ e v""*-’ 5 | ° H BUILDING WITH GARDEN W/TABLES
PARKING TO BE 2 LEVEL BASEMENT 'ﬂ* S — - <N\ 9/? f———'—o——ﬂf ONE STORY n LEVEL BASEMENT o
e o AN LI ONE STORY
RE-CONFIGURED | e 16:ELR —8-HB &= @utiy = | Rk /| : ek | | e
| : 20-WSR ‘ L grs | L% U W w UJI | BUILDING o | 3
| L 20K T o | /%é e / > ¢
o 4 _ _ — — E lllll 2OV QD @ W : -GLF@ e COVERED . N 1 . /_ 4
6- = V2303000 0 X L7 13 s e | .
TP R s RS RN SRR LD 19 SR SRt
N 3 1. ,_: | - ‘ . J ,‘ Al Ll L §—_ dvi=f O —— OVU —— OVU — OVU owﬁ,— oY PR V] | S V]| J— [V VU —— OVy 2l nt OV ( r‘:u.l / r:\ul QML — . 3-OB
- e —— e ——— e E— , ' 60 FT
EXISTING FENCE T ! NEW OPENING IN | i — : \
ETO ! PICNIC AREA W/TABLES — /" pRiING LOT — 29-MS 19- LDN J \\ — 6T V4 | EXISTING FENCE TO
REMAIN - 48" HT. MAX: W Wl W W W W W W W W W W 3.0B W / W W W W W W W W W W -W———WREMAIN - 48” HT. MAX. —
EXISTING/SIEEWALK TO REMAIN — NEW PARKING LOT SCREENING BIXBY AVENU\ EXSTING SDEWALK \ — TS
| @ OPEN FENCE AREA - TO REMAIN 7' PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF W/TABLES EXISTING SIDEWALK
//V / EXISTING SIDEWALK TO REMAIN-——/—6——6——6——6——6——6——06 66— 66— oole 66— ———e——& oo COLORADO EASEMERT RECEPTIONNO oo oo ——o——o—TO REMAIN SCALE: 1'=30:0"

CAVALIER APARTMENTS EXISTING TREE & LANDSCAPE PLAN L101

2900 AURORA LLC BOULDER CO STUDIO architecture

1350 Pine st. Suite 1
Boulder, CO 80302

2900 EAST AURORA NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW P R

BOULDER, CO 80303 03/02/16
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NW, NW/

1 5/8" OD STRUCTURAL

STEEL TUBING \ TN

TREE FENCING SHALL _ ¢
] BE A MINIMUM OF = (( .
) 4 HIGH ORANGE PN \
TREES UNDER TREES 3" POLYETHYLENE f W N
B CANOPY DRIP LINE A
4 3 CLp CLPAND UP LAMINAR SAFETY /_ -
EVERGREEN TREE DECIDUOUS TREE STAKING PLAN NETTING el m
5] ol
OPPOSITE SIDE SAME OPPOSITE SIDE SAME < [2
POSTS SETTING TO
PROTECTIVE FENCING
NOTES 2 IN GROUND MADE DURING CONSTRUCTION
wHH 1. WRAP TRUNK WITH 4" TREE OF DURABLE METAL
il "T* OR EQUIVALENT
w WRAP PER SPE .
TRUNK PLUMB AND i HHH RAP PER SPECIFICATIONS
STRAIGHT i ‘”HH 2. SEE SPECS FOR PLANTING OF
uHHHHHHH VINES AND GROUND COVERS. _—— AERATION BEFORE,
8 GREEN STEEL il HHH‘ 3. DETAIL IS TYPICAL IN INTENT ONLY DURING AND AFTER 5 5|
TEE POSTS WITH | ‘ ' ’ N CONSTRUCTION J g -
L lo] (o] T =
ngLAEDE ON TREE | HH\ ‘ RUN DOUBLE STRAND 12 GAUGE \| xS
WIRE THROUGH GROMMETS IN 2" P —
NYLON STRAP. RUN WIRE TO -
ULCHED " POST AND TWIST FOR SLIGHT /—  PROTECTED ROOT ZONEWITHIN THE  —— R N P e
gAOD HED, \ \HHHHHHHHHHH TENSION CANOPY DRIP LINE-ACTUAL FEEDER ROOTS =
BASE AROUND HHHHHHHH PROTECTIVE CAP EXTEND WELL BEYOND DRIP LINE \
TREES PER HHMHHHHHH‘ SECURED TO STAKE
SPECIFICATIONS m 1 & S—ECTION 5| 5
\HHHHHH H‘ g DECIDUOUS | EVERGREEN ; 5
PLANT PIT ‘ S SHRUB | “SHRUB &7 I
TWO TIMES U %
A BACKFILL
LARGER '3,
AN AL H\ é FNCE LOCATONAT | e |
DIAMETER HHHHH H ) FINISH GRADE WITH |
M I I3 SOD OR MULCH FROM TRUNK, —= — -
ROQT BALL TO BE 7 [/~ :\i < SEE PLAN WHICHEVER IS GREATER e
9" ABOVE H D SEE SECTION AND SHALL ENCLOSE
FINISHED A TREE
GRADE BALL -
. PLANT PIT .
N A TWO TIMES T
LARGER "
THAN BALL
DIAMETER.
ROOT BALL
TO BE 1"
BACKFILL UNDISTURBED SUBGRADE ABOVE | o 20 i Ll
FINISHED
REMOVE ALL FOREIGN MATERIALS FROM TRUNK AND BALL GRADE | 15.825" | I 59.75"
FOLD BACK TOP HALF OF UNTREATED BURLAP PLAN | |
S JSH s JULY 2, 1998 DRAWN BY JSH CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO SSUED ‘g‘JCL: ?’712220 prawn BY: BG CITY OF BOU LDER COLOR ADO issuep:  DEC. 6, 2014
CITY OF BOULDER, COLORADO reviseo. - OCT. 17, 2000 CHECKED BY- RJH FAsED Y cHEekeD By MR ?
CHECKED BY. SRW P ROT ECTE D ROOT
- INVERTED "U" BICYCLE
DRAWING NO. APPROVED BY Z O N E AN D APPROVED BY: DRAWING NO.
S;’JE[::?;EDOB:PUBLICWORKS DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS DRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS R A C K S O N R A | |_ S
PLANTING DETAIL 3.09 DRIP LINE 3.12 - 2.53

OPEN SPACE:

PLANT LIST: 01/27/16 PLANT NOTES:
o.c. 1. All plant material shall meet specifications of the American Association of Nurserymen (AAN) for number one grade. Al trees shall be balled and burlapped or equivalent. All plant materials shall have
KEY QTyY COMMON NAME SCIENTIFIC NAME S|ZE SPACING all wire, twine or other containment materials, except for burlap, removed from trunk and root ball of the plant prior to planting.
SHADE TREES 2. Trees shall not be planted closer 10 feet to any sewer or water line. Tree planting shall be coordinated with Xcel Energy Company. Locations of all utilities shall be verified in the field prior to planting.
EKCT 9 E Kentucky Coffeet G ladus dioicus 'E ' 9" clp. h
Sprese he ey e pTCeor s Tons e m =E el 3. All shrubs shall be planted no less than 3’ from any sidewalk or curb.
HB 16 Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 2" clp. as shown
OB 6 Ohio Buckeye Aesculus glabra 2" clp. as shown 4. Grades shall be set to allow for proper drainage away from structures. Grades shall maintain smooth profiles and be free of surface debris, bumps, and depressions.
TOTAL: 18
‘ 5. Deve|opers shall ensure that the |andscape p|an is coordinated with the p|ans done by other consultants so that the proposed grading, storm drainage, or other constructions does not conflict nor prec|ude
ORNAMENTAL TREES installation and maintenance of landscape elements on this plan.
ABS 19 Autumn Brilliance Serviceberry | Amelnachier x grandiflora 'Autumn Brilliance' 1.5" clp. as shown 6. All shrub bed areas shall be mulched with a 4” layer of wood bark mulch. Perennials and groundcover areas shall be mulched with a 4" layer of shredded bark mulch. No fabric to be installed in any
TF 6 Turkish Fllbert Corylus colurna 1.5" clp. as shown ornamental grass, perennial or groundcover areas.
TOTAL: 18
7. Prior to installation of plant materials, areas that have been compacted or disturbed by construction activity shall be thoroughly loosened; organic soil amendments shall be incorporated at the rate of at least
three (3) cubic yards per 1000 square feet of landscape area in all turf and shrub beds. Incorporate only 1.5 CY in seed areas.
DECIDUOUS SHRU BS 8. All lawn areas will be sodded with a fescue blend. Perimeter seed areas to be Low Grow Seed Mix as per Arkansas Valley Seed or equal. Drainage channel to be seeded with wetland seed mix.
ELR 61 Easy Livin' Rose Rosa x me. Ea‘sy - > ga”on 4‘ oc 9. All landscape (plant materials and grass) will be irrigated with an automatic system. Turf areas will have a spray zone. Plants with like water requirements are shown together in order to have an efficient
GLFS 62 Gro-Low Fragrant Sumac Rhus aromatica ‘Gro-Low 5 ga”on Soc use of water. See Irrigation Plans for detailed information. (to be completed during Tec Docs).
LDP 74 Lodense Privet Ligustrum vulgare 'Lodense’ 5 gallon 3.5 0.c
LMS 26 Limemound Spirea Spiraea x bumalda 'Monhub' 5 ga”on 3'o.c. 10. Contractor shall verify all material quantities prior to installation. Actual number of plant symbols shall have priority over the quantity designated.
MS 51 Mixed Spirea Spiraea japonica 5 gallon 3'o.c.
MWW 39 Midnight Wine \X/eige|a \X/eige|a florida 'Elvera' 5 ga”on 3 oc 11. Refer to the City of Boulder Design and Construction Streetscaping Standards for all work within public areas, including tree protection standards. The developer will make every effort possible to
— tect t ithin the site using th tandards.
RS 23 Russian Sage Perovskia atriplicifolia 5 gallon 3.5 0.c. profect frees within the sife using The same slandares
SWN 30 SummerWine Ninebark Physocarpus opulifolius Summer Wine 5 gallon 4'o.c. 19. Refer to the Civil Engineer Drawings for Grading and Utility information.
TBRB 36 Tall Blue Rabbitbrush Ericameria nauseosa ssp. nauseosa var. speciosa | 5 gallon 5'o.c.
WSR 119 White Meidiland Landscape RosqRosa Meidiland White 5 gallon 4'o.c. 13. This plan meets or exceeds City of Boulder landscape code requirements when trees are planted behind back of walk.
TOTAL: 521
ORNAMENTAL GRASSES:
MULCH
DFG | 26 |Dwarf Fountain Grass Pennisetum alopecuroides 'Hameln' 1 gallon 18" o.c. TURF GRASS
TOTAL: | 926 FINISHED GRADE
1/8" X 4" RYERSON
STEEL EDGING WITH NOTES:
ROLLED TOP 1. FINISHED GRADE FOR SOD AND MULCH TO BE AT
COLOR: BLACK GRADE WITH TOP OF EDGING AND EDGING SHOULD
_/ NOT BE VISIBLE.
15" STEEL STAKES
SPACED AT 30" O.C. 2. TAMP MULCH AT EDGING SO THAT IT DOES NOT
Q SPILL INTO TURF.
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2900 AURORA LLC

2900 EAST AURORA
BOULDER, CO 80303

I L ANDSCAPE AREA (meets code)

HARDSCAPE

PARKING LOT LANDSCAPE

B V/ALKS NOT INCLUDED

ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPE AREA

(size does not meet code)

LANDSCAPE NOTES & DETAILS

BOULDER, CO

NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW
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1 | ELECTRICAL SITE LIGHTING / PHOTOMETRIC PLAN _
STUDIO Project No:  CVLR
Sheet Issue & Revision Log

ES1.0 | SCALE: 1"=30'0"
No| Date Description

® |01/29/16 | NON-CONFORMING USE
REVIEW RESUBMITTAL

GENERAL NOTES Statistics
20'0" TO TOP OF
. : POLE/FIXTURE
A f]g\l;EffA‘LCULAT|ON5 TAREN AT GRADE Description Symbol Avg Max Min | Max/Min Avg/Min 03/03/16 | NON-CONFORMING USE
REVIEW RESUBMITTAL
CALCULATION GRADE ON 10" X 10' SPACING. Center Parking Lot X 09fc [2.3fc |0.0fc N/A N/A
ALL LIGHT LOSS FACTORS TAKEN AT 1.O. East Bldg Walkways X 0.8fc [1.9fc |0.0fc N/A N/A
East Parking Lot X _|07fc |15fc |00fc | N/A N/A L ot o Bt o o T St o e T
contracto.r thoroughly knowledgeable with thelbuilcﬁng cers and meth.ods of
Leasing Office Entry X 36fc |3.8fc |3.5fc 1.1:1 1.0:1 ercenved arros or omissions ahall be recaved from the archioct prior o he client o
cliefznt's subcontracttors pfrc;]ceeding wiéh the work. T?e”clier:jt shall be responsible for any
i i i defects in construction if these procedures are not followed.
KETNOTE LEGEND 'Eitas'”g Office Parking X losfc |21fc |0.1fc | 21.0:1 8.0:1
KEY
YALUE Overall Site & |05fc |3.8fc |0.0fc N/A N/A
< Property Line -+ 0.0fc |0.2fc |0.0fc N/A N/A
o |FIXTURE TTRICAL ALL THREE LEVELS. West Bldg Walkways X |osfc [22fc [00fc | NA N/A
West Parking Lot X 0.9fc [2.0fc |0.1fc 20.0:1 9.0:1
| |
GRADE
-

g
PHOTOMETRIC PLAN

2| FIXTURE 'EP1' POLE/BASE DETAIL ES 1 00
|

ES1.0 | SCALE: N.T.S.

COPYRIGHT ©
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TYPICAL BIKE STORAGE LAYOUT IN (2) EXISTING
SINGLE STORY ACCESSORY BUILDINGS

CAVALIER APARTMENTS

2900 AURORA LLC

2900 EAST AURORA
BOULDER, CO 80303

LONG TERM BIKE PARKING SUMMARY

LONG TERM BICYCLE
RACKS PROVIDED

EXISTING BRICK BUILDING S/W 92
EAST BUILDING EXISTING BRICK BUILDING S/E 92
EXISTING UTILITY/LAUNDRY 20
EXISTING UTILTY/LAUNDRY 20
TOTAL WEST BUILDING 224
EXISTING LAUNDRY SECOND FLOOR 28
WEST BUILDING EXISTING UTILITY SECOND FLOOR 28
EXISTING LAUNDRY THIRD FLOOR 28
EXISTING UTILITY THIRD FLOOR 28
TOTAL EAST BUILDING 112
TOTAL LONG TERM SPACES 336
NEW BIKE
STORAGE
uL _
OTFFSRiT \E/ERT|CAL BICYCLE RACK h -
ozoKE ooy EXISTING
LAUNDRY ROOM
@J, _
il
o |
\
= i
/
v O __‘&
ELEC PANEL N~
— (4) EXISTING DRYERS N
(4) EXISTING WASHERS Gl
EXISTING / A
BATHROOM I
TYPICAL NEW BIKE STORAGE LAYOUT IN (2) TYPICAL NEW BIKE STORAGE LAYOUT IN (4) EXISTING
EXISTING LAUNDRY ROOMS EAST BUILDING 2ND/3RD FLOOR LAUNDRY/UTILITY WEST BUILDING

GRAPHIC SCALE St

m—=_m~rs27 | ONG TERM BIKE PARKING
B-O-ULDER, CO

NON-CONFORMING USE REVIEW
03/02/16

STUDIO architecture
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Parcel Description

(PROVIDED BY FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY )
DEED RECORDED ON 01/06/1975 AT REC. NO. 126080

PARCEL ONE:

THE NORTH 1/2 NE 1/4 SE 1/4 SW 1/4 OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE
70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., EXCEPT THE EAST 425 FEET AND EXCEPT THE NORTH

30 FEET FOR EAST AURORA AVENUE,

COUNTY OF BOULDER,

STATE OF COLORADO.

PARCEL TWO: 31, 2014 _
THE EAST 425 FEET OF THE N 1/2 NE 1/4 SE 1/4 SW 1/4 OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 1 TOTAL ARFA = 202; 328 SQ FT; OR
NORTH, RANGE 70 WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., EXCEPT THE NORTH 30 FEET FOR EAST CENTER=SOUTH 1/16 SECTION 32
AURORA AVENUE, - N 4.64 ACRES, MORE OR LESS TN 48 REBAR WM 2
COUNTY OF BOULDER, - ALUMINUM CAP IN RANGE BOX,
STATE OF COLORADO. l/ B _f__ STAMPED "STEVEN J SELLARS S
- —_— _ 1/16 C—C S32 1996 LS 27615”
PARCEL THREE: - = —_—  _ _ ','9) - _— —_ PER MONUMENT RECORD DATED GRAPHIC SCALE
A PART OF THE NE % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 1 NORTH, RANGE 70 S = = I e JANUARY 31, 2014 5 o 25 50 100
WEST OF THE 6TH P.M., COUNTY OF BOULDER, STATE OF COLORADO, BEING MORE - = —r BASIS T e— — |
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 1 T — — =32 OF BEARINGS $86°33'52"F 130,75 (AM) — E;!_-E;Ei
—_— \/’ 3 , - — _ Lk AURORA AVENUERE
COMMENCING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE NE % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF SAID — | /30 EXCEPTED PORTION (60° PUBIIC = DB ( IN FEET )
SECTION 32; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG THE EAST LINE OF THE SW % OF SAID SECTION 32, A Vo ! PARCELS ONE AND TWO LIC R.O.W.) - - - 1 inch = 50 ft.
DISTANCE OF 331.44 FEET TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE N % OF THE NE % OF THE SE % S86°33'52"FE 660,34 (AM POINT OF
OF THE SW % OF SAID SECTION 32 WHICH POINT IS THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE | , l - ) COMMENCEMENT S<
WESTERLY ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF THE N % OF THE NE % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF 1 PARCEL THREE S=
SAID SECTION 32, A DISTANCE OF 660.36 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE N % OF THE THE MONTCLAIR COURT CONDOMINIUMS (PLANFILE P~34, F~1, #50) | ONSITE BENCHMARK I
2850 E AURORA AVE
NE % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF SAID SECTION 32; THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG THE WEST <SCUTHARD GARRY 8 & ANNA XATHLEEN & ANDRE, WISH JUDITH B & | ELEV: 5329.38
LINE OF THE NE % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF SAID SECTION 32, A DISTANCE OF 4.94 FEET TO o , I
A POINT ON THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH 15 ACRES OF THE E % OF THE SE % OF THE SW % OF (JIHN 5 8 YVCHE « 2860 E AUROR 323 LLC, 2650 E AURORA K2 ,
SAID SECTION 32; THENCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID NORTH LINE A DISTANCE OF 660.36 FEET TO - SMITH LOBAN T, 255G E AURCRE AVE UNIT 263, RCBERTS BRIAN & I LOT 13 AURORA TERRACE 1
A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF THE SW % OF SAID SECTION 32; THENCE NORTHERLY ALONG orcpDCREEN B SHEPHERD LEX 3, READEY MARY BETH. SUN RAY ’ 1630 30TH ST NO 252
SAID EAST LINE A DISTANCE OF 4.92 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; " EHRIGUE ¥ 6 i JGANNE C B DAVID B, AZTEC I I <FIELD BRIAH 1>
COUNTY OF BOULDER, ii.’«i\__{ESTi'-iEi'iTS iiC .C, '_lrs-E_Z :\r-T_H:)N‘." ua ,
STATE OF COLORADO. Eeaa Lo, A5 LG, MINDR AMES CRAIG & CAROL DOy ,
‘f.!‘-.i;if.lli!-". WE'I\_‘.....::m &cal ‘_.. LA -I:-'LGUI.’?'?' PR.?;.‘B-\'::C};IIC: & .f.NUF.'.\‘a___M K.', I
() PARADISE HOLDINGS LLC, RTBERTS BiAak & DOREEN B, REED KAREH , 4, BICYCLE PATH AND —
i ~ PEDESTRIAN EASEMENT EASTERLY LINE OF
& 3 (FILM 755 REC #01349) ’ BLANKET EASEMENT
= B =L 2 ~ , 12,/20/1971 (RECEP.#103832, FILM 854) L~
z . 05/23/1974 =
g bl i PARCEL ONE /%/ PARCEL TWO =
8 < 2900 E. O [ Ok Soner No ass |
= S 2898 E. ’ AURORA AVENUE & © <FIELD BR.AR #>
8 SITE — - _ M| AURORA AVENUE M
2 T e/ , 28
Aurora Ave Aurora Ave Aurora Ave t? - Aurora Ave SPANISH TOWERS CONDggISNIggTSl_' (g-II?ANFILE P-9, F-1, #43) :Lu I I 'i "9)
7] <5 KEMME TR W & ELAINE 8, SPANISH TOWERS RENTALS LILC, CARTER DJANE LEE TRUST, Lo, - —— —_—
SCHUPPERT JZAN § REVUGCABLE TRUST ET AL, SCHOPPERT RCOBERT L REVOCABLE TRUST ET <+ , I M
AL, BGULZER DREAM RENTALS LLC, BOULDER APARTHENTS LLC, SPEARS THERESE Y, CLN - M g
/ PROPERTIES 1 LC, COMPTON DAVID L & Li1SA L, BORTH COMDOS 1LL.C, NSB REMTALS UL, 1] o I
? PEILJH, HS8 RENMTALS LLC, KIANIAM AMIN M, NORTH CONDOS LLC, BAGRESTANI HAMID & POLLY r) I <
2900 Aurora Ave PALMER, CARTER S KEITH, ATHWAL RAJBIR, CONANT <EVIN & miCRKOLAYS & AMIE A, REDDY RaJA M B
= MIRMALA C, BARTELS BaRBARA JEAH, BARBER JEFFREY L & LiSa H, LARAQUE FRANCK, (@) I ’ (@]
METLPER | AMLY TRUST, ELLSWORY I MICHELLE EV AL, MiLLER BRUCE D ET AL, SPENCER =z ) LOT 15 AURORA TERRACE 1
l"rn?wl.-mr}d SATCHFL E ET AL, ABLJaKN PROPERNES L (), PHKINGTON ANNETTE LOUISE 27 41, , Ff) 1630 30TH ST NO 252
Park Yi.ORD FAMILY (@] <FIFLD 3RIAN &>
Py S L 00F | ;)
Bixby Ln ¥ 425,
| I EXCEPTED PORTION f5—5XEEE[7iﬂE—"_"""———-———————-___________________
, FOUND 2" ALUMINUM .
| DISK WITH MAG NAIL —_— —
5 , "FLATIRONS SURVEYING I
| LS 16406 PARCEL THREE 7' PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY LOT 16 AURORA TERRACE 1
I OF COLORADO EASEMENT POINT OF O LD Bk
3 o ——— S LNE N1/2 NE1/4 RECEPTION NO. 769529 seanmne N\ | AR
2 RIHER DARLENE \_ ) ME1/4MN 32 T T RRR T~ — 10/30/1964 PARCEL THREE
Gl | (e B, s 94 850.36 (AMgTc) — —— -t 4.92'
' (AM&TC) N86°3414°W 66035 - T T T = _ (AM&TC)
Go gle E 7 :% -35 (AM) 660.35" (T0) T
: ( BIXBY AVENUE
28th Street Frontage ™ 50’ PUBLIC RO W) - -
. l 0. W. FOUND #5 REBAR WITH
Vicinity Map MAP DATA ©2015 GOOGLE _— YELLOW PLASTIC CAP,
NOT TO SCALE ’ - T ILLECIBLE
Notes -
1. FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY COMMITMENT NUMBER 508—F0532061—017—TLM, AMENDMENT NO. 1, DATED OCTOBER 30, ITEM 15).
2015 AT 7:00 A.M., WAS ENTIRELY RELIED UPON FOR RECORDED INFORMATION REGARDING RIGHTS—OF—WAY, EASEMENTS AND 12. FLOOD INFORMATION: THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN ZONE X SHADED, AREAS DETERMINED TO BE AREAS OF 0.2% ANNUAL
ENCUMBRANCES IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS SURVEY. THE PROPERTY SHOWN AND DESCRIBED HEREON IS ALL OF THE PROPERTY CHANCE FLOOD; AREAS OF 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOOD WITH AVERAGE DEPTHS OF LESS THAN 1 FOOT OR WITH DRAINAGE AREAS LESS 23. THE MAJORITY OF FOUND MONUMENTS FALL WITHIN MEASUREMENT TOLERANCES.
DESCRIBED IN SAID TITLE COMMITMENT. THAN 1 SQUARE MILE; AND AREAS PROTECTED BY LEVEES FROM 1% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN AND IN ZONE X UNSHADED, AREAS
DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN AND/OR ZONE D, AREAS IN WHICH FLOOD HAZARDS ARE 24. FENCES ARE NOT COINCIDENT WITH PROPERTY LINES, AS SHOWN HEREON.
2. ACCORDING TO COLORADO LAW YOU MUST COMMENCE ANY LEGAL ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT IN THIS SURVEY WITHIN THREE UNDETERMINED, BUT POSSIBLE, ACCORDING TO THE FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP: COMMUNITY—PANEL NO. 08013C—0394 J,
YEARS AFTER YOU FIRST DISCOVER SUCH DEFECT. IN NO EVENT MAY ANY ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT IN THIS SURVEY BE DATED DECEMBER 18, 2012. THE MAP DOES NOT DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN ZONE X UNSHADED AND ZONE D. FLOOD INFORMATION IS 25. ZONING INFORMATION: THERE WAS NO INFORMATION PROVIDED BY INSURER. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS ZONED RH—5, RESIDENTIAL HIGH,
COMMENCED MORE THAN TEN YEARS FROM THE DATE OF THE CERTIFICATION SHOWN HEREON. SUBJECT TO CHANGE. PER THE CITY OF BOULDER, AS RESEARCHED ON NOVEMBER 4, 2015 (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY
3. THIS ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY WAS PREPARED FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF BRICKSTONE PARTNERS, INC., 2900 BOULDER, LLC, A ( ) ( ) RESPONSIBILITES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM ). THE RESTRICTIONS, ARE AS FOLLOWS:
. ) - ) , 13. DATES OF FIELD WORK: AUGUST 4—6 AND OCTOBER 23—27, 2015 (THIS SURVEY), JANUARY 02, 2008 (FSI JOB #07-53,937) AND FRONT SETBACK: 25 SIDE SETBACK: 12.5° REAR SETBACK: 25" INTERIOR LOT LINE SETBACK: 10’
COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, KINNICKINNIC REALTY CO., A COLORADO CORPORATION, STATE FARM LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, SEPTEMBER 3, 1997 (FSI JOB #97—30,554). MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 35
AN ILLINOIS CORPORATIONS, ITS SUCCESSORS AND/OR ASSIGNS, A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY AND FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE FLOOR SPACE AREA: N/A
INSURANCE COMPANY, NAMED IN THE STATEMENT HEREON. SAID STATEMENT DOES NOT EXTEND TO ANY UNNAMED PERSON WITHOUT AN 14. THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ARE MENTIONED IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED TITLE COMMITMENT AND APPEAR TO AFFECT THE SUBJECT '
EXPRESS STATEMENT BY THE SURVEYOR NAMING SAID PERSON. PROPERTY BUT CANNOT BE SHOWN GRAPHICALLY. THE FOLLOWING LIST CONTAINS THE TITLE COMMITMENT EXCEPTION NUMBER, DATE 26. UTILITY LINE CROSSES PARCEL ONE WITHOUT APPARENT BENEFIT OF EASEMENT.
4. THIS SURVEY IS VALID ONLY IF PRINT HAS SEAL AND SIGNATURE OF SURVEYOR RECORDED, RECEPTION NUMBER AND/OR BOOK AND PAGE.
‘ : #09 JAN. 17, 1962 BOOK 1216, PAGE 283  COVENANTS, CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS (AFFECTS PARCEL TWO) 27. THERE WERE NO PARTY WALLS DESIGNATED BY THE CLIENT. (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY
, N #15 JUN. 04, 1984 REC. NO. 624924 LEASE RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 10).
5. BASIS OF BEARINGS: AN ASSUMED BEARING OF S86°33'52"E ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH HALF OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER AUG 04, 1992 REC. NO. 12081753 ABSTRACT OF EXTENDED LEASE
OF SECTION 32, BETWEEN A FOUND #6 REBAR WITH 2" ALUMINUM CAP IN RANGE BOX, STAMPED "BOULDER LAND CNSLTS SW 1/16 S AUG. 10, 2001 REC. NO. 2184251 ABSTRACT OF EXTENDED LEASE 28. NO OFFSITE EASEMENTS OR SERVITUDES BENEFITTING THE SUBJECT PROPERTY WERE DISCLOSED IN THE COURSE OF THIS SURVEY
32 2002 PLS 20134” AT THE SOUTHWEST 1/16 SECTION 32 AND A FOUND # REBAR WITH 2" ALUMINUM CAP IN RANGE BOX, STAMPED OCT. 03, 2003 REC. NO. 2511654 ABSTRACT OF EXTENDED LEASE ' (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 19) '
"STEVEN J SELLARS S 1/16 C—C S32 1996 LS 27615” AT THE CENTER—SOUTH 1/16 SECTION 32 AS SHOWN HEREON. ALL BEARINGS OCT. 05, 2007 REC. NO. 2881108 ABSTRACT OF EXTENDED LEASE ’ ’ :
SHOWN HEREON ARE RELATIVE THERETO. APR. 08, 2003 REC. NO. 2421704 AMENDMENT TO LEASE
APR. 09, 2003 REC. NO. 2422405 RELEASE OF LIEN IN CONNECTION WITH LEASE
6. WITH REGARD TO TABLE A, ITEM 11, SOURCE INFORMATION FROM PLANS AND MARKINGS HAVE BEEN COMBINED WITH OBSERVED EVIDENCE #14 NO DATE GIVEN NO RECORDING INFO DITCH AND WATER RIGHTS
OF UTILITIES PURSUANT TO SECTION 5.E.iv. TO DEVELOP A VIEW OF THE UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. HOWEVER LACKING EXCAVATION, THE
EXACT LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND FEATURES CANNOT BE ACCURATELY, COMPLETELY AND RELIABLY DEPICTED. IN ADDITION, IN SOME 15. THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS ARE MENTIONED IN THE ABOVE REFERENCED TITLE COMMITMENT AND ARE SHOWN GRAPHICALLY HEREON.
JURISDICTIONS, 811 OR OTHER SIMILAR UTILITY LOCATE REQUESTS FROM SURVEYORS MAY BE IGNORED OR RESULT IN AN INCOMPLETE THE FOLLOWING LIST CONTAINS THE TITLE COMMITMENT EXCEPTION NUMBER, DATE RECORDED, RECEPTION NUMBER AND/OR BOOK AND Legend
RESPONSE. A PRIVATE UTILITY LOCATER WAS HIRED FOR THE PREPARATION OF THIS SURVEY. NO EXCAVATIONS WERE MADE DURING PAGE. FOUND ALIQUOT MONUMENT AS DESCRIBED
THE PROGRESS OF THIS SURVEY TO LOCATE BURIED UTILITIES AND STRUCTURES. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES MUST BE FIELD LOCATED 410 OCT. 30, 1964 REC. NO. 769529 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO EASEMENT o
BY THE APPROPRIATE AGENCY OR UTILITY COMPANY PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION, PURSUANT TO C.R.S. SEC. 9—1.5—103. (ALTA/NSPS #11 DEC. 20, 1971 REC. NO. 01349 4’ BICYCLE PATH AND PEDESTRIAN WAY FOUND CHISELED CROSS
LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 11) #12 MAY 23, 1974 REC. NO. 103832 PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO EASEMENT (AFFECTS PARCEL TWO) +
® FOUND MONUMENT AS DESCRIBED
7. ANY PERSON WHO KNOWINGLY REMOVES, ALTERS OR DEFACES ANY PUBLIC LAND SURVEY MONUMENT AND/OR BOUNDARY MONUMENT OR 16. THE WORD ”CERTIFY” AS SHOWN AND USED HEREON MEANS AN EXPRESSION OF PROFESSIONAL OPINION REGARDING THE FACTS OF THIS
ACCESSORY, COMMITS A CLASS TWO (2) MISDEMEANOR PURSUANT TO STATE STATUTE C.R.S. SEC 18—4—508. WHOEVER WILLFULLY SURVEY AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A WARRANTY OR GUARANTEE, EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED. (&) FOUND BRASS TAG, STAMPED "LS 2132"
DESTROYS, DEFACES, CHANGES, OR REMOVES TO ANOTHER PLACE ANY SECTION CORNER, QUARTER—SECTION CORNER, OR MEANDER
POST, ON ANY GOVERNMENT LINE OF SURVEY, OR WILLFULLY CUTS DOWN ANY WITNESS TREE OR ANY TREE BLAZED TO MARK THE LINE 17. THE TOTAL AREA OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS 202,328 SQ. FT. OR 4.64 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. AREA AS SHOWN HEREON IS A (AM) AS MEASURED AT TIME OF SURVEY
OF A GOVERNMENT SURVEY, OR WILLFULLY DEFACES, CHANGES, OR REMOVES ANY MONUMENT OR BENCH MARK OF ANY GOVERNMENT RESULTANT FACTOR, NOT A DETERMINATIVE FACTOR, AND MAY CHANGE SIGNIFICANTLY WITH MINOR VARIATIONS IN FIELD MEASUREMENTS
SURVEY, SHALL BE FINED UNDER THIS TITLE OR IMPRISONED NOT MORE THAN SIX MONTHS, OR BOTH. 18 U.S.C. § 1858. OR THE SOFTWARE USED TO PERFORM THE CALCULATIONS. FOR THIS REASON, THE AREA IS SHOWN AS A "MORE OR LESS” FIGURE, AND (©) &/?%CRUMLAATH%% FROM RECORD AND AS MEASURED
IS NOT TO BE RELIED UPON AS AN ACCURATE FACTOR FOR REAL ESTATE SALES PURPOSES (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A,
8. THE DISTANCE MEASUREMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE U.S. SURVEY FOOT. OPTIONAL SURVEY RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 4). (1C) AS PER DESCRIPTION IN TITLE COMMITMENT (SEE NOTE 1)
9. THE CONTOURS REPRESENTED HEREON WERE INTERPOLATED BY AUTOCAD CIVIL 3D (DIGITAL TERRAIN MODELING) SOFTWARE BETWEEN 18. THERE ARE 247 REGULAR PARKING SPACES, 2 HANDICAP SPACES, AND O MOTORCYCLE SPACES ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY FOR A
ACTUAL MEASURED SPOT ELEVATIONS. DEPENDING ON THE DISTANCE FROM A MEASURED SPOT ELEVATION AND LOCAL VARIATIONS IN TOTAL OF 249 PAINTED PARKING STALLS ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY
TOPOGRAPHY, THE CONTOUR SHOWN MAY NOT BE AN EXACT REPRESENTATION OF THE SITE TOPOGRAPHY. THE PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 9).
TOPOGRAPHIC MAP IS FOR SITE EVALUATION AND TO SHOW SURFACE DRAINAGE FEATURES. ADDITIONAL TOPOGRAPHIC OBSERVATIONS , .
MAY BE NECESSARY IN SPECIFIC AREAS OF DESIGN. TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN HEREON COMPLIES WITH NATIONAL MAP ACCURACY 19. OWNERSHIP INFORMATION IS PER THE BOULDER COUNTY WEBSITE AS RESEARCHED ON MARCH 2, 2016 AND IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE SUI'VGYOI'S Certificate
STANDARDS.
(ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY RESPONSIBILITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 13). TO BRICKSTONE PARTNERS, INC., 2900 BOULDER, LLC, A COLORADO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, KINNICKINNIC REALTY CO., A COLORADO
10. BENCHMARK INFORMATION: ELEVATIONS BASED ON CITY OF BOULDER POINT G—18, WITH A PUBLISHED ELEVATION OF 5304.08 FEET 20. THERE WAS NO EVIDENCE OF RECENT EARTH MOVING WORK, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION OR BUILDING ADDITIONS OBSERVED IN THE CORPORATION, STATE FARM LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, AN ILLINOIS CORPORATIONS, ITS SUCCESSORS AND/OR ASSIGNS, A COLORADO
(NAVD88), BEING A CHISELED BOX IN TOP OF CURB LOCATED AT THE SOUTH CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF 30TH STREET AND EAST PROCESS OF CONDUCTING THE FIELDWORK (ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEY TABLE A, OPTIONAL SURVEY RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY AND FIDELITY NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY:
AURORA AVENUE. AN ONSITE BENCHMARK AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, BEING A CHISELED ”X” IN SPECIFICATIONS, ITEM 16).
CONGRETE WITH AN ELEVATION OF 532938 FEET , THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP OR PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON WHICH IT IS BASED WERE MADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2016
21. THERE WAS NO INFORMATION MADE AVAILABLE TO THE SURVEYOR BY THE CONTROLLING JURISDICTION REGARDING PROPOSED CHANGES MINIMUM STANDARD DETAIL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALTA/NSPS LAND TITLE SURVEYS, JOINTLY ESTABLISHED AND ADOPTED BY ALTA AND
11.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>